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ABSTRACT

Numerous studies on 1earning disabi]ities have“shown that learning '-\

: d1sab1ed ch11dren dg not spontanecusly use correct1ve strateo1es, althouqh
they possess these .in the1r reperto1re and can. execute - them when
directed’to.do s0. S1nce it f; poss1b1e that the reason these ch1tdren
do not 1ndependent1y use correct1ve strategies 1s that they are less
' able than their normal peers to recogn1ze when they have not understood
‘ th1s study was undertaken to compare the ab111t1es of average -and J
learning d1sab1ed ch11dren to mon1tor their comprehens1on A read1ng
task. was utilized, wh1ch tested average and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren ‘15?
on: (a )'recogn1taon of m1scomprehens1on, (b);know]edge of a 1ookback
strategy; and (c) effectiveiuse of a']ookback'strategy. |

Twenty average grade four and twenty'sixth-grade 1earning'disab1edd
subjects from schools within the Edmonton CatholicfSchoo1 bistrict"
'partjcipated“in'the study. They were selected on the basis offeoﬁate-; .

o SN . .
“hension scores on'the~Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, Level C, Form 2,

Canadian Edition (1980) and non- verba] scores of the. Canad1an Lorge-'

Thorndike Inte111gence Test, Leve] B, Form 1, (1967),_ I Q. and read1ng

4 level were held constant ‘o -
- L ) g N

an e

‘Since the effect of passage Tevel on comprehens1on mon1tor1ng was fiéf
Aa]so of interest to the study, twostor1esfrom the Mart1n Mooney Mystemy”
Ser1es were se]ected and mod1f1ed o) that one was at 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1
for all of the subJectss while the other was. at frustrat1on leVel '

P

'SubJects were requested to s1]ent1y read each story to answer qUest1ons«

T

. Four questions at each 1eve1 had been des1gned to 1nduce readers to use
a 1ookback strategy, and the p1acement of story pages. 1n front of the ch1]d

ensured the easy observat1on of 1ookback behav1or Spontaneous mon1tor1ng

¢

N
<

@



dur1ng story read1ng was a]so recorded 1n a th1nk1ng a]oud task where1n
v readers stopped read1ng upon reach1ng red dots p]aced in the text and

reported any problems they m1ght be exper1enc1ng

-The stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s of the data 1nc1uded t-tests for 1ndependent

¥

means, and two-way analyses of var1ance w1th repeated*measures across

'“passage 1eve]s The quant1tat1ve ana]yses were'supported«and/or advanced
¥ .
whenever appropr1ate by qua11tat1ve data obta1ned from the response sheets

¢

and notes kept -on each subJect
F1nd1ngs 1nd1cated that average readers were more cogn1zaht than
learning disabled readers of occas1ons of m1scomprehens1on on one measure

~

" of mon1tor1ng whén reading both instructional and frustration 1eve1

«@

- passages. No's{gnfficant dffferences were found between reading achievement

,.groups on awareness of m1scomprehens1on of quest1ons, know]edge of. a
1ookback strategy, and effect1ve use of the strategy. Both reading groups
were found to have good verbal knowledge of the strategy, ‘although they

'4.were 1ncons1stent and 1arge1y 1neffect1ve in 1ts use. Effect1veness :

and frequency- of "lookback strategy use 1mproved on-a cued task, however,

suggest1ng ‘greater capac1ty than was 1nd1cated in the spontaneous cond1t1on

Support'for the effect of passage 1evels Qn comprehens1oh monitoring

. .

was obta1ned through several qualitative measures for each aspect of .

Y
comprehens1on mon1tor1ng, although s1gn%£1cant\d1fferences on measures

submitted to statistical analysis were obtained on]y.for the ability to

\\S\judge\the accuracy of responses to questions;"Imp1ications pertaining to
“the findings'were.provided‘for_c]assroom teachers, and suggestions were

made for future research. ' ' C e
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCT ION

"A vital component of reading comprehension is
the ability to monitor or judge the quality of
one's understanding. This [entails keeping track
of one's ongoing comprehension success, ensuring
the process continues effectively, and taking
remedial steps when necessary.]"

(Baker and Brown, in P1tts, 1983)

The need to monitor one's comprehension is integral to contenoorary
theories of reading in which the reader is seen as an active participant
in his/her own~1earn%ng. Conprehension monitoring in fhese theories
acts as an fexecutive function, essenifalufOr competent reading,
which d%rects tne reader's'cognitive processes'as he/Ene strives to.

make sense of'incoming textual information" (Wagoner, 1983). The reader
" in this model has at his/her disposa] a repertoire of corrective
strateg1es with which to rect1fy h1s/her misunderstanding when he/she

exper1ences d1ff1cu1ty ass1m11at1ng the new 1nformat1on into h1s/her
. N
ex1st1ng body of know]edge

This view of read1ng as an actiue process, in which the reader

.’15 largely in control of h1s/her comprehens1on, offers an alternative
view of disabled réaders. From th1s view, the d1sab]ed reader 1s'

' envisaged as possessing intact psychological processes (such_as memory
or perception) arid differing from his/her more capab]e neers fn ability
.fo monitorbongoing understanding of what he/she reads end/or in ability
to use cognitive stra%egies in order to rectify misundersfanding |

Support for th1s theory has been. secured by numerous researchers
such as Torgensen (1977) wong (]980), Flavell (1979), and Brown (]978)

In‘comparative'studies of learning disabled and average children they Y

-



- have found virtually no differences in the performances of the average

and learning disabled groups on tasks which require incidental learning,

while there were significant discrepancies in performance on tasks
.requiring‘the active monitoring of progrESS and a!hognitive organization
of stimu]i.»Torqensen (1977) concluded that ]earning disabled ohildren
suffer from a "production deficit“~whehe1n their basic psychologica1
processes are intact, while their passive approach‘to Tearning impedes
'4their‘abi1ity to execute  task aopropriate‘strategies. While these
studies contributed significant]y‘to an expanding awareness of ]earningv
. disabilities, further research was needed to exp]icate'the roles of
umonitbring and cognitive strategy use in the acquisition of know]edge;
Subsequent studies by Dawson eﬁ*ai (1979) ahd TahVeg\et’a1 (1977)
~found that with only a mihimum of instructionvoh use of a strategy,
1earning'disao1ed children perfohmedjas well as normal children on. tasks
requiring its effioient execution. ~Others, including Dawson, Ha11ahan,
Reeve and Ball (1979), obtained comparab]e 1mprovements when they
’.1nstructed the ch1]dren to use a specific strategy w1thout actual]y
1nstruct1ng them in 1ts use. \ha11ahan, Tower, Kauffman and Graybea] ;
’(1978) found that they could induce eff1c1ent strategy use simply by
rewarding ch11dren w1th pennies for good performance wh11e in” another .
study, Torgensen (1980) induced eff1c1ent strategy use in grade two
‘children through verba]Ty reinforcing good performance The accumulation
of ‘an extens1ve number of stud1es in each of these -areas conf1rms that
learning d1sab1ed ch1]dren frequent1y possess effect1ve cogn1t1ve
strateg1es in their reperto1re, a]though they do not spontaneously
use them. Furthefmopgi;an intehesiing feature in many of the’studiesxon -

induced strategy -use in Tearning disabled children ﬁs that, while the

R



ksubJects could successfu11y use the strateg1es when 1nstructed to do S0,

or when extrinsically motivated, they d1d not continue to do so indepen-

dently (see Borhowski- and Cavanaugh, 1979). Further research is
needed to determine whyithese thi]dren'do not independently use.
cogn1t1ve strateg1es | |

Since corrective strategy use is prompted by the recoghnt1on that
understanding has not occured, it is p]aus1b1e that learning disabled
~ students may not spontaneously use cognitive strategies because they do

not adequate]y monitor their performance. Henee, they-do not recdgnize

when 1t wou]d be appropr1ate to-take corrective act1on This study
»ut111zed a read1ng task in order to determ1ne the use of comprehension

mon1tor1ng by ]earn1ng‘d1sab]ed and norma1 students.
’ tl . .
Purpgses‘of the Study

|
|
!

aThe purpose of this study was to determ1ne whether there were any
differences in the comprefiension mon1tor1ng ‘of 1earn1ng disabled" and
norma] readers as they read instructional and frustrat1on Tevel mater1a]s
*Several measures of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng were used as the ch11dren
vread one 1nstruct1ona1 level story and one frustrat1on Tevel story
They were asked to verba11ze -any d1ssonance at’ se]ected po1nts as they
read the stor1es Then, the ch11dren were observed to see whether they‘
spontaneous1y used a 1ookback strategy to resolve m1sunderstand1ng ‘when
-answering questions, Fina]]y,.they were asked if they knew of a.
.,strategy"to'reso]vé mjsunderstanding,‘and'were observed to determine’

- how effectively they used'the strategy on a cued task. .

Def1n1t1on of Terms

For the purpose of th1s study, the fo]]ow1ng def1n1t1on of tenns

-



w111 be used.

‘Read1ng Comgrehens1on

A two-way process wherein the reader uses graph1c cues (bottom-up

4 process1ng) in concert w1th his pr1or knowledge (top-down processing)

d

‘ 1n order to act1ve]y reconstruct ‘meaning. Comprehension can be measured

-

by the extent to which the reader’s reconstruct1on of and e]aborat1on
upon the text are consistent with the author's 1ntended-mean1ng.

Comprehension Monitoring

- Average Readers U i " -

‘Keeping a. check on understand1ng as one reads This 1nvo1ves ,1
recogn1z1ng when understand1ng has, not occurred as we]] as. when 1t has,
know1ng about correct1ve strateg1es, and f1na11y, be1ng capab]e of
effectively appropr1at1ng spec1f1c strateg1es to rect1fy m1sdnderstand1ng
" (Garner and Re1s, 1981) -

‘Lookback Strategy

Using rereading of prev1ous text-to correct’ m1sunderstand1ng This -

v

cou]d 1nvo1ve e1ther the ]ocat1ng of speC1f1c facts, or 1ocat1ng clues

to generate;1nferences.

Average grade four\geaders These children were selected on the..@% '

'basis of a reading achielement score of grade‘3'7'to'4;7 onvthevGates

MacG1n1t1e Reading Test as well as teacher rat1ngs Norma] 1nte1]1gence

Learn1ng D1sab1ed Readers

-as measured by the Lorqe Thornd1ke Ihte1]1qence Test and f]uency in ..

Eng]1sh were also requ1red S R » : ST ;;_M‘_;;

Sy

Grade s1x students who were: read1ng at grade 1evels 3. 7 to 4.7,

as measured. by the' Gates MacG1n1t1e Reading Test. The Edmonton Cath\13§h,

School District 1dentjfies'ohildren‘as befng'1earn1ng'd1sab]ed on the

~ -



basxs of the1r be1ng a minimum of one third. beh1nd the1r read1ng

ach1evement expectancy on . the Bond and Tinker formu]a

 Hypotheses

The fo11ow1ng hypotheses were formu1ated and 1nvest1gated

Hypothesis 1

T&Lre is no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between average and learning
V d1sab1ed readers on mon1tor1ng as 1nd1cated by:
)(a)- recognition of m1scomprehens1on
(b) know]edge of a )ookback strategy )
( c). effect1ve use of a lookback strafegy.to rect1fy m1sunderstand1ngT

~ Hypothesis 2

There is no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between performance on 1nstruc—
t1ona1 and frustrat1on Tevel mater1a1s on mon1tor1ng as 1nd1cated by

(a) recogn1t10n of m1scomprehens1on '. ' A
(b) know]edge of a 1ookback strategy‘ .
(c) effect1ve use of a 1ookback strategy to rect1fy m1sunderstand1ng:;

Hypothes1s 3

There is no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on effect between read1ng ach1eve-
‘and 1eve1 of mater1a1 on mon1tor1ng as 1nd1cated by .
‘e(a) recogn1t1on of stcomprehens1on |

(b) know]edge of a 1ookback strategy

(c) effect1ve use: of a 1ookback strategy to rect1fy m1sunderstand1ng; o

H

_ L1m1tat1ons and De11m1tat1ons o

Slnce much mon1tor1ng 1s covert, it.is d1ff1cu1t to assess to what
‘ <extent a child is mon1tor1ng his comprehens1on

The read1ng s1tuat1on produced by the des1gn of th1s study may have




| . ‘. v . ‘» ‘6 | v J‘F"".
been atyp1ca1 for some students o ’

3.~ This study . 1nvest1gated only one strategy wh1ch cou1d be used to

@

" correct m1sunderstand1ng,

L

@

S1gn1f1cance of the Study

L%

'ﬁhe resu]ts of this study are s1gn1f1cant to a better understand1ng
.of elementary sohoo] ch11dren s comprehens1on mon1tor1ng. Cogn1t1ve:a'
}strategies, such'as-rereading, are commonly used 1n7teach1ng ]earning |
.disab1ed children aTthbbgh these students.usdaily doynotébecome spon-
taneousTy‘profioient in their use;i One reaSOeafor.their.lack of‘r
independence'inhstrategy use might be because 1earnind disab]ed5
pch11dren do not recogn1ze when they have not understood This'stody.
contr1butes to. the ex1st1ng 11terature on, average and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
‘readers by prov1d1ng an 1nd1cat1on of how 1earn1ng d1sab]ed readers -
compare to the1r normal peers in the1r ab111ty to mon1tor comprehens1on o
”and to effect1ve1y use a lookback strategy to rect1fy m1sunderstand1ng
Th1s study will, therefore, have 1mportant 1mp11cat1ons”for the teachers i
s,_of both ‘learning d1sab]ed and average e1ementary schoo] ch11dren |
Determ1n1ng how 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1]dren d1ffer in the1r comprehens1on
'ﬁ‘mon1tor1ng has pe0rgog1ca1 1mp11cat1ons wh1ch should be usefu] in
‘hdeve10p1ng remed1a1 r~ograms for. these ch11dren for “wh11e compreﬁens1on
mon1tor1ng 1s no panacz2 for reading d1ff1cu1t1es, it may offer new |
ways of_th1nk1ng,about_anﬁ present1ng'comprehens1on techn1qoes to -

“students” (Pitts, 1983, p. 522).

~.
\.

Plan of the Invest_gatxon

Chapter 1 conta1ns the 1ntroduct1on and statement of the problan, ’

';'ourpose of the study, def1n1t1on of terms, and the hypotheses that gu1de



[
the investigation' Limitations and delimitations, and the significance

- of the study were. also d1scussed

In Chapter“Z—”a review of’ re]ated"11terature*and research 15—“——~———~#¢

~ :
/

'pFesented The design-of the study is detailed ‘in Chapter 3. Chapter v
. /
A summary of the study, the conc1us1ons and 1mp11cat1ons and suggest1ons

4 conta1ns the findings of the study, and a d1scuss1on of the- resu]ts

for further research are presented in Chapter -5.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LI.'TERAT‘URE '_

—

Introduction .‘ o

In this chapter, a brief review of Titerature on discourse

comprehension‘is inc]Uded to provide a theoretical framework for the

scurrent interest in comprehension monitoring. The review of related

diterature will then focus upon.comprehension monitoring research.

While comprehension monitoring 1is a‘metacognitive'ski11, a hierarchical

" relationship was postu1ated by Baker and Brown (1n<Wagner, 1983) Wherein

“metacogn1t1on" and "cogn1t1ve mon1tor1ng” are synonymous terms wh1ch

‘ app]y to know]edge about cogn1t1on 1n general. ‘“Comprehens1on

S 2

vmon1tor1ng" by contrast 1s "v1ewed as app1y1ng ma1n1y to read1ng

7

comprehens1on and is 11m1ted to comprehens1on of connected/d1scourse B
(p} 329). In keep1ng w1th thlS def1n1t1on th1s rev1ew w1]] be restr1c-

v ) .
ted to 1nvest1gat1ons ‘of m6n1tor1ng which 1nvo]ve connected d1scourse,

Aand w111 focus pr1mar11y on comprehens1on mon1tor1ng of wr1tten text.

S1nce recent stud1es of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng began with- an ora]

parad1gm\ Markman, 1977), many stud1es of ora] commun1cat1on are.

" relevant to’the study of mon1tor1ng of wr1tten text In order to draw

from th1s know]edge, some stud1es of ora1 commun1cat1on have also been

vf1nc1uded

Research on comprehens1on mon1tor1ng fa]]s 1nto two broad areas of

. 1nvest1gat1on '(a) readers metacogn1t1ons of person task and strategy

’good and poor readers.' Each of these areas w]ll be included .in the.f

var1ab1es of the read1ng process, and (b) readers funct1ona1 mon1tor1ng

,of text as they read.’ Each of these broad areas conta1ns 1nvest1gat1ons

/

of deve]opmenta] changes across- ages as we]] as comparat1ve stud1es of

o



review of relevant literature.

Discourse Comprehension

-Research tn discourse comprehension has been heavily influenced
- by the fields: of 11ngu1st1cs and cognitive psycho1ogy, the comb1nat1on
of . wh1ch have .come to be known as "psycho]1ngu1st1cs Current theor1es
of discourse.comprehension have evo]ved from the pro]1ferat1on.of "
studies in the area of text structure (specifically studies in the area
of macro—structure)_which abounded in the mid to late 1979'5, and |
theories of cognitiue processEE:in reading'which’were concurrent1y
.expanded to include "the comprehension of story structure, 1ntegrat1on
" of sentences, . draw1ng 1nferences, test1ng hypotheses, relating back-~ ¥
ground know1edge to textua] 1nformat1on and read1ng as a process of
'1nformat1on search” (Guthr1e, 1981, p. viii). \ |

Schema theor1es were 1nstrumegta] in the un1f1cat1on of - 11ngu1s-

tics and cogn1tJve psycho]ogy. Stud1ed by numerous theor1sts s1nce the -

-mid 1970'5 (see Rume]hart 1981, for a rev1ew)’ th1s concept has not had

o _a s1ngu1ar def1n1t1on * Schemata, however, have cons1stent1y been

l'v1ewed as ‘the bu11d1ng b]ocks of cogn1t1on They are seen as actlve ;
*’processes wh1ch play an 1mportant ro]e in. 1nterpret1ng and ant1c1pat1ng
ipr1nt,/retr1ev1ng 1nformat1on from memory, organ1z1ng correct1ve action o
' when,m1sunderstand1ng occurs, and genera11y 1n-gu1djng the f]ow of
uprocessing\in'the system (Rumelhart,a1981; Pearson,']981; Trabasco, _______
198];'Bracewei1, Fredericksenuand Fredericksen, j982; Cooper and”
-Petrosky, 1976' DibVista'.Hayward' and 0r1ando .1979"Pitts, 1983)

In order to account for the comprehens1on process, it has been 1mportant
to arrive at a clear def1n1t1on of schemata ~ Depending upon the1r -
professiona] orientation, theorists have used a different focus when

il
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seeking such a definition. Hence cogn1t1ve psycholog1sts have tended
‘to view schema with re]at1ve1y more emphasis upon what goes on in
—_——-——~the researcher5~—head,—wh11e_J1ngu1sts___have_focussed more., upon_t e__;_w______
funct1on of text in act1vat1ng schema. Regard]ess of -the spec1f1c
orientation of the theorist, however, all modern theories of discourse
.eomprehension see the reading process as involving some'degree of
reorganization. Readers are viewed as active ‘agents who -initially use
text (bottom-up processing) to’aotivate'an appropriate schema with |
which to 1nc0rporate the semant1c information. Then, subsequent
interpretation of‘text is guided.by the preeexisting‘schema (top-down
processing). The relative influence of one type of_prOCessind over
the other (top-down'versus bottom-up) is guided by the reader's
purposes -at the t1me of reading (Braceweﬂ] et al, 1982; De Vista et
a], 1979, p 1 97), as we]] as by text difficulty and fam111ar1ty
(Cooper and Petrosky, 1976; Rumelhart, 1981) ‘

As they read readers are constant]y mon1tor1ng thewr under-
stand1ng so as to detect any inadequacy of fit of text- 1nformat1on
1nto pre-ex1st1ng schema. Accord1ng]y, "the 1nd1v1dua1 reader sets B
the criteria for'judging whether comprehens1on 1s-adequate or.not_and-
‘then dec1des wh1ch, if any, remed1a1 action to take" (P1tts, 1983, |
p 517) . Th1s skill of know1ng when and how to take remed1a1 act1on '
(comprehens1on mon1tor1ng) has comevto be v1ewed as cr1t1ca1 to ,
comprehens1on Comprehens1on mon1tor1ng has attracted much attent1on

over the past few years and is a]so the focus of this study

Comprehension Monitoring

Based upon constructivist theories of comprehension, the reader

interacts withdthe printed‘page,Ka1]owing his/herggrior knowledge to
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guide his/her expectations of the text. When a mismatch occurs between

the actual text and the reader's expectations, a feeling of uneasiness

or unfamiliarity occurs (Pitts, 1983; Markman; 1979). To resolve his/

M

\

. her confusion, the reader may have to reconsider the meaning of the

text and make a decision about the adequacy of his/her comprehension.
Comprehension'monitoring involves both the subjective feeling that
understahding has or has not occurred and the activation of appropriate

corrective sg;ategies in order to resolve misuhderstanding. The.genera1

knowledge 29/ gu1des the effective se]ect1on and implementation of

- task relevant sk111s to recogn1ze and correct m1scomprehens1on of text

has been referred to as metacognition (Brown and Flavell, 1h Myers and

Paris, 1978).

Some theorists haVe'postu1ated\that,wsihce comprehension monitoring -

~is a metacognitive skill, it can only be considered as a conscious

Cactivity (e.g. Wagoner, 1983). Others argue that readers (barticu]ar]y

young chi]dren) do not a]ways have exp1icit knoW]edge of their own
process and def1ne comprehens1on mon1tor1ng in less restrictive terms

For 1nstance, Pace &1979 p 3)' states that, "some ev1dence of p]anfu]

,se]f-mon1torjng or regu]atlon is sufficient.” St1]1 others c1a1m that

. whether comprehension monitoring occurs “at the- conscious or subcon-

_'scious. lével depends on characteristics of both the reader and the

text." According1y, even good aduTt readers frequently are not con-

scious of their‘reading process as much .of -what: they do has become

' automatic and be1OW-the level of'consciodsness These strategies

wou]d thus be m1ssed from verba] statements -of what these readers ‘do

.. to mon1tor their comprehens1on (P1tt, 1983, p. 517). This d1fference

. - ' . - . o . .
in emphasis has led to two lines of research in_comprehension;mon1tor1ng.

5 .
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Some researchers have focussed on what readers know about the task of

reading (e.g. Garner, 1982; Pace, 1980; Meyers and Paris,_1978) while

others have studied what readers actually do to monitor and regulate

“their comprehension during reading (e.g. Garner and Reis, 1931; Pace,

cerned with readers' metacognitions about the'reading process; The

‘comprehension monitoring.

»

R ’ - . .
1982;" Baker and Anderson, 1982). These two lines of research "reflect

a difference in emphasis, not two “independent ent1t1es (Brown, in

W1nograd and Johnston, 1982 p 62)

Metacognitions of the Reading Process

Thi's section of- the literature review will examine studies con-

-

development of such self-awareness and its relationship to the actual

~use of monitoring has become a topic of considerable interest in

B N

Theorists who view comprehension monitoring as.deliberate,

- conscious action that “requires self-invoked plans and cognitive

-skills" (Meyers and Paris, 1978) see the.acquisition of metacognitive

" knowledge -about person, task, and strategy variables of the reading )

process as necessarily preceding and affecting the awareness of mis-
compréhenSion and the. imp]ementation:of corrective'strategies i |
order to add to an understand1ng of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng these

" theorists have 1nvest1gated what éh11dren and adults know about the
read1ngqprocess, and have attempted'to identify deve]opmenta] trends
in the acquisition of metacognitive knowiédge. |

Person Variables . 3\

" According to F]ave]]'s (1979) description of variab]es‘whtch

genera]]y app]y to metacogn1t1ve knowledge this category of var1ab1e '

m1ght include be11efs about any aspect of reader>"1ntra1nd1v1dua]

AV
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differences, interindividual differences, and universals of cognition"

(Flavell, 1977, o. 907). }
Paris and Myers (1978) and Gambrell and Heathington (1981) investigated

:readersl knowledge of the influence of motivation, goals and personal TimitaQ
tions ‘to the reading process. Paris and Meyers used a structured inter-" .
view to compare séﬁond and sixth graders' metacoqnitive knowledge about the
abilities of a competent reader as well as their awareness of 11m1t1ng
,cond1t1ons and. how one m1ght overcome them. . Siqgnificantly more grade six
than grade two students were aware that prof1c1ent read1ng requires /D
specialized skills, the deve]opment of which they recognized to be f/lated Y

- both motivation and opportunity. In keeping with their superior know]edqe
of motivation/l factors, nearly all of the sixth gqraders perce1ved the goal
of a story rdcall task as meaning construction, while the goal for nearly
ha]f:of the sgcond graders*was exact reproduction of text.

Using a structured interview based upon that used by Par1s and Meyers

i but mod1f1ed for use w1th adults, Gambrell and Heath1nqton (1981) ompared

qood and d1sab]ed adu]t readers'’ metacogn1t1ons about person “variables.

on quest1ons de51gned to,assess the influence of nersonal mot1vat1on."‘
and interest to the readinj task, siqnificantlv more disab]ed readers |
supported the role of persona] mot1vat1on in 1earn1ng to read. It |

shou]d bé noted, however, that the d1sab1ed readers in this” samp1e were

- selécted from a Right to Read Adu]t Academy Program. The differerces

in responses could be a ref]éctiOn of this particular group's strono '
persona1 desire to learn- to read and not representative of a wider S
d1sab1ed oopu]at1on 5 awareness of the relationship of per<ona1 ’
motivat1on~to the reading task. The groups did not d1ffer in their

awareness of interest.as a significant motivational factor in
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- 1earning to read.

Although inconclusive, findings of these two studies. suggest

14

that awareness of one's personai 1nvo]vement—in*the reading -task
deve]ops with age regardiess of reading abiiity Grade two students

were less aware than normal grade six -and disabled adult readers of

,ﬁ}he significance of interest, motivation, and intrapersonal -skills to

thevreading process:

Task Variables

Metacognitive know]edge in this category involves an under-i"

istanding of what task variations 1mp1y for how the cognitive enterprise

should be managed and how successfu] onesis 1ikely to be in achieving

/

goa] (F]avei] 1979) Examp]es of task variabies that can 1nf1uence

,reading 1nc1ude the 1ength of the passage, famiiiarity of the story
1content and text’ structure ‘
"A Myers'and Paris (1978) investigated sedond'and(sixth\graders'

Ametacognitive know]edge of task variabies They found ‘no significant

differences between the groups in their awareness that the length and

familiarity of reading materials 1nf1uence the speed w1th which they

~ can be read and remembered However, grade two students fared less

well than grade six students on measures .of metacognitive knowiedge of;—c

reading mode and structura] factors Only haifaof thejgrade two

students as compared to 89 per cent of Sixth graders thought that

Silent reading could be accompiished faster than ora] reading, and

Significant]y more -sixth graders were aware . of the spec1a] organization :

sentences “‘When suppiied w1th the task of either reading a story for

exact,reproduction or-merely to reportathe gist of it, and asked which.

-

of paragraphs, 1nc1uding the semantic properties of the first and last )
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I
N
)

would be easier, however, grade two students were equally aware that

" exact recall of a story is more difficult although they were oblivious

.as‘to how the!speoif1c readiﬁg_task“§houid‘1eadfto‘the“seTeotton—of‘f—f‘;—_‘—‘
differentta] strategies. | |
-Hare‘and"Smith (1982) used‘a.retrospective paradigm to test good
fand‘poor grade six readers on their abi]ity to'rate ‘the re]ative
,diffioulty of two passages. Read1ng ach1evement scores were found not
to be s1gn1f1cant1y related to the ability. to 1dent1fy the relative
 difficulty of passages. ,Furthermore, both‘gqupS»spontaneoys]y
supplied "familiarity” ao‘a variable whieh'affectevthe'readgbf1ity of -
passages. Hence, poor grade six readers, ]ike young subjects, were
cognizant of the effects of fam111ar1ty on the read1ng task. |
Gambrell and Heath1ngton (1981) compared adult good and severe]y
od1sab1ed readers' metacogn1t1ons about read1ng task var1ab1es These -
adult poor readers, 1ike Paris and Myers grade two students, d1sp1ayed
poor metacogn1t1ve know]edge of read1ng mode text structure, and the :
’ semant1c properttes ofva reading task. | o
AWarenessdof potential problem'causing‘situations'and textua1
featureo'wou1d appear to be:imbortanttif a:readeriis;to-set'appropriate -
:goa]s and oomprehenSiod'stahdards'for‘readihg ‘Uging a retrospective
'parad1gm Hare (1981) 1nvest1gated college good and poor readers
metacogn1t1ons about prob]em caus1ng s1tuat1ons when read1ng §obJects
read one 1ow-know]edge and one h1gh-know]edge art1c1e'and subseduent]y'
relayed oroblems;which they had encountered. Good andapoor readers .
'-.hhere equally cognizant;that'the task.variabie of structural features
affected the comprehensibilityhofvoasoages but poor readers}differed_ :
-from'QOOdhreadersfin their.recognition that "underétanding a:Cﬂaoée”

.



‘16

A

(p. 362)?also affected textfreadahi]ity. This factor and the numbers
. of broblems identified were significant]y positive]y.reiated'to reading
‘*“““‘“achievementj‘“Hence:—theseffinding5‘support—pre9ious—good/pdor_reader“ti————w—
. comparisons in that the podr readers experienced relatively more '
difficu]ty'than‘good_readers in'recpgnition of\the semantickproperties
of'the reading prdcess This studyi however, differed from previous
investigationsiin that this samp]e of poor readers’ dispiayed better
awa%eness of- structura] variabies A]though their mean reading achieve-

T ment 1eve1 is not reported, since these poor readers were never- the 1ess
co]]ege students, it is conceivabie that the degree of reading |
retardation aeeounts for these differences 1n resu]ts, underiining the

".1mportance of c]ear]y.describing poor.reader subgects. |

_Tagen in_concert;'these studies suggest that ;bunger and poorer -
. readers are generaily’aware'bf_theﬁinfiuence of some task variables
‘(i.e. familiarity) but_not othersf(i.e. structural features and E
semantiC'pronerties) unongthe reading'nrocess} | |

Strategy'Variab]es

‘ This eategory invd]vesr"kndw]edge that eduld-he.vauired coneerning‘
ot What-strategies-are 1ikeiy:to’be‘effectire;in'achiering gbals"_(Fiareii,
| ;1979‘ P. 907)' Know]edge'of various'strategiesvis imuortant since o
'"comprehen51on monitoring shou]d be . f]ex1b1e and adaptive so- that one
": can generate a]ternative p]ans and emp]oy appropriate numbers and
. kinds of plans to sdive,the-task"(Paris and Myers,r1981, p. 7).
.Myers and'Paris (1978), investigated second and sixth gradel
'chi]dren s metacognitions about strategy variabies in reading They
identified and 1nvestigated severa] variab]es wh1;h 1ead to- the emp]oy-

- ment of different strategies 1nc1uding “(a) the estabiishment of.
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specific goals for reading, (b) the criteria used for -determining if
comprehension was adequate, and (c) awareness of alternate methods for
M——~¥~—»~determining—unknown-informatjon~or;reaching~readingfgoaise_—Differences;~~7i~e-
between the groups. were significant in all areas ‘Grade two children; |
were not sens1t1ve to the need to 1nvoke spec1a1 strateg1es for
d1fferent mater1a15 and goa]s They reported few strateg1es or reasons
for check1ng their own progress, and had- few resources available for
dec1pher1ng the‘mean1ng of unknown words or sentences. Those resources
‘ava11ab1e to them tended to be external sources, such as othhr peopTe,
wh11e the grade s1x students generated more: 1nterna11y or1ented
strat£g1es Myers and Paris concluded that grade six ch11dren were l“
y better aware. of the ex1stence of var1ous read1ng strateg1es and were
sensitive to when and how to use them
_ | Based upon their (1978) study, Par1s and Myers (1981) theor1zed ,
N that a cruc1a] difference between good and poor readers m1ght be the1r
ab111ty'to seTect and,use_appropr1ate strateg1es for 1mprov1ng com—'
‘prehension. 'They generated 20-readingvstrategies accOrdTng to four.;_A‘
categor1es The group1ng cons1sted of 10 pos1t1ve strateg1es that S
coqu fac111tate comprehens1on, and TO negat1ve strateg1es that could
be detr1menta1 The pos1t1ve and negat1ve groups were. further sub-
d1v1ded into 1nterna] strateg1es (e g. pos1t1ve Y"Ask yourseTf
quest1ons about the 1deas 1n the story."; negat1ve fTh1nk about e o
someth1ng else while read1ng ") and 1ntofexterna1 strategies.requirtng“ |
add1t1ona1 mater1aTs or other people (e. g" positivef F“Look up words, .
you don t know 1n the d1ct1onary 5 negat1ve "Watch TV:whiTe:youb,_"
read ).' Grade four good and poor readers were asked to rate the e

strateg1es on. a n1ne po1nt scaTe rang1ng from "he]ps a Tot " to "hurts
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"a'lot " The amount and organ1zat1on of story reca]]s was s1gn1f1cant1y

. negat1ve1y corre]ated with severa] items wh1ch poor readers- rated
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—mu—“~h1gh1yr_—For 1nstance,mone_1nterna1 negat1ve strategy,_esay1ng every
‘ word over and- over", was rated as very helpful by poor readers and as
neutra] by good readers Par1s and Myers conc]uded that poor readers
‘were 1ess aware of the detr1menta1 1nf1uences on comprehens1on of
negat1ve factors than good readers wh1]e the1r awareness of pos1t1ve
“and neutra] factors. was equa]

Se]f report methodo1og1es, retrospect1on and protoco] ana]ys1s -

were emp]oyed by Hare and Sm1th (1982) in two stud1es wh1ch were des1gned

to 1nvest1gate good and poor, sixth and seventh grade readers meta—

"cogn1t1ons about strateg1es for enhanc1ng read1ng comprehens1on
Fo110w1ng spontaneous retrospect1ons on se]f reports about strateg1es
used in read1ng one narrat1ve and one-: expos1tory passage students s
were cued on f1ve common]y reported prob]em so1v1ng strateg1es

(reread1ng, se]ect1Ve read1ng, 1mag1ng, adJust1ng speeds, and re]at1ng

the passage to persona] exper1ence) and asked if. they had used any of

these strateg1es when read1ng e1ther passage “"The numbers»of strategfes .d

»spontaneous]y produced by readers was s1gn1f1cant1y pos1t1ve1y _;‘;v
corre]ated to read1ng ach1evement and was more pronounced for the.f'd'

f expos1tory (d1ff1cu1t) passage Numbers of cued strateg1es recogn1ied
by readers was not s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to read1ng ach1evement A
breakdown of typeseof strateg1es produced and recogn1zed by a11

: subJects as a funct1on of passage type offered ev1dence of d1fferent1a1
strategy use accord1ng to the type of read1ng mater1a1s Reread1ng |

was the most frequent]y ment1 ned and recogn12ed strategy Next in7

frequency for the narrat1ve _assage was 1mag1ng, and next in frequency



for the eXpository passage was changing‘speeds;» Hare and Smith

.conc]uded that students-had no trOUb1e reporting theistrategies they
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thought they emp]oyed in read1ng to remember, and that good readers s

'actually do use more of these strateg1es _ )

Garner (1982) used a se]f report methodology to 1nvest1gate adu]t
.'expert'readers metacogn1t1ons about strategy use. An expos1tory

._ passage about an. unfam111ar top1c ‘Was. used s1nce “this type of passage'
h Pprobab]y 1nduces more consc1ous, ana]yt1c proce551ng than a narrat1ve

" or an expos1tory p1ece about a h1gh1y fam111ar top1c ( 162)

' ‘SubJects were to]d to read for the purpose of summar1z1ng the passage RS

, and subsequently retrospected about the strateg1es wh1ch they had. used
While a w1de range of strateg1es was reported reread1ng was the most
'frequently reported ' ' |
!

; Us1ng a retrospect1on task Hare (1981) compared adu]t good and

poor readers metacogn1t1ons about the]r prob]em 1dent1f1cat1on and

lprob]em so]v1ng strateg1es when read1ng one 1ow-know1edge and .one h1gh4‘

' d know]edge art1c1e The tota] numbers of strateg1es ment1oned dropped

'for a]] readers from the h1gh to the 1ow know]edge art1c1e Good |

.readers reported us1ng tw1ce as many strateg1es as: poor readers 1n the h

'h1gh know]edge art1c]e, and over three t1mes as many in. the low=

fknow]edge art1c1e Hare conc]uded that poor adu]t readers demonstrated o

'gfmore rigid, 11m1ted strategy prof11es, and that even . the good readers _';kj-~“'

'ﬁresponded 1ess f]ex1b]y to d1ff1cu1t read1ng s1tuat1ons Reread1ng _;;‘h

‘-4;was the most- frequent]y ment1oned strategy for good and poor readers S

‘~*a11ke on both passages Good readers, however, appeared to benef1t
'bmore from reread1ng, as th1s strategy was s1gn1f1cant]y pos1t1ve1y ,Z”'

‘related to read1ng ach1evement for h1gh- and 1ow-know1edge passages.



"Two additiona1’strategies (reading se1ective]y,'and adesttng‘speed)

also d1fferent1ated between good and poor readers on both art1c1es
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She_ conc]uded that metacogn1t1on about read1ng prob]ems and strateg1es, -

‘;the quant1ty of comprehens1on mont%or1ng comments, and the number and
k1nds of read1ng strateg1es reported were~all- assoc1ated w1th read1ng k
ach1evement L o o '.{-1'-'“

' Gambre]] and Heath1ngton (1981), adapted a- structured 1nterv1ew

'parad1gm deve]oped by Myers and Par1s (T978) to assess adu]t good and

:_ d1sab1ed readers metacogn1t1ons about read1ng strateg1es Adu]t-poorw-w.

7areaders reported fewer strateg1es, d1sp1ayed more m1sconcept1ons about
strateg1es, and were not as sens1t1ve to. how and- when to use spec1f1c
'read1ng strateg1es to resolve comprehens1on fa11ures Gambre]] and

hrHeath1ngton conc]uded that the adu]t poor readers in th1s study were |

‘fa1arm1ng1y 11ke the grade two readers 1n the Par1s and Myers study

In sum, 1nvest1gat1ons 1nto readers metacogn1t1ons about strate—"'

g1es for mon1tor1ng progress and reso]v1ng comprehens1on fa11ures have'

yfound poor readers strategy prof11es to resemb]e those of pr1mary
o aged students Both pr1mary students and poor readers are r1g1d 1n
the1r use of strateg1es and appear 1nsens1t1ve to the need to 1nvoke
fbd1fferent1a1 strateg1es to meet chang1ng read1ng goa]s They report
“'v;b’us1ng few. strateg1es, and those strateg1es reported tend to be externa]
. ':(such as ask1ng for ass1stance), rather than 1nterna11y generated
v'gaOne usefu], 1nterna1 strategy, however, does appear to be acqu1red
“deve1opmenta11y early Regard]ess of age or read1ng 1eve1, reread1ng
‘lwas the most common1y recogn1zed and reported strategy ‘
By the t1me they reach upper e]ementary age good readers have '

| ['amassed a 1arge reperto1re of strateg1es wh1ch they use f]ex1b1y

)
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depend1ng upon. task demands Whert presented w1th d1ff1cu1t mater1a1s,
however even good readers display re1at1ve1y 11m1ted and r1g1d

strategy prof1]es Hence, once acqu1red“eff1c1ent strateg1es may be

L summary and Conc]us1dns .

man1fested in some c1rcumstances but not 1n others
ik :

B

Taken in concert these 1nvest1gat1ons 1nto readers metacogn1t1ons

.of person task and strategy variables 1nd1cate that readers deve]op1ng

awareness of the read1ng process is not.a un1tary phenomenon, but rather

---encompasses severa] areas of know]edge and’ degrees of awareness . The

-var1ous aspects of know]edge may appear ‘at d1fferent ages and they

also 1nteract w1th task demands and read1ng s1tuat10ns 50 that what is

1-known and eas11y art1cu1ated in a fam111ar context may be 1naccess1b]e‘:d
aunder d1fferent c1rcumstances N . . -

wh11e the resu]ts of these stud1es have he]ped to 1dent1fy
'Jstrateg1es used by readers for mon1tor1ng comprehens1on and have |

3 1dent1f1ed 1mportant re]at1onsh1ps between reader age and prof1c1ency,

'.there are prob]ems w1th se]f report methodo]og1es wh1ch prec]ude heavy“i

re11ance upon the1r resu]ts The cons1stency of resu]ts of - the maJor1ty'

"v7of these stud1es, however, does prov1de accumulat1ng ev1deﬂce that

d1fferences in comprehens1on mon1tor1ng between younger/poorer readers L

j: and o]der/better readers do ex1st oA un1que contrlbut1on of these o
,stud1es is that by 1dent1fy1ng spec1f1c strateg1es used by readers, ,.:

: they have d1sc]osed 1mportant avenues for further research Reread1ng
¢

‘was the most common]y reported strategy for- both good and poor readers,

y>and was the’ focus of the present study



Metacognitiye and Functiona]lKnowledge Contrasted

S1nce there ex1sts the poss1b111ty that young and poor readers

may on]y be 1ess art1cu]ate than good readers in express1ng how they
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sect1/n,were addressed to these 1ssues

“AQbservers were a1so ut111zed 1n order to compare what the students
5actua11y d1d to what they be11eved they d1d Cons1stent w1th the

’”resu]ts of prev1ous error. detect1on stud1es, even after belng exp11c1t1y

.'s1stenc1es to ]ook*for, adu]t co]1ege students detected on1y 38 oercent
:of the confus1ons ' Inspect1on of the reca]] protoco1s, retrospect1ve"'
'~vreports, and observer notes y1e1ded some 1ns1ghts 1nto subJects poor

E performance A maJor obstac1e to error detect1on was: found to be the‘j

~do in fact‘read, 1t was deemed 1mportant.to corroborate readers j f
R ‘verbaTized'know1edge'about their own/readtng proCesseS'with;visﬁble 3
~ ev1dence of what they do. Gambre]T and Heathington (1981) suggested

3’two avenues of- research to help determ1ne the- va11d1ty of se1f—

Y

';report methodolog1es They called for add1t1ona1 metacogn1t1ve resec ch__
"to f1rst of . a11 1dent1fy d1screpanc1es between how readers th1nk they
"read and how they actua]]y process pr1nt, and second]y, to determ1ne

o'the extent to wh1ch verba11zat1on is an accurate ref]ect1on of - 1eve1 of

awareness about the:read1ng process (p 221) Stud1es reviewed in this

Baker (1979) tested co]]ege students awareness of the1r read1ng
procesSes After subJects read passages conta1n1ng var1ous forms of
1nduced 1ncons1stenc1es, retrospect1ve reports and protoco]s were

obta1ned to ass1st An- d1scover1ng how the confus1ons were comprehended

1nstructed to 1ook for confus1ons, and cued as to the type of 1ncon-'

/

automat1c1ty of correct1ve strateg1es SubJects used correct1ve

_strateg1es to” reso]ve potent1a1 confus1ons SO automat1ca11y that they"'_

¢
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were unconscious of having done so, and unaware'that there had been a
confusion A further confound1ng factor was that the purposes for

read1ng set by the subJects 1nf1uenced the1r se]ect1on of strateg1e5/

y 23

“in ways wh1ch were not a]ways compat1b1e w1th the task demands of
Tt

’ confus1on detect1on For 1nstance, because some subjects were*read1ng

for the ma1n 1dea, they did not use comprehens1on strateg1es wh1ch

* would lead to the detect1on of detail confusions. Baker found that = I

co]]ege students have at the1r d1sposa1 a varjety of strateg1es to

a§s1st them 1n com1ng up- w1th a p1aus1b1e 1nterpretat1on of confused

text. Moreover, s1nce these procedures are. somet1mes app11ed 50 auto- "

h mat1ca11y that readers are unaware that there was a confus1on, she -
conc]uded that the fa1]ure to report a confus1on is- not a sens1t1ve
‘1ndex of . comprehens1on mon1tor1ng ; | L'_ ' :i;_k S : ‘ﬁy TQJ
Pace (1980) theor1zed that second graders wou]d be better ab]e to
,benef1t from a re11sten1ng strategy to correct comprehens1on errors than
‘:-fwou]d k1ndergarteners She further hypothes1zed that no d1fferences
~in ab111ty to use the strategy wou]d occur between those who' d1sp1ayed .

metacogn1t1ve know]edge by suggest1ng a re11sten1ng strategy and those '

‘who did not After tw1ce hear1ng a story and answer1ng quest1ons abouta;.'

. 1t subJects were asked whether they knew of a way, other than ask1ng
.the exam1ners, that they cou]d f1nd answers to quest1ons they d1d not -
‘3_yknow or cou]d not remember v One third of the k1ndergarteners and a11,‘
- but. one second grader spontaneous]y suggested using a re]1sten1ng |
iifstrategy to f1nd the answers: to quest1ons they d1d not know, but a]]
"vwere equa]]y ab]e to benef1t from 11sten1ng aga1n to a story in order ‘

to correct the1r answers to. 1ntegrat1on and referent quest1ons Pace-

‘conc]uded that awareness of an appropr1ate correct1ve strategy prov1ded_ f,
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no advantage to these children, nor, apparently was it necessary.
Brown and -Smiley (1977) compared the metacogn1t1ve ab111t1es of

students of various ages 1n order to detect deve]opmenta] trends, as

well as to determine the influence of metacogn1t1ve awareness of the
11ngulst1c un1ts of - prose passages to the quantity and organ12at1on

of reca1ls Students in the th1rd f1fth and seventh grades as we11 as
' fco]]ege freshmen rated the linguistic units of prose passages in- terms
of their 1mportance to the structure and‘theme of the passages. Brown

' and Smiley found a‘strong”deve1opmenta] trend'with gradual improvement"

in the sens1t1 1ty to detect the degree of 1mportance of structura]

_units emerg1ng over the ent1re age range samp1ed ASubJectshwere
subsequent]y aske’ to reca]] the stor1es Th1rd graders reCa11ed
_S{Zn1f1cant1y Tess 1mportant mater1a1 than all the other subJects, but

‘th rema1n1ng groups did not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer from each other ' }f.(vt
Furthermore, for a11 subJects,_1nc1ud1ng third graders reca]]s were
Astrong1y affected by the structura] 1mportance of the story un1ts
‘,;Wh11e o]der subJects reca]]ed more unwts than- younger ones,vthe o
':;genera1 pattern of resu]ts was cons1stent across the age range ‘with

'_the 1east 1mportant un1ts be1ng reca]]ed 1ess frequent]y than a]]’
1' other un1ts, and the most 1mportant un1ts be1ng ‘the most frequent]y

:reca]]ed Hence, while young ch11dren do have d1ff1cu1ty consc1ous]y

determ1n1ng the key po1nts of a passage there 1s ev1dence that when ¢

. _ recount1ng the stor1es, even young ch11dren favor the more 1mportant

’i-facts and disregard nonessential deta11s

As a group, these,;tud1es prov1de 11m1ted ev1dence that readErs '
of a]1»ages possess a tac1t knowledge tf_thelr_read1ng processes.

Fthle concurrfngfthat comprehensionvmonitoring.is.guided by general
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know]edge (metacogn1t1on) that guides the effect1ve and often de11berate ‘
co-ordination of many. task re]evant sk111s the theorists suggest that

much mon1tor1ng is below the 1eve] of consc1ousness and cannot be

adequate]y assessed by seTf-repor ‘method01091es a]one“‘—Th1s study“——*"——-~—
,7‘ut111zed an observab]e st tegy use parad1gm to study ch11dren s
functional know]edge of a Tookback strategy. A measure of their verba] ‘

knbw]edge of the strategy was also included.

~ Functional Knowledge of Comprehension‘Monitortng

A reader who is monitoring.his own.comprehensioh‘has a”better,'
‘basis for selecting the reading strategy best suited to-the:needspof

K the moment (W1nograd and. Johnston 1082 p- 62) Some researchers

; 1nterested in comprehens1on mon1tor1ng have dealt d1rect1y with how

readers regu1ate and monitor their comprehens1on dur1ng read1ng Rather
’than concern1ng themse]ves w1th what readers know about the1r compre- .

hens1on mon1tor1ng, Ehese theorists have 1ooked at th jcond1t1ons under

-

' whlch readers\mon1tor the1r read1ng and the spec1f1c trateg1es which

they use topl' correct m1sunderstand1ng Inc]uded 1n th1s sect1on are

. investigations,of readers functaona] comprehens1on mon1tor1ng ab111t1es
’ L N . L

"~ Error Detection Paradigm ‘,.". R '-_' L

The most commoh]y used 1nstrument in 1nvest1gat1ons of readers
Aawareness of m1scomprehens1on has beer the error detect1o€‘parad1gm
Such tasks usua]]y 1nvo1ve read1ng (or 11sten1ng) to a passage in
: whyoh an‘error has been embedded; If the subJect does not spontaneous]y
, mention the error fo]1owing'the‘read1ng, probe quest1ons are usua]ly- |
‘vasked 1n an attempt to 1nduce h1m/her to ment1on the 1ncons1stency
Aand/or to Tearn why he/she d1d not: ment1on 1t ear11er 5rror types

"have 1nc1uded 1ncomp1ete 1nstruct1ons (Markman, 1977, 1979);
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inappropriate transition words linking sentences, unclear pronominal

references (Baker, 1979), and contradictory information (Baker, 1979;

Markman, 1979; Garner, 1981 1982 Winograd and Johnston, 1982)
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The- error: detect1on parad1gm has its roots in studies of ora]
commun1cat1on discourse. Researchers in this area 1nvest1gated the

deve]opmenta] process: where1n young children learn to 1dent1fy .

B "commun1cat1on failure as due to a fault 1n the message rather than

to a fault in the se]f—as-message-rece1ver" (Wagoner, 1983, p. 331).

a

~In a pre11m1nary 1nvest1gat1on of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng, Markman

(1977) extended the oral d1scourse parad1gm and related 1t to new

"theor1es of comprehens1on where1n the reader is viewed as an act1ve

vagent who reconstructs mean1ng \She.theor1zed that a person who

pass1ve1y 11stens to 1nstruct1ons without mentally perform1ng each
succesS1ve step wou]d not encounter prob]ems which m1ght otherw1se

lead to the-recogn1t1on of failure to comprehend Markman presented a

| 11sten1ng task to ch11dren in grades one to three 1n order to assess at
vwhat po1nt primary ch11dren became aware that d1rect1ons were 1nade-
.-quate to perform a des1gnated task H1gh1y 1nadequate 1nstruct1ons

for p]ay1ng a game and for perform1ng a magic tr1ck were presented

J‘fo110wed by a ser1es of probes whﬁch ended when the ch11d asked an_

yof the commun1cat1on A In a second Study, Markman both demonstrated o
,and verba11zed the same task thereby reduc1ng ‘the amount of construct1ve

’fprocess1ng requ1red by the ch1]dren before they could detect the'

1nadequacy of the 1nstruct1ons The ch1]dren performed better in the

s

second study, supporting the theory that Tack of construct1ve

"process1ng 1s respons1b1e for m1s]ead1ng the. ch11dren 1nto be]1ev1ng

*appropr1ate quest1on; thereby demonstrat1ng awareness of the 1nadequacy fi
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that they had underst;gd A developmental trend was also ndted-Wherein,
in both studies, grade one children were unab]e to perceive the

‘inadequacy of the directions until they_actua]]y attempted to performk

the task themselves, and secbnd'and third graders, espétia11y_ﬁh"the*f‘—
reduced processing condition, were better able to recogn1ze the need
for more information before attempting the task. Markman conc]uded
that yqungeY chi]dren'may prOcess information more superf1c1a11y than -
do older children. |

In an extension of Markman's paradigm, Kotsonis and Patﬁersohi
(1980) compared normal and 1earn1ng disabled boys' comprehensidn |
monitpring‘sk111s. They presented a Candyland-1like game 1earn1ng task,
" one rule at a time, to young (7-8 year o]ds) and older (9 10 year olds)-
,norma1 and ]earnihgvdisab1ed boys. After each rule waS'presented the
child was asked ff he knew how to play the ga@e and, once he;said he‘
knew how to piay, he was interviewed regarding his knowledge. Normai
"‘boys‘requestedlsignifieanfly more rule infOrmatfon and askad more'
~extra quest1ens than did 1earning Aisab1ed boys " No significant age
i;differences were found. The results were 1nterpreted to ~show that
1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren are def1c1ent 1n the1r ab111ty to monitor
their comprehens1on " Normal and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ‘subjeéts were - -
,'comparab1e 1n measures of attent1on, 1mpuls1v;ty and- reca]], ru11ng
out the confound1ng 1nf1uence of these var1ab1e5 upon the resu]ts

In the f1rst of a short series of stud1es investigating children's
~ awareness of prob1ems in text, Markman (1979) read: essays/%onta1n1ng ‘~' -
, :e1ther exp]1c1t o? 1mp11c1t 1nformat1ona1 1ncons1stenc1es to ;E%rd,

fifth and s1xth grade students. The ch11dren were encouraged to ask "

- questfons and~were'subsequen£1y presented with a serTeslgf probes wh1ch

.
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were des1gned to elicit a quest1on 1nd1cat1ng prob]em awareness. - No
grade d1fferences were found. A]though passage reca]] was good,
children appeared'unaware of implicit 1ncons1stenc1es and few ch11dren'
'noticed‘the explicit jnconstStencies.‘ Examination'of the recalls.
,reyea]ed that the children had excellent recall of the informatioh
needed to generate the’inconsistencies~ They had the Togical capacity
rto draw the requ1red 1nferences, and they were not genera]]y embarassed
ito ask questwons or re]uctant to cr1t1c1ze the essays Markman con-
'.c1uded that when inferences were requ1red to discover the‘inconststent
L'mater1a1,ge1ementary schoo] ch11dren were unaware of the prob]ems
Hypothes1z1ng that the ch11dren in study 1 cou]d have missed the
.exp11c1t prob]ems because they fa11ed to connect the cr1t1ca1 sentences,
. Markman dev1sed a second study in wh1ch cont1qu1ty of the 1ncompat1b1e
sentences was estab11shed for some sub3ects by having them repeat the

e -
sentences ﬁbgether wh1le a contro1 group was asked to repeat the ent1re E

bl

‘ess§§' Th1rd and s1xth grade students were compared A1though

A

'1ncons1stent sentences were pa1red repet1t1on e11c1ted no 1mprovement

' v1n th1rd grade students performance in e1tﬁet 1mp11c1t or exp11c1t
'cond1t1ons S1xth grade students a]so made no 1mprovements in the \’b

'\ .

-;1mp]1c1t cond1t1on, however most of them spotted the exp11c1t
icontrad1ct1ons even wrthout repet1t1on Markman conc]uded that "once ??\.4
the sentences are related in memory,vs1xth graders, un11ke th1rd ' X
graders may spontaneous]y 1n1t1ate the appropr1ate compar1sons
| .(p 651) ’ | |

In a th1rd 11sten1ng Study, Markman gave th1rd and s1xth grade |

t chaidren the same 1mp11c1t1y and exp11c1t1y contrad1ctory essays Ha]t'

..of the ch11dren were warned’ explicitly to. 1ook for the prob]em in the

‘\
& ~-
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) research in th1s area

essays‘ While in the standard cond1t1on the performances of third and
sixth graders d1d not differ, sixth graders who were 1nformed of the
ex1stence of a prob]em significantly outperformed th1rd graders who
a]so expected a prob]em Furthermore when s1xth graders were 1nformed
of the ex1stence of a prob]em ‘differences between exp11c1t and 1mp11c1t
mater1a1 d1sappeared Third graders who ‘expected to f1nd a prob]em ?

questioned the truth (external va11d1ty).of statements, whether

' prob]ematic or notml Markman concluded‘that "the nature of the'standard
' that they Choose'to_monitor their comprehension affects childrenis

/"awareness of a prob1em“:(p.'653); She expressed a need for more

/f. <.
b

Taken together, these 11sten1ng stud1es suggest that "Mon1tor1ng

for, cons1stency 1s not a s1ng]e un1f1ed act It is composed of a o

‘ var1ety of subprocesses wh1ch need to be. appropr1ate1y organ1zed”"
_(Markman, 1979 ps 653) wh11e there 1s ev1dence of a deve]opmenta] f

-trend with o]der ch11dren be1ng more cogn1zant of obstruct1ons to the1r‘

"comprehens1on, the1r advantage is tenuous and can eas1]y be enhanced

or reduced by var1at1ons of task demands There is a]so 11m1ted

'fev1dence suggest1ng that 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren are ]ess capab]e |

'than norma1 ch11dren of mon1tor1ng the1r comprehens1on

'Pace (1979) 1nvest1gated k1ndergarten, second fourth and sixth-

grade ch1]dren S sens1t1v1ty to story 1nformat1on that conf11cted w1th

’_'thelr*preeex1st1ng schema The effect of ora1 versus wr1tten presenta-'

pd

N L ,
tion was also assessed.” Grade two readers not1ced approx1mate1y

equivalent proportions of 1tems 1ncons1stent w1th usua] expectat1ons

as d1d fourth and s1xth grade readers, while second grade ch11dren who oW :

11stened to the same stor1es were much 1ess aware of the 1ncons1stent :
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information than weré fourth and sixth grade 1isteners. The ‘second

grade.chi1dren's performancevon the'1istening task, in fact, was

.comparab]e to that of the k1ndergarteners ) Pace conc]uded that

-"ch11dren s awareness, of unusua1 1nformat1on may be 1nf1uenced by

whether they read or 11sten ‘to the story 1n which 1t 1s embedded and
that this d1fference may be sens1t1ve to deve]opmenta] factors (p. 7)

Par1s ‘and Myers (1981) compared the comprehens1on mon1tor1ng of

fourth grade good and poor readers in s1tuat1ons of” spontaneous and

’ d1rected mon1tor1ng dur1ng oral read1ng The investigation was des1gned

fto revea] any “product1on def1c1enc1es" where1n poor readers m1ght have

| the ab111ty to. not1ce and correct comprehens1on fa11ures when requ1red

"to do so, a]though they may not do so spontaneous]y Nonsense words'

and non—mean1ngfu1 phrases were scattered throughout the stor1es

.Good and poor readers in the spontaneous mon1tor1ng task detected on]y

'f42 percent and 32 percent of the nonsense words and phrases

.respect1ve1y In/the d1rected under11n1ng cond1t1on both good and poor , -

' readers fa11ed to detect the maJor1ty of nonsense words wh11e they

'f,recogn1zed 70 percent ~and 35 percent A? anoma]ous phrases respect1ve1y

| ’Par1s and Myers conc]uded that "comprehens1on mon1tor1ng, espec1a11y '

- when d1rected, is 1ess accurate 1n poor readers than 1n good readers

(p. 13) ~ The 1nterpretat1on of these resu]ts, however, is’ 5uspect »
s1nce the readab111ty 1eve1 of the passages was cons1derab1y above the

read1ng capab111t1es of the poor readers , In fact, Par1s and Myers o

» rreported that the comparat1ve1y poor performance of the poor readers’

_was not due to "a 1ower abso]ute freguency of under11n1ng" (b{ T]),v

but to the under]1n1ng of many 1ég1t1mate words and phrases by poor

-

readers Th1s f]nd1ng may be suggest1ve that poor readers d1d possess

- .
o
R



'.equa1 intents tobmonitor their comprehension,Aand that the f]egitjmate
words" were tru1y prob]emat1c for them L »

An error detect1on parad1gm was ut1T1zed by W1nograd and Johnston :
(1982)- to examine the cond1t1ons wh1ch were 11ke1y to fac111tate error g
A[fdetect1on by good and poor sixth grade ‘readers. They found that wh11e jf;

' ne1ther group did outstand1ng1y well, " good readers performed better than
_ poor readers, and that both groups 1mproved w1th pract1ce Prov1d1ng
'n‘schema preparat1on before reading did not 1mprove performance for
e1ther group W1nograd and Johnston conc]uded that the error detect1on g
'fparad1gm does not prov1de an adequate measure of: prob1em detect1on in
h read1ng, and 1dent1f1ed a’ ]arge number of poss1b1e causes for~ readers
'b Poor performances ' Lack of contro1 over the readers' purp05es for ;zf»'d
”.vread1ng or cr1ter1a for adequate comprehens1on over use of probes, ‘
;;and over - re11ance on se]f reports were amongst the1r maJor cr1t1c1sms
f ,W1nograd and Johnston recomnended the use of mu1t1p1e measures of
comprehens1on mon1tor1ng 1n future stud1es | |
‘Ina ser1es of stud1es, Garner ut111zed an- error detect1on
'“parad1gm w1th task and presentat1on adaptat1ons In a pre11m1nary'< ‘
'test of the "p1ecemea1 process1ng" exp1anat1on, Garner (1931) hypothe:h;"
L~s1zed that "poor comprehenders attend to w1th1n sentence compréhens1—
”b111ty far more than across sentence comprehen51b111ty" (p 159) e
'fF1fth and" sixth grade good and poor readers s11ent1y read (a) n*"‘)
1nformat1ona11y cons1stent passage, (b) an 1nformat1ona1]y 1ncons1stent
iv_ passage on a d1fferent top1c, and (c) a mod1f1ed word passage.on a thnrd'hr
top1c, and subsequent]y rated the comprehens1b111ty of each passage
Poor comprehenders‘1ndeed, djgp]ayed a-SJgn1f1cant1y greater,concernl‘;.

. with long words withinfsentenCes'than'WTth_fnconsistent informatfon'
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across sentences, suggest1ng,that they: “attend a great deal to the
decod1ngof 1nd1v1dua1 words, and do not note maJor 1nformat1ona1
assau]ts on comprehens1b111ty of 1deas (p. 162) | |
Inf]uenced by w1nograd and Johnston s cr1t1c1sm of the error f» ‘
_detect1on parad1gm Garner (1982) conducted a mod1f1ed rep11cat1on of
”:’her prev1ous study in order to generate data which cou]d be exam1ned
dfor methodo]og1ca1 d11emmas and to test the effect of exp11c1tness
;of d1rect1ves-to-sub3ects Part1c1pants were se]ected 1n the same
‘ manner as the subJects of the prev1ous study but a new passage was“t
. \generated to m1n1m1ze the p0551b111ty of 1nferent1a1 f1x ups 'The_'7
d1rect1ves factor was of centra] 1nterest in th1s study A d1rect f1."
"1nstruct1on to sone subJects to locate passage errors’ was the maJor s
'*'treatment mod1f1cat1on and was expected to 1ncrease error detect1on
performance A second group expected to do poor]y was g1ven no
"fﬂjnstruct1on wh1ch wou]d suggest the poss1b111ty of flpd1ng errors, and

na th1rd group was asked to read the passage and dec1de if- it made sensﬁﬁa

"Th1s f1na1 set of 1nstruct10ns was pract1ca11y 1dent1ca1 to those g1ven"

,'a]] subJects in the ear11er study, and was expected to produce
essent1a11y the - same resu]ts Support for these hypotheses was not
: found as .the resu]ts produced no stat1st1ca1]y s1gn1f1cant d1fferences

between groups Garner conc]uded ‘that further research was necessary :

“i.to determ1ne "whether no d1fferences were found among treatments because 4

the‘exp11c1t d1rect1ve fac111tat1ng effect found among adu]t readers
rdoes not ho]d for younger readers or because the method emp]oyed did"®
f(not adequate]y br1ng very rea] d1fferences to the surface" (p 73)

_S1nce in- th1s rep11cat1on study s1m11ar subJects, treated with the same :

’1nstructjons but who read a d1fferent (a]though s1m11ar) passage than _,~'
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that used in the f1rst study, outperformed the. prev1ous subJects by \‘\;.
”near]y 50 percent she also under11ned the 1mportance of 1nc]ud1ng
.exper1menta1 mater1a1s in future reports of . 1nvest1gat1ons
": Garner (1980) stud1ed good and poor Jun1or h1gh schoo] reader
_d1fferences in comprehens1on mon1tor1ng sk111s Seventh and e1ghth
graders were d1rected to process two expos1tory passages as ed1tors
'Each passage had been d1v1ded 1nto four segments, and 1n two of the four
gsegments of .one. passage mater1a1 had been a]tered to 1ntroduce
q1ncons1stency w1th the overa]] message. After each segment, mon1tor1ng
"was assessed and subJects were asked to rate the comprehens1b111ty of
'j;the segment Garner found that "Good readers rated near]y all. cons1stent-f' -
i_-1nformat1on segments of the passages as very easy to understand but - |

. d1d not rate 1ncons1stent 1nformat1on segments in the same manner

‘_’Poor readers, on the other hand made 11tt1e rat1ng d1st1nct1on across

the segments conta1n1ng mater1a1 1ntended to be e1ther cons1stent or '1..'t
“J1ncons1stent w1th passage g1st" (p. 61) She conc]uded that good

"b‘readers not1ced the d1srupt1ve effect of the a]tered passages and poor

f_-readers d1d not

I zconfus1ons 1n e1ther ma1n 1deas or ind

.Baker (1979) ]ooked at co]]ege student s ab111ty to detect severa]
k1nds of 1ncons1stenc1es when read1ng ezpos1tory mater1a1 1nformat1ona1

ta11s, unc]ear referents, and

"‘:1nappropr1ate ]og1ca1 connect1ves She found that confus1ons were

;irecogn1zed more read11y 1n ma1n po1nts than in deta1ls, that both
1ncons1stent 1nformat1on and unc]ear neferents were noted more: often
‘v"than were 1nappropr1ate connect1ves, and that prob]em 1dent1f1cat1on o

-:cou]d be 1nduced She conc]uded that automat1c and unconsc1ous use of u.

‘f1x—up strateg1es as we]] as the subJects cr1ter1a for adequacy of j?*
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-comprehens1on 1nterfered w1th error detect1on
| Baker and Anderson (1982) des1gned a study to assess ongo1ng

: comprehens1on mon1tor1ng among mature readers ; Co]]ege students were
asked to read severa] expos1tory passages, some of- wh1ch conta1ned
”’de11berate1y 1ntroduced 1ncons1stenc1es | Passages were presented one.
":sentence at a t1me on computer term1nals wh1ch a]]pwed subJects the

opt1ons of go1ng on: to the. next sentence reread1ng ‘the prev1ous

‘”-fsentence or go1ng back to the start. of the segment The numbers.and

]ocat1ons of reread1ngs as we11 as the amount of t1me spent on each
‘sentence were recorded by the computer to prov1de a d1rect on- the ]1ne
'measure of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng Add1t1ona]1y, 1n order to- test e

' _the effect of . the expectat1on of m1scomprehens1on on mon1tor1ng, ha]f

'i;of the subJects were to]d at. the - outset of the exper1ment that

s 1ncons1stenc1es wou]d be present and ha]f were not to]d Instructlng
’ subJects to be on the a]ert for 1ncons1stenc1es d1d not affect |
' 5performance Furthermore one th1rd of 1ncons1stenc1es were m1ssed

" and 49 percent of the subJects fa11ed to report e1ther one or: both

‘:-‘;f.of the 1ncons1stenc1es No s1gn1f1cant differences Were found between e

'“i"ma1n po1nt and deta11 1ncons1stenc1es Further ana]ys1s of. 1nd1v1dua1

;ndata records was carr1ed out to determ1ne the degree of 1ntra 1nd1v1dua1
Achon51stency~of comprehens1on-mon1tor1ng L1tt1e 1nd1v1dua] cons1stency
}.v'was'found Baker and Anderson concluded that the f1nd1ng that |
1nstruct1ng subJects to eva]uate the text for cons1stency had no )
".effect is 1nd1cat1ve that a]] of the subJects 1n their: study app11ed }gﬁéh

'vfth1s standard rout1ne1y The 1mp11cat1on drawn from the Tack of 1ntra-"

”L‘-.1nd1v1dua] cons1stency was that "atig@ptlng to spec1fy character1st1cs

".of the successfu] comprehens1on ‘monitor may not be a fru1tfu1 approach

-
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there is no s1ng]e most effect1ve procesfdng sty]e Readers have a
‘w1de reperto1re of mon1tor1ng act1v1t1es ava11ab1e to ‘them, and these

- can be used with f]ex1b111ty and effect1veness" (p. 292) They sug— .

';-gested that an appropr1ate area for future research wou1d be the,

_ estab11shment of reasons for good adu]t readers' lack of error detect1on
In sum error detect1on stud1es have 1dent1f1ed var1ous man1pu1a-" , :
Tf.t1ons wh1ch can be emp]oyed to 1ncrease readers sens1t1v1ty to text |
’1ncons1stenc1es Deve]opmenta] trends and good/poor reader d1fferences
\'have a]so been 1dent1f1ed Unfortunate]y, though readers of a]] ages )
:fand read1ng ab111t1es have performed poor]y on the1r respect1ve error
'.detect1on tasks, and theor1sts have found 1t d1ff1cu1t to estab11sh
]any cons1stency 1n f1nd1ngs In th1s study, therefore, a schoo] ]1ke -

read1ng task was se]ected to 1nvest1gate ch11dreﬁ%s recognht1on of -

s «;the need to mon1tor the1r comprehens1on Slnce the nature of the

‘opassages used in 1nvest1gat1ons have been found to d1ffereht1a]1y
'_1nf1uence the resu]ts, the comprehens1on mon1tor1ng ab111t1es of .
‘ average and ]earn1ng d1sab1ed readers, in- the present study, were _'v

“ﬂ'1nvest1gated at two read1ng ]eve]s

:] Correct1ve Strategy Usev

In effect1ve comprehens1on mon1tor1ng, "the ut111zat1on of f1x up

strateg1es necessar11y takes p]ace fo110w1ng the readers' rea]1zat1on

- that a- comprehens1on prob]em ex1sts (Wagoner, 1983 p. 340)‘ Forvany

reader, comprehens1on prob]ems can be exper1enced e1ther 1n terms of

hls/her assessment of the 1nterna1 cons1stency of the text 1tse1f or
' 1n h1s/her eva1uat1on of)uts cons1stency with h1s/her pr1or know]edge
The fo110w1ng stud1es w111 focus on readers use of corrective strateg1es:f
;Vto solve comprehen51on'd1ff1cu1t1es, i | | |

<N



D1 Vesta Hayward and" Orlando (1979) 1nvest1gated the use of |
f1x -up. strateg1es in s1xth, seventh and eighth grade and h1gh school
good and-poor readers. . They ut111zed a c]oze task wh1ch was structured

to'require two»dttferent‘contextual strategles. ,One set‘ofvparagraphs :.

- omitted tive key words near the.beginning'of each’paragraph' whi]é

another set om1tted s1m11ar words near the end of each paragraph

o Read1ng the ent1re paragraph was necessary for fu]] comprehens1on

: Strateg1es e11c1ted were def1ned as the use of prev1ous text (runn1ng |
text) and the use of subsequent text w1th the use of subsequent text

E r‘seen as the more mature strategy . Poor readers at: a11 1evels had

'd1ff1cu1ty in us1ng subsequent text to c]ar1fy the1r understand1ng

»tA deve]opmenta] trend was a1so noted where1n young readers exper1enc °d

': d1ff1cu]ty us1ng subsequent text,but by the seventh or e1ghth grade

"d1fferences in the use. of the two strateg1es were neg]1g1b1e De V1sta,'.'

B Hayward and Or1ando 1nterpreted ‘the resu]ts to 1mp1y that P00r readers

'-a"have 11m1ted know]edge of the ro]e they, as processors of 1nformat1on, ‘

,p]ay in comprehend1ng text" (' 105) They v1ewed poor (and young)

”nreaders as be1ng unaware that they can accommodatD to the text they are .

vread1ng by samp11ng port1ons as d1ctated by the1r needs, rather than

_ab111ty to use a re11sten1ng strategy to correct comprehens1on errors
'fThe ab111ty to correct three k1nds of errors in comprehens1on was

observed through quest1ons wh1ch (1) assessed 1nformat1on conta1ned :

e

f?‘referentiof.a>WOrd;fori(3)qwere.dependent upon the interpretation of

~ information across sentences. While all ofithehchttdren'did'poOrly in.

pa551ve1y re]y1ng on: the order in wh1ch the words are presented

Pace (1980) 1nvest1gated k1ndergarteners and second graders

) .

w1thln'a snng]e,sentence, (?) requ1red the correct 1dent1f1cat1on of the' L
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\'

'

fhansWering the questions questions. rtquiring~ident1fication df-a.
_referent were eas1est those demand1ng 1ntrasentent1a1 1ntegrat1on were
next-in d1ff1cu1ty, and hardest were questions requ1r1ng 1ntegrat1on of
1ntersentent1a1'1nformat1on, ConSIder1ng the . Tow mean scores of a11
subjects in this.stUdy however any conc]us1ons drawn must»be tentat1ve.
Pace (1981) 1nvest1gated mon1tor1ng strateg1es used by second
:fourth and sixth grade students wh11e read1ng fam111ar and’ unfam111ar 4

- content.’ 0vert mon1tor1ng<behav1or such as reread1ng or referra]s to.

r_\the questions to assess comprehens1on were recorded and ana]yzed

Deve1opmenta1 trends were found w1th more sixth graders consu1t1ng
'the quest1ons wh11e read1ng or 1ook1ng back at the story content when

' answer1ng the quest1ons No d1fferences were found between the mon1tor-’
: Qing_ “behavior of second and fourth graders Furthermore, the unfam111ar

rstory prompted more mon1tor1ng than d1d the fam111ar story. Pace found

C the resu]ts to be suggest1ve that "once ava11ab1e to ch11dren,,

113

_comprehens1on strateg1es can be used f]ex1b]y and when Judged appropr1ate "‘
:f:(p 9). When read1ng ‘the - fam111ar content story, Pac% conc]udedvthat
‘;f\ch11dren were ab]e to hse the1r pr1or know]edge to Judge the accuracy
'cjof the1r responses to ‘the quest1ons and hence the use of reread1ng

‘”cou]d be Judged to be unnecessary _ ‘ |
| Garner»and Reis (1981) also 1nvest1gated the use of a 1ookback
'_strategy to reso]ve m1scomprehen51on They deve]oped a. segmented story

task 1n wh1ch the reader wou1d ‘be: unab]e to answer certa1n quest1ons |
v'w1thout 1ook1ng back at prev1ous segments of the story The subJects‘

"~ were good and poor readers rang1ng from grade four through grade ten

- ‘1eve]s Spontaneous lookbacks to answer. the lookback quest1ons were

'urecorded.' Other observab]e behav1ors such as hesitations and fac1a]
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-‘*—-“d1stort1ons -were- cons1dered to ref]ect“an awareness- of- m1scomprehens1on,——‘—~e— ------- —
and were also- recorded F1nd1ngs 1nd1cated that good readers in grades |
s1x, seven, and e1ght all demonstrated mon1tor1ng behav1or but that o ‘g'
only the o]dest subJects (grade e1ght students) used the 1ookback .
strategy successfu]]y, even though all had been 1nstructed to re-read
as- necessary OTder pdor. readers did not d1ffer from. younger poor

hreaders, all fa1]ed to show any awareness of m1scomprehens1on and all
failed to use a 1ookback'strategy One 1nterest1ng f1nd1ng from th1s'.
‘study is that'demonstration of an awareness of comprehens1on.d1ff1cu1t1es
(through observed non- -verbal mon1tor1ng) did not ensure'the use of'a
.correct1ve 1ookback strategy Grade six and seven good readers demon— |
strated mon1tor1ng, but most fa11ed to use 1ookbacks to resolve the1r

';comprehens1on d1ff1cu1t1es Garner and Reis conc]uded that "we have

~at 1east pre11m1nary ev1dence ‘then, that movement from nov1ce to
‘expert 1n the area of detectnng and reso]v1ng comprehens1on obstac]es

. 1nvo]ves steps where mon1tor1ng may precede the ab111ty to use f1x up
_strateg1es A(p. 579). However,_s1nce.the‘1ookback quest1ons_1n_th1s

:_study_entailed,the integration'othinformatton aCross sentences.and
Storyfsegments,vit’fs possible that-the.task was'tooddifficu]t»tor'
young'and ‘poor readers Further research is 1nd1cated in th1s area and

*’¥1s the focus of the present study |
‘Wannacptt and Raphae] (1983) used a 1ookback parad1gm to 1nvest1gate

':thjrd andxsixth grade good/and‘poor readers strategy use and the .

.~re1ation5hip of.the5e~strategies to'an5wer qua]1ty. SubJects read two
passages'and”answered 12 questions about»each. Quest1onvtype5w1ncluded.
“in the stUdy were: (a) textua11y exp]icit; (b)stextually implicit,

-

~and (c ) scr1pta11y 1mp]1c1t ‘Performance anddobservation data were used
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—“—-"“—to determ1ne—the effects of— grade,—read1ng ab1T1ty,_and quest1on,type
‘on effective strategy use and answer qua11ty The qua11ty of student
responses was found to be pos1t1ve1y re]ated to grade, read1ng .

ach1evement and quest1on type, wh1Te 100kback accuracy (whether '

‘or not subJects were successful in Tocat1ng the target page) Was found

to be a s1gn1f1cant pred1ctor of answer correctness for text exp11c1t

'but.not text implicit ‘questions. R ' ; S g; yr'
In'sum,'investigations of'readers correct1ve strategy use’have

1nd1cated that- movement from novice to expert user of comprehens1on

1mon1tor1ng strateg1es occurs 1n stages.. The rea11zat1on that a vv~

»comprehens1on prob]em ex1sts must precede the act1vat1on of correct1ve

y strateg1es, but there is accumuTat1ng ev1dence that recogn1t1on, even

when' 1t is accompan1ed by verba] know]edge of an appropr1ate correct1ve o

-strategy, does-not ‘ensure -the use of the strategy . Deve]opmenta] trends

. l

in good/poor readers’. use of correct1ve strateg1es is needed and is

the focus of th1s study : ";;“" S

Summary and ConcTus1ons

Stud1es rev1ewed in th1s sect1on have been concerned w1th the
‘ x»cond1t1ons under which readers mon1tor their comprehens1on, and the
; specific strateg1es wh1ch they use to correct m1scomprehens1on

Invest1gat1ons of readers funct1ona1 comprehensnon mon1tor1ng

ab111t1es have y1e1ded cons1derab1e ev1dence that readers identifica-*
t1on of 1ncons1stenc1es and use of correct1ve strateg1es progress in a.

fnumber of deveTopmentaT; age reTated stages There is further ev1dence

that deveTopment of strategy use is not un1d1rect1onaT but is -

and good/poor reader d1fferences have aTso been noted Further researchq

\\'
1nf1uenced by numerous textuaT and s1tuat1ona1 factors many of wh1ch ,
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have‘been:1dent1fied throﬁgh”the‘use_offerror‘detectfon‘paradTgms.,4
Much support has also been obtained for theories of comprehension
monitoring which positively relate reading achievement to comprehension -

.~'monjtoring abilities.

Chapter Summary

Invest1gat10ns in the area of d1scourse comprehens1on since the

‘m1d 1970 s have 1ed to a grow1ng 1nterest in comprehens1on mon1tor1ng
' As the facus ‘in comprehens1on has shifted from what readers understand

f‘to how they comprehend theor1sts‘have become 1ncreas1ng]y concerned
W1th readers' (or listeners' ) recogn1t1on that they have not understood

' and the methods wh1ch they emp]oy to correct m1sunderstand1ng

Much comprehens1on mon1tor1ng research has. focussed on readers PR

‘ 5| metacogn1t1ons about the read1nq process The maJor contr1but1on of

A

. these stud1es ‘has been the: 1dent1f1cat1on of 1mportant areas for ':<>f.-f.

'further study ‘ Reread1ng has-frequent]y been reported to be the mostm'f

E used correct1ve s+rategy, yet ]1tt]e research has been done regard1ng

‘}'_its actua1 use by readers Th1s study adds to the ava11ab1e body of

research on readers use of a 106kback (reread1ng) strategy when >
“f read1ng 1nstruct1ona1 and frustrat1on 1evef passages

. D1fferences in good and poor -readers' ab111ty to detect comprehen—"v'
1 s1on fa11ures “in a- var1ety of texts and to effect1ve1y apply correct1ve -
"strateg1es have a]so been 1nvest1gated v However the f1nd1ngs are
L contrad1ctory and s1nce many of the stud1es have been prob]emat1c, y

SR
the quest1on of whether or not there are d1fferences rema1ns unreso]ved

Th1s study adds to the ex1st1ng research about average and 1earn1ng .
'd1sab]ed readers compreHens1on mon1tor1ng sk1115 o

" There -is pre11m1nary evidence that recogn1t1on of miscomprehension

4
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_e___g_andmyerbal knowledge of an_appropriate_ corrective strafegy are not

L]
v

'a1ways suff1c1ent to ensure the use of a correct1ve strategy This~

study adds - to the accumu]at1ng research 1n this area of 1nvest1gat1on._j

M
.

There is some evidence that passage d1ff1cu1ty 1nf1uentes readers

use of correct1ve strateg1es as- we]] as their ab111ty to benef1t from - .

B ' >

the strateg1es once they are executed Th1s study also adds ‘to this body

of research. The design of the study is presented in the next chapter

=
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* CHAPTER- 3

N

DESIGN OF THE STUDY Y

Inc1uded in th1s chanter is a descr1pt1on of the exper1menta1 des1gn,
the se1ect1on of the samp]e, the 1nstruments and procedures used in
gather1ng data the cod1ng of -the data, the p11ot study, and the

stat1st1ca1 ana1ys1s : A

I 2

: The-Experimenta1‘Design

A two by two factor1a1 de51qn was used 1n the study - Since the

. purpose of this study was to examine the re]at1onsh1o of comprehens1on

_ mon1tor1ng to read1ng ach1evement and the Tevel of d1ff1cu1ty of* mater1a1s,‘

va Instruct1ona] Level - Frustration Level
Average grade Tour . fJ;
1 students R A 1
Learn1ng disabled grade
_six'students ' :
_ ) N

the two factors (1ndependent var1ab1es) were readjng ach1evement,and
1eve1 of d1ff1cu1ty of the mater1a1s The dependent variable Was campre-'
hen§$on m0n1tor1ng Severa] neasures of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng were

des1gned to assess the degree of mon1tor1ng penformance of normal and

1earn1ng d1sab1ed readers as they read 1nstruct10na1 and frustrat1on

1eve1 mater1als Spec1f1ca11y, tasks were se]ected to measure each ch11d s‘

to correct m1scomprehens1on, and h1s actua] use of ]ookback as a strategy
—to mon1tor hls comprehens1on The f0110w1ng f1gure presents a schematic

representat1on of " the. exper1menta1 des1gn.

Vi Figure 1. The'ExrerimentaT Design =~ . -,
_ . N SN : : o B :



| éamp1e Se]ection ' B | o,
’ -The'samp1e_for this study consisted of 20 normal. grade four‘readers.‘
and 20<1earnjngidisab1ed grade six students.drawn from six schoo1s wi thin.
'theiEdmonton Catho1ic Schoo] District. Each of.the'SChools was'1ocated in. |
North-East Edmonton and ‘the subJects are representat1ve of average grade
’ four and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed grade six students in th1s area.
| " The gu1de11nes used by the Edmonton Catho]1c Schoo] D1str1ct in
“the 1dent1f1cat1on of 1earn1ng disabled students were adopted for th1s
'*study Accord1ng1x, students ‘were se]ected on the ba51s of hav1ng average o 5
-‘*fv 1nte111gence and be1ng a m1n1mum of one-third beh1nd the1r reading .
ach1evement expectancy The Bond and T1nker formu]a was used to determ1ne 'g;;

i

read1ng expeCtancy

I
b

| (No of years in sch001 x L. Q ).+ 1.0 =.R.E.
— 10 IR

Hence, grade s1x students, w1th a m1n1mum I Q of 80 and who were read1ng

N

" .below a grade f1ve 1eve1 were cons1dered 1earn1ng d1sab1ed Read1ng
“ ach1evement and 1nte111gence scores were obta1ned From each schoo] s

' ‘cumulat1ve records

‘In order to determ1ne d1fferences in thsatomprehens1on mon1tor1ng

. of norma1 and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed readers, average grade four students were
selected to form the contro] group Wh1]e these subJects were an average )
"f 2.1 yea"s younger than the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed group, they were read1ng
at the same level. . ~n mean chrono]og1ca1 ages for, the average and

0uns respect1ve1y were 9- 8 and 11 -9,

-~

»;1earn1ng d1sab .d

'

Severa] factors contr1buted to the se]ect1on of a contro1 group

- wh1ch had’ a twosyear_age d1screpancy‘from the experdmentaT group.' Firstly, -

it was felt that the most reliable data for a”comparative study4qfv

G. .
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comprehe ston monitoring could be obtained by‘comparing'two grodps:of‘
Studentszﬁhose Tevel of prof1c1ency 1n reading was s1m11ar As“discdssed
"earlier, many prev1ous stud1es of comprehensxon mon1tor1ng (e g. Par1s
and Meyers,. 1981) drew quest1onab1e-conc1us1ons because the 1nstruments;

‘used in the data co11ect1on were at 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 for the good

. 4

h_readers but at frustrat1on 1eve1 for the poor readers S1nce the Tevel
- of d1ff1cu1ty of the passages may be a factor in the use of comprehens1on
mon1tor1ng, 1t was 1mportant that the 1eve1 of d1ff1cu1ty was the same
v-for both groups Us1ng chrono]og1ca11y matched groups but adm1n1ster1ng
iftwo s1m11ar 1nstrunents, ‘each with an adJusted 1eve1 of . d1ff1cu1ty, was o J
a]so seen as-prob]enat1c (see H1nograd and Johnston, 1982 for a review
of prob]ems in recent‘stud1es) Hence, using a s1ng]e'1nstrumentkand. :
3 _test1ng two groups: who were read1ng at the same 1eve1 as consideredtff
.*advantageous 1n that 1t wou1d m1t1gate aga1nst the poss1b111ty that
7'subt1e d1fferences 1n measurement cou]d resu]t from seem1ng]y comparab]e
*1rstruments 'f 'Ad “ ~’__- b' f’V’ _' o ", l.terifjf ,‘Qba
A second prob]em in us1ng chrono]og1ca11y matched groups is that it fff'ﬂﬁax

; wou]d be d1ff1cu1t to avo1d compar1ng novice readers to more prof1c1ent ‘.j»tfk
'good readers In that mon1tor1ng is ; 1earned sk111,’1t 1s conce1vab1e o
‘that 1earn1ng and genera]izat1on of the skill proceeds 1n a h1erarchy
- QV_of steps wh1ch become more c]ear1y deftned as.the.ch11d uses h1s new_.v ?fﬁfﬁ“ il
'knowjedge inia variety{ot conteth;L For fnstance;-"chderendmight.at7 o
»first distingUﬁsh'onTytbetween:bnderstanding and not understandfng things |

to a c]ear representat1on of someth1ng, or to a- def1n1te sense of .
fwhat they shou]d do next“ (F1ave11 1979, P. 909) S1nce poor readers
' wou]d have had to. concentrate more on the ba51cs of read1ng, they wou]d |
not have " had the same opportunlty to use and deve]op thelr comprehens1on o ’l'.

) LR S
‘_':":?-b



45

| m_monftor1ng skills as would better readers of the same age and thus wou]d

: not have had an equa1 opportun1ty to ref1ne the1r monitoring sk]11s
e A th1rd ‘argument in favor of us1ng a contro] group compr1sed of ,','
J'younger ch1]dren is that researchers have found that the failure to -

spontaneous1y use correct1ve strateg1es, wh1ch is SO preva]ent in

learning d1sab1ed ch11dren, is common in younger normal.- ch11dren
‘»Researchers(e g. Tarver et a] 1976 1977) have shown that wh11e 1earn1ng
d1sab1ed ch11dren eventual]y deve]op the same’ task strateg1es as normal
’.ch11dren, their atta1nment of these 1ags beh1nd the1r peers by about two. :
d.years Hence by us1ng a contro] group cons1st1ng of ch1]dren who '
were two years younger than the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed group in th1s study,

’hthe two groups cou]d be’ expected to have atta1ned a s1m11ar 1eve1 of |

| competence In th1s way, rea1 d1fferences, 1f any, in the fash1on in-

which students from each group approach the mon1tor1ng process m1ght more_

;4. eas11y man1fest themse]ves | '

“': In order to m1n1m1ze the confoundlng effects due to age d1fference<

Lstudents at the grades four and s1x 1evels were choé%h for the study

:'=¢vAccord1ng to P1aget s stages of 1nte11ectua1 deve]opment, these students"'ra

J‘wou1d a]1 be at the concrete stage of 1nte11ectua1 development. AiThe-’"d
concrete stage of deve]opnent extends from ages seven to 11. (Inhe]der
f_and P1aget 1958) | Furthermore, since the focus in read1ng 1nstruct1on
h-at the grade four 1eve1 is on comprehens1on rather. thah word 1dent1f1- ,3,
‘lcat1on, the younger group wou]d have had the enef1t of at ]east -one -

i fu11 year of. 1nstrucx1on in comprehens1on Consequent1y, they shou]g
':recogn1ze the need to mon1tor the1r comprehens1on of what they read

: '\ In order to se1ect grade jour and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed students who

were comparab]e in 1nte111gence and read1ng ach1evement test scores on.
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the Gates Mac—Ginitie Reading_Test and the4Canadian'Lorge-Thorndtke‘

Inte]]1gence Test were obta1ned from the schooTs cumuTative rec0rd5'

‘1Severa1 other var1ab1es, as 1nd1cated below, were a]so cons1dered in the

' se]ect1on of the samp]e

- 1. . Non- VerbaT I 0. Score

The Canad1an Lorqe Thornd1ke Inte]T1gence Test and the Wechsler

.fInteTT1gence ScaTe for Ch11dren Revi sed (WISC R) were used to seTect

nsubJects who were w1th1n the average range of 1nte11ectua1 ab111ty CThé.
scores for the average and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed groups fell between (83 118)l
and (83 120) respect1ve1y ~The mean I Q for the average group was
.fTOT 1 and the mean I, Q for the Tearn1ng d1sab]ed group was 96.1. SInce

the Verba] Battery of the Loroe-Thornd1ke Inte]]1gence Test requ1res.’

.‘read1ng in order to do the subtests onTy the Non- Verba] Battery scores.
t_ were’ used to ensure that the I. Q score d1d not ref]ect read1ng
é%cmevement | "t ':ﬁ"g o "71': a _"I }f“'T:\'T”ig*'

NP . . . .- . o

~ The Canad1an Lorge Thornd1ke InteTT_gence Test prov1des a va11d t;'f.“ '

'l:measure of 1nte111gence for most ch1Tdren Some-ch11dren, however do- f:;_"

f:.not perform weTT on group tests and can Be more re11ab1y measured by o

- 1nd1v1dua1 tests where the exam1ner has some - degree of. controT over '5t:
outcome var1ab]es such as 1nab111ty to foT]ow d1rect1ons, Tack of mot1- in'ji_i

o vat1on and high d1stractab111ty S1nce Tearn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren are |

o part1cu1ar1y vu]nerabTe to- the confound1ng of scores due to externa]

Canad1an

'var1ab1es, 1nd1v1dua4 1. Q scores were subst1tuted for‘

‘Lorqe-Thornd1ke Inte111gence Test scores whenever they were ava11ab1e 1n o

*the schooTs A1 1nd1v1dua1 1nteTngence scores used in th1s study were l.7g:%i;

A»der1ved from the Performance Subtests of the WechsTer Inte111gence ScaTe

-’for Ch11dren Rev1sed (1974) Hence wh11e the undes1rab111ty of compar1ng '\y E



-
w
) -

47

Mﬁensure that 1nte11ectua1 funct1on1ng was not a factor in. d1fferences
o between the average and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed groups |

-? "'2 Read1_g_Ach1evement o
‘;_,_'

I. Q 's” from d1fferent tests was recogn1zed NISC R scores Were none- b

<

'theless used whenever. they were ava11ab1e in order to. ensure that the‘-

best est1mate of each ch11d s 1nte111gence was used

| A t test for 1ndependent means was used to determ1ne whether there‘

R

- were any s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in 1nte11ectua1 funct1on1ng between ;

the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and average group (Tab]e ])

The, resu]ts of the ana]ys1s revea]ed that there were no s1gn1f1cant :g

h'ad1fferences between the two groups at the 05 1eve1 _ Thrs he]ped to\

Al

Teacher rat1ngs as we]] as the resu]ts of the Gates-MacG1n1t1e

,Read1ng Test were used. to prov1de a measure of read1ng ach1evement

E }Read1ng comprehens1on 1n th1s study was def1ned as the extent of

’ cons1stency between the readers reconstruct1ons of and e]aborat1ons
bjupon the text and the author s 1ntended mean1ng Slnce th1s study '

ffocused on comprehens1on mon1tor1ng, on]y the resu]ts from the 7»;

f.

»_'favorably to teacher rat1ngs SRR | Q

S1nce the des1gn of the study requ1red the stor1es to be at

f1nstruct1ona] and frustrat1on Tevels for the subJects, only studehts ':‘

' whose read1ng scores fe11 between grades 3, 7 and 4 7 were - se1ected

7ﬁThe mean read1ng 1eve1 for both groups was 4 1 w1th the scores for "

the average and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed samples rang1ng from grades 3 7 to 4. 7

) and 3. 7 to 4 6 respectvvely The med1an score for both groups was 4, ]
"'although a s]1ght1y uneven d1spers1on occured at the upper 1evels where

o the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed students were more freouent]y read1ng at the
. ,. . R ! L D . -‘w‘,.——-—-—-- ..‘._'-.

T e
s

Avvcomprehenswon-sect1on~were used These results -were found to compare J,
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o

T-TEST FOR 1.Q. OF READING ACHIEVEMENT GROUPS . .-

.

© CTablel

‘Learning

. Mean -

Disab]éd Reader's ‘v'AvéraQe Réédef54 ,_-

S.D. S : VMAeén: o

o S.D. - T-Value

TR

L4 106 1

e




5 _3‘." Sex

i and e1even boys

| ff4f' EngT1sh Language FTuen_y

. 89

N

““_27to 7. 4‘grade‘1eVeTs WhTTé‘reTative1yfmore“averaQEfstudentSWreadtat‘

the 4. 4 to 4 7 grade TeveTs

An attempt was made to obta1n equal numbers of boys and g1r15

'The average and Tearnlng d1sab]ed groups each cons1sted of n1ne g1rls T

. s’

SubJects w1th non EngT1sh backgrounds who had not ach1eved

. ;';f1uency and adequate understand1ng of the EngT1sh Tanguage were :‘-"

= \\ o
Zechuded Th1s 1nformat1on\was obta1ned from cTassroom teachers '

*-h':Test or ::égﬁe perforgance sca]e of the wechsler Inte111gence Sca]e ;‘

5,‘ Other Factors

0h1]dren w1th severe speech hear1ng, or emot1ona1 d1sorders L

"'.“were aTso exc]uded from the study

The non-verba] score on the Canad1an Lorge Thornd1ke Inte111gence :

(S

for Ch1]

,.‘

'-:MacG1n1t1e Read1ng Test, the sex and chronoTog1caT age of each subJect

o ,for the average group

Rev1sed as’ weT] ‘as: the comprehens1on score on the Gates-:

are prov1ded 1n TabTe 2 for t “he arn1ng d1sab1ed group, and in. TabTe 3' i

-(‘« Y '
. o T X

‘i’\,

Test1ng Instruments

Resu]ts fran the Gates MacG1n1t1e Read1ng Test, Leve] D Form 2

_iCanad1an Ed1t1on (1980), the Canad1an Lorge-Thornd1ke Inte111gence Test ,J

3: LeveT B Form ] (1967) nd the wechsler Inte111gence ScaTe for

"1Ch11dren Rev1sed 0974) were used 1n th1s study These resu]ts werev; :

fobta1ned from the cumu]atlve records at eéch schooT L The Gates-

".f.MacG1n1t1e Read1ngﬁTest was adm1n1stered by cTassroom teachers in ff”

W

January, 1983 The Canad1an Lorge“Thornd1ke Inte111gence Test 15
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10N ON LEARNING DISA

BLED READERS -

- Subject .
L

' Sex  Comprehension .

I

o

. Grade Score

. (Gates-MacGinitie)

" Non-Verbal -

°1.Q. Score.

C.A.
| May, 1983
(Lorge-Thorndike .- =
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Table 3.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON AVERAGE READERS

Subject Sex: Comprehension .- “"Non-Verbal - o C.A. -
» o - Grade Score - 1.Q. Score - May, 1983
. (Gates-MacGinitie) - (Lorge-Thorndike.
S . “or WISC-R*)

112 . 40:.0
9% .. S 9.11 . -
115 —9.11.
92 - - 9,10
107 ©10.0
S 99 . - 9.4
ot 109 - 10.0°
o 96 e 9.10
- 96* 9.9
T R W
. o 8 - 10.
- 97 R K
83 o - 10.
04 o
91
103
118*
co1g
115
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~\“*Asterisk indicates WISC-R score.
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S —— ‘adm1n1stered rout1ne1y by _classroom_ teachers _to aTT grade_four_ stﬁdents -

in the Edmonton Catho]1c Schoo] District and was thus administered to
‘the Tearn1ng d1sabTed and average groups 1n October, 1982 and October,.

31980,respect1ve1y. The wechsler Inte]T#gence ScaTe for Ch11dren-

vRevised'was admini ’ered 1ndiv1dua11y by the North East’ Area schoo]

psychoTog1s;; ﬁ'T by cTassroom teackers.

Read1ng Aeh1:

4

.';A*¢e§% ; B bject's reading'achievement was obtained from

) the resuTts of th _MacG1$it1e Read1ng Test LeveT D, Form 2

T, h o

’iv‘} Canad1an.Ed1t1on (1980); Th1s test consists of two parts, vocabuTany

and comprehension,~'0n1y;the resuTts,from-thehComprehens1on Subtest

N v

l were used f..ﬂnf"- : . 7»' ‘ ‘ o -J —

The Comprehens1on Subtest measures the ab111ty to read prose

passages W1th understand1hg Each passage is foTTowed by two quest1ons

and four aTternate answers for each quest1on - The correct answers are

s to be seTected The subtest is t1med but abundant time"is prov1ded for

L

- nost ch1]dren to comp]ete a]T of the passages
Pl

| - on thg Second Ed1t1on of the Gates-MacG1n1t1e Read1ng Test pub]1shed .

[AY

The Canad1an Ed1t1on of the Gates HacG1n1tﬁe Reading Test is based T” g

1n the Un1ted States in 1978 The 1978 79 Canad1an norms- were deve]oped

Q
. from the resu]ts of test1ng 46 000 students throughout the ten'

prov1nces and the Yukon To assure‘test vaT1d1ty, aTT 1tems were S
¢ exam1ned by a group of Canad1an educators for the1r appropr1ateness f

to Canad1an educat1on VocabuTary words were seTected from conmonTy

)

‘ ,used read1ng ser1es, and -the content of the comprehens1on passagec } A

was chosen in re]at1on to‘:hg know]edge and 1nterests of students
S4r
acccrd1ng to a pTan that spet1f1ed the proport1on of natura] sc1ence,~,



v
1

social science, humanities 'and narrative material for each test.

.'Approx1mate1y tw1ce the requ1red number of 11tera] and inferential
fquest1ons were wr1tten to test understand1ng of the passages ‘and after.
’ an extens1ve tryout, onTy those 1tems of appropr1ate d1ff1cu1ty and

' usefu]ness were reta1ned » |
'#kmder-Rnchardson Formula 20 reliabiTTty coeftictents wefe'f
_ comouted for each test TeveT from the Canad1an standard1zat1on data
;'The K-R 20. coeff1c1ents ranged from 0 85 to 0 94 for Vccabu]ary, and
r.from 0.85 to 0. 92 for Comprehens1on ' - ‘ '

‘InteTTectuaT Funct1on1ng ’

To obta1n a measure of each subJect S 1nte11ectua] funct1on1ng,

-resu]ts fran the Canad1an Lo_ge-Thornd1ke Inte111gence Test LeveT B,

- Form 1. (1967) were used When they were ava11ab1e, results from the

'”'TWechsler Inte111gence ScaTe for Ch11dren Rev1sed (19/4) were used 1n

: 'T1eu of the Canad1an Lo;ge Thornd1ke Inte111ggnce Test Scores G Each,-

";test prov1des both verba] and non- verba] I 0 On]y the non verba17 : ,‘:

'jI Q s were. used in the samp]e select1on ;: ;f'a,.q

.].' Cana81an Lorge-Thornd1ke Inte111gence Test

The Non= Verba] Battery conta1ns p1ctor1a1 or numerlcaT 1tems

‘A

- There are three subtests p1ctor1a1 cTas<1f1cat1on, p1ctor1a1 ana]ogy,

"':and numer1ca1 re]at1ons

The test was. normed on'a strat1f1ed random samp]e of 31 739 students

in grades three to n1ne from across Canada Va11d1ty was estab11shed
. by corre]at1ng scores to those obta1ned on. 1nd1v1dua]1y adm1n1stered ,"

_tests such as the Stanford B1net Inteﬁ11gence Sca]e and the Wechsler

- nte111gence Scale for Ch11drena— The odd-even re11ab1]1ty for Leve]s o )T.’-*‘

A ta F of the Verba1 Battery ranges from 0 830 to 0 945 and from

g f : v
! - ) " .

e ::f -
fal

b
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©.0.894 to 0.931 for the Non- VerbaT Batteryb The'TntercorreTations between

'VerbaT and Non-VerbaT Batter1es for Leve]s A to F range from 0. 558 to

'0681 PR .
2. The wechsTer Inte111gence Sca]e for Ch1]dren Rev1sed (WISC—R)

The w1de1y used wxsc R wh1ch is des1gned for use w1th ch11dren'
. aged from Six to 16 years, 1s a 1974 rev1s1on of the WISC Tts‘:'"
. normat1ve samp]e cons1sted of 220 ch1Tdren purported]y representat1ve o
”,‘of the Amer1can nat1onaT popu]at1on as. of- 1970 w1th respect to race,
: e'geograph1c reg1on, occupat1on, head of househo]d and urban/rura] f' TV
lrpres1dence ‘ I TR ' | . '

Like 1ts predecessor, the WISC R prOV1des both a Verba] and a

Performance'I Q in add1t1on to a FuTT ScaTe I Q. score This makes f"7~f;h

'l'-."' LR

it a vaTuabTe test for use w1th 1nd1v1dua15 wgo have Tanguage

id1ff1cu1t1es The performance subtests 1nvoTve a man1pu1at1on of 4“v; N

}'eobaects (for examp]e, mak1ng geometr1ca1 conf1gurat1ons w1th bTocks)
rather than an oraT or wr1tten response SpT1t han reT1ab1T1ty
Hicoeff1c1ents between the Full ScaTe score, the Performance score,, and
the Verba] 1. Q score have shown that the use of any of the three
Tscores 1s sat1sfactory for the measurement of 1nd1viduals OnTy the

| Performance score was used 1n th1s study becauseth1ssubsca]e attempts:

. to measure the same areas wh1ch are measured by the non verbaT subsca]e e

"‘_of the'Lorge-Thornd1ke Inte111gence Test (1 e non- verbaT recept1ve and

express1ve 1nteTT1gence)

:' ;'f; 'n’N‘ ?&é%&per1menta] Test Instruments ‘g-‘-;"ff‘ o
| bonstrd/; ' S L

1on of the Instrument -

§tor1es Two stor1es ent1t]ed “The Case of the Gypsy Fortune- -

."-'_‘.

;TeTTer" and ""The Treasure R1dd1e Mystery" were seTected from the Mart1n
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Mooney Mystery Ser1es for their high 1nterest TeveTs and were subse-
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quentTy mod1f1ed The mod1f1ed stor1es Were textuaTTy s1m11ar narra—'f ’

{ -:

t1ves of the type generaTTy ‘found in basaT readers at the grades four,
five, and six TeveTs The pTot of each story cons1sted of - the ,.'
1ntroduct1on of a mystery and the subsequent presentat1on of . cTues,.

v“wh1ch Ted to its resoTut1on by a young boy.
s

.. One Tow grade four (1nstruct1ona] TeveT) story and one'high,grade

~six'(frustratton TeyeT) story were. requ1red for the study. Two read-

ab1T1ty measures, Fry's readab111ty formuTa and a: cToze procedure, were

fused to ensure that the mod1f1ed stor1es met these'cr1ter1a fThe
app11cat1onapf Fry's. readab1]1ty formuTa to the final drafts of the

';stor1es y1ered grade equ1va1entsof 4. 0 for-"The Case of the Gypsy
e

“.'Fortune TeTTer," and 6. 8 for "The Treasure R1ddTe Mystery". ' Every -

fto'one grade four and one’ grade s1x cTass respect1ve1y in January, 1983.
A cTass avérage of between 40 and 60 percent of exact text repTacements
| tf'on a m1n1mum of. 50 bTanks is cons1dered to be a good 1nd1cator that ‘
‘.'jthe text is at an’ appropr1ate grade TeveT for the students (Guszak

1972, ‘p. 126) ' On this. task the grade four class produced an averagev'

:;?of 52 percent exact text repTacements on’ a tota] of 55 bganks wh1]e

'the grade six cTass produced an average of 47 percent* exact text -

_ rep]acements on a totaT of 69 bTanks “l ;';h-; ) “i.é

The resuTts of these measures 1ndibated that "The Case of thehaé

"tenth word was deTeted from the f1naT draft of each story and the grade'

four and grade s1x TeveT stor1es were adm1n1stered as a cToze exerc1se _

‘Gypsy Fortune TeTTer" was s“ff1CTent1y easy to be at 1nstruct1ona1f-~” o

'TeveT for aTT of the subJects in the study, and that “T Treasure o

7;rR1ddTe Mystery" woqu be. at frustrat1on TeveT S *3':,
SR . X
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. ‘. B =y ) . . ) C..
The stories were each deﬁdéd"ihto three sections which were typed -
) on separate pages (see Append1x A for the stor1es) N »". S lg.
, guest1ons In th1s study the use of a 1ookback strategy to L 1¢_
9 : oo - ‘d

monitor. comprehens1on and rect1?y m1sundérstand1ng was a var1ab1e
» L 3

S measured by obServed 1ookbacks and ‘the accuracy of responses tO the
'ffh]ookback quest1ons Iﬂ§order to determ1ne the true effect of the Took-

o back strategy on comprehens1on, it was necessary to compare each subJect s -

'}\performance on. the ]ookback quest1ons to his/her performance on s1m11a? ‘,W‘fﬁff
..... “‘ . ,xg~. . R

-fqueSt1ons Where the use of a ]ookback strategy was not requ1red to

S~

\

A,
o
to.

;correct]y answer the quest1ons Hence, adequate performance on the
:;fcontro1 quest1ons accompan1ed by re]at1ve1y po&r performance on the

| “fy’ﬂookback quest1ons cou}d be assumed to be due to the 1nadequa¥%\use of -

- a 1ookback strategy The quest1ons were ‘thus an 1mportant element of o
S ®
v ;.the 1nstrument. In order to,obta1n a re]1ab1e measure of the 1ookback

'strategy, 1t was 1mperatf¥§ that the }ookback quest1ons d1d neceSSItwt'

the reread1ng of prev1ous parts of the stox1es, and that the controﬁ

quest1ons had the same process1ng requ1rements as’ the 1ookback quest1ons y"'

>

wf but d1fferedion1y 1n that reread1ng was: not necessary to prdduce a’,
(?4 : e . 2 ]
_,g. RN L T S . S

<'§

.

were 1nferent1a1 in nature (The questjon to both stor1es are 1nc1uded
_ U e “ - : ot
an'Appendfx A ) - . ‘ ,afﬂ‘,”‘_ e i 'a?@? %

r\- . R ; . . .
. » >

{) tops As an add1t1ona1 measure of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng,.red
dots, at wh1ch the ch1Tdren weqe to- stop read1ng»and verba11ze any 2 & r,,}. ;o

H' m1sunderstand1ng, were 1nserted at*se]ected po1nts w1th1n each story ‘

LA



'“%;_7'ear1y to m1d—grade four 1eve1,~severa1 of. the studgntsﬁ1n the p110t

'5;/' readers (See stgr1es 1n Append1x A for p]acement of dots.).

lﬂ}yﬁ.-

An effort was made to p]ace the stops at po1nts where comprehens1on

: L
mon1tor1ng m1ght be occurr1ng natura]]y 1f the ch11dren were act1ve

Y h
- i

- L ) ’\-'*':'j . ‘ - , . ‘} -l-'k\:,,,
. P'l 1 Ot stUdz “ 3; R AT ',,V‘ o v
A p1lo¢ study wfsxeonducted 1n March 193% to further determ1ne

"; Whethér-ih’ "dab111ty Texels of the stor1es were appropr1ate and to"
B A

R see;tﬁffhe' Al rument prov1ded an adequate measure of comprehens1on

a.he[p110t study samp]e was compr1sed of four average and

e o

'ere not 1n attendance at schoo]s o

| used’1nsthe actua] study 5” iw,

The resu]t of the p11ot study conf1rmed the appropr1ateness of the

ik : - grade s1x story and the overa]1 su1tab111ty of the measures of JfJﬁla

comprehens1on mon1tor1ng Some oﬁ the mechan1cs of adm1nnstrat1on,

‘Yk-.

'»such as the usenof a ‘high tab]e and the pos1t1on1ng of the pages at I

90°"ang1es from the body Were tr1ed and found usefu] Severa1 changes lri
o : .

‘were also- suggested from the resu]ts of the p11ot study

Tar

.~f¥;\:={: The grade four story was rewr1tten=to ensure that$a11 of the

_"’n

subaects wou1d be ab]e to read 1t w1€h§$t any d1ff1éh]ty wh11e the
) Y TR :
c1oze procedure bad shown “the grade four story to be adequately easy

and the app11cat1ondgf Fry s readab111ty formu1a had p]aced 1t in the R

- 0.-

T study exper1enced some degree of d1ff1cu]ty read1ng th1s story “As’ 1t

e was 1mportant for the f1na1 draft of the story to be at 1nstruct1ona1

byt R \

]evel for a11 of theGStudents, eas1er words were subst1tuted for some

N e
gﬁ’the voq?bu]ary,-ahd adJustgents were made in thelﬂength and cqmp]ex1t
of the sentences ?ﬁe f1na1 Se]ect1on ranged from a- grade;]eve] on 4 szr{if“

) 3,8 "to 3.] on_Ery sﬂformu1a The\narrat1ve content of the story was T

“oe &



=

N

—~-—~-~found ~to- be approi¥1ate -and-was- retained . ,i
2. The induced mon1tor1ng task was a1so changed In ‘the p11ot"“@;

”\"\’91 {%

istudy quest1ons such as,,"Hr‘ ‘1d you find the answer to that‘. oy
quest1on?" and "In what part of the story m1ght you -find the answejkigﬁi
that quest1on7" were used after each 1ncorrect response in an effort o
to 1nduce the students to 1ndependent1y use a 1ookback strategy to |
correct m1sunderstand1ng Wh11e th1s method d1d Jead even the. poorest
mon1tors to use a]ookback strategy, 1t was found that by the comp]et1on -
of the f1rst story a]] of the students were spontaneous]y us1ng the _
strategy ' As a r su]t a]] of the subJects scored s1gn1f1cant1y beﬂ%er L
.on the second stofy than on the f1rst Wh11e th1s was a reward1ng =
d1scovery in that 1t 1nd1cated the potent1a1 for both 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
| “and younger grade four studénts to qu1ck]y 1earn to use a 1ookback : g'f
v -;‘ strategy, the ]earn1ng effect 1nterfered w1th obta1n1nq a. |

measure of the ch11dren s spontaneous compng63n51on mon1tor1ng Con-‘

sequent]y, 1n the actua] study, both storles werexcompJe@eﬂ w1thout
w ¢ ‘\ . )

quest1on1ng or prob1ng by the exam1ner and the 1ﬁﬁgped task was

subsequent]y app]1ed to the grade four 1eVe1 quest1ons wh1ch had been'
1ncorrect1y answered ﬁ,"'<, .:, f?*, ”i[" : 44'y'i.‘*fl,.f'w‘ £

3; Three quest1ons were changed because two of the e1ght students
. ,cou]d answer*them correctly w1thout us1ng a 1ookback strategy

After the 1ncorporat1on of'the above spec1f1ed changes, the

..f', ~-

.;,‘ 1nstrument was retested on four ch11dren and found to be su1tab]e

Adm1n1strat1on of the Instrument

ke
;,) ' -

Students were seen 1nd1v1dua11y in May, 1983 for s1ng]e sess1ons

. of agprox1mate]y one hour 1n durat1on fhe\kess1ons were tape recorded 1

L ‘and later transcr1bed In order to a11ev1ate any c:“

rns about be1ng

R ,'="'vfé’." o
e 1“'
U e T L& . e ) .
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F- I

E'read1ng tasks Al of the students chose to cooperate.»

. were seated across from the researcher at a h1gh tabl@' “To coq;ro]

;jffor any order of presentat1on effects, the average and 1earn1ng d1sab1edf”

she w1shed to vo?unteer«to ass1st the researcher by performnng theh};;

tested, as welT as tO“Encourage max1ma1“cooperat1on;“each sess1on“was
prefaced by a- br1ef d1scuss1on in wh1ch the student was: 1ntroduced

to the nature of the task at hand and reassured that the purpose for

' request1ng his/her cooperat1on was not to test h1m/her but rather to

), "-

ass1st the researcher in. 1earn1ng more abodt "how ch11dren become good

readers Pr1or to beg1nn1ng the sess1on, _each ch11d was asked 1f he/

s -
-

.
.
3o

ugehts‘__;?

In order to fac111tate the scor1ng of 100kback behav1or, st

R AN RS |

’v'subJects were each random]y ass1gned to two subgroups for the adm1n1s-‘

tration of the 1nstrument Ha]f of the average and hd@f*the Tearnﬂng

~ disabled samp]e were admmn1stered “The Case .of the Gypsiﬂlortune-Te]Ter
'(1nstruet1ona1 1eve1 story) f1rst. wh11e the rema1nder of the samp]e

,began with "The Treasure R1dd1e Mystery (frustrat1on Teve] story)

o
. Three measures of spontaneous comprehens1on mon1tor1ng were

‘adm1n1stered in an aTternat1ng,sequence and a fourth measure of 1nduced

_ four measures

ﬁ comprehensﬁon mon1tor1ng was adm1n1stered at the*end of theasess1ons

F0110w1ng 1s a br1ef descr1pt1on of the adm1n1strat1on of each of the

\ - . ? . . B 3

\
ﬂ-\’
Cf

Th1nk1ng A]oud Task Each page con€h1ned four red dots Tﬁe

ubJects were 1nstructed to stop read1ng as they reached,each dot and
A

-‘h to te]] the researcher anyth1ng about wh1ch they m1ght be wonder1ng

They were asked 1f anyth1ng they had read was unc]ear or d1d not seem

- to make sense to- them Mon1tor1ng obta1ned through th1s measure was -

.,M/'
«

ref]ect1ve‘%f }he ch11dren s ongo1ng mon1tor1ng of the1r comprehens1on !

: A . : S e
i “gﬁgﬁb e LT ?ﬂ;ii: PR
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emé-_—-~as they act1ve1y—read the-stor1es<__Examp1es of mon1tor1ng atsthls stage

1nc1ude.‘ "Why did she say the crysta] ba11 needs to rega1n 1ts pOWers7
Why is’that7 Crysta] ba]]s don't need to rega1n power ; and "F1rst ;yﬂ' 
~ ‘they. were ta1k1ng about M1che11e [actua]]y M1chae1] and then they say

f'he ‘That doesn't make sense, it shou]d be 'she’ for a- g1r1 Wi

The d1rect1ons g1ven to th:ﬁjf

preceded the presentat1on of the tasks are enc]osed 1n Append1x A.

'jeqts as well as the samp]es wh1ch

~The Use of a Lookback Strategy Quest1ons were presented ora11y :

'p, after the read1ng of each page and the subJects were observed to see if
."they used a. 1ookback strategy to answer the quest1ons -_', va" }i "“'_ e
B After each page was read s11ent]y by the subJects, 1t was p]aced e |
on the tab]e by the researcher Pages one and two were p]aced at 90° B
‘[_:angles ga each subJect s 1eft and r1ght respect1ve1y, wh11e page . three’°
V,was ]eft d1rect1y in front of h1m The comb1nat1on of a h1gh tab]e and

B4
7

.turned pages caused the chﬂdren to phys1ca11y move or p1ck up t‘h? pages ,' '

r_.

*1n order to reread them thus s1mp]1fy1ng the 6bservat1on of.. 1ookback
gbehav1or and- m1t1gat1ng the poss1b111ty of errors 1n scor1ng

'{§ The d1rect1ons wh1ch preceded the quest1ons are 1nc1uded in 'g

~3

| z'}l\ppendv( A. 7»','-';-/;' -

{&:'Fstatement of Certa1nty Prior: to the presentat1on of the que§%1ons, i

RV < M .
theg?hbJects wirs-lnfonmed that regard]ess of the accuracy of the1r ,

%

't;onge they woufﬁﬁa1ways be asked 1f they were sure of the1r answer.
] .'n.' 'k. ,. e : .
f%ch response to a ques¢1on was sﬂbsequent]y fo]]owed w1th “Are you

'i surev" ‘ Th1s stage oF monatonnng was 1ntended to d1sclose poss1b1e f‘

rd

{ssazg d1fferences between the average and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed groups ab111ty to

]

: g
recogn1ze when they were not cdrrect 1n the1r answer to a quest1on

mﬁf%;- ' Ask1ng the students 1f they were sure of the1r answer frequent]y




6L

‘ N e ' o e
o ‘orcmoted_themsto reread in_order to check the accuracy of their response,

",-data about the student s spontaneous mon1tor1ng, quest1ons wh1ch were

~espec1a11y when: they rea]]y d1d not know ‘the answer. However,‘s1nce

the quest1on1ng about the contents .of - the stor1es was. 1ntended to prov1de

: corrected through rereading after the prompt were noted but scored as
. 1ncorrect s1nce the strategy had not. occured spontaneous]y
Instruct1ons to the students are 1nc1uded 1n Append1x A

Induced Comprehens1on Monitor1ng,Task After the. comp]et1on of both

. story tasks ‘the subJects attent1on was returned to the "Case Oof the L

Gypsy Fortune Te]]er" (fourth grade ]eve] story) and the story pages

" were. returned to the1r pos1t10ns on the tab]e for the 1nduced mon1tor1ng

’ ,ihad not spontaneous]y used 1t the task was cont1nued to debermnne whether

_task The purpose of th1s task was to determ1ne whether ch11dren who - -

e

syd1d not cons1stent]y use a 1ookback str}J:gy to mon1tor the1r comprehen-h”‘

: .S1on knew of such a strategy4A When theygknew of a 1ookback strategy but

LR

"dcu1ng cou]d 1nduce thd’strategy use and what extent of cu1ng woqu be B

L - N - . . - DR

;: requ1red to do so. ‘:;f}}A AR ~}x-' _
F1rst1y, subJects were asked how they cou]d check the1r work 1f

_1they weren t sure of an answer, or 1f the1r response to a quest1on was
':wrong Those who reported that they cou]d sk1m or reread parts of the :s,f,lgggi
ﬁ:story were- subsequently asked to redo those quest1ons for wh1ch they | o

- had supp11ed 1ncorrect responses S1x progress1ve1y more d1rect cues ’
‘i t'/' ) WA ,.

"L‘ W

_“were prov1ded unt11 a 1ookback strategy was 1nduced ) -vf R 'WV1<‘
The’ cues cons1sted oﬁ$ (]) s1mp1y repeat1ng the quest1on, (2). askingj_'
the ch11d 1f he/she was certa1n of h1s/her answer, (3) te111ng the ch11d

‘that h1s/her answer was not qu1te r1ght (4) ask1ng how he/she could

5
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‘:. ' : ‘ ) . . ! , @

1 check h1s/her answer, (5) ask1ng where in. the story he/she m1ght 10cateb_,
-"the answer, or a cTue wh1ch coqu heTp h1m/her to dec1de upon the cor-

rect response and (6) 1f none of the prev1ous cues had prompted the

. : ch11d to 1ndependentTy search for the answer, he/she was then 1nstructedy »
" to use a Tookbach strategy to Tocate the needed 1nformat1on o

The subJects .cue1ng needs on- a cont1nuum wh1ch ranged from mere]y

:‘repeat1ng the quest1on a]T the way to actuaTTy te111ng h1m/her to

fTocate the: necessary 1nformat1on were determ1ned for each quest1on

' f%? A copy of the scor1ng sheet is 1nc1uded 1n Append1x A. B ‘”: 1,'f'xi

e

’-Scor1ng oﬁathe Instruments ;i ,nj;ﬂ_pngg-,_, B

| Percentage scores onytggéﬁﬁﬁTookback quest1ons wé}e computed
" jfor each story to prov1deva measure of the student s comprehens1on of
'fthe stor1es The mean scores for the average and Tearn1ng d1sab1ed
; 1fgroups on: the fourth grade story/were 71 7 percent and 71 6 percent |
ah'mrespect1ve1y, 1nd1cat1ng that the story was’ at 1nstruct1ona] Teve] for l;‘
y ;both groups The mean. percentage scores on the s1xth grade story were
l49 T for the average group and 55. 8 for the Tearn1ng d1sab1ed group

o conf1rm1ng that th1s story was’ at frustrat1on TeveT for both groups

o [%u¢ Severa] scores of comprehens1on“mon1tor1ng were obta1ned

Th1nk1ng AToud Task Responses to the Th1nk1ng AToﬁdeask were

' 'eabh anaTyzed and c]ass1f1ed under one of four categor1es wh1ch 1ncTuded
;‘;(T) mon1tor1ng, (2) no response, (3) pred1ct1ng, or. (4) text repet1t1ons
'f‘tResponses cTass1f1ed as pred1ct1ons were genera]Ty statements of ant1-
. c1pat1on of future story act1on For 1nstance, on the grade s1x TeveT
istory, subJect 14 wondered if "Maybel1n the treasure there s on]y
boots and th1ngs ]1ke that" and, subJect 03 ant1c1pated the d1scovery

: of a treasure as the boys started through the cave open1ng, "How good



it would be Finding all that treasure."

Mon1tor1ng responses were further subd1v1ded into three categor1es.
The first category cons1sted of mon1tor1ng when mechan1cs such as
: pugctuat1on, passage construct1on, or word 1dent1f1cat1on 1nterfered

'~w1th comprehensfon uFor 1nstance, subJect 20 wondered what a tur ban

"‘ »

‘\“f(turban) was, and subJect 17- became confused ear]y in the grade s1x

passage and thought that s1nce it was "Chr1stmas and ‘then January, they;

n e ?

B shou]d have put f1rst it was Chr1stmas and now it's anoary\

' Zﬁg- The second subcategory of mon1tor1ng responses cons1sted of those

',responses in thch the need for more 1nformat1on waS~recogn1zed While

- some of these responses c]ose]y resemb]ed pred1ct1ons, they were: none- '

Jthe Tess coded as mon1toring on: the bas1s that comprehens1on was inten- -

k ;:fered w1th and the ch11d recogn1zed the need for more 1nformat1on to

o c]ar1fy h1s/her understand1ng of - the story For examp]e subJect 22

b

:wondered "what Aunt Emily was go1ng to see that she never‘§%en before

.

'i_¢0ther examp]es of subcategory two mon1tor1ng are: . subJect 21 wondered

if it was true that the crysta] ba]] ‘needed five m1nutes to rega1n 'its"f

o~

- .powers In th1s;ofse the student was not quest1on1ng the rea11ty of
T ,oy .

jcrysta] ba]Ts rega1n1ng powers but feTt that he needed to: know whether

.- the fortune teT]er had 11ed about 1t or 1f she was te]11ng the truth

. ]
-SubJect 27 on theigther hand wanted to know why Aunt Em1]y wou]d get

a fortune to]d why the gypsy wou]d wear a. br1ght ye]]ow turban on her

head what Joey gr1nned at, why there would be a ho]e in the wa]], etc

The th1rd subcategory of mon1tor1ng 1nc1uded on]y responses wherein f -

3 the ch11d n ted an 1ncon315tency 1n 1nformat1on 'S0 that someth1ng did

J ,'. R

'f.'ynot make_sensemtorhjm/her,,\Examp]es,1nc1ude subqect_ZS,who wondered

LUIF there's snow on the ground how can he see the grass and moss?" and

o e o R S 4
. dwd B



- |

|

'subJect 27 who quest1oned "whyfshe‘d getva_fortune told three‘times in

a row?".

After the mon1tor1ng responses had ‘been ana]yzed and categor1zed
J

subJects were given three scores. cons1st1ng of the1r tota] number of .

'g'responses 1n each of the subcategor1es of mon1tor1ng A tota] mon1tor1ng

score which was obta1ned by tota111ng the number of mon1tor1ng responses

A v

in the subcategor1es was’ also. ca]cu]ated -This made 1t poss1b]e to

5compare groups not only on the bas1s of the1r mean numbers of mon1tor1ng

responses produced but a]so allowed compar1sons as to the nature of
. o

,-spec1f1c 1nformat1on wh1ch the two groups "saw’ as present1ng obstac]es

5to comprehens1on A f1fth score was a]so computed by tota111r the;p .

number of responses 1n subcategor1es one and three on1y Subcategbry°"

'_-two mon1tor1ng was found to be 1mportant to the study but somewhat
prob]emat1c 1n that students ‘who had been taught to make pred1ct1ons

1ias they read frequent]y stated or 1mp11ed a need to know more Wh11e 'f f;e

B 1t is questlogab1e to ca]] these responses mon1tor1ng, to exc]ude |

-'a]ternat1ve to 1nc1ude these responses in the cod1ng and to compute ¥'7

{separate scores both 1nc1ud1ng and exclud1ng them. _}‘_e'r‘ly

,7;1t m1ght be wrong A score- of zero was g1ven when students e1ther were‘

K such statemeﬂts cons1stent1y wou]d have e11m1nated from the study tﬂ%%

[

7COnfu510ns due to a 1ack of 1nformat1on Hence, 1t was deemed a better R

Q@

PR

‘ Sureness Responses As a second measure of recogn1t1on that they

;:had or had not understood, subJects were asked 1f they were sure of

their responses to the quest1ons A score of one was - g1ven for each

",correct answer wh1ch was accompan1ed by a statement of sureness, and .

7

) [*for each 1ncorrect answer wh1ch was accompan1ed by an 1nd1cat1on that

(-] )

‘correct but thought that their answer m1ght be wrong, or when 1ncorrect

‘ i
[ I
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responses were accompanied with statements of surenéss.

o

L accuracy

’j; effect1veness of the 1ookbacL strategy when. 1t was, used F1rst a2

o responses regard]ess of whether a 1ookback strategy had been used s1nce

,funct1ona1 know1edge of a 1ookback strategy, a score of one was g1ven L
.for each of the 1ookback quest1ons for wh1ch a 1ookback strategy d g.i‘ a_~'fl§.”
jwas used to answer the quest1on v-S1nce th1s measure was 1ntended»sole1y B

'v to 1nd1cate ‘the frequency of strategy use, and not 1ts effect1veness,'

. The 1ookback quest1o§§ also prov1ded severa] measures of the ; j;; .:_ -

: correct1y Scores for th1s measure were q1ven for a11 correct o .

X\Werba] Know]edge of a Strategy : In order to determine’ whether

ch11dren who did not spontaneous]y use a 1ookback strategy knew

<y

. of .the. strategy, each subJect was. asked how’ he/she m1ght correct

an incorrect response, or check an answer if he/she was,unsure of‘1tsﬁj

ERP S

A score of one was g1ven to subJects who knew how to reso]ve :

'j1ncons1s§pnc1es by us1ng a 1ookback strategv wh11e a zero was ass1qned

if they d1d not know what to do - These scores. were used to compare .
each group S verb@] know]edge of a 1ookback strategy -

Lookback Questlons ’ In order to obtain a measure of the ch11dren s

-

f‘scores were g1ven regard]ess of the accuracy of responses f S oo
”*-score of - one was g1ven for each of - the 1ookback quest1ons answered

| 'students who d1d’not use a 1ooﬁ%ack strategy but obta1ned the correct

-response e1ther remembered the 1nformat1on and hence appropr1ate1y d1d

' not execute 1ookback behav1or, or a]ternat1ve]y, they used a reth1nk

5istrategy wh1

for: each s’

Effect1ve for them The max1mum score. obta1nab1e_ "
ry was’ three e ? . e )

" One ]ookback quest1on on each story was'fodgé to be prob]emat1c

. .4

7 . P



?‘Quest1on seven on the grade six story was. too easy, wh11e quest1on

¥ e

66

three on the grade four story was too d1ff1cu1t for most of the subJects

A To obta1n effect1ve strategy scores w1thout the confound1ng effects of
these quest1ons, scores were ¢ mputed w1th the e]1m1nat1on of the pro-t
vb]emat1c quest1ons ' A-max1mumg§core of three could be obtained for -
each story with these quest1ons e11m1nated o S

, A second measure of effect1ve ‘use- of a 1ookback strategy was

8 procured to ascerta1n whether there were d1fferences in the groups

. kndﬁ\edge of where to 1ook for the necessary 1nformat1on and 1n the1r v:v'

'execut1on of a 1ookback strategy to 1ocate th1s mater1a1 The ch1]dren S

‘performances wgge observed as“they used a 1ookback strategy an}!, ;f,

t1ons were made of each page that was’ reread Lookback strategy use ‘was |

,1ater scored as eff1c1ent when the subJect went 1mmed1ate1y to the appro~

vpr1ate page for the 1nformat1on, or when he/she systema%ncally sk1mmed

"rthe pages to Find an obscure deta1].‘ Strategy use was scored as j;;]v;-

Q

:ﬂ; v1neff1c1ent when the subgect haphazard]y moved from _one. page to the

¥ : l. ,;\

'next or read ent1re pages over unt11 he/she happened upon the needed

....

“'j71nformat10n S1nce th1s measure 1nvo1ved the subJects fac111ty to

. -'QJ‘A
}1ocate the necessary 1nformat1on the accuracy of the answers was

‘t_’cons1dered 1rre1evant to the a551gnment of scores. Lookback quest1ons
‘ on which" no 1ookback strategy had been used were exc]uded for th1s :

fmeasure and a score based on1y upon the number of t1mes a f“‘

: ‘_‘,‘__ o

flookback strategy had been used to answer 1ookback queét1ons was y'

_determ1ned : | | ‘
A-third me;sure.of effective strategy ‘use was" obta1ned 1n order to |
.‘compare the group; oh thé1r:ab}11ty tgsaffe’use of 1nformat10n Once 1t
was 1ocated Notes 1nd1cat1ng :the ch11dren s ab111ty or 1nab111ty to.

L%

S, I
- f@ .
A R
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"1ocate 1nformat1on were taken wh1]e the students answered the

o ;_quest1ons for wh1ch 1nfonmat1on had been located was c0mputed

. quest1ons Later, a score of one was ass1gned to each 1ookback quest1on

‘4“4for wh1ch 1nformat1on had been 1ocated and resu]ted 1n a correct answer

li;«)f,.

A score of zZero. was ass1gned when 1nformat1on was 1ocated but d1d not :'

t lead to a correct answer Th1s measure was pr1mar11y usefu1 for_the

-Q to transform 1t 1n order,to correct]y answer the quest1on Hence,

: wh11e these students cou]d execute a Tookback strategy, it was not

-

1nference quest1ons, where the man1pu1at1on of one or more p1eces of
1nformat1on was requ1red Some students knew: where to ook for

1nformat1on and cou]d easﬂﬂy 1ocate 1t but were unab]e to decide how |

| 'always benef1c1a1 for them to do so. For this measure,i1ookbacks on

' wh1ch the subJects had not been ab]e to 1ocate the requ1red 1nformat1on '

",were excluded , A score based on]y upon the number of 1ookback

Cued Task A cued task was used to 1see 1f subJects who verba]]y

.-knew of a 1ookback strategy, but who had fa11ed to spontaneous]y use 1t

'to answer some quest1ons, cou1d be 1nduced to use a 1ookback strategy

F1rst a score of funct1ona1 use of the strategy was determ1ned

Scores rang1ng from zero to SiXy dependlng upon the number of cues

: requ1red to. induce’ the strategy, were g1ven for each quest1on A score o

,%%ofes1x 1nd1cated that repeat1ng the ques§10n had been SUff1C‘e"t t°

)

' }1nduce u$e of the strategy, wh11e a score of zero 1nd1cated that the =

'?subJect cou]d not be 1nduced to use 1t

'):quest1ons for wh1ch the cged task had been used. w1th the subJect

Average scores for funct1ona1 use were then computed by tota111ng

p"the scores for each quest1on and d1v1&gng by the tota1 number of

o

| A measure of the effect1veness of the strategy'when 1t cou]d be EERRE,

.
i

R 4
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Ainduced was then computed'f'To obtain this score, the percentage of

pcorrect responses was’ ca]cu]ated exc]ud1ng any. quest1ons for wh1ch a

o 1ookback strategy cou]d not be 1nduced o e

Ana]ys1s of the Data

The D1v1s1on of Educat1ona1 Research Serv1ces at the Un1vers1ty of ..

.A1berta ass1sted with the stat1st1ca] ana]ys1s of/the data A two-way : ; '

. ;‘y:analys1s of var1ance w1th repeated measures across the two stor1es " B
};J{”f(ANOVi 26 Program) was used to test the hygdtheses set for the study

A Statist1ca1 Pact of Stat1st1ca1 Sc1ences (SPSS) t- test program

i was used to test for d1fferences between the 1earn1ng d1sab]ed and

5 waverage groups on the cued task and to more. succ1nct1y de11neate

7s1gn1f1cant d1fferences obta1ned on some of the two-way ana]yses of o

e

, var1ance ;'f R B : | N ?; - .f;‘ -\:1

Q'v To determ1ne whether there was a s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the

3

" groups based on the1r I. Q scores and to get the means and standard
‘_'f7‘ dev1at1ons among the qrouns, an SPSQ t tnst program was a1so f

) used T

, "} Qua11tat1ve data obta1ned from student response sheets was used ;

v:hiwhen deemed appropr1ate

Because th1s study 1nvo1ved both qua11tat1ve and quant1tat1ve data, o

'1it was deemed reasonab]e to 1dent1fy trends as we]] as stat1st1ca1 44v”' ;

d1fferences For the purpose of th1s study, trends were reported when

qua11tat1ve data were def1n1t1ve or were supported bywdescr1pt1ve stat1st1cs A
iand/or statlst1ca1 ana]yses wh1ch were s1gn1f1cant at the 0 1 Tevel. |

A s gi‘-‘ ‘.\‘
o v Summary . Lo

- Iﬁ'summary,‘a samp]eyofi40 students was‘se1ected*frombsikﬁsghgp155; ‘
e G SR T SRR



within -the Edmontbn Catho1ic SchooT-District~ Test scdres avai]ahje

from each school s cumu]at1ve records, as well as teacher rat1ngs,‘

were used to se]ect subjects on the bas1s of average 1nte111gence ar?

a read1ng score rang1ng between grades 3 7 to 4 7. Twenty subJects were

. ~average grade fourtstudents, and 20 were 1earn1nq d1sab]ed qrade s1x

.‘l *

.jspontaneous and 1nduced use of the strateqy, and'(B) thénrﬁ

students. L a . "
A pilot study -in -March, 1983 was helpful in refining the testing . -

instrumeailand;in.determining the feasibility of using'the stories to

assess comprehens1on mon1tor1ng "~_v."' x B ‘ '

4
The 1nstrument cons1sted of one grade four (1nstruc{'on 1 1eve])-'

’story, and -one grade s1x<ifrustrat1on 1eve1) story Sever&] measures; 
of comprehens1on mon1tor1nq were’ obta1ned as the subJectswread each -
o story and answered’comprehens1on quest1ons Comprehension mpn1tor1ng
™

" through the use of a 1ookback strategy was then 1nduced for any subJects '

who had verba] know]edge of a; Tookback strategy, but who Hfd‘not\ |

- ‘..“

cons1stent1y use the strategy spontaneous1y

' .

"ja Scores were obta1ned to prov1de ',(1) an’ 1nd1cat1onwofathe subJects

\

awareness of a 1ookback strategy to monitor combrehens1on,;(2) the1r L, g
‘L ey o & : : R

A

ffect1veness

o ,1n us1ng the strategy Scores of comprehens1on olstghghﬁ as the ;ffnl

E h11dren read two stor1es weré a]so obtaIHES

' "*qua11tat1ve data o h L ;_f

= measures (ANOV 26 Program) SPSS t= sts for 1ndependent mepns and

G

e

) ' : i
Data were ana]yzed by a two -way analys1s of var1ance w1th repeated _ e

4
. .
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- l‘1nstruct1ona1 and frustrat1on 1eve1 text Th1s chapter exam1hes
® ¥ SO e
. comprehens1on mon1tor1ng data obta1ned from‘20 average grade four ~f‘wlg

- stﬁdents and 20 1earn1ng d1sahhedmgrade Six students The resu]ts

ﬁ?h"ffrdm three types of stat1st1ca1 treatments are. presewccd (1) tab]es f;~~“,' Jf
'”conta1nzng summarTes of severa1 apaiyses of-Va;1ance used 1n¢the study 5,; ﬁé:p
.;,f '_are prov1ded (2) the mean scores obta]ned by eachwgroup oanachmof ‘;-;th{7€1
#yt Q-;the measures used%are reported and (3) tabfes summar1z1ng j szresults R
f‘/ f'ofat t;?ts whlch were computed to compare’the groups on ta; 3thhch ! S
* ;“were used at on1y one - passage 1é7é1 or: to delhneate the source oF ‘ ’ 'fff;;:f{

v'fshgn1f1cant d]fferences Obtaln

"j‘ndsome of the tWo-way ana]ysei of ‘ﬁ‘_;;:.
.amﬁ_‘ var1ance are a1So prov1dedé§'The Teve] of s1gn1f1cance for the study

' ‘“f' was. set at 65 Interpretat1ons of’these quant1tat1v@ ana1yses were

,Q supported and/or advanced whenever appropr1ate by qua11tat1ve data ‘?"' t,fiu
ﬁ :obta1ned from the performance records of the ch11dren o 1' 53}“ RPN
' - The f1nd1ngs are reported in re]at1on to three aspects of mon1tor- | ii‘d_,

ing (1) recogn1t1on of m1scomprehens1on, (2) knowﬂedge of a. 1ookback

LA strategy, and/(3) effect1ve uSe of-a 1ookback strategy Each sect1on "

1nc1udes a restatement of the hy/ptheses, representat1ons of the

stat1st1ca1 data used to accept\or reJect the hypotheses, a repgrt of
. . 5.
the resu]ts of the ana]yses rehe;gnt descr1pt1ve data, and a d1scuss1on

s
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pert1nent to the f1nd1ngSo
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T as .

theses 1 & and 3 was concerned wwth the recogm t1on

’ ~" ‘3&" * i"
: B N ‘-
vy hak

1'on. Severa] measures were, used to obtam data on Ly
T ,thls aspect of comprehensmn mon1tor1ng A-'tWO'-wa ;ana1y51s-of . AT
var'ﬁn th repeated measures. aordss passage "]eve]s Was per'formed

,' .,A

on each of these data.‘ The three hyp theses are restat‘ed be]ow ,

S 1nd1cat1ng the 996c1§’5’1c dependent Varr A E
'.’: Q b 8Fheses& '-a" ELAN ' - ?'@_‘,‘“:7 2;5‘ ] ‘.: j :
R w There 1s no s1gn1ﬁvcant‘ dnfference betwee and Jearmng N

"u'. . PR
_ d] sab1ed readers pn mdmtomn%@-mdmated ;, o
t _-é.‘_ 'recogmtwn of m1scomprehehsaon on -_':;*}_'i\- f &
AR tota] momtormg %t stops et .

*

'_.1'1". momtomng at stops d{J to mechan&\(such as punctuatmn
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momtormg at stop%?.i. 1nsuff1c1ent 1nforma ion - kR

TR @

ace

. monitoring"at StOPS /dUéJO percewed s_emar}tm ST ey
a,-‘1ncohs1s{enc1es VO ey ’ BT

T f . ( . R . ’ ’ 2 :
'_~percentage éorrect ‘on sureness of r'esponse task o i

;E;_‘._f_:‘j-’_ e e i ST
L & xThere 1s no s1gmf1cant d1fference betweerr perfongance on .1nstruc— N
o R PR . cc‘q',“ .,
t‘iona] and frustratﬂon 1eve1 mater1a15 on morﬂtormg ya.%mdmated
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R _“a\ﬁcogmtwn of m1scomprehens1on on- T oo e T
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v _ - o+ 1, total: momtomng at stops ‘:_'.'.;\_};_’,-42; Sy D e
ﬁ:,l.u o . .(.'.'. . e -‘.-) : N :
o / EERRRS T & -.momtormg at $tops due to mechamcs (such as punctuatwn :
ol T orword ana]ys1s) R '_ AT : R R
RN T o e ; :. o . . ;
S i ~v_mon1tor1ng at stops due to 1nsuff1c1ent 1nformat1on e
- Coodve e momtorr; t.t -stgs due to percewed semant1c - o
. o 1ncons1sten&1eS‘ e e T : e s
Coan ) 8 o o 2.
SR v.. percentage correct on su?,eness_:of, r_‘esponse task-.‘ P A
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R Y There is.no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on ‘effect between read1ng ach1eve—
gk Ao - L -
R T ment and‘lekeT—of‘mgtevzai‘on.mon1tor1ng-as 1nd1cated by.' ;
o a. recogn1t1on of m1sunderstand1ng on: L - «ﬁ@t, e
. e PR Y " S
R f‘fl? 3 i. ﬁtotaT m3p1tor1ng at stops "j S '
o 52 - :ii; mon1tor1n9f§§ stopﬂﬂdue to mechan1cs o “i‘ N ;ff1:?
W e ST ' SR
IR, & P mdﬂttoring at stOps due to 1nsuff1c1ent 1nformat1on S
. Cae s -TV,. "
: E -, AR S S EERT
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Dk el e eEWL percqntage;correct on sureness of response E&;ks %fs ,
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L ‘-:."_' oo de T Q’;‘ PR Ses ¢ i T ‘&3, ) '..,3 PO SR :
] ‘,‘1?;1 » : A ';—%' WV Lo ‘.‘-A:_ .'1 : C ”.‘Q . .° ’ - W
. ﬂ- g; Tota] Mon1t0r1ng at‘étops The resu]ts qg the tWo-way ana]ys1s of
He o, ‘“4 ' . . e (f?
£ o \varfance w1t¢ regfated measﬁres across passages used to eterm1ne thél
. S &‘? i/'- B ‘
,¢‘§gta3 amount gf m%n1ton1ng’at'stops aretpresented in. TabTe.4¢ The ce]ﬂ |

"_?'- means are 1nc]uded in Tab]evﬁ" The ma1n effects forggroups wereﬁﬁgp b
- % Y ,'o .

g‘, T e v
5 T 's1gn1f1cant at the 05‘1eve], suggestng that the aVerage readers o ,;. N
. . « B . ‘.a.

'?;f ?acant]yﬁmore cogn1zant ) ‘Were - 1earn1ng d1sab1ed readers'
; 3”“ when they d1d not comprehend The ma1n effects for ,; ,i{ N

”:&Ql ' passage 1eve1s were,not s1gn1f1cant and the 1ﬁteract1on effects of N

groups and passage 1eve15 were aJso not sr@n1f1cant, On the bas1s of

these resu]ts, hypothes1s{ﬁa 1 was reJected but hypofﬁeses 2a J and <

3a 1 were accepted SERET

Y . K . . '. - FREEN . . .
. e e el

ff{ wh11e these data suggested that ‘the average readers were more )

\P_ P . B

s
3

sens1t1ve to occas1ons of not understand1ng, further ana]yses were

[ 1 'rb). -

computed to determ1ne more spec1f1ca11y how:the groups d1ffered from
»
one another. The tota] fcore ‘was compr1sed of subscores obta1ned on

"? ._(]) mon1tor1ng~of mechan1cs, (2) recogn1t1on Of thi\need for more
1nformat1on and (3) perce1ved semant1c unacceptab111ty of textua]

1nformat1on.- A two—way analyS1s of var1ance w1th repeated measyres

.
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" - Average . readers -

Groups A ol 1 115,200 . 4.695  .036
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. ' f.{ e 3;:’.1Tab]e 5

Ce]] Means for Tota] Mon1tor1ng at Stops :7,» - .

'+ ... Grade 4 passage

‘Grade 5 passageif‘

' . /\ . . N ' e
4.750 . o v 74.500°
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o | Tab]e 6

|wo Way ANOVA W1th 0ne~-Factor Repeated For

R . -Monitoring Due to Mechanics of Text
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ol « Groups A e L e 813 .639. ., .428 "
' Subjects, w1th1n groups - 38 .489 . S I TP
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R
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' achoss.passage TeveTs was. performed on each of these subscores in

¥

"‘be deaTt w1th 1nd1v1dua]1y | S ) !;ﬁk &
o Mon1tor1ng at Stops Due to Mechan1csf : ‘Tw;f Lo
“var1ance w1th repeated measures acrossnpassages was conductedotq..;:% ‘vf‘;;§??:=
determine wh %ﬁ{ there were s1gnf¢%cant d1fferepces 1nhtheﬁrecogn1tnon .

‘of m1§%omprehens1on due ﬁb theémechah1cs »f - the te;t (1ﬂe > unknown N 'é;‘
SR ;‘ ..... -t sy v ER

‘\'f.tnsiruct1ona1 (grade four) TeveT passage, average students Were

'J*Aof th1s anaﬁysms'are;

"™
RN oy w

" : .,~

for groups were due to a part1cu1ar pattern of‘mon1tor1ng, or to@g&

R rf'r?-

overaTT performance. The resuTts from each of these data. w1TT now-

' words m1sTead1ng punctuat1on, uncTear,referents, etc DI The resuTts .
e E

v

‘. D ﬁv

‘M" 7,

"and for passage Teve] '“tcaJtﬁough the 1nteract1on '

--between these tWO factors was s1gn1f1é2nt?;-The ceTT means are 1nc1uded

. g L
Ve v T

<1n F1gure 2 wh1ch aTso represents the 1nteract1on of the two var1abFes..

On the ba51s of”!hese resuTts hypotheses la.ij and 2a 11 were accepted

- ~A
o S . . P

‘order—to help- determxneg&hether—the-s1gn1f1cant4ma1n effects obtaIned___y__;e,

.- . ¢ . . R
. . . « e

but 3a i was reJected T t

To furtﬁer exp11cate the s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on effect t tests
"were computed to determ1ne whether d1fferences between the groups were
,‘s1gn1f1cant at each passage TeveT The resuTts of the tﬁtests a\e

stated Jn TabTe 7. These resu]ts 1nd1cate that wh119 read1ng the ‘“ﬂ' V.
- a.; . ) "

f51gn1f1cant1y ‘more. cogn1zant than were Tearn1ng dfsabled students of
u\.'

cated Jn TabTe 6 The main effects for groups o S

R

_}occé%rons of mﬁscOmprehens1on-du@gzgkmechan1cs. However, when read1ngr ;\i;'

.. LT

N the frustrat1on TeveT passage, d1fferences between the groups were

not s1gh~*1cqgt e ‘ S T S e
- . v - ﬁ"‘.“ o S * ’ ‘. .’1- oL o o L
Mon1t0r1ng at Stops Due to Insuff1c1ent Inﬁormat1on. A'two-way»._ e

anaTys1s of var1ance w1th repeated measures across passage Teve]s was

- . . . Lo, F
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conducted to determ1ne whether there were s1gn1f1cant d1fferences S ;"

e

between groups and between passages 1n the awareness of m1scomprehen—

1 sion due to a. 1ack ofw1nformat1on " The. f&§u1ts of th1s ana]ys1s are.
represented 1n Tab]e 8 and the ce]] means are 1nc1uded in Tab]e 9 _‘ N "'tyﬂ
Thexma1n effects for passage 1eve15 and groups as we]] as the 1nter— h

- act1on effects between grqpps and passage 1evels were not s1gn1f1cant FZ'f%.’%'

- LY

oy 2a 111 and 3a iiq were accepted The‘j"" fi-f*?

oL
‘.

] ma1n effects for groups, however, d1d approach s1gn1f1cance w1th

K x,,

g average readers recogn1z1ng a need for more'1nformat1on more frquent]y

e '} K - 3

Y

“representat1on of the resu]ts of th1s ana]ys1s is g1ven in Tab]e 10

L

and the ce11 means are presented 1n%§1gure 3. Ne1ther the ma1n effects f""

1eve] set for th1s study, and the 1ntéract1on between groups and passage

) "*§f1evels ég%& TSO not sign1f1cant Hence, hypotheses 1a JV 2a 1v and

\

- 3a. 1v were accepted. An exam1nat1on of the 11 means, however d1d _-;vv; :h"

.3'}' "¢1nd1cate a trend 1n the expected d1rect1on w1th average readers : .._; { RN

;mon1tor1ng semantlc content more than three t1mes as often as 1earn1ng‘ ‘ B

f. d1sab1ed readers on the 1nstruct1onaT ]eve] passage, and near]y tw1ce
v"ifas frequent]y on the frustrat1on 1eve] passage.h Hence whr]e the ;;

f'd1fferences between grqups were not stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant a trend

was noted where1n aVerage readers wereasomewhat more sens1t1ve than 'f_j. R

f“‘(‘,v ;." VR
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Two-way ANOVA'W1th Repeated Measures on

TS Tab]e N
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1earn1ng d1sab1ed readers to occaslons of m1scomprehens1on due to.

- semant1c confhs1on. A trend in the- expected d1rect1on was also noted

80

o
W,

';across passage 1evels, with- both read1ng ach1evement groups do1ng

‘-Csz"more mon1tor1ng for semantic 1ncons1stenc1es when read1ng the frustra-
’ t1on 1eve1‘passage At frustrat1on 1eve1; ]earn1ng d1sab1ed readers

. more than doub]ed the frequency of semant1c mon1tor1ng reponses whﬂgh

,)\

" e

o -.-semant1c mon1tor1ng responses by‘average readers @ncreased by one half -

) JJ

. 1n'the degree of sureness about the accuracy of responses to the

..‘,. .

quest1onsg The results of“th1s ana]ys1s are presente- n 'Tab1e 11

¥ ¥
and the ce]] means are prov1ded in Tab]e 12 The ma1ngéffect for

o
- between groups and paséag %1evels was a]so not s1gn1f1cant The ma1n

effect for passage bever, though, was h1gh1y;s1gn1f1cant, 1nd1cat1ng
‘ 'v"»‘

-

\
Judge the accuracy of the1r answers to quest1ons when read1ng the

. .
7 .«,

e 1nstruct1bna1 1eve1 passage On the'bas1s of these f1nd1ngs, hypotheses
e, PR i -A'(‘

]a v and 3a.v: were accepted but 24.v was reJected

Summary and D1scuss1on of Results ragtf")i'

0 -

?}?‘, ' '_ Sucgessfu] comprehens1on mon1tor1ng for readers 1nvo1ves, (1)

awareness of occas1ons of not. understand1ng, (2) knOW1ng about

they had made on the@énstruct1ona1 1eVe1 passage,,and the number of fg'

Lo
D R

4

s v

groups d1d not reach the 05 1eve1 of s1gn1f1ggnce and the'. 1nteract1on R

that both average and.- 1earn1ng d1sab1ed readers were better aQTe to B .

" correctlve strategles w1th wh1ch to ensure that‘comprehens1on cont1nues '
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L 'smooth1y, and - (3) be1ng abJe‘to effect1ve1y use appropr1ate correct1ve .t

! ,strateg1es in t1mes of - perce1ved m1scomprehens1on ¢ Th1s sect1on of: the'

e [y

' S study was concerned w1th how effect1ve1y average grade four readers andN

B s1xth grade 1earn1ng d1sab1ed readers keep track of the success w1th
) d P . PR ) ) od
2 “.wh1ch the1r comprehens1on is- proceed1ng R '

£

. Saxrbg ’
< &l'u N

4
Wh11e the resu]ts obta ed 1n th1s sect1on were a11 subsumed under

. the head1ng "recogn1t1on of fscomprehens1on”; two d1st1nct areas of' -‘”..f.~-*

. Scoresson the sureness of response~task o
$ e SR T '

L . . ‘\.‘ .:'_. .
) (%I ‘.‘h 4\‘ Lo .
. ‘% quest1ons On th1s measure, s\Hfoerences were foagd‘between

o
. « M
»

’\ A .
] the LR

read1ng aoh1evement groups Jab111gy to mon1tor the1r %omprehens1on of't

. & - W . . -
ons,.but passage 1eve1 was found to be a- s1gn1f1cant var1ab1e 1n »03?
D - _,__, L ] ) P . ‘\,g .
H 111ty to mon1tor comprehe%s1on Lo '

o'x' . N . i L. o S
. -

‘pgases obta1ned at thggdots 1nserted in the passages,‘on the

(Y fk »3..

'iyuii ﬂother hand tapped readers F%cogn1t1on of the needvto monwtor the1r Tl

M

fongo1ng comprehens1on as théy rea#kstor1es. The tota] mon1tor1ng e
o by . R A
._fscores obta1ned on th1s measure revea]ed s1gn1f1cant d1fferences‘j‘- R

'.~;between thé read1ng=ach1evement groups, but dﬂ%c]osed no s1gn1§1cant "7:?14‘

‘

S AR d1fferences in. mon1torrng across passage 1eve1s S1nce§the tota] -f,"’
' 7:n506'e wa's com

pr1séd of subscores obta1nedﬂon.mon1tor1ng bf text : R
b'k?’T*mﬁChén1cs recognﬁtion of the need for more 1nf6rmat1on;‘and

413Qf_f mon1tor1ng of semant1c content a further breakdown was conducted ‘O’f;"?

‘ order to determ1ne speg;fic areas of d1fference between,the groups.'“iv.'

J ’ L "k :
Y . .
g 1nteract1on effect Wherein average students monqtored text mechan1cs AR

f‘E; s1gn1f1cant]y more often than d1d 1earn1ng dfsabled students on the

“1nstruct10na] 1eve1 text but d1fferﬁnces between the groups were not

Y LN . . . .
SR 4 PRI N . PR R : . l . L . v . . . : R
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s1gn1f1cant Oh the frustrat1on 1eve1 text Subscores'for the recognition

of the need for more 1nformat1onfaga1n revea]ed‘no s1gn1f1cant effects -

83 .

‘n;j}; Severa1 reseaﬁchéﬁs, gmongst them Garner 19§0 1 81)

RS
: "A -.-7;:;

- '-~,(_,__-",
e P

for passage Tevels.” And wh11e subscore means on th1s measure revea]ed

¢

that average readers more frequent]y than ?earn1ng d1sab1ed readers

-0

recogn1zed a need for more 1nformat10n at both bassage 1evefs d1ffer—

2R
ences between the groups were not s1gn1f1cant Subsc@res for monﬂtor1ng

- of semant1c content revealed no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between,e1ther

-/ Q.
k

' read1ng ayh, ﬁggent groups or passage 1eve]s Subscore means, however,
"R N @ .o

‘nd 1n the expected d1rect1on w1th averagesreaderS'do1ng

W e

Jre]atwély*ore mon1tor1ng of semant1c conteht than=d1d 1earn1ng - fff'

d1sab1ed readers, and wwth both/groups 1hcrea51ng the1r mon'rtcir'1|1g;,>
7 '~".‘!.\'./,. r: . *‘U,“

on the frustrat1on 1eye1 passage
r:-:

&Ence wh11e no d1fferences were ﬁouhd between the read1ng
3
ach1evement groups on a measure of mon1tor1ng of answers to cdmprehen~~

7
P

:%g;
N.oe -

*yvs10n quest1on§t<s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between groups were obtthed
8

on some measures wh1ch assessed the recogn1t1on of m1@compgehEns1on

Ve /

- wh11e read1ng stor1es Passage d1ff1cu1ty was found“not to s1gnr—

§a e L

1 Kl 'y ® ' R B

. R

-a]though subﬁcﬂre means revealed thft

e

“on the sureness task i _f\

B A R -' - P
SN ‘Y . L Rt oL
PRE

Par1s and

-%.' RS

3

Myers (1981) W1nograd and Johnston (1982); Haf

o,

RN

f1cant1y 1nf1uence the degree-of mon1tor1hg MM11e€read1ng storles, &~f B



Good readers Have geﬁéia]ﬁy peen more sucéessfu1 in this aspect of
monitoring.f.The feSults of this study, however, indicated that while
the reading achievement groups d1ffered on some measures the recog-
nition of $1scomprehens1on wh11e read1ng passdges, they did not d1ffer
.1n.a11 aspects_oﬁithe recogn1t]on gf comprehens1on. A common f1nd1ng
of‘preyious studies ﬁas been that goor readers afe more concerned with
incomprehensible words than they are with~the meaningful content.of
passages. In this study, word level mogitoring was- categorized as
“mechanita]“‘aﬁd the results were sdbmitted to a tyq;way analysis of
va;iancé with repeated measures across\gassage 1evéls. Prevjous
findings were not supborted.‘ Average reéders in this study produced
significantly more:}ord 1eVe1 monitoring (p .01) than did learning

" disabled reaqers on the instructional level passage, and whi]ezthe
learning disab]ed readers 5roduced relatively more wa(g 1e9e1 monitoring
at frustration 1e§e1, the groups did not significantly differ.

) Anpthgr common finding of these s%udies is that poor readers are
less sensi#ive than'good rgadérs to their failure to comprehend meaning
across,texf.m C]ea; §upp6rt for these findings was not fouri{. While
subscore meané indicated that average readers monitoréd semantic
in?ormétion moré frequently than did learning disabled readers,
differencéb between the groups did not reach the .05 level of
N significance set for this study. Previous-research also found poor
readers to be inferior in their ability to recognize when‘they had
énoggh info;mation or had supplied an incorrect response. In this
study, support for these f{ndings was ﬁot found. Subjects were asked

to assess the accuracy of each of their responses to questions, and

‘ the results were submitted to a two-way ana]ysis of variance with
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1 . . .
repeated measures across passage levels. No differences between groups

were found. ﬁiffe;ences-were found, however, between the ability of
readersltp Jjudge fhé acéuracy of théir responses on instructional and

on frustration level passages. Since in_éhe majority of previous
studies, poor readers were given frugtration level text to reag, the
effect of passage ieve1s may account for an apparent conflict of results
in this study with those of previous research.

. “Several theorists ihc]hding Paris/and'Myers (1981), Pace (1981),
'.and Hare (1981) cohpargd readers'.awarenesé of not havihg understood - g
when ;eading easier and more difficult texts. The‘rESufts of thesg
studies c]earlj indicate an incfease in the frequency of moni%oring when .
reading difficult text. Clear Support for these .findings was not_fouhd
in the ﬁresent stuay; Although a trend was noted wherein readérs
increased their monitoring of semantic information oﬁ the frustration
]ey¢1'passage, differences in the levels of monitoring did not reach
statiéfﬁcal significance. Scores on the Tevel of monitoring of text
mechanics, and for the recognition of the neéd for more information also

-~

“did not significantly differ across passage 1évels. Previoug researchers:
also found reader§ of all'ag;;,to be less able to judge the accuracy

“of their comprehension when reading frustration.1eve] text. fhe

results of this study were consistent with thése findings. Both

reading achievemenf groups were significantly 1es§ able to jud?é theA,
accuracy of their.resppnses to questions on. the frhstration&thén

- instructional Tevel passages. ’ ~ . / .

/

. Knowledge of a Lookback Strategy

Each of‘hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 was concerned with subjects'

knowledge -of a Tookback gtrategy; A vériety of methods were employed
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to assess thisvcomponent of average and learning disabled readers'

..

cgmprehension monitoring skills.. 7 _

1. M assesSment was made'of subjecfs vennal knowledge of a iookback
strategy. A ' o \

2. Subjec;s functional know]edgg\of the strategy}unden spontaneous
conditions was measured and fne results submifted to a two-way -
analysis of variance with repeated measures -across passage 1eve1$.

3. Subjects' functional knowledge of a 1ookback strategy when-reading
instructional Tlevel material, under cued condit1ons was. measured.

A t-test was ‘used to determ1ne wnether there were s1gn1f1cant
- differences between groups on thfs measure.

Qua11tat1ve data was used where app]1cab1e to advance or support these

\ . ~

\
!

quantitative analyses.
’ |

Hypotheses
1. Tnere is no signjficant difference Between average and learning
disabled reéders on monftoring as in&icated by:
b. knowledge of a lookback strategy ‘

A}

i. functional know]edge under spontaneous conditions

\

~ii. functional know]edge under cueu conditions.
2. There is no significant difference between performance on

instructional and frustration level materials on monitoring as -~

‘,

indicated by:

b, functional knowledge of a Tookback stnategy under spontaneous

conditions. T

3. . There is no significant interaction effect .between reading achieve-
ment and .Tevel of material on monitoring as indicated by:

b. functional knowledge of a Tlookback strateg§ under spontaneous

\

. \
?\ \



conditions. -

Results

Verbal Know]edge of a Lookback Strategy ‘when asked how . they

cou1d correct erroneous responses or - check answers wh1ch they\were '
unsure‘of, all of the learning disabled readers_andA85ipercent of the
average readers supplied a reread strategy. Whilé these results were

not submitted to a statistical ana1ystS‘because'of lack ot'variation
among subJects on this var1ab]e, they do reveal that both read1ng

groups under study possessed good verba] know]edge of a- 1ookback B Ty
.strategy, w1th older Tearning d1sab1ed readers being somewhat more A
ﬁknow]edgeab]e than younger average readers. However, wh11e all but

a total of threeesubjects participating in this study displayed

verbal know]edge of a lookback strategy, four subJects never used a

Tookback strategy under the spontaneous condition, and f1ve more used o

it on]y once over the entire session. Furthermore, an exam1nat1on of ,
the response sheets of the three ch1]dren who had not been able to
verbaFly suggest a lookback strategy to correct miscomprehension
V-revea1ed }hat while one of these’ subJects d1d not use the strategy,
the other two applied {t to answer 33 percent'and‘SO percent of all
lTookback questions through the-session. Of the four subJects who
never used a 1ookback strategy, three had verbal]y suggested us1ng '

the strategy to monitor their work.

Funct1ona1 Knowledge' of a Lookback Strategy Under the Spontaneous

"~

Condition. Results from the measure of subjects” functional knowledge,

- B . . ! e . - ’. .v“'r*
of a Tookback strategy in- the spontaneous condition were submitted to"-
a two-way analysis of variance withfrepeated measures across passage v

levels. The results gf this analysis are provided in Table 13, andithe

© -

1
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. Table 13

qu;ﬂay‘ANOVA Nﬁth:bnehFactoF Repeated .For Functional | "
. . e R -, - °

, ’ " “Knowledge of -a Lookback Stréfegy .
" Source of Varjafion - df = MS O F e
Between - . R . .
~ Groups - A - 1 70.313°  0.273  0.605
Subjects, within groups 38 1.147 ' b
Within =~ R o
Instruction - Frustration .1 = 1.513. . 2.877 ... .0.098
Level - B - . . . o o
Group x levels (Ax8) ~ 1 0.012.  0.024  0.878
Levels x subjects within. 38 0.526 :
ca TOURST e | )
™ v Y
s ')‘. (‘
| | " Table 14 °
Cell Means For KnOw]édge‘Qf a Lookback Strategy
o 1
; ¥ — —
S ’ Gradé 4 Passige  Grade 6 Passage ~ Row Means
Average Readers 120 - 150 . 1.35
L.D. Readers .. T L35 1.60 . 1.47 .

i
-1



cell megns ‘are “given in Table 14.- Ma1n effects for groups and for ,

.. .- =

passage levels did not reach the .05 ‘level’ of s1gn1f1cance set for;.
this study, a]though a trend was noted wherein more use was made of a
lookback stqategy on ‘the d1ff1cu1t passage.  The 1nteract1on effect .o

of groups. by passage 1evels wés also not s1gnnf1cant Hence,:

- hypotheses 1b. i, 2b.and 3b were accepted '"‘

An exam1nat1on of ce11 means further revea]ed that a 1ookback
Y .

strategy was spontaneous]y applied onJy 33 percent of the tTme on ‘the
/

. 1nstruct1ona] level passage and 50 percent of the t1me on the frustra—'

, t1on 1eve1 passage suggest1ng that ne1ther read1ng ach1evement group
. . o

yj possessed extens1ve funct1ona1 know]edge of a 106kback strategy Since

¢

_the main effects for passage levegs had approached s1gn1f1cance GJ( 1)

o
e
'S .

an exam1nat1on of student response sheets was a1so conducted and -

A) ’ -

: revealed that fewer subJects (s1x as compared to n1ne at the 1nstruc--

tional ]eve]) failed to use a lookback strategy to answer quest1ons on

\ s : -
"the frustration 1eve1 passage“ e Lo '
AN

Quest1ons used 1n th1s study were a]so exam1ned on. subJect respense"

4

sheets to determ1ne 1f the nature of spec1f1c quest1ons had d1fferen-:'”5h2‘“

tially prompted subJects to _use a 1ookback strategy The resu]ts of

G h

th1s observat1on 1nd1cated a trend 1n the. expected dlrect1on -Questmons
N e

eu‘.

.....

5 ";tl. .

quest1ons) prompted 31 and 27 subJects to use a 1ookback strategy on Cod

$

frustrat1on and 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 passages, respect1ve1y On the

other hand, quest1ons which requ1red the man1pu]at1on of 1nformat1on -
. f’\! '
facross the story (1nferent1a1 quest1ons) prompted on]y 14 and 18

T

“~subjects to use the strategy on frustrat1on and 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 -

passages, respect1ve1y Wh1]e these resu]ts were not iubm1tted to a
v . @,

N : - e B R
~ s R w
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stat1st1ca] ana]ys1s, they suggest that.the nature .of questions used 1n
. 2 read1ng task may have a bear1ng on readers use of a 1ookback strategy

Funct1ona] Know]edge in the Cued Cond1t1on S1nce the cued task

',fWaS'used only on'the instructiona] 1eve1 passage, a t-test‘was performed

f. y -

to determ1ne whether there were s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between average
and Jlearning disabled readers “in their funct1ona1 know]edge of a 1ookback
~strategy und%r the cued cond1t1on The results of th1s ana]ys1s are.

reported.ln Tab]e 15: No s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were found and hypothes1s
1b. i1 Was‘accepted._.f !' o, .

An-examination of student response;sheets‘further reyealed that lé
‘ hsubjects‘(lz tegrning disab]ed.andfsiw average readers) wereiprompted

- £o apply a'1ookback:strategy to reso1ye.comprehension ﬁai1ure on one or
'more-questions after being asked "are you syre?", although they tad not
1ndependentTy recogn1zed the need to-apply the strategy to answer the -

quest1on Furthermore a 1ookback strategy was ‘used to answer 80 percent

’of the questions on’ the cued task as compared to on]y 33 percent of the -

’t1me to answer\the same . quest1ons in, the spontaneous cond1t1on In

concert these f1nd1ngs suggest that wh11e ch11dren from w1th1n the

read1ng achlevement groups did not cons1stentJy use a 1ookback strategy

'-1ndependent1y,'they were capab]e of dp1ng so.
; Summary and»D1scuss1on of Resu1ts co { :

P

——

P

In add1t1on to the recogn1t1on of comprehens1on failure, effect1ve

3.

.comprehens1on mon1tor1nginnvolygs\the generat1on of plans to 1mprove
cOmprehenSion,'and the‘implementat1on of correct1ve act1on Readers

know]edge of correct1ve strateg1es ‘with wh1ch to ensure that the compre-

-

_hens1on process cont1nues smooth]y has been 1nvest1gated by numerous

researchers and.was a]so an Jmportant feature of this study.
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Table 15

T-Test For Independent Meéns Comparing Average and Leéfning
T L

Disabled Readers' Use of a Lookback Strategy Under Cued Cbnditfons

Average Readers - L.D. Regders

Mean  SD  Mean SD df  T-Value P (Two Tail)

4.7 15.2 4.8 10.6 38 - 2.06 0.124




!

In total the resu]ts on measures of the knowledge of\5_1ookback-
Astrategy indicated that there were no significant d1fferenees between
average, and 1earn1ng disabled readers know]edge of the strategy-

~ Both read1ng ach1evement groups displayed good verbal knowledge of a
Tookback strategy, but this was found to be a-poor 1nd1cator of their
functional knowledge. Both read1ng ach1evement groups were found to
have poor fUnctjona1 knowledge of a lookback strategy although their
use of the strategy increased under cuedvcohditions suggesting that
,they are capable of doing more mon1tor1ng than they do 1ndependent1y
o Significant d1fferences for ' passage levels in the use of a
lookback strategy ‘to monitor comprehensnon were not obtained, although
a trend was noted in which the strategy yas used more’ on the frustra-
’ tion than on the ihstruct%onal level passage. A count of each reading -
achievement groups{ frequency df 1ookhack strategy use to answer.
literal and inferential questions prdvided some indication thaf the'

nature of questions asked may‘also influence the use of a lookback

strategy. ' , o0

/

4 . ) / .
" Paris and Myers (1978, 1981), Gambrell and Heathington (1981),

Hare and Smith (1982), and Hare (1981) used a variety of interview
paradigms to compare.a wide age range of good and poor readers' meta-
cogn1t1ve awareness of comprehension mon1tor1ng strategies. Their ;f»
f1nd1ngs consistently indicate that poor readers of all ages are
deficient in their knowledge about correct1ve—;%rateg1es These 3
findings were not supported by this study. Average fourth grade and
learning disabled sixth grade readers were asked to 1ndiﬁate what

strategy they could use to correct incorrect responses or check

answers of which they were unsure. One-hundred percent of learning

¢
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disabied and 85 percent of average readers spontaneously vegbalized

e N

a re-read strategy A possible exp]anation for thesgzconfficting

e e
-results is the concrete context of the. fa k 1n h' Sstydy. " The
) v J-w//u.ﬂ /.:~.~)
findings of previous metacognitive awarehess Tes generai]y ,

P : B %: N
been based on the reactions of~read3?§ to- hyﬁi‘

,\\\

< ,
Etical reading

\-\J

: =

51tuations, or to deliberately a]teneaitext and§¥indings may nnt have
s l

been representative of their knoﬁiedge in a rea1.reading situation.

-

Since in this study the task and materia]s closely resembled a real
classroom situation, the children, especially the learning disabled
readers, may have been in a better position to identify the nature of
the task and make the correct association to their prior know]edge
Secondly, whi]e prev1ous investigations haye genera]]y been concerned
with a wide spectrum of corrective strategies, this study was 1im1ted to
a lookback strategy Wh1Ch is the most commonly reported by both good
_and poor readers. Had a different or wider-variety of strategies been
investigated,~previoUs findings might have been confirmed.

Other research has'been directed towards establishing connections
between what readers' say they do (verbal knowiedge), and what they
. really do (functional knowledge). Research in this area is conflic-
ting. Hare~(1981), Hare and Smith (1982),-and Paris and Myers (1981),
found that as early as grade four, readers who possess a strong verbal
know]edge of strategies also use a w1der variety of corrective
strategies, and imp]enent them more frequently than do poor readers
whom they found Tack such knowledge. Garner and Reis (1981) however,
1nvestigated good and poor readers' know]edge;of a lookback strategy,
- and conc]uded that while young readers reported using a Tookback

'strategy, their functional knowledge of the strategy did not develop

~
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until grade eight, and that even at this level, poor readers seldom

cEA L,

used a lookback strategy to moni@or their comprehension.

In the Present study, no significant differences were found
between average and learning disabled readers in .lookback strapegy'
use in either spontaneous or cued conditjohs. ngrtia] support was -
obtéined for Garner and Reis' findinds, ‘however, sinceltﬁé strafegy
i Qas spontaneously app]ied'only 33 percent of the time at instructional
level. ‘ |

Still other researchers, including Paris and Myers (1981) and
Baker '(1979) found, that under cued conditions functional knowledge
of a 100‘ ack strategy increased dramatically, suggesting that "although
many sfudents are capab]e‘of comprehension monitoring, faey don't
always {o it on their.own initiative" (Baker, p. 37%9,- The results of
this study support these findings, thus édding to the_accumuTating
evidence tﬁat once functional knowledge of a stré;egy'is acquired, it
cannot be assumed that readefs in the elementary grades will independ-
ently use it. . '

Pace (1981) investigated feurth and sixth grade readers' combre—
.henéion monito}ing of fnstruétiona] and frustration level text, and"
cdnc]uded that the perceived difficulty of a passage influences the
extenf to which readers attend Earefu11y'to what they are reading and
use a lookback strategy in a deliberate effort to check on their
understanding.’ Paris and Myers (1981), Hare (1981"aﬁ6“Hare and Smith
(1982) also found that difficult text prompted readers of various ages}
to make greater use of cdrrective strategies. Clear éupport for these
findings was not secured from the present study although a trend was

_noted in the expected direction.



Raphaet (1983) found that the relative difficulty of questions also
influenced the degree to Which readers were able to benefit from a
lookback strategy. Qualitative data obtained from student response

" sheets provided some support for these findings.'

<

Effective Use of a Kookback Strategy

To Rectify Misunderstandiﬁg

Each of hypotheses'l 2 and 3 was concerned w1th effectiveness
in use of a - 1ookback strategy to correct m1sunderstand1ng Severa]
measures ‘were used to obtain data on this aspect of comprehension
monitoring: Loy
1. - number of 1ookback_questions correct;
percentage score obtained on - the cuedvtask;

~ systematic versus‘haphazard strategy use; and : | ,

PwN

ability to make effective use of located information.

A two-way analysis of variance with repeated measures across

passage levels was performed on the number of lookback questions correct

and a t- test was conducted on the cued task. Qua1itative data secured-

from student response sheets was used to detect d1fferences in the

quality of execution of the strategy, as well as in subjects' ab111ty"

to use information from instrdctiona] and frustration level passages.'

once it was located. The three hypotheses are restated below.

Hypotheses
‘ }. There is no significant difference between average and learning

disabled r%?ders on monitoring as indicated by:

c. effective use of a lookback strategy

. \
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: 1n‘addition“to—passageLdiffﬁcu%ty;—Pace—&lQSO)—and—WOnnocott_andf,___;___~_



i number of_ﬁookback questions correct

“

ii. percentage score obtained on' cued task.

PEX

2. There is no s1qn1f1cant difference between oerformance on 1nstruc-

t1ona] and: frustrat1on 1eve1 mater1a]s on mon1tor1nq as 1nd1cated by:

., .
© vy

"~ c. number of 1ookback ‘questions correct : o h.n' "

.

YA

3. There is no sianificant 1nteract1on effect between read1ng ach1eve-

ment apd level of mater1a1 on mon1tor1nq as . 1ndatated by

Vam

c. number of ~ okback quest1ons correct

a, ot sar.

o

Results ‘ . - . ', R "**ia-“ g

Number of Lookback YQuestions Corréct. : A tho—way-ana1ys1s of |

var1ance with repeated measures across passage ]eve1s Was conducted ta -~

determ1ne-whether there were any s1gn1f1cant d1fférenfes 1n\the number ;x

- i, ‘&

of lookback questions answered correctTy A representat1on of thﬂS -

ana]ys1s is supp11ed in Table 16, and the ce]] meahs gre prov1ded 1n ;““

Table 17. - P

Ma1n effects for groups and for passage 1evels fa11ed to reach

s1gn1f1cance, and the 1nteract1on between groups and passage 1eve15 u
i

also failed to reach s1gn1f1cance at the .05 Tevel set for th1s study‘ .

’
j v

Hence, hypotheses lc.i, 2c and 3c were accepted

An examination of - the cell means,‘however, revea]ed a trend in the

s\{‘"

expected d1rect1on w1th both read1ng ach1evement groups answer1ng more

'_.]ookback quest1ons correctly on the 1nstruct1ona1 1eveT passagp ( : ufﬁﬁg*”.,

percent as compared to 24 percent of the quest1ons) Comb1ned‘W1th fﬁ_:;

»

the 1nformat1on that a lookback strategy was used more frequent]y for
the frustration level passage (50 percent as compared to 30 percent of
the time at instructional level), this’ trend suggests that-average and

-~

- \

.,



| Table 16
Two-Way ANOVA With One Factor Rep

eated For

Correct Lookback Questions

Cell Mezns for Correct Lookback Questi

ons and for

Use of a Lookback Strategy

Source of Variation' df MS F p
Between ‘
Groups - A 1 0.313 0.273 0.605
: . L .
Subjects, .within groups 38 1.147
A : .

- Within o _

. Instruction-Frustration 1 1.513 2.877 0.098
Level - B ' : :
Group x Tevel (AxB) 1 0.012 . 0.024 0.878
Levels x Subject within 38 0.526
groups : ' .

Table 17

Use 6f A

L.D. -Readers -1.000 -

.Achievement = . Correct Lookback -
Group. Questions Lookback Strategy
Grade 4 ‘Grade 6 Grade .4 Grade 6
—  Passage. Passage Passage Passage .
" Average ©.0.950 0.700 1.20 1.50
0.750 1.35

1.60

4
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1eernfng disab]edlreaders were less eble to effectively monitor their
cemprehensibn with a Tookback strategy when dnswering questiohs on the
frustration—ieveT“paesager——The‘effect~of-these—combrned—factors“is
represented in Figure 4. | . |
Since no major differences were found between groups, an examina-
tion was conducted of individual performances within groups. It was
" expected that individual performancés within the average gr0up would be
fairly homogeneous,vand that a wider variation would be evident in the
learning aisab1ed sample. These expectations were not confirmed.
| However, while performance profiTes across groups did not differ, a
wide'variation of'profi]es within both groups was evidept. At one
extreme, several children aTways used a ]ookback strgéegy while at the
other extreﬁe, four children never used a lookback strategy under the
spontaneous condition and five more used it only once over the entire
session. In the. cued condition ’fou; of these. nine readers did use a
1ookback str:tegy effect1ve1y, wh11e f1ve either never 1ooked back or

did so haphazard]y and 1neffect1ve1y

Percentage Scores on the Cued Task. A cued task was used on the

instructional level passage. Subjects were given a percentage score
which was ealcu1atedAby totalling the number of times that they had
ufed a lookback strategy on this task and deeermining what percentage
of their requnses to these questions were correct. .TheSe scores were

J

.submitted gb a t-test in order t? determine whether: there Were-any
signifieane differences Between thé groups. This analysis iS represented.
in Tabﬁe518 The results did not reach the 05 1eve1 of significance

set for this investigation and hence hypothes1s 1c ii was accepted.

Systemat1c Versus Haphazard Strategy Use. S1nce in the pilot study

v




Table 18

\
\

Results of a T-Test Comparing Average and Learning Disabled

\

‘Readers*Percentage-Scores—on—a—-Cued-Task
\ ' .
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Figure 4.

Quest1ons Correct

L\
N Y
- Average Readers L.D. Readers C
' | » _Probability
Mean SD Mean SD df T-Value (Two Tail)
58;350r 33.813 47.350 37.820 38 1.25 0.630
1.75
Strategy Use --- L.D. Readers Lookback
Strategy Use -
1.50
____Average Readers
Lookback Strategy Use
1.25 . : |
--- L.D. Readers
< ‘Questions Correct
1.00 C— - ' Average Readers
Tl Questions Correct
—
.75~ = ‘ v :
Questions Correct )
.50
Grade 4 Grade 6
APassage Passage
Combined Effects of Lookback Strategy Use and Lookback



a wide variation in the way‘subjects executed a lookback strategy ad -
been observed, notes were taken each time the\strategy was applied ;\

fthe—reaimtesting—session;——ihese—notes_wene_laten;used_as_quantatiMe_ﬁ___“__>
data in order to determine to what extent average fourth, and learning
disabled sixth graders were systematic or haphazard in their use‘of
a lookback strategy. Subjects were considered systemat}c in the use
of a lookback strategy when they used an organized approach to 1oeating
information. For instance, organized Strategy users mfght, (a) go
d1rect]y to the des1red 1nformat1on or (b) quickly'skim through one or

~ two pages unt1] the necessary information was. located. Haphazard
strategy users, on the other hand, generally (a) looked at bits of
text in one page after another often_returning to the_same page several
times, o;‘(b) re-read the entire stohylfhgm-the peginning_each time they

| used the strategy | '

A count was. made of the number of times each subject used the
‘strategy:at each passage level, andvof how many times he/she had been -
systematic in its execution. These data revea1ed that the average group

used a 1ookback strategy a total of 24 t1mes ‘at the 1nstruct1ona1 level
and were systemat1c in 19 of<these attempts. At frustrat1on 1eve1 the
»average group used a lookback strategy a tota] of 29 t1mes, and were -
systemat1c in-their execut1on of the strategy 28 of these t1mes The
1earn1ng d1sab1ed group attempted a lookback strategy 27 times on.the
instructional level passage and were systemat1c in 1ts execut1on -on 18
trials. At frustrat1on 1eve1,\they used a 1ookback strategy a tota]
'of 32 times and were systemat1c on 28 occas1ons

Although these results were not subm1tted to -a stat1$t1ca1 ana]ys1s,

it can be seen that'both read1ng groups used the strategy more
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frequent]y, and were re]at1ve1y more systematic in its execut1on at

frustration 1eve1 Still, even though readers were more systemat1c in

their- execut1on of-a—iookback—strategy on—the—frustrat1on level_ passage,__
they answered fewer questions correctly at this level. Hence, their
ability to use the 1nformation once it was located would appear to be

an important variable and is considered below.

\ Use of Located Information{ Effective use of a 1ookback\strategy
inc1udes the ability to perform the reqnired cognitive processing in
order to convert located facts into task appropr1ate information.

In order to determine how well average fourth and 1earn/ng
d1sab1ed s1xth graders performed on th1s variable, a count was made of -
(a) occasians when each subject used a 1ookback strategy to successfully
+ Jocate the necessary information,:and (b) of the}number of 1eokback
questions eprrectly answered'when_a Tookback strategy'had been used.
This analysis revea]ed that arerage students were successfuTAin 1ocating
the appropr1ate 1nformat1on 17 t1mes at 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 and 17.
t1mes aga1n at frustrat10n 1eve1 ‘but were on]y able to process th1s :
1nformat1on appropr1ate1y to accurate]y.ansdér,a total .of 16 quest1onsi
at instructional 1eve1 and 12‘at frustration/level. Learning dtsab]ed
'students Tocaté d the appropr1ate information 23 times at 1nstructiona1'-
level and 18 t1m$s at frustrat1on level, but were only ab]e to appro— C
pr1ate1y process the 1ocated information to accurate]y answer 17 ques-

1

~ tions at’ 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 and a total of 11 quest1ons at frustrat1on 1.'

level. ’ » | e
An exam1nat1on of student response sheets further revea]ed that

"'on the 1nstruct1ona1 Tevel passage on]y four students who successfu]]y =

1ocated 1nformat1on were never able to process the 1nformat1on so as. to
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‘ab1e—t04carry—out_the;requmred_proce551ngm1n_onder~to_accurateJy

‘ obtained on a cued task.

‘ correct]y answer questionSn. However, on the frustration level passage

AN

the number of students who could locate information but were never

3
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answer questions increased dramatica]1y to nearly half the sample
(17 of 4Q subjects). |
Although the results of these tabulations were  not submitted to

a statistical analysis,lit was evident that while there were no real

: d1fferences between groups, passage 1eve1s were an 1mportant factor in

ab111ty of readers to use 1ocated 1nformat1on In sum, a]though both

Pl

“reading achievement groups used a Tookback strategy more frequent]y

.
at frustratlon 1eve1 and were more systematic in its use, they were

less effective in using 1nformat1on at frustrat1on level than they

. were at instructional level. Thus, these data added support to the

earlier noted trend wherein readers were less able to'effective]y'

monitor their comprehension with a Tookback'strategy when answering

,questions on the frustration level passage.

Summary and D1scuss1on of Resu]ts

Effect1ve comprehension mon1tor1ng must 1nc1ude the ability to

use correct1ve strateg1es in order to resolve comprehens1on d1ff1cu1t1es

In th1s section of the study average and 1earn1ng disablied readers

were compared on effect1ven ss in us1ng a 1ookback strategy No"

s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between groups were found on e1ther the number

. of 1ookback questions answ red correct]y, or the percentage scores

The present study wds also concerned with the influence of passage
d1ff1cu1ty upon ‘readers effect1veness at mon1tor1ng their comprehen51on

through the use of a 1dokback strategy. The resu]ts of one measure
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which was subm1tted to a stat1st1ca16ana1ys1s revea]ed no s1gn1f1cant \fi‘

4
d1fferences in the number of 1ookba£k quest1ons answered correctly

on 1nstruct1ona1 and frustrat1on 1eve1 passages.s.Severa]_qua11tat1ve

arialyses, however, revea]ed'differences in theveffectiveness of a Took-

baék strategy across passage 1evels, thus prov1d1ng some evidence that

' 'readers are less effective at using a Jookbick strategy to monitor

their comprehenswon at frustrat1on 1eve1.

Hare (1981) and Garner and Reis (1981) investigated good and poor

readers' effectiveness at using corrective strategies to monitor their

_comprehension and found poor readers to be less effective users of

corrective strategies. Support for these findings-was.not obtained’

" from the present study. Average and learning disabled readers were

_ found to he equaT]y effectiVe in using a lookback strategy to monitor

their comprehension._
Garner and Reis (1981) further postu1ated that effectiveness in

using strateg1es develops in stages over time. In studying-eTementary

'and Jun1or high aged good and poor readers, they conc]uded that on]y

users of a lookback strategy. Although younger and poorer readers

used the sirategy sone of the time,'they were'high1y inconsistent in
9
its use, and f-zquently could not use 1ocated 1nformat1on to correct]y

.answer questionc. ' These f1nd1ngs were’ part1a11y supported by the
- present study. A" theugh no differences were found- between reading

: achievement groups. the results of this study compared pos1t1ve1y

with Garner and Reis' elemefitary aged good reader scores, thus add1ng

support to. their conclusion that e?Ementary aged readers are 1neffect1ve'

users of‘a lookback strategy.

.(’-

~the oldest (grade eight) good readers had reached the 1eve1 of effectlve ‘
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Hare (1981) and Pace (1981) investigated the influence of passage
difficulty onbreadersf effectiveness fn using comprehension:monitoring

strategies. They found.passage difficulty to be significantly related

to effective strategy use, and concluded that wien reading diffiou]t
text, readers try harder to monitor their comprehension, but actually.
are 1ess effective. A]though stat15t1ca] ana]ys1s for the number of

- Tookback questions correct across passage levels did not reach the 05
_level of s1gn1f1cance set for this study, qua11tat1ve data secured

from students' response. sheets provided support for these f1ndﬁngs

Chapter Summary and D1scuss1on

The purpose of this study was to examine the comprehens1on mon1t-
“oring ab111t1es of average and 1earn1ng disabled readers when read1ng
-1nstruct1ona1 and frustrat1on leyel text Invest1gat1ons were conducted
in three areas of,comprehens1on mon1tor1ng (1) the recognition of
: .m1scomprehens1on, (2) knowledge of a 1ookback strategy; and (3) effective
.use of ~a 1ookback.strategy

The resu]ts of the study 1nd1cated that. average grade four readers' '
were more cogn1zant than s1xthjgrade 1earh1ng'd1sab1ed readers of
occasions ot.not understahding whenbreading:instructional and frustra-
tion 1eve1'passages' Both readfng achievement groups were found to be
comparab]e however, in the recogn1t1on of m1scomprehens1on when
. eva]uat1ng the accuracy.of the1r responsesftovquest1ons Average and"
1earn1ng disabled readers were a]so found to be equa]]y know1edgeab1e ‘
_of a lookback strategy on measures of verbal know]edgd of the strategy

. and funct1ona] tnow]edge in both spontaneous and cued- cond1t1ons The

read1ng ach1evement groups were add1t1ona11y found to be equa]]y
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effective in their use of a lookback strategy to monitor their
comprehénsiont The resu1ts of the study further indicated that a]thpugh

both reading grdups possessed good verbal knowledge of a 160kback

strategy, they were inconsistent and largely ineffective in its use.

“The resu]ts of the cued task, however, provided some 1nd1cat1on that

the readers were capable of monitoring their comprehens1on with a 1ook-
back strategy although they d1d not 1ndependent1y do so.

The second major focus of th1s study was to determ1ne whether
passage difficulty is a contr1but1ng factor ‘to effective comprehens1on
monitoring. Subjects were g1ven one instructional and one frustration

Jevel passage to read, and measures of comprehension monitoring were

conducted across passage “levels.

Stat1st1ca1 analyses d1sclosed ‘that passage ‘level was a significant |

factor 1n_the ability of readers to judge the accuracy of their responses

. to questions No s1gn1f1cant d1fferences across. passage levels-were

t\

obtained on the frequency of mon1tor1ng while read1ng stor1es although
a trend was evident wherein mon1tor1ng of’ semant1c content increased

on the frustrat1on level passage Hence, some evidence was obta1ned

that passage Tevel 1s a contribut1ng factor to the recogn1t1on of

\\

.m1scomprehens1on No s1gn1f1cant dafferences for know]edge of a look-

_back strategy and for effect1ve use, of a lookback strategy were obtained

on measures wh1ch were submitted to a stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s Qua11tat1ve
data secured from student respanse sheets however, provided ev1dence
that passage Tevels, as well as the relative difficulty of questions,
inf]uenced the frequency'of use of a 1ookback strategy. A,trend was
also noted wherein readers used a lookback strategy‘more frequently to

answer questions on the’frustration level passage, but were less
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effective in using the located information to correctly answer questions

at tﬁis level.

The results for passage effects obtainedv%n the present study

were in the same direction as those of pfevious]y reported research.
\\‘\'Any'discrepancies from previous reseafchvwere in the degree of signi-
. ficance obtained on various measures of the effect df'passage diffi-
culty an comprehension monitoring. While differences between passage
levels in previous studies usually reached statistical significance,
the results of quantitative analyses in th}s study were generally not
| sjgnificant., Several qualitative meashres, however, pfovided support
for dfffekences between cpmprehension monitoring on instructional
and frustrgtion leve] passages. Winograd'and Johnston (1982) eﬁ¥=
_Garner (1982) stressed the need for the use of multiple measures in
Tnvestigatiohs of comprehension monigoring. Djffefehces in'fesults,
obtained in this study for the effecfs of passage levels on eomprehen-
sion monitoring serve to once again under11ne the importance of using
mu1t1p1e measures in 1nvest1gat1ons of comprehension mon1tor1ng
Prev1ous research on good and poor readers'’ comprehens1on monit-
or1ng skills cons1stent]y d1sclosed significant d1fferences between
reading achievement groups on all aspects of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng.
The results of this study differed from prev1ous investigations in that,
while d1fferences were found between reading achievement groups in GR?‘
some areas oflthe_reeognitiOn of miscomprehension, the groups did not
significent]y,diffen'in'the recogniiion of miscomprehension of questions,
or in ﬁheir'know]edge qf a 1oekback“strategy and effective ﬁse of this
strateéy,tormdnitef théiricomprehenSion; QQa]itative data secured

from student response sheets further supported findfngs from
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quantitative analyses. While further researéh will be needed ‘to
explicate discrepéncies between the results of this and previous

research, some factors which could have contributed to the-discrepan-

cies are presented below.
Many of the previous researchersv(e.g. Paris and Myers, 1982; and

Hare and Smith, 1982) failed to ensure that the material used was at

. , ’ -
instructional Tevel for the poor readers. Since passage difficulty

~appears to affect comprehension monitoring, comparisons of good and

poor readers in their studies may have been confounded.by the effect

of passage level withrthe,resu1t that poor readers whp‘read.frustration
level material monitored their comprehension less.well than did good
readsrs who were'réading instructiqnaf level material. It js possjb]e‘f
thaté had the effect of passage diffi¢u1ty not beén kept constant for

both reading groups in this investigation, previous results Woulq have e
begﬁ replicated. . | | |
| Rrevioysvinvest;gafionsL(e.QQ Garner and Reis, 1981; Garner and

Anderson, 1987; Winograd and Johnstbn, 19823 Garner, 1980 hnd‘1981;

| Gambrell and Heathington, '1981) generally did.not control for I.Q.

While the efféct of intelligence on the ability to monitor comprehenSiqn ;

'is unknown, it is possible that the degree and extensiveness of

differences between reading achievement groups in these investigations o

. was partly the result of differences in general intelligence. Since

thé pregent sfudy controlled for intelligence, it seems that When good
and, poor e]ementary schoo]-agéd readersAare equal iﬁ~1nte11ecfua1
functionipg and are'féading material of compérab]e difficulty, they are
similar in many éspects‘df’comprehehsion monitoring. |

.. Finally, the reséérch paradigm.se1ectéd for theAinyééfigation of

4

.S
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differences between good and poor'readers may, to some extent, color
the results. Previous results of good and poor ré&ader differences in

the recognition of miscomprehension were based almost exclusively

on various error detection pafading“ﬁn“WhTCh‘érrorS‘weré“dgTTBerate1y““_—‘
inserted.intb passages and séoresvwere'obtéingd_pn the readers'
defection of the anbha]ous information. Since Tearning disab]éd and
average readers in this study were found to significantly differ in
the recognition of miscomprehensibﬁ\when'reading;stofies, previous
,investigations’may‘have djsc]oged differences between good and'poor
readefs in one aspect of comprehension monitoring without~con§idefing
other'aspects of this:$rocess. Tﬁus, real différences in one aspect
of compreheﬁsion'mbniforing taken. out of the broader context, where
similarities are abundant, might have led investigato}s to conclude
‘that diffegencés_between achievement groups are gkeafer,than'they
réa]]y aré. Comprehension monitoring appears to Be}a complex process
combrised'of a number of di§crete subtomponents which develop 1in
stages over time. The inveStigation of such a complex skill calls
for théluf{liiation of a variety of paradigms'and the use of multiple

measures. - - \



CHAPTER 5

‘SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIQNS,

e AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The major purpose of this;study was to compare average and learning
disabled readers' comprehension'monitoring skills at instructional and

frustration levels. &

Summary of the Study

The samp]e'for'tﬁis study consisted of. 20 fourth grade average
readers and 20 sixth grade learning disabled readers selected from
schools-within the Edmonton Catholic School District on the basis of

performance -on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test, Level C, Form 2,

Canadian Edition and the non-verbal scores on the Canadian.Lorge-Thofndike

InteTligence Test, Level B, Form‘lt Reading level and I.Q.-Were held

~ constant fokvthe'two groups with reading scores ranging from 3.7 to 4.71
_Each subject was 1hdividUaT1y tested usiné two stofies which were
adapted froh the Martin Moony Mystery Casebopks, and typed on three
separate pages. Since the effeet‘pf reading Tevel apon comprehension -
monttoriné'was ofiinte%est to the study, each sUbject‘was‘aséie to
silently read one fﬁgttuctiona1 1eve1.(fourth-grade).and one frﬁsttation'
level (sixth-grade) story;'and to anéWef questions. about'eaeh ‘Fdhr of
the quesffbns froni each passage ‘were des1gned to induce a 1ookback
strategy, and the p]acement of the story pages in front of the ch11d
ensured easy observat1on of Tookback behav1or SubJects were a]so
requ/;ted to stop reading and to verba11ze any prob]ems wh1éh they m1ght
be experiencing in read1ng the text as they”’ reaqhed red dots wh1ch had been

' 1n5erted at selected points within the stories. The results of spontaneous

109
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monitbring at the ddts,'spontaheous use of a 1ookbaqk strategy to answer .

questions and cued use of a-]ookback strategy af instrUEtional Tevel were

o used to determine each subjects (a) recognition of miscomprehension, (b)

knowledge -of—a—lookback-strategy;-and—(c)- effective~use~of—a~+ookback¥strategy7—~

-

The stat1st1ca1 measures used to analyse data included two-way ana]ys1s

of. variance w1th_repeated measures acrosslpassage-1eve1s and t-tests for in-

dependent means. In add{tion, dua]itative data were used when deemed

”

abpropriate. < _‘ .

. , ");.‘
\ vl

|

Major F1nd1ngs and: ConcTusions B : .

Several maJor f1nd1ngs were drawn from the ana]ys1s of the data

kL

,collected in this study. The study focussed upon two areas offresearch:

(1) differences between the comprehension monitoring abilities bf average )

and ]earning’disabled readers, aﬁd (2) differences between'comprehension

monitoring'of instructional level and frustration level passages.

Findings related to each of these areas.are'presented below.

A‘Differehces Bétween'Average and Learning Disabled Readers

.-

Recogn1t1on of M1scomprehens1on On the first measare of'<ECognition o

of the failure to comprehend when reading 1nstruct1ona1 and frustrat1on

169e1 passages, red dots were inserted at select po1nts W1th1n the passages,

and,a]i of the comprehension mointoring which occurred spontaneously at

1.

these dots was noted. These data fndiceted‘that:

Average readers monitored their neading significantly more'than‘did_
1earhing'disab1ed readers at these dots. =
Average readers were more. cognizant than learning disabled readers

of miscomprehension due to text mechanics when reading the instruc-

" tional level passage, while the groups did not significantly differ

on this measure when reading the frustration Tevel passage.
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.'for additional informatt

~greater on the frustrat1on 1eve1 passage

1M1

The groups: did not significantly differ on their awareness of mis- -
comprehension due to insdfficient ‘information, a]thOugh an examina-

t1on of cell means 1nd1cated that average readers recogn1zed a need

more frequently than d4d 1earn1ng

~disabled readers, and the djfferences between the groups were

No significant differences were- found between average and ]earn1ng
disabled readers' awareness of m1scomprehens1on due to perce1ved
‘semant1c inconsistencies a]though an exam1nat1on of cell means
revea]ed that average readers mon1tored their: comprehens1on of

semant1c_content re}atxve]y more often than did 1earn1ngbd1sab1ed

" readers.

On a second measure of children's recognition of miscomprehension,

”réaders'were asked to assess the accuracy of their'responses to questions.

No d1fferences were found}between average and ]earn1ng d1sab1ed readers

recogn1t1on of how well they understood and answered quest1ons

h e

Know]edge_of a'Ldbkback Strategy. Severa] methods were emp1oyed to’

assess average and learning disab]ed readers’ verba1 and funct1ona1

know]edge of a lookback strategy These data revea]ed that

1.

Both read1ng ‘groups possessed good verba] knowTedge of a 1ookback

1strategy
Verba] know]edge of a. 1ookback strategy prov1ded no 1nd1cat1on of |

readers funct1ona1 use of the strategy

e

No.s1gn1f1cant‘d1fferences were fpund between average'and learning -

. .

idisab]ed readers"functidna]uknow1edge of a-lookback strategy.
. Average,and.]earning disabled readers alike were fodnd to'be incon-

- sistent and Iargely inadequate,in'theirvfunttidna] knoW]edge of ‘a
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Tookback strategy Funct1ona1 knowledge of a Tookback strategy
was found to vary w1de1y w1th1n each read1ng achievement group.

_5./ No significant d]fferences;were»foundbbetween average and 1earn1ng

{ : -
_disab]ed readers’ use of a Tbokback strategy in the cued condition

l

t1on, suggest1ng that average ‘and 1earn1ng disabled readers are
capab]e of us1ng a 1ookback strategy to correct]y answer. .«me quest1ons
_ a]though they do not 1ndependent1y do so. . ” | l_{fw

7
L]

Effect1ve Use of a Lookback Strategy to Rect1fy M1sunderstand1ng

Severa] measures were used to determ1ne whether there were s1gn1f1cant
d1fferences between average and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed readers' effect1veness'
“at. us1ng a 1ookback strategy to answer quest1ons ‘These_data indicated -

",1.' There were no s1gn1f1cant differences. in the number of 1ookback
quest1ons answered correctly by average and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
readers. . | o J

2.h iWhen‘chi1drenbwere cued to monitor theirlresponses; there were no
~differences'between groups for the number of times. a 100kback_strategy

"was used to correct]y answer quest1ons ’ |
3. Qua11tat1ve data revea]ed that both read1ng ach1evement groups were
| "equally systemat1c in the1r search for needed 1nformat1on In
add1t1on, there were no real d1fferences between average and 1earn1ng
'd1sab1ed readers ab111ty to make use .of 1ocated 1nformat1on in order
to correct]y answer 1ookback quest1ons

.4. Wh11e no rea1 d1fferences were found across groups in effective use

of a 1ookback strategy, a w1de variation of mon1tor1ng ab111t1es

was noted within. each read1ng ach1evement group S o

- Overa]] 4t was conc]uded that both read1ng groups possessed good
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verbal knowledge of/the strategy, but were inconsistent in its use and
largely: ineffective at 1ocating and usﬁng re]evant information. Strategy

use and efficiency increased on a cued task, suggesting that e]ementary

aged readers may be better able to use a 1ookback strategy than was
indicated by their independent performance in the spontaneous condition.

D1fferences Across Passage Levels

Recogn1t1on of M1scomprehens1on Red dots wereoinserted at selected
points within one instructional-and one'frustration 1eve1 passage and
comments invo]ving comprehension monitoring at these 1ocations were
recorded to determine whether there. were any d1fferences in the amount of
monitor]ng across passage’ 1eye1s The resu]ts of these data 1nd1cated
that: ;o S ) | Tl
1.  Thege werevno'sjgnificantydifferencesrbetween instructjona]-and :

frustration‘]eveTfpassages on total monitoring produced at_the dots,

on monitorfng due to text mechanics; or on‘monitoring due to a lack

of information | | . |
2. | D1fferences across passage 1evels for the recogn1t1on of m1scompre-
»hens1on due to semant1c content d1d not reach the 05 1eve1 of |

“s1gn1f1cance a1though an observat1on of ce11 means 1nd1cated a trend

where1n both read1ng ach1evement groups mon1tored for semantic. -
'v1ncons1stenc1es re]at1ve1y more - often when read1ng the frustrat1on
level passage - _ » _ ‘

A second measure of d1fferences between passage’ 1eve]s on the recogn1j:
t1on of m1scomprehens1on was obta1ned by ask1ng readers how sure they were
of the accuracy of the1r responses to quest1ons The resu]ts of these

data reached s1gn1f1cance, 1nd1cat1ng that readers were better ab]e to

Judge the accuracy of the1r answers to quest1ons at 1nstruct1ona1 Tevel.

Know]edge of a Lookback Strategy Severa] measures were used to
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determlne whether there were any d1fferences between passage 1evels on
: readers functional knowledge of a-]ookback'strategy. The resu]ts of

these measdres indicated that:-

1.  There were no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences across passage levels for-
4 frequency of 1ookback strategy use, although a trend was noted
where1n re]at1ve1y more use-was made of’ a 1ookback strategy on the
'; frustrat1on ]eve1 passaqe _ | '
2. pqua11tat1ve data 1nd1cated that the ‘nature of quest1ons 1nf1uenced ﬂ‘
Alookback strategy use, w1th 11tera}'quest1ons prompt1ng more 1ookback

strategy use than 1nferent1a1 questions.

Effect1ve Use of a Lookback Strategy .to Rect1fy M1scomprehension

Severa] measures were used to determ1ne whether there were s1gn1f1cant
,d1fferences in readers effect1veness at using a ]ookback strategy to
answer questions on_instruct1ona1 andlfrustrat1on 1eye1 passages,_ ‘These
‘data indicated that:,o; S o :, o o & | ; R
1.  There were no_signifieaht’ditferences“between,passageRTevels for t_he~
number‘of'1ookbacquuestions'answered oorrectly, a1though:a trendeas-
noted wherein: re]at1ve1y more quest1ons were answered correct]y on
'.the 1nstruct1ona] ]eve] passage P '_ *r7ﬂ' i
12, 'Readers were re]at1ve1y more systemat1c 1n the1r execut1on “of a-
| 1]ookback.strategyvon the frustrat1on ]eve] passage, byt neverjthe-'_
Jess; ansWered.fewer questdons'Correctty'at*this level. L |
- 3. Readers were 1ess ab]e to make use of Hocated 1nformat1on to cbrrect]y
e_’answer quest1ons on’ the" frustrat1on 1eve1 passage “Nearly onefhalf.
_ of-the readers in the study were never ab]e to use thekintormation

- swh1ch they 1ocated on. the frustrat1on 1eve] passage in order to

. correct1y answer quest1ons
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~Hence, while statisticai analyses: revealed significant differences bet-
ween passage 1eve1s,onfon1y one measure of readers' ability to judge the

. . R . . i
accuracy<ofAtheir responses to questions, qualitative data provided some -

‘ev1dence that passage 1eve]s as well as the re]at1ve d1ff1cu1ty of
‘quest1ons a]so affect readers funct1ona] know]edge of a lookback" strategy

- and the1r effectiveness in mak1ng,USe of the strategy to correctly

RN

answer questions. S o

C]assroom Imp]icationS'Emerging From the'Study

‘; There are severa] pract1ca1 1mp11cat1ons to the: present resEarch
Support was obtained for the. effect of passage Tevels upon readers’
- comprehens1on monitoring. When read1ng text which was too d1ffﬁcu1t for‘ o
' ~them, readers were aware. thatvthey were not-understandfng, but were re1a—p
t1ve1y limited in the1r capac1ty to correct the1r comprehens1on fa11ures.
or’ to pred1ct the accuracy of answers to quest1ons " Modern theor1es of
\~—read1ng comprehens1on‘have prov1ded abundant ev1dence that the good
o comprehender 1s an active reader who 1nteracts w1th text constant1y
d mon1tor1ng h1s/her progress and us1ng appropr1ate strateg1es to correct
comprehens1on.fa11ure as -he/she reads Thus an 1mportant 1mp11cat1on of'
:,thts‘researchAis the need for'classroom teachers to prov1de students
'f,w1th 1nstruct1ona1 or 1ndependent 1eve] mater1a1s, wh1ch will increase
the 11ke11hood of effect1ve1y mon1tor1nq the1r comprehens1on o
Many prev1ous stud1es wh1ch d1d not contro] for the.level of nater1a15~‘
g1ven poor readers found vast d1screpanc1es between the comprehens1on.é
' ,mon1tor1ng ab111t1es of good and poor readers A major f1nd1ng of theim
present research however was that average end 1earn1ng d1sab1ed readers
who .were matched for 1. Q and read1ng text of comparable d1ff1cu1ty were
sjm11ar,1n-mosttareas ofrcomprehens1on_mon1tor1ng,} These f1nd1ngs,aga1n .

-~
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N

under]inéxtheJimportance of teachers being know]edgeab]e’about»:
individual students' reading abilities and making the‘necessary'

adjustments to accommodate these in the classroom. Informal reading

inventories in which graded passages are utiTized tovmeasure readﬁng
abilities could eas1]y be used to determ1ne 1nd1v1dua] needs, and
. ensure that each ch11d is prov1ded w1th 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 read1nq

mater1a1s , '

. Since there may be a danger that children who are bombarded w1th
dm1n1ma11y understandable text would learn to accept “this and stop try1ng
to make sgnse of what they read, any efforts‘undertaken by-teachers to ensure
'that all readers are g1ven 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 mater1als wou1d not only
H‘¢have the short term benef1t of enab11ng poor readers to mon1tor the1r ¥
comprehens1on as they read, thereby enab11ng them - to ach1eve the: 1ong term
‘goa1s of deve]op1ng 1mproved’comprehens1on mon1tor1ng sk1113, but wou]d
a1so m1t1gate aga1nst the poss1b1e danger to comprehens1on mon1tor1ng
”of exposure “to frustrat1on 1eve] mater1als over a 1ong perlod of t1me

Some support was obta1ned for the effect of#quest1on types upon

readers use of a 1ookback strategy to mon1tor their comprehens1on SOme
students who used a 1ookback strategy to answer quest1ons requ1r1ng on]y

_the_]ocat1ng of spec1f1c-facts (11tera1 quest1ons) did notvutw]1ze the

- jstrategy td'answer those questions‘requir{ng the-reorganizing or inte- .

»grat1on of 1nformat1on across a passa e (1nference quest1ons) suggesting-
.- that, once they have acqu1red knoﬁ]edge of a 1ookback strategy, young
:readers do not automat1ca11y use the strategy in a]] app11cab1e s1tuat1ons
dTwo va]uab]e-teach1ng 1mp]1cat10ns-arose from thrs f1nd1ng ' F1rst1y, it~
‘-appears that some quest1on types: w111 Tend themse1ves more eas11y than

vothers to the 1ntroduct1on of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng strateg1es. Second]y;'



117

once a strategy is well known in one context, some teaChing"should be

directed towards transferr1ng its use to a variety of read1ng contexts

'and materials. Furthermore, s1nce verba] know]edge of a 1ookback &

strategy proved to be a poor 1nd1¥ator of ch11dren S funct1ona1 know]edge

- of the strategy, it w111 be 1mp0rtant for teachers to ensure that children
‘@

who can talk about strateg1es have also acqu1red an appropr1ate level of

[

' competence in the1r use. AR : R | , , ‘- .

~

Average grade four and learning disabled grade~six studentS'in-theT
» present-stUdy did not generally use a corrective Tookback strategy.to
monitor thefr'comprehension 'A'COmparison of their perfdrmances under‘a

Y

- spontaneous and- a cued cond1t1on,lhowever, suggested that- e]ementary.schoo]

o aged ch11dren have a greater capac1ty for mon1tor1ng the1r comprehens1on

than was apparent by_the1r spontaneous performance., An_1mp11cat1on‘of |
ltheSe reSuits'iskthat e1ementary,aged‘students could benefft from,direct
jnstruction'emphasizing'theugoa]s of comprehension monitorfng* They

'shou]d be made exp11c1t1y aware of the va]ue of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng.

‘and aga1n, 1nst$uct1on 1n th1s facet of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng shou]d-

'-“be conso11dated across a w1de var1ety of sett1ngs

Hence, in keep1ng w1th modern the0r1es of read1ng comprehens1on, 'h."}

v h 1nstruct1on in comprehens1on mon1tor1ng shou]d encourage p]anfu], se]f-'
hgu1ded behav1or 1n readers wh1ch w111 foster a sense of respons1b111ty
bfor-the1r own.comprehens1on S If comprehens1on mon1tor1ng 1s a]ways done'.

ii,for them by externa] sources, such as we]] mean1ng teachers, computers, E

or programmed k1ts,there w111 be no - need for students to mon1tor the1r

own’ comprehens1on even. after they have acqu1red the ab111ty to do so
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Suggestions for Future Research
?} N

Several suggestions‘foﬁ,future research can be drawn from the

present study: . : o o ' ‘

Var1at1ons Across Read1ng ‘Levels

In the present stuﬂy, wh11e average and 1earn1ng disab]ed readers
were - comparab]e in most aspects of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng, they d1ffered
1n the recognition of m1scomprehens10n when reading 1nstruct1on and
frustrat1on 1eve1 stor1es Future research might - be d1rected towards
‘ 1dent1fy1ng d1fferences and s1m11ar1t1es in average and learning d1sab1ed
readers’ comprehens1on mon1tor1ng in a var1ety of other s1tuat1ons
Such research would be of va]ue to teachers wishing to c1rcumvent and/or
.,remed1ate the spec1a1 prob]ems faced by Tearning d1sab1ed readers
A wide var1at1on of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng ab111t1es was noted

- amongst subJects within each read1ng ach1evement group. Hence, the

’1nvest1gat1on of d1fferences and s1m11ar1t1es between read1ng ach1evement

.':Vgroups m1ght be extended to 1nc1ude research 1nto 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences

';'w1th1n read1ng ach1evement 1evels Such research could fac111tate the .
deve]opment of su1tab1e remed1a1 programs for use w1th a11 ch11dren who ‘
’ have not atta1ned a su1tab1e ]eve] of deve]opment in aspects of comprehens1on4
mon1tor1ng A , ' ‘ ' '

©In the present study average and 1earn1ng disabled readers were f
vncomparab]e 1n the1r know]edge and use of a 1ookback strategy S1nce |

_ne1ther group had atta1ned a h1gh degree of- prof1c1ency in us1ng a lookback

S strategy, however, it. m1ght be of value to rep11cate the study us1ng o]der

',ch1]dren CIf d1fferences between the groups were to be found, it is
hconce1vab1e these would moét eas11y be detected at a po1nt where average

" readers are using a  Tookback strategy.con51stent1y.and effect1ve1y.
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The‘present study might also be extended by adding a group. of’
average sixth~gradetreaders-tonthe investigation} ATthough this study '
provided'some support"for the developmental lag theory of learning

_;7-disabjljties,_contrasting“sixth_grade;learning-disabled_readers_to‘both_WA___fw.
rfourth and sixth grade average readers could further test this theory as it

app1ies to comprehension monitoring,vwhiie at the-same~time contributing
to the body of knoW]edge on the deve1opment of comprehension'monitoring
skills in elementary school aged chtldren. .

Teaching and Assessing Comprehension Monitoring,Ski]Ts

This study provided some ev1dence in support of the influence of
task variables (such as quest1on types) upon the use of a -Tookback strategy-
ﬁto monitor comprehens1on A valuab]e area for future research wou]d be
the_}nvest1gat1on of opt1mum cond1t1ons under wh1ch readers of various
/ ages will ‘attempt- to monitor the1r comprehens1on through the use of f1x -up
strategies when read1ng or answer1ng quest1ons v |
E1ementary school aged subJects in the present study did not spontane-
ous]y “use a 1ookback strategy cons1stent1y to mon1tor the1r comprehens1on,
a]though the resu]ts of a cued task . suggested that they had more capacity
for doing so than was apparent in the spontaneous condition. Further
research is thus 1nd1cated in- order to determ1ne whether teach1ng cou]dq
promote the 1ndependent ut111zat1on of known comprehens1on mon1tor1ng
| strateg1es A var1ety of tra1n1ng strateg1es cou]d a]so be 1nvest1gated
in order to determ1ne wh1ch are the most usefu] ine he1p1ng students to '%{
recogn1ze the need-for“f1x-up strateg1es and- 1ndependent1y 1mp1ewent1ng _
these as ‘the need ariSesfb'v - B S
’ Aure]ated area of intestigation'might iné]ude~research into-the age
or grade‘levei'attwhichfohildren hegihito use the_recognition.of ,';
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m1scomprehens1on as a cue to generate f1x up strateg1es Children in the

present study were aware that they d1d not understand quest1ons and cou]d
. verbalize a means for rect1fy1ng the m1scomprehens1on but they d1d not

_~‘___con51stent]y do_so. Research_Jn _this_area could_Jead to»Va]uab]e 1ns1ghts -

as to the most suitable t1me to 1ntroduce comprehension: momitoring skills

«

to children.

Lastly, more research is needed to continue to devise tasks which
effectively elicit and externalize readers“'awareness of miscomprehension.f
and their use of correct1ve strateg1es so that reliable means of study1ng

~comprehension monitoring under various cond1t1ons can be found

Concluding Statement A

The ability to monitor one's comprehens1on when read1ng is cruc1a1
to modern ‘theories of comprehens1on in wh1ch the reader is seen as 1nter- v
acting with the text to ach1eve h1s/her comprehension goa]s As an act1ve
| ~agent in cbntro] of his/her own 1earn1ng, the reader must recognize when
‘he/she has not understood and be capab]e of effecting appropr1ate |
'correct1ve act1on when necessary This study has provided ev1dence that
'average and 1earn1ng disabled e]ementary schoo] aged readers are s1m11ar
in most aspects of comprehens1on mon1tor1ng when all are prov1ded w1th
1nstruct1ona] 1eve1 text The resu]ts of several qua11tat1ve measures
,were found to suggest that frustrat1on 1eve1 text has a deb111tat1ng effect
. upon readers comprehens1on mon1tor1ng ab111t1es It is" hoped - that teachers

‘w111 be 1nf1uenced by these f1nd1ngs to ensure that the1r students are a]]

prov1ded with appropr1ate read1ng mater1als
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- INTRODUCTION " f
Hello _ _ o o My name. is Mrs. Thomas I've bden-

_v____-.___.7_.___&_.', \

iastudy1ng at the Un1vers1ty th1s year to 1earn more about . h chi]dhen
| _‘of your age ‘read. I ve also been v1s1t1ng a number of schoo]s and

- see1ng a 1ot of ch11dnen from grades four, f1ve, and six in order to.

.Elearn how k1ds become good readers

You were chosen from your c]ass to a]so he]p me, 1f you 11ke,
'fby read1ng two mystery stor1es and answer1ng a few quest1ons about
5feach Th1s 1s not a test and s1nce 1t 1sn t a test you can 't pass

d or fa11 In fact you won t be g1ven a grade at a]] but 1f you

dec1de to part1c1pate 1t wou]d rea]]y he]p me.-a great dea] to 1earn : f:

"more about how k1ds your age read _ Do you have any quest1ons about

what I sa1d7 Do you th1nk that you wou]d 11ke to he1p7 '
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THE- CASE-OF--THE-GYPSY-FORTUNE-TELLER—

"Joey" said Aunt EmiTy;p"iﬁve never seen.anythinngike,Ttle‘«:
That woman is wonderfuT'"»“‘. }? -

Joey was eat1ng h1s Tunch. Aunt Em11y was te111ng h1m about
.‘Madame_La Longa. @ She had been in. Red Deer on]y s1nce |
OCtober 16th. The whoTe town~was ta1k1ng about how Madame-La*7TT e
Longa could teTT peop]e what woqu happen to them in the future |
They pa1d her f1ve doTTars and she ton the1r fortunes for ten L
g m1nutes d' : - o . ‘ '. v | R
A "It s a tr1ck " sa1d Joey as he Teft the tabTe
"It s not'"'sa1d Aunt Em1]y *"I ve been to see. her three"
| - times She ton my fortune perfect]y each t1me [ why~don tiw.
‘T you come to see her w1th me today7" . " g "l’ S
.y Joey and Aunt Em1]y went to Madame La Longa s parTor r1ght 1
fbi after 1unch Seven women were aTready sitt1ng 1n the smaT] ".
parTor-and ta1k1ng-exc1ted1y ' "The doctor ton my daughter thatff.- f- -

he w1JT have tw1ns,“ said. Mrs Younq-‘ "They w11] be born next V:Ap_'

e month I-'»""You must be happy“ sa1d Mrs Green, "my daughter and

her ch11dren are com1ng from Ca]gary next week "' "Speak1ng of »
CaTgary" sa1d Mrs Coon, "d1d you hear that my husband has a. .imﬁf:W“'/
"I new. JOb there Ne w1TT be mov1ng in three months " ‘p 'Tfi RS
S The door to another room opened Theuwomen;stopped;talkjngt'3..n .

Madame La Longa came 1n
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Madame La Longa was wear1ng a 10ng purp]e dress. She had a

L br1ght yellow turban - on _her head O and Targe go]den earrmgs
‘»‘1n her ears.. Her eyes were Targe and very dark _ | |
Madame La Longa he]d her hand out to W1dow Peabody '"You:

”i are next Mrs Peabody" she sa1d soft]y,‘"Tet us Took Tnto your :_

"Vfuture F1rst you must cross my paTm w1th someth1ng bTue

W1dow Peabody g1gg]ed as she put a f1ve dollar b111 1n the

‘ gypsy fortune te]]er S hand Then, they went 1nto the fortune— o

1‘te111ng room and cTosed the door-. | P

Joey Tooked aTT around The women kept ta1k1ng to each other
3He knew the fortune te111ng was a tr1ck but he d1d not know o

: Lhow Madame La Longa d1d 1t | - " | "

: Ten m1nutes Tater W1dow Peabody came out ’ She was sm111ng and
‘ Shakjng>her head f‘p : "Madame La Longa has done 1t aga1n, _‘."'
-,she”said "That gypsy to]d me. I wou]d be go1ng to v1s1t my cous1n'
j-'m Med1c1ne Hat next week She was r1ght That S what I p]an

?'Hto do You remember 1 to]d you g1r]s about 1t r1ght here 1n th1s :

“~-room yesterday‘" w1dow Peabody b1ushed and added "She sa1d
"11 m1ght meet a handsome stranger 1n Med1c1ne Hat " 4'»:

Madame La Longa came out 1nto ‘the m1dd1e of the\parlor ‘"I'“ﬁi:

';must now wa1t for f1ve m1nutes" she sa1d "The crysta] baTT

o needs t1me to rega1n 1ts powers ‘-l' The gypsy went back 1nto

y;tthe fortune te111ng room and shut the door



-3 - i roe
- Five m1nutes Tater Madame La Longa came out. Mrs. Lark .

pa1d her five doTTars and followed her into the T1tt1e room.

“'_Joey sat qu1etTycwh11e Aunt Em1Ty taTked-w1thaher friends. He;
_ was Took1ng for c]ues it N ) ”
Joey spotted someth1ng strange 'Heﬁgrinned‘k dl ) He had )

"d1scovered how Madame La- Longa to]d her fortunes There was a

_ round hoTe 1n the waTT S It was h1dden beh1nd a Targe potted

o :pTant and covered with a screen

] M Lark came out ten m1nutes ]ater | Then the gypsy fortune-
'teTTer went back 1nto her room Joey stood up and walked beh1nd :

;‘the potted p]ant 9 ”ﬁ'm---j '1‘, - A 0 .‘."> ," ,‘ ruL‘f;}
T hate to spo11\\bur fun, ]ad1es;“ he sa1d "but Madame | ' -

ﬁ‘7335La Longa is a fake

: "I don t be11eve 1t'" Martha M1TTer sa1d "pTeaseﬁeXpTatn
Tﬂoyourself Joey‘"")f_: ' ‘.. R R o
- -i’"Madame La Longa,? Joey sa1d '"can hear everyth1ng that 15:3
: fsa1d in th1s room. Th1s c]ever ho]e 1n the wa]] h1des a Tong -
- tube The tube br1ngs vo1ces to her in the other room Thisyf“'
‘T"g1ves her the 1nformat1on that he]ps her teTT fortunes
| CA- crash was heard 1n the next room. Then, footsteps were fo”
J,rheard _‘Pf The ]ast sound was the sTam of a door The women:f,f
.'ran 1nto Madame La Longa s fortune te111ng room The crystaTvMT*ﬂb '
"baTT Tay 1n p1eces on the fToor The gypsy fortune teTTer had

’:jleft by the back door.” Madame La Longa was never seen aga1n 1n

‘Red Deer, .;;._ A i SR ;' B _" 'f.,..i,f. STl
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10;
' -"return to Red Deer? (non 1ookback)

| Nhat-wa§ Madame La Longa's dress Tike? _(Tookback) -

QUESTIONS GRADE FOUR'

Part One -

-1, How many times did Aunt Emily see Madame La Longa?l (non-lockback)

’ Why d1d Aunt Em11y want Joey to come to Madame La Longa S

with her? (non- ]ookback)

| | Part Two SRV
Mhovto]d Mné,“Young’"You4myst{be happny'(Tookback) »

s

‘What d1d Madame La Longa mean when she said, "First you ‘must -

cross my hand w1th someth1ng b]ue 2 (non 1ookback)

.“-'How much money d1d Madame La Longa get for each m1nute o7
_fortune te111ng7 (]ookback) .

. How long d1d it take for the crysta] ba]] to rega1n its

powers? (non lookback)
N - e

Part Three .

‘-What d1d Joey~d1scover7 (non 1ookback)

.”E»Who m1ght Madame La Longa pred1ct wou]d become a grandmother7 '
. (Fbokback) : : : o

ey

why d1d Madame La Longa go out the back door - never to

[
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" THE' TREASURE RIDDLE-MYSTERY

o

It was a c¢old day in:January. Michael decided‘that it would

be nice totsit in front of the firep]ace'and read For Christmas

his parents had glven h1m a book ca]]ed Treasure Island which he
hadn't re:ad yet @ It was. aH about p1rates, a treasure map
: 3 :

and a boy,named J1m Hawk1ns

, i
£

Th_ Dk had once be]onged to ‘a rich . but eccentr1c mystery
1ov1ng manlwho had 11ved in M1chae1 s ne1ghborhood After he
b»vd1ed h1s w1dow had so]d many of h1s th1ngs, 1nc1ud1ng his book
coHectjon. ® Michael's parents had bough_t-the book from her
garage sale. ER R
[ After‘supper‘Michae] sat'doun in'tront of_a'crackljng;fire/and '
yread:thirty—five pages without stdbpéngV ‘When he turned the next";' L b(:l
vpage a p1ece of paper fe]l from the open book onto h1s lap.
'i"Hmmmm," M1chae] said to himself "What s th1s7" Q.

Th1s is what was ‘written ‘on the. paper

Treasure R1dd1e

L iMy secret is 1n a trunk that s in a h111

"~ It's a-dusty place -that's dark and still
- A-big b]ack cannon will be of help to you

Take aim:" ‘A special place will come to view

So do not wait and do not fiddle '

The answer to my sSecret is. in this r1dd1e

' Ju11us Capers .

M1chae1 s eyes w1dened ¢D as he rea11zed that a treasure _
:map had fa]]en onto h1s 1ap
M1chae1 went to bed with the w1ntry storm how11ng around the
'jicorners.of’h1s house. 'He fel] as]eep dream1ng of p1rates, treasures;

’and dark h1dden p]aces If on]y he cou]d solve the mystery of -

:the r1dd1e, 1t m1ght 1ead h1m to a treasure r1ght here 1n

'Ca1gary..‘



The next morning, Michael decided to share his mystery with

,h1s friend Peter. '-\" : ‘ .
He showed Peter the ‘treasure r1dd1e L
"Let's beg1n search1ng,”'Peter sa1d "we may end up r1ch'“ * /r.
Michael smiled calmly, "Where will we start?" he asked Both |
:'boys reread the r1dd1e | | | :
‘ "The first sentence of the riddle 1nforms us that a trunk is
h1'dden-1n a h_111»", 0 sa1d Michael. ."The second 11ne adds that
—"//;the;Secret place is‘dusty.w‘I“betieve-the'treasure trunk has to
_,h- be hidden in a caue,“‘uhispered Michaélithoughttu11yaas he d. .fu
cont1nued to study the c]ues o | ) |
- "By Go]ty' I th1nk you re abso]ute]y r1ght " [di.jcried~Peter,
"but how will you locate the cave?" ' v
"There S on]y one cannon on display 1n Ca1gary,"'rep11ed M1chae1
- "We must beg1n our search at D1nosaur Park, Get your coat'Peter, |
'Awe have an 1nvest1gat1on to- conduct v
» Forty f1ve m1nutes 1ater M1chae1 and Peter got off the bus
"and found the cannon in D1nosaur Park. The storm had ended but
the day was st1]1 qu1te co]d Fortunate]y, a]though it was
a]ready January, there wasn 't much snow on the ground '
_ B "I m. go1ng to sight a]ong the “top of the cannon w1th this
.te1escope;" sa1d»M1chae1 e just pretend that I'm tak1ng ;
- aim the;nay myvUnc]e George taught me. | L ' '
A "'Michaelv”squmted [ as he 1ooked through the teﬂescope wh1ch

he had p]aced on top of the cannon 's’ barre1
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-He tilted the cannon upward a bit and‘aimed in the directi‘n

I ) North Hﬂ]“““‘“‘ﬁrst “he™ saw a break 1n a group of spruce
:“trees Then, barely v1s1b1e amongst the trees, he spotted a
huge rock covered w1th dead grass and moss .
Michael strajghtened his back "Ah'ha!“.he ca]]zd/to Peter, @
“"are you ready for a c1imb up North H1117ﬁ""Y0u bet" rep]ied. e
‘i—'Peter’ "You make everyth1ng 1ncred1b]y s1mp]e Do you,expect |
" we' 11 find the treasure?" | T x _
There! s on1y one way to f1nd out " sm11ed/ﬁ1chae1 fLet‘sl
Hgo;“ . ) - / . :. ‘ A
It took the boys over two and a ha]f ho:[s to c11mb to the .
d

bou]der at wh1ch the cannon was pointing. ‘U er. the overhang1ng

. v
2

'rock a]most comp1ete1y h1dden by bushes, they saw a small open1ng 41 }3
Michael saw. that- 1t was an entrance to a ca e He pu11ed the .

' f]ash11ght from h1s coat pocket and began to run. "Let! svgo?

~ he said, UWe 11»f1nd,out.1n azfew_m1nutes}1f‘we Ve’so]yed'the .

. The boys had to stoop over the get Hrough the open1ng ¢p
F"A JIns1de the sma]] cave it was. dry and qu;te comfortab]e -

| t'f Peter po1nted to a corner of the :ave, "Mook M1chae1 " he
e exc1a1med "there's the trunk'" ) | _ ‘
A sma]] dust coVered ‘trunk was '_1f bur1ed in the floor of

“'the cave. M1chae1 wiped off the 'to] of the trunk to revea] ‘a

' :'message that had been pa1nted inw 1te letters It sa1d:_-
Open this trunk.

The treasure be]ongs t
Congratu]at1ons o

' You have solved the taZers Treasure R1dd1e
you |
Ju]ius Capers

The boys opened the trunk nd found f1ve cr1sp hundred dol]ar
bills. 1 /a ' |
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+ QUESTIONS GRADE SIX

137

0.

.. Who taught Michael hdw;to,aimfa cahnon?- (non-1ookback)

. Part Oné _

Why did M1chae1 dream of p1rates, treasures and dark h1dden

"_ p1aces7 (non- 1ookback)

What time of year did this stofy take p]acé? ‘(ndn-1oqkback)‘_

Part Two * .

What is the name of the eccentr1c .man who had prev1ous]y

J owned M1chae1 S book Treasure Island? (1ookback)

What was howling -around the'gorners'of'Michae]Fs house? (100kback)

Nhy had the boys dec1ded to be in the1r search for the caveb .

~in Dinosaur .Park? (non 1ookback w 0

B

- Part Three

o How:many”1inesidid'the’first riddle cdntaih? (lookback)

‘Why did the boys want to climb North Hi11? (non-Tookback)

vDivaetér Tive close to DiﬁosaUr'Pank? (1ookback§‘

LN

.. How Tong dfdtititake:the boys to climb to the roCk?_(nohiloOkback)l  "
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INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS

—~3:;~~4——-Instruct1ons—to samp]es for—th1nk1ng aloud-task:-

L)

We' re going to begin with some pract1se exerc1ses‘ Sometimes
b.when we read we come upon sentences that don t make sehse to us r1ght
away . Somet1mes we aren 't qu1te sure what the author means because
what he's. say1ng doesn't seem r1ght to us. Other t1mes we might fee]‘_' 3
‘that we m1ssed someth1ng or don t really know how the Ftory 11ne got
{_,to-where-1t 1s “I wou]d like you to read this samp]e exerc1se and
stop. at the dot. ... 0 K Can you tell me if there's. anyth1ng there ’
_ that doesn t make sense to you, or that you might be wbnder1ng about7 '
'“: amp]e One: The‘g1r1-ran 1nt0‘the store. She was brebthIng,harg andﬁ
' try1ng to talk at: the same t1me ® Mr Green brou‘:’ght her a'glasst
~.of water and after a few .moments she to]d him about the ‘bank robber on
the corner, o j' S o .f : | i
‘fSamp1eyTw0' The ye]]ow dog wa]ked qu1ck1y towards the k1tten, try1ng :
: “hard not to bark or wag h1s taﬂ ‘- Old Ye]]ow had m1ssed h1s
. friend since the1r master gave h1m to Mrs H111 who 11ved down ‘the .
| street. He: knew, however, that he must be carefu] not to arouse
'isuspiojon now or hjs_runaway fr1end wou]d be found, '% o
L . '“x&d ' L co o - .2 .
2. Instruct1ons before ‘the stor1es were. read ‘

RS

I 'm go1ng to g1ve you a story to read I want you to read
s1]ent1y You shave to read the story a11 by yourse]f and you can take‘
as 1ong as you want to read Each story is wr1tten on three pages but,
1I w111 g1ve you on]y one page at a t1me so ‘that I cannask you a few

’”}rquest1ons about the story after each page Here is the f1rst page

Th1s story is caT1ed "The Case of The Gypsy Fortune Te]]er
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‘Q¥f3;; Instruct1ons to the Quest1ons

*"The Treasure R1dd1e Mystery“ I would 11ke you to stop read1ng

whenever you reach a red dot on the page and tell me anyth1ng that you

m1ght be th1nk1ng or wonder1ng about -- Just as you d1d in the pract1ce

exerc1ses “(No prompt was g1ven nor any attempt made to e#1c1t more

‘uthan each subject offered spontaneous]y If subJects obviously did -

;jnot understand however, further c]ar1f1cation was proyided:)' As eachr

subsequent page was presented, subJects were once‘aga1n reminded to

.,stop for the dots

.
I3
At

a "o

1! m go1ng to ask you some quest1ons noy. If you want'to'ﬂyou~.'

ucan ]ook back at any of the pages you 've read before you answer

S1nce I'm* 1nterested in how sure ch11dren are .of their answersf

ﬂto quest1ons about what they read after you answer each quest1on,'.
';I 11 ask you how sure you are of your answer Th1s does not mean.
ayour answer«ws wrong - I 11 ask the §hme quest1on when your answerv :
. is correct as when 1t m1ght not be : If you th1nk your answer 1s
',tr1ght Just say so, and 1f you th1nk it! s wrong, te]] me that too

(Pr1or to each\quest1on1ng sess1on the subJect was rem1nded that he/she

b

cou]d Took back on . any page to answer the quest1ons ) ,.ﬂ ,

RN

’;'4. Instructions to e11c1t verba] know]edge“&f a 1ookback strategy,

and to determ1ne the potent1a1 for éued strategy use

-you weren "t sure of your answer, or wh1ch were not r1ght 'F':i'Eéi;

- S ' . ‘ ’ T

If you aren. t sure . of an answé?“*or if your answer 1sn 't r1ght

: how cou]d you check or- correct your answer7 A ','[_~

we w111 now go over some of the quest1ons for wh1ch you sa1d that
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