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\ ABSTRACT

The purpose of fhe\ktudy was to further explicate qiffe:ences
between good and poor readers by examining readers' use of prior \?ﬁé&
knowledge to construct meaning from print. Ftur good and four poor
sixth-grade readers were assessed individually across five research
sessions. Focus was given to subjects' concepts of reading and the
availability and use of conteptua] prior knowledge in inferential
thought to comprehend ecologically valid harrative and expository
selections. Revelation and stability of concépts of reading were
ascertainéd through responses to questionnaire items and projective
statements. Prereaﬁing assessment‘ef conceptyal prior know1edge‘
involved responses to tasgs of freehtssoéﬁation, structured questions,
and recognition pertaining to each reading se1ectio;. Assessment of
the use of conceptual prior khbw]edge relied upon evidence of
inferential thought in unaided réZall of a selection and/dr responses
to written statements containing inferential interpretation.

Subjects' comprehension of print was aetermined by response of

unaided recall.
Successive scrutiny of data was undertaken to develop ?nd/or
apply §ystem§;of tategorization to facilitate interpretation.
Attributes oﬁ/subjects' concepts of readi}g were disclosed and
recognizéa‘bn the basis of the researcher's knowledge of the field.
Frequency of reference to each attribute was determinéa to indicate
prominence of an attributéﬁwﬁthin a subject's concept of‘readihg.

Quantitative measurement of conceptual prior knowledgé considered

frequency of idea units revealed.in the prereading assessment as well



as clausal units of unaided recall and responses on the written state-
ment task ind%cating inferential thought.‘ Qualitative assessment of
_conceptual prior knowledge considered %requency of idea units and
cléusa1 units of inferential thought rated as MUCH, SOHE; or LITTLE.

Quantitative and qualitative assessments of readiné comprehension
L ) .

‘cons idere | clausal units of unaideq recall and frequency

‘6f c1ausafaun, ed®rized according to the nature of text

processing, respectively.
The findings of the study revealed that differences were

apparent between good and poor readers concerning prominence given
to 20 of the 25 disclosed concept of reading attributes, inciuding
awaYéness of the impértance of prior knowledge. Use of conceptual
prior knowledge to infer meaning of narrative and expository
selections seemed more dependent upon the quantity of available
conceptual prjor knowledge than verbalized awareness of the importance
of prior knowledge as a concept of reading attribute. OQuality of
conceptuél prior knowledge, however,.appeared to enhance a link
between a reader's concept of reading highlighting importance of
prio: knowledge and use of concepfual pr¥r knowledge to comprehend
text. Although good and poor readers were differentiated more by
processes undertaken to comprehend narrative than expository
selections, verbal acknowledgement of the importance of prior knowl-
edge to the act of reading seemed tg be linked to good readers'
developing consciousness of using conceptual prior knowledge to
monitor comprehension of expository text. Other 1ntrins}c capacities

»

such as linguistic and cognitive maturity and awareness of complex

vi



interactions pertinent to reading favored the good readers and
contributed to-the pattern of performance suggesting differences
between good and poor readers may lie within inner, psychological

elements .
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b ‘Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

i‘»fg :Jong held statement about reading is that a reader's
1&\\¥ faaltormational background or prior knowledge greatly
W Atfects ease of reading and c@pprehension. ?Ribovich.

.,_-79, p. 240)

!

An awareness of the importance'of prior know]edée to reading has
historical antecedents in psychology and in educational writing.
Tﬁe.powerful influence of background information on a reader's

> comprehension.of the printed page was posited by the American

psychologists, James (1890) and Huey (1908/1963). In a text written

for educators, Horn (1937) stated that words as symbols can only

"convey correct ideas or stimulate their construction" (pp. 177-178)

Jf those words are relgted to the reader's experience. Horn con-

‘tinued, that whenever words or textual statements "are familiar to

the reader and stand for ideas that he has previously evolved from

his experience, the recall of these ideas is relatively easy" (n. 178).
In her historica] analysis of reading.comprehension, Baker

(1980) cited, that bv 1949, reading research had found background

experience to be crucial to a reader's comprehension. l\lriters such
4

as Gray (1937, 1949), Goodykoontz (1937), Hester (1948), and Russell

.

(1949) recognized the role of background experience to the message
received by the reader. s
More ré&ent]y, emphasis upon ~rior knowledge has occurred

relative to the teaching of reading comprehension. For example,



in a “SQﬂie‘of the art" report on research related to teaching
reading comprehqpsion, Tierney and Cunningham-(1984) allocated no
fewer than 13 of 33 pages to the importance of building and
activating background or prior knowledge before reading.

Contemporary interest in prior knowledge and its influence upon
reading and reading comprehension in pafticular, however, owes much
té and appears to be a revival of interest in the conceptual legacy
of the English psvchologist, Bartlett (1932). While Bartlett's
concept of schema offers a theoretical orientation whereby a reader's
prior knowledge can be conceptualized, his constructivist notion of :
comprehension provides impetus to view the roie of prior knowledge
as one of association with textual information to construct a meaning-

ful interpretation of the written text.

Purpose of the Study

The need for possession and utilization of prior knowledge in
comprehending written discourse presupposey active reader participa-
tion. In consideriﬁb feéder participatién in the reading process,
the focus of the study was on the reader's use of prior knowledge to‘
construct meaning from print. Specifigelly, the purpose of this
research was to examine'ETkth-gradeigood and poor readers' concepts
"~ of reading and the availabi]ity‘and.use of conceptual prior knowledge

‘within inferential thought to comprehend narrative and expository

text.
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Definition of Terms

Terms, as used in the study, were defined as follows:

Prior knowledqe was the organized semantic information acquired

during the course of individual development, as well as information

pertaining to a particular subject-matter domain (Bisanz and Voss,

1981). Spntex;ual knowledge as one aspect of prior knowledge included.

conceptual knowledge, knowledge of language, knodf;dge of text, and

knowledge of social interactiops and human intentionalitv. Additionally, ‘

prior knowledge referred to procedures and strategies (procedural ‘ |

nowledge) employed in conjunction with semantic information to under-

stand and interpret written connected discourse (Bisanz and Voss,

1981). This procedural knowledge included knowledge of the repding

task and related metacognitive knowledge of reading. \“~\\/\
Prior knleedge of substantive coacents comprised schemata, (

principles, and meanings brought by the reader to narrative and

Sy

<’
expository text and hereatter, for the sake of brevity, will be referred

to as conceptual prior knowledge.

Concept of reading was understanding of the nature oﬁ~the reading

process as revealed through oral and written statements and in
responses to narrative and expository text.

Reading comprehension was a complex of cognitive processes of

knowing, reasoning: and inferencing (Carroll, 1977) involved in
bringing meaning to the printed page, interacting with that written
message in order to communicate with the author (HcLeodT—1978). and

understanding and recalling what was communicated.
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Narrative text was a reading selection, of 600-800 words, which

~

told a story.
!
Expository text was a reading selection, of 600-800 words, which

explained or described a particular science topic.

Grade six students, Géod Readers, and Poor Readery are defined

within the 'Study Sample' section of Chapter 3 (page 82).

v

Reseaﬁﬁ?uestions

Spiro (1980b) has emphasized the essential but nat sufficient
condition of appropriate schemata being available for comprehending‘
text. Hh}le acknowledging that many reading difficulties mav reflect
mismatches getween prior knowledge bresumed by the author and that
knowledge actually possessed by the reader, Spiro (1980a) suggested:

Schemata may be available but not accessed appropriately or
efficiently. Even when an appropriate schema is brought to
bear while reading, it is not automatically the case that it
. —will be used appropriately. More attention needs to be paid
to top-down processing difficulties that go beyond schema
availability. We have to say more than that prior knowledge
matters. How is prior knowledge used? It is very possible
that there are.a variety of things that can go wrong in top-
down processing. However, unless we know better what should
be occurring, it will be difficult to precisely detennlzi_zﬁgﬁ
— - is going wrong. (pp. 259-260) ~

The research questions presented below were formulated in
response to the concerns of related literature as exemplified by the
foregoing introductory statement and Spiro's (1980a) strong plea for
research that might provide insight into prior knowledge as utilized
by the reader to comprehend written text.

1. What are Good Readers' and Poor Readers' concepts of

reading? .
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2. uWhat kinds of conce :Ll1 prior knowledge d? 666d Readers and
Poor Readers recall ggfggg and after read!hﬁ: |
a. narrative text?. ‘ A
b. expository text?
3. What processes do Good Readers and Poor Readers display in
cBmprehending: -
a. narrative text?
b. expository text?
4. Is there a 1ink between a reader's awareness of Ehe
importance of prior knowledge and use of conceptual prior
knowledge in comprehending: \
a. narrative text? ‘L

-

b. expositorv text?

Orgamization of the Study

The investigation of grade six students' concepts of reading and
utilization of éoncgptual prior knowledge to construct meaning from
narrative and expository text was condugted in a’;eries of steps.

A literatyre re?iew was undertaken to gain knowlelige of the schema-
theoretic yiew of reading comprehension and to further specifv prior
knowledge reguirements for successful author/reader communciation.

A research review focused on investigative study of concept of
reading, prior knowledge, and comprehension of prose. ’

The first of three pilot studies was conducted to determine the

»suitabihity of reading selections to be u!ed in the studv. The second
/
o}

pilot(étudy assisted in the formulation the measures to investigate
. ’ e



concept of reading and to assess concepfual prior knowledge. The
procedures and materfa]s for each of the five research sessions were
utilized and evaluated during the -final pilot study.

Collection of data for th? main study was made from four Good
Readers and four Poor Readers who were selected from grade Six student§
in three elementary schools. Five sessions were held with each
subject.v g ‘ |

Oral responses, which had been audio recorded during the research
sessions, were transcribed and ang]yzed. Written responses were

analyzed and related to relevant oral responses. Research gquestions

one through four were cconsidered and answered.

Limitations of the Study

Several aspects within a data-gathering limitation must be

~ xecognized. Fé#%abst, the reading situation within the research
sessions was unlike any instructional, functional, or recreational
reading environment typically egperienced by maturing readers.
Secondly, continding focus upon a reader's conceptuéH prior knoQ]edge
may have resulted in distorted awareness and empohasis upon prio~
knowledge during the reading act. As importantly, emphasis placed
upon verbalization of cognitive knowledge and behavior may not have
truly reflected the reader's initial response to the text, either in
understanding textual input or use of conceptual pripr knowledge in
inferentiﬂ thought. @ A

Generalizability of findings from this study is limited, due to
. 4

utilization of only narrative and expository forms of written



discourse and, as well, by the small population comprising the study

sample. Extension of the study findings to other forms of pm’n}éf~
P ]
text and to readers of different description is restricted.

{ Siénificance of the Study .

The study, hopefully, will extend educators' understanding of

the r~Te of conceptual prior knowledge in prereading, in reader/text
ir?eri?' 5n during reading (both in inferencing and monitoring of
co, re ion) and in reader/text interaction after reading (text
recall). While of benefit to teachers and, in turn, to readers at
«a]1 levels of proficiency within an instructional setting, increased
awareness of the relationship of conceptual prior know]que to
comprehension of written text may make an importagt contribution to
our knowledge of reading disability. A stuéy of individual good
readers and poor readers, from a cognitive processing view of reading,
"may provide insﬁght to consider the contention% that children with
reading difficulties may lack adequate cons@ptua] prior knowledge
(Anderson, 1977b) or may fail to make use of the conceptual prior
knowledge they possess (Spiro, 1979b). Further, the investigatian
seeks to meet Nicholson and Imlach's (1981) challenge that:
questions] for$robing the interaction of text data and
prior knowleddg®e . . . need to be expliored. Attempts should

be made to add a qualitative dimension to comprehension w
research. (p. 126)

Other techniq;gg [than written response to inferential



Qutline of the Report

Chapter 2 describes related literature and research, thcieby
providing a theoretical framework for the study. Chanter 3 explains
the design of the research, describing the study sample, instruments
and reéding material used in the research sessions, and the pilot
studies undertaken. Chapter 4 discusses the development and use of
categories employed in analysis of data pertaining to concept of
reading, conceptual prior knowledge, and reading comprehension of
narrative and expository teXt. Chapter 5 reports findings of the:
studv which.served to explicate similarities and differences between
Good Readers and Poor Readers in addition to further distinguishing
individual subjects. Finally, Chapter 6 contains a surmary of the
study, along with findings, conclusions, 15b1icationg, and suggestions
for further research.

<
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Chapter é

LITERATURE REVIEW

The following literature review presents a theoretical position
and discusses research pertinent to the current study. The prominence
given to prior knowledge within a schema-theoretic view of reading
comprehension is outlined. Conceptual notions of reader, of text,
and of the reading process are examined in 1}ght of the importance
placed upon prior knowledge. The nature of prior knowledge thought
to be crucial to successfu' author/reader communication is d{scussed
as being either contextual or procedural.

The summary of related research begins with cohsideerion of
children's concepts of reading. Reported investigations concerning
prior knowledge and comprehension of prose'f011ow{ including studies
involving manipulation, assessment, and provision of prior knowledge
as well as studies focusing upon use of prior knowledge by reaéers
of varying ability. Empirical findings relative to prior knowledge,
inferential thought, and comprehension of:orose are presented before'
discussion of studies pertaining to metacognitive knowledge of reading
and comprehension of prose. The chapter concludes with implications

from past research which provide a framework for the nresent study.
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Theoretical Position

A Schema-Theoretic View of Reading
Comprehension

The assumotion underlying the schema theory of reading is that

meaning does fot reside so1e1§ in the print itself but interacts
,with the cognitive structures or schemata already present in the mind
of the readef. Reading comprehension, as an acti{g, constructive,
and/or reconstructive process, is'viewea as depending as much on the
reader's preeiisting know]gdgé as on information provided by the |
text. While comprehension depends on the ability of the reader to
"appropriately interrelate" his or her knowledge and textual informa-
) qn,'schema theory provides a knowledge structure, or in Ausubel's
words, "ideational scéffolding," for conceptualjzing the iﬁter-'
relationship (Adams and Collins, 1979). The goal of schema theorv
as applied to teading comprehension, theﬁ,

is to specify the interface between the reader aﬁd

the text—to specify how the reader's knowledge interacts

with and shapes the information on the page and to specify

how that knowledge must be organized to support the inter-

action. (Adams and Collins, 1979, p. 3) .

Authors who pioneered schema theory (Bartlett, 1932; Head, 1920;
Kant, 1787/1963; Piaget, 1952, 1967; koodworth, 1938), viewed
schemata as "the building blocks of cognition," the elements funda-
mental to all information processing (Rume]hart, 1980). Schemata
have been more recently defingd by Rumelhart and Ortony (1977) as
data st:uctures representing generic concepts stored-in memory.

Schemata "exist for generalized concepts underlying objects,

situations, events, sequences of events, actions, and sequences of

10



actions" (Rumelhart and Ortony, 1977, p. 101). A schema contains, as
part of its specification as an interacting knowledge structure
(Rumelhart and Ortony, 1977), "the network of interrelations that is

believed to normally hold among the constituents of the cdnckpt in

question" (Rumelhart, 1980, p. 34). As a "prototvpe" of meanfng,

a schema underlying a concent stored in memorv
corresponds to the 'meaning' of that concept, [where]

¢ meanings are encoded in terms .of the tvpical or normal
situations or events that instantiate that concept.
(Rumelhart, 1980, p. 34) \

Representing knowledge associated with concepts, schemata

are not linguistic entities, but abstract svmbolic
representations of knowledge which we express and describe
in language, and which may be used for understanding
language, but which are nevertheless not themselves
linguistic. (Rumelhart and Ortony, 1977, p. 117)

In comprehending lanquage, schemata exert ahvinf1uence on both initial

interpretation and recall of the discourse (Anderson, 1977b;
Rugzlhart and Ortonyv, 1977). Textual infbnnation linked to the
comprehender's l.nowledge structures contributes to the uniqueness of
comprehension. Schemata themselves subsequently evolve or change as
a result of involvement in thevprocess of perception, comprehension,
and interpretation (Anderson, 1977a).

Within a schema-fheonetic viewpoint of reading comprehension,
the réle of prior know]edge is prominent fn interpretation of text

and as an influence upon the nature of recall. Viewed as crucial

to comprehension, consideration of background knowledge has affected

theoretical notions of the reader, the text, and the reading process.

The Reader. Active reader involvement in constructing a
E2Y

representation of the writer's message was emphasizéed as earlv as

n



1908 by Huey's statement that meaninq of written text existed largely
in the reader's mind and was not dgpendent on the printed text alone.
Thorndike (1917a),'as well, portrayed‘active‘reader involvement
through his description of readihg as an active thinking and
vreasoninq'process, éuggesting that "connections and menfa1 honds . .
must be organized and used together in so elaborate an organization
that 'to read' means 'to think'" (Thorndike, 1917b, p. 114).
Bartlett (1932) referred to active reader participation in stating
combrehension consisted of an "effort after meaning." In "the ’
attempt to connect something that is given with something other than
itself" (p. 227), the reader was called upon to "conventionalize"
what was read in terms of prior knowledge.

Present day authors underscore the active requirement of the -
reader in their descriptions of reading comprehension as re1ating
new experiences to the already known (Smith, 1975), reconstructing
the author's message (Goodman_and Goodman, 1977), and building
bridaes from the new to the known (Pearson and Johnson, 1978). Each
description, implicitly or explicitly, suggests that comprehension
is dependent upon what the reader brings to the §e1ect10n bv way of
background or prior knowledge. According to the thinking of psvcho-
linguists, the proficientlreader utilizes previous jnformation to
establish expectations or make predictions, and selectively samples
cues to reduce uncertainty about the author's message (Smith, 1971,
1975). Fami1iarity with the topicvof the reading material means the
reader has substantial information.“behind the eye“ (Goodman, 1970)

which serves as a directive device. Drawing upon his or her prior
’ \

[y

y
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knowledge of language, of reading, and of the world, the skilled
eader reconstructs the message of the author using as 1itt1é visual,
textual information as possible. Smith (1973) stipulates that the
more visual information requireé by the rpeader to get Teaning from
tre text, the less efficient the reader The information that basses
}rom the brain to the eve is viewed by Smith (1971) as bheing more
important in reading than the information passing from the eye to the
brain of the reader. The active contribution of informa?ion from
the brain is essential to the reading process to offset the "Timited-
capacity short-term memorv that creates a bottleneck in the trans-
mission of vjsua] information to the comprehension processes of the
brain" (Smixh, 1971, p. 69). Use of both semantic memory and memory
of prior experiences and events by an §Ctive, not passive, reader
was considered by Johnson and Barrett (1981) in hypothesizing that
readers probably "bringvmore information to any printed page than
‘they take from it" (p. 74).

x‘ v,
L

The Text. Emphasis upon a highly active reader within the con-

structive view of reading comprehension creates a shift from "the

structure ‘= an independent, immutqble entity to the structure
and mear" © . -4 on the text bv the reader" (Goetz and
Armbrusii ~ 214). The text, obviously a vital part of the

‘meaning-“cess,' must, however, be :

conside concert with the contextual settings and
the activities of the reader/hearer whoi by making an effort
after meaning, will attempt to construct a comnrehension

product that makes sense within his or her individual view
of the world. (Spiro, 1980a, p. 250)

The language of the text, then, provides 2 blueprint for meaning



crdation (Spiro, 1980a) where the meaning of the text resides in the
mind of the reader (Adams, 1980). The cognitive meaning of the text
is more than that derived throuaqh linquistic or 1ogica1.ana1y§is of
the linguistic components. Meaning is not found in words, sentences;
paragraphs, or entire isolated passages (Spiro, 1980a).‘ The text
does provide instructions for the reader as to retrieval or construc-
tion of meaning. Words of a text "evoke in the reader concepts,
their past interre]at;onships, and ﬁheif pogential interrelationships
as defined by their semantic properties" OX:ams, 1980, pp. 23-24).
Sengences serve as retrieval cues, initiating semantic processes
which in turn retrieve memories of earlier experiences (Wittrock,
1977). "Skeletal. representations," as provided by text, must be
enriched and embellished t6 conform with the reader's prior knowledge
of the wor]& and the purpose of understanding operating at a given
time (Spiro, 1980a). The psycho1ogica1 or cognitive unity of
connected discourse may, as expressed by Goetz'and Arﬁbruster (1980),
"derive from the fact that the reader's know]edge,\beliefs, and
expectations permit him or her to organize and interrelate elements
in the text" (p. 206). While possible meanings are constrained by
text, different interpretations of any text may be constructed bv
readers possessing different knowledge, interests, and perspectives

or by the same reader operating in different contexts (Goetz and

Armbruster, 1980).

The Reading Process. The importance and the active utilization

of reader background or prior knowledge can be observed in recent

descriptions of reading as an interactive process involving both
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knowledge-based and text-based gnalysis (Adams and Collins, 1979;
Frederiksen, 1979; Rumelhart, 1977). The interactive theorists
describe the reading process as involving both "bottom-up" and "top-
down" processes, corresponding respectively to "data-driven" and
"conceptually-driven" processing (Bobrow and Norman, 1975). That
is, in addition to processing explicit textual features, the reader
must bring considerable prior knowledge to the task of reading (Spiro,
Bruce and Brewer, 1980). Comprehension, proceeding from the top-down
as well as from the bottom-up is "driven" bv prior or preexisting
knowledge and by "data" from the text (Bobrow and Norman, 1975).
Along with the interaction of text-based and knleedge-based
.

processes, the interactive model of reading specifies that "text must
be ana]yzed at various levels, with units of analysis going from the
letter to the text as a whole" (Spiro, Bruce and Brewer, 1980, p. 3).
Communication between these multilevels ‘s thought not to be limited
to adjacent hierarchical levels. The knowledge sources are believed/
to interact ir a heterarchical fashion whereby each level of compre-
hension exerts an in%1uence upon all other levels (Glass, Holyoak
and Santa, 1979). The skilled reader proceeding through a text
experiences top-down and béttom-up processing at all 1evels_;;
anaivsis simultaneously (Adams,'1980). Such efficiency of comple-

ntary top-down and bottom-up processes "depends as much on the
information in the reader's mind as on the information in the
written text" (Adams, 1980, p. 12).

An inference has been defined as "cognitively generated informa-

tion based on explicit linguistic and non-linguistic information
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peovided in the context of the continuous written discopxée. and which )

«

was previously unstated” (McLeod, 1978, p. 6). As such, infgrences
play a central role within the constructivist or schema-theo;etic -
notion of discourse comprehension. In explicating the contention
that "text is never fully explicit" (Anderson, Reynolds, Schallert

and Goetz, 1977, p. 370), Anderson et al. (1977) propose:
1

schemata nrovide the basis for fillinq gaps, the basis
for inferential elaboration, the basis for positing states of
affairs, not expressly mentioned, that must hold if a passage
is to permit a coherent interpretation. Comprehension involves
going bevond the givens in a message, soO to -$peak "reading
between the lines". Readers must make logical inferences,
pragmatic inferences, coordinate reference, and supply
suppositions about an author's intentions. Thev must make
inferences about the motives and mental states of characters,
antecedent and consequent events, instrumentality, and
illocutionary force as well as propositional content. (p. 370)

In addition to recognizing much of the aforementioned "going beyond

the givens of a message" as "reading between the lines," Pearson and

Johnson (1978) describe "an inference from text to the reader's fund

of knowledge" as “reading beyond the lines" (p. 164). Warren,

* Nicholas, and Trabasso (1978) have termed "reading between the 11nes”~\‘\d///’

as text-connecting and "reading beyond the lines" as slot-filling

(p. 32). In considering Shank's (1975) view of "backward-looking
inferences" and "forward-looking inferences," MclLeod (1978) comments
that while forward-looking inferences require the linking of informa-
tion in order to infer new information and increase comprehension,
backward-looking inferences are heavi\ﬁ}dependent on the reader's
knowledge of the world to provide the concents which the author
assumed but did not explicitly state.

The formation and testing of hvpotheses is an integral aspect of

-
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the interzctive abifbach to reading compreheflsion. Due to the meaning
of text being only partially determined by the text itself, the
inferential, constructive nature of the reading process is thought
to be "characterized by the formation and testing of hypotheses or
models about what the text is 'about', a process simif;r in many ways
to problem solving" (Spiro, Bruce and Brewer, 1980, p. 3). Goodman
(1973) described the hypothesis-based receptive language processing
as "cyc]és of sampling, predicting, testing and confirming" where
productive reading requires strategies that facilitate selection of
the most useful, effective cues. Hypotheses may be tacit and may
represent a possible interpretation of text which may later be either
continued or rejected. Sbecification of pieces of evidence either
supporting or contradicting a hypothesis would be part of the struc-
ture of the hypothesis (Spiro, Bruce and Brewer,- 1980).

Reading comprehension characterized by a constructive process
involves and is influenced by the back and forth interaction between \\
the text and the reader, including the reader's background knowledge.
Processing strategies either consciously or not, are emploved by the
reader to mediate between the textual and the reader components.
Langer (1978) referred to "those strategies used by the reader to
gain meaning from the content explicitly stated in the text" (p. 101)
as "inside reading,” while "such nontextual information as outside
experiences and prior knowledge which the reader brings to the reading
situation" (p. 101), was termed "outside reading." Although meaning
of what is read, as described by Kintsch (1978), "is something thé

reader creates in response to a text, not something directlv given"



(p. 23), Langer (194B) contends: ‘ .

For integrated meaning to take place, there must be a
dynamic interaction, in acceptable proportions, between
inside and outside information. As the writer develops a
passage, many ideas are not expressly stated and the reader
must use both inside and outside information to infer
meaning. In addition, the redder must react to the writer's
message by relating the text to ideas already known or
experJenced by the reader. (pp. 101-102)

Prior Knowledge Needed for Successful
Aythor/Reader Communication

Language, both oral and written, has been viewed as a means of
directing others, namely listeners and readers, to construct similar
thoughts from their own prior knowledge (Adams and Bruce, 1982). A

vmajor determinant of the comprehensibility of a written .ext, as
suggested by Adams and Bruce, is "the goodness of the mat.h" between
the knowledge the author p;esumed of the reader with that knowledge
actua]1y'pos§essed by the reader. While comprehensibility of written
text involves interaction between textual information and prior
knowledge, the contribution of prior knowledge will vafy\in relation
to the characteristics of material read, the.purpose_of reading, 1nd
individual differences in processing styles (Spiro, 1979a).

A reader's prior knowledge, or what he or she knows or has
experienced before reading a text, might be considered as either
contextual knowledge or procedural knowledge. Contextual knowledge,
as discussed below, will include: conceptual knowledge, kan]edge
of language, knowledge of text, and knowledge of social interaltions
and human intentionality. Discussion»of procedural knowledge will

be concerned with knowledge of the reading task and related meta-

cognitive knowledge of reading.

18



Contextual Knowledge.

1. Conceptual Knowledge. Conceptual knowledge refers to qeneral

knowledge of concepts, principles, an$ meanings. Described by Tulving
(1972) as "semantic memory," Eoncéﬂtua) knowledge is required for
encoding 6( comprehending Qritten as Qg}l as oral input. An aughor
must presume the ré;der possesses sufficient conceptual knowledge ;;
that the words from which the text is written will evoke concepts
necessary for developing the mearing of the text (Adams and Bruce,
1982; Pearson and Johnson, 1978; Trabasso, 1981).

~ The intentional meaning of a word consists of the total set of
properties or characteristics related to that class of objects or
eventyy to which the word refers (Copi, 1961). Uhile author usage of -
any given word does not typically rélate equally to all aspects of
the intentional meaning for that word (Adams and Bruce, 1982)% the
intentional meaning should be apparent to the reader from the context
(Barclayv, Bransford.-Franks, McCarrell and Nitsch, 1974). A word
within the reader's vocabulary will only elicit the meaning intended
by the author "if the reader poésesses the relevant aspects'of the
/Qord's intentional meaning" (Adams and Bruce, 1982, p. 7) or if the
reader has not had "limited atypical experience with a particular

concept” (Adams and Bruce, 1982, p. 8). . rwm. .2

2. Knowledge of‘Lahgpage. Knowledge of lanquage includes the

syntactic and semantic components of text structure. Manv years ago,
Thorndike (1917a) underscored the importance of both syntax and

4 .
semantics to "understanding the meanings of printed words" whern he

defined reading as:

19



a verﬁ elaborate procedure, involvina a weighing

of each of many elements in a sentence, their organization

in the proper relations one to another, the selection of

certain of their connotations and the rejection of others,

and the cooperation of many forces to determine final

response. (n. 323)

Reading, as viewed by Thorndike, may be wrong or inadeduate due
partly to "wrong connections" with individual words or sentence
elements, termed "over—botency“ or "under-potency."

More recent]y,L§éﬁth (1971) proposed that the graphemic display
on the printed page‘was "re]ativeTy less important than the knowledge
of language that a 5ki]1ed reader has before he even opens the book"
(ﬁt 9). In additiﬁﬁ, Smith viewed knowledge of the way words and
ietters occur in language gained through experience with reading as
inf]u?ncing both word recogﬁition and comprehension. Knowledge of
language usage, which reduces the possibilities thaf a letter or word
might be, has been labeled "redundancy." According to Smith's view,
"a §ki11ed reader will in fact be defined as one who makes the
maximum use of redundancv in both identification and comprehension”
(p. 9). Maximum use of redundzgcygapparent in skilled reading,
thereforef would depend uron a”fgader’s knov:ledce ¢f hov ldanquage
functions in both speech and written téxt.
insegarag1e, empirical evidence exists to support the theorized
importance of knowledge of syntax to comprehension. Using a "dis-
J”Enged phrase test," Gibbons (1941) found a correlation of .89

‘between'the ability of grade three students to see refationships

among parts of a sentence and to understand the sentence, even after

intelligence was partialled out. The abilitv to use syntgctic cues

bgwhi1e structure (syntax) and meaning (semantics) of language are-
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to aid comprehension has been found to differentiate good and poor
readers. When students encéuntered unfamiliar syntact{c patterns
in text, they were more likely to substitute the unknown with known
or familiar structures (MacKinnon, 1959, cited in Athey, 1977), and
Aci)od readers digayed greater ability in substituting appropriate
structures ‘than did poor readers (Goodman, 1970; Weber, 1970). As
well, a moderate cqrrelation has been shown to exist between
awareness by high school students of syntactical relationships of
words within sentences and their reading comnrehension performance
(0'Donnell, 1961; Rinne, 1967). 'Rewrféing passages using language
structures found to occur frequently in children's ora]‘language.
was shown to improve compfehension, even ‘when vocabulaﬁf difficulty,
sentence strength, and subject content remaihed constant {Ruddell,
1970; Tatham, 1968).

3& -Know]edgg of Text. Knowledge of text refers to knowledge

L .
about the text stru;tbre or text genre in which the content or

wripten communication has been placed. Presupposing contextual
and relational, as well as functjonal knowledge of grammatical
categories of language, knowledge of or familiarity with text
structure has been shown to influence reading comprehension.
Fanﬂﬁiarity with the structure of a text permits the reader to
“invoke a set of expectations about the purpose of the author, and
the relationship between the form and the content of the text"
(Adegs and Bruce, 1982, p. 17).

Reader familiarity with the expository form of text structure

has been found to affect recall of content. Meyer, Brandt, and



Bluth (1980) studied the éffects of reader identification and :
utilization of the author's organization of expository text upon o,
free recall. Grade nine students designated as good, average, poor,
and "difference" (high vocabulary, low comprehension scores) readers
were asked to read and recall two expository p;ssaqes. Protocols

from both immediate and de]ayéd Fecaﬁl were scored for the number

of idea units recalled and the degree of similarity betwéen organiza-
tion of the recall protocols and organization of the original studyv
passages. Good readers displayed an awareness and use of the
_structure inherent in the passages to organize recall and to recall
significantly more information than students who did not utilize

the author's organization.

Research on story grammar has focused upon how readers employ
their prior knowledge of the story or narrative form of text struc-
ture to assist in their comprehension of new narrative selections. 5
As defined by Santa (1981):

Story grammaré are not content specific, but instead are

generalized ideas about the structure of stories develoned

through recurrent exposure to stories. Such structural®
knowledge helps a person understand the relationships of

‘events and allows one to anticipate material. (p. 162)

Familiarity with story grammar or prior knowledge of story
structure has been shown to increase amount of story information
recalled. In an investigation by Thorndyke (1977), subjects who
read~a second story of similar structure to the first but with

different characters, recalled more information from the second

story than did subjects who read a second story having the same

characters as in the first selection, but differing in story structure.

3
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4. Knowledge of Social Interactions and Human Intenticnality.

Comprehension of narrative text requires considerable knowledge of'
social and personal interaction (Schantz, 1975), in a ;jtion to ,
knowledge of goé]s, plans, and actions (Schank and Aﬁgfson. 1977).
Acquisition of such knowledge may result.in "a kind‘of naive
psychology based upon a theory of actions and motives behind actions”
(Trabasso, 1981, p. 63), which can be used to understand the narrative
form of text. For example, recognition of the social relations among
story characters in terms of their interacting beliefs, goals, and

plans can be crucial to relating tie events and activities of one

story to another (Adams and Bruce, 1982).

Procedural Knowledge.

1. Knowledge of the Reading Task. A reader's knowledge of the

reading task and recognition of reauired active involvement in the
reading process have been shown to gquide and influence reading
behavior. Student awareness of reading as a meaning-focused activity
has been found to have a‘relationship-to comprehension performance
(Canney and Winograd, 1979). An understanding of reading as recon-
struction of meaning rests upon knowledge that meaning exists, not
in print, but in the minds of both the writer and the reader (Goodman,
1970). Recognizi:§ the need to reconstruct meaning as he_reads; a
reader is able to reconstruct a message which allows him to compre-
hend the author's intended communication. |
Reader knowledge of intérpretive or inferential tendencies

presumed by the author is required as

he [the reader] either finds semantic and/or logical
relations between nropositions or events which are



expressed . . . or he fills in missing information which
is necessary to making such connections between events.
(Trabasso, 1981, p. 56)

As described by Rystrom (1975, cited in Athey, 1977):

Reading is a matrixing event between the reader and the
text; the matrix is a framework, or latticework, in which
there is a substantial percentage of unfilled squares,
which can be thought of as information gaps. In the
processes of reading, the reader produces a small framework
of meaning based upon the information on the page and his
own stored information. If there is a match, he continues,
slowly expanding the grid outward, sometimes by adding
information from his own experiences, at others by filling
the grid with information provided by the author. (p. 5)

Good re%ders have been found superior to less able readers in
their ability to infer from relevant textual infommation and to

shift their attention when unable to secure a match between informa-
‘

tion on the page with that of the reader's store of information
(Kress, 1955). As discussed by Athey (1977):

The initiative and persistence displayed by good readers
in attempting to wrest meaning from the printed page (or

perhaps we should say "imbue it with meaning") suggests

that they have built up a strong expectation that the

pieces of this semantic puzzle can be made to fit together

%o yie;d information which is meaningful and interesting.
p. 86

2. Metacognitive Knowledge of Reading. In considering reading
as a cognitive enterprise, Brown (1978) distinguishes between
"deliberate conscious strategic intervention' and “other'inte11€gent
processing" occurring below the level of conscious introspection.

4
For example, the subconscious processes of inferential instantiation

are performed automatically and rapidly (Anderson and Shifrin, 1980).

Top-down-and bottom-up processing skills of the proficient reader

(Adams, 1980; Adams and Collins, 1979; Rumelhart, 1977) function
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wighout any deliberate or conscious action due to theirbfluent
nature. Construction of meaning is, therefore, smonth and rapid.
Detection of fai]ure to comprehgnd, however, would- cause the pro-
ficient reader to slow dan proce;sinq of text and to deliberately
employ Strategies to effect comprehgnsion (Brown, 1980Y. A conscious
level of processing or metacognition would result.

Metacodnition has been defined as "knowledae or coqnition that
takes as its object or regulates any aspect of any cognitive
endeavof“ (Flavell, 1981, p. 37). According to Brown (1978),
stipulation of two, albeit not entirely independent "clusters of
activities," serves to separate know1;dge (cognitive aspects of
performance) from awareness and appropriate use of thaé—kn0w1edqe,
(metacognitive aspects of performance). Metacognitive knowledge
refers to: .

that part of your accumulated world knowledge that has to

do with people as cognitive agents with their cognitive

tasks, goals, actions, and experiences. Like any other

tyoe of stored knowledge, relevant portions of it may be

retrieved and used during a cognitive enterprise either

automatically or deliberately, and either with or without

entering consciousness. (Flavell, 1981, p. 40)

In reading, identification of the reader's self-awareness of compre-
.hension or lack of comnrehension has been termed "metaéomprehension”
(Brown, 1978). Comprehension monitoring, a related metacognitive "’
activity dependent;umn the reader's metacomprehension, has been
described by Raker and Brown (1980) as "keeping track of one's
ongoinqg comprehension success, ensuring the process continues

.effective1yl’§nd taking remedial steps when necessary" (p. 1).
o

Thorndike (1917a) was one of the earliest researchers to attend

4
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to the meta;ognitive concept currently referred to as comprehension
monitoring and to nrovide empirical evidence of its importance to

- reading comprehension. Suggesting that comprehension difficulties
arise if the reader fails "to treat fhe responses madé-as provisional
ana to inspect, welcome and reject them as they appear” (n. 330),
Thorndike positgg that "The vice of the poor reader is to sav the
words to himself without actively making judgments concerning what
they reveal" (p. 332). Indeed, Thorndike attributed unsatisfactory
comprehension to inadequate comprehension honitoring«by sixth
graders in his study sample who did not "of their own accord test
their responses by thinking out their subtler or more remote
implications" (p. 330). In coﬁtemporary words,

if an unfortunate reader does not recognize that

he or she failed to understand an important point, he
or she cannot initiate a course of action to rectify the
gap in knowledge. (Browh, 1978, p. 458)

The individual reader, therefore, sets the criteria for determiﬁing
whether or not comprehension is adequate and then decides what
remedial action, if any, should be undertaken (Baker, 1979). If
comprehension is judged to be inadequate, knowing how to take

corrective action is crf‘ica] to comprehension (Anderson, 1980).
N

%

Review 0f Related Research

Children's Concepts of Reading

Empirical examination has been given to the conceptualizations

of reading held by children from preschool aae through to eighth grade.

. ”
Common to the investigations undertaken is the implied thesis that

children's concepts of reading, that is, their schemata for reading,
- - L]
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have an cffect unon desire tc read and acruisition of readinn
proficiency. Studies, therefore, have focused upon assessment of
concepts and attitudes toward reading and the effect of schema
for reading on reading performance.

Children's verbalized knowledqe about various aspects of reading
has been gained primarily from individual interviews recorded on
audio tape and later transcribed for analvsis and cateqorization. \
llhile interview strategies have typically relied upon a limited
number of open-ended questions, multi-item interview schedules have
been employed alone or in conjunction with structured reading tasks.

Niscussion of research on chifﬁren's schemata for reading can be
sequenced, not only as chronologically conducted, but bv age of
study sample from preschool to school-aged children. As such,

Mason (1967) investigated the concepts of reading possessed by
children aged 3, 4, and 5 years. Individual interviews were conducted
with 178 children attending preschool classes. Among the questions
asked were: "Do you like to“Fad?", "lould }0u lTike to be able to
read?", "Does anyone in your Fani{y read?", and "Do vou like him/her/
them to read?" Only one instance each of no response and‘”I don't
know" was indicated by the researcher in presenting analysis of
Yes/Mo responses. Replies to each question were overwhelmingly
affirmative. The preschoolers' responses 0 "Do you like to read?"
and a subsequent inquiry, "Can you‘do it all tv vourself?", prompted
the investigator to conclude that "It anpears that most children
believe that they can read before they go to school and that they

1ike doing‘whatever it is that they define as reading" (p. 131).



f-1
Explanations by "the few sophisticates," often accompanying the few
negative responses, however, are. suggestive of the inappropriateness
of this line of quest{oning. That is, the researcher acknowledged
that "the most commén explanation was a statement to the effect that
one can't be expected to like doing what one doesn't know how to do"
(p. 131). Open-ended questions such as "What is reading?" or "What
do you/vour pareqts db when you/they read?", were not asked to probe
further what the preschoolers "define as reading."

The nature of kindergarten students' perceptions of reading was
investigated by Mcfonkie and MNixon (1959, cited by Denny and
Weintraub, 1963). Eightv-one children vere interviewed using direct-
query and projective techniques. Data revealed that most of the
kindergarten children expected to begin to read in grade one.
Definitions of reading varied videly, y?t, as renorted by Denny and

lleintraub, some concept of reading was verbalized by the majority of

the children.

Seminal longitudinal research of children's thinking about reading

was conducted by Reid (1966-67). Structured ir’views of 12
randomly-selected 5-vear-old children from varying socioeconogic
backgrounds were held after two months, four months, and nine months
of schooling. The Scottish children, vet unable to read at the time
of the first interviews, disnlayed

general lack of anv srecific exnectancies of what

reading was going to be like, of what the activity con-

sisted in, of the purpose and the use of it, of the

relationship between reading and writing. (p. 58)

Contrary to findings by Mason (1967), in resnonding to the question,

"Can you read yet?", the researcher observed that "MNone of the
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children could in factfread. and all but one knew it" (p. 5f). By
the third interview, J;rba1izations suggested developing dondepts

of bofh phonic structure and words characterized by havinq to "say
somet@ing." While Reid set out to observexf}hedlanguage vailable
to [children] for talking and thinking aboué the activity @f reading
itself" (b. 56), Ao task of connected discourse reading was included
to corroborate or extend their verbalized understanding of the
 reading act.

An interview consisting of three, onen-ended questions was used
by Denny and Weintraub (1963, 1966) to investinate first-grade
students' concepts of reading. The study sample from five classrooms
in three school districts ofiginated from "widelv divergent socio-
economic backgrounds: rural, all-Neqro, middTe-c]éss, and lower-
class schools" (Ueintraub and Denny, 1964-65, p. 326). An individual
interview was conducted with each subject during the first week of
the school term and tape-recorded resnonses of 108 first graders
viere transcribed, analyzed, and categnrized. 7o the question, "ihat
is reading?" (Weintraub and Denny, 1964-65), 27% of the responses
were vague or characterized by indication of "I don't know."
Nbject-related responses such as "Reading is when you read a book,"
accounted for 33% of all responses. OQescriptions cateqgorized as
valuative ("I think reading is a good thing tn do"), mechanical
("1 would say it's words and you sound then out if you don't know
them"), and expectation ("It's something that you have to learn to

do"), together represented, in almost even distribution, 20% of

student response. Cognitive descriptions such as "Peading is how to
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read and how to learn things and it helns vou to learn things and to

learn to read," were given 20% of the time and included use of

"cognitivejterms" or suggestions of reading as a cognitive act.

The researchers noted that responses describing the cognitive nature
o

of reading were limited to students with kindergarten experience and

largely those from homes of a higher socioeconomic status.

Denny and Weintraub's report (1966) of student response to the
question, "What do you have to do to learn to read in first grade?",
indicated 34% of replies were either vague or "I don't know"
utterances. Nearly half (42%) of the answers suggested passive
obedience or reliance upon someone such as a teacher or other adult.
Only 24% of the responses indicated "children saw themselves as
taking some action in learning to read" (p. 446), as exemplified
by replies such as "Read to myself" and "Guess the words in the
book. "

Using a 67-item questionnaire, fcLaughlin (1978) examined
first-graders' coﬁ!%pts for the purposes of reading. in relation to- =
methods of classroom instrucéion. Althouqgh most of the 60 children

N

verbalized some notiopA6Y't%e purposes of reading, a minimum of 25%

[ ‘\ i
of the study sample was "ynable to demonstrate a sound understanding
v

for the purpose of reading" (p. 114). The majority of responses
referred to immediate needs (e.g., learning to read, knowing words,
gaining adult approval), with few respousfs reflecting an intent to
" obtain neaning from the print.

In a study designed in part to replicate McLaughlin's (1978)

research, Hayden (1981) emploved an interview. anproach to investigate
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the schem;ta for readinq of 20 good and 20 poor readers in the
first grade. .As reported bv the researcher, "There appears to be
a relationship between students' awareness that reading entails ~
meaning-focused activities and their co{prehension“ (p. 102), with
good readers focusing more frequently on)meaning than poor readers.

Questions requiring retrospectiof were addressed to remedial
reading students (Edwards, 1958) in an attempt to discover what
meaning the poor readers had attached to the expression "good"
~reading when their initial experiences with ~eading instruction
began. Oral response to three questions related to presented
scenarios was solicited from 66 students from grades two, three, and
four who were normal or above in intellicence and physical arowth
rate. While remarkahle consistency of individual‘response to all
questions was noted by the researcher, a significant number of
students tended, as well, to respond with essentially the same
answer. Although interview responses as ohtained might well support
the statement by Edwards. that the students "had concluded very early,
that 'good' reading was characteristically a matter of speed and
fluency" (p. 240), similar focus of each scenario upon performance
traditionallyv evident when reading orally (e.qg., roﬁnd-robin
reading, praise from parents) might, not surprisingly, highlight
attributes of fluency and speed over any reference to meaning.
Neither direct or imnlicit reference to "“good" reading while reading
silently was apparent in the existing scenarios and the reader's
understanding of his/her own performance when believed to be enaaged

in "qgood" reading was not determined.
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Perceptions of readiné held by students in grades one through
six were examined by Tovey (1976). Thirty children, five from each
grade, responded to interview bu;stions and reading tasks. When
asked to read three different times, onlv 20% of the students dis-
played an awareness of reading as a silent, communicative nrocess
between author and reader. None‘of the first or secoﬂh graders
chose to read silently. Only 28% of the responses to ﬁhe question,

~"What do you think vou do when you read?" suggested that reading had
to do with meaning. Overwhelmingly, "The largest percentage of
responses (43 percent) expressed the idea that reading is looking
at, pronouncing, learning, reading or thinking about words" (p. 537).
_Mhile sample selection procedures precluded presentation of findihgs
on the basistof reading ability, reported findings, in most instances,
were not differentiated by grade level,

Johns and E1lis (1976-77) investigated the concepts of reading
held bv students in grades one throuoh eight. Interviewed
individually, over 1,600 students responded to three questions.

Response to question one ("What is reading?") indicafed only 5% of

the sample

expressed understanding of reading as both a process of
word recogﬁ?!‘%n and meaning. Three-quarters of those responses
were from students in grades seven and eight while only one-quarter
were given by students in grades one through six. Sixty-nine
percent of all responses were categorized as "essentially meaning-
less" (vague, circular, in reference to classroom procedures or
educational va]ug). As with question one, response to question two

’‘

("What—do you do when you read?") suqgested that the older students
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focused more upon the s@rch for meaning during reading th‘h 4id‘tﬁi .-;“fg‘f? {
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younger students at lower qrade levels. That is, nearly ‘éo-;mms RN
P & L

of the 20 responses per hundred students which-éefernfg‘gq;éngbf?ort(“ﬂ
after meaning when reading, were attributed to‘studed&{;iﬁlqﬁades six
through eight. OnYy approximately one-third of thf;;;;niﬁq-oriented
responses were given by students in grades one fhrouqh five.

Responses in non-meaéing categories accounted for 57% of the replies,

with 35% of responses "indicating that when students read they

[

perceive that activity as involviqp interaction with their tescer,
. [ ]

workbQok pages, reading groups, and the like" (p. 122). Following
. .
the trend set by response to questions one and two, the few student
]

4
responses to question three ("If someone didn't know low te MRad,

what would you tell him/her that he“e would need to learn?"),

b
4 RN

indicating the need for seeking meanﬂJ’when learning to read, vere .

largely from grades seven and eight, with onlv scattered representa-

tion across grades one through six. While 36% of the responses were +
vague, procedural, or valuative, "The majority of students (56%)

appear to know that saving words is a part of reading but they tend b
to overemphasize this aspect at the expeﬁ;e of meaning—the heart of
reading” (p. 124). Student respanse to each question as well as a

synthesis of that data, resulted in the researcher concluding that,

while fhe majority of "meaningful" responses (as compared to vaque,
irrelevant, procedural, or valuative) conceptualized reading as a

decoding process, female subjects tended to be more aware of both

the decoding and meaning dimensions of reading. Althouah Johns and

Ellis also concluded from their studv's findings that "Older students

-~
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have somewhat"better understanding of the reading process than
younqek students" (p. 124), their investigation did not consider
the relationship, if any, between reading performance and concept

of reading.

-

The above-mentioned investigation by Johns and ET]iS (1976-77)
is one of the most oertinent to thé present study, however; "t
suffers from severa’ limitations" (Canney and Winograd, 1979, p. 17).
Fsr example, the or:er‘af asking the questﬁons may have produced a
”warﬂ-ub” effect (Canney and Winograd, 1979; Moore,‘1982), influencing
the decredse in vague/procedural/valuative or "meani;hc_;]ess"l responses
from quéstion one (69%), to question two (57%), to question three
- (36%). Canney and Winograd posit that ”Fa11ure to respond meaning-
fu]]y to one or more of the quest1ons may not: have been a va11d
indication of the subject's schemata [s1c] for read1ng (pfj17).
One of the few stud1es ;%tempt1ng to exp1a1n how concept 5;
schema of read#ng might affect success in reading was undertaken by g
Schenckner (1976, cited bv Canney and W1noqrad 1979). The studya ‘
sample of 30 students from each of grades one,and tﬁLﬁe was ‘ i
adminidtered a battery of standardized’ read1nq and”V0cabu1ar/ tests
and responded individuqlly to the questions used by Johns and €11is
(1976-75). Significanfﬁgbs{gjié;corre1ations were found'for.first-
N’E'rade students between conéépts gf reading and reading achievement.
Findings, if any, concerned wi;h gimi]ar relationships between
concepts of reading ahd readiﬁé'perfbnnance at the third-qrade level

were not cited by Canney and Winograd. As getermined byvé t-test

of mean‘grdup differences, third-grade students were found to have
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significantly higher concepts of reading, ju{ged as being more mature

than those of first-arade students.

Prior to his collaboration with E11is (Johns and Ellis, 1976-77),

Johns (1974-75) sought to discover whether awareness of reading as

a meaning-focused endeavor might differentiate good and poor readers.
Designated as "good" or "poor" readers on the basis of scores on

the comprehension subtest of a standardized reading t&;&, students in
grades four and five responded in individual inkerview sessions to
thé\question, "Yilhat is reading?". Classification of student
definitions into "meaningful" and "non-meaningful" categories

P4
revealed a significant difference between the concepts of reading held

-
»

by good and poor readers. Cautioﬁ%'interpretation of the study's
finding, however, was suggested by the researcher. Johns pointed out
that, while only -3 of the 29 "poor" readers indicated a meaning-
'focused definition 6f reaéing, only 15 of the 36\“good” readers gave
responses of a meaning orientation. Extension of the interview
schedule beyond one main study question might have resulted in
further findings to either lend support for or neqate the seemingly

differential nature of "good" and "poor" readers' concepts of reading.

&)

35

Concern has been expressed by Downing (1969) and Canney and . gém

Winograd (1979) that younger children mayv experience inaBility to «

verbalize their existing understandingvor schemata far reading. 3 In
discussing Ais rep116§tion of Reia (1966-67) study, Downing
reportgd ut111zat13n*of concrete- obﬁécts fn addition to "the more
abstract verba] s1tuat1\hy used by Re1d Further understand1ng was

" revealed beyond that initially verbalized in response to the oral



36

questions. An interview situation relying entirely "on an exchange
of spoken words" (Downing, 1969, p. 221), may not, -therefore, be
sufficient to allow young children to comprehend questions asked

and to verbalize their actual understanding.

In a report of pilot research, Canney and Winograd (1979) sought
_to improve methodology for assessing students' schemata of reading and
to further understand the impact that students' conceptualizations
of reading can héve'on reading comprehension performance. A 15-item
interview quéséionnaire concluded by the question,y?Uﬁat is reading?", -

was constructed in consideration of the "warp-up¥.effect hypothesized
DR - & , .

(1976-77). The

o

as being influential in the Johns and E
study sample of three proficient a»;
of grades two, four, six, and eight‘r;” ﬂ :f{hined by teacher judg-
ment and reading comprehension scores én:s’standardized reading test.
Administration of the questionnaire to individual students, incor-
poéating probing or restatement of the question to encourage student
response, resulted in typica]]y'meanianul responses Qith fewer than
five "I don't know" respenses. The researchers réported that "Unlike
the subjects in the Weintraub and Denny (1964-65), and Johns and
E1is (1976-77) studies, all of the students interviewed were able

to give meaningful résponses to the question''What is reading?'"

(p. 28). Analysis of siudentrreSponse to that final question revealed
a decoding focus for hoth proficient and poor comprehenders in grades
two and four (e.g., responses related to sounding qut words, seeing' -

and recognizing words, memorizing words, blending words,’ spelling

and writing words), although the more able fourth-grade students
; ) N €

@ ‘&,"‘7;_, .
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*referred to more méaning aspects of reading (e.qg., 1eafning word
meanings, under§tandinq word meanings/sentences/stories, remembering’
and thinking about what is read). By grade six, the nrofié?%nt
readers' responses referred to more meaning-focused features of
reading whereas responses by less ahle readers cqntinued to reflect

a decoding emphasis. Canney and Winograd pointed out that "Many

of the high comprehenders seem to tthk that frequent reading,
expanding vocabularies, incrgésed knowledge base, and personal
involvement with text are prerequisites to efficient reading" (p. 37).

A second  1" ique for assessing concebtua}ization of reading

was used by Canney and Winograd to corroborate students' responses to
the verbally dependent questionnaire measure. Students were asked

to react to a series of five passages constructed at éach of three
reading.1eve1s: one intact or normal text, one semantically altered
form (nouns.qerund;, verbs 5hﬁfted two positions back), one
syntactically altered form (word order reversal), one form with \
lexical alterations (randomly selected nouns and verbs replaced . ‘\V
nouns, verbs), and one graphica11y altered text (vowels removed,
consonants shifted within words). Each student was asked: "Is

this something fhat a Qeryon could read? th;' and "llere you able

to read it? Why do you think so?". Every student indicated that

the intact passage was readable and tke graphically a]te;ed passaqge
vas not. Differential reactiéns to the remaining passages, however,
did exist hetween the hinher comprehenders and the lower compre-

henders, with 23%.0f the more aﬁle readers compared to 82" of the

less able readers reporting the semanticallv altered text as readable.



In addition, while none of the hjgher comprehendéfs indicated either
the syntactically or lexically altered passages to be readable, -

64% and 45%, respectively, of the lower comprehenders judged these

modified texts to be readable.

"“‘-\1,

Canney and Winograd viewed their use of an interview sghedule
in conjunctioh with a structured text task as proyiding:a more
=4 . . .
reliable assessment of students' conceptualizations of reading than

either procedure employed separately. Furthermdre, the investigators

concluded that "There appears to be a.Felationshib between a student's -

awareness that reading entails some meaning-focused activities and
his/her comprehension performance" (p. 43). Although Cannev and

linograd stated 4 of the 15 questionnaire items “attempted to tap

students' perceptions of themselves as readers and what understanding

' thexvhad about how they might 1mprove" (p. 22), students' responses
to the subset of questions were neither presented nor discussed.
Greater awareness of elementary school students' schemata for reading
'and increased knowledge of the differential nature of reading as
conceptualized by good and poor comprehenders might well be gained -
by focusing upon both the reader and the reading act. That is,
questions concerned with a reader's perceptions of himse]f/hefself
as reader and of his/her reading performance‘iﬁvaddition to the
inquiry "What is reading?", may strengthen assessment and under-
standing of the deve\opme;tal reading differences between those
able and less able to comprehend when engaged in the act of reading.
In an effort to.gain a broader description of children's

conceptualizations of reading, Myers and Paris (1978) focused on

38
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personal abilities, task parameters, and cognitive variables (Flavell
and Wellman, 1977) as they relate to reading.. An interview schedule
of 18 items was constructed by the researchers. and administered
individually to a study sample of 20 second ‘graders and 20 sixth
graders, balanced for sex but chosen without consideration of reading
ability. While all grade six students responded to the question
"What makes soheone a really good reader?", only 75% of the grade two
students expressed any view of characteristics of good readers. In
similar proportion, all students in sixth grade and 75% of thg
students in second grade indicated that familiarity with passage
content facilitated comprehension. Students' responses to questions
concerned with task parameters prompted Myers and Paris to conc]ﬁde
that "second-graders perceive reading as an owthographic-verbal
translation problem ra£her_than as a meaning construétion and
comprehension task" (p. 688). Revealing significant grade differ-
ences, only 11% of the grade six students but 45% of the grade two
students, reported that reading aloud and reading si]enfly resulted
in the same reading speed. A further significant qrade differential
was evident when 95% of the grade six students indicated an attempt
to reproduce the general meaning of a selection during recall whereas
45% of the grade two students responded with a focus upon verbatim
reproduction. The significantly feQer justiﬁjcations for rereading
as a comprehension monitoring strategy given by second graders
resulted in the investigators' judgment that second-qrade students
were "insensitive to the need for resol}ing comprehension failures"

(p. 688). . ' p



Replication of ﬁyers and Paris' study was carriéd ogi in
Australia by Moore and Kirby (1981, cited bv Moore, 1982). Nissimilar
findinas relative to six of the interview-items included Moore and
Kirby's faiﬁure to find significant differences between second- and
sixth-graders' awaréness of the relgtionship between speg; of
reading and :eading mode (orai, silent). Focus upon general meaning
rathe( than verbatim reproduction during reading recall did not
serve to significantly diffeantiate the younger and older students
as was thetzéée in the study by Mvers and Paris.

Beyond rep]ication of Myers and Paris' research, Moore and
Kirby sought to examine, within the grade level, the relationship
between students' metacognitive knowledge of reading and reading
performance as measured, respectively, by the interview questionnaire
~ constructed by Mvers and Paris and a standardized reading test.
Findings, as reported by Moore (1982), "were not as intuitively
expected" (p. 126). Of the two within-grade pjfferences found to
be significant, one "reflects a performance function." Significant
differences were apparent between grade six students desiqgnated. as
high-ability readers and low-ability readers concerning empbasis
given to "informative" words to assist comprehension during skimming.

A further within-the-grade-level investigation has{been con-
ducted by Ravkovigz, Bromley, and Mahlais (1985). Using an 11-item
quéstionnaire, the investigators sought to determine measurable
differences between good and poor readers' beliefs about the task
of reading. Questionnaire items posed to the 57 grade five students

(30 good readers, 27 poor readers) reflected strategies employed by
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a reader when comprehension féi]ure occurs (Brown, 1980).‘ééd'
included: "What do you do when vou don't know a word?", "a at do
you do when you don't umderstand & sentence or paragraph?", "Do
you make up pictures in your head when you read?".

Overall, differences were found between the groups. foad
readers were self-motivated, relied more on memory, intuition,
and mental imaging as indicators of understanding and aids to
comprehension, revealed a preference for silent rather than oral
reading, and typically found reading interesting and enjoyable.

Poor readers tended to view reading a§ a task required of them at
school and seldom referred to it as a source of information'or as

an enjoyable, pleasurable activity. Thoughts of cohprehension vere
often related to classroom performance such as recalling vocabulary
words or answering discussion questions. Few poor readers reveqled
any tendency to figure out the meaning of sentences or paragraphs
independentlv., Approximatelv ha1f the poor readers either preferred
feadinq aloud or stated no preference.

In the pFesence of the above differences, the majoritv of poor
reaéers, however, were similar to good readers in reporting that the.
general meaning, rather than the details: was easier to understand .
and remember when listening to, reading, or retelling a story. Like-"
wise, the groups were similar {n feeling that being able to relate

the material to personal experience was a benefit to understanding.

Summary. Empirical investigations of children's schemata for
reading have had a pfimary focus upon conceptualizations of reading o

held by children from preschool age through to eighth grade. A more



recent, vet limited focus of examination, has been given to the
relationship between children's schemata Tor reading and reading per-
formance. Typically, research designs have relied on verbalization
of metacognitive knowledge ot ;eading in response to interview
schedules of varying length and, in infrequent instances, to strusu
tured reading tasks. With the exception of Reid's study (1966-675,
repeated measures have not been used to determine stability of
response (Canney and Winograd, 1979). Conceptualizations of reading,
as verbalized in response to an interview schedulr, have not been
corroborated by demonstrated response of unaided recall of a series

of reading selections representative of narrative and expository

forms of text encountered in the sch0Q1'sett1ng.

Examination of children's schemata for reading has indicated that .

voung children, including grade one students, do not verbalize an
understanding of reading as a process of communication (Denny and
lleintraub, 1963, 1966; ticLaughlin, 1978; Reid, 1966-67). While
"slots" within young chi]dfen‘s schemata for reading mioht include,
for exampfe, knowledge of being read to, of books, and of words,

"many children appear not to know that an effort to make sense of

i .

text s essential in reading" (Canney and Winograd, 1979, p. 15).

For the most part, younger and poorer readers, seemingly not realizing
the need for nor attempting "an effort after meaning,”" focus upon the
decoding aspects of reading (Denny and Weintraub, 1963, 1966,

Edwards, 1958; Hayden, 1981; Johns and El11is, 1976-77; Mvers and
Paris, 1978; Reid, 1966-67; Weintraub and Denny, 1964-65). While

both proficient and poor readers in grades two and four indicated
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a decoding emphasis, poor readers maintained the decoding focus at
least up to grade eight (Canney and Winograd, 1979). Young children
do not seem aware of the required personal invo]Vémé;E in the act of
reading (Denny and \leintraub, 1966) and of the need\for resolving
inadequate comprehension in the presence of adequate decoding /Myers
and Paris, 1978).

Although few studies (Canney and VWinograd, 1979; Havden, 1981,
Johns, 1974-75; Moore and Kirby, 1981; Raykovicz, Bromley and Mahlois,
1985; Schenckner, 1976) have investigated the relationship between
concept of reading and reading performance, indications of a
positive relationship, however, have been evident. For example,
~differential views of the reading process have been found between
good anJ poor readers in grade one (Hayden, 1981; Schenckner, 1976)
and in grades four, five, and six (Cannev and Winograd, 1979; .lo'ins,
1974-75). Results revealing greater understanding of the relation-
ship within a grade level of a reader's schema for reading and his/her
comprehension performance (Raykovicz, Bromley and Mahlois, 1985)

“are particularly relevant to the present study.

Prior Knowledge and Comprehension
of Prose

Early empirical investigations concerned with the relationship
of prior or preexisting knowledge to comprehension of linquistic
text typically focused upon sentence interpretation. Findings from
‘several studies (e.g., Barclay, 1973; Bransford, Barclayv and franks,
1972, Haviland and Clark, 1974; Johnson, Bransford and Solonen,

1973) showed that sentence comprehension was contingent uncn

background knowledge. Whereas subjects involved in listening or



reading tasks inferentially related sequential information to relevant
knowledge already possessed, subjects were found, as well (Bransford .
and Franks, 1971; Franks and Bransford, 1972), to utilize both back-
ground knowledge brought to the text and previously given, relevant
sentence segments to comprehend subsequent related sentences.

Although co:zfdered in the past by a limited number of researchers,
prior knowledge and its relationship to comprehension and recall of
connected discourse continues to be the focus of a number of research
investigations. Four lines of studv are apparent in the literature.
The first involves manipulation of prior knowledge brought to the text.
Often a characteristic of initial studies, experimenters were typically
interested in the effect ubon recall of background knowledge primed
by a specific bias or pergpective.

A second approach invo]ve§ assessment of the subiect's level of
prior knowledge on a topic relevant to the passage employed in the
study. Researchers concerned with what the subject knows before
encountering a listéning or a reading task have attended to.the
amount and nature of recalled information.

A third method considers usage of prior knowledge by readers of
varying ability. Limited yet recent investigations have considered
interaction of a subject's prior knowledge and reading ability as an
effect upon comprehension and recall of text.

The final approach used to examine the effect of prior knowledge
upon text comprehension involves provision of prior know]é;ge before
the reading task. Treatments of an instructional nature have

characterized the few, recent studies.
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Studies Invo]vii!,nanipulation of Prior Knowledge. Researchers
have investigateqw}be importance of prior knowledge to comprehension
of nrose{i; man‘éﬁlcting subjects' schemata brought to the text.

Two kinds of amb{éuous passages were commonlv employed. One type of
ambiguous passage was characterized by a message which was unclear or
seemingly nonsensical in the absencc of a title or theﬁatic state-
ment. A second kind of ambiquous text was open to more than one
interpretation depending upon the subject's perceived or assigned‘
perspectivé.

In an early investigation using obscure, ambiguous text,
Bransford and J n (1972) demonstrated that prior knowledge of a
contextual na S a prerequisite for comprehension of orally
presented prose pass¥ges. In a series of experiments, availability
of contextual knowledge to high school and college students was
manipulated to determine influence of available contextual knowledge
on comprehension ratings of passage comprehensibility and written
recall. In the first experiment employing high schou! students, a
;yntactica]]y no}mal yet semantically obscure p;;saqe was u£{1ized
under five conditions of treatment: (1) No Context (1) (listened
to passage); (2) No context (2) (listened twice to passage);

(3) Context Before (prior to listening, viewed pictorial representa-
tion of appropriate contextual knowledge); (4) Context After
(fo]]ohing listening, viewed pictorial representation of appropriate
contextual knowledge); and (5) Partial Context (prior to listening,

viewed pictorial rearrangement of objects pertinent to contextual

knowledge of passage). As predicted, the comprehension ratings and

» AN
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- % number of recall¥ed ideas were significantly hiqher for studev‘s in
the Context Before group than for students in the other four con-
ditions. The researchers reported no increment of recall by students
viewing the pictorial ;epresentation of contextual knowledge following
aura) reception of the passage and recall by Partial Context group

nembers was "far below" recall by students in the Context Before

group.

The subsequent experiments by Bransford and Johnson (19]2)
revealed that activation of contextual knowledge, not only its mere
presence, was essential to comprehension of passages presented .
orally. High school and college students, believed by the researchers
to possess "preexperimental knowledge" of the cagtextual situations

‘ ~tnherent in the passages, experienced study treatment of Tom‘!' Before,
No;fomc T Top1c After, S%emor comprehension ratings and_recall
, py budclts;’!iecez ghe“‘rop!cﬂﬁefpv\e@r‘eament in three se:}\
,u‘i‘, gm; r}glated é%e;éments '!e%ﬁr;pvford and Jo son (1972) to emphasize
the ?ﬂporta?ﬁce of th%vﬁ;op] }«;fn a@kwatmg pmor kn0w1edge "to
- k tdnp*ehend *‘tm passaée‘s i tne 'i'h-r;t p]ace" (p. 724). Activation of
{ pmor kn0w1ed9§ as a‘cﬁﬁéli a;spect of the process of comprehending
.

recewed further support from ‘students who were members of the MNo
¥ .

P

Toch group. h!hﬂe exhibiting nartial comprehension, some students
1_is?en1'ngl‘without‘ benefit of topic indication were aware, hcwever,
of their active sedrch "for a situation that the passane might be
about" (p. .724).

The oresence of a thematic title was found by Dooling and Lachman

(1971') to inerease reading recall of a passage of familiar theme yet

| 1
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written in a "vaque and metaphprical" style. While the investigators
posited that each collegé studént comprisiné the study samgle "had
an appropriate surrogate structure (or‘schema) available to use in
the processing of the passage" (p. 217), students presented with a
title prior to assigned reading displayed 18% greater(reqall than
students recalling the passage in the absence of a\kifie.

Examination of the effect on recall of varving the péesentation
of a thematic title wa§ undertaken by Dooling and Mullet (1973) in v
considering whether "the Dooling and Lachman (1971) results [were]
due to the fact that a themag?gttitle led to a more efficient

A}

f}?n of the material during recall"

storage of the material duriﬁ'iie’ut . . . [or if] knowledge of thi‘
theme lead to better recd s

(p. 404). College students were acked to read and provide written
recall of thematically coherent stories which were difficult to

he thematic title:

comprehend in the absence.of a themadjic title. The students, grouped
for three treatment conditions, receiv t

’
(1) before reading the storigs, (2) after readin‘d the stories, ‘br
(3) not at all (contrél group). Results indicated that the placement
of a thematic title, and not its mere absence, was crucial to improved
recall. The "before reading" group displayed superior recall while
no significant differences were found fo? recall bv the "after
reading" and control groups. Dooling and r&11et stated that their
replication of findings by Dooling and Lachm:n (1971) suggests tnat
1ncreasé; recall "cannot be attributed to reconstruction dur%no the s

recall test" (p. 405). From their findinas, Dooling and Mullet

contended that a theme can serve as "a mnemonic device to improve



recall," but, to be effective, knowledge of the theme must be

available co the reader during ancoding of innut. The notion that
), activation of re1evént knowledge before'processing is necessarv if
e comprehension is to occur, received further support by Bransford

andfJohnson (19?3). In a study of cimilar design to an earlier
,‘f;vest1gatfbn Bransford and Johnson, 1972) previoué]v described,
*Bransford and Johnson (1973) found that act1vat1on of prior know]edge
through presentation of a tit]e before a reading task resulted in
significant increases in comprehension and recall over title-after
and no t1t]e%tments .

A title provided to prime ex1st1ng know]edge was found by

Schallert (1976) to influence the "semantic interpretation" of

paragraphs which could be interpreted in two distinct wavs. The

information selected by co]]ege students in response to

ition test fe1lowing the reading task, meflected the title

" acc0mpanv1ng the paragraph. Contrary to,findfngs bv Dooling and
Hullet (1973) - the amoun; of passage information given through free

. recall, however, was not affected bv the presence or absence of a
tft1e. The d1screpancy between f1nd1ngs was attrihuted by Scha11ert
to differences in stimulus materials. Whereas vague, metaphorical
passages had been used in the earlier studies, paragraphs utilized
by Schallert permitted immediate comprehension which was not
dependent upon the provision of a title. '

Manipu]acfon\qf a thematic statement was shown by Thorndyke

(1977) to affect recall of passages presented auditorially and

visually. College students displayed significantly greater written
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recall of passages having thematic statements at.the beginning than

for, passaées having thematic statements at the end or for passages
where thematic statements were totally absent. Ingreased 11;teninq

and reading comprehension in the presence of a thepatic statement

as found by Thorndyke‘was consistent with earlier findingsbof increased
listening comprehension {Eransford and Johnsonj 1972) and reading
comprehension (Dooling and Lachman, 1971; Dooling and Mullet, 1973)

in the presence .of a thematic title.

Ambpiguous text open to more than one interpfetation was used by
Pichert and Anderson (1977) in examiniﬁg the influence that readers'
schemqté miaht exert upon textual éﬁcodinq and recall. A fjrst
experiment was designed to test the hypothesis that a reader's |
schema, functioning as a perspective, can determine perceived '
importance of textual information. Following assigned reading of a
selection (e.qg., two boys plaving hooky in a house), colleqe students
were asked to rate idea units in order of importance from one of
three perspectives (e.g., a burg]ar,la prospectivé homebuyer, nc
special perspective). As predicted, low 1nnércorrefation of judg-
fents by the three groups of varying perspective indicated subjects
had se]ected~persgg§tive-specific textual information as most

‘importént.

The second_experiment conducted by Pichert and Anderson (1977)

investigated whether or not. recarT would be jnfluenced by thé
- subject's perspective taken before the reading task. Another sample
of co]]ege students approachéd the task of readinq rassaces used in

Experiment 1 from one of two perspjspives. Ahalysis of written
» ‘.,*' .

>
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recall revealed that "It was an idea’s significance in terms of a
given perspective that influenced whether it was learned and,
independentlv, whether it was recalled" (p.‘314). Pichert and
JAnderson's related experiments demonstrated, therefore, that "the
reader's implicit knowledge ab0uz the given pérsbective guided
comprehension and retrieval" (Mattews, 1981, p. 33).

€

Whether a reader's schema acts as'*ilaffo1dinq" for interpreting |,
and reca]]ing'textual information of greater‘and 1e§ser‘;ignificance |
was ‘investigated by Anderson, Spiro, and Anderson (1978). Basing

their study on the premise "that the importanif of a text element

would vary if the readers were caused to invoke schemata ﬁn which

the text element played a greater or lesser role" (Anderion, 1977b,

“p. 11),gthe researchers randomiy assigned college undergraduate
students to the éagk of reading a story about a meal ;t a f%ne
restaurant or a trib to!a supermarket. While the characters,

objects (including 18 faod items), and most actions were the same in
thé'closely ﬁara]]eled narratives, Anderson et al. (1978) predicted
that certain information commor to both passages would be significant
to é reader's restaurant schema. Thevmofe loosely constrained trip-
to-a—éupermarket schema was not expected to impose a structure upon

the text to the saméﬁextent as the generic knowledge structured in a
-restaurant schema._:As predicted, students who read the restaurant
narrative recalled significantly more food items from previously
désignated.high—probabi1ity categories than did students who read the

supermarket narrative. Consistent with a second prediction that

associations between food items Wnd characters were of greater



importance to a restaurant schema than to a superma;get schema,
.significantly more food items were attributed>to(certa§n characters
by the subjects who read the restaurant passage. +he fgckﬁgf
differential recall of information judged as'contextqaliy important
to both narratiJes provided fuhther support for the concfusion by
vhnderson et al. (1979) that "Ib-appearé necessary, therefore, to

attribute the contrasting levels of recall to the differences in

4 | C
the high-level schemata evoked-by the restaurant and supermarket ‘.'/.

(]

narratives" (p. 438). AltHough Anderson et al. (1978) concluded”
that prior knowledge in the form of high-level schemata influence§
recall of prose passages, no assessment was undertaken to determine
what the subjects knew abéut the céntent of the assigned reading.
Anderson et al. (1978) did acknowledge that findings from thetr
.Study dig not distinguish between possible use of prior knowledge
during emcoding or recall of written text.

Reader background rather than contextual perspective wds

1)

manipulatad by Anderson, Reynolds, Schallert and Goetz (1977) in

A

their investigation of the relationship of reader background

v

knowledge to text interpretation and recall. The‘researchers
hypothesized that the presumed, differentially developed backgyound
knowledge of college physical education students and music gduca}ion
students .would result in“different interpretations of the ambiguous

study.passaées. Two distinct interpretations existed for both-

-

passages:‘»(l) a prison break or a wrestling match, and (2) a card

-
[}

game or a rehearsal session for-a woodwind ensemble. Response to

multiple-choice questions fcllewing reading of the p@ssages indicated

»
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P
significant interaction between passage interpretation and subjects'
bacquOund‘knowledge. In support of the researchers'’ hypothésis,
| the phys1ca1 education students chose swgn1f1cant1y more wrest11ng-
oriented responses in their interpretation of the Pr1son/wrest11ng
passage than did the music education students. In turn, the latter
students éelected significantly mo}e music-oriented choices than did
the physical education students in interpreting the Card/Music
passage. In free recall data, "theme—revea]inb disamhiguations and

PEEL S 4
intrusions” were found to relate significantly to readers' background

4

knowledge.
The use of preexperimental knowledge to comprehend and recall.

written text was 6$n1pu1ated in vet another way by Sulin and Nooling

(1974). Co)1ege students were asked to read a b1ograph1ca1 passage

about e*tﬁer a famous or a fictitious person (e.qg., Helen Keltler,

Caro] Harrws) " The researchers hypothesized that in compar1ng

readers' schemata brought !5 the biographical passaqes, readers’

schemata brought to the famous character passage would be more

elaborate and hence, more influential upon comprehension and reten-

tion. While results on a recognition task did not support the |

predicted "overall superiorit& for the famous condition," dreater

numbers of false-positive errors by students reading fhe fémous

charactér passage were interpfeted;as ?n indication of the intrusion

of prior knowleage in the processes of comprehending and remembering. -
Brdwn, Smiley, Day, Townsend,aﬁd Lawton (1977) investigated

whether children comprehend and subsequentlv recall a storyv in

relation iP their prior knowledge in the same manner as adults. In

L 4
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the first of two experiments,’ s.ubdg!s weye in grades three, five, @

and seven while the second experimér'\‘t’,- .e[nhn'l.oyed.-.s}-dents in/grades
two, four, and six. In Experiment'I:’the studv saniple was divided
into two sections and received diffe;ent orientations before
listening to an anhiguous passage. Data from recognition tasks of
theme congruent and theme incongruent statements revealed an
absence of age effect. As well, the investigators indicated that
the pattern of children's responses was similar to ‘that of adult
responses noted by Sulin and Dooling (19745. Brown et al. (1977)
observed that use of prior knowledge "to elaborate and emhellish"
recall of aural passages was evident byv:children as young as those
in grade three. | ——

In Experiment II of the Brown et al. (1977) study, all subjects
hgard a storv about a fictitious tribe. While some of 'the children
received orienting information about the tribe as being Eskimo or
desert Indian, a third of the subjects were given no prior orientation
knowledge. Analysis of recall and response to probe questions
indicated that children can and do make use of experimentally
provided information to comprehend and recall, with no.strong develop-
mental trends being evident. Significantly greater recall was
exhibitedg‘chﬂdren of all ages who received the relevant back-
ground information. The investigators viewed the findinq of a
significant effect of background knowledge as.noteworthy considering

the passage used in their study, unlike those in other studies, was

f:,comprehensib1e without "the enriching framework."

L)
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Studies Involving Assessment of Prior Knowledge. In the last

few years, investigative é}udies concerned with £hé influence of a
subject's background ﬁﬁowlédqe on text comprehension haveiipcluded
an assessment component of ?reexperimental knowledge. Uhflé such
research is extremely 11mited~in qpahtity, attention has been given _
to comprehension of both oral and written text. As well, focus hds
been given to natural, comprehensible text interpreted and recalled
by schqol-aged subjects.

Using children in kindergarten, and grades two, four, and six,
Pace (1979) investigated tHe iﬁf]uence of personal knowledge on
comprehension of passages presented orallv. Before 1istenin£ twice
to narratives varying in familiarity of content, an assessment was
made of each child's relevant prior knowledge. Spontaneous
verbalization of known information about specified situations was
followed by variously framed questions, probing for additional,

»

unstated knowledge. Ten questions asked after each pa§sa9e served
as a measurement of listening c;;prehension. Analvsis of data
revealed that, in general, the children at each level either
possessed re]evént prior knowledge or they did not, and possession
or absenge of that prior knowledge wé? reflected both in the pre-
assessment measure and posttest comprehension questions.

For passages written onltopics unfamiliar to subjects at all
1eve15,th;fﬁi7”*1¢h11dren.§thbi;ed,better comprehension‘than did

sy

;f§1i5{°€he absenée of prior knowledae had less

>3 ‘,;~ct‘upon*1istening comprehension for older

% for vounger children. While Pace's study provided

.
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evidence of a facilitative effect of prior knbwledge upon listening
comprehension at each school level examined, lack of prior knowledge
affected younger childreh more than older children.

The role of readers' background knowledge in faci]itating
comprehension of explicitly and implicitly specified géxt was
investigated bv Pearsonm, Hansen, and (ordon (1979). In two related
experiments, good readers in the sécond grade read unambiquous
passages silently and answered wh-questions as a measure of comprehen-
sion. In the first experiment,‘a prereading assessment of prior
knowledge om a specific topic (spiders) served to distinquish two
" groups of students, equated on reading ability and 1.0, One group
of ten students (the strong schema groun) exhibited high scores on
the eight pretest questions while the other group of tenjgtudents
(the weak schema group) disp1ayéd Tow scores. After reading a .
passage about spiders, response to textually explicit (literal) and
scriptally implicit (inferential) questions designed\aé@ording to

_ .
criteria by Pearson and Johnson (1973), indicated a siénificantly
greates overall performance in favor of the strong schema group.

As well, the effect of priér knowledge appeared more pronounced fqr
implicit rather than for explicit questions.

In the second experiment by Pearson et al. (1979),,fe591ts
showed that comprehension of textually explicit information ;as
easier than comprehension of implicit text which requiré; integration
_ of textual information with the reader's prior knowledge. . Qn;the
strenqth of their experimental findings, Pearson et a].f(ﬂ@?QL

N

‘\_/
concluded that comprehension of implicit text "is especially -

s



facilitated by strong schemata" (p. 207).

Langér (1980) conducted a study to determiné the extent of the, 

. relationship between assigned levels of readers' prior knowledge

h)
B
¥
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«
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and the organization of ‘text recal]. Thirty-six high school Seniors
responded through written free association to three content words

[}

«from the top half 6f two unrelated passages. The free association \
responses were categorized as MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE Levels of Prior
Knowledge. A rating of "MUCH" knowledge required use of superordinate
concepts, definitions, ana1pgiés, or concept linking. A rating of
"SOME" knowledge required usé of examples, attributes, or defining
characteristics. A rating of "FITTLE" knowledge required use of
éssociations, morphemes, sound alikes, or first-hand experience.
Cg¥re1ation between the levels of readers' brior knowledge and

written recall of content words was consistently high across the

reading passages. Langer's finding that level of prior knowledge

is related to the measure of recall was later replicated by Langer

and N1co11ib@LT%?1l.

The interaction of prior knowledge and text structure on
spontaneous and probed recall of a passage presented orally was
examined by Mattews (1981). Prior to hearing the passage, students

jn grades four and eight were randomly assigned to three treatment

§
%“%conditions: prior knowledge, unrelated knowledge, and no knowledge.

" The prior knowledge treatment, which was related to the low hier-

archical structures of the'targetfpassaqe, was received aurally.
Analysis of data showed that prior knowledge had a specific effect

upon recal1 bv-&h® fourth-grade students. While students who
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receivéd the unrelated prior knowledge freatment displaved an
advantage over students given the prior knowledge treatment in .
recall of information high in the text hierarchy, recall of informa-
tion low in the text hierarchy favored the prior knowledge group.
Fof the eighth graders, although the advantage of recall at the

high level of fexf structure was similar tofthe findings for the
fourth-grade student;, no differential reca]i in favor of the prior
knowledge group was apparent at the low level of passage structure.
A similar grade difference occurred on probe question performance.
That is, a facilitativg effect of prior knowledge on the performance
of grade four students was not evident upon student performance at
the eighth grade. The researcher noted that while few students

exhibited intrusions in recall and structured probe data, all

intrusions by grade eight students were recall of incorrect informa-

tion and were not characterized by unrelated or additional information.

Botﬁ aualitative and quantitative preassessment of topical
knowledge were considered by Hare (1982). 'In addition to an attempt
to independently validate Langer's—{3988% finding that scores on her
oua]itgtive levels of prior knowledge could predict recall perfor-
mance, Hare sought an answer to whether scoreson a quantitative
measure of topical knowledge could also predict recall performance.
Related study questions were concerned with whether knowledge scores
assessed qualitatively could predict performance on questions bevond
those of a literal level, whether students display a metacognitive
awareness of the effects of prior knowledge upon their recall,.and

whether recall predictions by readers would predict comprehension.
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Subjects qlgd>in Hare's study wére 29 qrade six students dis-
playing reading ability bevond their grade level. The students were
first requested to predict on a S5-point scale (all, most, some, a
little, or none of it) how much would be recalled following silent
reading of an expository passage. Mext, a written account of free
association to three key words/phrases from thg selection was
obtained. Directions were then g:ven to read the passage silently
for understanding and later recall. vAfter reading, students were
asked to write down as much as remembered abouf the selection and
in turn, to answer three "thinking" questions which required drawing
upon prior knowledge.

Recall protocéTs were scored both for number of main idea units
and number of idea units. Langer's finding that qua;Tty of topical
or prior knowledge was significantly related to the number of total
idea units recalled was validated. However, quality bf tonical .
knowledge was not sidnificant]y related to the number of main idea
units recalled. Ouantity of topical knowledge was found to be
similar to quality of topical knowledge in not predicting main idea
uhit récal]. The quantity assessment was shown, however, to be a
better predictor of total recall score, explaining nearly twice the
variation in score than explained bv quality of topical knowledge.
leither quality or quantity of topical knowledge was shown to be
significantly related to correctly answered "thinking" questions.

Evaluator estimations of topical knowledge were better at pre-

dicting recall tham were student estimations of their recall.

Students' recall predictions predicted neither their recall oV main



jdea units or total idea units when 1.0, and reading achievement were
not controlled. Student prediction, when [.0. and reading were held
constant, was a significant predictor of recalled total idea units
but not of recalled main idea units. This suggests that students

who recalled morelwere more aware of the amount believed "recalled
although, as a group, fewer idea units were recalled than were
predicted by students. In predicting recall,sstudents did not

overtlv consider level of prior knowledge related to the passage(.d
content. Recall predictions did not correlate with levels of priér
knowledge for either quality or quantity of topical knowledge.

While Langer's qualitative measure of topica]lor nprior knowledge
demonstrated success in predicting overall passage recall, even when
[.0. and reading ability were held constant, quality of prior
knowledge was nbt found to be a predictor of recall of main idea
units for the expository selection used in MHare's study. Findings
that quantity, not quality of prior knowléedge better predicted
students' recall when 1.0. and reading levels were held constant,
support the use of the quantita@ve over the auglitative scoring
system. gk |

‘An investigation of the interaction of prior knowledge with the
structure of printed text has recently been undertaken by Navey and
Kaninus (1985) using 96 eighth-grade students identified by teachérs
as averagé or high-average readers. A wr%tten, pretest measure of
prior knowledge was administered, consisting of eight open-ended

questions concerning the topic of computers. Responses were scored

as "information units,”" defined as words, phrases, or clauses which

-
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. ‘*‘L' a‘ilru. - Ap*vﬁtﬂ"ﬂr 0
) -
could stibg alone :'g:deas Two passages ahoul computers were con- &
structed having approximately 800 words and a fifth-grade leve] of
reading difficulty, and differing only in the placement order of ‘
information. Subjects were blocked by high or low prior knowledge |
and were randomly assigned to ong'of‘uhe two passagg ordera:
unfamiliar information followed by ?5mi1iar information or familiar
information followed by unfamiliar information.

Findings indicated that the order in which unfamiliar 1nf9fma-
tion was presented in the experimental passages affected the reca113
of unfamiliar information differently depending on the 1eve1 of . :

‘ Al
pﬁior knowledge. On a multiple-choice task immédiate]y after

¥ ”

reading, subjects with hiah prior know]edge.recélled dﬁfami]ﬁar'
. d

.

information better when it appeared first, foTlowed by familiar

Coem

.
information. For subjects with low prior know1edge;rin?ormation ‘
. ’ ‘

L nie et

order did not affect recall of unfamiliar- 1nformat1on Tpe Ziw
superiority of unfamiliar-familiar information order1ng for high

prior knowledge subjects was not ma1nta1ned howeVer whan delayed

" < j .
recall was assessed one week later. LI

L)

Studies Concerned with Use of Prior Knowledge by Readers of

Varying Ability. Research considering how subjects«differing in

reading ability utilize prior knowledge to faci]itaie'cgﬁprehehsion'
of prose has been extremely limited. Althouah comprehension measures
have been varied and assessment of individué] prior knowledge has not
been a consistent feature of empirical design, movement toward use of

unambiquous text is evident.

Whether good and poor readers showed similar ability in shifting



between faqiliar schemata in a listening task was the focus of a
study by Townsend (1982): > Twenty good and tweﬁiy poor readers ;n
thiﬂh.graqg listened to two short nassages on familiar vet unrelated
tobicsz While comprehension of the second passage required a schema
shift, only hélf of the study sample, composed of both good and poor
rgiﬂers, were explicjt]y cued to this demand. Subjects expepiencing
the Cued Shift Condition heard the title presented twice pfior to
hearing the passage whereas.participants in the Uncued SHhift Con-

dition heard titles for both passages twice before hedri first

passage. Listening comprehension measures of free recall and igterview

responses indicated that although good readers recalled more informa-
tion, similar flexibility of schema shifting existed for good and
poor readers. Subjects cued to the schema shift displayed no differ-
ence in recall of the ;wo passages yet subjects of both reading
ability groups, w?o were not explicitly cued to the required shift,
showed a J?crementfin recall of the second passage.

The effect of background kno@ledge on comprehension of written
text bv subjects exhibiting differential reading ability was éxamined
by Stevens (1980). The study sample of ninth .grade students of low,
medium, and hi;h reading abi]ity read two expositorv passages which
were identified as high and 1odh1now1edge topics for each irdividual.
The effect of background kd‘b]edge upon comprehension as measured by
multiple-choice aquestions accompanying each passage was considqred by
ability 1eve1 Although Kfiowledge and ability qroup were both

s1gn1f1cant1y related to read1ng comprehens1pn performance, the

knowledge cond1t1on showed greater s1gn1f1cabciathan did ability group.

6
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Possession of c“onsideraue or "high" prior knowledge on a topic, there-
fore, was founc to fac111tate reading comprehenswon The absence

- of a sigmificant 1nteract1on between ability group and knowledge
condition was internreted by Stevens as suggesting equal benefit of
o;iorzkﬁowledgenacross.reading ability groups.

Poor readers have been found to be more impairgd tgan good
%,

readers in ability to reca]]\a passage for which they/ﬁave little
-9
nrior know]edge. Taylor ( 19f§1 studied poor readers' ‘use of prior ?
. & K1 "’ .
knowledge in redding by comparing good and poor readers' ,ora1 recall

{ .
of familiar and unfemiliar text. Thirty-one third and~thirty—one

fifth graders reading at a third-grade 1e9e1 and twenty_fj}ph.graders

4

reading at grade level, silently read and orally recalled two .

L3

exp051tory passages written at a. th1rd grade level, one each an a oot
o, AE

Al

familiar and an unfamiliar topic. A1l groups recal]ed more on the
. . . YN
4 _familiar than the unfamiliar passage however the meun difference,

scoré‘Bétween thekowo passages for the poor readers was greater
thag~the mean difference for the good readers' grouag *White both
" good and poor‘f1fth-grade readers recalled more than_the th1cd ‘

y. graders on the paosage of familiar content, the fiffh—grade good
readers rech]TeQ more than the fifth- grade ‘poor readers and third-.-
grade students @n the unfam111ar passage On the fam111ar passage, .
" the good and poor fifth- grade readers recal1ed more: than the th1rd- ‘
grade readers vet thé/;ean scqres of the~good and poor fifth-grade

) .'r8aders did not differ significani1y On the unfamifiar paesaQe,o.
the f1fth grade SSNn readers reea11ed more than the third- gnpde good

Pl
readers or ﬁhe fwfth -grade poor readers and the,mean scores of the

-

’ [N

[T
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third-grade readers and the'fifth-grade poor reapers d“:‘not differ

-

significantly. ; .
Al . . i ”}R’
Studies Involving the Provision of Prior Knowledge. A common

g L4

d;av(n from studies investigating the re]at1onsh1p between _

v

kno&ledge and readmg comprehennon 1s that if readers

o
were prov1ded w1th bacquound information, the reading process would

be facilitated. Advice extending from such a conc1us'1"on and given

‘by Bransfordr’ﬁftsch, and Franks (1977) that teachers spend more time

.

develoning background—kno‘wledge prior to reading, has more recently
been stated by ‘Pear'son, Hansen, and Gordon (1979). Researchers,
although few in number, have sought to determine whether direct'

teaching of background knowledqe pertaining to a topic would bhe
’

) v v §
beneficia]‘to the readi:q of materia] concerning that tcg)ic. As

well as varying in "instruct1ona1" treatment, mterventw*techniques

q

have differed in the amount of teacher student interaction and the
3

degree of emphasis gwen "to establish in the students' misds a

connecting link between"vexperient‘-i‘ﬂ background and the information
The effects of two instrgctiona1 s'{‘r‘ategies upon reading cc;mpre-
her}swon‘were examjned by Schacnter (1978-);‘ Each one o'f( three fifth-
qr‘ade classes was .randomly assm?aned a treatmeqt cond1t10n thematm,
AN V.t Dyrgng the three week treatment phase, ' '

<¢

to be read" (Gordon, 1980, p. 38).

- »

vocabu]ary, oric

subJects, m theqth ém trq'téd c]ass viere. asked questions re]ated

- jl s.
to thettomccr gwem'é' f,\the Sﬁ‘brv to be read an@-were encouraged
v 'I ' @ -
to relate thewc own’ expemenceéq and feehngs to the selectmn theme..

The students m the class experiencing the vocabulary treatmgnt were

i’
it ®
v’ -

4
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presented with word meanings for-six vords from EHF selection to be
read while the third class of students, as t;e contﬁo1.qroup,
received no instructioﬂ before reading the assiqned selection.
Sident reading of a story was followed by written response to
vocabulary questions and textually implicit and'expiicit quéstions.
« _Alternate forms of vocabu]aky and. comprehension sections of §"
standarqized reading test weré adm{nistered prtor'tg and at the
concrusion of the seven treatment sessions. Focusﬂﬁpon story thgme

and word meaning was found to facilitate reading comprehension of

textually implicit questions, the mean performance bei higher for
* themat1c than the vocabulary condition. Theme or v cabularyf?ﬁstFUEi‘Nrs‘b*

-

v- .

tion did not apnéar to affect performance on questions of a textuaYly _

-

explicit nature. Interaction was noted between reading abi]ity and

textua]]y 1mp11c1t questions with high-ability students benefitting

’1nstruct1on than students of low ability.

more from
Prereading 1nstruct1ons which served to focuq.‘he reader's

attenfﬁpn both on the text and on, 1ong-term memory were found by
Gagne and Memory (1978)-to improve gveralI comprehension relag2ve
to the provisiog of'qgi;ral directions to read carefully. <Pne of 7
sevén prereading instructions was given to each of the 224 sixth-
grade students beforvi silent réad1i of one of ithe 16 randonly
se]ected cause- effect passaqes taken from read1ng, soc114’§tud1es,

_or science textbooks. The s1x prereadIng 1nstruct1ons were:-

Imagéry Instructions: "While reading this passaqe, try'tO'

%ﬂ

form agyivid mental picture of what was described in the passage.”
&g

~ %a
&\

.

I,5$
¥y

. A A . I
1 Generakanstruct1ons: "Read the fo]]ow1nq passage carefully.”
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what, or lquest\i'on that required the reader to states

1 3

‘3. Jfactual Prgguestion: "Read this passage and find out the
answer to this question": A factual.quastion followed.

4. Applications Prequestion: "Read this paséage and find out
the answer to this question": A multiple-choice question then
followed. ) ) |

- 5. Main Idea Pr‘équestidn:, | "Read thjs passage and find out th‘e"

-~

answer to this question": The question that followed wﬁvhy.
. e ’

of the maf¥ ?fect in the passage. ’ : -

6. Background Information: Started with the statement -"When
reading this passage it will he]p vou to know that . . " What
followed was information re]evant to the main cause or effect, but
whtch ugs not-stated in the passage. |

7. Familiar Example: This treatment was a short paragraph
descr1b1ng a familiar examp]e of the cqusal re]at1onsh1p described
in the passage, followed by d1rect1ons that the reader sH%u]d
disceyer what the example had in common‘w1th the passaqe."(pp. 326-
327) o - o

’

SignAtests between the general directions groug and each ef the

imagery, bagkground information, and familiar-example droup‘s were al

significant at the .05 ‘1evel of significance or less. The researchers

]

concluded that "traditional wisdom" relative to providing background
L4

v . .
~ information and familiar examples to facilitate reading comprehension

was experimentally substant1ated§5

'?

Swaby (1977) investigated the relatwe effects on readmg compre-

hension of introducing organizing concepts {advance organizers) and

cause(s) ®
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vocabu"lary as %nstructiona] aids to reading. Fifty-four grade st(
students termed as good readers and a similar number of poor reSders
.were randomly assigned, to the advance organizers, the vocabulary,
or the control treatments. Those students in the advance organizers
group were aske: to read @*prepassage" in-preparation for the
reaqu selection while vocabulary group members were presented with
ten vocabulaty Ptems‘ relevant to the passage to be read. yNo‘
reading instruction was given t? the control’ group.

#The pesults of literal a‘ndhinferentisﬂ questions asked after
the readmg of two narratwe and two expos1tory selections indicated

st qures wh1ch

that the vocabul&y tsreaf;ment resulted in the’
)

were statistically s1gni‘f1,c3nt. Students scofe ‘higher on narrative
»

than expositorv selec To‘ré 'aﬁd on literal over inferential questions,

Ho $tudy treatment was stat'fSticaHy significant for the good

- readers, however?erformance by the poor readers was higher following

the vocabu]ary trea%t than for either the advance, organizing

‘ concepts or na prereading instruction. Poor readers who recewed.
vocabulary treatment scored significantly h1ghfr on b% 11%1‘
and 1nferent1a1 questions directed to narrat1ve cgntent than the
poor readers in the two other conditiens. - {

.Stevens (1982) in_s-tructed afroup'of randomly assigned tenth-
grade students on. backgtround related to a target. passaq'e. A secc}s'
s1m11ar group rece'lved 1nstruct1on not re]evant to the target e
se1ect1on Readmg of the” exposxtory passage \yas followed by |

written response to mu1t1p1e cho1ce comprehénsion aquestions, both

textuaﬂy exp11c1t. and 1mp11c1t in nature. Stat1str1ca1 significance
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for treatment of tenical background knowledge was revealed ' =
even when readiﬁg abAlity, asses§ed bv comprehension questions ‘
following feading of a selection similar "to that of the target

passaqge, was factored out in analvsis. Providihg background

information did improve reading of that fopic aithough direct

sconhnections were not drawn betweendtﬁé 1nfq;mationa1 lesson Pnd

» ihe reading task. |

“ Using students in qrades eleven and twelve, Hayes and Tierney

(198%) demonstrated that regand]ess of specificity ori'kaeeof

presentat1on.employed in their Study, subjects given information
abodt an unfamiliar topfc showed ingreased reading comprehension.
Both general and expliéit analogous ihfg;mation had a positive K2
effect on performance by students of average and above avertge
‘reaQing ability on tasks of wriiifn recall, prediction, and discrimi-
nation. ‘ .

’ Royervand Cable (1975) sought to determine if the qresentéd

form o brior knowledge (Concrete vs. abstract) had a differential

effeqt upon reading comprehension. .The resgarchérs constructed two

versions of each of two passages. 0One vers%on of each passage

p?esented content at a'concrete'1eve1 while tjse secgnd version

featured-abstract presen;atkon. The topics of the passades were

relatéd, one serving as éackgrouﬁd information for the other. ;o]lege

undergraduates, who first reaxd 'e'ithéf i@;on'c?eté ev; abstract

version of one passage, next read the obposite version of the related

paésage. Free regall of the second passage was found tg be sig-

°nificanp]yﬂgreaterJforﬂthe concrete-abstract condition than for

. 4 e
"( B ¥
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. .

either the abstract- concrete or a control-abstract condition. As
| 2
conten@d by the experimenters, theoncrete presentation of content

a'cted-as a "hnidgc" be.tween the r@Ber's pre%mstmg knov1ledge and
-y -

»

" the new 1nformatipn 5@ the secdnd, abstract passage*

i‘-‘,

('_ . 4.’ 0 -

. ﬂ\e potenc} isrior know}edge in cqmpreh'e‘n\dmg ang

v, ;’l .

recalling text has been emp1r1ca11y ?ﬁengytrated aoross ora? ‘and *m

-written presentatmns of sentences and passages. I"later1a1s have

varied from experimentally constructed obscure and amb1guous text
emplpyed in earlier studies to more recent use of natural proSe
offering ‘inmediate comprehensibi]ity. "Staging" of the prior
knowledge (Gordon, 1980) has been varyingTy accomplished by: |
p'roviding contextua] cues .to signa1 pertinent schemata (e.~

thematic titles or statements Zf utilizing subjects presumed to

differ in preexperimenta] know]edge, 3)\emp10y1ng“wb3ects of

‘varying topical knowled‘s ‘Q'by an assessment procedure,

and (4) furnishing relevant background through 1n!erventwon and
1

instructional methods. The facﬂxlatwe effect of pr1or knowledge,

which was initial]y esta.blismeﬁ‘ative to adults (typicaﬂy,‘-

* college students), has. bee‘wn,l of late, to be ‘trué fop~school-

aged children .and for readers exhibiting differential reading

o

ability. §tudv data are suggestive-that prio;\knowledge exerts ”

4ifficulties are more affected by an absence of preexperimental

knowledge than are older children and subjects designated as good

-readers. Qualitative and, even more so, quantitative aspects

. great/{ potency upon implicit rather than exphc1t textual 1nf .
tion and that vounger chﬂdren and subjects exper1enc1ng read1’

®
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of prior knowledge have been found to be s'ignifican‘tw related to

total recall of written connected discourse.

¢

o

Prior Knowledge, Inferential Thought, *#‘.‘

and Comprehension of Prose

Although authors expect readers to draw inferences, "putting.s, e
together" information explicitly stated with that of the -reader ?MV

imor knowledge or experience of tHe world, and Wrt an1r1€a1 o

2 SN

NS ‘
”ewdence, as pré“sented previt‘SusT'S}, attests to the relationship %

prior knoW]edge to prose comprehensmn, few researchers have exw

o »

the interrelationship between prior knowledge, inferential thfnﬁ
and comprehenswn of prose. Furthermore, ex1st1ng_'su61es ar&,,

differentially charactemzed by conceptm!of ﬁmor Juﬁ)wled’tmq ) © et

definition of mference, and study task nderstanding o?“pmbr

4

knowledge usage in 1nferent1a1 thought to comp;ei»end ‘ose has been

limited, as well, by the common practice of presummg the presenqe ’ ,
! -8 v -

of prior knowledge rather: than undertakmg assessment®of its presence

and nature of ewistence. ‘ ".,,, .
Studie’s‘conducted at the sentence 1eve1 into - the mferencmg
behavior of both adu])s and children (e.g.s Blachowicz, 1978;
Bransford and Franks, 1971; Paris and Carter, 1973) have revea]ed\
that both adult and child listeners engaqe in 1nferenc1‘ng" to
comprehend the author's message. Addilionaﬂy, researchers utiliziflg
children from kindergarten to 10 vears of age have demonstrated on
Tistening tasks of connected discourse, that the ability to make
inferentes increased with age (Omanson, Warren and Trabasso, 1§78;

Pari and Upton, 1976). As contended bv Omanson et al. (1978), the
\ .

8.

-
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display of increased irencing behavior by older children is due

to their greater prior Wnowledge which serves as a aqiis for
*

inferential thought. Yzznger children, they believe, differ not

so much in working memorfy or in the ability to draw inferences but

are 1&55 able to constru‘an int.q,érated, mental representation

during reading or listening encojﬁng due to a lack of or low levll
T | ,

of prior knowledge. ’ Y
Hilyard (1979) inJestiqaéza the influence of prior knowledge

on the ability of children in elementary school grades to make
. ) .
different kinds of inferehces. The researcher categorized inferences

according to the degree of required reference to prior knowledge.

While one end of the continuum-reflected "formal implications”

¢

necessitating "no recourse to world knowledge other than that

formally conventignalized in the sentence per se" (p. 2), the other
end referred to "implicit iéfe%ences,“ dependent upon obligatory

reference to prior knowledge. ‘Also considered were "counter-factual
infé?ences" or those which contradicted né??j expectations basede

on prior knowledge. Short passages; igned specifically to require

[
the various inferential demands categorized, were presented orally

to students in grades one, three, and five. .Analyses of studgnt )
response to.direct questions rev;alqg'phét the most difficult
inferences at each gradé Jevel were "counter-factual" and, then,
"formal implications." Ma;Led dgvé]opmenta] differentes, in favor
of the older cRildren, occurred on those inferences requiring contra-

dictory and minimal reference to prior knowledge. No gragde level

difference was evident for "implicit inferences"{ér those relyina
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. only requirement for the inference and children possessed such

n

heavily upon prior know1edge. In sunport of the previously cited :
contenfion by Omanson et a{; (1978), when relevant knowledge was the N

| - &
knowledge, first-grade students performed as well on the "implicit
inferences" as‘fifth~grade students.

Although poor readers havedbeen oMown to derive fewer-inferences.
than good readers (Tiérnev, Bridge and‘Cera,.1978-79), contnﬁﬁiing
empirical resu]ts‘have demoﬁétratéd thabaﬁhe ﬁLmber of inferences
produced as part of an unaided recai] task ef contfhuous stcourse

did not"appear to differ,sjghific?ntly across groups of varving

levels of reading proficiency.(Hcfeqdc\j978; Schienbein, 1938). In

MclLeod's study (1978), no siéﬁ?%igant differenae; existed between the
very‘proficjent and less %E%ficéehl fourth-grade readers considering
both the type and quantity 6f inference generated. Thét is, the
within-grade subjects of varying reading proficiency generated
sim111||lumbers of forward-looking inferences (derived from textual
input) and baciward-]ooking inferenges (dependent upon the readen's
prior knowledge). .,

Schyenbe'in (12]8) reportéd that- the unaided reca]] of a si]gpt]y

read passage by average grade four readers, low gradé $1x r‘e‘im
> .

and averadge grade six -gaders reveal *4 10 siqnificant differ
among groups on the mean numbgr of inferences generated or on
ﬁéan proportion of farward;1ook1ng inferences. The sixth-qrade
readers, however, did generatevsignificant1y more~backward-1boking \

inferences than those generated by the fourth-grade readers. When - |

the categdries of . forward-looking, backward-1ooking, and textual

~

-
.

«



constraint were collapsed; there were no significaﬁt differences
among the average grade four and the grade six groups. .Therefore,
“inferencing behavior on an.unstructured task did not differentiate
average from low readers" (Schienbein, 1978, p. 58).

R!’Eers' background knowledge and reading proficiency were
considered by Phillips-Riggs (1981)*in an examination of inferencing
‘stratégies utilized by very proficient and less proficient grade six
readers. * While passage content was presumed to be familiar or
unfamiliar rather than determineg as such by prereading assessment,
findings revealed "that the total number af inferencing strategies
used was not cffected by the level of reading proficiency nor hy
the degree oﬂ familiarity of the passage content" (p- iv). The
dégneewof"B&tkg*dun&vknowﬁque and level of reading proficiency were,
however, significant factors in the nature of the utilized
- inferencing strategy. For example, |
Those studeﬁts who réad the fami]iar)psssages and who wefe
classified as' verv proficient re®ers furnisned more extra-
linguistic information when elaborating upon their inferences,

and tended to identify the maun\\pference ea:]ner in the text
than did their counterparts. (p. v)

-
<

The researcher con®luded, o ' .

that when readers are acquainted with a particular

subject matter “and’ generjte a particular schema on initial
contact with a text then’ they -are befpter prepared to extract
the imp®rtant cueg, are better qualified to assoc1ate,w1th
the textual exdt nces, and‘consequenﬂy ar® more competent
to coordinate the two. (p. 179)

Nicholas and Imlach (1981) used a reading and wfitten responsé
‘task in their examination of the relative influence of text informa-
?tion and prior kndwledge on the kinds of inferences made by ¢

children. Forty-four 8—?§§r—o1d éhi]dren of averace or above
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average reading ability read narrative passages of fami]i&r or less
familiar content ﬁéaxng'predictable orSunpredictable reasons for
textual events. .Data from written answers to three questio;s about
each story indicated-a competition for prioriiy by text information
and prior knowledge. Tﬁe investigators Goncludeq that "The extent
to which text data compete successfully, depends not only on 'the ;

‘cohesiveness' of the text but also on whether important data conflict

with certain 'preferred' inferences suggested by.overall story

2

&. .
Good-and poor readers and explicit reference to prior khow&p‘ge

content” (p: 126). ¢ "

. , ¢
were focal considerations iq an instructidﬁal‘%pprpach of training
.and practice in inferential thinkiﬁ§iundertak|. bv Hansen and -
Pearson (1982). Story,introductions including explicjgizatus upon

the importance to reading comprehension of relating "your own 1ife:

to the text, provided'an opportunity for the students to relate

-

relevant prior knowledge and to predict in writing what might ocgur
in the story ugder similar conditions. Post-story discussion

primarily featured questions requiring reference to prior knowkedge.

-

Poor wxeaders in the grade four study sample were found to benefit
LY .

supstant1a11y more from the 1nterventiqn tha JAid the. good readers

Whereas four of. five analyses concexqgg~u¢;h aoor.readers v1elded
- ’;;ﬂ‘f’:' ) 4 - :g'x,:';,,z

a ‘treatm Py a0 thie oD oMo redidp-an, the fvvé
i o Sl g i e e
ana]yses coﬁiea”‘ . Y

ﬂer1m2ntal treats

ment.et,.ctu
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. * ) . e
ile ¢phe conceptf&h;pﬁ:prior'knowledge has varied

and';! ce and naturejhave been présumed rather, than assessed.
ationship concerning prior knowledge, inferential
thi  and comp::hension of prose has been investigated using both
lisx and reading tasks. For example, when rebe;ant knowledge
‘was the only requirement forlinfenential thought and when emcntar}/
children possessed adequate knowledge, differences in inferential
thinking wére not apparent across grades relative to short passages
;Jresented orally (Hilyard, 1977). . .
Studies investigating inferential thought evident within
reader;'.proiocols of unaided.recall Fave feund that frequency of
inferences did ngk dtffer significantly across groups of" elémentary
schoolg@tudents varying in reading proficiency (McLeod, 1978;
Schiehbein, 1978). The degree of background knowledge and level of
reading pfoficiency have \een found however to be significant faéE?rs
in the néture of inferencing strategies used (Phillips-Riggs, 1981).
More recéntly, poor readers have been shown to benefit suBstantially
.pore than good readers from 1nstruction and pract1ce in 1nferent1a1

thinking involving exp11c1t reference to prior knowledge (Hansen and

Pearson, 1982).

“etacognitive’ Know]edge of Read1ng »4,»'-v& N T
\ana Comgreﬁ?nsion 5F Prose S SV

: Research concerned with the relationship between metacognitive

knowledge o reading' and prose comprehension embraces the concept of
a reader as an active participant, searching for meaning by

ufi]izing prior knowledge to comprehend explicit text, and through
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inferential thought, comprehending implici( text as well. The
relationship of a reader simetacognitive knoyledge of readino to \
his or her reading performance has recelved efpirical attention
through two related areas of study (OTshavsky. 1977), namely, meta-
comprehension and comprehension monitoring. . l

) . ¢ _
Metacomprehension. Only a few investigjtors have considered

metacomprehension (Baker, 19{9{ Hickman, 197%; Mvers and Paris, 1978)
and research foci suggest, digferent persbectives of the identifica-
tion component (Hare and Pulliam, 1980). College studeg;s have

been found generally cognizant of their comprehension or'1ack of
comprehension when reading (Baker, 1979), and adults Jodqed as good
readers showed evidence of knowing they'read for meanﬂno (Hickman,

1977). Although reader awareness of understanding or lack of under- ’

standing while reading was not a direct focus of a studv of elementary',

o
school-aged subjects and their mgtacognitive knowledqéyabout readiné

(Myers and Paris, 1978), students selected without reqard for readﬁng’
ability at grades two and six perceived the goal of story reca]lldn

a different manner. That 1is, thre almost all the sixth graders
perceived meaning constryction ﬁ@ central'to'the story recall iask

‘nearly half of the second graders emphas1zed 1mportancé of verhatwm

l ¢
reproduction. The significant grade d1fference found*ﬁo exist n

compar{son of "verbatim" and "meaning" responses across the two

grade 1evels, suggests that one distinguishing'feature between-the

readers in grades two and six might be ref]eated 1n<?Wareness of °

the 1mportancé of- personaT search “for mean1ng whdh reading, hinted
.. - )

-8 . . :

-
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(Weber, 1970), corrections of grammatically inappropriate errors

at bv most grade six students but not as apparent in the decoding

v
orientation of the second graders.
I
Comprehension Monitoring. Recent investigations have found

comprehension monitoring during oral reading to be.different for
good and poor readers, both in types of errors made* and tendency A

toward spontaneous self-correction. For example, Clay (1973) reported

that, while beginning readers in the upper half of the class self-

corrected 33% of their reading miscue;, beginning readers~:n the
lower half af the cla§s made soontaneoﬁs corrections to on?y 5" of
their érrors. Although the tendency to correct grammaticallyv
aqceptab]e errors did not differ between good and Door'readers
were made twice as often by good readers. - Even.at sixth grade
(Kavale ana Schreiner, 1979), a.erage readers, as compared to above :
average feaders, disp]ayed greater incidence of meaning-distorting
errors in conjunction with less likelihood of .error correction.’ :
Evidence of inadequate comprehension monitorina when reading
sf]ent]y has been shown to exist in poor readers from grades four to
éight and.at the collene level. \hile a tendency to monitor when
reading was evident for both good and poor readers at the fburth- 4
grade level (Paris and Myers, 1981), significantdy less mdnitoring,;
demonstrated by the poor readers correlated with poorer comprehen-
sion and story recall. -In an investigation emp]q:ing only po%f
comprehenders (but proficient decoders) from grades five and éix
(Garner, 1980-8¥, "informationally consisteﬁt" and "informationally

inconsistent" selections were judged as being equally comprehensible
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yet passages containing unfamiliar, modifying woras were thought'to
L .

be less coTprehensible. Subjects' responses suggested pooqggempre-

henders' attention to comnrehension across sentences was super-

ceded by concernnfor instances of unrec;gnized vocabulary. present

but not critical to bassage cbmprehension. ]
| Compreheﬁsion monitoring, as determined by the number of retro-
spections about reading strategies, correlated both positivély and
siqnificaﬁtl} with reading achievement scores for good and-pqpr
readers in the-sixth grade (Hare and Smith, 1982). Total numbers

of strategies produced and recogni;ed in response-to'prototypic
narrative and expository se]eétions were not significantW different.
Failure of the number of retrospection; to correlate with student
recall of the se]ectibns readuwas attributed by the researc%ers to
the smaii-gtudy sample.

Differential monitoring of understanding was evident between
good' and poorireadérs at Seventh- and eighth-grade levels (Garner,
1980). Poor reade}sion students "who experience some difficuity
gnderstandihg material they read," failed to distinguish between
passage segﬁents containing consistent or inconsistent text. While
good readers noted the nature and position of the induced cdmprehen-
sion difficﬁ]ty,lpoor readers did not. |

Awareness of behavior while reading provided significant
discrimination bé?ween readers’ performancé at the college level
(Hare and Pulliam, 1980). That is, written retrospections of
behaiior*whiie reéding informational material were shown’tp

discriminate significantly between high and low scores obtained
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Penform;Fée in monitoring reading Compneheﬁsidn has been shown’
to-be a function of age as'well as reading proficiency. In a study
by Forrest and Waller (1979; cited in Baker and Brown, 1980), the
&atch between readers' confidence ratings and correctness of answers
to compreherision questions given by the third- and sixth-gr}de study
subjects indicated that students who were older and better readeEs
were more skilled at comprehension monitoring than younger, less -
qb]e reaaers.‘ Moreover a posttest questionnaire revealed that
younger and poorer réaders possessed less knowledge of comprehensién
monitoring and of éorrective strategies.

- Reading proficiency and age were factors, as well, in empirfca]
findings §uggest3ng ability to resolve obstacles to comprehension
throygh strategic implementation (Garné; and Reis, 1981). Poor
comprehenders in grades four through ten generally exhibited failure
to engage both in comprehension monitorfng and in spontaneous use of
a correctjve Tookback strategy. Good comprehenders from grades six
a‘n‘d seven disgla).‘onitoring tendencies but typically failed to

spontaneously utilize the lookback technique. Only eighth-grade
good comprehenders were shown to demonstrate monitoring and frequent,
quntaneous use of lookbacks to maintain comprehension. Results
such as these support the view expressed by'Brown (1980) that

“planful strategic behavior in the face of school-type tasks doés
appearAg? be relatively 1ateyi: developing” (p. 457).

» Summary. Studies investigating readers' metacognitive knowledge

of reading and performance in comprehending written nrose have

o a
bv college students on a reading comprehension test. ' . <4
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considered metacomprehens%on and- comprehension moni%oring. At the .
e1emenfary school level, grade six students have bgen found to differ
significantly from'grade two students in recall mannefisms reflecting )
'metaconprehension (Myers and Paris, 1978). Consideration of compre-
hension" mon1tor1ng has shown .good and poor re;ders to be d1fferent
during oral reading (e.9., Clay, 1973 Weber, 1970) and inadequate
monitoring of comptehension dur1ng silent reading by'poor readers in »*
grades four to eight (Garner, 1980, 1980-81; Hare and Amith, 1982;

Paris and Myers, 1981), has been found to correlate with poorer
comprenension and recall (Hare and Smith, 1982; Paris and Hyers,

1981). Further, compared to younger, less'dble readers, older and
better readers revealed more skill in monitoring comprehension'(Forrest
‘and Waller, 1979) and in resolving difficulties through strétegy. ‘!i

-—

implementation (Garner and Reis, 1981).

>

The'RelationshiQ_Between Past:Research and
the Present Study

As evident in thevforegoing research review, concept of reading
has bé%n%typicg]]}’inV!ltigated using an interview approach, often
limited bv thé number and t;pe of questions asked, instance of |
administration, and by the absence of measures to determine stability
of response. Interview questions have not probed the subject's
concépt of reaqing.highlighting the i;:eractive role of the reader
with ihe printed text. Conceptualization of readiﬁg,_verbalized in
response to an interview schedule, has not been chrroborated by~

demonstrated response, over time, to a series of reading selections.

Additional]y, indepth cansideration within a grade level of good and
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“poor readers' metacognitive knowledge of reading has not been under-
taken in con3unct1on w1th display of reading comprehension across
multiple narrative and expos1tory select1ons |

Béyond empir1ggl support viewing prior knowledge as crucial to.
reading prof1c1ency, no study has exam1ned the similarities and
d1fferences in the quant1ty and quality of conceptua1 prior knowledge
ava11ab1e\t6 and ut111zed by good and poor readers. Furthermore,
no comparison has been made of the ava11ab111ty and utilization of
conceptual prior knowledge to comnrehend eco]og1ca11y valid
narrative and expository forms of text representative of those used
1n the schoo] setting. F1na11y, research has not considered use of

*/conceptual prior knowledge within 1nferent1a1 thought to comprehend
nifrat1ve and expository selections relatnve to the reaQer S

concept of reading.

A
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Chapter 3 -

DESIGH OF THE STUDY

-

° ~

. This chapter describes the design of the present 1nvestigafion.
‘\donsideration is given to the study sample used, the research
| ]
sessions conducted, and the pilot studies undertaken. Analysis and

interpretative treatmeqf of the col]Jcted q::i/7re also discussed.

‘ Overview of the Design

A comparative study approach was chosen to examine good and
poor sixth-grade readers' concepts of reading, conceptual

prior knowledge, and reading comprehens{on of narrative and
. 4

expository selections. The within-grade-level study was based

“upon interpretation of data from the five research sessions held

with each subject.

3

- Stages of the Study

The‘?irst‘staqe involved nreliminary p]ahn@nq and piloting
f‘;"Fglated to the choice of reading ﬁelections, the development of
measures to assess prereading conceptual prior knowledge, and the
suftability of tasks and procedures to be used in the main study.
Description of the thfee nilot studies which were conducted in
preparation forithe major study it be presented later in thig
chapter. -

The gecondAstage of the study involved collection of data from

;1



individual subjects. Audio record1n§§ were made of oral qg.p&ases
_given in each session. The final stage consisted .of the ahalysis of :ﬁi@&
data, including categorization, of ora{ and written responses.

| ‘ Characteristics of the study sample and the rationale for such
.4 select?on.yij1 now be presented. Discussion of the research

sessions will follow.

Study Sample

Represeéting an equal number of good readers and poor readers,
the study sémplé of six female and twg male g;aﬂe six students wasa
selected from four classes in three scﬁaolé. Choice of grade six
studen;s was based upon their development as maturing readers at the
threshold of transition frghm eTemeﬁ}ary to junior high school.
Additiona]1}, amohg elemeﬁtary school students, sikth graders were
thought to fulfil} more ably the research tasks reduirinq ve)baliza-
tion of metacognitive knowledge of readibg, a fund of concaptual
prior knowledge, and unaided recall of ﬁarrative and exposiiory L
rgédinq selections.

Grade six students, for purposes of this studv, were defined as

children who haS&comp]eted six grade levels of schooling and who:

1. exﬁﬁbited verbal fluencv as judged by the respective sixth-

.grade classroom teacher, -
2. possessed English as a first langquage,

3. were unfamiliar with the redding selections in SRA Mark 2b

Reading Laboratory (1978), ) .

4. had hot repeated a grade,



’

5. diéBlayed word recognition accuracy of 92% or higher on the

fifth-grade word 1ist of the McCracken Standard Reading [nventory, .

orm A (1966), ar)g

e

" 6. h ores between 90 and 122 gn the Canadian

Cognitive ABil , Form 1 (1974).

Good Readers were deffned as grade six students who displayed:

1. comprehension at or above qrade’1eve1 on reading tasks in
the classroom setting. as judged by the réspective sixth-grade
classroom teacher,

«2. performance at or above the 70th percentile on thg compre-

‘hension subtest of the Edmonton Public Schools Elementary Reading

Test - Grade 6 (1979), and

3. comprehension at or above grade level on the McCracken

Standard Reading Inventory, Form A (1966).

Poor Readérs'were defined as grade six students who displayed:

1. comprehension;one grade level or more below grade placement
on reading tasks in the classroom s;ettingpas Judged by the
respective sixth-qrade_classroom téacher,

2.4 performance at or below the 31st percentile on the compre-

hension subtest of the Edmonton Public Schools Elementary Reading

Test - Grade 6 (1979), and

3. comprehension one grade level or more below grade placement

on the McCracken Standard Reading Inventory, Form A (1966).

Using fictitious names to protect the privacy of each
individual, the chronological ages and intellectual and reading

abilities of the study sample are summarized in Table 3.1. Age means

83



9 apery - 153}

*T10309A0] bu)ptay pavplinig wagdwaIN ) 4q paunseds sy
Jpeay Kav1udud|] S|00425 O} (Qng wOIWaEP) NI 4Q PIINTEIe Sy

)

P

v w0y ‘Z301usav] Buipeay pIepURIs uINIEL)N ) 4O 13)| pIOR BPRIG-41)}) I £Q paunseIm Sy,
‘W O19ABY C{ W0y *138) SI11)1QY 9A411uDO) we)pEUe) NI £Q pIinsese sV, -

S e
-9041AI30]
N0

s e
-W0iIIN2ISY |
2144530

s s

~904 I IRV
214130

s wery
-0 JINIISN|
31494 )30

L wen
-1vapudapy |

( wesy
-UOLIMLIV]
39490

L Wy
-1930ud0pu |

L ey
-Jvapuadapy |

A )

L€ 00l i 2l

[+24 26 [ ]

56 . S 1ol

€l 001 001

b 24 96 2t

66 s 2t

“som {

‘sowm ||

‘som §

‘sow g

“sow 6

‘sow §

‘sak (|

RYLOT}

YT

csak 2}

“sak 14

“sak 20

“S4A 21

"som O “s44 1\

‘som 2 ‘sak 2|

vaAal§

(IS IPIL Y]

uajieg

sajaey)

0N

Kouey

UL

[RECLESRR)

1004

pooy

240
...:«rs.lu

1sagbin-

LPLIINIIBg  (WNPIAIBN]  PDRIBAY  (PNDIAIPU]  3bruBAy
0| SUI.1dw0) beIIIg IR
co.:eooun-
pJon

LENpYALPUT

sbvasny
aby

NS
40
awey

J3pedy
jo
A}

s|dmes APMS W) JO v0i1diIISQ
L'E 219%]

K ——_

-~



85

indicate that the Good Readers were older than the study sample

members designated as Poor Readers. Similarly, the average verbal IQ

score and the average word recognition accuracy percentage favored
! .

the Good Readers.

The Research Sessions

A The five research sessions with each subject occurred, on the

average, every other day (Table 3.2) and lasted for approximately
one to ‘one and a half hours per session. The sessions, conducted ,
during July and August of 1983, were held in a duiet location v
within an elementary school. Each session consisted of two

components: an interview strategy and a structured reading sjtuation.

Interview Strategy

A mu]ti-facetgd interview strategy was used throughout the

research sessions.\ In considering concept of reading, two instru-
ments were utilized: (1) a questionnaire (Appendix A, paqge 244) )
requiring oral response and (2) a projective measure (Appendix B,

page 246) necessitating written response.

Questionnaire (Appendix A, page 244). The 13-item quéstionnaire

was constructed to examine sixth-grade students' schemata for reading
[
and to further investigate the differential nature of reading as

conceptualized by good and noor compbehenders. With a focus upon y

.

both the reader and the reading act, the questionnaire items

[
cons}tﬁd: (1) the reader's perception of himself/herself as a

reader and of his/her reading performance (Canney and Winograd, 1979;
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Myers and Paris, lé}s); (25 the 1nq91ry. "What do you think reading
is all about?", derived from the previou‘ly researched question,
"What 1s reading?" (Canney and Winograd, 1979; Johns, 1974-75;‘
Johns and Ellis, 1976-77; Weintraub and Denny, 1964-65); and
(3) response following silent reading anJ unaided recall of a
narrative and an expository reading selection.. |

As in the pilot study reported by Canney and Winograd (1979),
questionnaire items 1 and 2 served as lead-in questions and item 10
was positioned last (or prior to the reading selection task) to
allow students t§ "warm up" to a discussion of reading. Ougstions 3
through 9 we;e developed by the researcher yet reflected earl?é}
questtionnaire emphases upon the reader (Canney and Winograd, 1979;
Myers and Paris, 1978). Ouesttonneire items 11, 12, and 13 were
designed to corroborate or extend verbalized understandiq& of the
reader and/or of the reading,act and were place& to follow the task of
reading connected discourse.

; While the entire questionnaire was administered in Rgséﬁrch
Session [, only qgestions 9 and 10 were asked again at the ciose of
Research Session V (Table 3.3). As ppactised by Cannev and Winograd.
(1979), administration’of the quesfio[naire to individual students
incorporated prbing and/or restatement of the question to clarify

or encourage student response.
li

Projective Statements (Appendix B, ‘page 246). The three, open- .

ended projective statements were developed and utilized in response

»

to an observation by Canney and Winograd (1979) that, with the
\

exception of Reid's study (1966-67), stability of response to an
q .

A 1
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Table 3.3 . \ -

Reaéf;ch Session Conmponents: . Sequence nf Administration -

\... e L 4

e

Session

4

e

-\
Coqponent

ol

v

11

Iv

.. %n;crvtc& §erctggx ' .
0 response to quest1onna1re. items V- 10 .

2.
3.

1.2 written response to projettive statements
Structured Reading Situation C’

2.7 siTent reading of narrative, expository selections
Interview Strat;gT b

3.7 unaided recall of reading seleft1ons
response written statements®

oral respofise to questionnaire, items 11-

prereading assessment of conceptual prior know4edge
related to expositorv, narrative selections

W W W
W N -4

‘Structured Reading Situation
1.1 silent reading of expositorv, narrative selections

Interview Strategv
.1 unalded recall of reading selections

2.2 prereading assessment of ceptual prior knowledge
related to narrative, expod{Iqrv selections

Structured Reading Situation

1.1 silent reading of narrative, expository selections

Interview Strateqy

2.1 unaided recall of reading selections®

2.2 prereading assessment of conceptual prior knowledge
related to expositoryv, narrative selections \

~
N

Structured Reading Situation

1.7 silent reading of expOs1tory, narrative selections

Interview Strategy

2.1 unaided recall of readjng selections

2.2 prereading assessment of concentual prior knowledge
related to narrative, expository selections

Structured Reading Situation

1.1 silent reading of narrative, expository selections
Interview Strateqy- ° ~

2.1 unaided recall of reading selections
2.2 oral responseé to questionnaire, items 9 and lO

e

'aConsisting of spontaneous questions, as required. ’i/

Assessing reading comprehension; accompanied by Probe questions, as

requir
c eq

d

ed.

Assessing usage of concentual prior knowledge.
Consisting of free association, structured cuestions, and a

.arecognition task.
Accompanied by retrospection, as required.



| - €9
_/N\\\\\%;;z;view schedule had not been determined by other corr;borativeﬂ
evidence. Choice of a projecti?e instrumen;‘was based upon use of
a projective technique, in addition to direct inquiry, by McConkie
aﬁd Hixon (1959, cit;d by Denny and Weintraub, 1963). Administered
a‘ the ora1_0questionna1’re in Resear‘ch Séssidn I (Table }.‘3), the
projective measure required written responsé to three senfencg stems
and had a focus\:?ﬁfﬂfr to the questionnaire, that'is, the reader

and the reading act.

Concerning, conceptual prior knowledge, interview measures were
2
employed both before and after xeading narrative and expository
o
selections. Within Research Sessions I to IV, three techniques were-
L] A "

used, namely: (1) free association, (2) strﬂcfﬁred auestions, and

(3) recagnition.

- Free Association (Appendix C, page 248). An oral-associations
response was elicited from visually presented words and phrases.

Initiated b} the directive, "Te]] me what you know about'.
(adopted from Langer, 1981), Efudent response was foi]owed by the
inquiry, "Is there anything more?" As an empirically determined
"superior" measure fof gaining "the msét information with the least
preparation time and efforf“ (Holmes and Roser, 1980, p. 8), free
‘association was utilized as the first prereading assessment of

e
conceptual prior knowledge.

Structured Questions (Appendix D, page 257). As preestablisnec
probes varying in number cdue to selection dependency, structured

questions were used as the second prereading assessment tool. Found

-
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by Holmes and Roser (1980) to be the mbst successfu] technique "for
complete f]ush1ng of the reader's pf1or knowledqe" (n. 8), structured
questions served to elicit further %;al indication of conceptua1

prior know]edge : ;/

.!;

Recognition (Append1x F page 267). The final prereading
assessment measure, that of recognition, was developed to augment
the two previous technvques which nece551tated oral responses.
Presented in a multiple-choice format, the task sought a response of
recognition regarding knowledge not previously stated or retrieved
in the earlier production tasks. The number of recognition items,
therefore, varfed across the reading selections relative to the
tasks of free association and structured cuestions pertinent to
each selection.

Assessment of conceptual Driof knowledge after reading narrative
and ekpository selections was accomplished by use of #ur techniques.
Sequentially administered, the techniques Q?re: (1) Qnaided recall,
(2) probe questions, (3) response to writteh statements, anq

(4) retrospection.

Unaided Recall. Oral response to the direction, "Tell me what

vou read," followed silent rea&ing of narrative and expository text
in Research Sessiézs I through V. Particular attention was given to
evidence of infegential thought, reflecting use of conceptual prior

knowledge to comprehend tre printed text.

Probe OQuestions. Directed in reference to each inferential

statement the subject gave .in unaided recall, probe gquestions focused

90
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on the subject's use of conceptual prior knowledge as previously
‘stated or spontaneously retrieved. Probe questions began with,

"Why did you say . . ."" : .

Written Statements (Appendix F, page 287). As the third post

reading measure‘of conceptual prior-knowledge usage, response to
written statements sought to ascertain use of conceptual prior
‘knowledge not revealed through unaided recail. Following unaided
: C ‘ ! ; 4
recall of narrative or expository text, and subsequent probe questions,
"jf any, subjects were directed to:
Read the following sentences silently. Decide whether the
information in each sentence appeared in the selection you
~ " read. CIRCLE YES if the information was in the select1on
or NO if the information was not in the se]ect1on

Subjects were subsequent]y asked to read each statement orally,

providing rationale for selection of the Yes or No response.

Re!igggectionf(AppendixAG, pagef362)t~ The practice of gding
back into the text fd]]dwing.responsetto questions was used to
~examine ability fo access ok mobilize conceptual prior knowledgé in
re]ation‘to text information. Used in Research Séssionﬁ IIT and V.
with narrative and exp051tory text presented in sections (Appendix H,
nage 307), the retrospect1on orocedure depended upon inferential i
reference during unaided recall of selection sections as entry points
to discuss use of conceptual nrior knowledge and text information.
. Representative guesticns included: "What did vou recall about .‘
while vuu were reading?“ and, "What was in the selection that made you
think of what you already knew about . . .?" In conjunction with

question response, the §ubject was asked to support his/her reply
»”



by 1oqk1ng béck into the text. -~

Spontaneous Questions. Where necessary, further questioninq

was‘introduced in conjunction with the above-described techniques
related to prereading assessmentkof conceptual prior knowledge and
post reading ag\essﬁent of conceptual prior knowledge usage.
Formulated in response tgzuniqu?, on-going situations, spontaneous
questions were utilized when deemed appropriate to probe a subject's

earlier response.

Structured Reading Situation

As part of each research session, subject§ were presented with
two reading selections, one narrative and one expository (Tab]e 3.3).
Presentation of text form was alternated acfoss research sessions in
consideration of possible order effect.l Prior to reading each
se]ectfon, subjects were directed t;:
1. Read each selection silently,

2. Take as much time as needed, and

3. Read carefully to be able to "Tell me what you read" when

- finished.

Reading Selections. Choice of ten main siudy reading selections

(Appendix I, page 327) from the SRA Mark 2b Reading Laboratory (1978)"

was based upon:

1. Text Form

As representative forms of connected discourse students encounter
in the school environment, ample selections of narrative and exposi-

tory text were available.

-
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2. Content

Selection topics were of ¢ommon kngwledge yet appropriate for
eliciting varyingkaiounts of conceptual prior knowledge brought to
‘the tex; by the reader.

3. Language Usage

The selections were wr1tten ut111z1ng sentence structure and
vecabulary commonly experienced by upper elementar/ schg%1 students
Usd‘g of available conceptual prior knowledge might be encouraged,
therefore, as selections were neither'contriVed or ambiguous for
the sake of research purposes.

4. Interest Level

Choice of reading selections for the SRA kit considered\interests
of students at the Division II Tevel. Text was selected, for example,
froﬁ Ranger Rick, a magazine designed to appeal to interests of ubper
elementary school students. |

5. Readability Level

i
b

Readability of the selections had'been determined accoiding to
0‘the Dale-Chall Readability Formula. For selections having a
readability grade level of 4.5 to 5.5, word recognition should not
contribute to differences in\compreheasion by Good Readers and Poor
Readers who display word reco;hition accuracy at an Independent
Level on a fifth-grade sight vocabulary word list.

6. Length

The selections of approximatély 600 to 800 words were appropriate

in providing a length of discourse somewhat representative of

instructional and informational reading materials encountered by

-
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Qpper elementary school students.

A description of the main study reading selections appears in
Table 3.4. The five narrative and five expository selections were
similar in length of text and grade level readabifity.

The sequence of read1ng selections within the research sessions'"
is presented in Table 3.5. In addition to the alternate uti!ization'
of narrative and expository text as préviously mentioned, sequence
of selection usage reflected concern for selec&ion length,
readability 1evef, and method of text presentétjon. That is, Research
Sessions 1 and II, as well as III énd V, were balanced in terms of
length and réadabi]ity of reading se]ettions. Reading selections of
shorter length and lower readability levels were chosen for the two
presentations of seétioné of text in Rese;rch Sessions IIl and V.

As the third: 1nstance of complete presentat1on qi text (and
positioned in cons1deration of dﬁss1bﬁe ordewwe{j)cts concerning
presentation of sect1ons OT text 1n‘Résearch SeSS1ons Il and V),
Research Session IV emp]oyed two read1ng»se]ect1ons of the longest
length and highest readability level. . N

In preparation for the research sessions, development of fhe
multi-faceted interview strategy and selectioﬁ‘of the reading

selections were accomhlished through pilot studies described below.

Pilot Studies

The firgt of three pilot studies was undertaken to determine

suitability of readiggiselectidns and to obtain words. and/or phrases -

to stimulate free association as part of the prereading assessment of
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Table 3.4

bescription of Reading Selectiond Used in the Main Study

. | ' Readability
Title Form Lengf" Grade Level
"Faptured B Nareative 600 words 4.5
Nothing Happened \\\ Narrative 600 words 4.5
Taking the Plunge Narrative 700 words 5.0
The Phone Call Narrative - 800 wqrdé 8.5
The Princess Who Loved Narrative 800 words 5.5
Her Father Like Salt
What is Lightning ~ Expository 600 words S48
Besides Scarv?
Tricky Tongues Expository 600 words 4.5
How a Submarine Sees Expository 700 words 5.0
Under the Sea . :
Stuck-Together Beast . Expository 800 words 5.5 ¢
800 words 5.5

What is a U.F.0.?

Expository
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conceptual prior knowledge. Fifteen grade six students, five from s
each of three clas#rcoms, who were iudged by their trachers as being
good readers, silently read 14 selections (Table 3.6), spaced over one
week, ‘Presentat;;n of the eight narrative andosix expository
selections was alternated in consideration of possible order effect.
With part1CU1ar regard to the tendency of each selection to elicit .
relevant conceptual prior knoWledge, five narrative and fivehexposi-
tory selections from among those piloted, were chosen for the study
(Table 3.4). Four se}ections, therefore, were rejected (Appendix J,
page 359), due to limited elicitation of conceptual prior knowledge.

" From the most frequently occurring words and/or phrases given by the
students in written response to the question, "What did you know
before you began to read this reading material that helped you to
understand what you read?" (Abpendix K, page 371), three or four
words and/or phrases were chosen to stimulate free association of
conceptual prior knowledge bertinent tn each reading selection
(Appendix C, page 248).

The second pilot study was conducted to provide direction for

developing structured questions and recognition tasks used as pre-

reading assessment measures of conceptual prior knowledge. Words
and/or phrases representing the most frequently occurring written
responses from the first pilot, were used to determine the range of
conceptual prior knowledge grade six students might be expected to
bring to the reading selections. Four heterogeneous classes, ton-
sisting of i]2 grade six students, provided written responses to

three or foge words and/or phrases related to each of the ten reading



A Description o

8,

Table 3.6

f Reading Selections Used in the

First Pilotqitudy

Readability
Form Length Grade Level
A Baker and His Neighbor Narrative 400 words 4.5
The Fisherman and the Narrative 600 words 4.5
King's Chamberldin
Captured Narrative 600 words 4.5
Hothing Happened Narrative 600 words 4.5
Mary Jo's Responsibility Marrative 700 words 5.0
Taking the Plunge Narrative 700 words 5.0
'
The Phone Call Narrative 800 words 5.5
The Princess who Loved Narrative 800 words 5.5
Her Father Like Sait
What is Lightning Expository 600 words 4.5
Besides Scary?
Tricky Tongues Expository 600 words 4.5
How a Submarine Sees Expository 700 words 5.0
Under the Sea
Wind Power Expository 800 words 5.5
Stuck-Together Beast Expositorv 800 words 5.5
What is a U.F.0.? Expository 800 words 5.5
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selections (Appendix L, page 373). While the most common responses
were judged by the researcher as most likely to be elicited by free
association (for examnle, references to "submarine," "spving," and
"looking," uttered in associatibn to the word 'neriscope'), structured
questions were designed to probe for conceptual prior‘knowledge ‘
indicated by the students to be less freguently recalled.‘ Again by
way of example, the direct question, "What is a periscope?", was
formulated to elicit conceptual prior know]edgg of a definitive
nature, less frequently recalled in utterances such as "a crooked
telescope"” and "a long nipe to look through." Recognition tasks
were designed to assess conceptual prior knowledge rarely, if ever,
mentioned by the students yet judged bQ the researcher to be
pertinent to comprehension of the reading selection. Continuing
with the 'periscone’' example, conceptual prior knowledge of unique
qualities was ascerta}ned through a recogny(ion response to the
following multiple-thefce item: ’
A periscope is:‘ .

a. a peep hole Y

b. like a telescope that can see around corners

c. used when the submarine is just below the surface of the water

d. all of the above

e. only b and c.

The third and final pilot studv was conducted to focus upon the

Nsuitability of procedures and tasks to be used‘n the research

sessions. Two grade six students, one being a good reader and the

other being a poor reader, participated in five sessions. Student
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responses resulted in rewording of two questions, item 2 on the
questionnaire (Appendix A, page 245) and item 31/of the structured
questions relative to the narrative selection, 'Taking the Plunge’
(Appendix D, page 261), Additionally, the need for spontaneouz

L
probing throughout the research sessions was highlighted.

Treatment of the Data

. Once the data on s:Bjects' performance in the research sessions
were collected and audio recordings of oral responses had been |
transcribed, the voluminous material was scrutinized at successive
intervals to develop and/or apnly the categorization systems fu;ly \-\\ﬂ
explained in Chapter 4. Subsequentl}, consideration of data per-
taining to concept of reading, conceptual prior knowledge, and reading
comprehension was undertaken for individual subjects and, in turn,
for Good Readers and Poor Reade*s.

Chapter 5 describes subjects' responses to the varied tasks

and content presented within the five research sesgions which served

to explicate Good Readers and Poor Readers and distinguish fndividual

subjects.



thapter 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA: ESTABLISHMENY OF CATEGORIES

Ao D

Chapter 4 discusses the systems of cateqorization.used jn
analysis of data pertaining to concept of reading, conceptual
prior knowledge, and reading comﬁrehension of narrative and
exJLsitory t;xt. Explanation is given of the development and

use of categories to interpret subjects' performance.

Development of Categories

L4

Categories for analysis of data were determined following
successive scrutiny of data over a period of eight months. As
presented below, the~categories concerning concept of reading,
conceptual prior knowledge, and -eading éompre;ension, erved—ee~f“

\ ; -
classify subjects' responses to study tasks.

Concept of Reading -

The concept of reading held by each member of the study sample
was revealed through oraf responses to questionnaire items and
written responses to projective statements. Oral data, gathered
from a subject's responses to the entire questionnaire administered
in Research Session 1 and from ouestionnaire items 9 and 10 posed at
the end of Research Session V, were viewed in coﬁjuni;;fﬁ with

written responses to the three projective statements fresented in

/
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Research Sestion 1.
Using the researcher's understanding of the field, concept of .
reading attributes were derived from the study data. An attribute g
- within a :’ador s concept o; reading wes }eveclcd bv one'oral or
written idea unit considered as evidence of possession of that
attribute. Clusters of concept of r;ading attributes suggested

categorization headings, namely, Purnoses for Reading, Reader

Characteristics, and Text Characgeristics. \

Purposes for Reading. Four concept of reading attributes were ‘L

inpdieated relative to reading purpose. One attribute pertained to

the intent of comprehending text or "understanding what the author

is trying to get through, the message" (Nancy, GR). A second

attribute referreq to the informative purpose for reading, whereby

a reader "can read a lot of books about different things and find
’ i
out things" (Nicole, GR). A third attribfte considared the !

recreational purpose for reading, focusing upon reaaing as being

"fun and interesting” (Darlene, PR), and "something to do when
' '

there's nothing else to do" (Linda, GR). The fourth attribute -was

concerned with the functional purpose for reading, as exemplified

by "if vou are reading books, you learn to speak prdperly" (Mancy,
GR) .

S [ _

Reqﬁer Character1st1cs Concept of redding attributes

perta1n{\§ to reader characteristics centered upon Personaf®

Factors and Involvement with Text. The first of nine attributes r

of a personal nature, awarenass of the reader being in
\



control of the act of reading, was displayed by the following state-

ment :

Nicole (GR): I think it [to be a good reader] means that you
have self-control . . . and you can concentrate
and keep an eve on what you're doing and sort of

~  ‘ask yourself questions while reading the book.

A second attribute of a personal natire, reader awareness of

author, was suggested by direct reference:

Nancy (GR): I think I can sort of solve . . . what the author
is meaning.

Another reader characteristic pertained to the need for comfort/

concentration, and was exemplified by the foliowing commenf:

Elizabeth (GR): If there's people in the room . . . I am able
.~ to read a lot better, like I'm not nervous
.. .sol can . . . read the wayv I normally
read. Well, it can't be too quiet because
then I can't concentrate. There's gotta be,
1ike I've gotta be able to hear other pepple
&#imoving around in the other rooms . . . so that
1 can concentrate.

Desire to read as a concept of reading attribute was evident

in response to questionnaire item 4, "When are you able to do well

as a reader?":

Charles (PR): You just feel like doing something. I'm just
ready to read a book.

Self-awareness of reading capability, as a fifth attribute

reflecting the personal nature of the reader, was revealed when a

subject viewed himself/herself as a "good reader" and a "poor reader

under self-described circumstiiﬁes:

Nancy (GR): [I'm a “good reader"] when I have found a good
book . . . and I understand it. -

[I'm a "poor" reader when] I read out loud. 1.

can't read out loud very good. My speech, well
- my teacher didn't say this but, my speech doesn't

4
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really come out the way I want it. . . . It
doesn't come out strongly. /’—~

"
Reader confidence, as a sixth attribute of a personql nature,
was exeﬁp[ifﬁed by the statement, "I just think I can do a lot
with a reading book'l (MNicole, GR).

A seventh attribute relative to personal characteristics of the

reader, rorrect use of terms pertinent to the act of reading, was
revea +. ¥ -elated, if not consecutive utterances:

. 2 R): [I am able to dao well as a reader] when I look
at the punctuation and [ can pronounce all the
words even though it [sic] has some tricky part
to it that isn't like what thev're supposed to do
following the rules. '

p -

[A "good reader" means] to be wise to all the
punctuation and ahle to pronounce all the words.

Reference to reader interest in text, as dppareﬁt in the quota-

tion presented below, prompted recognition of such.as the eighth

.

attribute linked to personal reader characteristics:

Steven (PR): I pick certain books and I read’them. First of
all I read them agd see how theyv start off and
then go into the middie of the book and if it
sounds good, I'11 take it.

The ninth and final concept of reading attribute related to

" personal characteristics of the reader, awareness of the importance

of prior knowledge, was illustrated by the subsequent, representative

utterance:

Elizabeth (GR): I enjoyed 'The Phone Call' more than 'Tricky
Tongues' and since I did it seemed easier to
understand. [ took a babysitting course and
doing what she did, we learned about it so I
could read it since in a way, | already knew
about it.

p

One of ten attributes concerned with reader involvement with



text referred to the importance of word recognition accuracy.

-

evident in the excerpts below, reading proficiency was viewed as
involving fluency of word recognition and knowledge of "big" words:

Darlene (PR): I just get . . . sort of all excited and then
skip words and I get all boggled up.

Charles (PR): You're a good reader when vou can read these big
words.

Bevond word recognition, linking ideas was advanced as an

attribute involving the reader with text information:

Hicole (GR): I can understand the words and I can-make out
imaginations [sic] for myself. ,
Nancy (GR): Some stories . . . might have tWo or three messages
and the big message you have to figure out what it

is, solve it.

Linking memory to recall .was cited as another conEept of reading

attribute entailing reader involvement with text:

reading. They can read book%® and understand
them and then go onto another book and read it
and then remember the book they read before

- that.

Elizabeth <iR): A [good] reader understands what they [sic] are

The necessity of attaching meaning‘to words was acknowledged

as a fourth attribute concerned with reader involvement with text.

_While understandina what words mean was seen as an integral component
- > B

of reading, an awareness of words having multiple meanings was
expressed:

Elizabeth (GR): My teacher told me that . . . I should read
other things, that it will help me read better
- because then I can [see] different words put
together differently. Words can mean different
things ‘and I might read it in a different wﬂ&.
[ might understand the word better. i

As a fifth attribute pertinent to reader involvement with text,
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reference was made to critical reading. Such avreference occurred

on more than one occasion in responge to consideration of a "good"
reader, thereby revealing the subject's awareness of the importance
~of her prior knowledge in relation to the author's message:

‘Nicole (GR): [Response to Item 3, What do you think you do
: : well as a reader? Explain.]

I can understand the book more if | make a picture
of what's happening and I can weight [sic] what the
~author savs and what I say. Well, if it's a
fiction book, I can know if it's fact.or not facts.

*  [Response to item 4, When are you able to do well
as a reader?]

I'm listening, for facts and truth . . . I'm
asking myself, "Does this book give me the right
information? Is it fact or fiction? Is it
another person's opinion? \

Awareness and explanation of skim reading as one type of reading

and as another concept of reading attribute emphasizing reader
involvement with text, were provided by the following response:

Elizabeth (GR): If I'm reading a book with my friend . . . and
we're looking for a certain part, like an
assignment or something, we skim over .it.

We'll read everv other second word . . . but

we understand what we're doing because we know
what tyne of reading we're doing and we're
looking for the same thing . . . it's faster

to find what you're looking for [by skim
reading]. . . . if you're looking for a certain
subject, there should be a word in there that
you look for. When you find it, then you go to
the beginning of the paragraph . . . read that
paragraph and find out what you're looking for.

A seventh attribute pertaining to reader involvement with print

considered imaging or having thoughts during the act of reading.

"Having thoughts" was described as crucial 'to understanding and further

detailed through the term "picture":
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Nicole (GR): [I think of myself as a "poor" reader] when I'm
not concentrating on the book I'm reading, when
I'm not Tooking, not understanding or having, vou
know, thoughts about it.

Charles (PR)#» 1 make up the picture in my mind [of] what the
' book is about.

The practice of monitoring comprehension was revealed as a

further atfribute of reading concept relatiye to reader involvement
with text. The nature of on-going comprehension monitoring was
indicated and strategies to facilitate understanding subsequent to
reader realization of lack of comprehension were stated:

Nicole (ARR): When I'm concentrating, I'm listening and asking,
myself questions. I'm listening for facts and
* truth.

Nancy (GR): Well, I would read until I'd say to myself, "What
happened?" Just like, two lines or something like
that. You'd just say to yourself, "What happened?"
< . . then vou start back there acain, start
to go back to the first and then read again and
then you would find out what happened in that

. little part that vou didn't hear or whatever.

Elizabeth (GR): If I have to read a [test] auestion more than
once [to understand it], then I read it slower
and I get slower ever time so I understand.

Another disclosed attribute pertained to reader involvement in

text through using context to aid word recognition and knowledge of

word meaning:

Nancy (GR): When you are reading and you get stuck on a word

and then you sound it out and . . . then you know
it, and then you read that sentence again and you
will know what it means . . . _so when vou get to

it again vou'll know what it means.

Distingﬁishing between reading orally and reading silentlv was
observed as a tenth and final concept of reading attribute relative

to the interactive relationship of reader with text. While specific
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references were made to oral and silent reading, descriptions such
as those presented below, revealed an awareness of audience and the-

re
communicative intent of oral reading: ' ﬂ\;).
: ' e
Elizabeth (GR): If I have to read something in class out loud,
1ike an assignment or questionnaire or stuff
like that,. then that's when I can read as
clear as I can so everybody can understand it
. 1 think that [ read c]ear]y and people
can understand me and [ don't read too fast and
I don't read too slow.

Nancy (GR): is a good reader because she can pronounce
the words, she is loud, and she puts emphasis in
her words and it sounds really good when she reads.
It sounds exciting no matter what kind of a story
or paragraph or word it is.

Additionally, silent reading was portrayed'as reading or
hearing "in your mind" and the importance of understanding what is
read silently was highlighted:

Linda (GR): [I do well as a reader when] I read silently. The
words are clear when | read in my mind.

Nancy (GR): When you are reading to yourself, you know, I could
read a senténce and I'd hear it in my mind .
When I am reading silently . . . 1 understand it
- . . .and I start th1nk1ng about it.

Text Characteristics. Expressed concept of reading attributes

related to text characteris;ics focused upon readability. and purpose
of genre. The condition of readability was addressed through recog-
nition of the significance of gtructure of text. As evident in the
subsequent statement, awareness of the influence of text structure
upon readability was suggested bv the contrast between the storyv line
characteristics of narrative to the more abrupt, paragraph-by-
paragraph presentation typical of exnository text:

Darlene (PR): I found 'The PhonevCa11‘ a lot easier to read
because 'Tricky Tongues' had too many things to
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remember. Like you're thinking about one

thing and then you read another paragraph about
another. ''The Phone Call', you just have to
thdnk about four characters and what they did.

v

Knowledge of théivarying purpose of genre, name1yf.of narrative \

and expository‘text; was exhibited:

"Elizabeth (GR): It [the narrative selection, 'The Phone Call']
wasn't really information as much as 'Tricky
Tongues' [the expository selection] was. It
['The Phone Call'] was more of a stosy that
would happen to a girl. 'Trickv Tongues' was
telling you about how a tongue is used for
different animals . . . 'Tricky Tongues' is
mainly information sort of . . . like . .
[in an] encyclopedia for if you are. looking
for a certain animal, how they use their [sic]

tongues, say in a report, . . . you could use
this ['Tricky Tongues'] to find out what you
needed. :

Tabi% 4.1 provides a summary of the concept of reading attributes
derived from the §tudy data. As determined bv the investigator's
understanding of the field of reading, the 25 attributes were
ca;egorized under three main aspects: Purposes fo} Reading, Reader
Characteristics, and Text Characteristics. Concept of reading
attributes pertaining to reader characteristics were furfher con-
sidered under the subcategories of 'Personal Factors' and 'Involve-

‘Tent with Text.'

Conceptual Prior Knowledge

Subjects' qonceptual prior knowledge was assessed both before
and after reading narrative and expositorv selections. Considering
assessment of conceptual prior knowledge before readfnq, responses
to the tasks O™ free association and structured nuestions relatedkto

5~
each reading selection were categorized as idea units varying in



Table 4.1

Categorization of Concept of Reading Attributes

’

Category

Concept of Reading Attribute

It{ Purposes for Reading

IT.

ITI.

Readfr Characteristics
a. Personal Factors

b. Involvement with Text

Text Chardcteristics

Intent of comprehending text
Informative purpose
Recreational purpose
Functional purpose

Awareness of the remder being in
control qf the act of reading

Reader awareness of author
Need for comfort/concentrdtion
Desire to read

Self-avareness of reading capability

Reader confidence

Correct use of terms pertinent
to the act of reading

Reader intﬁrest in text
Awareness of the importance of

AN

prior knowledge R

Importance of word’ recognitiof
accuracy

Linking ideas

Linking memory to recall
Attaching meaning to words
Critical reading

Skim reading

Imaging or having thoughts
Monitoring conprehension

Using context to aid word recog-
nition and knowledge of word
meaning

*Distinquighing between reading

orally and reading silently

‘Readability

Purpose of genre
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length from a word, to a phrase or sentencg, or longer, and were
assessed for accuracv of knowledge. Responses to the rultiple-
choice recognition task pertinent to each reading selection were
subsequently assessed for correctness.

In examining conceptual prior knowledqe after réading. attention
was given to evidence of iﬁferentia1 thought‘revealed in response to
the tasks of unaided recall and written statements. As described
more fully within the 'Reading Comprehension' section presented later
in this ;hapter, clausal units of unaided recall ref]ectiné use of
conceptual prior knowledge to comprehend printed text, were considered
and categorized as 'Text Inferential' (nage 120). Examination was
also made of the nature of subjects' responses to those written
statements which provided an interpretation of text through applica-
tion of conceptual prior knowledge.

To enable qualitative description of subjects' conceotual prior
knowledge, as described more completely on picge 113, modifications
were made to Langer's (1980) classification system (Appendix M,
page 376). Additional classifications, which were found to be
necessary to accommodate study data, included 'similes' and 'specific
terms' under the 'MUCH' category and 'distinguishing characteristfcs'

under the 'SOME' category.

Reading Comprehension

Since investigation of availability and use of conceptual
prior knowledge to comprehend print was a focus of the present
study, analysis of data relating to comprehension was 1imited

to those selections for which prereading assessment of

1RR
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conceptual prior knowledge was conducted. \lhile inclusion of
reading and unaided recall of narrative and expository text within
Research Session | maintained the interview strategy and structured
reading components of each session, no measure of readers' con-
ceptual prior knowledge was undertaken in regards to the first
narrative and expository selections utilized. Analysis was limited,
there;ore, to data relative to narrative and expository selections
read in Research Sessions [l through V. Each reading selection used
in the 1jst four research sessions and the reader's unaided recall
were divided into clausal units following the technique for
analyzing recall protocols (Appendix N, page 377), thereby enabling
a compar?son of the extent and kind of information selected and
retrieved.

To facilitate qualitative description of reading compreheﬁsion
as outlined on page 118, a consolidation of cateqgories was used,
based upon Drum and Lantaff's (1977) scoring cateqories for analysis
of unaided recall and Fagan's (in press) subsequent reginement§

(Appendix 0, page 385).

Use of Categories

\
As outlined below, categories which were employed in analysis

of data concerning concept of reading, conceptual prior knowledge,
and reading comprehension, were utilized to interpret the nature

of subjects' resnonses.
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P

Concept of Reading

The frequency of idea units referring to each concept of reading
attribute was determined from oral responses to the entire question-
natre and written responses to the projective statements. That is,
references to each attribute were summed across the two interview
instruments used in Research Session [.

The nature of subjects' expressed concept of re£&1ng attributes
was noted and described relative to ﬁualitative differences evident
between Gocd Readers' and Poor Readers' oral Eesponses to the question-
naire and written responses to the projective statements. Additionally,
subjects' oral responses to questionnaire items 9 and 10, re-administered
at the end of Research SessiongV, were compared with their previous
responses to those items. Attention was given to qualitative change
* pertaining to-previously expressed concept of reading attribytes.
Of'particular interest were concept of reading attributes categorized
as reader characteristics, which may have been enhanced due to the

present study's embhasis upon a reader's conceptual prior knowledge.

N

Conceptual Prior Knowledge

The nature of conceptual prior knowledge available hefore reading
was determined for each subject in relatiolﬂﬁp each reading selection.
Idea units were summed, }ncluding those expressed across the measures
of free association and structured questions and correct responses on
the recognitfoq task revealing conceptual prior knowledge not
previously elicited. Later, idea units were rated according to
classifications developed by Langér (1980) and modified by the present

researcher (Appendix M, page 376). Examples of idea units classified
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according to categories listed under the ratings of 'MUCH,' 'SOME,'
and 'LITTLE,' appear in Table 4.2. Once each idea unit Jjad been
categorized, the number of idea units within each rating was deter-
mined for individual study members relab{ve to each reading selection,
and in turn, across the four narrative and four expository selections.
Description of the use Af conceptﬁ§1 prior knowledge relied upon
evidence of inferential thought after reading. Relative to the four
narrative and four expository selections, consideration was given to
the frequency of clausal units categorized as 'Text Inferential'
within subjects' unaided recall and the frequency of each subject's
'Yes' responses on the written statement task to thdsg statemen;s
involving inferential thought. Langer's class?ficgiion techniqué,
as modified, was used to examine the qualitative nature of conceptual
prior knowledge revealed in clausal units of unaided recall cate-
gorized as 'Text Inferential.' Table 4.3 provides examples of
clausal unit'utterances which prompted probe questions to assist in
assigning ratings of 'MUCH,' 'SOME,' and 'LITTLE.' Whenever instances
of conceptual prior knowledge usage were not spontaneously noted by
the researcher and\f911owed by probe questions, or whenever a subject's
oral response to the probe question was not enlightening, the revealed
conceptual prior knowledge was rated as 'MUCH,' 'SOME,' or 'LITTLE,'
through comparison to the given text in the same manner as oral
responses to the free association task were compared to presented —
words and phrases. The frequency of clausal units demonstrating the
three levels of conceptual prior knowledge recalled aftér reading was

s

determined for each subject relative to each reading selection



Table 4.2

© 1s

Idea Units Cateqorized According to Level of Conceptual

Prior Knowledge.

Level of Conceptual

Idea Unils Prior Knowledge
[A person becomes a princess] when . MUCH - superordinate
a girl is born in a royal family. concept
(Darlene, PR) .
[UFO means an] unidentified flyving MUCH - definition
object. (Steven, PR)
[A rough ride is] like riding a MUCH - simile
bull. (Charles, PR)
[Came1] caravan. (Nicole, GR) MICH - specific term
[When I see the phrase 'rough ride'], SOME - example
I think of a car on a gravel road.
(Nancy, GR) a
[A good finish within a competitive SOME - attribute
swimming event would be] when \
swimmers are still using all their
swimminag ability and [are] not too
tired. (Elizabeth, GR)
A camel has two humps on its back. SOME - defining/
(fatricia, PR) dislinguﬁgﬂing

characteristic

sand [in response to the word LITTLE - association
'camel']. (Linda, GR) .
Yeah, [I've had an experience with LITTLE - first-hand
an injured animal], my cat. Like experience

one day, he stepped on a nail and

[ just had to keep on putting his
foot in water and keep taking it
out and put a towel around it 'til
we got to the vet's. (Patricia, PR)
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and, subsequently, across the four narrative and four expository

selections.

Reading Comprehension

The.frequency ofg¥ausal units evident within a subject's
unaided‘reca11 of a narrative or expository selection served as one
measure of read?ng comprehension. As outlined in Appendix N
(page 377), the number of clausal units recalled by each subject
was calculated for each reading selection. . |

The second m;asure of reading tombrehension considered protocols
of subjects' unaided recall divided into clausal units §nd‘C¥é§sified-'
according to comprehension category (Appendix 0, page 385). Presenta-

tion of the comprehension categories appears below, accompanied by

examples of subjects' unaided recall.

A AText'Exac& "

Al. Verbatim Recall .

Text: Mother Nature called it a camel,
Protocol: Mother Nature called it the camel. (Charles, PR)

‘ Text: She pointed to the calf of her leg.

3 Protocol:” She pointed to the calf of her leg.
% (Nancy, GR)
A2. Partial Recall
Text: Then they pulled her out the door.
B Protoco]:A pPnd thev pulled her out. (Patricia, PR)

My *

Text: The camel's stomach is for digesting food, not for
storing water.

Protocol: The stomach is for digesting. (Micole, GR)



i
& <3

B.

C.

A3.

Text

Vague Statements

Text: In simple language, lightning changes air into
fertilizer for plants.

! 4
Protocol: The lightning mixes the nitrogen to kind of
fertilizer. (Steven, PR)

Text: The posts were topped bv a thick, low roof.

Protocol: There was this little thing with a roof on it.
(Linda, GR)

Specific

B1.

B2.

Text

Substitution of Pronouns

Text: Mother HNature named it a camel,.
Protocol: She named it a camel. (Elizabeth, GR)
Text: The poor man thanked the water spirit.

Protocol: So he thanked the water spirit. (Charles, PR)

Synonymy of Elements

Text: Thén~she would go into the Eskimo village.

Protocol: She was starting towards the Eskimo village.
{Darlene, PR) :

Text: Instead it [passice sonar] is used for 1istening.‘

Protocol: Passive sonar is just for hearing. (Nancy, GR)

Embedded

Cl..

Embedded Information

Text: Lightning has always been a marvel to people. In
times past, 1ightning was thought to have magic
powers. Long, long ago it was thought that lightning
was thrown by the gods. At times it was taken as a
warning.

At

Protocol: Some people thought lightning was thrown down to*
earth as a warning by the gods. (Darlene, PR)

Text: She had a reason for fqollowing the cnildren. Her
wounded foot left her unable to hunt, and sh%pwas

%
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very hungry. She must eat soon or die. Her one
noge was that the ch:idren »ijnt ha.e \-.'Juxe:wt’oor:

with them. ‘ y
[ o

Protocol: The fox was following them to see if Pthey had
: any food as she was hungry. {(HNicole, GR)

C2. Noun/Pronoun Substitution
Text: One dav, so the story qoes, Mother ‘Nature had just
about finished designing creatures. _Then she
discovered that there was a pile of f\ftover parts
that didn't seem to fit anywhere. Since Mother
Nature never wastes anything, she just stuck them
. together.
Protocol: She never wastes leftover parts. (Patricia, PR)
Text: Amazed, the man replied, "How shall I provide for a
princess? I am.only a poor man." "It is my desire
that you marry her," declared the king. And he handed
over his youngest daughter to be the fellow's wife. P
Protocol: He told the man to marry his dauaghter.
(Elizabeth, GR)
Text Entailed
D1. Synthesis
Text: West Bav, 34.7, Bay Side, 34.9.
Protocol: It turned out that the other team won bv two
tenths of a second. (linda, GR)
Text: The seilection, \What is a UFO?'
Protocol: It JMNas about UFO sightings of people see1ng strange
obJects in the skv. (Steven, PR)
Text Inferential
El. Inferences‘ -

Text: I didn't have long to wait, however for I heard
voices high above the roof.
"0Oh, Donald, she's afraid of us!”
“We11, naturally," came the reply. "That must have
been a very frightening trip for such a little puppy."

Protocol: And then she heard voices, like th1s lady
and a man. {Hancy, GR)
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1 .
Text: She would have to be careful of the village dogs.

Protocol: It was a chance because of the sled dogs.
(Charles, PR)

F. Text Experiential

F1. Experiential Intrusions

Text: You may have seen movies about creatures from outer
space who visit earth. Or you mav have read about
trips people on earth might make with "starships"
hundreds of years fyom now. Is it silly to think of
such things really happening? Maybe not. There
have been hundreds of renorts that mention sightings

~ @F unusual beings. They are described as being
humanlike creatures, or humanoids.

Protocol: They have to look like green men. (Nanty, Gﬁ)'

Text: While a bat is flving, it sends out short radar
pulses. When these pulses strike something, they
bounce back and tell the bat the size and location
of the object.

O

Protocol: ?sgause bats are blind. (Elizabeth,
3

F2:. Storyline Additions

Text: The starter shouted, "Swimmers, take your marks!"

.Protocol: The man said, 'On your mark; get set, go.'
(Elizabeth, GR)

Text: Betsy sighed softly. She wouldn't be swimming in
that event, '

Protocol: And so she was thinking. (Charles, PR)

Gl. Text Erroneous—Specific

Gla. Errors in Dates and Proper Names

Tﬁxt: But the West Bay Rockets seemed to be even
better.

Protocol: But the Wayside team was even better.
(Darlene, PR)



G2.

G1b.

Glc.

Text: Lightning was a complete mystery before 1752.
. it was Benjamin Franklin who decided to
experiment'.

Protocol: It was about 1745 when Benjamin Franklin
decided to test out Tightning. (Charles, PR)

Erroneous Expansions/Additions

Text: "But do you not remember, father, that when I said

I loved you like salt, you drove me away?"

Protocol: She said when I told you that I loved vou like
salt, you dragged me away. (Linda, GR)

Text: He made a small spark of electricity with a cell.

Protocol: He *had made a spark with a cell in it.
{Nicole, GR)

Erroneous Embeddings

Text: Naput and Nadeen were hiking . . . "I wish there
was something to see," said Haput. "So do I,"
agreed her sister.

Protocol: HMNadine and her sister were going on a hike.
(Charles, PR)

Text: Their generous acts came to the attention of the

king, and one day he asked his chief advisor, "Who °

is this man that shows such kindness to the poor?
Let us see him for ourselves."

When the king and his advisor arrived, they did not
recognize the pripncess; and though she recognized
her father, she said nothing.

Protocol: Then one day the king called him
{the poor man] over. (Linda, GR)

’
Text Erroneous—Non Specific

G2a.

Inaccurate/Incorrect Svnthesis

Text: The stage is set. Dark clouds fill the skyv.

122 L/

@

Mature is giving an exciting and sometimes frightening

show.

Protocol: A big dark curtain was put across the stage *tn
\ make it look darker. (Nancy, GR)
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Text: The gun fired and Janet was off. She was leading!

Protocol: Another team was ahead of Janet.
'Patricia, PR)

G2b. Faulty Inference

0 Jext: Many vears passed before the poor man returned home;

' and when he arrived at the place where his miserable
hut had stood, he found a magnificient house. As
he gazed in disbelief, his wife saw him and joyv-
fully ran to meet him. Puzzled, the man asked how
she came to own such a house.

Protocol: He did not recognize anybody. (Elizbeth, GR)

Text: While crossing desert sand or‘éoft earth, a
camel's great flat feet do not sink in. They act
as "sandshoes."

Protocol: Their feet act as sand shoes so they don't

touch the hot sand. (Steven, PR).

L}
In order to ensure reliability of comprehension category coding

within the context of this study, four protocols were analyzed and
categorized by a graduate student in reading who had experience in
dpplying the system of categorization. Inter-rater agreement, as
determined by the Arrington formula for reliability of scoring (Feifel
and Lorge, 1950), was 95.5 concerning two Good Readers' and two Poor

%
Readers' unaided reéé{] of narrative and expository selections.

Y
A

Summarv

This chapter outlined development and use of categories employed
in analvsis of data to reveal findings reported in Chapter 5. Twenty-
five attriﬁﬁtes, which were derived from the study data and classified
under three aspects, were used to consider concept of reading. Con-
ceptual prior knowledge was analyzed as idea units and the appliied ¢

classification system, as developed by Langer (1980), was modified

e .



to accommodate subjects' responses. Clausal units of unaided recall
of narrative and expository text, initially considered by frequency,
were coded subsequently using a consolidation of\comprehension,
categories deve]oped.by Drﬁm and Lantaff (1977) and refined by

Fagan (in press, Appendix 0, page 385).
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Chapter 5

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY v

Chapter 5 reports findings of the study relative to the
quantitative and qualitative nature of the data. In succession,
consideration is given to concent of reading, conceptual prior
knowledge, and reading comprehension of narrative and expository
text. Further interpretation and summarv of findings will be found

‘in Chapter 6.

Prior to discussion of findings, acknowledgement must be given
to differences between Good Reader&' and Poor Readers' language usage,
as subjectively de;ermined by the researcher based upon understanding
of language development. Whereas "verbal fluency as judged by the
respective sixth-grade classroom teacher" wa§ a criterion for study

. sample selection, subjects designated as Good Pead and Poor
Readers were found to differ in two areas of language usage relevant
to quality of utterances. As suggested bv the following representa-

tive samples,/Poor Readers tended to be less accurate and concise in

word wsage than were Good Readers:
Structured Question: What is the purpose of competitive
swimming?

Patricia (PR): To see who's a good swimmer-and like them
people on the Universiade, thev would have
went through a lot of swimming competitors
and picked the best ones to see who's the good
ones and some of them are bad.

Nicole (GR): To see who's a better swimmer and who's faster.

125
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|
As evident in the subsequent utterances, there wWere instances
where the performances of Linda (a Good Reader) and Qarlene (a Poor
Peader) were incongruent with their designation: (
‘ -
Linda (GR): [The nurpose of competitive swirming is] to
prove that vou can be qood and vou can know that
vou can swim and show. that what you've learned

and everything.

Darlene (PR): To see who's the best swimmer out of the category
you're competing [in].

Compared to Good Readers, all of the Poor Readers were observed
to be less precise {n choices of vocabulary, often emploving phrases
such as "and all that sbrt of stuff" and "stuff like that." Even
in the oresence of probing questions, greater precision‘of expression

was often not forthcoming. .For examplé:

Structured Question: How would vou describe a good start in a
competitive swimming event?

Steven (PR): You started off great and perfectly.

Researcher: How would you know it was a good start?

Steven (PR): Well, by how the man dives in or person dives in.
Researcher: What's important about diving in?

Steven (PR): Well, it separates the water so vou glide in and
you start swimming.

Researcher: Vhy do swimmers dive in anywav?

Steven (PR): I don't know that one.
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Concept of Reading

Responses to the Questionnaire and
Projective Statements

A subject's concept of reading was determined through observa-
tion of the frequency and content of reference to each disclosed
concept of reading attribute revealed in responses to the 13-item
questionnaire and three projective statements. In the following
four tables concerned with frequency of reference, concept of reading
attributes are presented bv categorization cluster (i.e., Purposes
for Reading; Reader Characteristics, Personal Factors, and Involvement
with Text; Text Chéracteristics), and are sequenced within each table
according to the sum total of Good Readers' and Poor Readers'
frequency of reference. Individual members of the study sample are
considered and arranged alphabetically within their designation as
Good Readers or Poor R;:;ers.

Table 5.1 considers the/fpur concept of reading attributes
categorized as 'Purposes ?qffnféging.' Frequency of reference to the
four attributes was found \s'gﬁry within subjects designated as Good
Readers and within those designated as Poor Readers, and within the

performance of individual study members. The intent of comprehending

text received the greatest number of references from Good Readers

and Poor Readers alike, however, Good Readers' references, as a
group, were more numerous than those of the Poor Readers and differed
in emphasis. As suggested by the following statements, Poor Readers
appeared to place greater stress upon accurate word recognition in

conjunction with comprehension of text than did Good Readers:
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Q

Table 451

Frequency of Expressed Concept of Reading Attributes
Relative to PURPOSES FOR READING Given by Good
Readers and Poor Readers in Response to the
Questionnaire and P:0jective Statements

Frequency of Expression

Concept of
Reading Good Readers Poor PReaders
Attributes a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
- Intent of compre- 7 2 12 9 30 1" 9 2 2 14

hending text '
Informative purpose 3 0 4 3 10 0 3 4 5. 12
Functional purpose 1 3 4 0 8 4 0 0 O 4

Recreational 5 3 0 ] 9 ] ] 1 0 3
purpose

Note: Elizabeth (GR)
Linda (GR) -
Nancy (GR)

Nicole (GR)
Charles (PR)
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR)

~
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Nancy (GR): When I have found a good book . . . then I think
that [ am a good reader ‘'cause [ understand it.

Steven (PR): I read each word and kind of make sense to me.
Darlene (PR): When I take it easy, when I go slowly, then
‘ when | take time to pronounce the words, and
sound them out, then I can get it all together
and [ can get 1t straight.

Frequency of subjects' references acknowledging the informative
purpose for reading was not shown to differentiate Good Readers from
Poor ‘Readers. As well, within the three Good Readers' and three
Poor Readers' multiple references to the informative dimension of
text, the nature of expressed understanding was not found to differ
between the two groups.

Differential between the groups' resoponses was revealed when the

functional purpose for reading was acknowledged by three of the four

Good Readers yet by only one Poor Reader. Furtﬁer differentiation
was evident when Good Readers' statements, as represented below,
tended to focus upon the benefit of reading to development of
communication 3‘3 while the Poor Reader's stated advantage was
less immediate and less specific:

Nancy (GP): When you are reading a sentence and it is written
properly and you read that and then when you go
to write your own sentence, vou think about that
sentence that the author wrote. Then you know
that's the way you should write it and this is
the way you shouldn't.

Charles (PR): [Reading] helps you in vour elder days, like
when you get a job. .

References to the recreational purpose for reading, if any,

were limited for six of the eight subjects. However, two Good {:}25

Readers made multiple reference to reading as a recreational pursuit.
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concept of reading attributes considered as 'Reader Chnr!ﬂteristics.
Personal Factors' are outlined in Table 5.2. Hhile-subjects. as a

total group, made more feferences to the need for comfort/concentra-

tion than to any of the other eight concept of reading attributes -
reflecting 'Personal Factors' characterizing readers, the frequencv
of Good Readers' and ‘Poor Readers' re?erences was shown to be sim1lar.

A
Good Readers and Poor Readers were found to be consideﬁhbly

gifferent however in frequency of reference emploving orrect us. ‘I
terms pertinent to the act of read\rm ‘J of the Good Rmers, yet

only one Poor Reader, exhibited correct ui’ of terms to descnbe »
the read1n% act. Furthermore, the Poor Reader tended to be less
descriptive than were the Good Readers, and was often.inconsistently
correct or erroneous in use of terms pertaining to reading. Differ-

ences are apparent in the statements given below:

Linda (GR): [A good reader needs] to be wise of all the
punctuation and pronunciation. Like you know
exactly how to pronounce it even if it has some
tricky part to it that isn't like what they're
supposed to do following the rules. You learn to
say them. 2] ) ‘

Darlene (PR): (Response to questionnaire item 5, "What if
anything, do you think you do poor]y as a
reader? Explain.")

Sometimes when [ read | go very fast and | don't
understand what I'm reading and 1 skip state-
ments and sometimes [ can't understand the
spelling and [ don't pronounce them [words]
great, that great.

(Response to questionndire item 9, "What do you
think it means to be a 'good reader'?")

[A 'good reader' is} when you understand what
vou read and you can progounce the sounds and
the vowels right and you can understand the spelling.
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Table 5.2

Frequency of Expressed Concept of Reading Attributes Relative
to READER CHARACTERISTICS, PERSONAL FACTORS Given by
Good Readers and Poor ‘Readers in Response to the
Questionnaire and Projeetive Statements

Frequency of Expression

Ccncept of

Reading Gaod Readers - Poor Read&rs
Attributes a b ¢ d Total e £ g h Total
Y ' .
Need for comfort/ 31 1 7 12 4 3 1 2 0
concentration
Correct use of 4 6 4 2 16 0 4 °0 0 4
terms pertinent to
the act of reading
Reader interest in 4 3 .5 4 16 .81 1,0 2 3
text e VT |
Awareness of the 5 2 3 3 13101 .1 -7
reader being in L E o
control of the act 2 C St e
of reading . SN '
Self-awareness of 5 2 3 1 11 0 3.1 1 5
reading capabj]ity |
Reader awarness of 0 0 5, 1 6 L0 0 2 1 37
~author . ' 7 =
il : V o . ~ . to ’ ' ﬁ‘;",L
Qesire to,read o B6-2 0 2. 3 1.0 2 6 “
Reader confidence 9 0 3 2 5 -0 1 0 0
a4 % !
Awareness of the 250 1. 4 00 0 0 0 0
importance of prior o kA
kriggyl edge ) )
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR)
b = Linda (GR)
c = Mancy (GR) .
d. = Nicole (GR) # ‘
e = Charles (PR) ¢
f = Darlene (PR)
g = Patricia (PR)
h = Steven (PR)



Researcher: What do you mean by "understand the spelling"?

Darlene (PR): You understand what the word means, the meaning
of the word.

Frequency of reference to reader interest in text was also

" found to d1fferent1ate Good Readers from Poor Readers. Limited
recognition of the importance of reader interest in the content of

a text as expressed by onlv three of the four Poor Readers, con-

*

trasteg to the recurring references by all of the Good Readers.
Additionally, Good Readers extended consideration of the influence

1 4
of reader interest beyond material selection to include, as well,

-+

influence upon concentratié% and recfgll of reading material: °

Nicole (GR): If I'm not really interested in the book,
I lose track, I go off, I just don't concentrate.

Elizabeth (GR): 1 know I read too fast when the books isn't
: very interesting or part of the book isn't

interesting. I just sort of move my eves over
it and I get the words but I won't reallv
remember them as much as if I'm really reading
slowly enough to understand everything
I remember certain things that would be of
interest to me.

Although the total study sample of Good Readers and Poor Readers

displayed awareness of the reader being in control of the act of

reading, Good Readers as a group voiced their awareness more often.
P
Furthermore, Good Readers' notions of reader iA control“also appeared

in elatwon to rate of read1ng "
¥
Eltzabeth (GR): Uhen people are lgsten1ng to get more 1nformat1on
.‘} ‘ o7 listening for rtain things, you've got to
) \ . be &Q%g to read slow enough so that everybody
. ! can erstand. .

l'“nda (GR): You get used to reading’a certain amount of pages
in a certain amount of time.

132
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Both the fréquency and nature of reference revealing self-
awareness of reading capabi]iﬁx were shoun to differentiate Good
Readers from Poor Readers. While the difference between freguency .,
“oi

of Good Readers' and Poor Readers' acknowledgements of their reading
capabilities was due largely to performances by one subject from
each groun, namely, Elizabeth (GR) and Charles (PR), Elizabeth's
repetitive tendency to e}hibit awareness of her reading capability

o . _ - ‘
was in contrast to Charles' apparent lack of awareness. In response

to questionnaire items 3 through 8, Good Readers WQV»= le to view
_ g Shl

themselves as 'good readers' or 'poor readers (S 6f -described

circumstances, yet Poor Readers seaning1%'w:'4" ‘to discuss

themselves in relation to the act or pfoc‘
in the representative response sequence to qd-$(1onnaire items 3
through 8 presented below, ratper than focéfing upon the reader, Poor
Readers viewed reading as an end or product (see item 3 respon;e),
with attention given to external aspekts such as silence, time,
rbéding grade or ﬁarks, and condition of reading materié]:

[tem 3: What do you think you do well as a reader? Explain,

" Patricia (RR): Nothing, I just read the books. That's it.
Item 4: When are you able to do well as a reader? |
Patricia (PR): When it's silent,«like nobody's talking.

"+ Item 5: What, if anything, do you think you do poorly as a
o reader? Explain.

Patricia (PR): I don't know.

[tem 6: When are you not able to do well as a reader?

Patricia (PR): When there's not enough time. e

- . ‘ ¢ e
- SO
I



Item 7: Are there times when you think of ‘yourself as a 'good
reader'? Explain. A

Patricia (PR): When . . . you fold the pages and then they
ripped or you let your friends look at the book
and then they rip it and they blame it on you
and then it makes you mad and you' wouldn't read
it. [the book].

Half of the Good Readers and Poor Readers did not express reader

awareness of author as a concept of reading attribute. Whereas

nunbers of existing references did favor the Good Readers, comparison

of the following rep%tative statements §uggests that the intér-
dependent reiationéhi tween author and reader, necessitéting
active reader partiﬁipation, was‘moke ably deScribed by the Good
Readers:

Mancy (GR): Some stories have two or three messages that the
author gives. You have to try to figure'Put what
it [the big message] is, solve it.

Patricia (PR): I like reading because there's a lot of interest
in it.. It tells you about a nerson, the author,
at the end.

Desire to read, as a concept of reading attribute relative to

the personal characteristics of the reader, waé also considered by
ohly half of the study sampls.plThe limited nuhber 0f references were
given by three of the four Poor Readers and by one Good Reader.

Only two Good Readers and qne Poor Reader recognized the need

for reader confidence. ,whi1e the lﬁmited number of references

favored the Good Readers, the Poor Reader's statement ihd{cated

frustration and implied the absence of confidence:

Darlene (PR)} then I'm really frustrated, I've got a lot of
things on my mind so I get . . . excited .
[when 1 read]. ,

3 ,,’ ¥
-,

«
2N

Such focus upon frustration as WMed by a Poor Reader

o
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appeared to support one Good Reader's contention that "they [go0d
readers] could . . . read without worrying a lot" (Elizabeth, GR).
Three of the four Good Reaqgrs made at least one reference

sugge§t1ng‘awarene§s of the importance of prior knowledge. Poor

Readers, by»gontrast, did not acknow]edge the importance of a reader's
prior knowledge within reéponses to the questionnairg items and
projective statements. ) -,

Table 5.3urep6rts the frequency of Good Readers' and Poor
Readers“references to concept of reading attributes considered as
'Reader Characteristits, Involvement with Text.' As a total sample
and as separate groups, Good Readers and Poor Readers made more

references to the importance of word recognition accuracy than to any

of the og‘br nine disclosed concept of reading attributes denoting

s ‘ : : \
characteristics of readers when involved with text. Just as Poor \
Readers, more than Good Readers, were found to place greater stress \\

A
\

upon accurate word recognition in regards to comprehension of text, :
frequency of reference concerned solely with accurate identification
of words was more constant across performance by Poor Readers than
evident considering Good Readers.
A further difference between Good Readers and Poor Readers was

apparent relative to subjects' awareness of the reading behavior of

imaging or_having thoughts. While all Good Readers made reference

to forming images or thinking while reading, only one Poor Reader
performed similarly. ‘

Another difference between Good Readers and Poor Readers was

revealed when only Good Readers showed a tendency towards
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Table 5.3

Frequency of Expressed Concept of Reading Attributes Relative
to READER CHARACTERISTICS, INVOLVEMENT WITH TEXT Given by
Good Readers and Poor PReaders in Response to the
Questionnaire and Projective Statements

Frequency of Expression

Concept of -

Reading Good Readers Poor Readers
Attributes a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
Importance of word 1 8 2 1 12 4 4 5 2 15

recognition accuracy

Imaging or having 1
thoughts
Distinguishing 2

between reading
orally and reading

silently

Linking memory to 2
recall

Attaching meaning 1
to words -
Comprehension 1

monitoring

Critical reading 2
Linking ideas 0
Using context to 0

aid word recognition
and knowledge of
word meaning

Skim reading 1 0 0 O 1 0 0 0 0 0
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR) e = Charles (PR)
b = Linda (GR) f = Darlene (PR)
¢ = Mancy (GR) g = Patricia (PR) ,
d = Nicole (GR) h = Steven (PR)
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distinguishing between reading orallv and reading silently. Feelings

of greater confipence when reading silently were evident:

Linda (GR): [I'm not able to do well as a reader] when
there's . . . a lot of people listening to you
and waiting for vou td make a mistake . . . I can
usually manage when I'm reading silently to myself
«but when I read it out loud, that's when 1 make
‘al] the mistakes.

Nancy (GR):, [I think I] read out loud [poorly]. 1 can t
read out loud veryv good. My speech, weil,

p ¥ teacher didn't say this but, when I think, my

‘. speech doesn't really come out the wav I want it.

It comes out different. It doesn't come out

strongly. )

While responses 1idking memory to recall were expressed by

three of the four Good Readers as compared to two of the Poor Readers,
only a marginal difference in frequency of expression occurred between
the groups. Ih consideration of content of response, reference to
linking memory to recall as a concept of reading attribute was
extended bv one Good Reader's explanation. of t#é importance of
understanding to memory and recall:

Micole (GR): Like if you don't understand, you'll probably
forget certain good parts and strong parts, key
words about the story.

Additionally, the significance of text content to understanding,

memory, and recall was noted by one Poor Reader:

Darlene (PR): For 'Tricky Tongues,' there was a little bit

more to remember about each animal and maybe

they [the readers] would leave out some about each
animal. Maybe mention the names but not explain
everything about the animals. . . . you have to

understand, no you have to remember different
things about each animal.

References to attaching meaning to words by three of the four

Good Peaders were very limited. Even so, three of the four Poor

137
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. ]
Readers did not specifically consider the meaning aspect of worjl’
»

knowledge.

The notion of reader involvement through comprehension mdnitorfng
was exhibit$d by three Good Readers and two Poor Readers. Whereas
references by the Good Readers included strategies to facilitate
understanding, procedures to maintain comprehension were not
offered bv the Poor Readers:"

Nancy (GR): Well, I would read until I'd say to myself, "What
happened?" Just .ike, two lines or something like
that. Then you start back again, start to go back ©°
to the first and then read again and then you

. would find out what happened in that Tittle part
that you didn't hear or whatever.

Elizabeth (GR): If I have to read a [test] question more than

once [to understand it], then I read it slower
every time so I understand.

Darlene (PR): 1 get boggled up and I spend about five minutes
Jjust. trying to fiqgure out what I read.

Only two of the four Good Readers focused attention upon

critical reading. .The Poor Readers and the remaining two Good

Readers did not display any inclination or tendency to question the
content of written statements. ‘

References to linking ideas did not differentiate Good Readers s

from Poor Readers. Only half of the study sample, that is, two Good
Readers and two Poor Readers, made specific mention of linking
ideas when reading.:

An additional concept of reading attribute which did not
differentiate Géod Readers from Poor Readers pertained to awareness o

of using context to aid word recognition and knowledge of word

meaning. The role of context in identifying a word and determining



its meaning was acknowledged only once by two of the four Good Readers
yet not at all by any of the Poor Readers.

Only one subject, a Good Reader, considered the practice of
skim reading. The remaining seven members of the study sample made
no feference to the reader's discretionary power to vary the act of
reading in relation to the perceived purpose.

The limited references made by Good Readers and Poor Readers
to the two concept of reading attributes relative to 'Text
Characteristics' are presented in Table 5.4. Frequency of statements

concerning purpose of genre was found to distinguish the Good Readers

from three of the four Poor Readers. That is, in comparison to the
four Good Readers, only one Poor Reader considered the purpose of
text form or, more specifically, the purpose of narrative and
expository text. Furthermore, one Good Reader's awareness extended
to the possibility of‘a two-fold purpose in regards to the narrative
selection, namély, one of enjoyment and one of information:

Elizabeth (GR): It ['The Phone Call'] would be written mainly

for a story for people to read, a short story.
Another purpose would be so people, if that
ever happened to them, they would know what to
do in this case.

Good Readers and Poor Readers were shown to be similar in the
frequency of reference addressing text readability. A pattern of
singular reference was established for three of the four Good Readers
and for all of the Poor Readers. Within the limited references,
difference between Good Readers and Poor Readers was apparent

however as only Good Redders expressed cognizance of reader

individuality as a factor of readability and recall:

139
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Table 5.4

Frequency of Expressed Concept of Reading Attributes
Retative to TEXT CHARACTERISTICS Given by Good
Readers and Poor Readers in Response to the
Questionnaire and Projective Statements

Frequency of Expression

Concept of
Peading Good Readers Poor Readers
Attributes a b ¢ d Total e f g h TJotal
Purpose of genre 2 1 1T 3 7 0 1 0 0 1
Readability 11 12 5 | A R B 4
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR)
= b = Linda (GR)

¢ = Nancy (GR)

d = Nicole (GR)

e = Charles (PR)

f = Darlene (PR)

g = Patricia (PR)

h = Steven (PR)
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re to read these selections,
e same selection the easier
ery person on this earth has
ahd different likes.

Nicole (GR): No [if another girl
she might not find
to read] because
differe i

Nancy (GR): [Which Ts easier to reed] depends on what . .
tqu like and what they can remember. Like
, I'm pretty sure would remember '"Tricky
Tongues' better than 'The Phone Call. -

Researcher: Why do vou think she'd remember 'Tricky Tongues'
better when you think it's more difficult?

Nancy (GR): Because it's got more topics . . . and she is
, interested in animals and the way they are. Like
I'm interested in, you know, I told you before
[adventure and mystery stories].

Linda (GR): [Everybody'; recall would] be different . . . one
might be a paragraph long and one might be a
sentence long. It depends on the reader.

Responses to Limited Questionnaire [tems
FolTowing the Research Sessions

At the conclusion of the five research sessions, questionnaire
items 9 and 10 were asked once again. No qualitative changes occurred
pertaining to previously expressed concept of reading attributes.
Surprisingly, in view of this study's design emphasizing assessment
of conceptual prior knowledge before reading narrative and expository'
selections, none of the Good Readers or Poor Readers referred to the
importance of a reader's prior knowledge to read%ng, While three of
the four Good Readers had referred to prior knowledge in their initial
questionnaire responses, the four Poor Readers did not express aware-
ness of thé importance of prior knowledge as an attribute within
their concepts of reading, even in the presence of its heightened
emphasis:

> .
Suggestion was provided by one Good Reader that extension of a
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.11y

fa £
reader's concept of ¢

gg may not readily occur when emphasis of

an attribute is heighﬁehed yet not explicitly stated. Unlike her
fellow Good Readers, Linda's responses to the questionnaire and
projective statements did not reveal importance of prfor kndwledge

to be an attribute within her reading concept. Although Linda's (GR)
volunteered perception given during Research Session Il was that,
"You fthe resea?cher] want to see what we know before we read the
story and what we know after we read the story and information," she
did not give further rt indication of including stress upon prior

knowledge as a co of her reading concept.

Conceptual Prior Knowledge

Assessment of conceptual prior knowledge was conducted before
and after reading narrative and expository selections. The
discussion immediately below considers Good Readers' and Poor
Readegs' conceptual prior knowledge relative to narr:tive text agd
precedes reporting of subjects' concéptual prior knowledge relative
to expository text. Subsequently, patterns of subjects' behaviors
are considered relative to study tasks concerned with use of con-

ceptual prior knowledge within inferential thought to comprehend

narrative and expository text.

Relative to Narrative Text

Figure 5.1 repdrts the quantity of conceptual prior knowledge
recalled before reading narrative selections. Individual reading
selections are cansidered and sequenced according to order presenta-"

L)
tion within the study. On the left side of Figure 5.1, ‘the number ~
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of cues used to elicit recall of conceptual prior knowledge is
revealed per readihg selection. For example, the 32 cues indicated
for the selection 'Nothing Happened' reflect ghree worg.or phrese
presentations comprising the t&sk of free assoéiéiion. 17 strtctu;ed

!

questions, and 12 multiple~choice items requiring response of .
recognition (Appendix P, page 395). The quantity of conceptual
prior knowledge recalled before reading each of the four narrative
selections is indicated accordingﬁ?!xihe number of idea units
expressed and summed across tEé méﬁﬁj‘gg of free asspciation.
strug}ured questions, and reco W

As'evidept from Figure 5.1, the quantity of conceptual prior
inowledge recJ?l;d before reading narrative selections was only
partially related to the number of cues u}igized to elicit such
knowledge. In regards to the se1ectidn, 'Iaking the Plunge,' and
for all study sample members except Linda (a Good Reader), the Vi
. greatest numéé}hof culs-did elicit the greatept quantity of con-
ceptual prior knowledge. As well, the fewest number of cues,
relative to the selection, 'Captured,' clearly yielded the least
recall of conceptual prior knowledge for all‘Lug one subject
(Steven, a Poor Reader). However, only the quantity of conceptual
prior knowledge recalled by three study sample members (El9zabeth
and Nicole, Good Readers; Charles, a Poor Reader) reflected the
over-q]l order of narrative selections based upon the numbér of cues
used to e]ici; conceptual prior knowledge. That is, for five of the

eight subjects, dugntity of conceptual prior knowledge suggesting an

ordering of narrative selections other than 'Taking the Plunge'

144
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followed in turn by 'Nothing Happened,' 'The Princess Who Loved Her

Father Like Salt,' and 'Céptured.' . |

;Iab]éIS.S continues the consideration of the frequency of idea
unif; of conceptual prior knowledge recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Bgége€§ before reéding each of the four narrative selections.
The number of idea units recalled before reading any Of/;ne narrative
selettions was found to vary across the eight subjects.'ﬁHowever,
greater variation tended to occur regarding individual performance
across the four narrative selections than was apparent between Good
Readers' and Poor Readefs' frequency of idea units recalled relative
to any one of the narrative selections. Indeed; only in relation to
the selection, 'Nothing Happened,' did three of the four Good Rea&%%s
recall more idea units of conceptua]'prior'know]edge before reading
than did three #f the Poor Readers.

Figure 5. revea]s’the éua]ity of conceptual priojklnowledge
rééa]]ed by Good Readers and Poor Reég;rs before reading narrative
selections. Cdnsigérgzion 1S given to the number of idea units
e]icifed in reSpoﬁEE to the tasks of free assSEiation, structured '
quéstions, and recognition whicp were categorized as MUCH, SOME, or
LITTLE. Eigure preséntation_consider§ a subject's performance
across the four narrative selections. For all subjects, the greatest
number of idea units was categorized as examples, attributes, and/or
defining/distinguishing characteristics, reflecting the SOME level ‘
of conceptual prior knowledge. Extending well below the quantity
pergaining to the SOME level of knowledge, gﬁ; next greatest number

‘of idea units for all but one Poor Reader (Steven) was labeled as



Frequency of kdea Units Recalled by Good Readers and

‘Table 5.5

Poor Readers Before Reading Marrative Selections

o
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Freauency of Idea Units

Narrative Good Readers Poor Readers
Selections a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
Nothing Happened 53 53 42 54 3¢? 38 49 162
Taking the Plunge , 57 49 75 6 985 53 62 52 60 227
The Princess Who 37 47 44 52 180 41 48 42 21 152
Loved Her Father -
Like Salt .
Captured 27 14 26 38 105 25 33 28 21 107 -
NOote: a = Elizabeth (GR)

b = Linda (GR)

¢ = Nancy (GR)

d = Nicole (GR) .

e = Charles (PR) .

f = Darlene (PR) .

g = Patricia (PR)

h = Steven (PR)
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associations and/or first-hand experiences, reflecting the Powest
. ) ”

"level or LITTLE conceptual prior knowledge. The fewest Bumbe; of'
idea units given by all of the subjects except Steven was‘CI:Zsifie
as superordinate concépts, definitions, similes and/or speéifié
terms, reflecting the MUCH level of ¢onceptual prior knowledge. -

In a further presentétion of the frequency of idea units
categorized as MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE conceptual prior knowledge, -
Table 5.6 indicates that Goad Readers, as a group, recalled more "

"idea units categorized within the MUCH level of conceptual orior
knowledge than did the four Poor Readers. As well, the frequency of
three Good Readers' recall of conceptual’prior knowTedge considered‘
within the SOME level exceeded performances by three of the Péor 4
Readers. Good Readers and Poor Readers were shown to be least |
different rega;diqg ;he}number of idea units reflecting LITTLE
conceptual priorh;ngw1edge. . -

Two méasufe; were employed after reading to assess Gaod Readers’
and Poor Readers' use of conéeptua] prion knowledge to comprehend
narrativeoiextf A1th6ugh discussed further in this chapter in
reference to quality of reading comprehension, Table 5.18 (page 17])
presents the quantity of Good Readers' and Poor Readers' conceptua;f
prior know]edgé»first evident through usage in clausal units of |
unaidéd recall categorized as 'Text Inferential.' While indiv}dual'
members within“t@e designations of Good Readers and Poor Readers
vdried cohéiderabli 1nvthe frequency Qf usage of conceptual prior

knowledge in~inferential thought, Good Readers, as a group, were

found to use more conceptdbl’prior knowledge within inferences to

-

@

- 148

7/



e

Table 5.6

'Erequency of ldea Units Recalled by Good Readers and Poor

Readers Before Reading Narrative Selections and
Categorized as MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE
~ Conceptual Prior Knowledge

» N

Steven (PR)

Level of Frequency of Idea 0§its
Conceptual
~ Prior Good Readers Poor Readers
Knowledge ~ a b ¢ d Total e f 9 h Total
MUCH 25 34 34 26 119 20 19 19 26 84
SOME 111 .92 119 129 451 94 104 98 94 . 390
LITTLE Qg 3 35 59 169 41 59 41 25 166
. % ot » o

Note: a = Elizabeth -(GR)

b = Linda (GR)

¢ = Nancy (GR)

d = Nicole (GR)

e = Charles (PR)

f = Darlene (PR)

g = Patricia (PR)

h =

149



comprehend the four narrative selection;:}hun did ?g} qroup of-Poor

-
)

Readers,

Good Readers were not shown to be very different from Poor
Readers, however, conc;rning the frequency of usage of conceptual.
prior knowledge as subsequently evident in responses to written -
statements (Table 5.7). The incidence of responses revealing use
of conceptual prior knowledge to interpret narrative text varied
1itt1e between subjects across tﬁe four selections. Additionally,
whereas Good Readers and Poor Readers, as groups, responded similarly
relative to the selections, 'Taking tﬁ!'Plunge and 'The Pricess Who
Loved Her Father Like Salt,' differences pertaining to the selections,
'Nothing Happened' and 'Captured,' alternately favored each group to
the same variation of frequenéy. ‘ '

Table 5.8 Feports the quality of Good Readers' and Poor Readers'
conceptual prior knowledge used within clausal units of unaided
recall of narrative selections cétegorized as 'Text Inferentig}.'
Variation in the number of 'Text Inferential’ clausal units cétego-
rized és MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE was evident between subjgct;,
espgcié]]y in regards to the LITTLE level of conceptual prior knowl-
edge concernﬁith associations and/or first-hand experiences;
Consideration of group performance Fevealed that Good Readers used

more conceptual prior knowledge in inferential thought which was

, i Qassified within the MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE levels than did the

;Readers While Good Readers' u§e of conceptual prior knowledge?
!

class1f1ed within the MUCH 1eve1 as superordinate concepts,

def1n1t1ons, ‘simiTes, and/pr speC1f1c terms was nearly equaled by

v
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Table~5.7
¢
Frequency of Conceptual Prior Knowledge Usage by Good Readers
and Poor Readers: Response to Written Statements
After Reading Narrative Selections

Frequency of Usage

Narrative ' Good Readers Poor Readers

Selections a b ¢ d Total e f q h  Total
Nothing Happened 1 4 3 2 10 2 4 6 3 15
Taking the Plunge 8 5 10 9 32 4 9 9 9 31
The Princess Who 4 5 6 4 19 5 5 § 3 18
Loved Her Father : ,
Like Salt
Captured 1 8 7.5 21, 4 5 1 5 15
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR) o

b = Linda (fR)

¢ = Nancy (GR)

d = Nicole (GR)

e = Charles (PR)

f = Darlene (PR)

g = Patricia (PR) .

h = Steven (PR) )
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Table 5.8

Frequency of 'Text Inferential' Clausal Units Recalled by
Good Readers and Poor Readers After Readinqg
Marrative Selections Which Revealed
MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE Conceptual

Prior Knowledge .

Level of Frequency of Clausal Units
Conceptual _—
Prior { (ood Readers Poor Readers
Knowledge a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
1MUCH 10 3 9 6 28 9 9 3 .5 26
SOME 5 3 7 5, 20 3 4 1 2, 10
\d
LITTLE 19 3 26 7 55 9 17 8 6 40
Note: Elizabeth (GR)

Linda (GR) : - '

Nancy (GR) - *
Nicole (GR) ' o

Charles (PR)

Darlene (PR) "~

Patricia (PR)

Steven (PR) .

{1 T T S [ N T NN S [ |}
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the Poor Readers, the Good Readers recalled twicé_the number of
clausal units referring to examples, attributes, and/or defining/

distinguishing characteristics within the SOME level than did the

*

Poor Readers. . .

Relative to Expository Text

The quantity of conceptual prior knowledge recalled by Good
Readers and Poor Readers: before reading expository text is revealed
in Figure 5.3. As occyrred with narrative selections, the quantity
of conceptual prior kndwledge recalled before reading expository
selections was only partially related to the number of cues used to
elicit such knowledge. Considering the selection, 'What is Lightning
Besides Scary?', and for all members of the étudy sample except
ﬁicole (a Good Reader) and Patricia (a Poor Reader), the greatest
number of cuesvdid elicit the greatest gquantity of conceptual prior
knowledge. Howevégfuonlf the quantity of conceptual prior knowledge
recalled by two subjects (Elizabeth, a Good Reader; Steven, a Poor
Reader) reflected the over-all ordering of expository selections
accogding to the number of cues used to elicit conceptual prior
kn  i ge. For six of the eight study sample members, therefdre,
qé@ﬁtﬁty of elicited conceptual prior knowledge reflected an ordering
ogvexpository selections other than 'What is Lightning Besides
Scary?', followed by 'How a Submarine Sées Under the Sea,' 'Stuck-
Together-Beast,' and "What is a UF0?'

' . =g W

Table 5.9 offers continued consideration of the frequency of idea

units of conceptual prior knowledge recalled by Good Readerséand Poor

Readers before reading the four expository selections. Compared to
I 4

.
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Table 5.9

Frequency of Idea Units Recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers Before Reading Expository Selections

| s

Frequencv of Idea Units

Expository ’ Good Readerg Poor Readers
Selections a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
Stuck-Together 21 24 23 33 - 100 18 25 17 22 82
Beast .

What is Lightning 30 29 35 32 126 37 35 24 31 127
Besides Scary? . .
What is a UFQ? 27 18 22 37 104 30 23 25 17 95
How a Submarine . -28 16 29 32 105 32 19 17 24 92

Sees Under the Sea

Note: Elizabeth (GR)
Linda (GR)
Mancy (GR)’
Nicole (GR)
Charles (PR)
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR)
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findings reported in Table 5.5 (page 146), subjects tended to

recall fewer idea units of conceptual prior knowledge relevant to
expository selections than they did pertaining to narrative '
selections. As well, the number of idea units recalled before
reading any of the expository selection; was found 10 vary less
across the eight subjects and less variation occurred concerning ¢
individual performance across the four expository selections. While
the number of idea units of conceptual priof knowledge recalled
before reading expository selections varied between individuals, as
a group, Good Readers recalled more idea units before reading three
of the selections than did the Poor Readers. - —

The quality of conceptual prior knowledge recalled by Good
Readers and Poor Readers before reading expasitory sé]ections is
considered in Figure 5.4, For all squects, the pattern character-

-ing the qualitative aspects of expressed idea units was found to be
similar. As occurred with narratiwgz!gxt, the greatest number of
idea units recalled by all subjec!% reflected the SOME level of
conceptual prior knowledge. Therefore, idea units categorized as
examples, attributes, and/or defining/distinguishing characteristics,
once more were found to be offered in the greatest number. Associa-
tions and/or first-hand experiences, categorized as LITTLE conceptual
prior knowledge, comprised the second greatest number of idea units
expressed by all subjects. The fewest number of idea units expressed
by all subjects was judged as superordinate concepts, definitions,

similes, and/or specific terms, reflecting the MUCH level of con-

ceptual prior knowledge.
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Table 5;]0 offers further consideration of the frequency of .
idea units rééal]ed before reading expository text and categorized
as MUCH.’épﬂi. or LITTLE conceptual prior knowledge. As reported
earlier concerning nar;ztivé text (Table 5.6, page 149), Good Reade
as a group, recalled more idea units of conceptual prior knowledge
classified within the MUCH level than did the group of Poor Readers.
Addftiona]ly, three Good Readers once again recalled more idea units:
categorized within the SOME level of conceptual prior knowledge than
" did three Poor Readers. Good Readers and Poor Readers, as groups, .
were found to be identical in the number of idea units reca]léd
before reading expository selections and considered within the LITTLE
level of conceptual prior kno&ledge. }

Performancé by Good'Rgaders and Poor Readers on the two measures
assessing quantity of conéeptual prior knowledge used to comprehend
expository text was shown to alternately, yet slightly, faJor each
group. While presented and considered later in this chapter relative
to quality of comprehemsion of expository reading selections,

Table 5.27 (page 189) reports, the'quang;ty of Good Readers' and Poor
Readers' conceptué] prior know]edg’videnf through u;age in clausal
units of unafded recall cétegorized as 'Text Inferential.' Although
usage of conceptual prior know]edqglin'c1ausa1 units of unaided

recall of expository text s]ight]y favored the Good Readers as a

éroup, all subjects exhibited lesser use of conceptu%1éfrior know) -
edge in inferential thought following reading of expository text

than after reading narrative text (Table 5.18, page 177). Indeed,

in the presence of 1imited dispTay of inferential thought within

]
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Table 5.10

Frequency/ f Idea Units Recalled by Good Readers and P00r
Readers Before: Readmg Fxpository Selections and

x Categorized as MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE . . ,
u, Conceptual Prior!ow dge : ‘

-~ -0
Level of - Ly ' FreQu\ency of Idea Units ’
- Conceptual ' : S ——
Prior » Good Readers Poor: Readers,
Knowledge, a- b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
: -\ _ - : .
MUCH 16 12 17 18 63 12 16. 6 17 - .51
\ . A
SOME 63 4N 61 65 238 69 4/7"44‘ 49 209 . !
LITTLE | 27 27 26 58 138 41 38 32 27 138 &
o ) , : L o
ol n SN b . ' -
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR) _ ‘ - '
,€'= Linda (GR) ‘ o,
~= Nancv (GR) ) .
d =Micole (GR) L
e = Charles (PR) : . i,
\ f = Darlene-(PR) - - S T
g = P&ricia (PR) ' :
N h = Steven (PR) : . ’
: L ]
W, |
- ‘\( | b )
A * )
LY . »
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unaided recall across four eprsitory'selectio‘nvs, five subjects: (two

Good Readers and three Poor Readers) revealed no use of conceptual

«~ prior knowledge in 5nferentia1'thought in re1‘at,1'on to at least one

'sglectidﬂ’ ’ " - L

Good‘ﬁ’eadz&anﬂ Poor Readers “were not found to differ greatly
cons1der1ng the frequency of* usage of concep.tua] prior know1edge in
responses to written statements foHomng reading of expository text

s

(_Tab]e 5.11) yet, relative to three of the four selections, Poor
Readers showed slightly ggreater use of conceptual prior knowledge
-~ than did Good Readers. In‘comparison to p\erformance following
; reading of narrative text (Table 5.7, page 151), members of the '
Lstudy samp]e demogtrated 1esser use of conceptua] pr1or know]edge
in response to written statements after readmg expos1tory texts
The quality of Good Readers and Poor Readers conceptua] pr10r
know]edge used within clausal umts of unaided recall of gxpository
"selections categorized as 'Text Inferential' is revealed in‘T_able
5. 1€2 Variation in the n‘umber;of. ‘fext »Inferential' c1at;sa1 u'm'ts
_ categovr’zed as MUCH, SOME or LITTLE was ev1de71t once agam between '
\'sﬁaects, part1cu1ar1y concermng t‘ho LITTLE 1eveJ of. conceptua]
prior knouledgecreﬂectmg assoc1at1on§ and/or f1rst hand expe "iences.
Compared to t e Poor Readers,[ the Good Readers, as a group, exhibited

\ v
near]y twic the nmmber~ ‘F@usé‘\ (amts d1sp1ay.1ng use of conceptual

0

4

L prior know1edge lass;. wﬂpnp th LITTLE Tevel.’ However, Good

Readers and- Poo; eaters W 'fon?hd to be similar in use-\o} con-
‘ B

-

w
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Table 5.11
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Frequency bf Conceptua1 Prior Knowledge Usage by Good Readers*
Response to Written Statements

and Poor Readers:
After Reading Expository Selections

A}
-

/

“Frequency of Usage

e

Expository« ~ Good Readers Poor 'Readers
Selections ~a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
Stuck-Together 1T 1.2 0 4 2 2 2 2 8
Beast \ ////,\\\\\ :

. . \ e T
‘What §a Lightning 7 5 .5 4 21 & ’j 5 3 o~
Besides Scary? - : ¢
What is a UFQ? . 1 2 3 2 8 2 1 3 3 & @

How a Submarine 3 2 2 3 10 2 3 4 12

Sees Under the ée%

Elizabeth (GR)
Linda (GR)
Wancy (GR)
Nicole (GR)
Charles (PR)
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR

Note:

LT | T TS (I N T I T ]

a
b
C
d
e-
f
g
h
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Frequency of 'Text Ihfbrential',c1ausa1 Uﬁits Recalled by

»
»

Table 5*$2 "

' Good Readers and Poo™ Readers After Reading

. Expository Selections Which. Revealed
HUCH; SOME, or LITTLE Conceptual

“Prior Knowledge
‘Il. ‘

rY

Level of Frequency of Clausal Units
Conceptual , -——
Priog G80d Readers Poor Readers
Knowledge a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
MUCH 2 2 8 2 14 4 ) 2 4 15
SOME by 1 6 2 3 € 2 0 0 0 2
LITTLE 9 0 10 7 26 7 2 7 1 17 -
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR) - P

b = Linda (GR)
. ¢ = Nancy (GR) S

d =,Nicole (GR) e :

e = Charles (PR) -

f = Darlene (PR)

g = Patricia (PR) A

h = Steven (PR)

#

162
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o
MUCH level) and examples, attributes, and/or defining/distinguishing
characteristics (the SOME level).
Patterns of Task Behaviors Relagive .
to Narrative and Expggitory Tex!“ :
y

Responses to Retpospection. Examination of subJects use 3?

N

conceptual prior knowledge in relat1on to textual 1nformat1on
revealeddﬁfod Rgaders and Poor Readers to be s1m11aﬁ in displaving

limited awa®ness of accessing conceptual prior knowledge to.compre-

hend narrative and expoito,(y material. In r'esponanuestio\ns

_ v
prelated to {Qfefential.referen;eszmade duting unaid call of
'sgctions'bf the ;EIéEtigps nf!slntéﬂ in Research Sessions III and

V gtudy sample members offered Tittle ~Pecall of conceptual prior
knowledge, with stateMep;s such as the fo]10w1ng being typ1ca1

“n

Nicole (GR): T thﬁ t [the selection] gave me a11 the
informat¥on I needed.

Researcher: Where did all the information come from?
) : . v . L. . » m ‘:;.
Steven (PR): , From the paragraph. o -

Recognized conceptual prior knowTedge‘most often’bgftéined to

» . . . - {
word meaning and first-hand exper1ences;( For examp]e:

Nancy (GR): If a person didn't know what a cell was, it wouFb
: sor? of be hard.

Charles (PR): Per1scope " You have to know what 1t means. "o

J Elizabethi(Gﬁ): I could’ remember when 1 pu11ed z muscle, right
here’, -and jt hurt. It's very pAinful.

Darlene (PR)f (1 reca11ed what, | knew about] a relay. I've
been 1n a relay race ; )

As revealed through the 1ook-back technique, words, bhrases, )
S

sentences, and paragraphs were indicated by subjects as s;imu]ating

- ~

A
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recall of conceptual prior knowledge. The limited instances did not
serve to differentiate Good Readers from Poor Readers.

411 of the Good ﬁeaders except Linda, however, did dist1n9u1§h

gogves from the Poor Readers concernli'\pne ‘spontaneously dis-
' %'manner1sm Seemingly aware of their conceptual prior

owledge and that imparted by the text, two Good Readers voluntarily -

]
» “ﬁ‘“ I
Elizabeth (GR): We hadn't ta]ked about this part. 1 didn't
. . know that two thousand thunderstorms are -

. tak1ng place somewhere over the earth at any
given moment

e&ihas1zed 1earn1ng from expos1toryq¢ext

i

‘Mancy (GR): One th1ng that happened is L‘] earned a few things;

1ike . . - lightning ., . g1v s nitrogen to
phants. ‘ ‘

Another Good Reader active1y~utiliied textual information to

. . .
correct erroneous recall:

Rksearcher ‘Nhen yOou were read1ng, vou said out Toud, "Oh, it
g vesa key that was in his hand, not an apple " '
Where were you reading when you said that?

Nico]e‘(GR): Uh, Franklin's kite and kev are near1y as wel] .
known to us as he is. '

Researcher: And then what did you remember?
* ~ Nicole (GR): The key and the kite and then I was go1no,“0h
- . I'm thinking of the person Newton who discovered
gravity instéad." -

. Responses to Written Statements: Oral” nale. Orel State-

ments, given by Good Readers and Poor Readers *in support of a Yes or
No responée to written s;atements following unaided recall of
narrattve andfegoosﬁtory te;ti were genera]]y similar. That is,’
Gooﬁ,Readers and’‘Poor Readeh§“were similar in recognizing tex!pal1y

given information and in not recognizing use of conceptual prior
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knowledge withh statanents embodyi,,ng .ir#rentiaﬁ thought.
While not" d1sp1ayea'by vanv of the Poor Readers, three the .*

B P §

four Good Readers, hodglcr, revealed é‘?opi“ng canscioutness of
their conceptual prior knowlgdge j'h re\ation mthq piesemq -t*tu}] 4, X
inforhation. Although evident .in. 1imited- @stpqces, all: ‘Bf the Good "
. Readers, except Linda, indicated awareness of co”nceptua] prior knowl-
-edge within stated (atwnale for selection of a Yes or No response.

&

Representatrive mstances of awareness of conceptua1 prior knowledge

relevant to textwally provided detail appear below: ' ’
o, Elizabeth (GR): I put Yes and No because he [the king] d1d ‘ a
. ‘ g have the power ‘to choose a husband and she | '
v [the princess] does have to obey his rules,

but she, it didn't 4eally say that in the
story. It just said that he picked a hushand
- : for her and she just married the quy .,

‘1

gancy (GR): I put No becase it W

,)\
a in the story [that when
a substance o“' er, it becomes part of
e the liquid], but I at it does. ?

~ Nicole (GR): No, but it {salt] does’gwe flavor, but it didn't
say that in the story

4
Reading Comprghension S

fuantitative assessment of reading comprehension was based.upon
]

' : . e : :
the frequency of c?ausa], units evident within a subjest's unaided g

T b

, Precal} fo]]offﬁg reacding of a narrative or expository se]eqt‘io'p“. In' '
v . . .
“‘turn, quality of reading comprehension was determined through .

categorization of the clausal units of unaided recall according to
Fagan's comprehension categories (Appendix O, page 385).  Prior to
_discussion of findfng’s-pert_aining to the quantity and quality of

reading comprehension of narrative and expository text dependent upon
- 4
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frequency of clauses uttered, observed impact of the nature of

verbal fluency upon interpretation of text will be considered.

Inf]uencedggy the Nature of Verbal Fluency

by tﬁg cogn1t1ve capacTty to summafﬁze and/or synthesize without

While fluency involves ability to geﬁe;ate ideas, as children

8.

in 1anguage capab111ty, generation of ideas max ﬁ%“rep?aced
P

/

the necessity of exatt, verbal repetition. Relatedly, the sty]e of

congfuent'with an eﬁphasis upon length of feca]l

recall in the form of a summary and/or synthesi

recall displayed by one Good Reader (Linda) was not S?nsistently

distinguish her from all subJects part1cu1ar1y ghose des1gnated as

Good Readers Her tendency towards sunmary/synthesif mc?‘”‘

. undoubted]y had impact whehever number .of c1ausa1 un1ts was cons

_sidered,

Differences in una1ded recall g1ven bv L1nda (GR) %nd

166
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Elizabeth (GR), as apperent in the protocols presented belod,*attestw

'S
to the impact of Linda's verbal characteristics:

f

Linda (GR):

4

(1) - ¢ (2)
I read about two kids on this hike// and there was
(3)

this arctic fox out there tthat]// his paw had
been hurt// g:d it couldn'tyget its food// gad”a
wolverine tried to k111 it// éﬁ% it still lived. //
%Z)on1y got part of 1ts tail bitten off// ggd when
the kids got back home,// ﬁag fox went into the |

village to go see if he could get some food from

there.

R

$

»
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h . .
' (1) (2) » “i .
Elizabeth (GR): First of all Nadine// and Naput were went on
a hike 4n March// 2nd all it was there was
' Q;n Va# the place// (43 t
ust, sn 0 e place// and they were
K just, ’f‘ p pey

walking.// Thgy dec1ded it was pretty boring//
(6)
because theylagdn t seen anything except a

(7)

J‘rong glare of ghe snow// so they decided to
(8 (9)
tunp around// and go back// and then this fox
.« (10) (1)
saw them// and she was hurt.// Her paw was
()
sore// and she decided to follow the children//
(13)
because they might have. food of some sort // ‘
(14) (15) ‘
So she started to follow them// an% then a
16) -
wolverine started to follow her// and the
. (17)
wolverine was hungry// and he saw that the fax
was hurt// so he dec1ded it would be an easy
(19) © (20) ]
catch//. and he wouldn't e hupgry.// It would
A (21 ) |
be a fast quick meal,/ And then they started
(22)
f011ow1ng the children// and then the ch11dreQ )
' (23)
’stopped// S0 the_ fox stopped behind the® ch11dren//
(24).
but the wolverine kep¥ creeping along towards
| (25)
the fox// apd then they started to walk again//
(26) (27)
and the. fox turned around// and was face to
. (28)
face with the wolverine// and the wolverine bit
i (29)
the fox's tail// and the fox tur?ed‘ar0und//
(30) (31) '
and bit him in the foot// and they were fiahting
(32) (33)
on// and then they stopped// and the fox ran
(34) ‘ (35)
off// and the wolverine watched the~£%§// and-




. then he decided that it wasn't such an easy
= (36) (37)

¥ ‘catch// and he started to walk away.// And

then the fox decided tq fol1ow the children //
(38)+ >
Shé would have td get through the Esk1mo dogsA//
(39) - - (40} Y
She'd still gp// because she negded food//
(a1) S |

because she was starving. // And then the

° v (43)

) children got back to their father.// And Hé

. asked them'ff‘they\had saw [sic] anything on
, (44) ‘ (45?
their hike// an thgy §afd~nothing// and he
.. 6)
said somet;gns/ wheﬂ you see not?1nq/ it's the
, - a. (47
“ o most exC1t1n9 th1n% t? see// and the little boy
' 48
said to himself// that he never does understand//\~
(49)
what his father says.

\‘\
A]thoug‘!!zndh (QR) synthesized and summarized, omitting what

"to her was not essential detail, and to some degree, not fully under-
/~

- +

stand1ng the under1y1ng theme of the se]ect1on, difficulty ar1ses in

determ1n1ng whether her ek of loguacity was due to deve1ogmenta1 oy

maturity or ref1ectee-a personality trait: Nevertheless, in contfagkk

v . .
to the number of inaccuracies witkhig Steven's (PR) protocol of

" limited length which appears below, L'inda's (GR) ability to synthesize
and summarize while maintaihing accuracy of selection detail was

further substantiéted:

(1) (2) C)
Steven (PR)? It's about Naput// and Madine.// They went on a
* (4) (5)
‘\\ hiké// and‘they were Inuit)// Their.father told
1 (6
them to go for™a wa]k// and Nadine hurt her foot



rd

(7) (8)
on some ice// and was limping.// A fox saw her//
. (9)
. and was thinking of gett1ng(he§ for supper.//
N

o (10)
But a wolver1?e grept up// and it took the fox by

12
(’, the tail.// The fox bft the wolverine by the
(13} SL
foot// and they were fighting.// The fox gave
a8 e

up// and ran away// and waited in the snow.//
(17) (18)

It would go to the Eskimo village// and see if

there was any scraps there.

L3

Recal]ed After- Reading Narratwe Fext
é
The frequency of clausal un115 denoting auantity of comprehen-

il AN P L

.
.

sion displayed by Good Readers and Poor Readers after reading

narrative selections is reported in Table 5. 13 N Var1at1on in per-
formance across the fo%r selections was shown t7 gxist for individuak
subjects and w1th1n the designations of Good‘Readers and Poor

Readers. However, after reading.each narrathe selectien, Gooq
Readers, as a group, gave more clausai units of unaided reca]}/than

d;d the Poor Readers * - “ ‘ o

Tables 5.14 to 5:21 imdidate tNe frequency of clausal un1ts

recalled by Good R&ders and goor Readers after read1ng narrative.
‘ . . o . LY B »

f_/'

~

Y ]
selections and categorized according to Fagan's comprehension

categories (Apoendix 0, page 385) to reveal quality of comérehensipn.
As evident from Table 5.14, the frequency of clausal units, recalled

by ubject and‘designated as 'Text Exact,’ tended to‘vary more fromes
selection to selection than'var?§£jons occurring between study sample

members concerning the same nyrrative selection. Frequency of

, ; , .
clausal uni}s did favor the Good (Readers over the Po#® Readers

169



Table 5.13

Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled.by Good Readers

.

and Poor Readers ‘After Reading
Narrative Selections

-

170

T =, Frequency of Clausal ynjgs . *
harrative Good Regders Poor Readers ']‘QE:
Selections a b ¢ d"Total e f g h Total &

———t T
Nothing Happened 49 10 40 30 @9 33 ‘ié 27 18 113 ,
Taking the Plunge 83 52 90 54 279 ' 56- 79 67 42%w244

. ' I I 3
The Princess Who B4 55 83 70 . 292 47 50 44 26 167
Loved Her Father ‘ >
Like Salt "
ptured 60 41 71 56 228 39 66 46 49 200

" Rote: a = Elizabeth4GR} .
: b = Linda (GR) .

c = Nancy (GR) .

d = Nicole (?R)

e z Charles (PR) ’ L .

f 2 Darlene (PR) . ‘ff::\

g = Patricia (PRY L e

h =S PR e ’ )

tev?nx( ) 2%, :4? !:n ‘V?.

AR | :



Table 5.14

»

Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Rqadeps—awu’f//
Poor Readers After Reading Narrative Selections
and Categorized as TEXT EXACT

Frequency of Clausal Units

-~

Marrative Good Readers -, Poor Readers’
Selections a b ¢ d Total e f g h _.Total
Mothing Happened 3 0 15 4§ w1 3 0 s
>
Taking the Plunge 17 :10 16 18 61 6 19 12 8 45
The PrinceW~ 7 5 1 71 26 303 4 1 N
Loved Her Father
Like Salt {
Captured ’ 2 5 X110 2 210 1 7 2
Noté: a = Elikabeth (GP) .
b-= Linda (GR) "
¢ = Nancy (GR% v ‘
@ d = Nicole (GR)
‘e = Charles .(PR) ‘ o
f = Darlene (PR) .
g = Patricia (PR) *
h = Steven (PR)
-;'I “. - %&7 + . ‘,‘. "-' )‘ .
s B S 1

)

n



however considering verbatim recall, part1d{,recal1. and(or vague
statements making reference W textual infonnation. .
In v1ew of the findings presented in Table 5.14 ‘pd Tables 5 15
to 5.21, Table 5.15 reveals that the greatctt frequency of clausa1
units recalled bv each subject fol1?w1ng readiqg of ‘ narrative:
.selection was classified -as 'Text Sbecific,} re;resenting utterances
characterized by re-ordering or lexical substitutipn of speciféed
text. Once more, in the presence of considerable‘variation in the
frequency p% clausal units recalled by an individu§1 study sample
member across the four narrative selections, the f%equency of.clausal
units of unaided recall favored the Good Readers over the Poor
Readers. j
The frequency of clausal units categorized as 'jext Embedqgé'

did not serve to differentiate .Good Readers from Poor Readers .

/

.(Table 5.16). A1l subjects, across the four narrative selectjons,

displayed limited recall of specific information derivéa‘frqm more
thn one umit of text. -While perfonniﬁée concerning two selections

alternately favored Good Readers and Poor Readers,” the groups'
> dng ]
4 , 1 -

. - ..
performed similarly relative to the third narrative selection. Only
in'regards to one selection ('Captured'), did Good Readers recall

twice/the number of clausal units'catggorized as ‘Text Empedded tto-

Generally, the frequency of a subject's rech]]fof cl; al units

t

v1ewed as 'Text Ehta11e¢' var1ed marg1nally from one nfrrat1ve

. &
. . »
selection to‘another (Table 5. 17) However, the . 11m1ted utterances

" by.all subJects oﬂ‘superordtnate statements a mfrequent tendencves

L4

. of subsum1ng 1nformat1on from more than one un1t of text s?igntly

3

> 9 N . 3 - " . ". .
) . L - . 4 . ¢

1%

ML



Table 5.15

Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers After Reading Narrative Selections

and Categorized as TEXT SPECIFIC

Marrative

Frequency of Clausal Units

Good Readers Poor Readers
Selections a b ¢ d Total e f g h Tobal
Nothing-Heppened 28 6 21,15 70 18 19 15 9 41
" Taking the Plunge 4% 28 42 22 136 26 31 18 16 91

The Princess Vho 58 44 55 46 203~ 26 27 20 17 90
Loved Her Father ,
Like Salt
Captured 42 23 49 35 149 25 44 27 33 129
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR)

b = Linda (GR)

¢ = Nancyv (GR)

d = Nicole (GR)

e = Charles (PR) .

f = Darlene (PR)

g = Patricia (PR)

h = Steven (PR) .
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Table 5.16 , | T
Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Reader sullind

Poor Readers After Reading Marrative Selections
and Categorized as TEXT EMBEDDED

Frequéncy of Clausal Units

Narrative Good Readers Poor Readers
Selections ’ a b g d Total e f g h Total
Nothing Happened 5 0 0 2 7 2 0 2 0 4
Taking the Plunge 2 2 1 2 7 3 °3'3 2 1
The Princess Who 2 2 0 1 5 2 1 1 1 5
Loved Her Father '
Like Salt _
y B

Captured 4 4 2 2 .12 1. 1 2 2 6
Note: Elizabeth (GR). '

Linda (GR)

Nancy (GR)

Nicole (GR) . -
Charles (PR) - ,
Darlene (PR) '
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR)

W Hohn

oO0U HoO OO O
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» Table 5.17 \ : <
.. ‘ . :
Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers After Reading Marrative Selections
and Categorized as TEXT ENTAILED

Frequency of Clausal Units

4 o
Narrative - Good Readers . . Poor Readers
Selectibns " a b ¢ d .Total e f g h Total
Nothing Happéned 33 3.3 2 3 4 4 2 13
Taking the Plunge 2 6 7 3 18 7 3 5 6§ 2
The Princess Who 2 1 0 3 6 4 2% 0 4. 10
Loved Her Father :
Like Salt
Captured ' 4 2 0 4 10 3 1 3 1 . 8
‘, Note: a = Elizabeth (GR)
b = Linda (GR)
¢ = Nancv (GR)
d = Nicole (GR) ——
e'= Charles (PR)
f = Darlene (PR)
- g = Patricia (PR)
h = Steven (PR)

&
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favored the Poor Peaders over the Good Readers considering three of

the fou; selections., \

. fabrb 5.18 reveals that all subjects recalled clausal units
cﬁtegorized as 'Text Inferentia].‘ While such statements wére ' '
derived from the reader's conceptual prior knowledge to fill gaps ?
in the text, Good Readers, as a group, tended to utilize moré.
conceptual prior knowledge pertinent to the four selections than did
the Pdor Readers.’ Interestingly, however;.acrqss the four narrative
se]ectién; and co;sidering all subjects, the recall by one Good
Reader (Linda) was charagterized by the fewest number of clauses
indicating inferential thought.

The limited instances of 'Text Experiential’ recé]] given by
both Good Readers and Poor Readers are disclosed within Tablé 5.19.
For six of the eight subjécts, statements of elaboration or embelgish-

- &
ment, triggered by associations made by the- reader with textually

PN

provided detail, were not found to occur relative to each narrative
selection. Additionally, Good Readers and Poor Readers, as groups,
were shown to be‘identical or only slightly different in extending
text detail through assoéiation‘of experience.

+ The frequencygaf erroneous recall of textual information varied
for individual subjects across the four selections (Table 5 20). VYet,
in regards to all but one selection, 'The Pr1ncess Hho Loved Her
Father Like Salt,' Poor Readers made more textually erroneous
utterances which were categorwzed‘%s 'Text Erroneous-—Spec1f1c,' than
did the Good Readers.

Lastly, considering subjects' reading comprehension of sarrative

.



Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Reédérs and
Poor Readers After Reading Narrative Selections

Table 5,18

aqe_Categorized as TEXT INFERENTIAL

Narrative

, Selections

Frequency of Clausal Units

~

Good Readers
b -c

4

Total

Poor Readers

f’

4

Tota1'

thhing Happened

Taking the Plungé -

The Princess Who
Loved Her Father

Like Salt

Captured -

4

21
36
29

17

6
15

15

31
17

13

‘\ Note:

A
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Elizabeth (GR) v

Linda (GR)
Nancy (GR)
Nicole (GR)
Charles (PR)
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR
Steven (PR)

)
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Table.5.19

Frequency of Claudal Umvits Recalled by Good Readers and

Poor Readers After Reading Marrative Selections
and Categorized as TEXT EXPERIENTIAL

Frequency of Clausal Units

‘ Good Reéders

Harrative Poor Readers -
Selections a b c’ d Total e f g h Total
Nothing Happened 0 0/ 0\\\v’%, o 1 0 1 2
Taking the Plunge 3 8 3 6 3 3 2 0 8
The Princess Who o 1~ 1 3 5 0 2 1 0 3
Loved Her Father :
Like Salt
Captured 1 o 1 1 "3 0 2 1 0 3
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR)

b = Linda (GR)

¢ = Nancyv (GR)

d = Nicole (GR)

e = Charles (PR) .

- f-= Darlene (PR)
g = Patricia (PR)
h = Steven (PR)

178



Table 5.20

Freduency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers After Reading Narrative Selections

and Categorized as TEXT ERROMEOUS~—SPECIFIC

179

Frequency of Clausal Units

Steven (PR)

Narrative Good Readers Poor Readérs .
Selections a b ¢ d _Total f g h Total
Nothing Happened 1 0 2 3 6 2 1 5 N
Taking the Plunge 4 1 8 5 18 6 11 7 29
The Princess Who* 4 1 4 6 15 31 0 M
. Loved Her Father N

Like Salt
Captured , 2 3 3 o0 8 6 8 3 19
Note: a = Elizabeth zGR) * '

b = Linda (GR)

c = Nancyv (GR) :

d = Nicole (GR) *

' e = Charles (PR)

f = Darlene (PR)

g = Patricia (PR)

h =
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material, Good Readers and Poor Readers were shown to differ quite °
markedly codcerning the frequency of recall designated as 'Text
Erroneous-Non Specific' (Table 5.21). With the. exception of recall
of the selection, 'Nothing Happened,' Poor Readers, as a group,
erroneous reca]] ‘related to enta111ng textual

-

entfal and experiential thought than did study

sample members recognized as Good Readers.

Reca]led After Reading Expository Text

In comparison to the frequency of clauses uttered in recall of
narrative selections (Table 5.13, page 170), Table 5.22 indicates an
ever-all reduction in the quantity of unaided recall by Good Readers
and Poor Readers following reading of expository selections. How-
ever, once again, variation in performance was prevalent for
individuals across selections and within the designations'of Good
Readers and Poor Readers. As well, as occurred after reading each
narrative selection, Good Readers, as a group, gave more c]ausal'

———

units of unaided recall of each expo;1tory selection than did the
Poor Readers. - ,/; N

Tab]es 5.23 to 5 30 present, the frequency of clausal units
recalled by Good Readers and Poor Readers following reading of
expository selections and considered according to Fagan's categories
as outlined in Appendix 0—%6age 385) to reveal quality of comprehen-
sion, Table 5.23 indicates that frequency of clausal units reflecting
verbatim recall, partial recdl], and/or vague statements in reference

to text details and classified as 'Text Exact,' did not serve to

differentiate Good Readers' and Poor PReaders' reading comprehension
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Table 5.21
_—v}requency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers After Reading Narrative Selections
and Categorized as TEXT ERRONEQUS—NON SPECIFIC

Frequency of Clausal Units

Narrative - - Good Readers Poor Readers
Selections a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
Nothing Happened 1 0 5 1 7 2 2 2 0 6 '
Taking the Plunge 2 2 3.2 9 4 7 13 5 29
The Princess who 3 1 3 3 10 3 8% 0 24
Loved Her Father
Like Salt
Captured 2 2 0 1 5 3 2 4 3 12
Note: a = Elizabeth (GR)

b = Linda (GR)

¢ = Nancy (GR)

d = llicole (GR) - -
- e = Charles (PR)

f = Darlene (PR)

g = Patricia (PR)

h = Steven (PR) .
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Table 5.22

Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers
and Poor Readers After Reading

Expository Selections

Frequency of Clausal Units .

Expository Good Readers Poor Readers .
"~ Selections a b ¢ ‘ d Total e f g h Total
Stuck-Together 30 14 31 18 93 19 20 18 13 70
Be%st )
What is Lightning 39 16 43 33 1N 29 39 32 16 116
Besides Scary? . v
What is a UFO? 40 12 42 22 116 27 11 28 5 7
How a Submarine 53 19 44 33 149 27 50 15 35 127 .

Sees Under the Sea

Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)

Note: a = Elizabeth (GR)

b = Linda (GR)

¢ = Nancv (GR)

d = Nico*: (GR)

e = CharTes (PR)

f =

g:

h =

Steven (PR)
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Table 5.23 ’
Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers and \‘¥
Poor R After Reading Expository Selections

and\Categorized as TEXT EXACT

Frequency of Clausal Units

Expository - Good Readers ‘ Poor Readers
Selections a b ¢ d Total e f g  h Total
Stuck-Together 5 4 4 3 16 7 5 2 1 15

~ Beast - -
What is Lightning 6 5 8 3 22 -4 6 4 1 1§
Besides Scary? . .
What is a UFO? . 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 7 0 9
How a Submarine 4 1 4 10 I3 6 3 7 19

Sees Under the Sea

T w

Elizabeth (GR)

Linda (GR) .

Nancy (GR) -- \
Nicole (GR) \
Charles (PR)

Darlene (PR)

Patricia (PR)

Steven (PR)

Note:

L LI I T SO T N T B |}

JWO D QO oW
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of expository selections. While the frequency of clausal units
categorized as 'Te;t Exact' following reading of two expository
selections favored the Poor Readers over the Good Readers, the groups N
had earlier responded similarly after reading one selection aqd Good

Readers' 'Text Exact' references of another selection exceeded those .

given by the Poor Readers.

Considering .Tables 5.23 to 5.30, Table 5.24 reveals thaf. with ’
the exception of performances by one Good Reader (Linda) relativg to
the éelections. 'Stuck-Together Beast' and ‘'What is Lightning Besiges- ‘
Scary?', and by one Poor Reader (Charles) cogcerning the selection,
'Stuck-Together Beast,' thg greatest frequency of clausal units
recalled by subjects following reading of expository selections was
categorized as 'Text Specific.' Although the greatest number of
clausal units recalled by six of the eight subjects pertained to
re-brder1ng or lexical substiiution of specified textual information,
the group of Good Readers exceeded performance‘by the Poor Readers
concerning three of the'four §elections.

Across the four expository selections, all subjects exhibited
limited tendency to combine specific information from two or more
units of texi (Table 5.25). VYet, compared to the Poor Reéaders, the
grOup"of Good Readers recalled at'1east twice the number of clausal
units denoiing 'Text Embedded' references following reading of two
expository‘?glections. |

As occurred with narrative text, a subject's recall of 'Text
~~

Entailed' clausal units varied marginally from one expository

se!ection to another (Table 5.26). In contrast, howgver, to findings
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Table 5;24

‘Frequency of Clausal Unfts Recalled by Good Resders and
Poor Readers After Reading Expository Selections
and Categorized as TEXT SPECIFIC

Expository
Selections

Frequency (ﬁ Clausal Units

Good Readers

b ¢ d

Total

f

9

Poor Readers

h

F

Stuck-Together

Beast

a
¥
18

What“is Lightning 21
Besides Scary?

What is a UFQ? 20

How a Subﬁarine - 40
Sees Under the Sea

5 16 1
5 12 10

8 22 N
13 22 17

50

48

61
92

7 1N 4;2

13

13
14

36

57

35
52

Note: a

O WD QO

[ I TR T R (I B N R ]

Elizabeth (GR)
Linda (GR)
Nancy (GR)
Micole (GR)
Charles (PR)
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR)

-

Total

<N

88 -
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Table 5.25

Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers After Reading Expository Selections
and Categor1zed as TEXT.EMBEDOED

.

Frequency of Clausal Units

—_—
Expository Good Readers = Poor Readers
Selections . a b ¢ d Tot#1" e fY¥ g h Total

gy N o

. N ] ]
Stuck-Together Y10 0 1 2 0 1 0.1 2
Beast
What is Lightning 7 ] 2 4 14 0 3 1 2 6
Besides Scary? - -
What is a UFN? 1 0 4 1 6 1 2 2,0 5
How ‘a2 Submarine 2 0 4 2 ) 2 0 0 2 4

Sees Under the Sea

Elizabeth (GR)
Linda (GR)
Nancy (GR) .
Nicole (GR)
Charles (PR).
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR)

Note: -

| L T ¥ R { N [N { I L B |}

|
U +m"Taonooos -
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Table 5,26

!

Frequency of Clausal Units/ﬁecalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers After ReadingdExpository Selections
a and Categorized as<TEXT ENTAILED

-

s ;’{

Freauency of Clausal Units

Steven (PR)

Expository #  Good Readers Poor Readers
Selections A. b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
Stuck-Together 5 5 3 3 16 1T 1 2 2 6
Beast
What is Lightning 2 3 1 6 12 2 3 1 2 8
Besides Scary? .
What is & UFO? 4 5 3 3 15 10 3 1 5
How a Submarine 0 4 2 8 W 3 1 3 5 12
'Sees Under the Sea ‘
Note: - a = Elizabeth (GR)
- b = Linda (GR)

¢ = Mancy (GR)

d = Nicole (GR) ct v

e = Charles (PR)

f = Darlene (PR) 3

g = Patricia (PR) f/

h =

187
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f

slightly favoring Poor Readers' recall ofAsuperordinate statements
subsuming information from more than one .t of narrative text,
Good Readers' recall of 'Text Entailed' utterances exceeded Poor
Readers' recall relative to the four expositqry selections.

Table 5.27 ind .ates that, compared to ' e Poor Readers as a

groun, the group of .ood Readers was consistent invreca11ing slightly

more clausal units recognized as 'Text Inferential' following

reading of each expository selection. While only three subjects

- (Elizabeth and Nancy,. Good Peaders, and Charles, a Poor Reader)

o : / ;
- consistently exhibited use of conceptual prior knowledge to bridge

gaps within the expository selections, Linda (GR) once again recalled
the fewest‘number of clausal units ref]écting inferent1§1 thought.
.Differences between Good Readers and Poor Readers were minimal "
concerning the category 'Text Experiential' in regards to expository
text (Table 5.28). Recall of the selection, 'Stuck-Together Beast,'
yielded no statements»of embellishment or g]aboration from any '
membe”(ff the study sample. Furthermore, aonsidering the three’
remaining expository selections, three Good Readers and three Poor
Readers were similar in displaying one or no instance of recall
prompted by reader association of experience to textual information. '
Table 5.29 reports that the least and the most erroneous recall
of specified expository tgxt were demonstrated by two Good Readers,
Linda and MNancy, respectively. However, as with narrative text, the
group of Pdor’Readers recalled more clausal units categorized as
'Text ErrEHEBus-Specific' following reading of three selectidns of

éxpositiOn than did the group of Good Readers.

Y
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Table 5.27
Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by‘Good Readers and
Poor Readers After Reading Expository Selections
and Categorized as TEXT INFERENTIAL
\ Frequency of Clausal Units

Expository p Good Readers _Poor Readers
Selections’ a ? c d Tqtal e f g h Total
Stuck-Together 1 0 5 0 6 2 1 0 1 4
Beast -
What is Lightning 1 2 4 ¢ N 4 1 4 0 9
Besides Scary? )
lihat is a UFO? 5 0 5 4 14 5 0 4 0 9

How a Submarine 5 0 6 4 15 2 5 1 4 12
Sees Under the Sea :

Mote: Elizabeth (GR) .

Linda (GR) )

Nancy (GR)

Nicole (GR) .
Charles (PR) '
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR)

QO KO A0 O
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Table 5.28,

Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled bv Good Peaders and
Poor Readers After Reading Expository Selections
and Categorized as TEXT EXPERIENTIAL

Frequency of Clausal Units

. Good Readers 230r Readers

,.Expository Selections a b ¢ d Total e g h Toeal
* SPuck-Together o0 00 0O 0 0 0 0 0

Beast ' .

What is Lightning 0 0 6 1 7 2 1 0 o0 3

Besides Scary?

What is a UF0? 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0

How a Submarine 1 01 0 2 0 0 0 0 O

Sees Under the Sea

Elizabeth (GR)

Linda (GR)

Nancy (GR)

Nicole (GR)

Charles (PR)

Darlene (PR)

Patricia (PR) R
Steven (PR)

Note:

L LI T N TR T R TR 1]

D0 O QA0 oo
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Table 5.29

Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers After Reading Expository Selections.
and Categorized as TEXT ERRONEOUS—SPECIFIC

3

Frequepcy of Clausal. Units

Charles (PR)
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR)

H oWt on.

ST O OO0 oo

Expository RN Good Readers . Poor Readers
Selections - a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
Stuck-Together b o 5 0 -8 1 1 2 3 71 -
Beast :
What is Lightning 2 0 4 2 8 4 4.3 0 MN
Besides Scary? ~
What is a UFO? 9 0 4 2 15 5 0 2 1 8
How a Submarine 1 1 2 0 9 5 13 3 6. 27
. Sees Under the Sea , ’
Note: Elizabeth (GR). ... . .~ -~y
Linda (GR) E I
Nancy (GR) ~ T e A
Nicole (GR)-- . v

a Xy
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A final cs;;;deration of the qualitative'nafure of subjects'
reading comprehension of expository materia]'reVe;led‘that Good -
Readers and Poor Readers were simii&r in frequencyfof'recali denoted
_as 'Text Erronesus—Non Specific' (Table 5.30). Indeed, Good
Reidders' and Poor Readers' frequency of erroneous recall relative to
entailing textual information and inferential and.experiential
‘thodght was remarkably simi;ir considering-se?eC!qons as a group
or individually. . | N — |

- In the fol]g}(:g final chapter, a summary of the study orecedes
consideration of the findings in response to'the posed resea;ch

questions. In turn, conclusions, implications, and suggestions .

for further research are offered.
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Table 5.30

Frequency of Clausal Units Recalled by Good Readers and
Poor Readers After Reading Expository Selections
andCategorized as TEXT ERRONEOUS—NON SPECIFIC

Frequency of Clausal Units

Expgsitory . Good Readers —. . Poor. Readers

Selections a b ¢ d Total e f g h Total
Stuck-Together c 0 0 O 0 1 0 0 0 ]
Beast .

What is Lightning 118 3 131 6 4 1 12
Besides Sg@ry? T

What is a UFO? o 01 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
How a Submarine o 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 1 4

Sees Under the Sea

Note: Elizabeth (GR)
Linda (GPR)
Nancy (GR)
Nicole (GR)
Charles (PR)
Darlene (PR)
Patricia (PR)
Steven (PR)

L LI { I T T R {1 I I |}

'
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Chapter 6

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,
AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

LY

Summary of the Study

.

This investigation focused upon the interactive‘role of the
reader as viewed within the constructivist notion of reading compre-
hension. The study examined the reader's use of prior kno@ledge to
construct meaning from print. Specifically, the study investigated
the reader's concept of reading and the availability and use of
conceptual prior knowledge within inferential thought to comprehend
narrative and expository selections. A comparative design utilized
sixth-grade subjects designated as Good Readers and Poor Readers.
Assessment of concept of reading, conceptual prior knowledge, and
reading comprehension was determined indiv;aua11y for the four Good
Readers and four Poor Readers across five research sessions.

vT;ree pilot studies were conducted in preparation for the main
study. The first pilot study determined choice of ten ecologically
valid reading selections which migh?eh‘cit a reader's-conceptual
prior knowledge. The second pilot study assisted in the form*lefion
of prereading measures to assess conceptual prior knowledge, namely,

structured questions and recognition tasks. The final pilot study

focused upon the suitability of procedures and tasks,'including use

.- -

of the questionnaire and projective statements to reveal conceptuali-

zations of reading and use of unaided recall and responses to written

~
oy
o
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Analyses of data from the main étudy involvedjsuccessive

iny to develop and/or apply systems of categorization to

A b
first';;d last research sessions, was corroborated by demonstrated
response of unaided recall of the series of narrative and expository
" selections. The évai]abi]ity of conceptual prior knowledge was
described quantitatively and qualitatively re1ati;e to the reading
selections used in the last four research sessions. Clausal units
of unaided récall of those selections were considered initially to
provide a quantitatiye measure of reading comprehension and, sub-
sequently, to fac%litate qualitative description of reading compre-
hension, including use of conceptual prior knowledge within |
inferential thought. Descriptive interpretation of the gquantitative
and qhalitative nature of subjects' performance was utilized to

consider questions of the study which are presented below with

related findings.

_Findings ,

Research Questions *

1. What are Good Readers' and Poor Readers' concepts of
reading?

Conceptualizations of reading by Good Readers and Poor Readers
were found to be,characterized by and comprised of concept of
reading attributes. Twenty-five attributes were disclosed within

¢
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study éﬁ\aAwhich fncluded transcription of oral questionnaire
responses aﬁd ;rittcﬁ‘projective statements. Attributes were
recognized on the basis of the researcher's knowledge of the field
and were categorized under three main aspects: Purposes for Reading,
Reader Characteristics, and Text Characteristics. The greatest
number of attributes reflected 'Reader Characteristics' and was
considered as 'Personal Factors' or 'Involvement with Text.'

Subjects' concepts of reading were determined th}ough observa-
tion of the frequency and content of reference to each disclosed
concept of reading attribute. The frequency of reference to
attributes sometimes varied across members’ of the study sample
designated as Good Readers and across those designated as Poor
Readers and the content of references distinguishing subjects' under-
standing was limited. However, the apparent pattern of responses
tended to differentiate concepts of reading held by Good Readers and
Poor Readers.

Of the four éoﬁcépt of reading attributes categorized as
'Purposes for Read{ng;' Good Peaders and Poor Reader§ were.sthn to
be similar in frequency of reference amd nature of expressed under-

Y
standing only in regards to the informative purpose (Table 6.1).

While Raykovicz, Bromley, and Mahlois (1985) have stated that fifth-
grade poor readers differed from good readers in their study by
seldom viewing reading as a source of information, readers of varying
ability in the siith.grade appeared to be similar in references to
the informative aspect of reading.

Differences existed between Good Readers' and Poor Readers'

196
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Table 6.1

Good Readers' and Poor Readérs' Concept of Reading Attributes
Relative to PURPOSES FOR READING: Similarity and = -
Differences in Frequency of Reference

!
Good Readers' and Poor Readers'
Concept of Reading Attributes
Similarity ~ Differences
*Informative purpose Intent of coﬁprehending text

Functional ourpose

Recreational purpose .
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A

references pertaining to the intent of comprehending text and the
1

functional and recreational purposes for reading. Good Readers

made more references to tne meaning-seeking orientation of reading
than did Poor Readers and only Good Readers de-émphasized the
importance of word recognition accuracy relative to the primacy of
comprehension. Canney and Wipegrad's (1979) finding that sixth-
grade proficient readers focused more on comprehension or medning
fea;ures of readfng while subjects of less able reading abhility
continued to reflect emphasis on word recognition, appeared there-
fore to bc‘validated. References to the functional purpose fnr
reading by more of the Good Readers than Poor Readers occurred in
| conjunction with a focus upon the benefit of reading to development
of communication skills made only bv Good Readers. Greater frequency
of reference to the recreational value of reading by Good Readers \
than by Poor Readers was consistent with the finding bv Raykovicz,
Bromley, and Mahlois (1985) that, compared to poor readers, good
readers in the fifth grade typically found reading to be interesting
and enjoyable. ‘ ,___,f“J
Concerning attribufes denoting 'Reader Characteristics, Personal
Factors,' Table 6.2 reports that Good Readers and Poor Readers were
found to be similaronly in frequency of referenﬁe to the need for

comfort/concentration. Concepts of reading held by Good Readers and

Poor Readers were shown to differ in frequency of reference high-
lighting:
« correct use of terms pertinent to the act of reading;

+ reader interest in text;
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Table 6.2

Good Readers' and Poor Readers' Concept of Reading Attributes:
Relative to READER CHARACTERISTICS, PFRSOMAL FACTORS:
Similarity and Differences in Frequency of Reference ’

\ . - .

: 4

Good Readers' and Poor Readers'
Concept of Reading Attributes

Similarity Differences

Meed for comfort/concentration . Correet use of terms pertinent

to the act of reading
L}

Reader interest \n text

Awareness of the reader being ‘L ,
in control of the act of

reading

Self-awareness of reading
capability

<
Reader awareness of author
Desire to read
"Reader conf@®dence
"

a"
-~ Awareness of.the importance of
prior knowledge

o 2
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- awareness of the reader being in control of the act of reading;
- self-awareness of readiné capability;
. reade? awareness of author;
- desire to read;
+ reader confidence; ,
. .awareness of the importance of prior know]édge.
in addition tq more frequent references by Good Readers than by
Poor Readers$ to attributes revea?&ng the personal nature of the
reader, only Good Readers' responses:
. extended’the influence of reader interest bevond material
selection to concentration and recall of material, ©
. speéified awareness of the reader's control of rate of reading;
. expéégsed self-awareness of reading capability specifically in
rélation to the reading process;
. descriggd author-reader interdependency necessitating active
vreadé;Mfﬁvo]vement;
spoke of absence of frustration when reading.
As revealed in Tab}e 6.3, Good Readers' and Poor Readers' con-
cepts of readiﬁg were found to be similar relative tb two of ten

attributes reflecting 'Reader Characteristics, Involvement with Text.'

References to linking ideas and skim reading did not differentiate

Good Readers from Poor Readers vet differences did exist between
Good Readers' and Poor Readers' frequency of reference to: *
importance of word recognition accuracy;

imaging or having thou‘ts;

- distinguishing between reading orally and reading silently;
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Table 6.3 //'~

Gdad Readers' and Poor Readers' Concept of Reading Attributes
Relative to READER CHARACTERISTICS, IMVOLVEMENT WITH
TEXT: Similarities and Differences in
? Frequency of Reference
|

L Good Readers' and Poor Readers'
Concept of Reading Attributes

Similarities Differences
L =1 deas Importance of word recognition
' accuracy

-Sk,. =eading
Imaging or having thoughts

Distinguishing between
reading orally and reading
silently
Linking memgry to recall
Attaching meaning to words
Comprehensiom monitoring
Critical reading

" Using context to aid word

“gecognition and knowledge of
word meaning
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- linking memory to recall;

. attaching meaning to words;

. comprehepsion monitoring;

. critical reading;

. using context to aid word recognition and knowledge of

word meaning.

Furthermore; Good Readers did reveal greater depth o%'under-
standing in relation to certain of the above attributes for which
diffgrences were evident between Good Readers' and Poor Readers'
frequency of reference. Only Good Readersﬁ

» ackndwledged the benefit of increased configénce when reading

{ silently;

- offered sprategies to f;Z;f%tate understanding.

Findings presented ahove which favored the Good Readers'
references to two concept of reading attriﬁutes, namely, imaging or
having ‘thoughts and comprehension monitoring, were consistent with
statements bg\kaykovicz, Bromley, and Mahlois (i985). Good re;ders‘
in their study were found to rely more on mental imagery than did

poor readers and few poor readers had revealed any tendency to

independently utilize strategies to gain meaning from sentences and

°

paragraphs. —
- Gcod Readers' and Poor Readers' limited references to concept

of reading attributes c;tegorized as 'Text Characteristics' resulted
in differéntiation of the groups (Table 6.4). While Good Readers and
P;;}\égaders were shown to be similar in the frequency of references

considering text readability, a difference between the groups gis



Table 6.4

Good Readers' and Poor Readers' Concept of Reading Attributes
Relative to TEXT CHARACTERISTICS: Similarity and
Difference in Frequency of Reference

ood Readers' and Poor Readers'
Concept of Reading Attributes

Similarity Difference

Readability . Purpose of genre

203
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apparent as only Good Readers expr;ssed cognizance of reader
individuality as a factor of éeadabiiity and recall. Good Readers
and Poor Readers were differentiated further when, in comﬁarison
to. the four Good Readers. onl} one Poor Reader referred to purpose
of genre or, Q!re specifiéa11y, the pufpose of narrative and

expository text.

2. What kinds of concethal prior gnowledge do Good Readers
and Poor Readers recall before and after reading:

a. narrative text? '
The nature of Good Readers' and Poor Readers' conéeptua] prior
knowledge recalled before and after reading narrative text was
_exaqzned quantitative1y’and'qualitatively. Quantitative assessment
| U \ijects' conceptual prior knowledge recalled before reading
narrative se]gctions considered frequency of iaea units givén in
responses to tasks of free association, structured questions, and
multiple-choice items. (Quantitative assessment of subjects' con-

ceptual prior knowiedge recalled after reading considered frequency

of clausal units of unaided recall of narrative text categorized as

'Text Inferential' and fnsfanééﬁ éf conceptual prior knowledge usage
within written statements providing text interpretation. Oualitative
assessment of Good Readers' and Poor Readers' conceptual prior
knowledge recalled before and after reading narrative selections was

-~ accomplished using a modification of Langer's (1980) technique. Idea
units of.Eoncepéual prior knowledge, elicited before reading narrative
text and/gr gvident within 'Text Inferential' clausal units of unaided

recall, were categorized as MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE knowledge.
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The quantity of conceptual prjor knowledge elicited before
reading any of the narratiye selections was found to vary across
the eight subjects. However, greater variation was apparent con-
cérning fndividual performance across the four narratjve_s tions
than evident between Good Readers' and Pdor Readers' freduﬁ'.of
idea units of conceptual prior know]e&ge given in regakds to any one
of the narfative selections. Indeed: only in relation to one
selection did three of tﬁe four Gboa Readers -utter more idea units
of congeptual prior knowledge before reading than dig three of'the‘
Poor Readers.

The quantity of subjects' recall of conceptual priof knowledge
after reading, as revealed by the frequency of usage of conceptual
prior knowledge in inferential thought, was -also found to vary con--
siderably for individual members of the studv sample. Yet, in.
.comparison to the Poor Readers, Good Readers used more conceptual
prior knéwledge within inferences to comprehend the four
narrative se1ection§. Good Readers and Poor Readers were not shown
to be different in responses to statements emploving conceptual prior
knowledge to intérpret narratiVe text.

The Qualitativevassessment of prereading conceptual prior knowl-
édge revealed that the greatest number of idea units, relative to
narrative text and elicited_by Good Readers and Poor Readers alike,
was characterized as examples, attributes, and/or defining/
distinguishing characteristics, denoting the SOME level of conceptual

prior knowledge: The next greatest number of idea units for all

but ‘one Poor Reader referred to associations and/or first-hand

»

fE

208



206

experiences, reflecting the lowést level or LITTLE conceptual prior
- knowledge. - The-fewest number.of'idea units given by seven of the
efght subjects related to superordinate concepts, definitions,
similes, and/or spectfic terms, bharacterizing the MUCH level of
conceptual prior knowledge. As a group and compared to the Poor
Readers, the Good Readers recalled more idea units categorized
within the MUCH and SOME levels of conceptual brior knodledgg. The
groups were least different regarding the number of idea units of
. conceptual prior knowledge elicited before reading and catega:ized
within the LITTLE level.

Consideration of the qﬁa]itative nature of conceptual prior
knowledge revealed after reading within 'Text Inferential' clausal
units of unaided recall of narrative text, indicated that, as a
group, Good Réaders used more conceptual prior knowledge in inferential
‘thought wh{ch was classified as MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE knowledge than
did the Poor Readers. Although Good Readers' use of conceptual prior
knowlédge considered within the MUCH level was almost equaled b? the
Poor Readerg, the Good'Readens recalled twice the number of clausal

units of inferential thought revealing conceptual prior knowledge

classified within the SOME level.

b. expository text?

The quantity of Good Readers' and Poor Readers' idea units of
conceptual priof knowledge recalled before reading expository
selections was less than the quantity of prereading conceptual prior
knowledge pertaining to narrative selections. In fufther contrast

to narratiwéf}ext, the number of idea units recalled prior to reading
. ’ ) - B .
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any of the expository selections was shown to vary less across fhe

eight subjects and less variation was apparent concerning individual

performance across the series of four expository selections. Although

the quantity of idea units of conceptual prior knowledge recalled
qifore reading expository selections did varv between 1nd1vidua15.'
Good Readers, as a group, recalled more idea units before reading‘
three of the selections than did the Poor Readers. |

Gogg Readers and Poor Readers were alternately favored by their
performance on the tw6 measures determining quantity qf conceptual
prior knowledge recalled after reading expositor} selections. Use of
conceptual prior knowledge in clausal units of unaided recall of
expoﬁitory text s]ight1y'favored the group of Good Readers. Good
Readers and Pobr Rgaders did not differgéreat1y in frequency of
usage of conceptual prior knowledge in responses to written state-
ments, however, relative to three of the four se]ectibns, Poor Readers
displayed sﬁightly é%eater use of conceptual prior knowlque tha
Qid the Good.Readers. In comparison to performanca foITé&?ﬁg réading

of narrative text, subjects exhibited less use of conceptual prior

knowledge - ~rentjal thought and in responses to written state-
ments prov: . “retation of expository selections.
As farrative text, examination of the qualitative

nature of ceptual prior knowledge showed that the

greatest num a units elicited by all subjects before
reading expository selections reflected the SOME level of conceptual
prior knowledge. The next greatest number of idea units were

categorized as LITTLE conceptual priorrknowledge, followed in turn
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by idea units denoting MUCH conceptual prior knowledge. Once again,

as with narrative text, Good Readers, as a group, recalled more idea
units considered within the MUCH level of conceptual prior kﬁowledge ,
than did the Poor Readers. As well, in comparison tb three Poor
Readers, three‘Good Readers again recalled more idea unifs of con-
ceptual prior know] edge categorized within the SOME level. As groups,
Good Readers and Poor Readers were identical in the number of idea
units recalled before réﬁding expository selections which reflected
the LITTLE level of chceptua] prior knowledge.

Again, as with narrative, the qualitative nature of a subject's
conceptual prior knowledge displayed after reading within 'Text
inferentia]' clausal units of unaided recall of expository text was
found to vary across the levels of MUCH, SOME, or LITTLE knowledge.
While Good Readers and Poor Readers, as groups, were shown to be
similar in use of conceptual prior knowledge in inferential thought
denoting the MUCH level, the Good Readers demonstrated nearly twice
the number of clausal units reflecting the LITTLE level and three
}imes the number of c]aysa] units denoting SOME knowledge.

3. What processes do Good Readers and Poor Readers display

in comprehending:
a. narrative text?

Quahtitative and qualitative aspects of subjects' unaided recall
were examined in consideration of the processes Good Readers and
Poor Readers exhibitéd in caﬁbrehending a series of narrative
selections. Individual members of the study sample were similar in

demonstrating variation in the quantity of clausal units of unaided
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recall following re;ding of four harrative selections. However, as
a group, Good Readers gave more clausal units of unaided recall of
narrative text than did the Poor Readers.

To determine the qualitative nature of processing undertaken by
Good Readers and Poor Readers in their efforts to comprehehd
narrative text, clausal units of supjects' unaided recall were con-
sidered according to Fagan's (in press) combrehension categories.
Whereas considerable variation occurred in the number of clausal
units categorized within each comprehension category, the jreatest
frequency of clausal units recalled by every subjéct following reading
of a narrat?ve selection was in reference to specified text and
classified as 'Text Specific.' As summarized in Table 6.5, Good
Readers, and Poor Readers were found to be similar in the frequency
of clausal units of unaided recall of narrative selections referring
to: |

specified information derived from more than one unit of
text (Texf Embedded) ;

statements of elaboration or embellishment triggerig by
associations made by the reader to textually provided
detail (Text Experiential).

Apparent trends in performance, favoring the Good Readers, were
found to differentiate Good Readers from Poor Readers in regards to
the frequency of clausal units of unaided recall of narrative text
revealing:

- verbatim recall, partial recall, and/or vague statements

making reference to textual information (Text Exact);



Table 6.5

Processing of Narrative Text: Similar¥ties and Differences
in Categorizatfon of Good Readers' and Poor Readers'
Unaided Recall

Categorization of Good Readers' and
Poor Readers' (Inaided Recall

Similarities Differences
Text Embedded : * Text Exact
Text Experiential Text Specifjc

Text Entailed
Text Inferential
Text Erroneous—Specific

Text Erroneous—Non Specific

. Mote: Categorization of 'Text Entailed' unaided recall §lightly
favored the Poor Readers.
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« re-ordering or lexical substitution of specified iext (Text
Specific); ‘
- statements derived from the reader's conceptual prior knowledge
to f111 gaps in the text (Text Inferential);
-‘erroneous fbcail of textual 1qformation (Text Erroneous—
Specific); ’
- erroneous recall related to entailing textual information a
inferential and experientidi‘thought (Text Erroneous—
Non Specific).
One additional pattern of response which appeared to différentiate
Good Readers from Poor Readers favored the Poor Readers. Limited
utterances of superordinate statements and instances of subsuming. _
.information from mare than one unit of text ueré’m;de by all subjects

yet the frequency of clausal units categorized as 'Text Entailed’

slightly favored the Poor Readers.

b. expository text?

’In displaying their comprehension of expository selections,
the quantity of clausal units of unaided recall given by Good Readers
and Poor Readers was less than had occurred relative to narrative
selections. Yei.'as did occur with narrative text, variation in
performance by individuals was evident acrbss selections and Good
Readers, as a group, uttered more clausal units of unaided recall of
each expository selection than did the group of Poor Readers.

An examination of the qualitative nature of processing demon-
strated by Good Readers and Poor Readers in their attempts to

~

comprehend expository text revealed that, as with narrative
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selegz;ons. considerable variation was evident in the frequency.of
clausai\units of unaided recall classified within each of Fagan's '
(in press) categories of comprehension. With limited exception,
once again the greateit frequency of clausal units fpcallod by
subjects following reading of expository selections was in reference
to specified text and categorized as ‘Text Specific.' As groups
(Table 6.6), Good Readers and Poor Readers were found to be similar
in patterns of performance pertaining to:

. verbatim recall, partial recall, and/or vague statements
makingireference to textual information (Text Exact);

. statements of elaboration or embellishment triggered by
associations made by the reader to textually provided detail
(Text/Experiential);

- erroneous recall relating to entailing information and
inferential thought (Text Erroneous—Hon Specificj.

Performance trends, which favored the Good Readers and appeared

" to differentiate Good Readers from Poor Readers in the frequency of .
clausal units of unaided recall of expository selections, pertained
to:

. re-ordering or lexical substitution of specified text (Text
specific);

- specified information derived from more than one unit of
text (Text Embedded);

- superordinate statements and instances of subsuming information

) .
from more than one unit of text (Text Entailed);

- statements derived from the reader's conceptual prior knowledge
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Table 6.6 _

Processing of Expository Text: Similarities and Differences
in Categorization of Good Readers' and Poor Readers'
Unaided Recall

e

Categorization of Good Readers' and
Poor Readers' Unaided Recall

Similarities Differences
Text Exact Text Specific
Text #xperiential Text Embedded
Text Erroneous—Non Specific . Text Entailed 55

Text Inferential

Text Erroneous—Specific
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to ¥ill gaps in the text (Text Inferential);
- erroneous recall of textual information (Te*t Erroneous—
Specific).
4. Is there a iink between a reader's awareness of. the
1mportance of pr1or knowledge and use of conceptual .
prior knowledge in comprehending: -
a. narrative text?

For Good Readers and Poor Readers alike, use of conceptual prwor

/know1edge to comprehend narrat1ve text did not appear to be dependent

upon.a reader's verba]dzed awareness of the importance of prior
knowledge to phe aci of reading. While Poor Readers as a group
dif?eked from the Gpod Readers in not verbally highlighting the
importance of prior knowledge as a concept of reading attribute, all
subjects‘displayed use of conceptual prior know]edgé in inferential
thought. Indeed, as groups, Good Readers and Poor Readers tended to
utilize conceptual prior knowledge within inferences in propbrtioq

to ghe quantity of conceptual prior knowledge elicited before reading
narrative selections. NhentGoqd Readers' frequencv of idea units of
conceptual prior knowledge eli¢ited before reading three narrative

selections exceeded the quggaﬁty of idea units given by the Poor

, Readers, the Good Readers' application of conceptual prior knowledge

e

to comprehend the three selections was proﬁortioha]]y superior to use
of cqpceptuaT prior knowledge within 'Text Inferential' clausal units
by the Poor Rcaders. A similar quantity of prereading conceptual
prigr knowledge elicited by Good Readers and Poor Readers before
reading a fourth narrative selection corresponded with‘similar

frequency of usage of conceptual prior knowledge within inferential
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'characteristics (SOME knowledge) and associations and/or first-hand
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thouéht by both groups. Additionally, Good R;aders and Poor Readers
were similar in generally not recognizing application of their pre-
reading conceptual prior knéw]edge within clausal units of unaided
recall of narrative text categorizéd as 'Text Inferential' and within
written statements embodying inferential thought. ‘ ,

Quality of 'ceptual prior knowledge, rather than quantity,
appeared to-enhafice a link between a reade‘ié awareness of the
importance of qrior know]edge and use of conceptual brior knowledge
to coﬁprehend narrative text. In proportion to differences in the
frequency of Good Readers' and Poor Readers' prereading concentual
prior knowledge categorized within the';OME and LITTLE levels, Good
Réaders were shown to utilize considerably more conceptyal prior .
knowledge denoting examples, attributes, and/or definin&jﬁistinguishihg
-

experiences (LITTLE knowledge) than did the Poor Readers.

°/ bl, expository texti o
As with narrative text,‘a reader's verbalization of the
importance of prior knowledge was not seemingly necessary or
essential to utilization of conceptual prior knowledge to comprehend
.expository text. Poor Readers did not vefbal]y emphasize the
importance of, prior knowledge as an attribute within their concepts
of r¥kding as did three of the four Good Readers. However, Good
Readers and Poor Readers were similar in demonstrating use of
conceptual prior knowledge in clausal units of inferential thought

in proportion to the frequency of idea units of conceptual nrior
Ot

knowledge elicited before reading three exposi%ory selections.
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Relative to the fourth selection, a similar quantity of prereading
cohceptua1prior knowledge given by Good Readers and Poor Readers
corresponded with use of conceptual prior knowledge within 'Text

Inferential' clausal units which only slightly favored the Good

Readers.
LN

The pattern of performance which Suggested that the qualitative
nature of conceptual prior knowledge appeared to enhance a link
between a reader's awareness of the importance of prior knowledge
and usage of conceptual prior knowledge to comprehend narrative
text, was evident also concerning expository text. In proportion to
differences in the frequency of Good Readers' and Poor Readers' pre-
reading concebtua] prior knowledge categorized within the SOHE level,
Good\Readers were shown to use more conceptual prior kﬁpw]edge
which reflected examples, attributes, and/or defining/distinguishing
characteristics. When identical numbers of idea units of conceptual
prior knowledge elicited by Good Readers and Poor Readerssbefore . O
reading expositor; pext were found to reflect LITTLE knowledge, the
Good Readers used nearly twice the quantity of associations and/or
fjrst-hand experiencés than di% the Poor Readers.

A'patterh of performance nct evident with narrative text
suggested a link between verbalized emphasis upon the importance of
prior knowledge within a reader's concept of reading and developing
awareness of monitoring comprehension of exbository text throdgh
conscious usage of conceptual prior knowledge. Response§ to the

retrospection task revealed Good Readers and Poor Readers to be

similar in their display of limited awareness of accessing conceptdal.
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prior knowledqge to coﬁprehend explicit and implicit expository teit.
Furthermore, the groups were similar h1recognizjng textually given
information and in not recognizfng use of conéeptua] prtﬁr knowledge
within written statements providing interpretétion of 651tory
selections. However, only the three Good Readers who‘g;vevverbal
prominence to the importance of prior know]edge within their concepts
of reading made spontaneous oral comments indicating developing

consciousness of using their conceptual prior know\pdge in monitoring

comprehension of presented expository text.
Conclusions -

1. Frequency of Feference to attributes within their concepts
of réading appeared to differentiate sixth-grade students designated .
as Good Readers and Poor Readers. Whereas previous research studies
(Canney and llinograd, 1979; Hayden, 1981; Johns, 1974-75; Raykovicz,
Bromley, and Mahlois, 1985) considered only the présence or absence
of concept of reading attributes to explicate differences between
good dnd poor readers, this investigation focused upon the prominence
of an existing attribute within Good Readers' and Poor Readefs'
concepts of reading. The prominence of an attribute within a
reader's concept of reading was determined bv fréquency of reférence
to each attribute d;;closed in responses to an interview schedule in
conjunction with reading ecologically valtid narrative and expository‘
selections. Cannev and Winograd's (1979) concern for determinétioh

of stability of response was addressed through use of a projective

statement task necessitating written responses following the



218

initial administration of the study questionnaire which required oral
responses. Agditionally, selected questionnaire items were asked
again following reading of the series of narrative and expository "

~ selections.

2. Only Good Readers appeared to exhibit understanding of the
interrelationship of‘attributes within their concepts of reading. |
Awareness of the interrelatedness of concept of readiné attrisutes
may have been fostered by two features unique to this study.

Firstly, yithin the questionnaire items and projective statements,
emphasis was“jven to the role of the.reader in tHe act of reading.
Secondly, consideration of the nature of the content of sdbjects'
references permitted observation of any tendency to link concept of
reading attributes.

Apparent demonstration of the interrelatedness of concept of
reading attributes by Good Readers only might suggest greater ©
ability of more able reader; to reflect upon their knowledge of
reading and the role of the reader. Relatedlv, metacognitive
~ knowledge of reading as exhibited through proficiency in monitofing
comprehension, has been Shown to be different for good and poor
readers in grade 4 (Paris and Myers, 1981), in grade 6 (Hare and
Smith, 1982), and in grades 7 and 8 (Garner, 1980).

3. When Good Readers and Poof Readers, as groups, appeared to
be somewhat differentiated by the quantity of available conceptual
prior knowledge relative to narrative and expository se]ectjons, the
groups were also seemingly differentiated by the quantity of con-

ceptual prior knowledge used within clausal units of unaided recall
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revealing inferential thought to interpret narrative and expository
text. Although MclLeod (1978) and Schienbein (1978) reported no
Statistically significant differences between very'proftéieﬁt and
less proficient fourth;grade réaders in McLeod's -study nor between
average grade four readers, low grade six readers, and avérage
grade six readers gmponed in Schienbein's research, those investi-
gators did not determine the quantity of conceptual prior knowledge
available to subjects for use within inferential thought.

4. Good Readers and Poor Réaders appeared to be differentiated
hy the quantity of comprehension of narrative and expository text.
_In this study, quantitativecdifferénces in subjects' comprehension,
including attention to erroneous recall, were ascertained across a
series of'ecologic31ly.ualidﬁnarrativeuand.expository selections.

5. Goéd Readers and Poor Readers appeared to be differentiated
more by processes undertaken to comprehend narrative than expositorv
text. Within this investigation, attention to similarities and
differences in subjects' processing of narrative and eprsitory
selections focused upon the reader interactin§ with specified text.

6. Use of conceptual prior knowledge in inferential thought to
comprehend narra}jve and expository text did‘not appear to rely
upon oral and/or written ihdication of the importance of prior v‘l'
knowiedge as an attribute within a reader's concept of reading or the
reader's verbalized a;areness of application of concéptual‘prior
knowledge. Indeed, for Good Readers who acknowledged the importance

of prior knowledge and Poor Readers who did not, use of conceptual

prior knowledge to infer meaning of narrative and expository



selections seemed to be dependent upon the quantity of ayai]ab1e
. | v .
conceptual prior knowledge.

However, trends in performanqe revealed two aspects which did
appear to enhance a link between a reader's.emphasis upon the
importance of prior knowledge within a verbalized concept of-reading
and use of conceptual pfior knowledge to infer meaning of printed
te;t. Firstly, Good Readars';emphasis upon the importance of prior
knowledge to the act of readiﬁg.seemed to be somewhat 1%hked‘to the
' qualitative nature of conceptual prior knowledge used in inferential
thought to comprehend narrative and expository selections. As a
group, Good Readers' uti1izatjon of conceptual prior knowledge

reflecting the SOME and LITTLE 1e§e1s of knowledge was dispropor-

tionately higher than conceptual prior knowledge similarly categorized
©

and used by Poor Readers. Secondly, highlighting the importance of
prior knowledge within a reader's concept of reading seemed to be
linked to instances of recogg?zing use of conceptual prior knowledge
in relation to presented expository text. Only the three Good
Readers who emphasized the importance of prior knowledge within
their concepts of readﬁng disp]a}ed developing consciousness of
using their conceptua]xéxgor knowledge to monitor comprehension of

expository selections.

In attempting to explicate differences between good and poor

readers. research has not previously &xamined use of conceptual prior

knowledge within inferential thought to comprehend narrative and
expository te®t relative to the reader's awareness of the importance

of prior knowledge to the act of reading. While ear]ier studies

220
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(Hare, 1982; Langer, 1980; Langer and Nicolich, 1981) have under-
taken qualitative assessment of conceptual prior knowledge, the
assigned values of 3, 2, and 1 to the respective levels of MUCH,

SOME,

=r

and LITTLE resu]fed in a quantitative total thereby effective]y
eliminating any distinction of the quality of conceptual prior

knowl edge used to interpret text. The piesent study is unique in
utilizing a modification of Langer's (1980) technique to investigate
the qualitative nature of -available conceptual prior knowledge and
the qualitative nature of conceptual prior knowledge evident within
inferential thought while retaiaing a focus upon the levels of MUCH,

SOME, and LITTLE.

Limitations of Application of the Findings

Application of the findings of this study is limited by three
aspects related to collection and treatment of data.r

1. Choice of the narrative and expository selections considered
the word recognitioh capabilities. of the Poor Readers. The material
was less difficult for the Goo&‘%eaders therefore and the iask of
reading mav not have reflected manﬁerismsvdisplayed by more“able
readers on text at their instructional level.

2. Use of a quantitative measure to assess reading comprehension
did not allow for personality preference or suggestion of higher level
cognitive processing resulting in a concise, Synthesized version of

the text. For subjects who tend to restructure text information,

o

such as Linda (a Good Reader), a quantitative measure did not reflect
the extent of reading comprehension.

3. Frequency of reference to an attribute may not necessarily



reflect prominence given to that attribute within a reader's concept
. -

of reading. Subjects may have varied in tendency to repeat their

metacognitive awareness of attributes of reading in the one-on-one

situation.

Implications

From the findings and conclusions of this studv, implications
-——-€f§end to reading theory, the teaching of reading, and the assessment

of reading comprehension.

Reading Theory

Good and poor readeré are likelv to be different in the quantity
of conceptual prior knowledge available and utilized within )
inferences to comprehend narrative dFd expositofy text. In compari-
son to the Good Readers, the Poor Readers in this study tended to
reveal less conceptual prior knowledge before reading narrative and
expository selections and less usage of conceptual prior know1edge
in inferential thought. Therefore, support was 'en to Anderson's
(1977b) contention that children with reading difficulties may lack
conceptual prior knowledge.

Poor readers may not be as proficient as good readers in
reflecting the quality of their conceptual prior knowledge within
inferential thought. A trend in perfotmance apparent in this
investigation showed that, while Good Readers and Poor Readers
displayed similar use of conceptual prior knowledge denoting the
MUCH level of knowledge, the Good Readers seemed more able than

the Poor Readers in utilizing conceptual prior knowledge reflecting
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the SNME and LITTLE leyels of knowledge. Whereas fin ngs from this
research relative to quantitative consideration of concentual prior
knowledge did not validate Spiro's (1979b) notion that| children with
reading difficulties may fail to utilize the conceptua‘ prior knowl-
edge they possess, focus upon the qualitative nature of conceptual
prior knowledge offered limited support for his view.

The emerging pattern of developing metacognitive awareness
linking concept of reading and use of conceptual prior knowledge tc
comprehend text might'serve as well to further explicate differences
between good and péor readers. Seemingly, use of conceptual prior
knowledge to\comprehend text was not dependent upon verhalized
prominence given to the .importance of prior knowledge as an
attribute within a reader's concept of reading. Poor Readers were
inclined to express their metacognitive knowledge of reading through
deed rather than by verbalized account. Additionally, use of con-
ceptual prior knowledge to understand explicit and implicit text was
not dependent upon verbalized recognition of such usage as Good
Readersﬂand Poor Readers were similar in not recognizing application
of their prereading knowledgé. Onlyv Good Readers, however, stated
awareness of the relationship between their conceptuaf prior knowledge
and textual information and the effect of that relationship upon
recall of explicit text. Perhaps Good Readers' metacognitive
koowledge of the interactive role of the reader's conceptual prior
knowledge was sufficient to be verbalized and contributed to a

tendency by Good Readers to monitor their comprehension in terms of

conceptual prior knowledge. Performance in monitoring reading
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combrehension, shown to be a function of age (Forrest and Waller,
1979; Garner and Reis, 1981) as well as reading proficiency (Clay,
1973; Garner, 1980; Hare and Smith, 1982; Kavale and zchréiﬁer,
1979; Paris and Myers, 1981), may be a function and/or result of the
reader's ability to indicate awareness. of the interactive role
his/her conceptual prior knowledge plays in comprehending text.
Indeed, Hare and Pulliam (1980) have reported that awareness of
behavior while reading provided significant discrimination between

readers' performance at the cellege level.

Teaching Reading

Development of concept of reading should be viewed as an integral

and continuing ?ocus of reading instruction. Attributes within a
student's concept of reading might be clarified and extended through
frequent and related discussions considering purnoses for reading
and characteristics of readers and text. Since Good Readers in this
study appeared to be‘more aware of the interrelationships between
attributes of their concepts of reading than were Poor Readers,
emphasis upon the intert?igﬁganess of concept of reading attributes
may result in improvemeﬁ{}fﬁ reading performance.

" The ability of Cood Readers to verbalize coanitive awareness
of their conceptual pr{or knowledge in relation to expository text
suggests that reading instruction should highlight.the required
interaction between reader and text. The notion of a reader con-
structing meaning of print through use of conceptual prior knowledge

should be stressed to the level of student awareness to seemingly

promote the metacognitive task of monitoring comprehension. As



advocated by Pearson and Johnson (1978), lessons focusing upon
reading comprehension would preferably emphasize the text being read
in conjunction wjth the reader's balgground know!edge.

Prior to reading, able and less able readers alike would benefit
from accessing conceptual prior knowledge relevant to narrative and
expositorylselectionsl Good Readers' tendency to mgre consistently
reflect the qualitative nature of their prereading conceptual prior
knowledge within instances of inferential thought would imply that
measures to elicit prereading conceptual prior knowledge and tech-
niques to provide additional background should consider quantitative

and qualitative aspects of conceptual prior knowledge.

]
Assessment of Reading Comprehension

Performance by one Good Reader (Linda) revealed that reader
characteristics such as personality or cognitive style preference
should be considered in selectipg tasks and methods of data analysis
to assess reading compreﬁénsion. Application of quantitative
criteria will not reflect a‘reader's ébgnitive stvle displaving a
general restructuring capabilitv. Assessment of such an ability,
which might offer further insight into the interactive role of the
reader in comprehending text, requires a descrip}ive view of a

reader's manner of recall, preferably noted over a series of

selections.
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Suggestions for Further Research

)
Continued study of concept of reading highlighting the inter-

active role of the reader with text seems appropriate to extend our
understanding -of processing tendencies that promote or impede compre- '
- hension. Research at one gradeﬁlével or across several grades might
be undertaken to provide insight into readers' developing conceptuali-
zations of the nature of their involvement in the act of comprehending
print. Consideration of the concept of reading attributes disclosed
in this investigation might be helpful in formulating or selecting
interview measures and‘reading tasks to promote revelation of.
subjects' concepts of reading. Further examination of similarities
-and differences between readers of varying capabilities would seem
possib}g_by once again attending to subjects' freaquencv of references
to disclosed concept of reading attributes.

The suggested sequence linking a reader's awareness of -his/her
interactive role to awargness of the use of conceptual prior knowledge.‘
to monitor comprehension would seem to warrant exploration. Group )
studies, bot‘the grade six level and utilizing a wider range of
grade levels, for example, grades two, four, six, and eight, might
provide insight into the course of development of this possible
sequence. In additig; to group studies, detailed analysis of
individual performance and personal characteristics within a grade
level or over a number of grade levels might be considered. Use of
subjects of varying reading abilities might further explicate

similarities and differences between good and noor readers while

permitting investigation of an observation of this studv that the (:}$<}:—
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1inking of metacognitive knowledge of reading, as displagdﬁwﬁyithp‘ ig%éli
Good Readers, may contribute to awareness of the use (}ﬂ tdncempa\ \ ".;‘3

' 0
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prior knowledge to monitor comprehension of text. o
Comparison of readers processing tendencies 1n c0mprehend1ng .
narrative and expositary s;lections requires further study to .
qualify the findings of this research 1ndi¢ating good and poor
readers differed more concern1nq the availabilitv and use of con-
ceptual prior knowledge to comprehéhd narrative than expos1tbrv ¢

text, in attempt might be made to match text difficulty with the -

word reepgnition capabilities of both the qood and poor®readers.
In this study, material more closglyr flected word ré.li'{éiqn
capabilities of the Poor Readers. A vq,’ different patternof’ = "
processing may emerge using narrative and expository selections at
1nstruct{bnal level for both good and poor readers'w1thin the same
grade level. -

Examination of the influence of a reader's personal characteris-
tics upon reading comprehension would appear timely. Cpnsideratidn
might be given to the effect &f a reader's personality, linguistic
and cognitive processing preferences, aﬁd maturity of metacognitive
knowledge of read{ng might have 3pon styie and extent of comprehension,
A case study approach might provide stability of performance over
several reading selections. Explanations of readers' processing
tendencies and preferences, in relation to verbalized concepts of

reading, would seem essential to data collection and interpretation.

“
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Concluding Statement
L

Empirica] stady of characteristics of readers offers a means to
extend our understanding of factors which contribute to ease or
difficulty in comprehending print. Metacognitive awareness of the
requirements of reader/text interaction is important as well as
conceptual prior knowledge related to phe substantive content of the
reacing materialf Additionally, reading comprehension appearsqﬁo be

infilenced by intrinsic capacities of the reader such as.linguistic
.

and cosnitive maturity znd sophisticated aWaréﬁgss of cqmp]ex inter-

actions pertinent to processing text. Differences between good and

poor readers may lie mainly within these inner, psychological

elements. —~ ,
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QUESTIONNAIRE .
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QUESTIONNAIRE | 1y

I.‘~
i)

Directions: I have some questions for you to answer.out loud. I want

* as lead-in questions

you to tell me what ~ou think about readimy and whit you
think about vourself as a reader. You may také as much
time as you wish to answer each question.

PRIOR to Reading Selections

*],

*2.

9.

10.

iilhat do yoy think it means to be a "good" reader?

-

What do you like about reading? Why?

What, if anything, do you dislike about reading? Why? - i

What do you think you do well as a reader? Fxplain.
When are you able to dc well as a reader?

What, if anything, do vou think vou do poorly as a reader?
Explain. ~

When are you not able to do well as a reader?

Are there times when you think of yourse]f as a "qood" readeﬁ’
Explain.

Are there times when you think of vourself as a "poor" reader7
Explain. .3 -

.

What do you think reading is all about?

FOLLowING Read1ng Selections

17.
12.

13.

Hote

Did you find one selection easier to read than the other? Explain.

If another boy/girl were to read these selections, would hel;he
find the same selection the easier to read? Explain.

If three or four "good" readers were to read these selections, .
would their retellings be the same? Explain.

. s

-

» N

The inclusion of "if anything" in Item 2 resulted from student
response in the third pilot study. *
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v S |
PROJECTIVE STA'rgN‘ri‘ ‘ , @
o i . \ 7{1 P .
Directions: Complete the sentences. Cahtinue to-Write on each topic

until you wish to stop.

1. When I read

2. As a reader

3. Reading means
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FREE ASSOCIATION—RESEARCH SESSION I

Focusing Question: What thoughts or knowledge do you have that comes
to your mind when you see the following words or
phrases? .

Directions for

Oral Response: Say whatever comes to your mind when you see the
following words or phrases. Take as much time
as you require.

Mother Nature

camel

how camels are used



FREE
Focusing Question:

Directions for
Oral Response:

an injured animal

+ the arctic

Jo~

.q ‘
iverines
Fot

m ;

Y

a 250
ASSOCIATINN—RESEARCH SESSION I

What thoughts or knowledge do you have that~comes
to your mind when you see the following words or
phrases?

.
-

Say whatever comes to your mind when you see the
following words or phrases. Take as much time
as you require,

e W
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FREE ASSOCIATINN—RESEARCH SESSION I1I

Focusing Question: What thoughts or knowledge do you have that comes
to your mind when you see the following words or
phrases?

Directions for

Oral Response: Say whatever comes to your mind when you see the
following words or phrases. “¥ake as much time
as you require.

swimming

competitive swimming

Swimming strokes

swimming injury
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L
FREF ASSOCIATION—RESEARCH SESSION [I

Focusing Question: What thoughts or knowledge do you have that comes
to your mind when you see the following words or
phrases? ' .

Diredtions for a ,

Oral Response: Say whatever comes to your mind when you see the
following words or phrases. Take as much time
as vou require. 4

lightning

e
uses of lightning

dangers of lightning

Benjamin Franklin
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FREE ASSOCFATION—RESCARCH SESSIPM I11

Focusing Question: What thoughts or knowledge do you have that comes /
to your mind when you see the following words or
phrases? ’

Directions for

Oral Response: Say whatever comes to yaour mind when you see the
following words or phrases.s Take as much time
as you require.

UFO

a close encounter

unexplained sightings

outer space LI

XA
L
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~  FREE ASSOCIATION—RESEARCH SESSIOM I1I

Focusing Question: What thoughts or knowledge do you have that comes
to your mind when you see the follqring words or

phrases? . ‘

Directions for ..‘ ’
Oral Response: Say whafever comes to your mind when you see the
following words or phrases. Take as much time

as you require.

. "»1‘;‘
. " L] B
salt : - ‘
« . >
I's . ’ R .
. - . {" .
W
'y
[
- -
_—_— ‘
. ~ v
. Pl » + 1
princess : . s
* . Y ¢
0y 1 !
] . o !
’ t’
N O
n' ~' R
] s
<.
pomegranate o

diamonds
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L3

FREE ASSOCIATIOM—RESEARCH SESSION IV

Focusing Question: What thoughts or knowledge do you have that comes
to your mind when you see the following words or

phrases?
e,
Directions for " -
Oral Response: Say whatever comes to your mind when you seg the

following words or phrases. Take as much/fime

" as you require.

a rough ride

¢
when you are scared or frightened y
' '

*
in a strange place

being captured a2
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/

u/// FREE ASSNCIATION—RESEARCH SESSION IV

'

Focusing Question: “What thoughts or knowledge do you have that comes
to your mind when you see the following words or

| - " phrases? -

Direction;ALor : ‘

Oral Response: . Say whatever comes to your mind when you see the
P S ‘following words or phrases. Take as much -time

as:you require.

submariae . \\ \\\\ ‘ -
o . | . | .\\ - !

&

L3 - L
L 3 « ),
‘ »
”. ( L]
& . ,
sonar Toie
N e [
v g A
v . I
k' ! ‘ .
1\ Y
: L , A\
ﬁQCiScope .
’
L - s
¢
N >
- -
\k ‘\ & .
.. L .‘
‘. . ) . ' ' *
¢ technician
A3 ‘ * - N . ' - V' ¢ - .
» D - R L4 .
e ; )
/ y . .
¢ -
- ’ ‘ -



’& . (” r

APPENDIX D
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~ STRUCTURED QUESTIONS—RESEARCH SESSION I
) - ®
STUCK-TOGETHER BEAST

1. When do we speak of Mother Nature?
How does the idea of Mother Mature help us? .

Where would you expec¢t to see camels?

H W

What does a camel look like? -

5. How are a camel's feet suited to. 1ife in the deseg%?
L .

6. What nasty habits do camels have? ‘

7. Other than as a means of transportation, how are camels used by

people living in the desert? ////’~\\\\‘~

- ' 8.7 What causes the ride on a camel to be so rocky? . - P

, - . .
- X _ - ) »

- . »
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®
STRUCTURED QUESTIONS—RESEARCH SEéSION [

- . '@

NOTHING HAPPENED

How might an animal become injured?

What do wolverines eat?

-

1.
2. How would you fecognize an aqimal as being injured?
3. What might happen to_an injured animal?. '
4. Where might you ffind an Tnjured animal?’
5, What h%ght you do with an injured animal?
6. What mig injured animal do?
7. Havg you ever had an experience with an injured animal? ’Exp]ain.
8.  What people might you find in the arctic?
9. Name as many animals as you can that are found in the'arctic.
10. whx‘hgye peog]e‘gone to live jn the arctic?
11, If you‘jived in the arctic, what ﬁight vou wear?
12. If you lived in the arctic, what mivght' your home be like?
13. ‘What do people do for entertainmeht in the arctic? »
39u What does a wo]vering look like?"
15. Wheré do wolverines live? ' -~
16. What makes a wolverine feared? A
17.

- 259

‘\\-

»
*



o e WM

15.
16.
7.
18.
19.

L2,
- 22.

. g

260
STRUCTURED QUESTIONS —RESEARCH SESSION IT &
! [ ]
TAKING THE PLUNGE
What is swimming?
- /
What do you need for swip‘!ng? .
Where might“ yo'lr see people swimming?

. How do people, bgcome able to swim? . Y ¥
Why is swimming so popular? ( ‘ -
Can you sxn'm? %, . .

What goes that mean you can/cannot do? . )
How are the armsgised in. swimming? . .
A PO
How are the feet used in svt\mmlng"* _ ’ ¢
HéWe you ever been onfr Qnd’mng relay team?
Have you ever beén on a team in any sport? ExpTain.
. Where are compet1t§/e sw1mm1ng events held?
) &~ "
. What is the puroos% competitive swimming?
\
How is a compet1t1ve swimming pool different from other
, swmlmng pools? !
r) % m S'
What events are corimonly found at swimming con{;etn:]ons’ o
Who might become involved in coinpetitive swimning?
How does a person prepare for con‘lﬁetnwe swumnng"’
what happens at the start of an event or race? . °
. . ¥
How would 'you descr1be a good start 1n a compet1t1ve swimming # .
event? _ -

How wou]d you descrlbe a good fihish in a compet1t1ve swimming
event? : i .

What kinds of rewards do competitive swimmers get?
What is a swimming"stroke?

L]



‘b.

23. Why are there different swimming strokes? A
24. Name as many §W§mmimg strokes as you can,
25. Describeéthe crawl stroke. '

26. - Describe the butterflyv stroke.

How might a swimming injury occur?

, at effects m1ght a swimming 1nf‘!§vhave on a competitive
" swimmer? '

What effect might an injured swimmer have upon a’re1ay team?

> o
MO. What would be considered in &eplacing an injured swiw on a
reldy team? < . - » .

31. What kinds of problems to a swimmer's body would not a]law
him/her to Continue? .

32. Have vou ever had a pu]]ed muscle?' If so, how did the pulled
: musc]e bother you? )
-
. ‘ ‘ p o |
Note

Rewording of item 31 from-"What k1n‘! 0f physical praoblems would not
. allow a swimmer to continue?! resulted from 'student response in the
thilrd pilot study .

) 1
. »



STRUCTURED'OUESTIONS-REngRCH SESSION 11 L

\
© Wl ISAIGHTNING RgBIDES SCARY?
- : : "

What 1s thtnt&? PRI U ‘
What does” Hgnmng wwn,l’g 2

~ How do people fee] about hnhtmng"g -
&
.- Who proved that 1ightning is e]ectmciti/"

what was used in the famous' 1ightning experiment?

When is 11qhtn1ng dangerous? ' ' ' o

How can peop]e protect themselves from 11ghtmngz

What causes thunder?: |

What Ysounds would you recogrn'.ze as thunder? | .

What are nitrogen and oxygen?  “

. ~ .
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STRUCTURED QUESTIONS-RESEAR‘CH SESSIPN TIJ

WHAT IS A UFO?

¢
| . &
1. What does UFO stand for? , pire
A R 4
2. Where do some people believe UFOs come from? e .
‘ . SR 7~
- 3. How have people described UFDs? .* SRR J&ﬂ
] " >
4, N‘my do some people not beheve in U‘?Os’ o‘"" * * ,
wie s

5 ”what wou1gyou d‘o if you saw a2 (fFo?
6. Have you ever seen & UFO?

: - »
7. whqt sights have been.described by peop]e who have had a clos; *
encounter with a UF0? , - ‘. '
» e *

.,.'

. _ 3
‘8. What does the phrase "unexp]amed sightings" me‘anq “, e : o

) ) "
R . -L.’,‘
. f ' . See e

k]
L[]
N . 3
X
‘ . P
- 4
\‘c’
-8 L I
. ! . ‘ -
M l’\ .
- " [ |
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‘« THE PRINCESS NH? LOVED HER FATHER LIKE SALT‘ L.

7

STRUCTURED Q’VIONS—RESEARCH SESSION TII

L 4

\

What is salt?

Whygido we need sal{? ‘ it

How do we get salt? e - : J
7 - :
How do we use salt? - , .

How does a‘persa; become a pnrincess?

Where would you 1i{kely read about a princess?
. ' 5 '.'

How large is a pomegranate?

What do you find in the inside of a pomegranate?

What is a diamond? \

Why is a diamond considered valuable?

What makes a didmond such a treasured gem?

264
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STRUCTURED QUESTTONS—RESEARCH SESSION [V

CAPTURED

o

L

1. How does a rough ride make you feel?

-~

2, MWhat might cause a ride to e rough?
S 4

3. Have you ever been rea11y"scare&'or fri‘ghtened'7 Explain Ea
2y
4. What might you do if you wene reallv sca;gd or/frightened?
5.. How might you feel if you fOund youtself in a strange p1ace7
6. What m1ght you do 1f you found yourself in a strange place?
7. What is meapt by "bewng captured’"\ .~
\‘/\‘
. ﬂ' - '
oy ‘o'
o3 .
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STRUCTURED QUEST.IONS-—RESEARCH SESSION [V
HOW A SUBMARINE-SEES UNDER THE SEA

1. What i* submarine?

2. Whar is special about a submarine?

3. What does a submarine look 1ike? | .
" 4. How does_a submarine submerge or sink in tre water?

5. Nﬁat is a periscope?‘

( .

.' What is a technician?

6

7. What might a technician do ‘on a submarine?
A\

8

What is sondr?

1 4

. . . N
9. Why %1;5“‘songii’wl‘frgpgrtgstw;o & fubmamn.e.
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R : \
. GNITION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION I
&JUCK-TNGETHER BEAST
Directi,;ead each question through carefully. .‘ -
' Dcide upon one (1). best answer. . -
R CIRCLE the letter in fromt of the one,best answer,
1.. Mother MNature ‘1s: ' N
| ] .

a. a mother who helps all the little creatures of the woods

b. a pretty lady doing evervthing:-nice for aH the animals,
plants, and people

c. a lagy who Tloves nature, - P

@ a Mke-believ: mother of all things of nature
2. An anw which has t.wo humps is:
d. the Arabian came] \ P
@ the B;ttrian camel \
c. the d‘romedary S :
“d. . the African-camel
3 .T.he hu'r'np(s) on a camel's back contain(s):‘\‘
;. bones and muscles ‘ ' o
b. stored water :
- @ stdred food in the form of fat
»d an extra SUpply of blood AR B a"* %
4. A camel can: o FE |
'a. go withoyt fobd for days at a time
b. go without \;vater for long periods of time
c. travel great distances over hqt sands

all of the above * - .

e. only § and c



5. Camels do not eat: *

a.

®

c.

d.

6. Camels travel together in a:

a.

C.

d.

thistles and thorny shrubs
small desert animals.
hard dates

dry beans

fleet
caravan

flock

‘herd

7. Camels are used for:

a.

racing
transportation
military patrols
all of the above

only b and ¢

269
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RECOGNITION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION 1

- |
NOTHING HAPPENED

4
N . ‘ . .
Directions: Read each question through carefully.
Decide upon-one {1) best answer. . -
CIRCLE the letter in front of the one best answer. 4
~ ’
1. An injured-emimal may become: v A \_
prey for other animals ) ‘
b. caught in a trap
c. helpful to all animals
d. s:vefe]y hurt

2. A person should approach an injured animal with:

a. friendliness

b. qentleness > ,
(:) caution
d. sorrow

3. The part of Europe, Asia, and North America known as the arctic
lies to the:

a. south
b. -east:®

i
c. west

north

4, In the arctic, the sun:
a. never shines

" b. shines more dur%ng the winter months
(::) shjnes-mo?%iduring the summer months

d. never melts any snow



LS

—

e—

5. The arcti; is important for:
a. weather forecasting
b. military pr?gection .
¢. minerals such‘a§‘coa1 and petroleum
all of the above
e. only band c
_62 In the arcfic, there are no:
large trees
b. ifebergs
c. snow drifts
d. seasonal changes
7. Arctic animals trapped for their furs include:
(:} bears, foxes, and hares
b. reindeer and caribou
c. 1emmin95'and squirrels
d. sheep and goats
é. The main foods eaten by people in the arctic are:
a. vegetables and fruits
b. fish and vegetables
x(:) meat and fish
d. meat and potatoes
9. A wolverine is g,member of the family of:
a. bears |
b. wolVes .

<:> weasels

- d. wild dogs
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% . . LY

10. Wolverines eat:
A
a. fish
b. meat

AN

c. qrasses

‘ meat and fish

11. HWolverines usually:
travel alone
b. see well in bright light
c. eat little quantities of food

d. attackonly animals smaller than themselves

12.I Wolverines have:

a. strong jaws and sharp teeth
b. 'shaggy coats of dark brown hair with lighter stripes
c. bushy tails

all of the above

e. only aand b

'I'w
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RECOGNiTION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION 11
TAKING THE PLUNGE

Directions: Read each question through carefully.
Decide upon one (1) best answer. v :
CIRCLE the letter in front of the one best answer.

\]

1. Swimming is: . '
a. the act of moving through water using the arms and legs
b. an international sport

c. enjoyable and good for your health

@ all of the above

e. only a and c' v

2. - Humans are: t " !
a. not natural swimmers SRR
b. continually breaking swimmi.ng records J

c. . usually able to learn how to swim

.

all of the dbove ot

e. only b and ¢
3. Competitive swimming 79Mpart of:
a. the Olympic Games -
b. swimming club activities
c. svﬁnmi‘ng lessons

d. all of the above

@ onlv a and b



.

”~

4, _}n‘the freestyle events, most cdmpetitors”use the:
a. side stroke

b. backstroke . . .

@ crawl stroke e

d. butterfly stro%g
5. Most swimmiqg.competitionsfinclude:
a. on]y,ihdividua] evedts
b. oh1y team events
<:> individual and feam events
d. recreational swimming ‘
6. A,téam or relay event usually involves:
i,.r-"" four swimmers |
h‘\ six swimmers
c. three swimmers
d. eight swimmers
7. In most relay events, swimmé;s do the following strokes:
a. the side stroke, the backstroke, the crawl, the.butterf1y
T the backstroke, the breast stroke, the butterfly, the crawl
c. the back stroke, the dog paddle, the freestyle, the butterfly

d. the butterfly, the breast stroke, the'e1ementary back stroke,
~ the crawl

4

8. At the start of a freestyle, breast stroke or butterfly raée.
a swimmer dives from:

a. the edge of the pool : »

\;\\ b. a running start

¢c. a platform

(:) a starting block

274



A freestyle swimmer makes a fast turn by:
a. turning around as quickly as possible
b. pushing away from the wall

c. taking a deep breath of air

doing a flip or somersault

275
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RECOGNITIOH TASK—RESEARCH SESSIOM 11
| ' g

WHAT IS LIGHTHING BESIDES SCARY?

Directions: Read each question through carefully,
Decide upon one (1) best answer, :
CIRCLE the letter in front of the one best answer.

1. Which one (1) of the following is not a kind of lightning?

a. forked
(:> bent o
c. chain '
‘ .
d. sheet e '
e. ribbon

2. Lightning occurs:
a. where there is thunder/ *
-b. a few times in q year. throughout the gor]d 3
c. every second of the day and night in- some part of the world
d. aandb
1‘!’ a and ¢
3. Lightning is:
"a. scary and oR no real use
b. a flash-ef-light in the sky (

c. a hugh electric spark

d; all of the above

only b and ¢
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4. Lightning can oocur:

within a cloud

batween two clouds
- /

nd the ground
all of

e. only b and ¢

wn

When 1ightning occurs overhead, you hear thunder as:
a crack
— ., b. a rumble
c. a boom
-d. an echo
6. An experiment with’]ightning was carried out by:
a. Thomas Fdison
b. Albert Einstein
James Watt
‘ Benjamin Franklin
7. Thunder is caused by: .
a. a strike of electricity
p: heatiné and splitting o§~the air
¢. waves of air tumbling together N
all of the above .
e. only aand b
8. Lightning can: ..
a. help to bring nitrogen to plants
b. cause loss of life
c. set buildings and forests on fire
' (:) all of the above

e. only band c



9.

10.

J

\

. The

a.

C.

Plants need:

a.
b.
c.

d.

®

speed of light is

slower than the speed of sound
faster than the speed of sound
equal tp_the speed of sound
oxygen

carbon dioxide

nitrogen

all of the above

only b and ¢

278
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RECOGNITION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION III

WHAT 1S A UF0?

Direttions: Read each question through carefully. .
' Decide upon one (1) best answer. . :
CIRCLE the letter in front of the best answer,
1. UPY stands for:
a. United Flying Object
b. Unrecognized flying Object
(©) unidentified Flying Object

d. United Farmers Orgénization v
2. People have déscribed UFOs as:
a. huge balloons
b. glowing tubes or cigars
¢c. saucer shaped
all of the aboye
e. only b and ¢ \ N !
3. Outer space refers to:
a. tHe area outside a building
b. space immediately outside the earth's atmosphere
(::) space beyond earth including heavenly bodies found in it
d. all of the above . ' '
e. only b and ¢ s ,
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4. People who have experienced a close encounter .with a UFQ have "} L 4
reported:
a. static on radios : ’ |
b. burnt marks left on the ground
c. strange moving )ights
all of the above
e. only b and c
5. Astronomers have discovered:
a. creatures living on Mars
fb, no fife forms on the planets within our so{ar'system

c. millions of galaxies beyond our own ' .

d. all of the above

only b and ¢

[
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. RECOGNITION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION I11
THE PRINCESS WHO LOVED HER FATHER LIKE SALT

Directions: Read each question through carefully.
Decide upon one (1) best answer.
CIRCLE the letter in front of the best ‘answer,

/ fi Salt is used to: ' '
a. season food
b. preserve food
c. keep body fluids in balance
all of the above . )
e. only aandb
2. We get salt from:
a. cryshed rock
b. salt beds
¢. .the Sea and salt lakes
(:) all of the above ,
e. only b and ¢
3. Salt can be used for:
a. softening waters
b. controlling amounts of certain ‘feeds animals eat
c. melting ice

all of the\{bove o

e. only a and ¢



e - —
L Y - \
. //

. . p
4. A pomegranate is about the size of: l-<7'

2. a ntfggmelon . < ;

b. a cantalolpe ‘

(:;) an orange ‘

d. a grape
5. Inside a pomegranate, you would find: ’

a. apit | )

nothing D)

few, if any, seeds

\
many, many.seeds .
\\ N
outer rind of a pomeghanate is:
\ N
fuzzy )

» BN
tough and leathery
soft and spongy
easily damaged

reddish pulp from the inside of a pomegranate is used in:

desserts
salads -
drinks . . ' >

all of the above

only a and ¢

desire for diamonds has caused people to:
murder

steal

spend large amounts of money

all of the above

only b and ¢
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9. -Diamonds aré found:
a. in South 'Africa
b..‘ in‘only a f?w volcanic regions in the world
¢. in North_America

'd all o"fﬁtAhe,above »

on]yaand‘b v

10. The price of a diamond depends on: ‘ B \
a. the color
b. the size
c. the weight - %

all of the above . o

e. only a and b

11. Diamonds are uﬁed for:
a. cutting tools
"b. needles and wires
c. Jjewelry

all of the above (-'

e. onlv a and ¢
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" RECOGNITION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION TV

i
-

CA?%URgD

y"
/

Directions: Read the qUestipB through carefully.
Decide upon ong (1) best answer.
CIRCLE the letter in front of the one best answer.

Captured means: ‘j/
taken by force or skill
b. not allowed tb go free —
‘¢! caught and held
d. all of the above

e. only a and ¢
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RECOGNITION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION IV

HOW A SUBMARIME SEES UNDER THE SEA "

Directions:- Read each question through carefully.

Decide upon one (1) best answer.
CIRCLE the letter in front of the one best answer.

1. When a submarine is in the ocean's denths:

a.

~a periscope is used to see ,

. the ocean is very dark

electronic equipment helps the submarine to "see

all of the above

onlv b and ¢

2. Sonar is:

a.
b.
c.

d.

like radar pU]ses from a bat
1ike a telescope .
coxJnication using sound waves

all of the above

only a and ¢ |

3. A periscope is:

d.
b.

C.

d.

only b and ¢

a peep hole o

like a telescope that can see around corners

used when the submarine is just below the surface of the
water

all of the above

S



4, A submarine's hull:

a.
b.

c.

is made to withstand great pressure
sends out short pulses of sound from a speaker

is.the body of the ship

all of thg above

e.

oq]y'a and ¢ ¢

5. If a sound wave strikes or hiﬂ% something, the sound wave:

d.

can be used to locate and identify an object

i -

b.

c.

bounces\93c5/

produces an echo

all of the above

e.

only b and ¢

6. Active sonar:

a.
b.
c.

B.

sends out sound waves into the water

can give information about the‘ocean floor

can give information about objects on the surface of the water
all of the above

only a and b

7. Passive sonar:

d.

b.

sends out sound waves into the water
is used for listening

can be used for detecting passing ships or sea animals such
as whales '

all of the above

only b and ¢
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APPENDIX F
WRITTEN STATEMENTS (RESEARCH SESSIONSII-IV)

N
Note: The answer for each item has been circled by the researcher.
Whenever a subject's answer differed, consideration was

given to the nature of thought within the orally stated
rationale for selection of response.
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WRITTEN STATEMENTS—RESEARCH SESSION I
THE PHONE CALL

ADirections: Read the. following sentences silently. Decide whether
. the information in each sentence appeared in the selection
you read. CIRCLE YES if the information was in the
- ~selection or MO if the information was not in the
selection.

N.B. Information from the sélection mav not apnear in
the exact, same words.

L
YES 1. Marcy was responsible for what went on in the house.

YES 4. Marcy Weisman was a teenager.
@ NO 3. Marcy did not recognize the voice of the frightened

child. .
@ NO 4. When Christopher's mother fell, she became
' unconscious.
] . *
YES @ 5. Marcy knew that Christopher’ s mother was uncopscious
: and could not spe*. SRS ™~ .

@ NO 6. 'Marcy thought about gettirfg' he}p f?an an adu]t

@ NO 7. Cheistopher did not knOw r'hs ad'dress and telephone
number, -

YES 8. The police could locdte Christopher's home if they
had his telephone number.

YES @ 9. Interesting activities are requlred to keep the
P attention of young children for any length of t1me@

1
- YES @ 10. Marcy had been told not to talk too long on the
‘ phone-,

\
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Directions:
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NRITTE& STATEMENTS —RESEARCH SESSION I

TRICKY TONGUES

Read the following sentences silently. Decide whether
the information in each sentence appeared in the
selectfon you read.- CIRCLE YES if the information was
in the selection or NO if the informatith was not in
the selection.

N.B.

w
.

-

Information from the selection mav not appear in
the\exact, same words.

Among animals, only humans use their tongues to
speak. . -
N
Snakes do not use their tongues to help chew and
swallow food because they swallow their prey whole,

Leaves from trees are important sources of food for
a giraffe because its long legs make it difficult
to reach, pull, and chew grass. ’

Tongues are important to some animals in gettiﬁg
their food.

Some insects are caught by animals' tongues in
mid-air because many kinds of insects can fly.

Camouflage allows the chameleon to get within
striking distance of its prey.

Once caught on other animals' sticky tongues,
insects are unable to move their three pairs of legs.

A snake uses its tongue to follow the scent or
smell of its prey.

<\3 ¢



Directions:

WRITTEN STATEMENTS—RESEARCH SES®ION II
STUCK-TOGETHER BEAST

Read the .following sentences silently. Decide whether
the information in each sentence appeared in the
selection you read. CIRCLE YES if the information was
in the selection or N0 if the information was not in
the selection.

M.B. Information from the selection may not appear in
the exact, same words.
1. A camel looks like it was designed from leftover
parts. 3

2, Camels can have one or two humps.

3. The most beautiful part of a camel is its eyes.

4. A domestic animal such as the camel has been tamed
" to be used by man.
5. When a camelidies, its hide is used to make sandals,

water bags, and other articles.

6. Camels never learn to quietly accept their work of
carrying heavy loads.

7. A camel will bite every chance it gets.

[0 ¢)

Camels must withstand fierce desert sandstorms.
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Directions:

WRITTEN STATEMEHTS-—RESEARCH SESSION 11
“ NOTHING HAPPENED

Read the following sentences silently. Decide whether
the information in each sentence appeared in the
selection you read. CIRCLE YES if the information was
in the selection or NO if the 1nformat1on was not in
the selection.

Information from the selection may not appear in
the exact, same words.

N.B.

—
.

The children found their hike boring.

2. Nadeen and Naput had walked quite a distance from
the village. .

3. The children did not know that an arctic fox was
watching them.

4. It would have been hard to see the arctic fox
against the bright, white snow.

5. Fresh snow had not fallen for quite a while.
6. The arctic fox had escaped from a hunter's trap.
7. The arctic fox had been hurt for quite a while.

8. The wolverine had decided the fox would be his
next meal.

9. MNadeen and Naput's home had electricity.

10. The arctic fox picked up the scent of the dreaded
wolverine.

11. The arctic fox had more to lose in the fight than
did the wolverine.

12. So the wolverine could not follow and catch her,
the arctic fox decided to bite the wolverine's
foot.

13. The arctic fox watched her enemy until he had gone
and she felt safe.

- -
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The arctic fox lay down to lick her wounds within
"smelling distance" of the village.

The children wére too far from the animals to hear
them fighting.




1SV
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Directions:

HRITTEN STATEMENTS —RESEARCH SESSION II1I
JAKING THE PLUMNGE

Read the following sentences silently. . Decide whether
the information in each sentence appeared in the
selection you read. CIRCLE YES if the information was
in the selection or NO if the information was not in
the selection,

N.B. Information from the selection may not appear in
the exact, same words.

—
.

Betsy's best swimming stroke was the crawl.

2. Betsy wanted to swim in a single event rather than
in a relay event. °

3. Betsy knew her time in the freestyle single event
was not as good as Marti's.

4. Marti's relay team was used to winning.

5. Bay Side and West Bay Rockets were names of
swimming clubs.

6. Betsy was always concerned q‘gut what others thought

of her.
7. When Marti Cooper's name was called for the free-
style single event, Betsy knew she wouldn't be
swimming in that event.

N
Betsy and Marti were from the same swimming club
and the best swimmer with the best time was chosen
to swim the freestyle single event.

[e e}

9. The West Bay Rockets had won the first event easily.
10. Betsy was in the nine- to ten-year-old age range.

11. The swimmers in the freestyle single event dived
into the water from the starting blocks.

12. A gun was fired to start the swimming events.

13. Marti flipped perfectly as she came to the end of
her first lap.

293

~



NO

NO

NO

4.

16.
17.
e

21.
22.
23.
24,

25.

Marti won the freestyle sinqle event.

Marti's pulled leg muscle was very painful and
caused her to limp.

A pulled leq muscle does not disappear quickly.

Betsy did not want to swim in the relay when-the

4
teams were so close. P

One of the relay members did not want Betsv to
take Marti's place. -

In the relay event, each girl would swim two

Tengths and each girl would swim a different stroke.

As the first swimmer, Janet did not dive in because
she was doing the 'backstroke.

Swimming the butterfly, Patty made a bad turn whw;h
caused her to lose time.

Betsy waited until Patty hit the wall before she
dived in the wateq.

Betsy swam very well and did not look for her
opponent until she finished the race.

The judges had used stopwatches to time the relay
event.

Betsy felt sorry that she had lost the race for her
team,

L]
Betsy beat out Mart. for the final position on the
relay team. :
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Directions:
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HRITTEN STAfEMENTS-—RE§EARCH SESSION 111
WHAT IS LIGKTMING BESIDES SCARY?
Read the following sentences silently, DRcide whether
the information in each sentence appeared in the
selection you resd.. CIRCLE YES if the information ws
in-the selection or N0 If th“‘Thformation was not in
the selection.
N.B. Information from the selection mayv not appear in
the exact, same words.
..

1. when lightning strikes, a huge electric spark jumps
+ from a cloud to earth,

2. Peaple long ago thought that lightning was thrown
by the gods as a warning or as a sign of good luck.

3. Benjamin Franklim was the first to prove lightning
was electricity.

4. During a thunderstorm, Benjamin Franklin flew a
kite with a key tied to it.

5. Today, scientific instruments are carried by

balloons up into thunderclouds to help us learn
more about lightning.

6. When lightning charges the-a1r, the air becomes hot
-very quickly. - ’—'~/~A
N

7. The sharp, cracking sound of thunder is caused by
“the l1ightning strike splitting the air through which
it passes.

8. Light waves travel much faster than do sound waves.

9. Lightning causes harm to propertv byv setting
buildings and forests on fire.

10. Lightning is necessary for plants to survive.
11. Plants can not use nitrogen when it exjsts as a gas.

12. Lightning helps to chemically change nitrogen so it
can dissolve in water.




YES @ 13.
ves (o) 1.

When a substance dissolves in water, it becomes part
of a liquid. . )

Minerals which plants need are found in the soil.
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WRITTEN STATEMENTS—RESEARCH SESSION IV

WHAT IS A UFO?

)

. Directions: ' Read the fo]]owing sentences silently. Decide whether
the information in each sentgnce appeared in the
selection you read. CIRCLE YES if the information was
in the selection or NO if- ‘the information was .not in
the selection. ®

M.B. Information from the selection may not appear in

the exact, same words.

sighted in the skyv dur1ngrthe dav and at night.

(:::) NO 1. UFOs or unidentified flying objects have been .

NO - 2. " For every five objects reported, one sighting
) remains unexplained.

=z e
[@n]
(O8]

People get very excited and curious about strange,
unexplained objects.

L <
m
wn
=

’Oﬁﬁécts we can explain do not just disappear from
sight.

(:::) NO 5. People around the world have reported sightings of
human]ike<creatures.

(:::) NO . 6. One characteristic of reported UFOs is bright
lights.

—<
m
w
~d

Unexp1a1ned objects have been known to remain
.suspended in air for sometime and then to leave
at great speeds. -

(::> NO 8. A Center for UF0 Stusics has been orgarized.

NO 9. Both c]ose and distant encounters with UF0Os have *
been reported.

<:::> NO 10.  Some people thgmk that UFOs are visitors from other
, planets.

YES ‘nb 11. If UFQs are from other planets, the technology of
the spaceships is far superior to that of earth’ s
space vehicles.

<:::> NO 12. People who 3ight unexplained objects can help to
solve the mystery of UFOs by reporting what they
have seen.

st
-3
Y . LT Vf*h.
. M "



WRITTEM STATEHENTS—-RESEARCH SESSION TV : ///—~
A

THE PRINCESS WHO LOVED HER FATHER LIKE SALT

Directions: Read tLe following sentences silently. Decide whether
the information in each sentence appeared in the .
selection you read. CIRCLE YES if the information was

in the selection or NO if the information was not in
the selection.

N.B. Information from the selection may not appear in
the exact, same words.

YES 1. The king wanted to compare how much each of his

daughters loved him.

The king did not know that salt was necessary to
maintain good health. '

YES 3. The king had the power to chopse a husband for the
princess and she must obey his wishes.

4. The king did not go to the wedding of the princess
and the poor man.

YES

@66

=
e
(8]

When they were first married, the youngest princess
and her husband were happy but very noor.

=
o
[0)}

The poor man left on a long trip with some wealthy
merchants.

‘.

-~<
m
w
~J

The poor man used a bucket on a rope to draw water
from the well.

(E::) NO 8. The water spirit rewarded the poor man for his kind
greeting. .

(::9 NO' 9. One pomegranate was delivered to the poor man's'
wife and mother,

YES QE> 10. The pomegranate contained many, many diamonds.

YES @ 11. The poor man and his wife lived in a hot, dry
country. .

»

<:::> NO 12. More diamonds were found in the two, dried
pomegranates.
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N

@ NO 13. The princess and her husband were not selfish *
their good fortune.

YES 14. Salt gives food mere flavor.



Directions:

300

"WRITTEN STATEMENTS—RESEARCH SESSION V

CAPTURED

Read the following sentences silently. Decide whether

the information in each sentence appeared in the

selection you read. CIRCLE YES if the information was

in the selection or NO if the e information was not in

the selection.

N.B. Information from the selection mav not appear in
the exact, same words.

1. The puppy had been sleeping and dreaming.

2. In the dream, it was springtime.

3. A man approached the puppy to take him home as a pet.

4. The puppy fought to get free. | Y

\

5. The man carried the puppy in his arms to the car.

6. The man put the puppy into a box.

7. The puppy was so scared, he cpu1d hardly stand.

8. The puppy explored his new surroundings.

9. The man opened the box to let air inside.

10.  The puppy kept trying to get free.

11. The car door was slammed shut after the man took the
box out of the car.

12. The man carried the box in his arms into the house.

13. Once -inside the“bmuse, the box containing the puppy
was set on the floor.

14. An opening was made to allow the puppy to go out.

15. The puppyv would not move when he first noticed the
big feet.

16. The puppy ran under a bed.



Directions:
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WRITTEN STATEHENTS-—RESEARCH SESSION V

HOW A SUBMARIME SEES UNDER THE SEA

8" .
Read the fo]]ow1ng sentences silently. Decide whether
the information in each sentence appeared in the
selection you read. CIRCLE YES if the information was
in the selection or NO if the information was not in .
the selegtion.

w

N.B. Information from-the selection may not appear in
the exact, same wdrds.

1. The submarine is a type of ship.

2. Submarines can travel on the surface of the ocean.

w

A submarine can submerge or sink just below the -
water's surface or to any desired depth.

4, The dark depths of the ocean makes it necessary
for a submarine to use electronic equipment to
see where it is going.-

The periscope is sent up through the water to the
surface and can "see" in all directions.

w

6. A submarine uses sound waves because thev move fast
and easily through the water.

~J

Bats have the ability to both send out and receive -
radar pulses.

8. A sonar echo can tell a technician what kind of
object it is bouncing off and how far away the
object is from the submarine.

9. Hittfng an iceberg would be dangerous for a
submarine.

1. Active sonar can chart the surface of the ocean
floor.
A
117 Passive sonar is used by a submarine to track
other ships while not being detected or discovered.



APPENDIX G
RETROSPECTION TASKS (RESEARCH SESSINNS IIT AND V)
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-RETROSPECTION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION III

-

YAKING THE PLUNGE

What did you recall about . (swimming, competitive
swimming, swimming strokes, swimming injury) while you were reading
that you perhaps did not tell me you knew last session?

Can you show me where it was in the selection that you thought @f
this knowledge? (Look back into the selection, have subject relate.)

Is there anything else you would like to tell me?



304

RETROSPECTION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION I11

WHAT IS LIGHTNING BESIDES SCARY?

What did ‘you recall about (1ightning, uses of
lightning, dangers of lightning, Benjamin Franklin) while vou
were reading that you perhaps did not tell me you knew last session?

Can you show fe where it was in the selection that you thought of
this knowledge? (Look back into the selection, have subject relate.)

Is there anything else you would like to tell me?

PaY
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RETROSPECTION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION V
CAPTURED

What did you recall about (a rough ride, when you
were scared or frightened, about a. strange place, being captured)
while you were reading that you perhaps did not tell me vou knew
last session?

Can you show me where it was in the selection that you thought of
this knowledge? (l.ook back into the selection, have subject relate.)

[s there anything else you would like to tell me?
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RETROSPECTION TASK—RESEARCH SESSION V
HOW A SUBMARINE SEES UNDER THE SEA

What did you recall about (a submarine, sonar,

periscope, technician) while you were reading that you perhaps did
not tell me you knew last session?

Can you show me where it was in the selection that you thought of
this knowledge? (Look back into the selection, have subject relate.)

Is there anything else you would like to tell me?



APPENDIX H

NARRATIVE AMD EXPOSITORY READING SELECTIONS PRESENTED
IN SECTIONS (RESFARCH SESSIONS III AMD V)
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HARPATIVE SELECTION—RESEARCH SESSION 111

\\\ TAKING THE PLUNGE ;

Betsy's best chance was freestyle. Shé hoped that she'd swim
in a single event, not one of the relays, becayse she would hate to
make the relay team lose. |

At last.the coach announced the freestvle single event: "Marti
Cooper."

Betsy sighed softly. She wouldn't be swimming in that event.
Well, Marti's best time was 35 seconds, and hers was only 38.2.
Marti would swim freestyle in the relay, too. It was fhe last event,
and Marti usually brought the relay team to victory. ’

The Bay Side team was good, but the West Bay Rockets seemed to

be even better. They won the first event easily.



Then it was time for the nine- to ten-year old girls' freestyle.

The starter shouted, "Swimmers, take your marks!" Betsy waited for
the crack of the nistol—BANG! The swimmers hit the water.

Marti pulled ahead immediately, took the turn at the pool's end
perfectly, hardly breaking the water, and was almdst halfway back
befo}e her opponent even began her turn., Marti swam the last three
strokes without a breath and touched the wall. They had won! Now
they were tied, and'everyone jumped up, cheering.

Betsy clapped and yelled, "Yea, vea, Marti!" Rut where was
Marti? Betsy looked at the pool and saw the coach helping her out.

She was limping.

ot
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_ "Coach," Marti said, her face wrinkled with pain, "it hurts."
She pointed to the calf of her leg.

"You frobably pulled a muscle," the coach said. "Sit down."
_Then he looked up and said, “Bétsy, you swim freestyle in the
relay."

Betsy just stood there, her face burning. "Me swim in the
relay! Oh.:o, not when it's this close!" She saw the other members

of the relay standing together and heard one of the girls ask,

"Isn't there someone else?"



Before Betsy-was ready, it was time for the relay. Four girls
would swim two lengths eacht and each girl would swim a different
stroke. 'Bétsy would be 1asﬁ,”§w1mming freestyle, and would have to
catch up if they were behind, or stay ahéad if they we%e leading!
| The gqun fired and Janef was - off. She was leading! She came
back to th; starting block ¥ touched the wall, and Karen dived in,
Karen swam with powerful strpkes, but the girl from West Bay was
aven faster and stronger and came back to the block four lengths

ahead of Karen.

o
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Then F"a‘tty dived in.n’minq' the butterfly. She took the
turn two lengths ahéad of the \est Bav swimmer, but it was a bad
turn and the West Ba; swimmer was gaining! Betsy climbed up on the
block ready for action.

Patty and her oppgnent hit the wall together and Betsy dived
in. Her arms pulled strongly, her feet kiéked lTike a motor. She
touched the wall, made a beautiful turn, and raced back. She &%éf
almost 3t the finish and put out her hand. She had made it! She A
lifted her head and saw the West Bay .swimmer beside her. The

Jjudges checked their stopwatches. Betsy held her breath, wondering - - - .

if she had won. (‘
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"West Bay, 34.7, Bav Side 34.9."

Betsv felt tears we111ng up in her eves. Just two-tenths of a

second behind! She walked slowly towards the bench to get her .
towel. But the rest of the relay team was blocking her way. "T'm
sorry—" she began.

"Sorry?" Patty said laughing. "Didn't you see your time?"
”But they won," Betsy said. "Their time was 34.7."

"Silly," said Karen, "vou went from 38.2 to 34.9—-3.3 seconds

of f your best time!"

next

We can't afford to lose another champion freestyler!

"But Marti would have won it."
"Marti's best time._is 35 seconds! You beat that! Wait till
week! We'll beat them. Right, girls?" B

"Right!" They put their arms around Betsy. "Come on, dry off.
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EXPOSITORY SELECTIOM—RESEARCH SESSION ITT

L

2 o
-

WHAT IS LIGHTMING RESIDES SCARY? &

The stage is set. Dark clouds fill the skv. Light .comes in
bfight flashes. Then there is a loud crash. Nature is giving an
exciting and sometimes frightening show. It's a thund;$storm.

It's not a show that's put on‘just once in awhile. Almost
two thousand thinderstorms are taking ptace somewhere over the earth'
at anyv given moment. |l ightning strikes the earth about one hundred
times each second.

What is 1ightning? It's a huge electric spark. This big spark
hay jump from c1on to ¢loud. Or it may jump from cloud to earth.
You've seen it flash across the sky. And you've seen it strike

straight down. -
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Lightnihg has a1ways been a marvel tb people. In fimes past,
lightning was thought to have magic powers. Long, long ago it was
thought that lightning was thrown by the gods. At times it was
taken as-a warning. At other times it was a sign of good luck.
Places toucﬁed by Wghtning were considereé very special. People
have alwayvs respected lightning. |
Lightning was a complete mystery before 1752. No one knew what
it was. It was Benjamin Franklin who decided to experiment. He had
made a small spark of electricity with a cell. He wanted to find .
out if that spark was the same as the lightning he watched in the “

sky. Franklin's kite and key.are nearly as well known to us as he

is.



v
P

Today our study ofilightning is scientific. Still, we are
sometimes frightened when it strikes nearby. We feel the charged
air, see the flash, and hear the loud CRACK!

wﬁen'Iightning strikes, the air through which it travels
becomes hot very quickly. The heatlsplits the air. That split
causes a loud, sharp noise. When the 1ightning‘has passed, waves
of air tumble together again.

* \lhen lightning is near, the sharp crack of thunder is heard.
When lightning is far off, thunder growls and rumbles. Sometimes
both the crack and the rumble are heard. _

The speed of 1ight is much greater tﬁan that of sound. [t
takes about five secdnds for a sound to travel a mile. Sé you can
find‘out how far off lightning is in miles. Just count the seconds

between the lightning and the thunder. Then divide by five. If

you count ten seconds, the lightning is two miles away.

v
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ff”]ightning goes from cloud to cloud, it does no harm. But
1ightnin§ that goes from a cloud to the earth may do a great deal
of damage. Harm to property by lightning costs huge sums of money-

every year.

Still, lightning does far more good than harm. Without it,

plants could not exist. And without plants, people could not exist.

A large part of our air is nitrogen. It is a food that plants
must have. Millions of tons of nitrogen float over each square
kilometer of the earth. But in this formoit won}t dissolve in
water. Therefore, plants can't use it. Before thev can use it,
some chemical changes must take nlace. And this is where lightning
comes ‘in, '

Air is made white-hot by 1ightniﬁg. In such great heat,
nitrogen combines with the oxygen in the air. In this form it
will dissolve in water. It becomes a @eak‘acid. This is carried
down to earth by rain. It is this acid that causes the sharp scent
you smell during the thunderstorm.

When it ;éaches the earth, the acid mixes with other minerals.
Then it becomes the food that plants need. In simple language,

lightning changes air into fertilizer for plants.

So lightning might be scary, but it has its good points too.

2
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NARRATIVE SELECTION-—~RESEARCH SESSION V

CAPTURED!

Lunch made me sleepy, so I curled up to take a nap. MWith sleep
came a wonderful dream. [ was stretched out on a lovely green lawn
with the sun warming my body. Birds were singing gaily overhead,
and little yellow daffodils peeked out through the grass. [ reached
out to touch one—and suddenly there was no sun.

A heavy shadow hgd shut out the light. Something grabbed me
and I cried ou;, fighting to get free. It'was no use; [ was
travelling through space. This was no dream. This was real. I

had been captured, and there was nothing I could do about it!



Soon I felt something solid under my feet. [ could move, but
it was hard to stand. My legs felt like rubber. Where was 7?7

\\__v‘_;zutiously, I stepped forward. Ouch! [ bumped into a wall.

[ tried other directions, but every time I hit a wall. Four walls

and/%o door. I was in a cell!

Sit down, I told myself, and think!

After several minutes, I felt some cold air from above. I
looked up but could see nothing. Where was the air coming from?

Suddenly I knew: There was no roof oﬁ»my cell! I had discovered

a way out.
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Stepping carefully towards a wa1l;’}<a!tempted to reach the
opening. | wasn't tall enough, so I gat down again to think.
The cell was still rocking. Maybe I could throw mvself égainst
one of the walls and tip the cell over. Aqgain and again I rushed
at the wall, but I finally gave up, defeated.

Sitting down, [ tried to gather the energy for one more try.
If that didn't work—Wait, the movement stopped!

A minute later I heard a; earthshaking bang as | feit a
different motion., My cell was moving up and down, not back and

forth. I couldn't keep my footing as I was bounced about. There

was a cruel jolt—and all was still.
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I remained in a corner, waiting fearfullv, What would happen
next? Whatever it was, ['d be ready. Seconds later there was a
horrible crunch, and the wall nearest me was ripped away. Beyond
the opening, I could see a dazzling light.

"Mow's you chance," | told myself, cautiously crawling to the
opening. At first, I saw nothing but a shiny wood floor. Then I
saw them.

Feet! Giant feet! They seemed about to surround me, so I
quickly retreated. 1 could be ground to smithereens out there!
of course, that's what they were planning—that's why they made it

easy for me to escape! »qﬂ]. ['d fool them; I wouldn't move.
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No. I couldn't stay. | had to try to gef out.

Once again I crept to the opening, but the feet were stil)
there. Then I noticed something else. Near two of the feet, four
round posts rose froM the floor. The posts were topped by a thick,
low.roof. [ could easily squeeze under it, but those giant feet
céuldn't.

I took a deep breath and moved quickly. Racing oyt of my
cell, I skidded under the thick roof. [ made it!‘ fly legs felt
1ike rubber again; but | was safe for the moment.

llhat would happen next? | wondered. [ didn't have long to
wait, however, for | heard voices high above the roof.
| "Oh, Donald, she's afraig of us'"

"Well, naturally," came the reply. “f\at must have been a very

frightening trip for such a little puppy."”
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EXPOSITORY SELECTION—RESEARCH SESSION V

HOW A SUBMARINE SEES UNDER THE SEA

. Have you ever wondered how a submarine sees and hears undér—

water? It has no eyes and ears to find its way through a dark ocean.
tlhen a submarine is on the surface of the ocean, there is no

problem. Someone can stand %n the top of the conning tower (the
sub's lookout post) and watch the sea with binoculars. If the sub
is resting just below the toh of the water, a person can look througﬁ
the periscope and see what's going on round the submarine. But
when the sub is in the ocean's depths, special electronic equipment
must be used to tell it where it's gojng and what might be in itsA

path. -
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A submarine "sees" underwater by "hearing". That may sound
strange, but it does this with something called sonar. Sonar is the .
only way’e sub can "see" what is in the depths of the ocean. It
works like t?e radar sensors of a bat. 'elhﬂe a bat is flying, it‘

sends out short radar pulses. When these pulses strike somethfng, .

Fa

the* bounce back and tell the bat the size and location of the

object. Sonar works the same way. It-1s,rrt pulses of sm
_sent out from a speaker in the sub's hull. ¥gu nay havevheard. its
Xpinging noise ’in submarine movies. The sub uses sound waves pec.ause.
they move fast and easily thréugh the dark ocean. |

If a sound wave doesn't strike anything, it will soon fade
away, like ripples on a lake. If, though, it hits an object, the
sound wave will bounce back towards the sub, just like an echo.
Hydrophones in the sub's hull pick up the echo. A sonar technician
hears the echo througﬁ a set of earphones. I; is this person's

- <
job to keep the sub from hitting underwater objects.
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A submarine uses two 'vpes of sonar; .they are called active and

passive. Active sonar sends ouf’the sound wave 1nto the water. *

Then the technician waits fcr gn echo. A sonar echo can tell its
lTistener wrat kind of object it is bouncing off; it may be another
sub, a ship, a large fish, or a mountain on the ocean floor;

The technitian knows the speed of sound underwater andéfhe
time it takes for 3sound to reach the object and retgrn Therefore

this person can find out how far away the obgect is and how'fast and

in what direction it is going. The techn1c1an can a]so-get facts_%f{'ﬂ

about objects on the surface of the u&ter If the sub wants to

surface at the North Pole, sonar will tell it where the 1ce is th1n

Or it will tell 1tmwhere there is a hole in the ice. Or it w111

+

warn the sub when icebergs loom in the‘d1stance J N
%ﬁ Active sonar can also r6vea1 how far 1t 1s from the suﬁ”tohy
the ocean's f1o2r by measuring the time 1t takes for sound waves to

reach the floor and bounce back*to the shxp A machine records
these echoes on paper; thus the shap% of the ocean bottom is shown

LS
a‘ﬁfhe sub moves along. Peaks, va]]eys,,and cracks in the ocean

" floor can be charted this way.

v
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Passive sonar does not send out a signal; instead it is used
for listening. A sonar technician uses it to listen for sounds made
by passing ships. He or she can tell what kind of shipﬁjt is by the
type of noiSe its engine makes. A skilled technician can tell what
kinds of fish are nearby by-the type of sounds they make. (Whales
and other large %ea creatures make their own special sounds.) The
series of hydrophones in the hull of a suﬂi¥é11s this person
where fhe noise is coming from. Sometimes sounds can be picked.up
from as far out as 160 kilometers (100 miles).

Like most ships, subma;ines have undersea charts and navigation
equipmeht. At times a sub may surface to take réadings from the
stars. But sonar is still the best way to tell what its underwater

surroundings are. It is the eyes and ears of the submarine.

—
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THE PHONE CALL -

A
Marcy lay on the sofa watching the rain beat against the window-

panes and trying to think of something td do. She had iyst fin{shed
reading the last of her library books. Jennifer, the little sister
she wa§ taking care of while her mother was at the ‘dentist, was’
napping. There wasn't anything on TV Marcy wanted to see.

While she was trying to decide what to do, Marcv went into the
kitchen to prepare a ’

' )
opened the refrigeratm

receiver, "Hello?"

t butter and honey sandwich. She had just

pr when the phone rang. Marcy lifted the

"Mama fell!" sobbed a frightened child.
"Who is this?" Marcy questioned.
"Mama fell!" the child repeated. L
4 Marcy's heart began to pound as she asked, "Where is your mama?"
“Mama’'s on the floor."
-, ”Nhat'é your name?” Marcy asked.
"Christopher," the boy responded. There was a bang, and Marcy
realized that Christopher musgxhaye dropped the phonet
"Christopher, come back," Marcy called, but she knew it was
useless. She waited and thought of running across the street to
get Mrs. Daniels, but shé couldn't risk Christopher's coming back to
the phone and hanging up while she was away.
"Mama's not hoving.“ The boy wa§ back on the phone.
"Hi, Christopher. My name is Marcy." She tried to keep the

little boy's attention by sounding cheerful.

"Christopher, where do you live?"\@'f ‘
o ’ . ' .
y -~ "
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"I 1ive in a big house," answered the child.
"Can you tell me the name of your sStreet?"

0

"I told you my name is Christopher."

Marcy rubbed her forehead. Her mother had made her and Jennifer

learn their address and telephone number as soon as they were old
enough to mano:;ze. If on]y.Christopher knew what :is were!

"Christopher, can you read numbers? You knoW-—l, 2, 3, 4."

"Four—I'm four years old!" he shouted.

“Oh, so is my si;ter. She and I play games with numbers, and
if you know your nuﬁbers you can play : game, too."

"l want to play a game," said the boy.

“A1l right, Christopher. First, look at the circle of numbers
on the frong?of the phone, and read out loud to me the numbers you
see," 'said Marcy. |

"1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, and zero."

"Terrific! Now, do you see some numbers-in the middle of the
circle?"

“Uh-huh, 1 do," answered the child.

"Then read those numbers out loud to me, all right?"

"4-4-6, then a line like this."

Marcy could imagine Chriséoqher's little finger drawing a dash
in the air. |

"0-6-9-81"

"Oh, Christopher, that's wonderful!" Marcy's hand trembled with

excitement as she jotted down the number. Now she had something to

tell the police.
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"Do I win the game?" Christopher asked.

"You certainly do, but just hang on. How would you like to
talk to my sister Jennifer, who is your age?" ’

"Uh-huh," came the repfy.

"Then wait a minute while I go and get her. Stav right where
ysu are, Christopher." She didn't want him to get hurt or leave the
housé when she was so close to rescﬁing him. |

Jénnifer was stirring lighily and awoke readily when Marcy
shook her. Marcy told her sister the bcy's name and said, "Talk to
him until I get back, but don't hang up. That's imﬁortant!" » .

Marcy left the front door ajar, raced to the house across the
street, and banged on the door. Mrs. Daniels appeared’startled as - —
ghe peeked out the barely-opened door. ’

"My goodness, Marcy, what's the matter?"

Marcy quickly told Mrs. Daniels the story and asked her to
telephone the police.

"Tell them what happened and give them Christqpher's phone
number. I'11 keep him talking uﬁti] the po]icé can get to his

house," said Marcy.

By the time Marcy got back, Jennifer was tired of talking to
the bov. Marcy took one of.her sister's storybooks awyg read it to
Christopher until, finally, he said, "Wait a minute. 1 think the
doorbell is ringing."

Suddenly a woman's voice came over the line.

"Hello, Officer Bludowski speaking. ~Is this Marcy Weisman?"

Marcy had a lump %n her throat as she said, "Yes, Officer. Is

/
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everything all right?"

"We have a doctor here who seems to think everything is going to
be‘finé, thanks to you. Christopher's mother fell off a ladder in
the kftchén while she was repairing someth:ﬁg. The fall knocked her
unconscious, but th& doctor says she'll recover quickly."

"How's Christopher?" asked Marcy.

"He just crawied on the sofa and fell sound asleep," the
Of‘cer laughed. "You're a good detective, Marcy."‘

As Marcy hung up, she heard her mother entering the front door.

"Marcy Weisman, I've beén trying to telephone you for the last
fortv-five minutes, and the line has been busy. Why were you talking
for such a long time?"

Marcy laughed as she replied, "Oh, Mother, vou will never believe
what happened this afternoon."”

" «
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TRICKY TONGUES

.
Stand in front of a mirror. Open your mouth. Say "ah-h."
What do you see? Your tongue. -
Your tongue is very important to you. It helps you chew and
swallow food. And it has an even more important job. It helps you
talk! .
Other animals need tgngues too, even though they don't speak.
some animals wouldn't have food if it Weren't for their tongues.
Their tongues are their most impdrtant tool for getting food. And
they use their tongues to "handle" food as they chew and §wa110w.
Snakes use their tongues to find prey, or animals to eat. When
- a snake flicks out its tongue, the tongue picks up smells from the
air and ground. When the snake draws in its tongue, it places the
tongue near two pits in the roof of fts mouth. These pits do the
éame job your nose does—they smell things. So, thanks to its‘tongue.
a snake can follow the scent of an animal.
After a snake Has caught its prey and has begun to swallow, it.
no 1on§;r needs the tongue. It just slins its tongue into a
covering on the floor of its mouth.
a, Most animals' tongues are fastened at the back of the mouth.
But the tongues of most frogs and toads and a few sa]amandersvare
fastened at the front! They can shoot their sticky tongues forward
to catch insects.
The stars of this shooting-tongue parade are chameleons. fheir
tongues can reach a distance as long as their body and tail, and even

longer! Spying an insect, a chameleon slowly moves into striking



distance. In an instant, the chameleon zips out its tongue,
captures the prey with the sticky tip, and pulls it back into its
mouth. When not using its tongue, the chameleon bunches it up
Tike a jack-in-the-box.

The anteater would never be able to satisfy its giant appetite
for ants and termites by nicking them un one at a time. It has to
get food in king-size amounts. Its tongue helps it do this.

When an anteater finds an ant or termite nest, it tears the
nest apart with its sharp front claws. Then it jabs into the nest
with its very long tongue. The insects stick by the hundreds!

They étick because the tongque is coated with gluelike saliva.
An anteater's tongue gets a new coating of saliva every time the
animal araws its tongue back into its mouth.

Giraffe tongues are about as long as the anteater's. The
tongues of giraffes are prehensile. That means that they can cur]
their tongues around leaves. Then they pull the leaves from trees.

Members of the woodpecker family capture their prev with
diffgrent types of slender, hard-tipped tongues. One common type
of tongue is spear-snaped. Woodpeckers use it to spear large
insects. First the woodpecker uses its bill to dig into an insect's
tunnel in a dead tree. Then out comes the long tongue. It twists
and feels a1png the tunnel until ZAP! it stabs its prey.

If you've ever been licked by a cat you know how rough its
tonque feels. The middle of a cat's tongue has short, fat, pointed
bumps.‘ The bumps help cats lick meat off the bones of prey. They

also work like the teeth of a comb when cats clean themselves.
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Every animal's tonque is designed to perform in a special way.
Next time you see a tongue in action, take’a really close look at

it. You will see how trickv some tonques can be!

¢



STUCK-TOGETHER BEAST

One day, so the story goes, Mother Nature had just about fin{shed
designing creatures. Then she discovered that there was a pile of
leftover parts that di@'t seem to fit anvwhere. Since Mother Nature
never wastes anything, she just stuck them together.

First she chose four biqg, flat feet about the size of a deflated
soccer ball. HNext came four very long leqs with knobbv knees, which
seemed ready -to bend in any direction. On top of the legs was a
cow-and-a-half-sized body covered with woolly hair,

At the rear of the bodv dangled a tired-looking, ropelike tail
with a frayed end. In the middle of the back there were two great
humps. (Some models had only-one humn.) Up front a long, curved
neck led to an ugly, bony head. The creature had stiff, hairy ears
and big, rubbery lins that didn't quite cover long, vellow front
teeth. And—surprise—a pair of beautiful, warm brown eyes with
long, handsome eyelashes.

Mother tature called it a camel.

In spite of their stuck-together appearance, camels are among
the most valuable domestic animals. People eat the meat and drink
the milk of camels. The woollv hair can be spun and woven into fine
cloth, and the hide is used in many ways. Most important of all,
camels are designed to carrv heavy loads in deserts for days at a
time. But not without an argument!

Camels with two humps are Bactrian, or Asian, camels. One-
hump camel§’fre Arabian. One hump or two, all camels have the same

disposition—grumpy at all times.

335



. 336

Camels do v%'see ﬁmkey should be made to work. To put a
'load on one of these bé}%@%, one must first make it kneel down. This
is done with plenty of yelling, thumping, and pushing by the camel
driver. The camel bucks, kicks, and objects with much moaning.a;d
bellowing. Finally it flops in a heap hut goes on with the
complaining.

While the load is being lashed in place, the creature mutters

and irumbles and keeps a sharp eye out for a chance to bite, or at

~45t spit at, the driver., C(Carels can spit quite accuratelv as far

-

as 2.5 meters (about eet).

Once the load is on, ‘camel stands up with a series of
lurches, back end first. It still watches for a chance to bite.
After a big drink of water it is ready, but usually unwilling, to
Join a line of other camels who have been making just as much trouble-
for their drivers. After more yelling and thumping, the animals go
off at i slow pace, about four kilometers (2.5 miles) ag hour. They’
can keep this up for twelve hours at a time.

Anyone riding a camel 1is in for quite a trip. Camels walk in
such a way that both legs on one side move together. This causes a
rolling, lurching motion that has been known to make some people
"seasick." Maybe this is part of the reason for calling camels
"ships of the desert."

While crossing desert sand or soft earfh, a camel's great flat
feet do not sink in. fhey act as "sandshoes." Camels love to eat
plants that other animals never touch, and thev can even drink salt-
water. During wintef when it's cool, and the plants thev Fat are veryﬁr}

=
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Juicy, camels can survive without drinking at all. During the summgr
thev can go about five days withoyt a drink. After that they
become very skinny and weak and may even die.
Some stories say camels can store water in their humps orﬂin*
their stomachs. This fsn't true. Fat is stored in the hump and is
used when food is scarce. The camel's stomach is for digesting food,
., not for storing water.

Camels have three evelids over each eye. Two 1ids have long .
lashes that are great for keeping out blowing sand. A third eyelid
winks over the eyeball and wipes off any dust that mav get in.

Those ttrin nostrUs can close up tight and also keep out san}. _The
came1s fyng skinay necks andrfégﬁqre useful for getting rid of

"bOdy he.atﬁ afd ::nﬁls c% \7g vhter“zs inot. os*atmg \
. rloi ﬂ};cameli’&?y 1‘;&15“#, La»re S‘bekiaﬁa&fed and trained

for racfng "?. TheSe’caQels %ﬁ.ca]‘f A dr
« W

é‘:

4+

_da_'ﬁesa, Hany of the rich

ei-\,- \ 4\4

ueOple gﬂ%abﬁa ' e, stables of r&g aﬁ camels, as well as Arab1an
orses. '*.v | g f&"*e '

s

& _
Most came?s 11ve n Afr#ea. Otﬁers live in Asia and Arabia.
& e

$were once taken to Italy, Spain, and northern Australia, and

359Qe’1»f thmr offspring still live there in the wild.
EREL

7 mherever they may hv‘e. there are no other creatures quite
o ' 8
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NOTHING HAPPENED

Naput and Nadeen weré hiking. It was March, and snow covered
the ground. o

"I wish there was something to see,” said Naput.

"So do I," agreed his sister. "This hike isn't much fun."

"Father says there are arctic foxes out here," said MNaput, "but
[ haven't seen any."

The Eskimo children squinted tﬂi‘! gres. A1l thev could see

was the bright glare of the snow.. ‘j)’ . ‘ s {
"Lgt's go back," said Nadee -

Nadeen and‘Naput turned and headed towards their village.
Unknan to the cggldren, a pair of black eyes watched them. They
were the eyesof an arctic fox. She had hurf\ter foot on the arctic
jice and was limping, for the wound was painfu]ff- ’ 4 ’
She had a reason for following the children. Her wounded foot :}
left her unable to hunt, and she was very hungry. She must eat soon
or die. Her one hope was that the children might have some food
with them. The fox had been near people before and had dined on
the scraps that they left behind. She croucheég1qy and followed
with limping steps. Her white fur made her nearly gnvisible against
the blinding white snow—but she was not unseen.
A short way off another animal—a wolverine—watched the fox
with dark, glittering eyes. He too was hungry, and the fox looked
good to eat. He could see that she was hurt, and that meant that

she would be a quiék, easy meal.

Nadeen and Naput walked slowlv. They were thinking aQ0ut what
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they could watch on television when they got home. Theyv paused to

rest, and the»Fox also paused. But the wolverine crept closer. He
E )

had bu} one thought—to catch the fox. He paid little attention to

the chi1dreh Théy did not frighten him, for he was a mighty hunter.

r

Now €he chi]drgn moved on again, and the fox followed. But
suddenly she stopped. She turned quickly, just in time toQMeet the
wolverine face to face.

A fierce battle followed. The wolverine seized the fox bv the

»*»

tail, and the fox bit into the wolverine's foot. One was fighting

for his dinner, the other for her life. -~ \“\\\)

~

A1l at once the tip of -the fox's tail came loose, and the .

wolverine fe]l backwards. The fox scampered off a short distance.

« Her teeth were bared, and her eves were bkight.with pain and fear.

“The wolvering/Re1d the pfece of tail tightly in his gaws. He

studied the fox for several seconds, then turned away. The fox was

_not such an easy catch affer all. The wolverine might still catch

-®

her if he chose, but his paw hurt where her teeth had dug in. With
a final growl he turned and ﬁeadéd away, Hﬁ]ding the bit of tailiin
his mouth. * 4

The fox stood like a statue, eyes on her enemy. At last,
feeling safe, she lay down to lick her wound. Her life had been
spared, but she was still starving. ;

She would rest for a while. Then she would go into the Eskimo
village. Her nose told her‘that she would find food scraps there.

@
She would have to be careful of the village dogs, of course, but

she must take the chance. It was her last hope of survival.

L



Nadeen and Naput entered their warm house. Their father,
- Nilligquk, asked them,‘"what did you see on your hike today?"
"Nothing, father," replied Nédeen.
"Not a thing," agreed Naput. "le were bored."
"Out there it is often what you don't see that is the most
exciting," said their father. |
Naput scratched his héad, puzzled. Sometimes he didn't under-

stand his father's.remarks.
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TAKING THE PLUNGE

Betsy's best chance was freestvle. She hoped that she'd swim

L4 : )
in a single evengi not one of the relays:, because she-would hate to

make the relay team lose.

:

At last the coach announced the fréesty1ev§arg1e event: '"Marti
" Voo

’

Cooper." ‘ .
Betsy sighed softly. She wouldn't be swimming in that event.
Well, Marti's best time was 35 seconds, and hers was only 38.2.

. . N
Marti wog]d swim freestyle in the relay, too. It was®the last event,

and Marti usually brought the relay team to victory.

The Bay Side team was good, but the West Bay Rockets seemed

-0 S
.to be even better. They-won the first event easily.

—t

Then it was time for the n§ne- to ten-year old qirls’

‘ freesfy]e. The starter shouted, "Swimmeré, take your marks!"

éetsy waited for thg crack of the,pj;to]——BANG!l The swimmers hit
gge water. ‘

Marti pulled ahead ;mmediately, took the turn at the pool's end
perfectly, hard]y.breaking the water, and was almost halfway back
before her opponent even began her turn. Marti swam the last three_v
strokes without a breath and touched the wall. They had won! Now
they were tied, and everyone jumped up, cheering.

Betsy‘plapped and yel]ed,‘“Yea, yea, Marti!" But where was
Marti? Betgy looked at the pool and saw the coach helping her out.
She wa; limping. ;4

"Coéch," Marti said, her face wrink]ed with pain, "it hurts."

She pointed to the calf of her leg.



©

342

Ly

.
»
4
-

"You probably pulled a muscle," the coach said. "Sit down." »
LA "

-

Then he looked up and said, "Betsy, you swim freestyle in the ;?15;.“

Betsy just stood there, her face burning. "Me swim in the 3
rélay! Oh no, not when it's this c]ose!" She saw the other
members-of the relay team standing together ana heard one of the
girls ask, "Isn't there someone else?" _

Before Betsy was ready, it was time for the relay. Four gir1§ ' i
would swim two lengths each, and each girl would swim a different |
stroke. Betsy would be last, swimming freestyle, and would have to |
catch up if the} were behind, or stav ahead if they were leading!

The gun fired and Janet was off. She was leading! She.came’
back to the starting block, touched the wall, and Karen dived in: -
Karen swém with powerful strokes, but the girl from West Bay was
even faster and strogRger and came back to fheab1ock~four lengths

.

ahead of Karen.
Then Patty dived in, swimming the butterfly. She took the turn
two Tengths ghead of the West Bay swimmer, bht it was a bad turn

and the West Bay swimmer was gaining! Betsy climbed up on the

block ready for action. ‘ v o

Patty and her opponent hit the wall together and Betsy dived Y

in. Her arms pulled strongly, her feet kicked like a motor. She

. touched the wall, méaé a beautiful turn, and raced back. She was

almost at the finish qnd.put‘out her hand. She had made it! She
lifted her head and sdw the West Bay swimmer beside her. The
Jjudges’ checked their stopwatchés. Betsy held her breath, wohdering

.

if she had won: .
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"“West Bay, 34.7, Bay Side 34.9."

Betsy felt tears welling up in her eyes. Just two-tenths of
a second Séhiﬁd!‘ She walked slowly towards the bench to gef her
tgwel. But the rest of the relay team was b]ockﬁng her way. "I'm
sarry-"‘éhe'begah. o |

“Sorry?" Patty said laughing. "Didn't you see your time?"

"But they won," Betsy said. '"Their time was 34.7."

"Silly," said Karen, "you went from 38.2 to‘3£t9-3.3 seconds
of f your best time!"

"But Marti would have won it."

"Marti's best time is 35 seconds! ‘You beat that! Wait till
next week! We'll beat them. Right, girls?" |

“Right!" Iﬁ%}'put their arms around Betsy. "Come on; dry off.

We can't afford'to fose another Ehampion freestyler!"
S N
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WHAT IS LIGHTNING BESIDES SGARY? ') s o

The stage is set. Dark clouds fill the sky. Light comes in
bright flashes. Then there is a loud crash, Mature is giving an
exciting and someﬁimes frightening show. It's a thunderstorm,

It's not a show that's put on just once in awhile. Almost two
thousand thunderstorms are taking place somewhere ‘over the earth at
any given moment, Ligﬁtninq strikes the earth abbut one hundred
times edch second.

What is lightning? It}s a huge electric gpark.' This big spark
may jump from cloud to cloud. Or it may jump from cloud to earth.
You've seen it flash across the sky. And you've seen it strike
straight down.

Lightning has.a1way§ been a marvel to people. In times past,
1ightninngas thought to have magic powers. Long, long ago it was
thought that lightning was thrown by the gods. At times it was taken
as a warning. At other times it was a sign of good luck. Place?
touched by lightning were considered very special, People h&e
always respected lightning.

Lightning was a comblete mystery before 1752. No one knew what
it was. It was BeﬁJamin Franklin who.decided to experimept. He had
made a small spark Of electricity with a cell. He wanted to find
aut if that spark was the same as the lightning he watched in the
; ranklin's kite and key are near]y as well known to usS as he 1s,
deay our study of 11ghtn1nq is scientific. Still, we are 50mej@
: t1mes frwghtened when it strikes nearby We feel the charged air,

see the flash, and. hear the 1oud CRACK!
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When lightning strikes, the air through which it travels becomes
hot very quickly. THe heat splits the air. That{sp]it causes ;;Q%
loud, sharp noise. When the lightning has‘passed, waves of air
tumble together again. f

When lightning is near, the sharp crack of thunder is heard.
When lightning is far off, thunder growls and rumbles. Sometimes’
-both the crack and the rumble are heard.

The speed of light is much greater than that of sound. [t
takes about five secoﬁds for a sound to travel a mile. So you can -
find out how far off lightning is in miles. Just count the seconds
between the lightning and the thunder. Then divide by five. If you
count ten fecon&s,the liéhtning is two miles awav.

[f 1ightning goes from cloud to cloud, it does no harm. But
lightning that goes from cloud to thé earth may do a great deal of
damage. Harm to property by lightning coéts huge sums of money °
every vear. |

Still, lightning does far more good than harm. Without it,
p]antsfcould not exist. And without plants,cpé0p1e could not éxist.

A large nart of our air is nitrogen. It is a food that plants
must have. Millions of tons of nitrogen float over each square

kilometer of the ea ,4. But in this form it won't dissolve in water.

Therefore, plant§§ pit. ~Befpre they can use it, some °*

chemical changes B cc.  And this is where lightning comes

in. - B R

N .

.

‘iﬁﬁj“ Air Ns made white-hot,by 1ighgping. In such great heat,
., . .t . -, 3 C

nitrogen combines with the oxygén iﬁ)the air. In this form it will
R A '
’ ™ . ’ IR

o . r . . - <
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dissolve in water. It becomes a weak acid. This is carried down
to earth by rain. It is this acid that causes the sharp scent
you smell during the thunderstorm. :

When it reaches the earth, the acid mixes with other minerals.
Then it becomes the food that plants need. In simple language,
lightning changes air into fertilizer for plants.

’

So lightning might be scary, but it has its good points too.

\
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WHAT IS A UFO? ’
It was a sunny day. Josh and Lynn were playing tag. They were
chasing each other on their front lawn. Suddenly they saw something
strange. It was above the pond in the field near their home. It b ¥

looked 1ike a large blue-arey balloon.
"Look!" Lynn shouted.
_ "It's moving!" screamed Josh.

The children rushed into the house to tell their mother. Then
they pulled her out the door and towards the field. ‘At first Mrs.
Berg thought the object was a large hot-air balloon or a blimp.

But soon she noticed that the balloon was changing from blue-grey to
red. Then it began to rise. It went»higher and higher. All of a
sidden an amazing thing happened—the object vanished! It was as if
some magic words had%beep spoken to it. |

That night t@@“ﬂqman who lived next door to the Bergs saw
something strange. A bright red 'ight was burning in the sky nearby.
The red light was so bright it made the woman's eyes shed tears.

Before she could run to tell someone about it, the light rose and
)

s'# gared . . .

ﬁaﬁ?t was the first time these people had ever seen a UFOQ.

’? What is a UF0? It is an unjdent1fied flying object. Thousands
{* of people have seen things in the sky that they could not identify.
But many of these things can be identified by astronomers and other
scientists. Sush objecte are called IFOs, or identified flying
objects. True UFOs are those flying objects that even scientists

cannot identify or explain. Of every five objects reported, one

, -
LY
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remains unexplained.
An interesting sightiﬁg,took place in Kingston, New York, in 1974,

It was late one summer night. Two police.officers saw an object
hovering over a park. }t was nine meters (thirty feet) long and

oblong-shaped. It had 1ights that flickered on and @ff. And it had
| other lights that glowed steadily. The UFO came within a short
distance of the police car. One officer then shone a spotlight on
it. \hen he turned off the spotlight, a light from the UFO 1it up
the police car! Then thé UFO moved out of sight. The officers
tried to follow the object. But they couldn't sight it again,

Other people, close by the park, reported seeing the same kind
of object in the sky at'aboqt the sahe time that night.

In 1974 the Center for UFO Studies was o}ganized. There, people
have collected and studied ;éports of UFOs. Dr. J. Allen Hynek is
the Center's director.

Dr. Hynek divides unexplained UFO sightings into two groups.
The first group i3 called "distant encounters."” It includes reports
of daytime disks, night lights, and radar sightings. The second\\\
group is called "close encounters.” If includes close-up sightings
with no effects, with no notfceab]eveffects, and with occupants
reported. The police sighting would be a close encounter without
effects. ‘

You may have seen movies about creatures from outer space who
visit earth. Or you may have read about trips people on earth might
make with "starships" hundreds of years from now. Is it silly to

think of such things really happening? Maybe not. There have been
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hundreds of reports that mention sightings of unusual beings. They
are described as being humanlike creatures, or humanoids. The
reports have been sent by people round tHe world.

‘ Therelare other strange cases of UF0 sightings. fFor example,
U.S. Air Force jets have sometimes chased UFOs but have.never caught
one. Some UFOs have waited until the jets‘ were after them. Then the
UFOs have put on a burst of speed or made a Sharp turn and disappeared.

Where do UFOs come from? Some people think that UFOs are from
other planets. Others don't agree with this idea. They believe that
creatures from other worlds would not look like us.

Another point made against the "visitors" idea is the tremendous
number of UFO sightings. To account for all these sightings, outer
space beings would have to launch thousands of spacesHips every year.
The great distance and time involved make such trips to earth almost
impossible to imagine.

Some experts suggest that UF0s are caused by time travel. They

think that qupre earth people are going back in time to visit us

today. Of course, we have no way of knowing if thig is possible.
Most experts simply sav they do not know the true cause of‘UFOs.
They need more'time and information to find out the truth. And they
need your help. I[f you ever see a UF0, report it to the Center for
UFO Studies. Get its address and send in your namé, address, and age.
Describe everything. you cam think of about the object: its color, its
shape, the time seen, the date, and so forth.

Perhaps with everyone's help, one day there will be an answer to

the question: What is a UF0?
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THE PRINCESS WHO LOVED HER FATHER LIKE SALT

There once was a king who had three daughters. He sent for them
one day and asked each one how much she loved him.

The eldest said that she loved her father like aney. and the
éecond said that she loved him like sugar. These answers pleased
the king, for he knew that these daughters greatly loved honev and
sugar and all the sweet treats one could orepare'for them.

But the youngest daughter said that she loved her father 1fke
salt. This answer greatly angered the king; for he thought Qf'
salt as a cheap and common thing, and he had never heard anyone
praise it, —Furious, he stood bv the palace gate until he saw a poor
man paséing.

"You there!" he shouted. "You are going fo become my son-in-law!"

Amazed, the man replied, "How shall I provide for a princess?
[ a only a poor man."

L 4 .

“It is my desire that you marry hé},” declared the king. And
he handed over his youngest daughte:‘to be fhe fellow's wife.

So the poor man took the princess home to his mother. He
married the princess and thev lived happily together, though in great
poverty.

| One day some wealth) merchants asked the poor man, to go with
them on a long journey. He agreed to go, as he could earn some
money for his family,

The group soon passed a well, and the poor man was ordered to

fetch some water. 5s'he was drawing the water, a water spirit came

up. The poor man was so astonished that he could only stammer,
L1

~

\ ?,

EY
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"G-good day, friend."
The water spirit replied, "Because of your kind greeting, I

shall not swallow you. Instead, I give you these three nomdgranates

[y
‘ 1

But do not cut open these fruits until you #we alone." “
The poor man thanked the w‘Qer spirit'and hid the nomegranates
in his pouch. He carried some water to the merchants, and they all
continued on their way. ‘}i
Wken the poor man met someohe going the other way, he sent qhe

of the pomggrunates home to his wife and his mo;her. As'foon as o

-

that person had delivered the fruit and gone on h)s wav,.the 2?or .
man's mother said to the pr1ncess, "Let us cut it at once’" ‘ R ,;

\lhat Magic! Instead of seeds, the pomegranate cohtaqup‘~‘“
diamonds, nothing but diamonds! The women decided to-sell-th; _ ’ !

%

diamonds so that they might build a better house; and sincé'thef i

c e St

spared no expense, the house wa; as beautiful as a 'palace. 'Tgxeﬁafe :
their good fortune with others, thev provided a fountain whé;e{;f;.k
paséersby could refresh themselves. “, -
Many years passed before the poor man returned home; and)wken
he arrived at fhe place where his miserable hut had stood, ﬂevf0qnd
a magnificient house. As he gazed in disbelief, his wife iaw him and
joyfully ran to meet him. Puzzled, the man asked how she came to own
such a house. "What a strange question," she replied. "Why, those
diamoddg made it possfble-—the ones you sent us in the pomegranate."
Now in all this time the man had forgotten the other two

pomegranates were still in his pouch, where they had long ago dried

out. He dug them out; and when he opened them, out poured more

S



the princess; and though she recognized her father, she said nothing.
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. diamonds, daizling their eyes.

The IUCky'90up1e did not spend all this fortune on themselves.
They gave freely to the poor, and they Set up a shop where anvone
could come’ and choose sweets without paying a penny. -

Their generous acts came to the attention of the king, and one
day he asked his chief advisor, "Who is this man that shows such
kindngss to the poor? Let us see him for ourselves."

When the king and his advisor arrived, they did not recognize

She told her husband, "This evening we shall serve a special dinner -
to the king." Then she ordered the cook to prepare a number of dishes,
half of them to be cooked withqyt any salt and half of them with
salt. /

They served the dishe;:without salt first. HNeither the king
nor his advisor could eat this tasteless %ood. so the dishes were
removed and the salted food was served. Theylége these dishes with
great pleasure. |

When the king was Jsked how he liked the food, he rep]ied,i"The
first had no.salt and was not‘fit to eaf? Food without salxlis no
good." : ' ‘

"Indeed?" said his daughter. "But do you not remember, father,
that when I said I loved you like éggt.'yOU drove me away?" |

Surprised and ashamed, the king recognized his q@hghter. He
kissed her and said, "1 was foolish and I see it now!&sgpn‘you forgive
me?" |

His daughtér f0rga¥e Rim, and they all lived happilv aftér'that.

ﬁ B



= Came o woggnrfujf

°

bpen]qg. ‘T wasn't tall enougn, so I sat down agdin to thdink. 'fhe

. but I finally gave up, det;ated : ) X

N

: \REEﬁv:/5a)I curled up to take a nap. With sleep

Lunch madelme

_CAPTURED!

ream. [ was stretched out on a lovely green lawn

with the sun we ing my body. B1rds were s1nq1ng qa11y overhead and

’ .-

)
1it¥le yellow dé;j::;1s peeked o t th ugh the grass. [ reached out

to touch oné—an denly there QL§ no sun ' C 2

-

' A heavy shadow,had shut out the light. %omethmg grabbed me
and I cried out, f1ght1pg to get-free. It was no use; [ was

travelling through space. This was no dream. This was rea). ‘1 nad

N

been captured and there was nothing I could do about it! o

Soon I felt something solid under my feet. I cou]d move, b“&.]t

was hard to stand. My legs felt like kubber. Nhere was I? d

Cautiously, I stepped back. Ouch! I bumned into a wall., I
LN ) ‘

tried other directions, but every time I hit a wall. 'F0ur walls and
no dogr. I was in a cell!

7’ .
LN RS
Suddenly my ce]] started to rog& I began'to fcel 111,

'L . 7.

Sit down, I tg]d mvself, and think!

After several minutes, I felt some cold¢ air from above. I looked _

\‘. ‘
up but, could see not\inq Wheré was the air coming from? Suddenly

I «new: ‘There was no roof on my ce]l' I had discovered a way out.

o Stepang carefully towards a wa11 I attempted to reach the

-
.

4

cell was still rockinQﬁ; Maybe I eou]d throw myselﬁ against ohé of the

walls'and tip”th@”ce11 over. Agaih and again I rushedtat the wall,

A J

Sitting down, 1 tr1ed to gather thé energv for one more try. If
. e {
L4
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that didn't work—-Wait, the movement stdpbed! , ‘ e
A minute later I heard an earthshaking bang as I felt a

‘diffg;ent mgtion My ceH was ‘moving up a'nJ down, not bagk and

'
‘ fortnu(.l cquld 'Cﬁkeép my foofing as-I was- bounced about Therea
was. a cruel®jo t-and a]T was . st1H ‘
1 remained in a corner, wa1t1ng fear?u]]y ‘ What wou' happen
heXt? Whatever it was, 1'd be ready. Seconds later there was e;

horm‘b]e chnch, ‘and the wall nearest me was ‘rippé'd away. Beyond

¥ ~

the opening, I could ‘see a da‘z‘;zh'ng’ light. o ~
“MNow's you chance," I told myself, cautiously crawling to the . g |
opening. At first, I saw'nothing but a shiny wood fioor. Then I '
Y saw them. ¥ ' - ' Y
Feét! Giant feqt! They seemed about to surrbund me, SDA
quickly 'r‘e_treated. I could: be groun;1 to smithereens out there!
of course',_that's what they were "p1ann1'ng—that's whyo they made it

-®asy for me to escapel Well,-I'd foo] them; +I wouldn®t m’ove._

“ L >
No. I cou1dn’t stay I had to try to get. out Y
Once again I crept to the opemng, but :the feet were stﬂl
' >
“therg. Then I noticed somethiny ‘else. Near. two of thé fegt four

‘! - J
round posts rose from the tﬂoor The posts were t\opped by a th1ck,’

low rogf. I cbulﬁ Q squge‘ze under 1t,.but those gwant feet ,

céuld'n‘t, v ' L

4

I tOoL deeg bgath}éng move&qmck]y. Racimpout of my cell,
Ny sk1dded u‘: er the mick,roof I made it! My legs fe]-t‘ like
rubber again; but fwas safe for the mome»nt. o

o . ,
What would happen next? } wondered. I didn't have Tong to

[\
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_wait, however, for I heard voices high above the roof. |

"Oh, Donald, she's afraid of us!"

"Well, naturally," came the reply. "That must'hdve been a s

very frightening trip for such a 1ittle puppy."
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HOW A SUBMARINE SEES UNDER TME SEA

Have you ever wondered how a submarine sees and hears under-

water? It has no eyes and ears to find its way through a dark ocean.

AV ‘ :
When a submarine is on the surface of the ocean, there is no - wh
problem. Someone can stand in the top of the conﬁing.tower (the , - + .,

. is reéting Just the top of the water, a person can look

sub's loakdut poz‘nd watch the sea with binoculars.: If thé;* ¢
through the periscope and see what's going on round the submarine.
But wher the sub is in the ocean's depths, special éIectronic equiﬁ-
yment must be used to tell it where it's going and what mjght be in
Jts bath. \
A submari:; "sees" underwater by “hearing.ﬁ That may sound
strange, but it does this with something callaﬁ sonar. Somar is
the only way a sub can "see" what is in the depths of the ocean,#
-t warks like the radar sensors of a bat. whilg}a bat is f]jing,i»
it sends out’short radar pulses. \When these palse& strike some-
thing, they bounce. back and tell the bat the'size and 1oca§éon‘of
the object. Sonar works the same way. It is short pulses of
sound sent out from a speaker in the sub's hull. ‘You may have
heard its pinging noise in submarine movies. The sub'uses sound
waves because they move fast‘anu easily thrdﬁqh the dark‘gzaan.
If a sound wave doesn't strike anthfrg, it will soon fade
away,, like ripples on a lake. If, thoud%iédt hits an object, the
sound wave w111-bounce back towards thg sub,’just‘1jke an echo,

" Hydrophores in the sub's hull pick up the echo. A sonar technician

- hears the echo through a set of earphones. It is this person's
' £
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job to keep the sub from hitting underwater objects.
A submariné uses two types of sonar; they are called active
and passi\}é. Aetive sonar sends out the sound wave into the water. ’
Then fhe technician waifg for an «Mo. A sonar echo can tell its
Hsteper what kipd of objgct it is bouncing off; it may be anothery‘ ?
sub, a ship, a large r'f:isﬁ, or a mountain on .the ocean floor. L ‘ “@
The technician knows the speed. of gound underwater and the
time it taull¥ for Yound to reach the objec't and\.returni.‘ Therefore
this person ca: find out how far _away the ob:]'ec,t s and how fast
and in what direction it 1‘5 gd—ing' The techmcwn 'canﬁ ge.t N
fg'Qg. about objectson the surface of the 4water [f the sub wants g
- TR )
tq surface at the Horth P8e, sonar “will teH it where the ice is
thin. ‘Or it will. tel] 1t wrkere there is a hole in the ice. Or it
"will warn the sub when icdbergs loom in the.distance.
Active soﬁar can a]sc; r%al how far it is from the‘sub to the

)
ocean's floor by measuring- the time it takes for sound waves to

%%, w 1
reach the floor and. bounce Back to the sh1p. A machmq records )
these echoes on paper;, thus the shape of the ocean bottom®is shown . .

: LY
as the sub moves along. Peaks, valleys, ?d cracks in the odean
floor can be charted this way.: °
N . P9 i » , ’ . : L 3
(/ Passive sonar does not send out a signal; instead it is used ’

for listening. A sonar techpician uses it to listen for®sounds made
. CT N - ’ \ .

i\

b)llpaésing ships. He or she can tell what kind of ship/it. is by
the type of noise its engine makes. A skilled techmman can teH
g what kinds of fish are nearby by the type of sounds they make.

(Whales and other large sea qreatwes make their own spec1a1 sounds. )

. poo N .
L : }
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The series of hydrophones in the hull of & sub tells this person

-

where the noise is coming from. Sometimes sounds can be picked.up

Jafar out as 160 ki]ometers (100 miles).

most ships, submarines have undera charts and navigation

At t1mes a sub may surface to take readings from the

surr&ndin’gs are. It is the eyes and gKars of -the submarine. ‘_}. .
i .

“
]
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'APPENDIX Jr 2 ’

PILOTED READING SELECTIONS WHICH WERE REJECTED
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‘ A BAKER AND HIS NEIGHBOUR
. / (‘&‘}
’ Once there was a baker who worked very hard. Every night he *"‘ E
baked bread and cakes, and every morning he sold them to the fownsp J‘:;
people The baker was rich because he collected a 1ot‘o? money ' l .:;‘ai
Nq: the baker had a neighbor who was a diff’rent kind of Qim» ‘?ﬂe | '« 2 :‘

Lo e
‘didn’ ma,re abbwtmonéy, ”But he 8idzenjsy the Wnderful aroma of LN

» the freslﬂy baked bread.and ‘cake. Every day he stood outside his . };
house and smelled fhé delicious bakefy smells. This made the baker , 'J
. | - : o' . " 'Qlll
_angry. . ' . . _'_._..c—" IR 90 =
'\ "1 buy all the f1our and sugar and raisins," thg gaker gmmblei B
P 9
"Then I work hard all night bakmg And what hapt \s7 Hy.ne1ghb'ou =
_enjoys all the good bakery smelks without paymgoanvthmg'"
F1na11y the baker decided to do somethlng He we‘nt to h1 ‘
N ¢ 3 ' . -8 ..l "
ne1ghbour o v - *. _‘
“You enjoy the aroma of my bread and cake every day," he,"sai“d.
“Now ydu must pav." * -
. .. : R ‘k A
The neighbour began to hﬁgh. He laughed so k;ard his ‘neighbours
came, and when the baker repeated his demand for monev, they began to
" laugh, too. The neighbours told their neighbbdrs and soon everyone
in town bégan to laugh at the baker. They would go into his shopﬁv-' -
and take "a deep breath and then ask the baker how much they owed for
the sniff. The baker grew angrier and angrier. Finally he could
stand it no longer, He took his neighbour to court.
"The judge will make you pav," the baker said. "Then you'll

stop/aug}nng"'

f’he Judge lutened to the baker without a smﬂe
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. . ‘ - »

"Come to court one week from today," he said to both M‘l.. "And
\

" you," he said to the neighb0ur,(4bring a bag With'q hundred gold

coins."
y L]

The ne)‘week the'bakero an&s ne#\hbourj came to court. “Give
the bakér';he bag of gold coins," the judge said. Sadiy the J/
neighbour handed the bag to the”bakdgg) "Now count the coins,” said
the judge. ’

The‘baker was only togrhapygtto obey. He spread the coins out

on a table and counted them.

"They're all here," he said hapﬁiiy.

"Good," said the judge. "Now return the coins to yoﬁr neighbour."

The baker was surprised and so was his neighbour. The judge

stood up. i

':Lhe case is settled," he said to the baker. “Your neighbour

I3

and seen his

has smelled your tread and cake and vou have touch '

gold."

361
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THE FISHERMAN AND THE KING'S CHAMBEPLAIM

.
-

; @ Once there was a king who would not eat a meal unless it

included a di‘sh of fri}d fish. His.cook prepared the best food in

the TEM He served the ki¥ng tender meets, tﬁy vegetables, and

ripe fruits. But if there wefe no fish, the l;‘ing would angrily ey

leave the- table. ' 4 \# ! |
dne day a great storm began to blow. .The watews were“’so~r0u_g.h

thét people cou]d' not catch .aﬁy ’fi_g'.h'. Ths king would not eat his

breakfast because there was no fried fish,\‘mhe was annoyed. '—‘-

Lunchtime came." The'r.ré was no fish, ;na‘tpg;kinq “became angry.

B . [ .
Dinnerg:imé came. Still there wasg%é swgn of fish. The king was

now desperétg". .

He sent out an announcement to the people of his land. "“Anyone v
who can bringggwa fish will be given aﬁy reward named,! he said.

But the storm con%inued to, rage, and the waters stayed rough. .

* Then at dusk, a man who was fishing f?m-shore caught a 'fat and
4 0ily fish. He wran to the k'i,ng's pa1ac'e. i .
\ - The guards saw tte fish in the man's hand. They tﬁrewiopen the \&V
gates for him. Word was passe¢ that the,fisherman was to be allowe

,to reach the king's chamber right awav. But at the chamber door,

_the chamf)eﬂain, or king's ass‘istaint, stopped him.
“"Promise me half your reward. Then I will let you in," the
chamberlain told the man. . . ,
"One-tenth,"'bargain.ed the fisherman.
1 \ “Oh, no," said the chambeﬂain. "One-half, and no vless."'

L )
"Agreed," replied the fisherman.

\
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Happily the chamberlain .told the king that a fish had arrived.
The king was thrilled. He seized the fish from the fisherman's
hand and rushei’info the kitchen.
After the ffsh egs'fried, the king ate it with his meal.
w Later, he ley back, hugging his wel]-fillee stomach.’ .
”F1sherman," he sa1d "name your reward. Do you want a priceless
jewel? Or do you wish a well-naid job? Perhaps you desire a treasure

>

from the palace?"

“No, sire," replied the fisherman. I want'just twenty lashes .

‘ . ' .
. with your cane." - '
"Twenty 1ashes'" exc1a1med the k1ng "I offer vou any reward
AT G VP "
you request And you ask for twentv lashes!"

4

“Yes, sire. That is what I desire," said the fisherman.

"Then I will do as y0u ask," said the king. Apd he whispered
to h1s servant to beat the fisherman Jightly.® |

"No, sire," said the fisherman. "Not sg;softly. [ gant to;be

hit hard<" ,

[ 4 ’ .
The king was troubled. But he‘Srdered the servant to use more

strength, After the fisherman had been given ten lashes, he jumped

. away. ) ~
N : | . » -~ : .

l; "Were you hit too hard?" the king asked.

"No, sire," explained the fisherman. "But the other ten lashes

are your chamberlain's share."

chamberlain then‘had to tell what he had done. ,§ut he . -
pleaded, "My lord, I asked for.himg‘of his“reward, not his punish-
ment . " '_ﬁ . )
) : - :
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"But this is my reward, and not mv punishment," argued the

[

fisherman.

The king was confused. He 'sent for his wise daughter, the

princess, to come. "She will decide the case," said the king.

The princess’érwived and Tistened to the men. Then she said,
“My Tord, the chambe?]ain amd the fisherman were partners. in a
business. They agrqu to share‘the reward. But in a pqrtdership.

the agreement to shane does not mean 40 divide only the rewards.
. ! ,
It means that gain arkd loss,-succesy and failure afe shared. Reward

and punishment are also to be shared.” e -

. * .
The king accepted his daughter's decision. He ordered h&s.,,‘
servant to give the chamberlain ten good ‘lashes. Then the king'

said to the chamberlain, "Greed does not pay. You will 1eavé this

- -

A )
pa'%ce and the fisherman will be ghe new chamberlain."

14
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MARY JO'S RESPONSIBILITY

- : Y
Every l.'ry Jo saw a dog, any dog, she wished it belonged

»

to her. ’

- o

! Lo B vw’/
"lwould rather have a dog than anything else on earth,™ she

said at least twice a'week, usually at the dinner table. She often
read the ads in thé classified section under "Pets for Sale" out

loud to her parents. . -

"A good dog-owner must take the full responsibility for her
pet," said her_ﬁatner. . - s

-~

"I would be responsible:“-said Mary Jo.

It lookegt®s if fate were on her side. A new pet shop opened

She showed her parents -the bid\ppening-day ad in the newspaper.

She read: "Spec}ai for This Opening. ' Small, 1oVab1e,'m1xedﬁbreed -

pyppies. Low price whtle they last!"

“Cap't we go dowh to see the new pet shop? And the puppies?”

i
' )

she begged. . ) .

»

"A11 right; Mary Jo. [ think you're old enough to take care of

a puppy," said her father. |
. % . R CF e Co

"Oh!" shouted Mary Jo. “Let's go!" -+ - .© . ~U g'

uthey are Eute," her mother said. They stood gazing down at d
little pen full of puppies in the new pet shop.

"Cutg!" said Mary Jo. "They're the sweetest creatures ever born
in this world!" |

Her father laughed. "Which one do you want?" |

She barely pesjtated. One little fu}ry.baby had wobbled over

<
. ] ' -
> - A A 4
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to lick her fingers the minute she knelt beside the pJn.

"This one," she said. |

The first thing the fam11y did when they got home was to put
newspapers al! over the kitchen floor. Mary do turn ;'small table
si&eways in the doorway so that-the puppy cpu1d npt ) into the r?st
of the house. ’ i -

“It's only until you're housebroken," she told him when he
sniffed inquiringly at the table. "

Mary Jo named the puppy "Teddy" because he 1ooked so much like
a small teddy bear. He even squeaked like one.

| He squeaked and cried—especially at nigﬁf. No mét;er how

cozy Mary Jo made his bed in thp kitchen, or how many times Teddy
yawned at bedtime, he always dwoke as soon as‘the house ‘was still. /
He awoke and cried as if his héa‘rt would'br‘eak. Mary gJo put an Q_Lci/
toy dog in bed with him. She hpped he would think it was a frienp.
8ut e didn’ t. | a | S

Mary Jo staggered sleepily from h%/ warm bed to the’D1tchen a
dopéh‘t1mes a night. She talked to Teddy. She sang to him. As ~
long as she was- thefe, he was happy. As‘iiredné% shpn;as. Marv Jo
could never feel angry with him bécause he was so joyful each’time ‘
she appeared at the kitchen door de stepped over the -table.

_ But by the end of the first week, she cou]d hard1v getfup #n
the mornings. Everyone }ooked trred because, although ng;Lab was

the one who qot up to soothe him, Teddy woke the others w1th has; >
- 8 . . t_,. . .

plerc1ng, sad 11ttle cries. - -

Then one mornwng Mary Jo s mother found her, as]eep on the , :

+ ”-
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paper-covered floor.-

- "Is this ever, going to end?" Mary Jo's mother‘asked at break-

fast. "I don't remember ever hearing of any. puppy crying as many

!

|
nights as this one has.".

"I'm beginning to wish we had never seen that dog!" said her

®
father wearily. _ | . s
’  I'm responsible, thought Mary Jo. I've got to th{nk of'some-
~a— ’ H
thing to keep Teddy quiet. ’ : » /,,)\
That afternoon she went to the basement to get some 0ld news-
papers for the kitchen f]oor; She saw someth&ng there that gave her
an idea. _
After dinner that‘night she said, "You'll be able to sleep
tonight. 1've thought of a way to keep Teddy quiet." -
"What is it?" asked her mother.
“"You'll see," said Mary Jo. She went dan to the basement.
Her parents heard her lugging something up the stéirs. It was
an old folding bed.
"I'm going to sleep in the kitchen until Teddy is housebroken
and can sleep in my room," she said. T
Her mother and father looked at each other.
"Why not?" said her father. "That's orobably the only thing ‘

.that will solve the problem." A

And it did. Mary Jo thought, I'm responsible, as, she snuggled
down on the old bed beside Teddy's bed. And Teddy slept without
crying once all night long!

w
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WIND POWER I
. B l(' ' .
When was the last time you noticed wind? Was ijgggpen you flew

a kite? or gathered leaves? or tried to keep warm on a blustery
L 4

winter day?\_
vo—r MUStfHéo;Té\pay little atten:ion to the wind. Only with news
of severe storms are they reminded that the wind can be a mighty
force. There are, though, those who do pay attention to the wind.°
Sc*e#%#!tS‘and‘Engineers,are viewing waxggfo use the;wind to prov%dg
. new supplies of electricity. ,
At present most electricity is produced by burning fds;i1,fuels
(0i1, coal,. and natural\g&s). AS these fuels burn, they heat wétgr
to make steam. The steam then tJrns geqerators4—machines that
produce, or generate, electricity. But thg earth's stores of oi]t
and gas will one day be gone. And, too, the burning of coal can
~pollute the air. ’ N |
r, Some people hope that energv from the sun, from the hot core of
the earth, and from the wind will be~U3ed to make most e1éctr1city

: o 1
in the years to come.

Scientists bredict that by the year 2000, wind
enargy will furnisa as much as 20 percent of all the energy used.
There is no danger of running out of wind. Fresh supplies b1oy
in'éTﬁOEfﬁaaily, though some regfoﬁs have more wind than othe;s. The
wind is a form of sun energy. As the earth turns, the sun)heats some
of the air while other ;}r cools off. The mixing'and"moving of warm
and cool air produce wind. | . |
Wind power was first used to sail ships. Then, for about eight

hundred years, windmills were used to pump water and to turn
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m;l]sabnes wh1ch ground up grain. For the past ninety years wind
energy has also been used to turn electr1c1ty generators.

Thousands of these windmills once dotted North America. Most
were in the West. They stood on wood or metal towers shaped 1ike
ta]l,.imin tepees. -Their spinning blades helped ]ight farmhduses

_and pump water for cattle.

Most windmills were aBandoned or torn.down, when electricity
firﬁmbbeganvmak?ng cheap power‘from coal or oil. Now that these ?
fuels are becoming more costly, people are turning back ié wind ‘
power. A]ready thousands of réncﬁers and farmers have repaired their
windmills. The mj]]s can be Qsed'to pump water once again. -

Somefp;ople are using wjnd power to broduce e]éctficity for

_‘their. homes. What happens on windless days?, These.people do not -

" sit in the dqu when there fs no wind. On windy Hays extra electricity
is made and stored,in batteries like those used in cars. This stored

o power is then used on days wHen there i% no widdf:

Nindmi]{s,coufd be used in this way td produce power for

factories, streét 1aﬁp N ffice bui]dinng—or/for wholé cities.

Electricity supplied by maﬁ; big windmills could be channelled into

11:55 that run from fossil fuel generators. On windy days, wind

would be used to creafe power. On windless days, fuel wou1d be used.

It has been suggested, too, that wind power stations. be bu11t
at sea or in large lakes. Electricity from these mills could run
machings that change water to hydrogen and oxygen gases. ‘The

hydrogen, which is a burnable fue]‘)wou]d then be compressed, or

squeezed, into tanks and stored for later’usgﬁ
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On iand or at sea, many of the wfndmi]]s‘of the futgre;wi11 be
huge. Some towers mayv stand hundreds of‘metgrs_higﬁ-iiz‘catch the
" strongest winds. Thousands of .them could be built on f;ﬁd, while
others could float on water close to shore. . | .

‘Thgse towers would‘not be a p}easant sight. People might not
wapt them hear their homes or in scenic places, just as they abject
to the sight of today's power~olants. ‘BRut windgbower stations will
- not pollute the air, as the bgrning'bf coal and oil often}does.. Nor

will they produce unsafe radipactive wastes, as nuclear‘power'p1ants

now do.

‘So far none of these wind towers have been built in Horth

America?, But they will be seen gomeday soon. Right now people are
studying designs for them and way§ of building them at a low cost.
In the years to come many more windmills wil] be ééen on farmi
and in. towns. And we may‘see wina used as it was used thousands §f
yegrs ago—to sail shipéi One shipbuilder is planning an oce;n—
going sailing-ship. LE is ékpecggg'to be as fast as oné powered by

-

0il. The ship will use its engines only at windless times and when

it is close to a dock. Most of the time it will sail under what has

been the power of the past and what will be the power of the future—

the wind. , o .

370
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APPENDIX K

FACESHEET OF STUDENT WRITTEN, RESPONSE BOOKLET
USED IN FIRST PILOT STUDY

i J



Your knowledge, or what you know, helps you to understand
what vou read. Nhat}did you know before you began to read this

reading material that helped vou to understqnd what you read?

Take as much time as you require. You may wish td‘answer
in words, phrases, sentences, or paragraphs. You might begin

by thinking or writing: [ knew about .

i
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APPENDIX L

A REPRESENTATION OF THE WRITTEN RESPONSE SHEETE
USED IN SECOND PILOT STuoY -

/
L]

N~
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Focusing Question: What thoughts or knowledge do vou have that comes
s to vour mind when you see the following words or

phrases?
Oirections for :
Writ Response: Write whatéver comes to your mind when vYou see
3 ' the following words or phrases. Take as much

as you require, You may wish to write words,
entences, or paragraphs.—

a rough ride

when you are scared or frightened

in a strange place *

being captured
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LEVELS OF COkCEPTUAL PRIOR KNOWLEDGE

MUCH o SOME — LITILE
superdrdinate . examples associations
concepts i .

. attributes first-hand
definitions experiences

~ defining/*distinguishing
*similes \ characteristics

*specific. terms

* T '
_*Modifications, in the form of additions, made by the present
researcher. .

Note: The classifications of 'analcgies' and.'morphemes' and
'sound alikes,' listed by Langer (1980) under 'MUCH' and
'LITTLE,' respectively, were found to be not relevant to
the present study. Also not pertinent were the values of
3, 2, and 1 assigned to the respective levels of conceptual
prior knowledge.
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/
 COMPREHENSION CATEGORIES FOR PROTOCOL AHALYSIS

willfam T, Fag&n .

The University of Alberta

The categories in this article (that 4s, from the heading on nage (3]
to the end) may be referenced as:

Fagan, William T. Comprehension categories for protocol analysis.
In Measures for research and eyaluatign in the English language

. arts, Volume 2 (Fagan, W. 1., Looper, L., and Jensen, J., ds.).
Urbana, I11inois: The National Council of Teachers of English,
in press. '

The remainder of the paper may be referenced as:

A
—_

Fagan, William T. Comprehension categories for protocol analvsis.
Unpublished %aper, The University of Alberta, Edmonton, 1981.
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. . CQMPREMENSION CATEGORIES FOR PROTOROL ANALYSIS
: !

’

~§> Most reading-educators would a agree thlt the ultimat:‘goal oY
reading is to prehend tMe author's meaning. It 1s also most 1igely
that comprehension g the most ufwieldy aspect of reading to be

tadght or assessed. )

- }

. s ¢

. Assessing Comprehension

Comprehension has most frequently been assessed through questions
and most often of a literal nature (Guzak, 1967). Ot test forms
such as the multip¥é-choice, true-false, cloze, and sentence-
verification have also been used to assess comprehension. Another
popular way has been through recall—that is, the reader récalls as
much information as possible from wpat has been réad. Whereas the
latter allows the reader more leeway in organizing and reorganizin‘
his input and integrating it wig? prior knowledge, the recall
presents problems for analysis of how much comprehension is involved.

!

A reader's recall as interpreted by a researcher or educator is
usua11yassessed in terms of the ree to which it corresponds to the
author's meaning as expressed via dtext. The author's meaning is
also ‘explicated through the researcher/educator's interpretation.
Perhaps four movements best summarize how recalls are analysed for
this purpose. Kintsch.and colleagyes formulated the “"proposition,”
and with it as a base unit were abTe to construct an elaborate
semantic coherence network of the text and recalls (Kintsch and
Keenan, 1973; Kigtsch and VanDijk, 1978). Along similar lines,
though with different base units and different text relations were
the story grammar advocates (Mandler and Johnson, 1977; Stein, 1978).
The third movement is perhaps best represented by Fredericksen
(1975a, b) who proposed a framework of relationships that supposedly
paralleled the structure of memory. The final movement consisted of
recall categories which indicated different kinds of text information
that had been remembered (Drum and Lantaff, 1947). :

Comprehension- Process and Prodyct ) }

- One possible reason why comprehension has been so difficult to
assess (and teach) is that it may be viewed as a process and a product.
Perhaps one should speak of comprehendisg and comgrehension-the
latter designating the product.

As a product, comprehension occurs each sgep a]ong the way in
conjunction with the processes which contribute to .it.s- Thus, readers
may be interrupted during their reading to ascertain -either the
processes themselves or the resultant comprehension of the author's
meaning at that point in time. It would thus appear tHat there
might be a relationship between the various processes brou@h; into



4
play and the comprehension arising as a result of thif intéractiog.

Wlhen comprehension is demonstrated by meds of a recall, two
sets of processes are involved: receptive and productive. The
relationship between these processes and comprehension is illustrated
in the following diagram.

KnoWiedg‘ention/ : o » Know]edge/rétenti&’/
retrieval ’ retrieva]
. ‘ | - |
J Author Reader .
< © L
2 i > 2
S 2
A
3 Q 3
\ .a éj’ ¢
\Z & 2
' Text s Recall
4

Since a recall protocol is the result of two sets of processing,
as Kintsch and VanDijk (1978) say, it ". . . is not simply a replica
of a memory representation of the original discourse (p. $374)". This
would occur only when information is stored verbatim in memory and
retrieved in rehearsal fashion. . Processes, which produce a change in
the text information at the point of innut are termed macrorules by
Kintsch and VanDijk (1978) and are of three types: deletion of
irrelevant information, generalization of a subset of information, or
construction of a more.global fact frd@ specific information.

Kintsch and-Van DijkN\{1978) also posit three major processes that
may operate at the time a reader produces a recall. One of these
processes is "reproduction" which results in the recall of information
that is stored in a verbatim manner. "Transformations" of data result
in reordering lexical substitutions, explication of coherence relation-
ships, and perspective changes. Finally, a "reconstruction" of data
brings various world knowledde to hear on the text data and results in’
(a) the addition of plausible details and normal properties;

(b) particularization of events, or (c) spesification of normal
conditions, components, or consequences of events.

p——
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Comprehension Categories °
s
The following categories are based largely on the work of Drum
and Lantaff (1977), earlier works by the author (Fagan, 1978, 1980)
and on two research studies that tested thg earlier category svstem
(Brake, 1981; Beebe, Fagan and Malicky, 1981). Their nurpose is to
provide a structure to assess the degree/of pomprehension as indicated

by a recall protocol. This may be ach}eved n four stages.

i
s

Stage 1: Eliminating Irrelevant Dq}é

The first step is to isolate that information which will be
analvsed. In order to do this ii is necessary to eliminate two
- Categories of data: mazes and trecall conventions.

1. Mazes may be either of four types.

Filled ,Pause (Audible Noise): This consists of sounds which may
be represented as ah, er, um, etc.

Filled Pause (Interjection): This consists of words or phrases which
seem to mark time for the speaker before qoing on to the next thought.
‘Examples are well, I think, yes, let me see, wait a minute, etc.

Filled Pause (Repeat): This in¢ludes the repetition of words or parts
of words. :

He saw a golf - a golf cart.

The little girl was per - perturbed. ‘
The words or word part spoken initially are classed as the Repetition
since it is assumed that once the speaker repeats, he ends the
pause and continues to complete the utterance.

Correction/Edit: This consists of a jumble of words precedinqg a
change in direction of what the person was about to sav% or nreceding
a better choice of words.

He wanted to sell - to buy the golfballs.

The boy collected golfballs in the - around whgre - where he - on

the golf course near where he was lived.

¢  There will be only one instance of a type of hesitation pause/
correction edit within a seguence. For example, if a word is repeated
six times, it is one instance of a Fil1Ted Pause (R eneat); if several
words are used before the ghild gets back in the right track, this

is one\instance of a Coh<s§fion/Edit.

2. Recall conventiens are concerned more with the narrating
than with the actual content of the text. They may express a
reader's limitations in not being able to remember or may include
vague generalizations which appear to be a cover-up for lack of
specific knowledge. Following are examples of recall conventions.
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Text: (no specific referents)

Protocol: “Well it savs that..."
"And in the second paragraph the story says..."

"That's all I can remember."
Protocol: "That was a jvod story” "
: "I found it hard te remember the part where all the

characters were introduced."

Also included are phrases used by the reader to insert an event
in proper sequence due to forgetting while"recalling.

Protocol: Before that he set out his hooks for fishing. (The
o . Tbefore that" acts as an addendum to insert informa-
o tion in its proper .sequgnce after subsequent
¢ o information had been recalied. A svnonymous state-
) ment to "before that" would be "I forgot that".
. Text: (detailing the advantages of heat)
Protoco] Heat helps lots.
Text: (descr1b1ng the manufacture of various items of clothing)

Protocol: They make dresses and stuff like that.

Stage 2: Choosing a Unit for Analysis

D1ffere*‘dmts may be chosemy for ana1/s1s-—-propo$1t1on (Kintsch,
1974), syntac¥ic proposition (Fagan, 1978), clause or t-unit (Hunt,
1965). An assumption made when choosing a unit is that this
represents a meaningful division of information and that the reader
may perceive this unit when comprehending and/or recalling informa-
tion. Since it cannot be‘determined with definitiveness which unit
operates in this manner (in fact it is likely that different units
may be processed at different times), the unit chosen for analysis
will have different implications when interpreting the results
obtained. For example, if the smallest unit is chosen—the svntactic
. proposition—then it is easier to determine if this fits into a LY
category since verbatimness, synonymy, etc. is easier to analyse
within this smaller unit than within a larger unit such as the
t-unit. Consequently the interpretation of results would be we1ghted
in termms of this category [f, on the other hand, the t-unit is
chosen, then it is easier to judge if a-summarv has taken place

since it is difficult to provide a summary of information within the
brevity of the syntactic proposition. The clause unit is inter-
mediate in length. between the syntactic proposition and the t-unit/
incomplete t-unit, and whereas it mav not have the full advantages

of either of these, it also does not have their full disadvantages.
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In order to isolate clauses, 1t\1s‘sdggested that the protocol
first be divided into {-units and vncomp]ete t-units (Esaan. 1978)
.which are defined as follows: '

T-unit: This is a single independent prediction (main clause)
together with any subordinate clauses that may be grammatica 1v
related to it. It may be a single or a comp1ex sentence, but not -
a compound sentence

In dividing a passage into t-units, one approach is to consider -

_ you are editing the ;gunscr1pt and are directed to rewrite as .
sentences according tb the definition above. Where there is a

compound sentence, divide before the connecting conjunction (and,

but, etc.) and begin the next genten;g with the conjunction. Do not

change any words, but bracket these wbrds which do not fit into o the

regular flow of language that make up the t-units (i.€., mazes).

Further guidelines for segmenting t-units are:

1. When a quote'consists of more than one principal clause,
only the first one is included with the words that identify
the speaker.

e.q. /Christopher said uncle when shall we get there/
it's such a lTong walk/

2. Having a t-unit within a t-unit is possible.

e.g. /and he (/now he was scared/) told the captain .
. . ! /

conjunction has been omitted, the clause involved does not

~
3. WHhen the meaning of a passage indicates that a subordine;e/
form a new t-unit. -

/
/
/

e.g. /he decided that he should go cause there was
L nobodv around and (cause) there was stuff . . .?
4. "Yes" is included in the succeeding t-unit if the following
statement is an elaboration of the answer; otherwise, it is
considered to be an incomplete t-unit.

e.g. /yes I guess you missed . . ./
/yes/ what do vou want it for/
5. Intonation may determine the location of the boundary when
a phrase, structurally, can be attached to either the
preceding or subsequent t-unit.

e.g. "I think" as in:
/he went 1 think/ he said he planned to any way/

6. Expressions like "I think," "I believe" are considered part

~—
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e of the t-unit if they are 1ntegra1 to the statement as
' for: example: )

/1 think he went said John/

If the express1on appears to be fdiosyntactlc to the speaker,
, » the words are considered a "holder" tvpe maze and are not
T counted as part of the t-unit..

‘ e.g. ./Floods cause much damage/ (I think)

Incomplete t-unit: This consists of a group of words which do not

form a complete independent clause but which are necessary to the (
ongoing flow of language. Since it does not form a complete -
indepedtlent clause, it is different from'a t-unit. It may be lacking

a subject, a verb, obJect or comn1enent, or any combination of

these. ™,

, _ The 1hcomp1ete appears to serve either of four functions:

- specifving particular information; elaboration of an antecedent;
making additional comments on a topic; or establishing a referent

for an ambiguous item.

He pushed one guy down in the water, pushed h1m on the ground,
started punching him. .

So he got fed up with this kind of deal, evervone ch&Sing him.

And so the man is looking, couldn't find him.

He'd Se]] it to them, the balls.

An analysis of a transcription‘is given below.
He asks them for four golf ba]]s//or he's gonna put his boots
into the river//(and, and) (um) (he gave them) //the boy
gave them four (four) (um) golf balls//they drop his boots
anyway/because thev are mean//he goes back looking for
—Tthem//goes_home (because after) (um)//he had a dream//.

T-units //

Incomplete t-unit

Filled Pause (Audible Noi se)
Filled Pause (Repeat})
Correction/Edit

Clauses ../ and .//

NN W -y



APPENDIX O

COMPREHENSION CATEGORIES FOR PROTOCOL AMALYSIS—

“STAGE 3

385



C

Stage 3: Comprehension Categories

. Text Exact . !

This category includes information from the text in its exact

. form qr with minimal variations. It is assumed that this ‘
information was stored in rote fashion or is automatically con-
strained by other information and is "reproduced" in a similar

state,
"Al. Verbatim Recali
~ The inforpation is a direct recall of the lexical items of

® the text. N .'
Text: The boys\hre late for school.
Protocol: The boys were late for school.
§ubstitution‘6f-a determiner, a verb form or & function word
which does not change the meaning of the unit will also be
placed in this category. o
Text: He chased the animal.
Protocol:. He chased an animal.
Text: People were waiting at the door.
Protocol: People were waiting b} the door.
Text:  The student had been absent many times.
Protocol: The student was absent many times:

A2. Partial Recall

A significant concept(s) (noun, verb, attribute) is/are

.omitted in the verbatim recall.

Text: After robbing the store, the convicts raced for their
car. .

Protocol: The convicts raced for their car.

Text: The children had never seen such a tiny colt.

9

Protocol: The children had never seen such a colt.

This category would also inciude fragmented units which are
not mazes and although not semantically complete do indicate

386



A3.

that the reader has noted ‘and attempted to retrieve concepts
which continue the storv line.

Text: The stranger told him to follow his advice and put
his 1ines at the spot indicated. )

Protocol: The stranger told him...thét He would put...
all his lines... .

. Vague Statements

_ _A reader uses at least one term which is exact from the text.

This is usually the subject or head word of the statement.

‘Wigh this head word, there is a relational statement which

is not incorrect in terms of the text data but is vague in

the sense that it may have been produced without noting

specific ‘text referents. . o

Text: (describing the manufacture of various items of
clothing) 3

Protocol; They made many kinds of things. S

Text Specific'

‘In this catégory is placed information recalled that has specific

references in the text. The reader may have "transformed” some
of this information by reordering or substituting lexical items.

B1.

B2.

Substitution of Pronouns

.

A pronoun is used in place of a noun when the noun referent
is present elsewhere within the text. All other items in
the unit are verbatim.

Text: People were very kind to the strénger.

Protocol: They were very kind to the stranger.

Text: The truck went off the road about one half mile from
the settlement.

Protocol: It went off the road about one half mile from
the settlement.

Synonymy of Elements

The operational definition of synonymy is context dependent
and may refer to (a) substitution of one word for another

so that the semantic and grammatical features are preserved,
(b) the sequencing nf lexical items from a“unit such as the

preposing of prepositional phrases or substituting an active,

@7
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for a passive, and (c) a paraphrase of the original unit
which in the subjective opinion of the scorer has the same

" conceptual referents and has definite correlates in the s

text unit. , o ‘
Text: fish A |

Protocol: salmon

Text: The house was on fire,

Protocol: The house was bdfning.

Text: In twos and very slowly the mourners walked in
procession.

Protocol: The mourners walked in procession very slowly and
in twos.

Text: He said good night and went to bed.

Protocol: He decided to call it an evening and said good
' night.

Text Embedded

The information in this category is épecific to the text but the
_untt of recall includes information from more than one unit of
the text.

Cl.

-y

Embedded Information

Embedding occurs when lexical items from two or more separate
utterances are combined into one. The utterances may be
contiguous or may be separated in the text. At least one of
the specific key items or its synonym is used in the embedding.
The observer should be able to match up thé information in

the embedded unit to the information in the original items.

Text: She jumped into the icy water. She was trying to save
the swimmer who was in trouble. ‘ N
Protocol: She jumped into the icy water to save the swimmer
in trouble.

Text: The stranger pitied the man. He had tried to help but

had not been very successful. The stranger felt deep
remorse byt knew that the man would have to settle his
own problems without interference. The-stranger stared
quietly as the man walked slowly away. )

Protocol: The stranger pitied the man who walked slowly away.

L)
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j another text unit by a pronoun. -When the reader recalls
tilise units he/she usés only the noun or the pronoun for th1s "L
: “The man won the lottery. He was sO hapby.

The man who won the_lb ery was So happy.
or, He was so happy bef¥use he won the lottery.

D. Text Enta11ed

The information retrieved is a superordinate statement subsuming
information from more than one text unit. It -may be assumed

that at the time of comprehending, the reader "constructed"
information and retrieves this construction at the .paint bf

reca]] or that the reader reconstructed the information at the

‘time of recall. . T

R Synthesis ' .

A synthesis is .a compilation of information from one or more -
text units. It does not contain kev lexical items from the =~
specific units summarized but is expressed in a hierarthical
:‘ superordinate manner, or by a generalization. In reverse,
e text unit(s) is/are actua]]y an elaboration of the

~ summary statement. ' However, unlike synonymy of elements (B2), *
the specific concepts of the text cannot be known from the
recall statement.

. Text: He quickly raced to the landing, stripped off his
clothes and jumped into the icy water. His only wish
was to rescue the frightened little boy.

Protocol: He did a very brave deed.

Text: While visiting her Aunt Lizzie at the farm last week-
end, Terri helped harvest some carrots, peas, zuchini,
. and tomatoes. (Note that ¥n contrast to B2, the
specific concepts of the text unit cannot be recovered
from the protocol unit. However, the text unit does
allow for an elaboration of "vegetables".)

Protocol: Last weekend, Terri helped her aunt harvest some
: vegetables.,
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Text Infer§>\141

This information is added by the reader to fill in gaps in the

text data and is derived from knowledge schemas world events,
such as a rodeo, restaurant, school. This information may have
been constructed at the time of input and retrieved at recall or .
reconstructed at the time of recall. Unlike Synthesis (D1), the
text does not provide an elaboration or expansion of the referents.
Additional data to the text information must be generated by the
reader. That is, a gap must be bridged. : -

E1. Inference

An inference may include either a lonical reasoning or an
instantiation, that is, the f}lling in of information but
not specified. The latter is often referred to as a prag-
matic inference and may be stated in a contradictory form
and still make a plausible statement. o

Text: John and Bil11 left for school at the same time and
walked at the same rate. But Bill lived several
blocks farther away from the school than John. uohn
Just reached the school on time.

Protocol: (Logical): Bill was late for school.

Text: The mother bundled the children in their parkas,
scarves and mittens. She was sure they all had a
hot lunch as they left for school.

Protocol: (Pragmatic): It was a cold day. .

(Contradiction: It was not @ cold day.
Perhaps the mother was mentallv deranged.)

Text Experiential ' -

This information consists of e]aborationi/or embellishments which
are triggered off by associations to the text information. They
are notconstrained by the text in the same way as inferences;
that is, while two independent observers should agree aon the
inference, such agreement would nqt be expected for elaborations.
The reade?s empathesizing from experience.

F1. Experiential Intrusions

This *information is related to the theme of the text passage

but is not specifically suggested by a particular unit in

the text. It does not convey the text information but is
L addition of information from the reader's background.

Text: The little bey had disobeyed his mother. She had
told him to wait by the car while she went back to
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the store for the other bag of groceries. Now she
could not find him anywhere,

Protocol: One time [ saw this woman looking everywhere for
her 1ittle boy. " He went up the escalator when
she wasn't looking.

F2. Storyline Additions

These units include additions to the informatiod within the
storylie. The origin of-these additions appears to be based -
on the reader's experience with stories and the kinds of
goals or actions which are appropriate in a particular
context and thus are predictable from the story informa-
tion. Also included are expressions that indicate saying,
‘thinking, etc. which are not specifically stated in the text.
These are not inferences since they are not. 1mmed1ately

* constrained by a specific part of the text.

Text: (describing a character's actions that led up to
making a decision).

Protocol: He thought he would catch the next train and ’
Ffinally settle the matter completely.

Text: The stranger saw that the man was weak and finally
dug a hole through the ice for him.

Protocol: The man said "I am not able to diq the hole."
But the stranger said "You got to keep trying
and trying." The man said "I just can't do it."

Text Erroneous—Specific

This category contajns information that is erroneous within
Categories A, B and C and relates to errors in specific text
information.

Gla. Errors in dates and proper names

. These errors con;titute memory errors or are due to lack of
attention to the text. The appropriate slot is there but
is inaccurately filled. T ’
Text: Sir Wilfred Laurier
Protocol: Sir Wilfred Bennett -

Text: 1864

Protocol: 1872
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Erroneous cxggnsions[additions !

|
These units (1) separate attribute/argument phrases into .
units that are conceptually wrong, or (i1) add information
that is contradictory with information in the téxt. These
may be due to lack of experiemnce with the content and/or
the ambiguity of the text. ‘

Text: They ground corn Qy pounding it.
Protocol: They ground corn by heating ft.

Text: Thé'lobsterfs claws.

' Protocol: The lobster claws.

Erroneous Embeddings

In combining information the reader confuses information
about a particular referent. '

Text: As the man was scraping snow off the ice he saw
someone standing beside him. The man said to the
stranger "I don't think I can. finish visiting my
lines because I am so cold and hungry." The stranger
said he would help. He dug new heles for the man
and also showed him'where to get caribou. /

Protocol: A stranger came along. He heiped the Jan dig
holes through the ice and them they saw a
caribou herd go by.

Text: Mrs. Gray sat down to watch the TV announcer on her
weekly show about gardening. -

Protocol: Hrs.'Gray gat down to watch the TV announcer /-~f‘4‘
on his weekly show about gardening.

Text: The dogs lav down and refused to move. The man
dragged the sled all the way to the cabin.

Protocol: The dogs dragged the sled to the cabin.

Text Erroneous—tlon Specific

The erroneous information in this category is incorrect in .
relation to Categories D, E and F. This erroneous information .

~may be due to faulty construction at the time of input or faulty

reconstruction at the time of_zgcall.

/‘/
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G2a. Inaccurate/incorrect synth
4 L]

Information from the tex®™s (1) designated by an inaccurate

superordinate referent, (ii) is generalized in a way which

does not convey the gist of the passage, or (i11) contra-

dicts real 1ife events not mentioned spectfically in the '
text. .

Text: We shouldn't always knock <ompyters when thev seem
tO mhke AN  @rror In Jur aci unts. Graatad ae 1 4h*
be upset when our balance is ml and the computer
still insisty that we send a check fa- $4T 0.
However, if computers were assigned to do. the
many menial tasks of administrative affairs and
leave more time for humans to use their intelli~
gence to solve the more significant problems, then
computers and humans would be compatible and would
coexist «in harmony.

Photocal: Computers are taking over.

Text: While visiting her Aunt Lizzie at the farm last
weekend, Teri helped harvest some carrots, peas,
zucchini, and tomatoes. -

Protocol: Last weekend Teri helped her Aunt harvest some
fruit.

G2b. Faulty Inference v

]

The reader draws ‘an incorrect inference from the Sé*orma-

tion given in the text. o -

" Y

Text: Mrs. GPay knew it was two o'clock becaus® she could

: hear Henry, her parrot squawking. He wanted to

. “watch his favorite TV program, - But Mrs. Gray

thought that too much TV was bad for Henry's eygs
so she told him to rest instead. He squawked even
louder so she finally turned on the TV set. After
Henry's show was over, she stayed to watch a show
.on cooking. . .

Protocol: Mrs. Gray came in from the garden to watch her !
TV show.

' 1



- APPENDIX P

*NUMBER OF CUES USED ON THE TASKS OF FREE ASSOCIATION,
STRUCTURED NUESTIONS, AND RECOGNITION TO ELICIT
CONCEPTUAL PRIOR KNOWLEDGE BEFORE READING
NA&RATIVE AND EXPOSITORY SELECTIONS
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Number of Cues Used on the Tasks of -Free Association,

Structured Questions, and Recognition to Elicit |
Conceptual Prior Knowledge Before Reading ///—~
” Narrative and Expository Selections
: { ( Mumber of Cues?
Reading L Free Structureg d
Selections Association Questions Recognition

Narrative

k3

Not= ~g - apened 3 17 12
Takir.  tee Plunge 4 32 9
The Princess Who Loved 4 11 1
her Father Like Salt

éaptured 4 7 1

Expository : , -

Stuck-Together Beast 3 8 7
What is Lightning ' 10 10
Besides Scary? : )

What is a UFO? 4 . 8" 5
How a Sumbarine Sees 4 H 9 7

Inder the Sea

4Based upon the ease vith which subjects in pilot studies one and two
recalled conceptual prior knowledge relevant to each reading
selection.

bword and/or phrase cues derived from the first pilot study.

CDesigned to elicit conceptual prior knowledge less lilkely revealed
by free association. ‘

dDesigned to elicit conceptual prior knowledge least likely retrieved
through free association and structured questions.



