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ABSTRACT

A "ﬁ@énitjve"-view of attentign,in reading waS out]fhéd as
comprising botH‘"bbttom-up"'and "top-down" processes. ‘Thé conspicuous
]agk of reading invesfigaﬁioné-utilizing“a "top-doWn“ perspective wag
' »noted and a rationa}sxfor the significance of such an_abproécﬁ was | .
given.’ Using ;He recent metaéognitivé and mefacomprehension 1itéréture
as a basis, an investigative plan for the examination of attention in
reading from 5‘top¥dowﬁ perspective was formu1ated,

This was subsequentiy integratéd with Vygotsky's‘(]963, 1978)
zone of potential deve]opmént theory to ﬁrovide the framework for the
. present‘invesfigainn. The specifig}purpese of. the pfesént study wasf
._to»détermine whefher,olderAdisabied_readers‘re1y upon "tob—doﬁnh

“attention organizing strategies to the same extent as~averégevreadérs,

~and if differential instructional conditions;to'promote the self-

regulation of such strategies would improve their reading proficiency.

N Sixty aVerége grade‘fivékanﬂ 60 readina disabled grade sevén

-

‘ studenps, matched for reading grqdéfiével, were randomiy assigned to -
onév of four instructional éqnditions (15 average anc/l,S disabled

| readg}s in.eqch‘condition). Over all conditions, fhe Japanese folk

ta]e:ﬂThe D}agon;sATéars"'Was uti]fzed'fok the expefiﬁenta] silent ' -~ &

“‘readiné_task.>vSubjects in the incidental Cbhditioﬁlwere given 6

uhexpeéted'gtory‘rega]1, wheréas subjects in the three intentional.

conq{tions were notified that they would be asked to retell the story

péior fo tHeir reading of it. In the iéténtiona] instrqttiona1

cohditioh, subjécts,wére simp]y'nptified of. the reéa11 task} Planned

intentional subjects were additionally interviewed beforehénd'to

[ 'f> -

Jv o«




overa11 story structure (1eve1 a@d

@

orient their self-awareness of strategies typically used for specific

.

reading purposes and to self-generate a p]ap-for maximal performance

,.on the experimental task.' For the traihed iﬁtentiona] conditioh,‘

/subjectslwere given four, 45-minute sessions of instruction and

practice on the use of'a Specific metacognitive reading strategy .
(SQ3R approach), and were d1rected to use the same approach, for their
r(ad1ng of the exper1menta1 story. A]] SUbJECtS were asked to

answer ten exper1menter devised comprehens1on qoest1ons following -
story recall.

‘The recall resu]ts 1nd cated that average and d1sab]ed readers

were similarly 1nc11ned to remehber 1n£n n.most 1mportant to the

1ess central to the story. struc%&rﬁdﬁﬂi = 2 1dea un1ts)

'A1though the general h1erarch1ca] pattern of recall (level 1 = Tevel 2 <

/

) 1eve1 3 < level 4) was ma1nta1ned over 1earn1ng cond1t1ons for both

groups, the tota] reca]] amount 1mproved substantially over cond1t19ns

for d1sab]ed readers The 1n1t1a11y_1nfermor recall performance of : .
the disabled readers in the'%noidental condition was improved to the
extent of ho differences in recall under intentional and planned
intentfona]*instructiona] conditions, with the trained intentional  °
condition'resulting in superior"recaT]ﬂoerformance over average
readers.  For average readers,'hovdiffereoceS»in recall across
conditions were found. It w suggested that the Brown's 1eve1s of
idea unit paradigm was a useful and flexibTe means for‘the~examination

s . _

of the interaction of task, subject and context variables and reoa11

of text. However, additional measures such as comprehension performance



and applied concerns.

€ o ‘e

. J v .
could extend the informational value of future investigations. | . .
' : ' : ) ‘ |
Significant increments ib comprehension performance for dis- .

abled readers were noted in the present study for p1anned and trained .

igtentional sq‘gects over1nc1denta] and 1ntent1ona1 cond1t1on siibjects.

As was the case for recall, no differences for average readers jpn

comprehens1od across c0nd1t1ons were apparent. The d1fferent1 1

pattern of improvement of recall and comprehension performance’for

.y _
d1sab1ed readers was noted and it was suggested that both pr cesses
contr1bute d1fferent1a11y uaovera11 reading prof1c1enc

. | It was concluded that future general mode]s ‘attention, as

we11 as specific models of attention processes in reading, s

include the "cognitive" or "self-regulative" aspects of attent1on, 1n )

“addition to traditional components ?Accord1ng1y, there is a need for

the estab] shment of a generat1ve research base to thoroughly exp]ore

how the cogn1t1ve aspects of attent1on operate, and how t esehrelate
W ‘
to overa11 attent1ona1 proficiency. Further work is aﬂﬁﬂ' ’

exp]ore how attent1ona1 processes affect the recall versus compre-

hension of stories in reading. : 3 ‘

The findings additionally lend support to the zone of potentia1

'development theory,'and it was suggested that the framework was

part1cu1ar]y useful for the examination of bas1c learning processes
of both except1ona] and normal 1earners Differential 1nstruct1onqj

conditions were seen to provtde information regarding both theoretical

vi
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T - CHAPTER 1
L INT\R‘ODUCT'I»-O:N-‘
. In compar1son to any other area of except1ona11ty, 1earn1ng
d1sab111t1es is un1que for its character1st1c d1vers1ty of d1sc1p11nes :
and theor1es_re1at1ve to definition, identification and 1nstruct1on;

ALerner'(1976), in a dischssioh.ef this crossfdiSCiplinary apprqach,

vpointed to,the;medicine;J]anguage,’education,'and psycho]bgy prqfessions
+ . as -being direct1y ﬁnvoived in WOrkihg wtth 1earnihg eisabi1ities, as,k |

well as the Tess direct invd]vement'of a number‘ef other professions

such as optometry, aud1o]ogy, soc1al service, phys1ca1 therapy,:

genetﬁ%s, b1ochem1stry, gu1dance and counse]1ng, systems analysis,

»

Ky

c11n1ca1 administration, etc.

| wh11e some m1ght suggest ‘that such a situation has y1e1ded a
. greater~understand1ng of the nature and remed1at1on of 1earn1ng’d1s—

abi]ities, others would argue that the interdisciplinary approach has
.resulted in a state of chaos due to the confus1on of term1no1ogy and
a seem1ng conf11ct of ideas of the d1verse profess1ons o -

‘ From the perspect1ve of a: educator or an educat1ona1

psychélog1st,v1t wou]d appear that both of the above points are in
part correct. For example, 1n the ear]y '1960's when teachers were
confronted heaJ on with the rea11ty of learning d1sab1ed in the1r
c1assrooms, they were able to appease some of their frustrat1on by .

re1y1ng on the med1ca1 mode1 for 1dent1f1cat1on and 1abe11ng of

specific learning d1sorders, On the other hand as teachers strove



‘ . ) <0
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to-findvgﬁecia11zed\applied:techniques\for teaching the ever increasing

' numberS‘of identified T1earning disabied chi1dren, they'were often '

m1s1ed or confused by the h1gh1y techn1ca1 11teratures, and the oft

S t1mes, b1ased or1entat1ons of authors represent1ng other profess1ons

“~

| Although we have benef1ted great]y by the diverse and p]ent1fu1 \\\\ff
hfwnvest1gat1ons 1n the area of 1earn1ng d1sab111ty, researchers have |
become 1ncreas1ng]y sens1t1ve to the need td sort out ‘those factors - -
wh1ch m1ght be pr1mary to the cond1t1on of 1earn1ng d1sab111ty and’ how |
‘the probiem cou1d be remed1ated (Myk]ebust 1971; Cru1ckshank and k
-Hal]ahan, ]975 Lerner 1976) A classic effort in this regard is
TorgeSen's’(1975) review of the prob]ems enta11ed in ‘the study of .
<1earning_dﬁsab111t1es. .He‘suggested that,”The»prob1ems of defining
the subject of ;tudy,’estab1ishing orOper'goa1s for‘research,'and’
~ understanding the concept of‘abi]ity deficit"i(p 387) were the

'magor factors that needed c]ar1f1cat1on to br1ng order to the chaotic
1state of research at that t1me However f1ve _years . 1ater, the "field
remains in a state of confus1on |

It wou]d be wrong to suggest that the efforts of Torgesen _

(1975) and others were_of no va]ue, It m1ght however be argued that - ;'» .
the approach that was taken to'reso]ve the prob1em was too generalized -
‘to-be of va]ue for any one partfcuiar discipline. In Other'words; the
.three"areasrthathTorgesenk(]975)goUt1ined would d%ffer,substantia11y‘

for the medical doctor, the educator; or’ theIPSyehoﬂogist;‘yet’a1T-

three disciplines would agree to the apparent need-for a c]ariffcation"

of such issues. Therefore, it seems logical. to suggest that researchers

examine the1r spec1f1c d1sc1p11nes to determ1ne the 1ssues most relevant -

\



" to clarification of existing research, as well as to'prOV1de a broad

framework'for'essentia1~factdrs to consider in the planning of future

o
investigations. _ LT u
In view of recent research in.the area of child deve1opment
: there appear to be three major 1ssues that are centra] to research on
1earn1nq d1sab111t1es from an educat1ona1 perspective. These are
def1n1t1on,.structura1 versus contro]vprocesses‘and ecq]ogica]-taﬂidity;
RY | ‘ ' o "’Definition,

|

fhe prob]ems surround1ng the formulation of an acceptab]e

|

def1n1t1on of learning d1sab111ty haxn been recogn1zed in the past
(McCarthy and McCarthy, 1969) nd cont1nue to- defy eady reso]ut1on ~
1@ the'present day-}nterature (Art]ey, 1980 Lerner ]975, Ohlson,

-.1978). ACCOrdtng to MCCarthy and McCarthy,(1969) the definiticn
se]ected wi]]*determine the, termindtogy‘to be used;;the ndmber of

'persons who mav be so categor1zed the cr1ter1a for se]ect1on, the

: character1st1cs ofthe popu]at1on, as. well as the type of 1ntervent1on )

- and subsequent remed1at1on that will be chosen. Johnson and Morasky
”(19é0) suggest that the cross- d1sc1p11nary approach that is central to
| .the 1earn1ng d1sab111ty area ﬁ%&es it even more d1ff1cu1t for the
representat1ve d1sc1p11nes to reach a consensus with respect to an’
,appropr1ate definition, and as a resu]t over]ap and 1nterd1sc1p11nary -
~ignorance cause expens1ve wasteful and-1nefficient dup]ication”' p. 55).
- ProbabTy the most ser1ous~h1ndrance to the formu]at1on of an
appropr1ate def1n1t1on of 1earn1ng d1sab111ty is the confu51on that
resd1ts by ‘somewhat indiscrimipant use o; generic versus spec1f1c4terms

\

Y
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: in defining our popu]ations or research samples (Artly, 1980; Lerner,

: 1975 Doug]as and Peters, 1979). For example, terms such'as readihg

d1sab1ed dys]ex1c, hyperact1ve and minimal bra1n dysfunction can all
be classified under the general label of 1earn1ng d1sab111ty, and
often t1mes one label or another is used 1nterchangeab1y The major

problem with this is- that there are specific_characteristics or

‘vassumptions attached'to each label and the adoption ofvsuch associatedo

-assumpt1ons can vary from one professional area to the next When any‘

such Tabel 1s ut1]1zed assumpt1ons about” remed1at1on, cause, and/or

treatment a e estab11shed Art]y (1980) points to a-prob]em that’

? occurred 1n the late 1960 s when the U.S: funding agencies adopted a

\

'def1n1t1on of 1earn1ng d1sab111ty which 1nc1uded the criterion of
' exh1b1t1ng a d1sorder in one or more of the basic psycho10q1ca1

>processes._ The crux of the prob]em was that .

Unless there was a c1ear1y def1ned;med1ca1 history, a:record
of disease or accident that could be indicative of a
disorder in the basic psychological processes, there was
no way of saying definitively that a child was learning
disabled. Certainly there was no. test administered in a.
school setting that could be used. As a result, the
- d1agnost1c1an had to rely on behaviors ‘assumed to be causal

, factors. ‘But'the behaviors assumed to be indicative of
psycho]og1ca1 disorders were the same ones, in vary1ng degrees,
that could be found among children who were exc1uded by the
def1n1t1on. (Art]y, 1980 p. 120) '

vUnfortunate]y the confus1on is by no meahs reduced by using

more specific‘]abe]s such as'dys]exia' -Rutter (1978), after a thorough

‘ rev1ew of the research concern1ng dys]ex1a, conc]udes that the term -

'const1tutes a hvpbthes1s regard1ng the supposed -existence
of ‘a nuclear group or groups of disorders of reading and/or
spelling caused by constitutional factors, probably genetic
in origin. Or, alternatively, it refers to a more hetero-
geneous group of reading disabilities characterized by the
fact that reading/spelling attainment is far below that
expected on the basis of the child's age or IQ. (p 27)

“
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Another dimension that has only recently been aliuded to in
thé'1iter;§urg is\that.of not‘pﬁ1y specifying the character%stics of
“the samp]e“in?estigated, but.the need to specify the }ésk variables
that are also operating (Krupski, 1980), For eXamé]e, Vernon (1979)
has argued that-a great deal of 6ur confusion w;;h regard Fd the |
reading disabied is due to the fact that we treat our éamp1es”as
though they}form a gua]itétfve]y hoﬁogéneous gFoup, and combaund thisf
ekrof by treatiﬁg“eéding as a unitary proceSs.. He suggests thaﬁ‘it
is far more conceivable that different readers may encounter difficulty
af different stages of Eeading ski]]s écquisition and that such
difficJ]ties'may be cauSa11y’ré]aﬁed to distinct déficiéncies jﬁ /
cqnceptua] thinking. ‘ | .

| ‘A1though only a few of the definitional problems conéerﬁing
learning disabilities have been brféf]y and selectively out]ineg_f”’ i
- hgre,nit_is clear that the issue.shouid'be carefully considered
by -all sresearchers in this areé. Probably the most direct
manner in which some of the confusion can be réso]ved is by providing
detai]éd acgounts of,samp]é characteristics, a rationale fbr se}ection,

‘and a careful analysis of what processes and subskills are invo]ved~ﬁn_‘

the experimental_task. ' . .

“_' Structural versus Control

/

structural features and control

-~ The distinction betwee
processes was'firsf introduced in the memory study literatuke s

~ (Atkinson and Shiffrin, 1971), but has subsequently gained notable
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and Belmont, 1975; Brown, 1974, TorgeSen,‘1978). 'Accordingwtg\To?gesen,

(1978), "the structural features have to do with the basic capacities

“of the system and perhaps how rapid1y the processes are.executéd,

while the control processes describe activities which the~6rganism

_engages 1in to maximize the performance of a 1imited capacity system"

\(p. 61). When ‘the dietinction is applied to handicapped groups, the

structural features® can be considered as those which are more or less

- a f - N )
'permanent‘(i.e., disability or deficit) or those which are develop-

ménta11y‘determined.‘ Control processes refer to any processes, -

strategies, or metacognitive abilities within the child's repertoire

of resources that he can rely upon in a learning or prqb]em_so]vihgf\

' situation. The utility of the distinctidn is advanced by Brown (1974)

B who points out that structural features are of interest to-those who

P

are concerned with-the labeling (causa1)yor identification of special

groups, whereas the qontrol'processés are of interest to those who are

“more practically concerned with how to improve or remediate the problem.

In the field of learning disability, interest concerning
structural features has focused on a deficit (Dykman et al., 1971;

Black, 1973) or a developmental lag (Boder, 1971; Critéh]ey, 1975)_

orientation. _ ‘ .

Very briefly, a deficit'approach is one which‘fayors the view

that there is sorie specific causal factor (i.e., genetic, neurological,

‘brain damage) that is diréct]y responsible for the impaired functibning “

of the individual. Here the attempt is to explain the basis of the
impairment. On thevother hand, a maturational lag approach is one

which Qmphaéizes the fact that leafning impkoves with-age and maturity

’ S e



.and often the disabi]ity’is apparent in only one or two subject areas
. suth as’ reading or ﬁath. In the latter cas-;“thé prob]ém'is éonSidergd
structural in that the abjTity'of the 1earn§thdisab]ed to perform on
certain tasks is deVglopmenta11y'constrained; What Ga]]égher (1966) )

proposed to account for these facts was the notien of developmental

imbalance. The éssumption being that deve]opmenﬁ has "lagged" behind

and maﬁifests_itse]f in an 1nabi]iﬁy to perform

»

in specific areas!
certa%n tasks.
The problems aésociatéd with either approatﬁ have‘beeﬁ widely
debated in the study of mental retardation (Zig1ér, 1969; E]]is, 1969)
and are eqUa11yvprob1ematic in the study of 1earﬁihg disabilities o
(Dalby, 1979). ThoUgh tbo detailed to include in the>present discussioh;
‘ if-is sufficient to pojn;vout fhat both of the ébove‘epprbachéé
represent a view-df the 1earniﬁ§ Jésability as relatively ]ong‘léstinj
}\or pérmanent, and predominantly 1nsensitive to‘remediation.
| | in contrast to a structural approach, control processes are of
much greater ﬁhterest tb'reéearChers‘Who ére concerned about practical
app]iéations és’we]] as to,e60catbrs.in901ved in remedial training of
1éarninq disabilities. The pohcept entails a variety 6f metacoanitive
dimensions (Brown, 1978) such as metamemory and meta-attention§ gT]
of the strategic %ntervéntions which can be'hmxmed on a task orb
prob{fm solving sikuation whjcp will optimize fhe berfofmance of the
individual. Although the area is sti]i_in 1ts‘ﬁnfancy,'the resu]t%.of
memory investigations and various trainjhg studies (Belmont and

:Butterfie1d,']971; Moely and Jeffrey, 1974; Brown, Campione and

Murphy, 1974, 1977;‘Brdwn>and Barclay, 1976; Bray, Justice;'Fgrguson



and Simon, 1977) present excit1hg possibi]ities in the sense that we
can carry out investigations to specify those processes that work
optimally for specific tasks for normal and handicapped chi]dreh, and
u1timat§1y provide re1evantbtraining for ‘the handicapped youngster to .

improve his/her performance.

Diveraing somewhat from Nestern theorv and research orientationg,

Soviet studies have trad1t1ona11y comb1ned both the structura] and
control-concepts. Vygotsky's (1963, 1978) theory of the zone of
’potent1a1 development 1nv01ves the deterngnat1on of at least two
levels of a child's development which deft;e the "correct relation
between the course of deve]ohment and potehtia1ity for learning in
each specific case" (Vygotsky, 1963, p. 28). At the first level,

the zone of actual development represents those menta1 fuhctiohs that
‘have beeh attained due to a specific or already accomplished course of
development (i.e., structural). ’The‘second 1eve1’ the zone of
potential éeve]opment, represents a 1earn1ng potent1a11ty that- may

' _become actua11zed under the d1rect1on of adult gu1dahce demonstratign
or questton1ng (1.e., process). A maJor assumpt1on of th1s theory is :
that the interactton.of:the‘ihd1v1dua1 with his o]der peers or adu]ts

- cohstitutes the 1hitie]?stege of‘1earnihg.h As the‘chi]d gains. more
experiehce and practice,. he begins to specify his own plans for carryingvv
out a task; assuming increasing se]f;COntro] and're1ying 1ess on others .

N

to provide assistahce. Thus, 1earn1ng precedes deve1opment and

Wpresupposes that the one is converted 1nto the other" (quotsky, 1978

" p. 91). The 1mportance of Vygot' y‘s t eory has recent1v been acknow-

"Tedged in American research (Br wn,.Camp1one and Day, -1981; Brown and_ks“~¢/

L/ 7 1/
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French, 1979; Wertsch, 1979; Lupart, 1978a) and the possibility of
direct application and utility for the study of learning disabilities

has already been identified (Brown and French, 1979).

— ' EcologicalgValidity

2

There is a growing concern regarding the apparent division.
between research and the real life needs and contexts of the people
that we are studying (Brown and French, 1979); and the problem is
probah1y most obvieus when' handicapped popuiasionsvaré considered
(érooks and'Baumeister,'1977; Gaylord-Ross, 1979).» Within the realm
‘of cognitive science, Brbxhland French (1979) sagaciousiy point out |
that efforts have mainly been directed toWard the understanding of -
brob1ems of academic intelligence. ' For examb]e ether than being able
to fairly accurate]y pred1ct the school failure of the siow 1earn1ng
‘and 1earn1ng disabled, there is 11tt1e else that our'IQ tests and
ach1evement tests offer. Th1s negat1ve orientation has undoubtedly
b1ased both our research as well as our att1tudes and treatment of the
1earn1ng disabled. 1In contrast to the overwhe1m1nq evidence concerning’
--what the 1earhing'd1sab1ed ch11d cannot do or is deficient in, we know
brveryv1itt1e about wnat s/he can do in comparison to regu]ar children,
under what learning conditions s/he werks,best, ahd on what tasks.

The tatter concerns, it will be ndted, are, of course, of much_greéter
; concernﬁfrom ah eduCaﬁieha] perspectivef ' ,' ' |
| These concerns are noi new in the area of mental retardation

_study, and perhaps we researchers in the area of Tearning d1sab111ty

can benef1t by the experience of our older sister- discipline. - Brooks
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and 'Baumeister (1977), in a guest editorial, reviewed the historical
progress of\menta& retardation research and concluded that despite a
considerable amount of 1abdratory research in learning, memory and
cognition, such efforts had‘yielded very little in the way of increased
understanding. of retarded behavior. The authors argue that the main
#contributing factor to this situation lies in the researcher's fai]uée
to consider ‘the eco1ogica1 aspects of the-phenomenoniof mental
retardation in his investigations. Brooks and Baumeister (1977) further
suggest that:

Implications of ecological validity are important with

respect to the basis upon which subjects are selected

for experimentation, the rationale underlying manipulation

of independent variables, the choice of dependent variables,

and the definition of the boundaries that 1imit generaliza-

tions. (p. 407)
Following a comprehensive discussion of the major theoretical and
methodological limitations of mental retardation research, Brooks and
Bauméistef‘(]9?7),prov1de somé'suggestions for improving the situation.
These include:

e]aboratihg causal relationships in the theory, selecting

subjects on more meaningful, valid grounds than the IQ

score, employing tasks with demonstrated validity with

respect to thé theorgtical construct, and defining constructs

according to ecologically real factors in the lives of

retarded people. "(p. 415) '
In support,of the above positfdn, Gaylord-Ross (1979) charges that
much of the past mental fetardation research has been 'too episodic ' fi?
and too narrow in focus. In the Way of suggestion‘to alleviate these
and the above research problems, Gaylord-Ross (1979) proposes a

collaboration of researcher and fiejd (i.e., school, workshop, residence)

arguing that the érrahgement would reap several reciproci! benefits.
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In exchange, for example, the help a researcher could offer the teacher
on eva]uation techniques, the Leacher could provide "a data-base
indicating learning and cognitive processes in natural settings .
[with] . . . hypotheses emanatjngcfrom ongoing learning activities in
the classroom" (p. 75). (

It would appear that the concerns and suggestions emanating
from‘mental retardation research have similar relevance to the study
of the learning disab]ed. By taking into account some of the sugges-
tions offefed by mental retardation researchers, it is possible for
the learning disability researcher to dvoid~fhe problems central to
~ecological invalidity.

in summary, it seems apparent that investigative efforts con-
cerning the 1earp1ng disagled could be of much greater uti]ity,'from
an educatfonal perspective, if the three conceptué] issues, definition,
structural versus control processes, and ecological va]jdity, were
consistently accounted for in the inftié] planning stages of one's
feseqrch. This is, therefore, the overriding goal of the presenc
study. Very briefly, the purpose of thi%s study is to examine attentioc'
differences in-learning disabled and average students in reading;
Since the interest here”is for those learning disabled students whofﬂ
have part1cu1ar problems with reading in school, a definition for
specific reading disability, as well as a rationa]e for subject
selection will-later be advanced The process orientation will be
emphas1zed 1n the proposed study and by prov1d1ng learning cond1t1on

var1at1ons, it is anticipated that information concerning the opt1m1za-,

tion of attention can be ascertained for disabled readers.
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Average control subjects will provide information concerning the
assumption that the optimization of attention is one important factor
in the course of normal reading acquisition. In fhe interests of
ecological va]idity, a silent reading task will be utilized. Since
this type of an activity is commoniy practiced in the schools, t;e

results should also provide some direction cqncerning facilitative

instructional conditions for remedial classes for the reading disabled.



CHAPTER 2
SELCCTIVE REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Attention

What is It%
Most descriptions in the literature ﬁﬂfer to William James

and his very excellent work in the area of attention. The following
qugtgtion encompasses the flavor of his insights (James, 1890):
\,/ /
Everyone knows what attention is. It is the taking
possession by the mind, in clear and vivid form, of one ~
of what seem several simultaneously possible objects or
trains of thought. Focalization, concentration of
consciousness are of its essence. It implies withdrawal
from some things in order to deal effectively with others.
(pp. 403-404)

Although the concept of attention has at times been re]égated
to the background of psychological investigation over this century,
there is an gpparént reemergent moggment toward the study of attention.

Similar to the concept of learning disabi]ity; there is a =~
prob]em in specifying jugt what attentidn is. To the ieacher,
attention is demonstrated by various behavioral responseé of students;

- the physiologist might examine-Certain autonomic patterns to determine

the external and internal &ttention of his subject; thegclinical‘

psychologist might refér to test results for indications of attention

problems. The crux of the problem is identified by Mostofsky (1970)
who suggests that: "attention, implying as it does multivariate

considerations of process'(attentiona1), subject (aEtentive)_and

stimulus (attention-getting) will require multidimensional analytics"

(p. 22). | \ ‘ —
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_vPsycho1og1sts often refer 'to the compOnents of attent1on
as a- usefu] and pract1ca1 means of def1n1t1on. Moray (1969) for :

examp]e, suqoested that there are seven d1fferent kinds of attent1ona1v

' processes which 1nc1ude v1g11ance, se]ect1ve attent1on menta1

- concentrat1on, search act1vat1on, set. and ana]ys1s by synthes1s

‘.Posner and Bo1es (1971) refer to the a]ertness, se]ect1v1ty, and
processing capac1ty of attent1on whereas Pr1bram and McGu1nness

'»(1975) organize their’ def1n1t1on on the basis of the arousal,

. act1vat1on and effort components of attent1on.

For the purposes of this. study, there appear to be two

”aspects that are part1cu1ar1y mean1ngfu1 to the study of attent1ona1

prob]ems assoc1ated w1th the o]der disabled’ reader. These would

1nc1ude the cogn1t1ve1y d1rected aspects of attention (Hochberg,.

- 19783 Ne1sser, 1967) and the 1nteract1ve aspects (i.e., task and

’_ 1earner character1st1cs of dttent1on)(Krupsk1, 1980) The basis

for the se1ect1on of these spec1f1c aspects of attent1on w111 be

estab11shed in the following sections.

'Theor1es and Mode]s of Attent1on

The most. w1de1y accepted mode] of attent1on, fo]1ow1ng the

ban1shment of James 1ntrospect1ve techniques by the behav1orjsts

'and assoc1at1on1sts, 1s the f1]ter theory mode] Introduced by .
_Broadbent (1958) the mode1zassumes ‘that only one stimulus can be .
'-;Hperce1ved at a time and that 1n ‘the case of two compet1ng bxts of

'isensory 1nformat10n, wh11e the“one item 1s immediately perceived

the other is held momentari1y_as an dnanaiyied echo or image. Only

after the.perCentuallanaTysjs of the first jtem is completed can such -

S e YA AL L
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echoes and-images undergo oerceptua1 analysis. 'Thelkodel, then,

=suggests a b1ocking off of’irre1evant7perCeptua1 intormation by means

of se1ect1ve f11ter1ng, in order that phys1ca1 propert1es of h1gh
information value concern1ng the.event are those wh1ch get attended to.
Subsequent to the 1ntroduct1on -of the f11ter mode] various theor1sts
and researchers have presented exper1menta1 resu]ts to refute . the.
or1g1na1 mode] (Tr1esman, 1964) and e]aborat1ons “and mod1fjcat1ons of
the model have been advanced (Deutsch and Deutsch 1963). The major :t

adJustments concern whether the information gets selected ear]v or

~ Tlater .on in perceptua] analysis- and whether the se]ect1on is based on

phys1ca1 or mean1ngfu1 1nformat1on about the event. (Norman, 1976)
Very recently,’ Douglas and Peters (1979) have outlined a very

po1gnant attack aga1nst all filter theory models on both emn1r1ca1 and

theoret1ca1 grounds. They point out that over the last two decades o

there has been considerable investigdtive effort given to distractibility

studies and 1ncidenta] learning studies with hyperactive and learning

disabled ch11dren Fo]]dwing a fi]ter theory of expTanation, the

:accepted belief is that these spec1a1 popu]at1ons have an attent1ona1

v

deficit which Timits their ab111ty to b]ock off 1rre1evant information.
After‘a'review of several such distractihi1ity studies;'Douglas and

Peters'(1979)'conc1ude that-there is no conc]usﬁve evidence to support

a d1stract1b111ty hypothes1s, part1cu1ar]v for hyperact1ve samp]es S In

add1t1on, the authors suggest that a11 exper1menta1 results from .

distractibility stud1es should be exam1ned with caution for the -

following reasons (Doug]aS'and'Peters; 1979)-

_ First, there are no studies in which carefully def1ned
‘groups of LD, hyperact1ve, and normal children have been
compared d1rect]y, us1ng the same tasks and the same
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d1stract1ng and nond1stract1ng condition.
A second . prob]em . . . involves’ the possible effect
of statistical 'artifacts such as may arise, for example,
+ if the scores in hyperactive samples are unusually variable
as compared with the scores of other groups. . . . It is °
also essential to eliminate errors in design resulting _
* from failure to counterbalance distraction and: nond1stract1on
' cond1t1ons, . e
Another problem in interpreting the distracting studies
. with hyperactive and LD children results from the fact that
investigators frequent]y’fa1] to consider differences in
baseline Tevels in task performance among groups to be
compared. ~ (pp. 170-191)
~The sjtuation is judged even more serious by Doug]as,and
l Peters (1979) with respect to the -incidental learning studies with
hyperactive'and«partiCU]arTy with 1earning disabled children. Criticism
is centered on the failure on the part of 1nvest1qators to quest1on the \‘§§¥\
‘assumpt1on that process1nq task-irrelevant 1nformat10n necessar11y
" 1nterferes with the processing of task re]evant 1nformat1on, as well
. s i
as the assumpt1on that the lower scores that are usua11y reported
,for LD -children on central, tasks 1n compar1son with norma] controls
are. who]]y or pr1mar11y attr1butab1e to an 1nab111ty to 1gnore
relevant 1nformat1on...Doug1as and Peters (1979) on the whode have,
" convincingly demonstrated major methodological and theoretical pitfails -
with 1nve3tigations based on a ftTter model of attention, and it would
appear that.other‘researchers (Ross, 1976; Hochberg, 1978)'concor with
the‘conc1usion that the theory should be laid to rest.
. 4 - .
As an alternative to structural filter models of attention,
-capacity theories are-based on the assumption that\a1though there’
is an upper Timitvconcerning the perceiver's Capacity to process

information, this Timited capacity can be rather f]exibly'a1located
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among a number. of concurrent activities (Moray, 1969). Information that:

is essentially sensory or well recognized will be quite readily
.‘attended to, whereas semantic or unfamiliar inputs will requ1re ‘more
Meffort" or "capac1ty allocation” (Kahneman,‘1973). Informat1on
protessing failures or-siow downs , then; occur when task demands_
exceed the limits of capacity; when inSufficient capacity remains
.for_taskbperformance due‘to a]]ocation of some capacity to less rélevant
inputs (Matcoby and Hagen,‘1976); or as a result ofuinsutficient input‘
of.re1evant information (Posner‘and Snyder, 1975).

Capacity theories have achieved considerable status in
'_contemporary investigations of attentional phenomena, ang:the pobu]arity
can:be mainiy attributed to the accOuntabi]fty of a wide rangefof |
eexper1menta1 results, from RT performance to selective attent1on
studies. Indeed the theory is also 1ntu1t1ve1y useful for account1ng
for the now all too fam111ar resu]ts wh1ch show- s1gn1f1cant 1earnTng
and memory d1fferences between ch11dren and adults. In essence the

theory s1mp1y suggests that younger children have Tess overa11

capacity to attend or to remember or to 1earn than-do adults. ;A]though..

the above description drastica11y simp]ifies what are generally

comprehensive.and elaborate models of developmental differences, the

core assumption of capacity which increases with age (i.e., structural)

.1s centra] to most.
-
It should be po1nted out, however, that severa1 sources in the
recent memory 11terature/(Ch1, 1976) point to'ser1oos theoret1ca1
lTimitations of a capacity model of memory. Beginning with the attack

by éraik and Lockhart‘(1922).concerning-the'jnf]eXibi]ity of a
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~to prov1de quant1tat1ve as opposed to qua11tat1ve exp]gmat1ons about
memory performance (Lupart and Mu]cahy, 1979). Given the strpng
objections to capac1ty theory on-the basis of deve]opmentalbmemory
studies, one woutd speculate as to Whether simiTar shortcomfngs would
not he-attributab1e to. the re1ated attention studies. Not surprisinoly,
s1m11ar crat1c1sms have recent]y appeared in the 11terature concerning -

| _the attent1ona1 deve]opment of ch11dren Gibson and Rader (1979), for .
 examp]e, ‘ | |

argue that attentxon 1s not a capac1ty that 1ncreases

with deve]opment but, rather, that our perception changes

with ingcreasing know]edge of one-self and the world,

‘allowing us to pick up the.information more and more

‘economically to perform a specified task. (p 6)

‘Hhile - both the f11ter and capac1ty theor1es have served to
vvgenerate a considerable amount of research, the failure to*spec1fy how
attention is\associated‘with learning and cognition appears to be a major
.shortcoming of both models. The ahove quotation‘alludes.to what might
be termed a fcognjtive“ approach to attention (Neissem,']967). Even
thohgh the approach Can hard1y‘be described as a generative.theory at
v thﬁs point, there appears to be a groWing number of»simi1ar-based_ /
approaches being described by sévera] prominent researchers in the recent»,
1iterature (Gibson and Rader, 1979; DOuolas.and betersl 1975- Hochberg,
1978). - The maJor strength of th1s approach is that, un11ke the "f11%er"

and "capac1ty" mode]s of attent1on“\ihe primary emphas1s is upon how

- -



, éttentiona]°proce%ses relate to cognition and cognitive development.

Krupski (19@0) has recently suggested that the approach/be considerea
i ' - / .

an interactionist view of attention since it deals with both task

s,

variables and child character1st1cs. » N | .

Presented as an alternative to f]]ter theory,)Hochberg (1978)
~views attention as "plan-matching" and schema-testing. He argues(for

the advantages of such a "cognitive" approach in that:
It brings us a view of perception that builds intention
and attent1on right into the heart of the perceptual
process: Perception is the active prediction and sensory
testing of expected objects and eveNts, so that by its very
nature perception is selective—by electing to test one
possible expectation, it rules out many others. No -

" additional mechanism is needed to explain how we fail to

hear what we do not attend to. (pp. 182-183)

In a similar vein, Gibson and Rader (1979) suggest that
"attending refers to perceiying in'relation‘to a task or goal internally
or externally motivated" (b. 2). Within a developmental context,

Gibson and Rader (1979) argue that: ,

The ch11d gains proqress1ve1y in the specificity of

~correspondence between what information his perceptual

processes are engaged with (what he is attending to) and

its ut111ty for performance in the service of his needs.

He gains in flexibility because more a1ternat1ves become_

open to him. He gains in preparedness for events in .

.readiness for performance. And he.gains in how much he can

do because of the increasing economy of his p1ckup of

information. (p. 14) |

The 1mportant points concerning a Qﬁignitive" or "interactionist"
view of attention are: attention is inextriéab]y tied to cognitive"
deve]opment and changes in attention (wh1ch trad1t1ona1 mode]s of
attent1on have 1nsuff1c1ent1y character1zed as quant1tat1ve) are’
really very basic qualitative differences which maximize and optimize

the attention of the growing child or adU]t.A In other words, attention
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Beéine to takeron'a strategic role in the child's learning processes
and'the>Ehﬁ1d becomes intreasing]j adept at[managing his own attentional
processes. ‘Dpuglas and Peters (1979) advance the concept one logical
‘step further by sugoest1ng that normal attent1ona1 functioning can be
attr1buted to an 1nd1v1dua1 S ab111ty to utilize prior know]edge to
‘ gu1de the percept1on and cognition of present events as we]]_as an
abt]ity to iﬁpoee'voJuntary (i.e., conscious, intentional, deliberate)
controTtover_current perceptions‘and cognitions. Both df these con-
sideratioﬁs.are integrg] tovBrown's investigatipnstand dtécusstons.
- of metaeognitioh,(Brown, 1978) and se]f—regu1atioﬁ (Brown and Deloache,
_1977). ‘Kceprding’to Brown (1978) metacognitive skills are those
’Whichtcharacterize and define efficient thoqght~and»inc1pde’a wide
Ayarietyrof-potentia1 atteptionaT organizers"euch as predicting,
cheeking, monitoring and reality testing. Whether these are collec-
tively or oﬁ]y partiatiy applied;‘theée‘are some ot the ski]]sfthat
itypity and domtnate'any'peréon's 1earning.and problem so]ving.
The se]f regu]at1on concept can be qu1te f1ex1b1y app11ed to ;

both young. ch11dren or nov1ces (and it m1ght be added, to students

T w1th 1earn1ng prob]ems) Ih an'attempt to describe the typical

pattern of the process from ‘novice to expert Brown (192;) contends
that: | | '

First the absolute novices would show 1ittle or no .
intelligent self-regulation due to complete unfamiliarity
with the task. This would be followed by an increasingly
active period of deliberate self-regulation as the problem 4
. solver becomes familiar with the necessary rules and N
- subprocesses, and attempts to orchestrate these activities
which are deliberate and demand effort. Finally, the
performance of the expert would run off smoothly as the
necessary subprocesses and their coordination have all ‘
been overlearned to -the point where they can be coord1nated
.re1at1ve1y automatically. (p. 20)
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It should also be pointed out, that there is a natural compata-
bilitv of those ideas to the zone of potential devélopment ffamework,
discussed in an earlier section. As Douu]as and Peters (1979)describe it: -

Thus, the distinction that Brownv(1975) and Vygotsky
(1962) make between knowledge that cam be acquired in

a relatively automatic, unconscious way and knowledge
that must be self-consciously and deliberately sought may
be very relevant for an understanding of these children's
cognitive strengths and weaknesses. (p. 231)

Given this perspective, it is then possible to. view the attentional

problems of the learning disabled as an inabi]ify to spontaneously N

impose se1f-regu1atorx attentional gtrategies on school related tasks
in particular. According to Brown (1975)‘the'ﬁrob]ems,become most
notable when a child is faced with school tasks in which no obvious
purpose is clear to the child. In other words, even thoﬁgh two young
students may have the same IQ and menta] age, the child who has an |
attent1on deficit fa11s to adopt effort max1m1z1ng attent1ona1
strategies to cope with school tasks.anq his academic achievement
suffers as a result. From a ione of potentia] development perépective, ;
spec1a1 tra1n1ng or adult tutor1ng should enable the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
ch1Jd to reach his zone max1ma1 deve]opment ,Q
In general, a]thoughlthe above descriptionsnare for thg most
pah$\athe9rética11y based upon empirical data, the interactibnisf |

view of attention holds considerable promise for the purposesiof this

=

‘study. .The concept of attention that this study will adhere to is one

‘ that is task specific; is dependent upon the subject's ability to

f]ex1b1y allocate attention to achieve. optimal and efficient 1nf0rma-

- tion process1ng, is purpos1ve in nature; is pos1t1ve1y affected by

f\ A Y
increased self-regulation; is dependent on organized perceptua] intake -



based upon cogn1t1ve determ1nat1on, and can be 1mDroved through tra1n1ng
Before turn1ng to a discussion of the re1at1onsh1p of f
attention and reading, some apparent controversies concerning learning

disability and attention deficit will,be briefly presented.

1

Learning Disability and Attention'Deficit

There are two‘approachés to learning disability and attentidn
defigit whifh appear to have'gained the greatest promfnénce.in the
Titerature. The approaches are.quite.differenf 4n thedretica]hand
methodo1ogica1 orientation and'thé following brief des;riptions will
geveal some of‘ihe'major discrepahcies among approacheé.

Douglas and Peters (1979) have recent1y oUh]ined'a model
"wh1ch suggests maJor d1fferences in attent1on prob]ems for hyperact1ve
~ and ]earn1ng disabled ch11dren. The forner group are "born w1th a -
const1tut1ona1 pred1spos1t1on 1nvo1V1ng poor 1mpulse control, an
1nab111ty to sustajn attent1on and poor]y,modu]ated arousal levels
whjch r§i§1t in a téndenty to seek stihulatihh ahd'sa1iehce91(p. 233).
Such problems are considehéd to cause major intérference with the |
deve]opmént\of meta processes.ahd over the yeahs.thg-init1a1 prob]ghs
are}cohpoundéd with other behaviors such asvtask-avoidanCe or -
disruptiveness.. Learning disabled chijdren, on the other hand, have
“a primanfvdeficit invo1vingl”a constitutjona1 predisposition toward

one or more specific 1earningbdisabi1ities" (p. 233) (i.e., receptive

22

.language prob]em) Th1s cou]d, 1t is hyoothes1zed (Douglas andJPéters, )

N

1979), lead to "pseudo” or secondary attentional problems such as
impu]sivity or concéntration difficulties, énd‘thereby affect both

the normal meta procéSs development and the development of‘highef order

»
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. original 1earn1ng def1c1t

schema, as outlined by Brown (1975) in her discussions of metacognjtion.

The distinction that is made here is based on severa]cyears of
1nvestigation‘by the first authof and the work of several of her .
graduate students. Douglas and Petere‘(1979) further conclude that
the treatment of the hyperactive grdup shou]d focus-on a "cognitive"-
approach (i.e., self-verbalization, mode]fng and self-reinforcement)
to resolve attentional prob]ems assoc1ated w1th arousal and meta _
cogn1t1o7/def1c1ts. For the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed they suggest- that
remedia]iefforts would more suitably be d1rected towards the student's
The .second approach to 1earn1ng d1sab11aty and attention

deficit tofbe d1scussed here is that outlined by Ross (1976). On

the basis of a maJor rev]ew of the 11terature as well as his own

research Ross (1976) hypothes1zes that attent1on deficits in the

learning d1sab1ed are’ due to 3 deve]opmenta] 1ag in the capac1ty to
employ and sustain se]ect1ve attent1on. Referring to both 1nc1denta1
learning and'deve1opmentai~studies,vRoss:(1976) describes infant
attenfibn as overéxc]usive;\éfadua]]y'becoming overinclusive as the

child displays increasing attentidn to a great variefy of stimuli.

" It is not until near adolescence that "mature" selective attention

is demonstrated by one’s abi]ity to focus‘on the task relevant stimuli.
With regard to the issue of remedial intervention, Ross (1976) examines
both the notiop of impalse control .or adaptive attentional strategy

training ‘He concludes that the impulsivity that is often ascribed

_to the 1earn1ng disabled is rea]]y a 1earned react1on to failure

experlences due to the basic prob]ems manifested by an insufficient
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‘eabacjty to manage se]ectite,attention. Therefore,‘Ross (1976) favors
a eognitive training method to teach “the attentional strategies |
required to solve cognitive prpb]ems” (p. 121).

The two approaches‘outtined briefly above present. a hajor
conf]ict‘with~respectkto'our current understanding and treatment

techniques for the learning disabled chi]df’“In an attempt to resolve

- the discrepancy, the present research will consider the question:

Are cognitive "adaptive attentional strategy training" techniques

appropriate for all learning disabled children (Ross, 1976) or are

they only appropriate to enhance the 1earn1ng'and problem solving

"of the hyperactive child (Douglas and Peters, 1979)°?

Attention and Reading

The Reading Process, Perception
and Attention

" The process of reading can be conceived of as an act of
information pfocessing' Informat1on process1ng in -humans is un1que1y
qpncerned with the acquisition of know1edge Fishbein (1976) suggests
that there are six general 1nterre]ated characteristigs of a human.
learning system:
the reception‘of‘information
the jidentification of information
the storage of information

the operation on or elabgration of information
making decisions about information

B WN —

Many of the researchers in the area of percept1on-wou1d combine the
f1rst two character15t1cs to def1ne percept1on Gibson (Gibson and

Lev1n, 1975), who has for a- number of years attempted to d1scern the

o act1ng on the decisions made about the 1hformat1on (p. 207)
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relationship between perceptual learning and reading, defines pércep-
tion as "the process of extracting information from stimulation
emanating “from the objects, places and events in the world éround us"
(Gibson and Levin, 1975, p. 13). |

With respect to the process of reading, the close inter-
relationship between perception and attention processes has been
acknowiedged as early as the turn of this century. Huey (1908) wrote:

Perceiving being an act, it is performed more easily

with each repetition . . . to perceive an entirely new

word . . . requires time and close- attention . . .

repetition progressively frees the mind from attention

to details, makes facile the total act, shortens the

time and reduces the extent to.whith consciousness must

concern itself with the process. (p. 104)
However,. there is considerable disagfeement as to hqw this relation-
ship is defined.

Gibson and Levin (1975) surmise that the crucial attentional
processes with‘respect to reading_inc]ude the ability to ignore

~irrelevant information and the abiTity to effectively utilize the

peripheral mechanisms of attention. The former process implies that

.one szt be able tO'Visua1]y discrfminate between stimuli. Allington
(1975) proposes that the'devé]opment of such differential responding

invoTvé§ first iearning to attend to the distinguishing feature(s) of
~a stimU]Us,-énd second, 1earning to quiEka identify and remember the

feature(s).' Even though Laberge and Samuels +(1974) would agree with

_Allington's (1975) delineation of the two.stdges, their noiﬁon of the .

- role of attention in the'read%ng process imb]des a qhite different
perspective. Laberge and Samuels (1974) suggest that there are both

an accuracy level of performance and an automatic level of performance
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that affect the reading process. Attention is presumed necessary on1y
for the accuracy level of performance. ‘The rationale for this point of
view is elaborated by Samue]<~51976). Here, Samuels (1976) suggests
-that the brain i@.nc s!nﬁ?ﬁ“faanner‘processor, and thus a person can only
be attentive to one piece of information at a time (i.e., filter model
of attention). With reaard tev the reading process, Samuels (1976)
suggests that with repetition and increasing experience, a behavior

that formerly required effort and attention would eventually ‘become

more or less automatic and cdbuld be executed without attention.
Therefore, if we were to conceptualize the reading process as a combina-
tion of decoding and processing meaning, Samuels (1976) suggests that
the immature reader must devote most of his attention to ‘the d%coding
~aspects, which thereby greatly limits comprehension; A]ternatike]y,

the mature reader, for whom decoding skills have become "automatized,"
can devote the ije to pfocessiﬁgvmeaning.

In view 6f the ear]ier_discussion on models of attention, a

mdre plausible 'explanation is advanced by Wright and Vlietstra (1975)

who, in contrast to Samuels (1976)Lassert that attention is a. .

necessary %omponent of all information processing, although-qualitative

differences aré apparent. By this, it is postuiated that attention
is initially controlled by salient features of stimuli, and later
controlled by logical features of the task. This shift, then,

proceeds from passively tracked to actively sequenced attending.
D

In addition, Wright and Vlietstra (1975) suggest that: Ty

a this developmental. change appears to be marked by a

) transitional period in which the intentional and goal
directed aspects of deliberate search are fairly well
developed and the capacity of salient features to capture

26



attention is no longer particularly helpful, even when
such features are informative, but is still a major source
- ?f inte;ference when they are distracting or irrelevant.
. (p. 196

The Tatter part of the quotation demonstrates that M I\t and

Vlietstra's (1975) notion of the attentional process is ent

with those of Gibson and Levin (1975) who stress that gfte of the
primary attentional processes in reading is the ignorirlg of 1) avant
information. Wright and Vlietstra's (1975) views would\of course also
suggest that some of the approaches that we presently useMto direct
attention to distinctive features in reading (i.e., color tues) may be
helpful only at the ini@ia] stages of reading. acquisition.

Along with the discrimination of relevant versus irrelevant
stimuli, Gibson and Levin (1975) suggest that the more proficient
reader must effectively utilize the peripheral mechanisms of attention.
The visual qgriphera] mechanisms of attention can be considered to be
exploratory in function and are primarily associated with visual

scanning or looking behavior. As Gibson and Levin (1975) describe it,

the peripheral mechanisms of attention are responsible for exposing

the receptors to selected aspects of potential stimu]atiqn and that
the process is highly susceptible to learning and deve]opmgnt.

In support of this view, Day (1975) in a major review of the
literature has identified sixldéve1opmenta1 trends in visual scanning.
Although the 1ist is not specifically referencéd to reading, it will
become apparent to the reéder‘the overall significance such development

\Qpparts to the reading process and thus justifies inclusion here:

With increasing age children: -

1. demonstrate more systematic, task appropriate strategies
for acquiring visual information;

i
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2. ‘show an 1ncreas1nq ab111ty to ma1nta1n opt1ma1 performance
across. var1at1ons in the content and,arrangement of st1mu11,

3. exh1b1t visual scann1ng whxch becomes more exhaust1ve and
- more eff1c1ent,;~

4. there is an 1ncreas1ng focus on_the port1ons of visual
"~ " stimuli which are most 1nformat1ve for the specific

&

k task;
5. ‘there is an increase in the speed of comp]et1on of v1sua1
' search and comparison tasks; )

. 6. show an-increase in the 'size of the useful "f1e1d of
'_'.vv1ew. (Day, 1975, PP- 186- 187) ’

.- In summary, it wou]d appear: that there are both structura1 : S IR
(1 €., deve]opmenta11y determ1ned or constra1ned) as J%§1 as process R | ;
(1,e., visual scann1ng and_se]ect1ve,attent1on) 11m1tat1ons related | ?
‘to attenttgn Which would negative1y affect the. young ch1]d S (or it
could be- argued the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed child's) reading'acquisition.
1In add1t1on, attent1ona1 processes that are ava11ab1e are of limited
ut111ty until they can be performed automat1ca11y in the context of

_the read1ng process. The trend toward read1ng prof1c1ency, with

'respect to attent1ona] processes 1s referred to by G1bson and Lev1n

(1975) as the opt1m1zat1on of attent1on

S s e 2 et et LS

The,Optimizationkof Attention in Reading
| 'Théfé is considerabie'controVersy in the ?ieﬁd at present'as
"7 to how the opt1m1zat1on of attent1on becomes actualized in the read1ng
process- The d1st1nct1on, 1t might be suggested, 1s genera]]y
>para11e1 to that which compr1ses the "bottom up"” versus "top -down"
‘theor1es of read1ng (Calfee and Drum, 1978). Norman (1976) descr1bes
"bottom-up or "data driven" v1ew as "anv sequence of operat1ons
'that proceeds from the 1ncom1ng data, through 1ncreas1ng]y soph1st1-

cated ana]yses" (p.v41).' As a leadtng proponent of the "bottom- up“_
' » Ly




- View ot reading, Gough (1972) ma1nta1ns that the read1ng process is a

comb1nat1on of severa] subsk11ls wh1ch are 1n1t1a11y awkward]y per-

formed but through»practmse, become seem1ng1y automatic gnd 1ntegrated

as in the case of the proficient'reader ‘ Thus, Gough (1972) imparts | Ty ]

o Tion

;‘that all readers must re]y on the same sk11ls in reading and

s iy il

d1f?érences 1n~ab111ty to-read arise on the bas1s of the fac111ty with
wh1ch the reader is able to app]y these sk1lls to the visual 1nforma-'
t1on prov1ded by the text w1th respect to the role of attent1on in _
‘th@npercept1on.of visual st1mu1i, Gough (1972) fails to make allowances
for ?hoﬁvidua]s other than the rate of reading. However, in View of
-the ear1ier‘djSCUSsion concerning the interreTationShip_of reading, . B
perception*and’dttentiJ%T’Tt wou1d'1ndeed appear that.any number of
individual otfferences (i.e. : attention to high information distinctive
features, 1nab111ty to ignore irrelevant informationy m1ght also
account for d1fferences in read1ng performance.

Norman (1976) refers to a "top down” or ”conceptua]]y dr1ven

system in wh1ch “v15ua1 signals m1qht start with the highest level

expectat1ons of an obJect that is further ref1ned by ‘analyses of the

context to y1e1dvexpectat1ons of particular lines in part1cu1ar

locations” (p. 41). a | I
_ M‘Goodman (1973, 1976), who s nide1y held to represent a ”top—

| down" approach to reading, emphas1zes the reader s active involvement i

in the read1ng process as he ut111zes psychoT1ngu1st1c know]edge to - »A~> 1

nmake-pred1ctjon5»about the.author'’ s message, The 1mp11cat1on w1th o
respect to visual perceptton is that for the reader to become more

profiCient, he must become 1ncreasingTy discriminating “n regard'to

BN
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“the graph1c 1nformat1on, and search out or attend to only those
st1mu11 that w111 facilitate the hypothes1s test1ng or extract1on of
meaning. For Goodman (1969, 1973)'1t would seem then, that the
search aspects of attention, as opposed”to the exp]oratory aspects
of attention, are most important in the process of read1ng -

| Severa] suggest1ons would appear p1aus1b1e with respect to the
"bottom-up versus "top-down attentional process1ng in read1ng
controversy It would seem'that Googh“s (1972) views have greater'l
re1evance when we 'consider the a]]ocat1on of attention for the beg1nn1ng
reader- On the other hand, Goodman's (]969 1973) descr1pt1on of the
"read1ng process m1ght be more apt]y app11ed to the analysis of the
attent1ona1 process of the prof1c1ent reader. Or it could be: a]terna—
t1ve1y suggested that the controversy w111 never be sab1sfactor11y
resolved. for one side or the other and 1t 1s very 11ke?y that both
’systems 51mu1taneously p]ay an 1ntegra1 ro]e w1th respect to the
optimization of attent1on as other researchers have.alreadyvsuggested_
" (Norman, 1976; Mc\con’ki'e and Rayner, 1976). The point that is, -
howerer most crucial to the, present discussion is that even though

e~

there appears to be wide acknowledgement of the 1mportance of attent1on
for both "bottom-up" and Jtop down" processﬂngiwn reading, the

majority ot‘reading studies concerning attention have primariiy been -
based opon a "bottom-up" perspective'(Lupart, 1978b); This may not be
all that ‘surprising considering thehpreSSUre during ‘the last five
“decades from psycho1ogy‘to‘focus on‘measurab1e behaviora1 responses \

(i.e., visual scanning, eye movements, reaction times) and a

traditional view of perceptionhwhjch emphasized stimulus reception



(i.e., symbol recognition, orthography, or tachistosoopic perception)
as opposed to how children "learn to pred1ct and ant1c1pate what is
coming next in read1ng" and "what the goa]s ‘and the appropr1ate units
are for the d1fferent intentions that initiate-and ma1nta1n read1nq

" behavior" (Hochberg and Brooks 1970, pp.~ 249-250). In other words,
we know a Tot .about what a reader does attehd to; but‘we do not know
how oh what determines how he guides his attention. In the following
segment of this review, a.éuhmary of some of the work of the few
heading researchers who are beginnthg to exp]ore‘this potentially
“fruitful “toprdown" perspective -of attention in the reading process -
will be:given: In addition, it should become quite apparent that |

the "top-down" approach.to attention, astitiié developing in the

R reading literature, is.very similar and qoite'consistent wiig the

"interactive approach" or the'"cognitiVe approach" that was described
in the ear11er d1scuss1on of genera] psychological models. of

attent1on. L » S

~Read1ng as an Intentional Behav1or

The logic for stress1ng a'“tOp down" approach to attent1on
inoreading is outlined by Hochberg and Brooks (1970):

" The reader does not merely regard a block of text and
immediately realize its message. He must "intend" to

- read the display, must "pay attention" to its meaning,
if he is able to-respond to its contents. What a phrase.
like "pay attention to" might mean in this context has
not received much thought or exper1menta1 research, but

it would seem to be of fundamental 1mportance to any
understanding of what the reading process is a] ut.
(p. 242)

The importance of an "1ntent1ona1" or. "p]ann1ng" component to

attent1ona1 processing in reading has recent]y been gaining 1ncreased

PN
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reéognition (Hochberg and Brooks, 1976; Stauffer, 1977; Mackworth, 1977;

Hochberg, 1976; Hochberg, 1978). Hochberg (1978) proposes that there
5 ) ‘ .
are two interacting systems that affect our reading behavior: para-

foveal or peripheral search guidance and cognitive séarch‘guidance.
Thezformér'system (formq]ated on the bagis of méﬁn]y eye-movement
studies) must make optimal use of tﬁe‘infofmation being picked ﬁp_by
the.successive extrapolatipns of the fovea, whf]e'the latter guide§ the
' eye movement 6n the basis of anticipating what comes next. According
tb Hochberg (1978):

The-skilled reader is set for most of -his glances before o
he perceives them so that his long-term memory is primed;

and within each speech plan, he is testing a chunk that

is a]ready in short-term memory. He does not combine
successive samples by adding each to the preceding one.
Instead, he moves his eyes to test and fill out’ his
expectations and formulate new ones. (p. 177)

i

In an attempt to explain ju§f how the pTanning'function reTétes to
 read1ng, as well as other such sk111ed act1ons as typ1ng, Hochberg
(1973) refers to the M111er, Galanter and Pribram (1960) Test—kﬂ

Operate-Test-Exit (TOTE) model, the unit of purpos1ve,_p1anned,
sequeniia] behavior. "Tﬁefe areithree key feétures to the TOTE model
ﬁ'whiﬁh.Hoghberg (1978).out11nes and which are impgrtant to the
;discussion hbre. The first point is that there is a hierarchical
progress1on 1n that | | ‘ |
a part or deta11 at one level of ana1y51s becomes a unit

N with its own parts at thé next. . . . The second po1nt:1g;
- that perception, expectation {or "1nterna1 representat1o

N or "image" of the desired state), intention and action are
all intertwined in this analysis. The tests consist of
comparison ©f the existing state of affairs (roughly, €

. perceptions) with the desired state of affairs—i.e.,
with a particular representat1on of  the world that is
selected by the organ1sm s goal or intentions. . . .

The third point is that. there are limits to how far downi -
“the analysis can go. (p. 181) .
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To the present 1ine of &iscussion, the TOTE model as_it'is

out]ined would appear to be quite consistent with both a "top-down"

"bottom-up" attentional view of the reading process. What is

unaccep ble, however, is the way that Hochberg (1976,'1978) applies
this mbdel to a "?peech-p]an eye-movement,mode]’of reading."- In his
- discussion of Types 1, 2, 3 and 4 reading, Hochberg (1976), despite
his. 1ntu1t1ve acknow]edgement of the 1mportance of "top- down
attentional process1ng, re11es on "bottom-up" experiments (1.e., eye
,movements_or adjustments to the visual information) to back his itate—
ments; In fairness to Hochberg (1976) he acknowledges the Timitations
~of his approachvfn statfngi | | -
c Perhaps the large regressive movement back to a word that
the reader makes when he discovers later on that he must’
have misread the word (Geyer, 1966) is the closest we have
come to a direct record of cognitive gu1dance in the
course of read1ng “(p. 405)

_ Also, by mak1ng reference to a speech- p]an View of reading,
one might misinterpret Hochberg' s (1976, 1978) not1on of cogn1t1ve
search guidance as one that is dominateo by 1inguistic:barameters
rather than cognitive pians. The former IingUistic perspective would
be typ1f1ed by the 'work of, for examp]e Vellutino (1977) who hypothe-
sizes “"that poor readers may have d1ff1cu1ty both in 11ngu1st1c cod1ng f/
of 1ncom1ng information and. in the retr1eva1 of 11ngu1st1c referents

'assoc1ated with given st1mu11" (p. 348). This v1ew,wou1d therefore;
conflne the cogn1t1ve search gu1dance attentJonaT process1ng to the
semantic, syntact1c or phono]og1ca] components of the—wr1tten text.

In contrast "top-~-down" attent1ona1 processing as defined 1n th1s .

.research includes any:of the executive, p]ann1ng, or se]fgregu]at1ve_
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attentional strategies that the reader can impose on the reading
situation to increase the efficacy'of ‘the performance.

In a more philosobhica] discussion of the role of intention
in reading and thinkingzstauffer»(1977) makes the notion of attention
as cognitive search guﬁdance quite clear:

In brief, then, it appears that -reading is a.mental
. ‘process akin to- th1nk1ng or to state it differently,
critical reading is akin to reflective or productive
th1nk1ng. One must also allow for the fact that r€ading
can be done for vague, unclear affective reasons and/or
for unregulated thinking. Thus, reading can be done at
various degrees of sophistication both for entertainment
and learning. Likewise, thinking can be either regulated
or largely unregulated. When reading to learn is required,
“the reading-thinking process must be productive. When
reading for entertainment, the reading-thinking process can
be largely unregulated, varying with the amount of involve-
ment des1red (p.: 52) o . . N\

In corroborat1on w1th the above view, Mackworth (1977) makes

the important d1st1nct1on between the st1mu1us bound versus self-

o

ruled tasks in reading., In a stimulus-bound task such as monitoring
another's reading, the person must simply match the spoken and printed

patterns.» According to Mackworth (1977) it: ,
makes no great démands on the ability to use se]f 1nstruct1ons
to do the work . . . there is no need to use the verbal
context to guess what is coming next . . . the rate .of work
is predetermined by outside environmenta] circumstances . . .
is information processing with minimal opportunities to work
with the stimulus input in anything but a standardized
manner . . . iS a more passive activity . . . Little is

" regulated in the way of prediction . . . The rules are there
and already laid down. (p. 19)

The sé]f-ru]ed’task, which‘is‘what moet readiﬁg situations»for
"~ the proticient reader are, is quite the oppostte of ‘the stimulus-
‘bound task The se]f—ru]ed readfng situation is.one in which’the good

reader -is more act1ve1y 1nvo1ved and- establishes his own control over

.34

PRSI




35

the stimuli. As Mackworth (1977) describes it:

This sk111ed performer is re1y1ng on the context to et
him predict the upcoming meaning and gramfatical con-
structions that will shortly be fixated directly.. The
essence of the game is to create a temporary:stabilization
- of the fast- chang1nq verbal situation., . . . the ability to
plan the processing of information by picking the most .
appropriate subroutines to deal w1th fast changing
requ1rements. (p 19) , .

; ~ Invorder to account for the fact that poor readers can do we]]
on stimu]us-bound tasks,:and yet do rather poorly on self-ruled
readipg;tasks,_Mackworth‘(1977)_sUggests‘thdt‘the'brob]em might be
’attributed‘to-the 1ate‘deve1opment'6f the frontal Tobes in the brain.
Drawing on the works of Luria (1966), Milner (1971) and Pribram (1971),
Mackworth (1977) points out that since the frontal lobes of the

N , . B | e |
brain are responsible for the discovery of rules, self-critical >
: activities; and the segmenting of a serfes of eVents, the deve]obment
of the frontal lobe structures must be cr1t1ca1 for purpos1ve and
proficient read1ng. Indeed Milner (1971) has exper1menta1]y shown .
that'the"reCOgnjtion_of s1ng1e words is'the‘ﬂﬁiQue*functidntof temporal
Tobes, whereas the perception of’ the sequencing of a series of words
is mainly a function of the frontal lobes. As Mackworth (1977)
describes it, the frontd] Tobes in reading:

create general 1dtent10ns and plans to regulate and'cqntro1r_

.subsequent ‘actions by self-criticism and evaluation. But

Luria (1966) and Pribram (1971) stress that the frontal-

lobes organize behavior in. an even more direct manner during

serial tasks. They have ongoing supervisory or executive

functions which maintain a running analysis of actions and

thoughts to keep the main intention uppermost. (p. 20)

Up to.this point,fit seems;that Mackworth (1977) presents a
eignificant_additidq to an dnderstahding of how attentional procesées

w0rk_as "top-down" intentipnaj behaviors jn the reading process.
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(1977) makes the imp1ication'that the short-term memory capacity ;
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- However, he then goes on to suggeSt that in poor. readers "the short-

term memory cannot provwde ‘the proper’ conte&t or subrout1nes to use

in the search1ng of 10nggterm memory" (p, 21). By this, Mackworth

11m1tat1ons of the poor and younger reader cause the d1ff1cu1ty
On the basis’ of the prev1ous d1scuss1on concerning capac1ty mode]s,
however; it is argued that‘a more_p]aus1b]e explanation would be that

the poor reader fails to impose his own self-regulation of the reading

~ task, thereby making it an-activity which js more “stipulus-bound"

than "self-ruled." In other wordé; the podr reader fails to set his

own purposes for reading, and most likely views‘the major reading task

as essentially a decoding activity. A further argument aga1nst

‘Mackworth's (i977) hypothes1s of short term memory capac1ty limitations

in poor readeré is that the prob]em is mq;tfoften on]y'man1fested in the
reading situation and doeé not genera1ﬁze to other subject areas or
1earninq\tasks In any case,.it would apbear"that the counterergument
of the poor reader s fa11ure to 1mpose h1s own se]f requ]at1on can be.
fa1r1y stra1qht forwardly examined by having the poor reader attend to
self-regulatory or p]ann1ng‘strategle$ on a read1ng tesk and observe -
perfonmance diffetences when no se]f-fegulation’is encouraged.

In an attempt to clarify the interrelationships between
regulation or metacognitien and cognition in the reading process,
Forrest-and Waller (1&86}\sug§est_that: |

Cognition refers to the'actua1 processes and strategies that

.are used by a reader. On the other hand, meta-cognition is

a construct which refers first to what_aepersoneknows about

~ his/her cognitions (in the sense of being consciously aware
of the processes and of being able to tell you about them

+

!
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in some way), and second, to the ability to control these

cognitions (in the sense of planning cognitive activities,
. choosing among alternative activities, monitoring the per-
- formance of activities, and changing act1v1t1es) (p.- 2)

1

This“Qiew appears to be consistent with_the notion of top-down
attentional brocessihg.as,ithhas been deve]opea here.
| Although this review of the 11terature,regarding reading
as an 1ntentfdna1 behavior has .been quite brief, it is obvious that by
incorporating both a “"top-down" and “bottom-hp"vview of attentional
. precesses\in readihg, the preéent nefions cencerning'"the optimizatidn
. of\Ettention" (GiBson and Levin, 1975) in the reading field heed some
refinementQ Before presentation of a redefinition-of optimization of>
atfentien in reading and the implications fof.the reading. disabled,
twoApoints by Way of summary of'thisbsegmeqt are neeessary.
| 1. Researchens %n the area of ‘reading have begun. to explore
attentien as a "top-doWh" proeess and there appears to be considerab1e
agreemenf to the‘notionfthat optimal attention involves intention,
planning, and self-regulation. This“pbsition is very simi1§r
tO‘the'"intefactive" of "cognitive" approach‘fhat is similarly
‘beg1nn1ng to appear in the _general 11terature on attention.

| 2\\150 far the 1nvest1gat1ons concern1ng attention as a
‘"top-down procesé in read1ng have been based on "bottom up"” investi-
.gaffons (Hochberg,v1978;'Mackworth; 1977).

* In concluding this segment, it is suggested that there is a'

consp1cuous need for an investigation of “top-down" attentional
_ process1ng using a "top down" 1nvest1gat1ve approach. .Thjsiis the

pr1mary purpose of the present study.



A Redefinition of the Optimization
of Attention in Reading

- In review of the above dichssiOn\éf attention in réading,

the earlier quote by Mostofsky (1970):
attention, implying as it does multivariate considerations
of process (attenttonal), subject (attentive) and stimulus

(attention-getting), will require multi-dimensional
‘analytics (p. 22) ' ~

- takes on newrsignificance. The,picture of the profiéient reader

who (as we now see-it) is ut;Tizing-opfimal attention, is one who can'
: f]exibi]y»app]y her/his atfention éo the visda1\inf0rmation dh the
page; tb the intgrpretatién of the author's, meaning; to her/his own
reflective or backgfound knowledge; or to an overriding;hacrb:goa1.‘
bthat can be se]f-regujated or otheriimposed;.'Where the attention gets

-allocated is both self and situationally determined. The decision for

attentional allocatdon is dictated by the reader's self-defined, self-

regulated, dr intengretive view of the task purpose. Diffgrent
~attentional allocation strategiéé are mofe éfffcient for different
tasks, and thé proficﬁent'reader‘wi]1 rely qh those most eXpedient to
jher/his goal. - ,

' . There were no studies that‘cdq1d be found in the literature"
whfch sbécifica]]y‘dealt with a model of attention incorporéting Both
"“bottom-up" and "top-down" pro;eséing, As previous]y mentioned, even
the'reading fesearchefs who adVocate‘this‘view of‘attention dnd the
reading proCeSs_(Hochbérg, 1976,:1978; Mackwgg;h; 1977) appear to.
_ rely on bottom-up typeiinVestigationé (i.e;, texf manipulations, |

‘ téchistoscbpe studies). However, there is some significant work in_

A

'the.area of metacognition. that has been recently flooding thé develop-

mental literaturew(Flave11,11978;.Brown, 1978) that'woﬁ]d appear to.

v
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be a logical starting point for an analysis of attention in the reading
process from a "top-down" perspective. Though there appear to be any
number of metas (i.e., metamemory, metacomprehension, meta]earnﬁng)‘that
fall under the rubric of “"metacognition," the collective term, as @
defined by Flavell (1976):
fefers to one's knowledge concerning one's own cognitive
processes and products or anything related to them, e.g.,
~ the learning-relevant properties of information or data. . .
HMetacognition refers, among other things, to the active
monitoring and. consequent regulation and orchestration of
these processes in relation to the cogn1t1ve obJects or data

on which they bear, usually in the service of some concrete
goal or obJect1ve (p. 232)

w3 ‘
It 15'of-cons1derab1e interest to note.that the above descrip-
tion of “metécognitioh"_captures many of the featureg that ‘researchers -
in the area of attention (i.e.,vDouglas and Peters, 1979; Gibson and
Rader, 1979) and in'thé atea of reading and attention\(i.e., Hochberg,
1978; Mackworth, 1977) havéltecent1y begun tdvexplone. In fact; we‘
are beginniag'to,see_an'1ncreasing numbey of investigations in the
| litefature dealing with the metatoénitive Orimetacomprehenston'aspects
of readiﬁg (DiVesta, Haywafd, 0r1andd,’]979; Myers and Paris, 1978}
Fofrest andVWalier,_1979;‘Brown; Campioﬁé and(Barclay,>]979). Myeré
and Par1s (]978) for example, conducted'an ihterview study with
e1ght and twe]ve year old children 1n an effort to determine meta:
cogn1t1ve awareness. of persona] ab111t1es, task parameters, and
_cogn1t1ve‘strateg1es. "On the basis of the findings that theryoungér
;th]dren wereyless sensitivé to the-semantic Structdre.of péragraphs,
goa]s‘of reading, and strategies for reso]ving'comprehension fai]ures,
the authors concluded that metacogn1t1ve knowledge indeed appears to be
a major factor in the acquisition of proficient read1ng skills. '

‘. . . o . .. . -

A



Of even greater siahificance to the present discussion are
the ever increasing number/of studies which suggest that both other-
regulated and se1f-regu1aﬁed "top-down" strategies have a significant

.effect on the learning anb performance. Lichtenstéin and Brewer

(1980) were able to demonstrate that-a plan schema of underlying

events was the most imporﬁant gﬁctor in both behavioral and narrative

| \

? i .
prose recall. Similarly, Ross,|Rakow and Bush (1980) have shown that

helping the student to imbrové his strategies for self-managed learning
‘ "

systems results in signifﬁcant]y better retention and learning
|

i

efficiéncy,-over both traditibna] instructional aid to the student _»

(i.e., the teacher giving the response as opposed to the student
so]ving'thé problem), as well as ineentive effeéfs, Utilizing a
soméwhat unusual approach, Denney (1975) and Denney, Jones ahd Krigel

3
(1979) have utilized a number of cognitive strategy modeling and

training techniques, that have been successfully adopted and applied
by children and elderly adults to improve their performance on a

20 Questions task.

The above studies suggest a number 6f ways in Which a."top-
down" approach might be operationalized, as well as fhe-kinds of
concerns that can be effectivé]y examined in this way. wfth respect .
to the role of attention and fts significénce as a "top-down" process,

//{here are a number of areas thét need'toAbe explored. For examp]e,
we need to know how the hferaﬁchy of self-rule (se]f-regulatibn) is
sequencéd (ife.,‘metacbgnitivé Tevel, to'metatomprehension, etc.); if
the yppef Tevel processes are;availab1e to the child; if they”are §

available, does the child use them; and in which particular reading

40
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situations; how can we train the child to give attention to higher

level cognitive strategies éhring the reading'task, and what are the
instructional conditions that facilitate this? There are already some
good examples in the reading literature of how one could begin to
investigate these kinds of problems (Dee-Lucas and DiVesta, 1980;

Brown, Campione, Joseph, Barclay, 1979; DiVesta; Hayward, Orlando, 1979;
Forrest and Waller, 1979, 1980). Forrest and Waller (1980), for
example, examined the ability of ydgng children to make appropriate
verbaljzations about the decoding;_comprehension and sfrategic'aspects
of reading, and used stepyise multiple regresijons to.predict reading

ability. They found that:

at the grade 3 level, the multiple regression equation accounted
for 46.82% of the variance with decoding being the best pre-
dictor from the set of reading skills. At the grade 6 level,
the multiple regression equation accounted for 62.73% of the
variance wjth strategies being the best predictor from the

set. (p. 7)

Techniques such as those used above are still at a pioneering level £

in this kind of research, but the findings do appear to provide sub- e

stantial support for continued investigations of this sort.

" In another study, Owings, Pet“ en, Bfansford, Morris and

Stein (1980) gave the least and mo%&‘%:'essfu1.boys fromté regular
grade five class study stories to re ch varied in the degree to
wh1ch they made sense re1at1ve to- part1c1panps prior know]edge The
d1fference is exemp11f1ed by the sensibilit of the two following ‘
sentences.' "The tall boy played basketba]]" versus: "The hungry boy
took a nap." Their findings. are of interest on several accounts.

The Owihgs, Petersen, Bransford, Morris and Stein (1980) compehdium

of .the results is as fo1]owsﬁ



‘< . :For both groups, cued recall test scores (e.g., "What did

“ the hungry boy do?") were substantially higher for stories.
that made sense than for stories that did not. Successful
students spontaneously ‘monitored as they read and Studied;
they were aware of having difficulty learning the less
sensible stories, and they could.explain why they were

. having trouble. Less successful students did not rate

difficulty accurately .anfl seemed unaware of the manipulation.
When allowed unlimited study time, successful students '
spontaneously regulated learning, that is, they chose’to

study difficult stories more than easy stories. Less
successful students studied -equally for both. When prompted,
less successful students were able to distinguish between
stories, but they did not do so spontaneously. The results
suggest that many students perform below their potential, ..

" in part because they do not spontaneously monitonfénd regulate

" their learning. (p.-25Q) ' .

Ay
&

'fhe.abové study also exemp]iffes the utility of observiné
-“sampiesAof“more andrléssqbrofiﬁiency‘in this "tOp—down“vapproach,
Béfo?e giving a‘summary of -the iﬁvestfgationvthat is-proﬁoéed for
this'study,'a Hfief’diséussion of: the imp]icatioﬁs of an ihvestigatjon
"',6f attentibn using a "top-down" approach for reading disabled students
s fn order. = - . - - - S .v, .’ o
| WQ'kn?w that a major”prqportion of ]earnihg'disab1ed stdénts
have difficulty in the reading and reading related subject areas in
| school. Ohe:of the major‘faptofs-ihat is hypothesized as the cause
of this difficy]fy is attention deficit.i However, despite a con-
'éiderab]eaamount of'invesﬁigafive effort that ﬁas beén undértaken to
ﬁdentjfyithe nétUre and extent .of th? interrelainnShip and,"indeed,
how toirémedjate tngwprdb]em; there is considerabTe'cbhtroversy'and
cdntfadiétfch;gVen on what«dpbear to be rather méjdr jssues. - For
, examp]e,'it isﬂunc]eér’whethg? the~learning disabled have a géhefal
»dﬁsposition for atteniidn deficit (Dykman et a1;; 197]); o# whether

this . is true only for a distinct subgroup of learning disability

i @
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(Douglas and Pete;s, ?979)_or wnether it is a specific aepect of
attention that creates the preoominant impediment to the learning
disabled child's Tearning (Ross, 1976). |

In Vtew'of_some,of the problems discussed above in the’aree
.of attention and learning disability, the ”top-down" épproach to:
‘ attention in reading‘offers a number of ddVantages.l To beg1n with,
t1t prov1des a necessary comp]et1on to an 1nvest1gat1ve framéwork that
\js’decided1y fbottom-up" or1ented,yboth fttnrﬁhe read1ng,and learning
disebi]ity:perspective. ‘Since the ]earning disebleo student js ot '

a

comperab]e intellidence with respect to his normal peefs, it is
posé?b]e tnat many of the metacognftive_routines are already developed
and utilized in 1earn1ng tasks other than reading. If‘sow~one'oou1d
expect that for the older 1earn1ng d1sab1ed student who has outgrown
'or. overcome any possible perceptua] prob]ems, promot1ng h1m to rely
on or attend to such metacogn1t1ve abilities during a reading task
should marked]y affect his performance The ecologita] validity of |
the task is estab11shed by the fact that 1t js the actua] read1ng task
- that. is used in the 1nvest1gat1on., The specific task variables versus
child chordoteristics can be clearly eiamined ( Krupski, 19%0).- Meny
of the experimental methods that are used to improve subject perfor--.
mance‘can”be ea;i1y adépteo for c]as§room'0f‘remedia1 use. vIn'a B 3;
similar vein researchers‘tan capita1izevon a wide‘repertoire of

strategies that experienced teachers have been using for yeeré as
material fdr‘]aboratory training programs :

In v1ew of the d1scuss1on thus far, the fo11ow1ng study is

proposed' The effects of 1nstruct1ona1 conditions, d1ffer1ng accord1ng
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to the degree of,cher-direétedneés-for promotion of -attentional.
Seif-ru11ng; 6n a ;eading task wiT] be examfhed,‘ The specific con-
ditions fo be used inc]uQe incidenta]'atténtipn (no other direction), .
intentional aftentfon (é]ightfotheﬁédirection), p]ahned intent1ona1
.attention (substantial other direction), and trainéd.intentioﬁaT
attention (maximalyotﬂér direction). ?erformance will be evaluated °
on the basis of storylrecai1 and compfehension measuré#.i RéguiarmF

' graaé five students and reading.disab1éd students Who are éssessed as
reééing at the grade fiVé Jevel wii] be involved inéal} fourylearnihg
conditions. The higher“grade 1é§e1 Was"dhéseﬁ becaugefit was |

_ qnticipatedrthaf there wou]d be greater evidence of top-down attené_
,tjona1 strateqgy usaéévat’the higher gradé 1eye1s_(Forrest and Wai]ef,v
41980), and a]sd we could expect that the learning disabled readers, s

would have, at this:]evé1, overcome any of the perceptua1 difficulties:

-
]
- v

that are often agsociated with this group.



CHAPTER- 3

e

- _;b : . "RATIONALE, DEFINITIONS, HYPOTHESES
Rationale

\ , o '. Various theoret1ca1 and exper1menta1 approaches have been used .
| to determ1ne why the major proport1on of those 1dent1fﬁed as 1earn1ng |
d1sab1ed are unable to learn to{read or read at the Tevel of the1r IQ
“and chrono]og1ca1 age matched peers. One widely accepted exp]anat1on
df the 1earn1ng diffitu1ties of this .aroup is‘the‘notion of attedtion b

def1c1t Traditional "f11ter" and "capac1ty" theories of attent1on

:have been adopted to test th1s\not1on‘and the exper1menta1 resu1ts‘
emanat1ng from the typ1ca1 "match1ng fam111ar f1gures“ or “1nc1denta1

3

1earn1/g/ parad1gms have been acknow1edged as support1ve of an atten-

t1on def1c1t hypothes1s 1n the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed However, there:

appears to be a grow1ng dlss" § taon with this trad1t1ona1 v1ew—

% g
. i 58
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point, and the not1on is current1y be1ng attacked on several fronts
(Doug]as ‘and Peters, 1979; Pelham, 1979)

From an educat1ona1 perspect1ve, the cr1t1c1sms are centered

around-the definitional, structura] versus contro], and eco]og1ca1

validity issues. These conceptua1 1ssues were discussed in some

{tail in the introduction of.this study The subsequent review- of
;the 11terature not only confirmed the validity of these concerns for
- learning disability research, but were found to'be applicable to the

Tl 8
reading and attention investigative areas as well.

By far the most crucial issue. appears to be related to

45
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definitional conoenns. The experimental literature reveals several

. éttentioh-definitions,(and at least -as many ways of testing the

construcﬁd Simi]arTy, there are seemingly countless ways to define
reading‘end consequent]y‘c0unt1ess weys'to exomine reading‘penfornanceQ
When there are attempts to combine say,~the notion of attention and
read1ng, or read1ng and Tearning d1sab111ty, the problem is only
compounded Needless to say, this s1tuat1on most certalnly is a

pr1mary factor with regard to the apparent d1sorgan1zat1on and frag- %
mentary character of the research Titerature. !

Both structura1 versus control and eco]og1ca1°va11d1ty 1ssues
are assuming increased prominence in the aEtent1on and reading research.
_For eXample, traditional theories of'aftention are béing attacked as
being biased toward a structural arientation (Doug]as and Peters,n1979),
or for a fa11ure to adequate1y account for qualitative changes in the
young ch11d s deve]opment of attent1on (G1bson and Rader{ 1979). In \

the area of reading, researchers have long been dissatisfied with

,experimentaJ approaches which, in the interest of exXperimental control,

" break reading down to_a‘number of\subekilTs such es worddidentifica-
‘t1on, or letter d1scr1m1nat1on, ‘tasks whigh many 1nvest1gators argue
are too far removed from the actual reading s1tuat1on to be eco]og1ca]1y Oﬁ;
valid for c1assroom application. Such concerns no doubt have spun;edf
’the recent fiood of investigations concerninglsfory comprepension,
study sk1lls and metacomprehens1on.
Desp1te what seem to be cruc1a1 conceptual obstacles, there

appears to be suff1c1ent ev1dence in the research 11terature to

_warrant an integrative 1nvest1gat1on of reading, attent1on and readﬁng
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disab1 ity. As a result of the many shortcomings of traditional

attention models, theorists and researchers-are beginning to advocate

“an alternative model of attention which features both perceptual and
cbgnitiye aspects of attention. Although there is no general "cognit}ve"

or "interactive" theory of attention at present, there'are tertain

Y,

. characteristics \which set this approach apart from trad1t1ona1 attention’

theories. The mo t 1mportant character1st1cs are that cognition gu1des

attent1on (Ne1sser,

1967); that attent1on organizes perceptua] intake
(Hochberg, 1978) “that attention is 1ntr1ns1ca11y tied to the p1ann1ng
‘ (Hochberg, 1979), purpds1ve (Gibson and Rader 1979), execut1ve (Mackworth,
'f977) or metacognitive (Doug}as afd Peters, 1979) abilities; tha? atten-
~tion undergoes qua]icative chénges across deve1opment (Gibson and Rader,
. 1979) and that optimal'ettention is achieved through increasing self-
1 regu]ation,(bouglas ahd Peters, 1979; Maékworfh 1977); - Of considerable
1nterest is the fact that th1s “1nteract1ve or "cognitive" view of
‘attention is be1ng advocated by general attention theorists (Gibson and
Rader, 1979; Neisser, 1967), by read1ng researchers (Hochberg, 1978;
Mackworth., 1977) and special educat1on researchers (Krupsk1, 1980).

With respect to the reading pr0cess, it was suggested that

attent1ona1 processing cou1d be v1ewed (1n light of the "1nteract1ve

o

©ooor "cogn1t1ve" v1ew of attention) as both a "bottom—up" and ”top;down

process ~ The former emphaslzes the investigation of various readJng

o

subskills such as attent1on in letter d1scr1m1nat1on or word \\

‘1dent1f1cat1on, whereas the latter approach emphasizes the reader's : \\\\\

attentiona] p]énning and.se1f-regu1ation abilities that are utilized

N

| in their day-toiaay,‘functiona1 or recreatidna1<reading.

/7
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Recent research and discussion in-the area of reading suggests

‘that the proficient reader is one who can flexibly apply his/her

attention to the visual information on thelpage; to thé;interpretationf'

oflthe auther's meaning;:to his/her own reflective backgrqund know-
ledge, or to an overridiﬁg macro-goal that can be se1f-fegu1ated or
other imposed. Where the aftentjbn gets allocated is seilf and\ } .
’s1tuat1ona11y determined. fﬁe decision %or attentiona1'a116catf0n is
d1ctated by the reader S se]f defined or interpretive view of the task
purpose. It also seems~]ike1y that different attentiona1 allocation
strategies are more efficient for different tasks, and the proficient
reader would se]ect1ve1y rely on those most expedient to h1s/her ‘goal.

Although we know a great dea1 about the re]at1onsh1p between

reading and attention from a bottom up perspective, the 1iterature is.

essent1a11y void with respect to a‘top\down approach to read1ng and
+ attention. However, recent stud1es in the area of metacogn1t1on and |
‘metecgmprehens1on suﬁgest that a reader S pttent1on to such potential
‘attentionaT orgahizers~as'metacomprehension strategies’are fmportant_
in the development of proficient reading. For exampie, Forrest and
Waller (1980), using‘ﬁultiple regression equations, fdund fhat_meta;
‘comprehension strategies were the best predictors to accbﬁnt'for'the
variance ofwdecbding, cohprehension and etrafegy,usage scores at the
" grade six ]e;e], whereas decoding was fhe»beét predfctor for the
- grade threes in the sample. | |

It s most unfortunate that the research in the area of
attent1on and read1ng has been so dec1ded1y one-sided toward a view of

attention as a unidirect1ona1 bottom-up process. For it is quite
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conceivab]é th;t it is ‘the attention to these tpp-down‘strategies or
metacomprehension plans ddrihgfthe reading'process‘thatzdistinguishes
- children from adult readers, poor from proficient readers, or-normal
from disabled readers. It is this possibility that is to be exp{bred
.and examined in this research | |

By exam1n1ng normal and d1sab1ed readers on a silent read1ngl
task under d1fferent 1nstruct1ona1 conditions (which vary accord;;g/
J}.to the amount of other—dtrect1on for the promotion of attentiona
seif—regu]ation), severat questions‘can be answered. First, it might
_be determ1ned whether attent1ona1 1f- regu]at1on in reedlgg is. |
apparent in norma] reading deve]opment Next, by compar1ng,performance'
across»experimenta].conditions,.information één be derived with
»respect to improvement in performance resu1t1ng from attentional self-
regu1at1on. This approach may - also provide data which are re]evant |
for: classroom ut111zat1on, in.that the 1nstruct1ona1»approach_y1e1d1ng‘

.'mex1na1 performance for each group may be ascertained., If significant
: .discrepancies in "top—down attent1ona1 se]f regu]at1on between normal

danddreadfng disab]ed can be e11m1nated through 1nstruct1ona1_con-

_ ditions, the results would be of interest to those with theoretical,
ie*périhenta], and/or remedia]_concerns in the areas of'attention, .
reading, end Tearning disabi1ity. |

‘Some mention should be made concern1ng the dependent var1ab1es
se]ected for this study. “1In us1ng recall and comprehens1on scores,
the obvious- confond1ng of attentnon ‘memory and comprehens1on is
| acknow1edged The immediate qde;t1on is how do we know if it actua]]y

attent1on that is under study here? To help to c1ar1fy the 1nterre1at1on-

sh1p, Vygotsky's (1978) view of the re]at1onsh1p between memory and
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atteption has been adopted 1n the present study. v
T‘b poss1b111ty of comb1n1ng e1ements of the past and present
visual fields (for instance, tool and goal) in one field of

attention leads in turn to a basic reconstruction of another
vital function, memory. (p 36)

In other words ,. Vygotsky (1978) suggests that both attent1on and memory
’are vital to the 1earn1ng process in-that attention is that mechan1sm
which a]]dns one to examine the contents of the past in view of the |
presents onthinvthe context of a silent reading task, the attention of
the reader can be momentariiy and/or substantia11y a11ocatedbto the visual
st1mu]1, the 1nterpretat1on of the text, the reconstruct1on of the text
.on the basis of the reader's pr1or knowledge, and/or to an overriding
metacogn1t1ve or metacomprehension plan of»the reading task. i&y_system—

§

atfca]]y examining recall performance over conditions which vary'in the
”degree to wh1ch they dtrect the reader to attend to a metacogn1t1ve p]an
of the reading task the effects of attentional se]f regu]at1on as a

_~top down process in norma] and disabled readers can be 1nferred

A f1na1 var1ab1e, passage read1ng t1me, shou]d provide an
additional indication as to whether meta strateg1es are be1ng adopted in
‘thé intentional instructional cond1t1ons. For example, 1f.a subject
reviews se]ected/story parts before indioating.hislreadtnESs to recall,

this would require more reading time. -
Definitions

Inc1denta1 Cond1t1on

SubJects are on]y instructed to. s11ent1y read the exper1menta1

. passage.

Intentional Condition
‘ SubJects are 1nstructed to s1lent1y read the exper1menta1

passage and are informed of the reca11 requ1rement at task comp]et1on._



Planned Intentional - : -

SUbjects are provided the same instruction as the intentional
group as well as nine pre-task interview questions\(Appendix C) to
lnduce the subject to adopt any self- generated meta -strategies to

~improve task reca]] and comprehens1on

Trained Intentiona]

1 : . v
Subjects initia1>§ undergo four forty-fiVe minute training

sessions in wh1ch a spec1f1c metacogn1t1ve read1ng strategy (SQ3R,
Append1x D) is taught, and practice-is provided in se]f-regu]at1ng

, attent1on to the overal] strategy dur1ng the s11ent read1ng of short

--passages. Pr1or to their read1ng of the exper1menta1 passage, subJects‘

" are provided the s/me%Tfétruct1on,as the intentional group and then
_ | s ‘ : _
specifically told to use the SQ3R approach.
Recall

. "This refers to_the subject's unaided retelling of the story

_immediaté]y“fo]fdwing‘the‘sflent reading experimenta1'task.

' Cohprehensidn ’ | |
fhiS-refers'td.the subject's cued recall and uhderstanding of
‘,story information that is specifically requested in the form of compre-
hens1on questions (Appendax A). It should be noted that the majority
of quest1ons are at a Jiteral Tevel (8/10), w1th on]y the last two
quest1ons,at the inferential Tevel. As such, it is acknow]edged that
comprehension as it is defdned here,‘is“sohewhat narrow in scope.

' Idea Units

The ‘story to be used as the experimental task in this study

has been broken down into 59 idea‘Units for use in a previous study
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-
(Brown\and Smi]ey, 1977). An idea -unit was defined as “one.whiéh

contained an idea and/orﬁrepregented a pausal unit, that is, a place

where a reader-might pause" (p. 3). -The technique was originally

\Z\-‘i;oposed by Johnson (1970) as "an objective method for dividing complex

vgrbal material into linguistic subunits (pausal units)" (p. 2). The:
idea units for-the experimental téﬁk story "The Dragon's Tears" are

. l

" found in Appendix B.

-Leve1-of-Impoftance Idea Units -

The -idea ‘units of the story to be used in this study have also
been raféd'by college students intO»foﬁr levels of impqrtapte to the
.théme (Appendix B). This information is to be used in the analysis of

" the data from thedpresent study as ah.indication of the quality of
information that the indi&idua],subject attended to while reading the

story and subsequent]y recalled.

Average Reader

Any student in a regular gradé five class who has had normal

year-to-year grade pfogreSsion; who has average pon-verba1 intelligence

. in the range of 90-115 (according to the schooT administered Lorge-

Thorndike IQ.TestL who scores in the range of gradé 4.5 to 5.6 on the
reading éomprehéné%on subtest of the Canadian Test of‘Easic Skills
(CTBS); wﬁo scores'atior above a.grade‘five equiva]eﬁf level on a
'Qord identification test ‘(Schonell, 1942); ahdiwhovhas no history of
any physica], emotjoha],‘or néurologiqa] anomalies. ‘The latter was
~assessed by penusé]‘of étudent records‘and'teaCher and counsellor

consultation.
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Disabled Reader | -

There was no definifioh»in the Titerature which was assessed
ﬁto be compTete1y adeqﬁate for the purboses;of this sfudy. Therefore, .
gthe following definition offeréd by Eisenberg (1966) though one of |
the better of those‘avai1ab1e;-needs éeftain qualifications. These
wi]l be discussed following the definitfon. i
"Specific reading disability may be defined as the failure
to learn to read with normal proficiency despite conventional
instruction, a culturally adequate home, proper motivation,
_intact senses, normal intelligence, and freedom from gross
neurological defect.  {(p. 360)
The two major criticisms of the abovg definition are (1) that terms
Tike "culturally adequate_home" and "proper motivation" are difficult
to defipelana virtua11y impossible to assess énd (2) that data from.
a'variety of professional sources is required (i.e., medical,
educationé],‘and social) to verify the identification of reading
disability éubjectg. To adapt the Qefinition to suit the purposes of
the present study, the terms “culturally adequate ﬁome" and "proper
motivation" are to be eliminated, and the remainihg criteria will be
.respecified accordingvto the descriptions outlined above fék the
averagé‘feader. Thus; the following revised definition is to be used
for the selection of reading disabled subjects in this stud
'Disab]ed-readervrefers to those studénts‘who have f. led to
learn to read with normal proficiency. This inc]udes’any.stUdenf iﬁ
a regular gradé seven class who has an average non-verbal inte]]fgence
score in the range of 90-115 (actording to the'school administered
Lorge—Thorndike IQ Test); who scores in the ;ahge of grade 4.5 to 5.6

on the reading comprehensioné%ubtesf'of'the CTBS; who scores at a

A ]
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grade five level er above on a word identification test (Schonell,
1942); and who has no history o? any physical, emotioﬁa] or neuro]ogica%
anomalies. The 1atter w111 be assessed by perusa] of student records .
and teache 1or consultation.
Since the r:ading acquisition of the reading disabled is | rﬁ\

reportedly eéminated during the initié] years by any number of
perceptual or developmental factors, the present\study attempts to
control fer\this.prob1eh by setting a re]ativeix’ﬁ?ﬁﬁ\rgading
aequisition:1eve1 (i.e., grade five) for the learning disabi]fty
samb]es., In doing so, the above definﬁtion is tailored to include
'the'essumpt}on that the basie word identification skills are adeéhéte]y
develoﬁed for these samples. This can be yer?fied by COmparingethe
word identification scores for sample groups. In addition, since
mefacognitive strategies in reading are hbre predominant at higher
grade levels (Forrest and Waller, 1980), 1t would seem that read1ng
: d1sab]ed students 1n the seventh grade 1eve], read1ng at the fifth

grade level, would be the prime candidates for exam1n1ng failure to

attend to metacogn1t1ve p]ans during read1ng

Fid

P2

ﬁxgotheses ' 2

Recall Performance

Hypothesis 1

Over all experimenta] cbnditions, mean recall performance
for both groups (average and reading disabled) will be posi’ti\{ely7 e

related to level of 1mportance of 1dea un1t (ite., Tevel 1 % L

level 2 < Tevel 3 < level 4). o - I




55

‘Hypothesis 1-1 ¢

Mean recall of high idea units versus low level units will
increase across experimental conditions Ior reading disabled

subjects.

4,
Hypothesis 1-2

Ny

Mean recall will be greater for average subjects as compared
to reading disabled subjects only in the incidental experimenta]

condition and not in the other three intentional conditions.

ot

Hypothesis 1-3

Mean recall performance for reéding disabled will increase
écross learning conditions (i.e., jncidental < intentiondl < planned

P R
intentional <“trained intentional). ) - ‘

Comprehension Performance

Hypothesis 2

\1 . -

Average veaders will obta1n a greater number of correct .
responses to cqmprehens1on ques!&ons than reading d1sab1ed in. the
1nc1denta1 1earn1ng conditions and not in the other three

intentional 1earning conditions.

- ]

Hypothesis 2-1

. , .
Correct responses to comprehension questions will increase

across learning conditions for reading disabled subjects (i.e., ,
b incidental < intentional < planned intentidnal < trained

“intentional). .



Passage Read1ngiT1me

: Hypothes1s 3 ° | o - -

Passage read1ng t1me w111 1ncrease for both groups (1 e.,

average and disabled readers) acro§s 1earn1ng cond1t1ons (1 e., :

1nc1dentaﬂ < 1ntent1ona1 < p1anned 1ntent1ona] < tra1ned

intent1ona1}

7
.o

- Hypothes1s 3= 1

a_"

' Passage read1ng t1me will be¢1onger for d1sab1ed readers than

‘ aVerage readers in a]ﬂ,cond1t1ons,

[«



Chapter 4
. .

METHOD

A  Subjects

The rationa]evforgselection of the experimental groups has been |
outlﬁned previbus]y-(pp.’43-44§'48-49). Ayerage»and disabled readers |

. were examinéd'fnvthis study The gradevfiyex(average readersﬁ'and |
Qrade seven (d1sab1ed readers) students were se]ected from elementary

vand Jjunior h1gh schools 1in the Edmonton Separate School System The

sample of students was cons1dered adequately representat1ve of -the .

,tota1‘sthoo1 popdlat}on with respect to socio-econg dtatus, and

thereywere_no predon&nant second language or Cuf \ »kmwr0upings in the :
'area. Groups were selected and equated on the’oaSis of IQAscores
and reading achievement scores. For?this‘purpose,,the'tests'used by
the school system were utilized. The’Lorge-Thorndike Inte]ligence ‘
Test, noh—verba] IQ score was. used for se]ectionlof stUdents‘in‘the

| average range of 1nte111gence (90-115). The’succéssfu] use of‘this
test for screen1ng 1earn1ng disabled ch11dren has beeh reported in

4Wthe 11terature (Baker and Kauffman, 1978). S1nce the.verbal componeht
of the Lorge-Thorndie.Inte]]Ithce Test is high]yidependent on readfﬁé
proficiency, neither Verbal or Full scale quotients were oonsidered
vappropr1ate for se]ect1on use. Reading.achievement is annually
assessed in the schoo1 system by means of the Canad1an Test of Basic
Skwlls (CTBS) Groups were matched for performance on the,readjng

comprehens1on subtest (grade equ1va1ent range 4.5-5, 6) of the most ‘

recently adm1n1stered CTBS The reported test reliability is based.on
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o L AN .
he split-half technique and is reported for each subte§Z§§t edéh

grade level. At the grade five 1eve1 the split-half reHabiJ‘
att®pt

coefficient“1s .93 for the read1ng comprehens1on subtest. No

-was made to- contro1 for sex ratio in the se]ect1on of samp]es _The

sample character1st1cs of the groups are 1nd1cv s h Table 1.

z«
Teachers and principals were consulted™

rurder to exc]ude
ubJects w1th any ser1ous sensory, emot1ona1 and organ1c anoma]1es

In add1t1on, any subject unable to ach1eve a. grade equ1va1ent of at

- least 5.0 on the Schone]] Graded WOrd Read1ng Test (1942) was

eliminated from the study. Letters were sent toﬁﬁhe parents or 1ega]
guard1ans of all students who were screened ‘as acceptab]e for 1nc1u31on
in the study to not1fy them of the purpose of the research

’ Subjects were randomly ass1gned to one of,foqr experimenta] &
eonditions\K1 e.; 1nc1denta1, intentional, p]anned‘intentiona1 | »
tralneo 1ntent1ona1) and each exper1menta] gréhp 1nc1uded 15 average

readers and 15 d1sab1ed readers

© . Stimulus Materia]s =
- : * : . ° N
1¥ was the. intention of this study to ensure that the experi-

‘mental task appro?imated'the norma1 silent reading situation as closely

as poss1b1e in order to satisfy eco1og1ca1 valldlty concerns as well

Vas the externa] validity of the fJndwngs The Japanese fo]k tale, .

. "The Dragon's Tears,“ used in several previous studies (Brown and

Smi]ey; 1977; Brown, Smiley and Lawton, 1977; Smiley, Oakley, Worthin, -

Campione”and Bro n; 1977) was se]ected for this study. There'are<

' severa] reasons Ihy the story 1s cons1dere%kappropr1ate here First,

the story has be n widely and successfu11y ut111zed with subJects at.
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this grade level as well as with both good and poor readers. ‘As
mentioned previously, the‘storyyjs broken dgwn into 59 idea\nnits

which have been tated and tested for_importance to the theme‘df the .
story. Therefore, recall protocols obtained from this research can-

be scored both for tota]fnnmber of‘idea units, as we1i as tne 1nbontance.
1eve1 ot the idea unit to. the gist of the story "]he‘bragon's Tears"

is 390 wdrds in 1ength and has a reported Dale-Chall (1948) readab111ty |
scorg ot 5. 2287 which makes it suitable read1ng mater1a1 for subaects '
reading at a grade five 1eve1.:’In add1t10n, the story content is both

interesting and -of a form which is highly familiar to students of

this level. SRR e

E The Etgny was typed on white paper and then q]ued to .a ye]]ow
cardboard back1ng and p]ast1c1zed to ensure the durab111ty of the

l

stimulus materia]s throughout the duration of the experiment.

Pilot Study

A small scale pilot study was conducted at the Lamdnt Elementary
and Junidf High~Schoo]snin order td: assess the suitabi]ity of the” |
exper1menta1 stonygﬁto determine the appropr1ateness of the 10 compre-

hens1on quest1ons,¢to determine the adequacy of questions se]ected
for the preetask interview questions for the p]anned 1ntent1qna1
'1earning.cpndition; and_to.cheek for genef%]»pfocedurai,comp]ications.

At éach‘grade 1e9e1; six students were assigned to one of
three gf.e.,‘incidenta1, intentidna1, p1anned.intentfona1) 1earn1ng
conditionéd(gee definitions, pp. 50?51) ' Instruct1ons appropr1ate—to

the learning. condition were read to the 1nd1v1dua11y tested subJects -
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and they were then given the story to read Silentiy. Passage reading
time was recorded. Subgects were then asked to recaii the story and

then answer the 10 comprehension questions. AlT verba1 responses were

' tape recorded o

The level of reca]] was determined by the number of 1dea
units reca]led, which were also categorized according to 1eve1 of
importance. Comprehension was assessed in terms of number of correct
responses oot of 10. Although the reSu]ts werednot subjécted to
statistica1 anaiysis,'a generat‘hierarchicai arrangement of idea units
was indicatedb(e'g s Leve1-1-< Level 2 < Level 3 < Level 4),‘though‘ |
no group or condition effects were readiiy discernib]e | |

On the baSis of the pilot study results, the reca11
ouestions (Appendix A) and the story of "The.Dragon S Tears
(Appendix.B)_Were assessed as adequate for the experiment. However,
with regard\to the pre- tash interview questions for the pianned
1ntentiona1 group, the third question "How would you find the name
of a place 1n a story?" was found to be confUSing for the majority
of the pilof study subgects'and was therefore eiiminateg from the
experimentai pre—task interviedfquestidns for the p]anned intentional
group. | | o | »

A orocedurai'consideration of equating the.time from entering

the experimenta1 room, 1isten1ng to the. appropriate pre- task o

’ 1nstructions, to the actual reading of the passage was aiso noted

/
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Instructions

As-mentioned previously, subjects were randomly assigned to

“one of four experimental conditions. The instructions given in each

. condition were as follows:

Incidental: "I would like you to read this story. Let me

know when youvhaVe finished reading."

Intentional: "I would like you to read this story and then
tell ‘me as much as you can remember of it. Let me know when you are
ready to recall the story."

Planned Intentiona1° SubJects were pre-interviewed using five

of the Forrest and§§a31er (1980) quest1ons as well as four experimenter

devised quest1ons (ﬁppend1x C) to encourage the subject to think about

and adoﬁ% a se]f-selected metacognitive plan to ut111ze on the

experimental task. The subjects were specifically asked to verbalize

the self-selected plan before starting the experimental task. At'this"

.pofnt; the instructions giVenkwere: "I would now like you to read this |

story and then tell me as much as you can remember of it. Let me.know»

T

when yoR are ready to recall the story

-Tra1ned Intentional: Subjects 1n‘th1s\exper1menta1 condition
were initially subjectedvtb four, forty-five minute group sessions, 5
in which they were tgught how to use a specific metacqgnitive strEfegy,
an'adapted'Version of the SQ3R approach (Sargent, Huus and Ahqresen,

1970) on a silent-reading task.. The approaeh is briefly summarized

x1n Appendwx D and is described in the next sect1on Prior to experi-
’,mental task performance, the fo]]owxng 1nstruct1ons were given: "I

‘would Tike you to read th1s story and then te11 me a% much as you can

o
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remember of it. Use the SQ3R approach for this. -Let me know when

you are ready to recall the story."

Training Sessions

After the samples had‘been randomiy ass%gned to their'respec-,
t{ye 1earn1ng cond1t1ons groups, arrangements ‘were made with the /
schools for the schedu11ng of the training sess1ons for the trained | \Z
intentional group subjects. ~0ver~a one month-per1od a11 subjects in -
th1s cond1t10n retewed four 45 m1nut‘ma11 group tra1mnq sess1ons.y
The average group size was f1ve and in the cases where the schoo]

- comprised both grade f1ve and grade seven c]asses (five out of e1ght
schools), average and disabled readers were pa1red for s1mu1taneous
tra1n1ngvsess1ons A]] tra1n1ng sessions were conducted by a tra1ned
female research ass1stant.

" The typical training sesgjon began”with‘a five_minute,revieu,“
recitation and distusston of the steps inrthe.SQ3R.approaCh (Appendix
D). Subjects uere encouraged to openly discuss the strategies utilized
in the ‘previous session, and to indicate strategic p]ans‘or aspects
that they were focusing on for,the‘current session.f'At this point,»
the research assistant wou1d summar1ze the discussion and review the
importance of certa1n aspects of a story such as main 1dea, time line
of events, main characters, who what, when where and why | '

‘Following th1s a m1meographed copy of the day's story would '
be distributed to each student. The four stor1es used for: the
training sessions can be found in Append1x E. 'It shou]d be noted

that the stories are all part of the experimental stimulus battery .
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_used hy‘Brown and hér‘associates at the I11inois Centre for the

2

Study of Reading A]] of the stories have béen-asseSsed for

equ1va1ence in terms of readab111ty, mot1vat1ng interest, length, ‘ - -
content and number of idea un1ts and 1n all aspects are cons1dered

to be similar to the experamenta] story. Students were 1ed.through

each of the SQ3R steps in each session and throughout, encouragement

- for self-monitoring of .each step was given.

After the students had written out their story recalls, they
were directed to'se1ffeva1uatebtheir efforts, review the story for'

important informatjon»that was omitted, and to discuss with the group

how they might improve their performance during the following session.

'Before the end. of each segsion, a few minutes were reserved
for a rev1ew of the maJor steps and the 1mportant aspects of a story
were aga1n summar1zed

"~ In general, the students appeared to enjoy the sma]] group

- sess1ons, and some reported their self- initiated ut1]1zat1on of the . »

approach 1n their other school- re1ated read1nq as we11 as the1r

'recreat1ona1 read1ng No prob1ems were encountered wwth respect to

comb1n1ng sessions w1th grade f1ve and’ grade seven students.

Procedure . v .
T | | 1
The experiment was carried out in the respective schools of —

the students;' A11 sopjects‘Were individually tested in a room

des1gnated by the school pr1nc1pa1 Subjects were seated at a table

‘_fac1ng the exper1menter, and were 1nformed of the1r se]ect1on for the

research prOJect and reminded of the 1etter that was sent home to

n
3§
g’
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their parents or guardfan. A word identification test was administered
(Schonell, 1942) and if a grede'equiva]ent of at least 5.0 was
obtained the experimental session continued. | |
The interim from completion of the word identification test
"~ to the actua1‘si1ent reodthg of the passage was somewhat longer
‘for the planned intentional group subjects since they had several
- pre-task interview qoestionstto initially respond to (approxihate]y
‘fiVe minutes).. Therefore an attempt was made to provide a similar
Z"interim time block prior to'theareadfng of ‘instructions for the
suﬁgects,in'the remaining three conditions by engaging students'in
~ casual conversation. After the experimenter read the appropriate
condition instructions the two story cards were giveh toAthe-subject
~ to silently read. |
| Certain behav1ora1 checks were noted dur1ng the student' s
reading. For examp]e, all subJects were timed from when the story
cards Were handed to them, to(when they indicated to the exper17
_henter that they hao fihished.reading the story and that'they‘Were7=
ready to recall it. In addition, any behav1ora1 ‘evidence of meta-
cognitive strateg} usage (i.e., sk1mm1ng through ‘the story, Tooking
away ahd attempting'to rec1te events_of the story, checking back
through the.stony‘passage) while performingﬂthe experimehtal_task
was noted on the subject's protoco1,sheet (see Appehdix H). These:
.obéervations are briefly ahd aneoddta11y~summarized in the 'results
section. o o , . .
After the subJect 1nd1cated that s/he had f1n1shed read%qg

i the story and was ready for reca]], a tape recorder was switched on
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to record the story recall. Priof. to leaving the experimental room,
all subjects were?asked not to reté]] the story to their friends and .
classmates andfnﬁ% to let anyone know that a memory task was part of

the experiment. The total testing time for eacheindividua1'subject

was approximately 15-20 minutes.
Scoring

1. - Recall: The recall psotocols_for each subject were trans-
| cribed and Subsequently‘rated by the experimenter. The idea units of

* the individual subjects were aSSessed on the basis of the Brown and
Smiley (1977) ratings and the appropr1ate 1mp0rtance 1eve1 rating was |
assigned. The number of idea units w1th1n each 1mportance level and
the grand ‘total was computed.

The re]iability of the scoring_was assessed using anvinter-
rater re]iabf1ify procedure. Four markers; the investigator, two
students and a sess1ona] 1ecturer at. the University of A]berta,
independently scored one random]y selected protocol from each
_experimenta1 condition at each grade Tevel. Thus,,thevsame»random
sample of-eigﬁt subject recall protocols Was scored by eath'marke;,
.:Markers were instructed to score a,barficular‘idea unit as reca]]éd —
if the central message of each idea unit was maintained irrespective
of the exaet wording. The Ar;fngton‘qumula was utilized and |
Eoefficients of agreement were Ca1du1ated from a total of 161 scored
,idea'units: | : |

2 x agreements

2 X agreements + d1sagreements
(Fe1fe1 and Lorge, 1950).
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Table 2

Percentage of Agreement of Judgeé 1, 2, 3 and 4

Judges ; ‘ Agreement
1.2 - | T oy
1.3 | | | 932
1,4 _ 92% /o
2,3 | 91% A
2,4 S o \
e | 93

‘ =~

~

The .assessment of 'the results in‘Table 2.would suggest that
there wa; reasonable agreemeﬁt with»respect to determination of idea
unit;‘with subject réca]] protocels, as well as the.e&a]uation of
: cohparative'importance level based on the Brown and Smiley (1977)

ratings.

/2.,‘Comprehensioh:"A score of one was given for each correct
response. The total possible correct responses for the comprehension

,Questions Was 10 (seé\Appendix A for a 1isting of the 10 questiézi)z//
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CHAPTER 5

“ResuLTS TR

Prior to the main anaiyses, a number of sampie differéﬁpg;n~J
&

checks were carried out. SubJects were selected for 1nc1u51on 1n tHe 1w,m;i

experiment if the previous year s reading comprehension score on the

PP
i

CTBS fell within a range of grade 4.5 to grade 5.6 and if theirtnpst
recent non-verbal quotient on tne Lorge-Thorndike fe11'within the‘“
range. of 90 to 115. Preliminary checks for both cfiteria were run to =
ensure that there were no significant differences between ‘average and |
disabled readers. The results confSrmed that there were no differ-
ences. As mentioned previously, all subjects were subjected to a word
identification‘test {Schonell, 1952) in the initial stage of'the .
experimental session, and were requined.to achieve algrade equita]ent
of 5.0 in order tp’remainﬂin the experimentailsampie. Sinee there
was, however; no upper limit set, the grade-equivalent scores of the
average and disab]ed reader samples were‘compared. The grade
equivalent means were 6.09 and 5.94'f9r average and disabied.readers
respectively, and no significant eifferences were found. It was
ttherefore“assumed that the gronps were equivalent with respect to
<;word jdentification proficiency. |

Previous studies with 1earning disabled and reading disab]ed ,
samples have often found an 1nteraction of sex differences and
experimentai variables. Since there was no attempt to contro] or~

s
© equate sex in the/experimental conditions, an initial analysis to

9
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readers gg&reca]1 or comprehens1on. Therefore, subsequent analyses
were carried out on groups collapsed over sex. "ﬁ&”
p

Reca]] -, Results

" "

Total recall was calculated for each subject on the basjs of

" "n" idea units out of a pg8sible 59. ‘These recall data were also

categorized into "n" 1dea units at each level of ihportance. Recall

performance differences were exam1ned utilizing a 2 (groups) x

4 (1earn1ng conditwons) x 4 (idea unit levels) analysis of variance

~ with the mean percentage idea units recalled at each level as

dependent variab]es. Table 3 presents the results of this ana1ysis.v

A significant main effect for learning conditioﬂ% (F = 4.68,
N - s ! o o

df = 3/112 p <’00w1 was obtained as well as a s?gh%ficant inter-

act1on of groups, x 1earn1ng cond1t1ons (F = 2. 72, df = 3/112, p<.Q4).

These resu]ts are graphiqa?]y dep1cted in Figure 1. Newman-Keuls

_tests (w1ner, ]971) (Table 4) on the means of the 1nteraction

indiéate that'ﬁhereas there is no appreciable difference in recall

for average readers across 1earn1ng cond1t1ons, the reading d1sab1ed
¢
show an’ 1nterest1ng pattern of 1mprovement across condition. From
hane N

1nc1denta1 to tra1ded 1ntent1ona1 (Q = 6. 14 df = 112, ps 01), from

planned 1ntent1ona1 ‘to trained 1ntent10na1 (Q = 3.58, df = ]]2, p< 05)

o
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v ””.Tab1e 3 o .
o . ANOVA for Recall Data
L 2 (Groups) X 4 (Learning Cond1t1ons) x 4 (Idea Un1t Levels) -
- Spurce_ L dE s '_F P
—— ‘ - —e
',:VBetween;.f. B L
'A Reading Groups |  v; s - _ 2{00" . \.QOS | NS
; vLearn1ng Cond1t1onsf‘ . 3 "1848;6 4.675 5;004">
v,  j:Groups X Cond1t1ons 3 1075.9 2.72 7‘ <047
Enwdrv, s {s‘iiz" 3953
Within N o |
" Idea Unit Levels TF 3 wmesre ases 5000
Leve]s x Groups g 3”‘ 84,71 i ';826 NS
‘Levels X Cond1t1ons 9. 2762 " ..269 ‘NS}
Levels x Groups X Cond1t1ons ,9,. \”’154;62k' 'j'i;sj : NS °
Error L7 © 3% - 102.53 o |
> nmé_is;} f J:
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Tab]e 4

<

‘l

Newman-Keuls Test of Groups x Conditions Interact1on for Reca]]

o AT | | Cﬂnditidn
~ Average Readers B 2 1 4 3
X recall” o a7 % 7.8 19.87 © 20.33
Xi - X5 7 .67 2.74 N 3.2
2.07 - 2.53
P .46
x1 - xjA‘ .43 1.?9 2.09
Q=== B .35 1065
/ MS /n} ‘ SN o -
' T T .30
L | " Condition |
‘Disabled Readers: - S 32 4
X recall o 14.i3 ~ 18.06  18.8 23.53
X - %5 | 3.93 4.67  .9.4
. = RRTS 7R
PR R | 4.73
A . 2.57 . 3.05 6.14%%
PRI i . o ‘
B ;;,;::;;. : .48 - 3.58*
Y oms /n . :
T 3.00%
* Qcv (.05) for df = 112 . 2.80.  3.36  3.68
**(Qev 1.01) for df =.112) F(3.70) . (4.20) - (4.50)
| o - S 2.80 3.36
(3.70).  (4.20)
R 2.80

| (3. 70),“
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. - . | o ‘ \
and from intentional to trained intentional Q= 3.09,,df =_1/112,‘ | f
P s ;05) significant reca11 performance increases for disabled readers B
were indicated. , s o ' i ' 3 | SR :
T-tests (Winer, 1970) on group-means-for total idea{units' : !;i .
' recaT1ed\within each oondition were carried ou®, and using a one- R
tailed - 1nterpretat1on of the results, a marg1na11y s1gn1f1cant
d1fference between groups was found in the 1nc1denta1 1earn1ng
conth1on (T‘i 1. 56 df = 1/28 p< 06) and a s1gn1f1cant d1fference 1'
'11n the trained 1ntent1ona1 1earn1ng condition (T ="1.83, df = 1/28, ' 3
p < 039) Referr1ng back to F1gure 1, 1t can be seem that'the reca11
performance of the disabled reader is well be]ow that of the average |
readers in the 1nc1denta1v1earn1ng condition, and yet:1n*the.tra1ned
intentional condition, the disabled readers’ reca]1 1s'si§nificant1j
better than average readers | S
. A h1gh1y significant ma1n effect for 1eve1s was found 3 (

(F 466 64 df = 3/336 p< 0000), whereas no s1gn1f1cant inter-

act1ons between groups or cond1t1ons by 1dea un1t 1eve]s was 1nd1cated

" The 1ncrease across. 1eve1s is shown in Flgure 2. Mu]t1p1e compar1sons

of 1dea un1t 1eve1 means us1ng the Newman Keuls procedure revea]ed a .

ofﬁ]eveT 3 and 1eve1 4 1dea units . )

s1gn1f1cant1y greater amount:

recalled. - ’_//;1
Figure 3 shows the graphic|depiction of the comparative per- o
formance| for average and disabled réaders over conditiogs for percentage
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- to: 1eve] 4.idea units were obtained. The fact that‘the Brown and

; %tu SRR

» p ’ ; : !ﬁ ’ - g K B g

recall of 1evé§s of idea units.. For*average readers, a fa1r1y con- .
A .

s1stent pattern of level of 1dea un1t reca]l across cond1tiid! Was

: revea]ed; In contrast, there appears toube a notab]eﬁga1n in
idea unit level recall meansTTrOm,the'incidenta] toktheﬁtrained,

intentional learning condition for Ehe dﬁsab]édzreaders:

Recall: Discussion i+

‘The results of the present inves/igation provide support for

the notion of a positive reYationship'b tween recall performance and
the\Teve1 of importance .of idea units t the overall story'struoﬁure,
'Vas'was predioted in Hypothesis 1. Although the predicted hierarchtcal
increase a;ross levels was not cons1ste t]y uphe]d the d1fferences

. that’ were obta1ned in th1s 1nvest1gat1o (T.e.; Tevel. 1 1eve1 2 <

1eve1 3 < 1eve1 4) reveal substant1a1 S pport for the not1on of a

1eve1s of 1mportance d1st1nct1on among‘o ea units. In the Brown and ' ;[

"Sm11ey (1977) study of reca]] of story i ea un1ts across age Tevels

]0 12 and 18, cons1stent re11ab1e 1n reases 1n recall from 1eve1 1

Sm11ey (1977) subJects were random1y se1e=ted fra% %he tota] schoo1
mopu1a¥$bh whereas subJects for the present @tug%FWere se]ect1ve1y
:screened for average and below average read1nq competené@ prior to
the1r random a551gnment to d1fferent1a1 1earn1ng cond1t1ons m1ght

- account for the dwscrenhncy in resu]tst However, it shou]d be

@.

that a recant study by Mart1nez Ghata]a apd Bell (1980) us1ng a samp]e
gnd above average readers)

- of grade seven readers (1nc1ud1ng average

wvas we11 as poor readers, resu1ted in a rec%]] pattern across jdea unit

t R <
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77

‘levels.very similar to that obtained in the present study (i.e., no

reliable difference between level 1 and 1ével 2). Thus, the results:

33from tnis and a‘comp1ete1yuindependent study 'shed some doubt on the

u fggneralizabffity of the original Brown and Smi]ey_(1977) study.

Indeed, it may be that there are only three asvopposed~to four distinct

- 1eve1s of 1mportance of. 1dea units for s1mp1e passage reca]]

A

Prev1ous studies. usinhg a paradigm similar to the present study

have found'that, in general, the_reca]} of good readers 1s°more

sensitive to variations in importance than recall of poor readers

(Smi1ey, Oakley, Worthen, Campione and Brown, 1977; Martinez,

' Ghata]a and Bell, 1980) For this‘reason, it was anticipated that .
\‘

the base11ne pattern of recall by idea unit 1eve1 in thé Tnc1denta1
cond1t1on would reveal a greater amount of Tevel. 3 and 4 units for

average -over d1sab1edwreaders Accord1ng]y, since 1t was assumed that
. , _ e

~ the subsequent ]earntng condit1ons would 1ncreas1ng]y promote d1sab1ed~-

readers to perform more Tike the1r average read1ng peerssy it was

ant1g;pated §hat{1mprovements in the performance of d1sab1ed readers

© ; wou]d be concentrated around greater reca]] of level 3 and 1eve1 4
idea units. Thus 1n Hypothes1s 1- 1, it was postu1ated~that the mean ::*;i””'
’k reca]] of h1gh 1dea units versus 1ow lggel units wou]d 1ndrease across
- exper1menta1_cond1t1ons for reading disabled subJects, In genera],

'this‘hypotheSis was not supported by.the resu1ts obtained'in‘the

Voo

present study. Unlike the Smi]ey et al. (1977) “and Martinez et al.
(1980) stud1es, in wh1ch s1gn1f1cant d1fferences of greater reca]]
for average readers over. d1sab1ed readers on 1eve1 4 and 1evé1 3 1deas

than on level 2 and Tevel 1 1deas were reported, no such. d1fferences



o
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were .apparent in the present investigat%on. There' was, however, an
1ndication of . significant1y gréater‘reca]] of Tevel 4-ideas{and a
trend near s1gn1?1cance level for. greater reca11 of 1eve1 1 1deas for
average over disabled readers in the 1nc1denta1 1earn1ng cond1t1on
Th1s.d1screpancy in results might be attributed to the fact that the
“disabled average readers in the former studies were_matched.accOrding
to/age Tevel, nhereas thebpresent study, in an effort to reduce the -
variabflity of the groups as much as'possible, matched the samples
"accordingfto~readtng level. o
Notwithstanding thése initial disparities, it would stiil‘be
1ogica1 to expect that any significant performance increments across
1earn1ng conditions for d1sab1ed readers wou]d be attr1butab1e to an
1ncrease in reca]] of 1eve1 3 and 4 ideas. Th1s, in fact, was the
result reported, by Brown and Sm11ey (1977) for college 1eve1 students
‘who were a551gned to 1ntent1ona1, as opposed to 1nc1denta1 Iearnlng
cond1t1ons, as we]ﬂ s for the younger age group (1 e., grades five,
seven and e]even) :guh@ dfmonstrated the spontaneous use .of underhmng
. or'ndte tak1ng strateg1es ,The authors put forth as a rat1ona1e for

0¥ -

this effect the ?ﬂt]on that: R
: : : &

The effec{i@e learner shou]d not d1rect extra study to the

trivial unhits, and therefore one would not expect an increase
in recall @ nonessential information. . . . Thus, following
1ntent1ona7 study, the college student shou]d improve his
recall, but his improvement. should be differentially dis-"
tr1buted across the. various. degrees of importance of the
text elements. - (Brown“and Smiley, 1977, p. 1077}

- A]though the dis§b1ed readers in the present study showed
performance 1ncrements in all of the exper1méhta1 treqtment cond1t1ons

&t
- (i.e., no s1gn1f1cant difference between groups in the 1ntent1ona1 and



p1anned intentiena1 learning conditions, and signiticant]j'greater
recall than averageareaders in the trained intentional conditfon):
the imprevement was not attributable to a greater amddnt oflreca11
of level 3 and 4 idea-units. There was.no significantginteractidn
for groups by levels of idea units obtained in the ana]ysfs,and even
though the disabled reader made s1gn1f1cant gains in reca11 performance
across 1earn1ng cond1t1ons, the improvement was fa1r]y equa11y
d1str1buted across levels.of idea un1ts . '
| Once again, the results of the present study cha]]enge the
- genera]izabi]ity{of the Brown and Smiley (1978)'stUdy, ‘It appears
that intentignal 1earning conditions'resU]t fn qua]itative]yvsuperior
(i.e., more high Tevel tdéa units) recall for college level_readers
and noﬂ‘ﬁor disabled readers in the seventh grade It is unfortunate
that the Brown and Sm11ey (1978) study of 1nc1denta1 versus 1ntent1ona1
\1earn1ng conditions was 11m1Fed to- on]y_co11ege 1eve1 readers,’for we
might have a‘much_clearer.idea of where the gua1itat1ve1y"fati1itative
-\effects of intentienaT Tearning conditions break down. The results of
related experiments'with several age groups in'the same research
report (Brown and Smiley, 1978) would suggest that the breakdown
occurs after the eighth gradé‘ since younger subjects do not'appear
to have yet acquired the ab111ty to make finite d1st1nct10ns concern1ng
-.the 1mportance of text segments for ant1c1pated reca]] tasks. The
matter does appear cr1t1ea1 for resolution, due to both pract1ca1»and
_ theoretical concerns, and thus further ifivestigation of this ared is
.recqmmendeds'“ ﬂ

As was indicated previously, past studies using a research
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| paradigm'similar to that of the present investigation (Martinez et al.,
'1980; Smiiey et al. , 1977) have consistently fohnd significant main
effects for differences in recall between average and disabled

readers. In accordance w1th the results of these,studies, Hypothesisr“
1-2, which predicted greater unaided’recail for average over dis-
abled readers in the incidental condition was supported It wouid'
appear that this effect is particu]ariy robust in that the reca]] of
average readers is superior to that of disab1ed readers whether they
are'matched on age or according'to;reading ability. It is{ however, .
SUggested that matching according to reading level, which is the framg—
work of the present research wou]d appear to be more fru1tfu1 for
1nvestagations 1nvo]v1ng the reading process, 51nce performance
,differences are more readily attributable to treatment effects as
' opposed_to reading ability effects and/or‘treatment effects.g'ln
addition,}treatment differences.can be directly compared with the
: performance ofraverage readers as a sort.ofrbaseiﬁneKGOmparison.

Unfortunateiy, there were no studieg found‘in the ﬂiterature'

ut11121ng the present paradigm tgaexamine attentionai differences
between average and disabied‘readers. There are, however, numerous ’\
R .studies to'indicate that attentional differences between good and '
poor readers;are a maior detrimentai factor for the latt to
,generaifeducationai achievement (Keogh .and Margplis,v1975y as well

as w1th respect to memory and recall performance in particular - |
(Da]]ago and Moe]y, 1980; Torgesen, 1977) It is of 1nterest to note

that in all of the above 1nveStigations there is some reference to the

disabied readers’' 1ack of an active or pianfui approach to experimental
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tasks. A recent study by Forrest and Waller (1979) resulted in
‘similar findings with respect to the comparative development of meta-
comprehension and the devé]opment of readjng strategies for average
ind disabled readers. A later study by Forrest andtwa11er‘(1980)b
suggested that both metacognitidn and the ability to control such
cognitions characterize the reading proficiency of'uppervelementary
and good'readers. a | | |
In view of the collective findings of the above studies, it
appeared.reasonable to suggest that if it was possible to instruct |
poor/disab]ed‘readers to‘self;regu1ate their attentional abilities to
theccontro1 of metacognitive aspects of the reading process that their \
’ read1ng performance would resemble that of the average reader. 'This
© was the basis for Hypotheses 1-3 and-] 2 which predicted respect1ve1y .
that the una1ded reca}] performance for d1sab1ed readers would increase
across learning conditions, and that all of the intentional
cond1t1ons would resu]t in a substant1a1 decrement of the initial
syperior recall level of average over disabled readers in the
1nc1denta1 cond1t1on. Thus, with respect to the present study, it
was anticipated that after receiving dtrection for se]f—regu1ation of
attention-StrategieSd(i.e.,vintentfoha1'1earning conditions), that
the reca11 for disabled readers Shouﬂd resémh]e that of average
readers (i.e., no difference between groups). \
| Addi}iona11y, although it was not stated in hypothesis form,
it shou]d be noted that a basic assumption of the presentbresearch
was that in norma1 read1ng development, the reader at the upper

e1ementary grades is a]ready quite- adept at the flexible and



efficient differential allocation of attention to maXimize reading

| performance. Therefore, it was a?t1c1pated that the d1fferent1a1

learning cond1t1ons ,,wou]d.not affecae recallt performance of average

g

Ry .

“%‘readers, since proficient attentional allocation is character??tlc

of ﬁpe1r overall deve]opment of reading prof1c1ency

above postulations were supported in the present investigation. The

mere addition of not1f1cat1on of a post- task recal] in the pre-task

1nstruct1ons was suff1c1ent for disabled readers to se]f regulate

their attention, to the extent that their recall performange was no

different from that of the'average readers in the intentionaf}ﬁ\

't

_condition. Given such a dramatic improvement in performance with

_such minimal alteration, one is reluctant to accept the findings

. without reservation. It is therefore of considerable interest to note -

that a similar dramatic effect in the recall performance of poor

eaders after a brief training session was reported by Torgesen (1977).

His conc]us1ons regarding these resu1ts are cons1stent with the v1ews

of the present 1nvest1gator and thus warrant 1nc1u51on in the present

g1scuss1on ’ g . : v

o

Thus, rather than proposing that reading-disabled children
have a “SpeC1f1c disability" in short term memory which
1imits their attainment of reading skills (Guthrie &
Goldberg, 197a; Koppitz, 1976), I suggest that a third
variable, the efficient and organized management of cognitive
resources, can he a crucial factor contributing to individual

- differences on both experimental memory tasks and the

attainment of reading skille. (p. 577)

A]though the attempt to- 1ncrease attent1ona1 self—regu]at1on

through the use of pre -task metacomprehens1on interview quest1ons

A

(1. e., p]anned 1ntent1ona] cond1t1on) had only mlnnmal 1ncrementh1

82
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_effect on recall performance for disabled readers over the ‘intentional
learning condition, the effects of training disabled readers to attend
to and utilize a specific metacognitive plan during si]ent reading
(i.e., trained intentionai condition) on subsequent recall were
resound1ngly positive. Disabled readers in the trained.intentiona1
cond1t1on not only significantly out- performed their counterparts 1n

- the incidental condition on reca]l. but also demonstrated super1or
reca]] over the average: readers in’ the same tr;:ned 1ntent1ona1

'cond1t1on. The latter re]at1onsh1p,‘1t shoulq be noted is g,comp]ete
reversal with respect to the prev1ous1y mentioned super1or recall
performance of average over d]sab1ed readers 1nethe‘1nc1denta1 |

Tearning condition. .These results are supportive of other studies
report1ng 1mprovement in_recall of prose for younger students (grade
B f0ur) who were induced to utilize de11ber;te mnemonic strateg1es

(Christie and Schumacher, 1978) as well as for educable retarded
: subjects (Brown,fCampione and Barcjay, ]979) and poor.readers (Heiman,
" . Fisher and‘39§§1‘1973)'who were ﬁrained in specific metacognitive and
attentional strategy usage. - | E -
LA fina1oobservation of no\reca11~differencesvfor average.
‘readers acrossrlearning conditions wa's found in the present investiga-
‘ taon This finding 1ends substant1a1 support to the notion that

'prof1c1ent attention a]]ocat1on is a substant1a1 component of normal

reading development and appears to be fairly well estab11shed,by the.z'

1 s 38

f1fth grade. - g S / \ T
i Indeed the fact that there was a performance decrement
(though_not significant) in recall-for_tntentional and plahned‘

L}

“
’
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1ntent1ona1 1earn1ng cond1t1ons in. compar1son with the 1nc1denta1
L}earn1ng cond1t1on for average readers, suggests that other d1rect1on

RS / <
»for se]f—regu]at1on~5f attent1on tends to 1nterfere with the &

spontaneous]y adopted strateg1es ut1112ed in the 1né1denta1 cond1t1on. R f)

A similar exp]anat1on U@ th1s 1nterference phenomenon, as reported 1n

©various Sov1et stud1es of 1nc1denta1 and 1ntent1ona1 memory, "has been

| suggested by Meacham (1972) | |
A]though no study could be found in the 11teratUre wh1ch | :“

exam1ned this’ spec1f1c postu]at1on the results of a. recent study by

'Ade]man et al. (1980) are of 1nterest to “the.discussion here, In. their -

. study, average and above average readers at the grade three level

were random]y ass1gned to three treatment cond1t1ons, one control

I

. and two other cond1t1ons which 1nv01ved (s1m11ar to the present

L]

'g1nvest1gat1on 'tescher gu1d%nce in d1rect1ng ch11dren S attent1on
dur1ng thg s11ent read1ng of a passage. The resu]ts of the 1nvest1ga—-
tion were no' d1fferences in recall. across cond1t1ons,i nd the authors
'-‘concluded the effect of the 1nstruct1ona1 techn1ques was 1nsuff1c1ent1y
powerfu] to produce\ma1n effects In view of the resu]ts of the
present 1nvest1gat10n, 1t m1ght be suggested that the above average
'readers at the grade three 1eve1 were similar in reading prof1c1ency
to the average grade fives in the present study Therefore attent1on
a11ocat1on strateg1es were a]ready suff1c1ent]y deve1oped and controlled,
.and that any probab]e performance increases for average grade three
readers in the guided 1nstruct1ona1 cond1t1ons were cancelled out by

e
treat1ng the readers as a homogeneous group. On the other hand, 1t may

»be that grade three students are too young- (deve]opmenta]]y) to benef1t
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from such teacher guided meta-attention training. I

; '-Comprehension:x‘Resu1ts

- - //

Comprehens1on was ca]cu]ated on the basis of “ " correct -
/ _

L)

respbnses out of a posswb1e 10. Thz/mean percentage comprehension.

(F = 4. 19 df

for average and disabled readers acvoss 1earn1ng cond(§1ons is . shown

in Jable 5. A2 (groups) X 4 (1earn1ng cond1t1ons) factor1a1 de51gn

- was used to examine comprehens1on with the mean number of cdrrect

comprehens1on quest1ons as the dependent measure. The results of

this ana]ys1s are pre nted in Tab]e 6. h I - /

N P v

r

/112, p< 007) and a s1gn1f1cant 1nEeract1ve effect
for 1earn1ng cond1t1ons/by groups (F = 4.07, df = 3/112, p<. OOBTP\“

_Th1s rﬂaeract1on fs graphed in F1gure 4, In order to determ1ne the

spec1f1c hature of the groups X 1earn1ng cond1t1ons 1nteract1on, the

‘Newman—KeuIs procedure was ut1]1zed (see Tab]e 7). For average

readers - there ‘were no~s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in comprehension across

cond1t1ons, a]though there was a notab]e decrement 1n performance 1n

.th% 1ntent1ona1 cond1t1on, 1n compar1son Wi th the 1nc1denta1 Tearning

There %i; a sig f1cant main. effect for ]earn1ng cond1t1ons -
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cond1t1on ‘In contrast to the average readers, the performance d1ffer-‘

ences in comprehens1on for d1sab]ed readers across cond1t1ons were |

consistentJy pos1t1ve. A swgn1f1cant improvement 1n comprehens1onvwds

&

.’1nd1cated for both the p]anned and trained 1ntent1ona1 group over the -
1nc1denta1 and 1ntent1ona1 1earn1ng groups respect1ve1y (see F1gur 4)

N For a compar1son of means between groups in each exper1menta1

condition, separate T—tests were ut111zed. Us1ng a one-tailed °
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Table §° -
Mean Percentage Comprehensioh‘for Groups. across Conditions - .
.Conditioné

| ‘ Planned Trained .

Source , Incidental Intentionaln Intentioga] Iptentional =~

_ - ‘ > :
' Avefage _ , 76.7 ¥ | 64.7 o 66;0.‘ - 72,7

- Reading Ny Lo - :
‘Disabled » 64.0 o 62.7 | 7 76.7\ - 81.3
. y



;
-_Tab1e 6 .
SRR " ““ANOVA for' Comprehension Data
. 5\; .2L(Groups) x 4 (Learning Conditjpns)
- Source ‘df‘a‘\v MS F p
~ Between - |
Reading Groups - T L4 .19 " NS
Learning Conditions 3 . = 8.96 . 4.9 <.007
Groups x Conditions 3. 8.70 4,07 <.008
' . . v :
Error 2 2.14
‘ : o
n=15%
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Table 7

Newman-Keuls Tests of Groups x Conditions .
Interaction for Compreherision

‘ _ Conditfon
Average Readers 2 - 3 Y 4. 1
X comprehension 6.47 6.6 ~7.27.°  1.67
X; - X 13 .8 1.2
.67 1.07
4
X X 345 2.12 3.18
Q= S .77 2.8
MSw/n' :
| ‘1. 1.06
| o Condition
Disabled Readers 2 1 3 4
X comprehension 6.27 6.4  7.67 . B8.13
X - Xy 13 1.4 1.86
.27 173
T e
BT 34 3.71F 4.93%*
Q= — 3.37%  4.59%%
Y MS /n : ’
" 1.22
* Qev (.05) for df = 112 2.80 3.36 3.68
*x(Qcv (.01) for df = 112) (3.70) (4.20) (4.50)
- 2.80 3.36
*(3.70)  (4.20)
‘ 2.80.

(3.70)



1

teSt-so]ution,-significant differences between avenage and disabTed

o\

readers in comprehension‘were apparent in the incidental condition

AT

i

2.31, 1/28 p<.01), 1n the p]anned intentional cond1t1on

(T -1.92, df = 1/28, p < .03) and in the tra1ned 1ntent1ona1

cpnd1t1on{(T = -1.97, df = 1/28, p <.02). .An examination of the
Qraphic presentation of the group means (Figure 4) shows that fhe
* comprehension of the disabled readers was significantly lower in

‘the‘incidental condition, with performance>gains in both the planned

and trained intentiona1.conditions sdperior to the average group.

-‘\ N . s \

Cdmprehe%sion: Discussion

The majority of the rdﬂk@rch reports concern1ng the study of

d1sab1ed and average Téagggv f@bmoqﬂ of stor1es ha!gbpr1mar11y

oy

concentrated on rec;?i gﬁjﬁ*qgjg;a ‘the exclusion of comprehension -
.measures (i.e., Brown and Smiley, 1977 Sm11ey, Oakley, Northen,
Camp1one and Brown, 1977). However, some 1n1t1a1 efforts have been

EN

reported in wh1ch reca]] protoco1s have been examined for true and

<&
false inferences made by subjects given true or false premises (Kail,

Chi, Ingram and Donner, 1977) or have sepanated recalled information
that is consistent with the reading passagevversus information that

is external td the reading passage}(Drum and Lantoff, 1977). Bdth
approaches w0u1d provide some information regarding'the subjects'
understanding of the material read, and at 1east ‘one recent discussion
paper regarding the ana]ys1s\gf\zead1ng tasks and texts suggests that
the examina;ion of chi]dren's abj]ity o -read for meaning versus- A

N
%pildren's ability to read for remembering is a critical distinction
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to make (Collins, Brown, Morgan and Brewer, 1977) For this reason,

both recall and comprehension measures were included in the present

”~

investigation. Thefcomprehens1on hypotheses were, in general, similar

to those put forth regarding reca11.

-

Hypothesis 2 wh1ch pred1cted that average readers would out-
perform the disabled :eaders in the incidental cond1t1on was - |
confirmed. w1th ~average readers obta1¢2:g a s1gn1f1cant1y greater’
number of correct responses to thevten comprehens1on quest1ons
fo]]ow1ng recall of the story. Not surpr1s1ng1y, the results of the
present—investigatdon are consistent witn those of others who have
examined good and poor readers on comprehension related tasks
(DiVesta, Hayward and Orlando, 1979; Forrest and Waller, 1979).

Divesta et al. (1979) suggested that poor readers tend to comprehend
Tess ne]] because they fail to tare an active role in the reading - "
process and "view the text as 'the' only source of 1‘nformat1’on"vw

(p. 105)' On the other hand‘ Forrest and Waller. (1979) suggeSted that
‘Roor readers do not adopt readwnq strateg#ésﬁggfqyﬁt the demands of

i

.~ the s1tuat1on and are "less ‘able to assess codﬁrehens1on ‘and prnd!fv’*da;Qae

5

accuracy" (p. 5). The performance of the disab]ed'readers in the

¥ e

present investigation 1nd1cates that both squest1ons are indeed part
- of the problem, but of much greater interest is the fact that the poor
reader can be directed to overcome such deficiencies, as postulated
in'Hypothesis 2-1.
- ‘ ) : g -
Here it was postulated that there would be a hierarchical

increase in performance for disabled readlers across conditions

(i.e.,\incidehta1 < intentional < p1anned-inténtiona] < trained



intentional). With the exception of no change in comprehension perfor-
. mance from the’incidente1 to the intentional condition, performance
increments for:the disabled readers were quite dramatic in both the.
planned 1ntent10na1 and trained intentional conditions. For these twe
groups , performance not only s1gn1f1cant1y surpassed that of their
disabled counterparts in the incidental condition, but was similarly
superior in comparison to the pepformance of everage'readers in the
planned 1ntentioné1 and trained intentional conditions. |

It is of considerable interest that, in contrast to disabled
readers, no significant differepces in comprehension'perfprmance were
6btained for aVerage readers. Th1s result lends support to the notions
that ir normal reading development, the reader by the fifth grade
routinely adopts certain metacomprehensive and meta-attentive
strategies. However, the substantial decrement %n the comprehepsioh
performance of the average reaeers in the intentiena1 condition as
compared to the incidental cbndition seems to suggest that the
experimenter specified goal of reading to remember the information
may have served to cénce] out or disrupt the effectiveness of certain
‘strategies uti1ized by average readers in the incidental condition.
This interference phenomenon was simi]ar]y noted for aver;ge readers on
reca11 and, as mentioned previously, WOu1d tend to support many of
the Soviet research findings rev1ewed by Meacham (1972). In summary
of these, he suggests that:

After an activity (action) such as vrehearsing, classifying,

labeling, etc. is "comparatively well formed, " it can then

- be subordinated as a means (operation) toward achieving a
new goal, such as that of voluntary memory (action).
Periods of product1on deficiency, therefore, refer to the

time during which an activity is well formed but not yet
- subordinated to the goal of remembering. (p. 216)
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0Of further interest along this same line of discussion is the
often reported result that, with respect to the development of memory,
most children are unable to improve memory proficiency yﬁder inten-
tional Tearning conditions until about eleven or twelve years of age
(SmirnoQ and Zinchenko, 1969; Appel, Cooper, McCarrel, Sims-Knight,
Yussen and Flavell, 1972). For a complex task such ds reading, the
age.level for improvement of readiﬁg.proficiency under intentional “
learning conditions may not emerge until after twelve or thirteen.
This possibility needs to be examined’ in fqture investigations.

There were only a few’investigations that could be located in
the Titerature which were éufficient]y siTi1ar In.design to the "
present study to coMpare resu]ts The first was the Forrest and
Waller (1979) study in which good and poor readers from grades three
and six were asked to read two stories under each of the four instruc-
~ tional conditions. Differences inxinstructioné were in the form of
the stated purposés for reading the passages.' These included: reading
for fun, readlng@to make up a title, read1no to locate a spec1f1ed
piece of 1nform$t1on, and reading to study Other than a reduction
of performance for good grade three readers and all groups of grade
six readers for sk1m reading, there was essentially no difference for
pdor, average, or gooa readers over learning conditions with reépect
to changes in ability to answer comprehens1on questions.

There are two considerations from the present investigation that’
are worthy of note here. The first observg£1onr1s that the average

gfade five contro] reading group in the present study were exposed to

the same learning conditions a§ the disabled groups and yet, despite
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significant gains in the comprehension performance of the latter group,
there was no dif€erence in performance across conditions for average
readers. It was suggested that the results cou}d be explained by the -
possibility that by the fifth grade, the average reader routinely
adopts certain metacomprehgnsive and meta—attentivqtstrategies for

both school—ré]a;ed and recreational reading activities. Therefore,
referring back to the Forrest and Waller (1979) results, it is quite

possible that for the average and above average readers, the routine

4

adopting of such meta-strategies made the comprehenéiop of incidentaf{y
read stories (i.e., read for %un) equal to that of intentionally read
stories (i.e.,/read for study) of the same difficulty level.

The second observation from the resu]%s of the present study
is that the ;w; conditions which signifiéant]y improved comnrehension
for disabled readers were those which directed the reader to self-evaluate
and self-regulate their feading Ebmpréhension_(i.e., planned inten-
tional and Erained intentional). When they were merely told that they
would have to remember the story, no improvement was evjdent. With
respect to the Forrest and Waller (1979) results in which no differences
across learning conditions occurred for poor grade sixfreéders, %t
would appear that a similar effect was operating. The "read to study"
_condition, similar to the intentional condition in the present study,
was insufficient to cause the readers to exercise active and conscious
coptrol over their reading to ensure story understanding. As for
the grade three readers in the Forrest and Waller (1979) study, it

is most likely that the failure to find performance differences in

comprehension across learning conditions is a result of cognitive



9%
rulutud‘\imjtdtinns, such as an inability to utilize rehearsal to aid
recall,

P A recent investigation by Gordon (1979) in which differential

v
* i
instruction was given to above average grade five reading groups over

an nxtended time period, does however, show that both overall and
specific aspects of comprehension can be improved. Subjects who were
given instruction in "the use of a megdcoqniti;o strateqy for con-
sciously integrating textual elements with other tegtua1 elements gin
the story and for generating content schemata (from the head) to
relate to textual elements (from the story) during the actug] reading
of the selectton" (p. 2), showed significant gains in Gomprehension
scores over comparab]é control group, as well as a group trained in
using background knowledge ana locating the macrostructure of the
sfory. It should be pointed out that the discrepsnt results of the
Gordon (1979) study, with those of the present study are most erlyn
due to the fact that the fraining program of the Gordon study was more
é]aborate, carried out for a longer time period, and was directly
‘related to the basal reading program. MNevertheless, the two studies
are quite conéistent in demonstrating support for the basic notion that
proficient reading involves conscioﬁs self regulation of attention,
particularly to the metacognitive aspects of the reading tasks.

‘ With respect to thevpresent investigation, since it was the
planned intentional and frained intentional conditions that brought
about the doubly significant performance gains in comprehension for
disabled readers, it might be fruitful to examine each of these

conditions to tﬁy to determine the major features for ‘success.



- In the planned intentional condition, subjects were pre-
interviewed with quest fons that wQ#e intended to tap their awareness
of their available feading abilities, as well as to ﬂnconBQﬂ them to
plan and verbalize a strategy to utilize in their silent reading of
the vxporimehtal'pdﬂuaqv. Since the questions and responses were'not
amenable to statistical evaluation, the results are ﬁunvmri?ed in
Appendix G. In general, the rﬁault% indicate that in many ways, the
disabled and averaqe reédpr% are very similar in their understanding
and awareness of reading as well as how they retain information.
Responses that were most often éiven bv one group, generally were

.dlso similarly favored by the other group. 1In a few cases the responses
were inappropriate to the question asked, or the subjects could not
think of a response, but the incidence of these appeared to be evenly
distributed ambng the two groups. For the most part, responses of

both groups reflected some indication of metacognitive or metacompre-
hension knowledge, and the variety and creativity of such knowledge
once again appeared to be fairly equallv distributed between groups.
For example, a major proportion of the subjects were aware that
rereading a passage would result in better recall and understanding of
it: that a review of important story parts after reading a passage‘
would facilitate better recall of the story; and that if they were
expected to remember a story after reading it, they would have to

read more carefully or use external resources (such as writing it out
or rehearsing it to a friend). Essentially, the interview data suggest
that students at both age levels are fairly sophisticated in their

awareness of sfrategies that promote reading proficiency and learning



: from text

* The s1m11ar1ty of ﬁhe 1nterv1ew resu]ts was - not suprising.

dAt the outset, it was assumed that the o1der disabled readers had

dccess to and utilized an extensive reperto1re of metacogn1t1ve

strategies in'many of their other academic “tasks, and indeed everyday o

;-functioning. ‘They do not, however tend to apply'these same stratsgﬁes

to the normal read1ng s1tuat1ons, but as th1s study 1nd1cates, can

- be directed to do so. Quest1ons such as those emp1oyed in the p]anned

1ntent1ona1 cond1t1on pr1or to the s1]ent read1ng of a short story A
at the 1nstruct10na1 1eve1 of the d1sab1ed reader appear to have the

effect of mak1ng the reader more consc1ous of h1s/her own “involvement

“1nvthe read1ng.process‘ They tend to he1p the: reader to self-monitor

' h1s comprehens1on of the story and to se]f regulate his attention to

such aspects while s/he is. read1ng it. For the-average grade five

reader, it appears that such aspects .are rout1ne]y se]f adopted in

_read1ng tasks. The f1nd1ngs reported here tend to support the
.Conclusions drawn by Pace (1980) after an overv1ew of the 11terature ‘

'concern1ng metacomprehens1on and school-aged children’ s reading:’

»A1though much add1t1ona1 ‘research is needed one conc1us1on
seems fairly ev1dent Metacomprehens1on is 'not a unitary -
phenomenon, but encompasses several kinds of abilities and
degrees of awareness. These may appear at different ages,
but they also interact with task demands and _situations,
so that they may be-manifest’in certain c1rcumstances but -

- not in-others. . . . these studies do show that various
manipulations can be ‘employed which will increase the
possibility that children will attend to significant
features of texts. - If this is the case, then instructional.
procedures could be developed to train students to become
sensitive to their own comprehens1on (DP 7-8)

" The tra1ned 1ntent1ona1 cond1t1on was the most effect1ve

1earn1ng cond1t1on for dlsab1ed readers with ‘respect to comprehens1on'



performance SubJects in this condition were given four, 45- m1nute_

training sessions prior to the experimental task in wh1ch a meta-

cognitive reading strategy (i.e., SQ3R technique, see Appendix»D)

was taught and practiced. The major aspects emphas1zed in th1s

approach were: a systemat1c way of approach1ng a read1ng task

(i. e., “skim, se]f quest1on, read, review and recite); having the

~student monitor the procedure 1ndependent1y, critically rev1ew1ng

actual performance after each session; se1f4p1ann1ng of ways to

' 1mprove performance, and group d1scuss1on of strateg1es and story

reca]] Th1s comb1nat1on, it appears, was even more fac111tat1ve
than the. preV1ous1y described p]anned 1ntent1ona1 cond1t1on
It would appear that what the trafned cond1t1on might have

over the’planned cond1t1on is an overall procedure to specifically

" apply to @ reading situation and practice prior to the experimentil

task -in actua]]y doing it. In the p]anned-condition, strategies were

vse]f generated and no suggest1on, evaluation, or feedback was offered

by the experimenter as to the suitability of responses to the pre-task

1nterv1ew quest1ons In their study of metacognitive knowledge about "

read1ng w1th grade three and six students, Forrest and Waller (1980) o

B

1nd1cated that "the sk111s that were ment1oned by o]der/better réaders

tendkd to be part of a genera] ‘plan-of- attack' rather than isolated:

, strateg1es. Thus , o]der.students 'do appear able to self- -generate

effective genéra] reading strategies with sufficient other direction,

as 1nd1cated by the successfu1 1mprovement in comprehenSTon performance
of the d1sab1ed in both the planned 1ntent1ona1 and trained intentional

cond1t1on. The tra1ned 1ntent1ona1 cond1t1on, add1tfona11y, appears to -

O
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help: d1sab1ed readers to orchestrate such strateg1es more effect1ve1y
for a specific re\d1ng task and thus 1mprove performance even more so.
It shou]d be furthen po1nted out that, even though the SQ3R approach
did not he]p to enhan the comprehenswon of average readers in this
”‘study, it has. been demonstrated that more elaborate, 1ong term, and
intensive programs, emphas1z1ng “metacogn1t1ve strategies for consc1ous1y
.1ntegrated textual e]ements - . . and for generating content schemata
(from therhead) to relate to textual efements (from the story)bduring
the actual reading of the seiectionh (Gordon, 1979, p.’é) can lead ‘to
a signfficant improvement of reading comprehension fork"top" grade
five readers. ' | |

"~ The other feature of the trainingrcondition that may also
have contribufed to the‘improyement in comprehension performance
over and above'the-p1anned intentjona1kgrodp is an emphasis‘on the
self- generat1on of questions pr1or to and dur1ng read1ng André
and Anderson (1978)&exam1ned the effects of using se]f -questioning
as a‘stUdy technique with high scheol students and found;smgn1f1cant
1mprovements in comprehens%on for the trained group, improved
performance for students us1ng self- quest1on1ng w1thout tra1n1ng,
and finally no difference for a control .group. who mere]y re- read
the initial passage; “The authors suggested that the resutts\m1ght
best be.interpreted according‘to,a depth-of-processing notdon'of
cognitdve;psycho]ogy (Craig'and tockhart 1972) in that the self-
quest1on1ng promoted an increase in depth or cognitive analysis
which led to greater retent1on A]though ‘this may.1ndeedlbe a part

of the explanation, the results of the present study indicate that
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improved or eff%éient comprehension 1s’sﬁbstahtia11y based upon the
‘reader‘s active monitoring of téxtuai'information,-and cgnscious
se}j-réguTation of ghe feading process. .

' As a fina1'note on the djscussion o% the ;ompreheﬁgioa results .
in the preseﬁf study, it appears_that the use of cohprehénsion meaéures
can add substantia11y to the oveka]]linterpretétion of research results.
In the past, researchers have tended to focus their investigations
upoh the actual questiohs, in terms of thé"position of ‘the questfons,'
tim{ng of qUestiohs, response mode of‘questions, and other such
>métters (enderson and,Bidd]e,'1975). _The resu]ts‘of this study -
suégest that we should start broadening the investigatiye horizon of
reading comprehenéion, from quéstiaﬁ?ag as an afteﬁfreéaingjactivity
to other equai]yvimportant concérns QUCH as studentLtask variables, ’
effects of 1earning,conditipns, and ré]étion to memory performance.
Ribovich (19?7)'5Ums~up the situation by statih@: J

i‘Perhaps more crucial in detérmining whethef students will

be successful or unsuccessful in comprehension is what
. happens as preparation before reading. (p. 13)

In her dicussion of the déve1opment of~combrehensidﬁ through
;strategies other than questfoning, Ribovjch (1977) appears to have
capturgd most of the crucia§3§1ements tb jmprove comprehension as
indicated by the resu]tﬁ of the present investigation, and therefore
Wou]d seem'appropriate for review iﬁ this discusﬁion. She notes that.
{nstructioh in reading COmprehensioh should involve: |

' (H)ISpecifying content espectations in a variety of forms
“and ‘then reading with a focus on the expected and unexpected,

and (2) becoming attuned to the structure of ideas in .

material through writing experiences. -Those students

experiencing ‘significant probiems in comprehension may be
helped by (3) behn*encouraged to focus on making sense of

*

3
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their reading through self- mon1tor1ng, and (4) having
extensive exper1ences with concept development and thinking
processes prior to reading particular material. (p. 11)

{

Recall and Comprehensions Discussion ‘

n

The‘6011ective,resu1ts of the present‘inVeStigation call forth
~an issue that has not been examined‘to any'degree'in'the 1iterature,-.:
’and yet appears to be one of major theoretica1 and practical import.
Specifica11y, the issue concerns fhe relationship. between memory and
eomprehension in readin@.. In. the literature, the two terms recall
and cdmprehensibn are often used'interchanéeab1y, and the majority of
the major t eoret1ca1 models of read1n9 comprehens1on ‘treat the two'\
 synonymous Ly (K1ntsch,‘1977, Rume]hart 1974; Stein and Glenn, 1977)
However, there is a s%rondiindication in the results of this study
‘ that»the two .areas need to be separa;e1y exp1ored and examined.
Perhaps the best way to>argue fhfs point is through a reView,
of the réca]] and comprehenéion performanee of the disabled readers.

which changed substantia11y'aeross learning conditions. In accordance

N with the traditional perspective, it was antic1pated‘that since recall

and Comprehens1on are considered essent1a11y synonymous, he performance
- 1ncrements across 1earn1ng cond1i1ons would be equ1va]ent However,
this did not turn out to be the .case. |
F1gure 5_shows the percentage recall and comprehens1on scores
for d1sab]ed readers across 1earn1ng conditions. The 1nc1denta1
cond1t1on was 1ntended as a base11ne performance measure, and both
recall and comprehens1on ‘scores were s1gn1f1cant1y Tower than average

'_readers to begin thh. Moving.horizontally across cond1t1ons,_the L

Ed /\\ °
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intentionai condition merely notified the subjects of a subsequent
‘recall requirement immediately following the'oilent reading of the
-passage. It wouid appear from the results that subjects primariiy
regarded the activity as a'memory task and their attention was focused
~on the rote retention of passage information, since comprehension

. remained the same, while story recall 1mproved 1pterest1ng]y, the
effects are reVersed fn the planned 1ntentiona1 condition. Here,ba
Significant 1mprovement in .comprehension was apparent and yet the

' unaidedbrecaii level was maintained at the level achieved in the
inteqtiona] condition. ' |

~

A plausible 1nterpretation of these results wouid be that the

pre- task interview gquestions were effective in triggering subJects to ‘

i'review avaiiab]e‘metacognitive and metacomprehension strategies, with
the result of their subsequent selective application of such to the
experimental reading task. Since there was no increase in recall, it
.would seem that the strategies se]ected for appiication to the reading
task in the planned 1ntentiona1 1earn1ng condition may have been of.
the type that'promoted aspects such as seif-monitoring for meaning,
or attempting to integrate interreiating ideas,-as opposed to meta-
comprehen51on strategies such as rehearSing, or labeling. |
The substantiai performance increments for both comprehenSion
and recall in the trained 1ntent10na1 attention group would suggest
that the training of a systematic metacognitive approach to a reading~
task allows the subJect to 1ntegrate available metacomprehen51ve, '
meta- attentive, and metamemorial strategies which result in optimal

reading proficiency.
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7 In summary, it should be noted that these cohﬁénts regarding

the possible distinction of cohprehenéidn versus recall are at best

inforned speculation at this point, Theréfis a need to develop a broad

empiriéa1 base'of investigations deq]ing snecifica11y.w%th this

issue before such not{ons can be iﬁcorporatéd effeétite1y into

_theoretical and épp1ied endeavors. A recent'discussiép;by to11ihs,

Brown, Morgan and Brewer (1977) is a good example of~h6w to

begin to build such an investigative framework through an'in—depth

analysis of both task and text, and how additional §bcia1, éommunicative

and related demands imposed by the classroom situéfion éffectpthe

child's development of reading proficiency. They sagacious1y point

. out that: | |

: | We suspect that_fhere ére general teachable strategies that

young children normally learn by trial and error which

greatly facilitate his performance on these tasks. We

therefore propose a study of these strategies with an eye

toward making them an explicit part of reading education.
(Collins et al., 1977, p. 1) '

The present study results would seem to indicate that this direction

is an appropriate one.

—

Passage Readinq_Time: Results

'Passagé reading time was recorded for §11 subjects and the
results were analyzed using a'2 (groups?>g4”(condﬁtions) analysis
ofvvariance (Table 8). o

o Signﬁficantimean effects were found for both érOups (F=17.09,
df = 1/112, ps .008) as we11.as conditions (F = 11.53, daf = 1/112,
p< .000).. The graphic representation ‘'of -these results (figure 6)

indicétes that disabled readers took longer to read the passage in



Table 8

ANOVA for Passage Reading Time
2 (Groups) x 4 (Learning Conditions)

~

x

(x>

Source . : ‘ df VMS" | F p
Between

Reading Groups 1 6«88 - 7.09- <.008

Learning Conditions .3 11.19 11.53 <.000

Gfoups x- Conditions 3 1.55 - 1.60 NS

Error 112 . .97
n =15

\:
- 7
N\
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comparison with the average readers and that for the most part, the
passage reading times increased from the incidental, to the intentional,
to the planned intentional, to the trained intentional learning

condition.

Passage Reading Time: Discussion

Passage reading times were recorded as an additional behavioral
observatjon of avérage versus disabled readers, across the four
* Tearning conditions. Hypothesis 3 which predicted increased passage
‘reading times across conditions (i.e., incidental < intentional <
planned intentional < trained intentional), was based on the assumption
that if the learning conditions were in fact instrumental in promoting
subjects to adopt se]f—fegu1atory‘strategies during silent reading,
the uti1izétion of such should increase reading time.

For the most part, the results suppbrt this hypbthesis. in
addition to the stat%stica] data, several of the responses of sﬁbjects
- from the pf;—tésklinterview qUestfon data provide support for this
notion. Fdr example, some of the favored strategies indicated by the
planned intentional subjects (Appendix G)vinclhded such things as
re-reading the passage, Or ?g%jewing the important parts. Both
actiVities would require/inégzaSed passage reading time. In fact,
for the final pre-task interview questfon "What will you do to make

sure that you remember as much of' the story as you can?" almost half

-
s :}

of the average readers_mentioned that they would read it very carefu]]?ld
or slowly, or pay attention to it.

Support for the interpretation of present results was found in.
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a study by Samuels and Dahl (1975) who found that both fourth graders
and college readers adjusted reading rates for the purposé 6f reading
for general versus detailed information. It might be pointed out at
this time that despite the extensive literature on reading flexibility,
the present potentially fruitful area of investigation (i.e., learning
conditions and reading rate) hqs not yet been systematically or con-
clusively examined (Rankin, 1974).

The only exception to the expected reading rate increase across
learning conditions was found in the decreased passage reading time
for disabled readers in the planned intentional condition. This
discrepancy is somewhat difficult to explain. It may be that subjects
in this group did not view the reading task as primarily a recall task
“as they did in the other twa intentional Tearning conditions and
therefore relied on meta-attention and metacémprehension strategies,
as opposed to metamemory strategies which might be more time consuming.

-

The combined recall and comprehension data (Figure 5 ) would support

this explanation. .
The other hypothesis for passage reading times predicted that

averége readers would in general have faster reading times in

comparison with disabled readers. This'postulation was based on the

assumption that disabled readers are not proficieht processors of the

~ visual information in text and might well be deficient in the "auto-

matic>processing“ factor that LaBerge and Samuels (1974) claim is

essential for proficient reading. The daté from the present-investiga--

tion were consistent with this perspective. Certain caution should be

registered, however, in;assuming that slow reading is're]ated to

. .



109

poor reading, and that fast reading is related to good reading. As
Farr (1969) has pointed out, studies have been reported in which good
and poor comprehenders were both fast readers, and vice versa. As the
present study suggests, the context of the reading situation seems to
be a confounding variable with respect to comprehension and reading
rate. Indeed as it was pointed out above, the reading speed of~the
disab]ed readers was decreased for planned intentional learning
conditions, to the degree that their average passage reading time

was slightly lower than that for average readers in the same condition
gnd yet their comprehension scores were significantly higher than
averageareaders. Thus it appears that this interrelation should be
exp]oréd further in future investigations of this kind.

Before concluding this section, a brief comment on other
behavioral observations is in order. Appendix H summarizes the
freqﬁency of behaviors observed duriﬁg silent reading with a Brea&—
down for average and disabled readers. It would appear that behaviors
such as 1ip movements, holding pages up off the table, moving the
head left to right, and using markers as a guide for reading place
are really idiosyncratic reading habits since they are noted over all
learning conditions with relatively simiTar frequency for di;abled
and average réaders.

On the other hand, béhaviors more ref]estiQe of metacognitive
strategy usage (i.e., scanning, rehearsé], and referring back to story
parts already reéd) seem to be most ﬁoncentrated at the trained |
intentional learning condition, for both average ané disabled readers.

"Only a scattering of these behaviors was apparent for the planned
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intentional condition, and none of the behaviors were apparent in the

incidental condition.

In general, the behavioral observations provide only minimal

additional information to the present study.
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" CHAPTER 6 -

CONCLUSIONS AND'IMPLICATIONS
~ There are a number of significant findings resu1ting from the

present investigation. With respect to recall performance; 1t

appears that average and disabled readers, matched for read1ng 1eve1

o argsmﬂar in the1r tendency to remember 1nformat1on that "is most

1mnortant to the overall story structure (i.e. s 1eve1 3 and 4 1dea«

N
N .

un1ts) and 1ess likely to reca]] 1nformat1on that is less centra] to

_the story (i.e., 1eve1 1 and level 2 1dea un1ts) Other stud1es have

shown that th1s tendency is apparent over a wide age-range of subgects

»

(i.e., grade three to co]]ege 1eve1) Though Brown and Smiley (1977)

have suggested that there are four h1erarch1ca11y arranged levels -of

’ 1mportance 1n story reca]], the results of the present study (i.e.,

1eve1»1 1eve1 2 < level 3 < Jevel 4) do not tota]]y support: the1r
conc1usions An‘independent study by Mart1nez; Ghatala and Bell
(1980) revea11ng a reca11 pattern s1m11ar to that of the present |

1nvest1gat1on, suggests that there may be on]y three d1st1nct levels

of 1mportance-1n short story reca]]. Th1s matter requires further

1nvest1gat1on for c1ar1f1cat1on
A further d1screpant result was. .obtained in the present study
regard1ng qua11tat1ve d1fferences between average and disabled readers

and reca]] of 1eve1 of 1mportance 1dea un1ts_ A1though the base11ne

'performance (i.e., 1nc1denta1 1earn1ng cond1t1on) of disabled readers

was s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower than average readers, ‘the dtfference was

Evk
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str1ct1y quant1tat1ve as the pattern of 1dea unit reca]] ‘was 51m11ar
- for both groups. These results are contrarv to those reported by |
- Martinez, Ghatala and Bell (1980) and for Smiley, 0ak1ey, Worthen,
Campione and Brown (1977) whog;ound that average reeders recalled more
Tevel 3 and 4 idea un1ts in compar1son with d1sab1ed readers. The
'd1fference might be attr1buted to the use of’ reading 1eve] match1ng
of average and;disab]ed readers in the present study,{versus age level
matching in.the other studies. A further 1nVestigation to examine
average readers together with reading ]eve]’hatched and aqe Tevel
matched disabled readers would help “to c1ar1fv this d1screpancy

D1fferent1a1 instructional. cond1t1ons were. found to be sub-
stantia]]y beneficial. for disabled readers. The initially inferior
recai]kpertorMance of the disabled readers in the-ihtidehta] condition .
was improved to the extent of no differente for the intentiona1 and_' : .
‘planned 1ntent1ona1 cond1t1ons, and in the tra1ned 1ntent1ona1 o
cond1t1on ‘the . 1mprovement was such that the reca]] of the dtsabled
readers was s1gn1f1cant1y better than that of the average readers.
These results support the notion that older disab1ed readers do have
access to ttop-down“ attentton organizing strategieé but theyrdo not
v-tend to're1y upon such in a readtng sﬁtuatiOn  However, 1t does appear
that older d1sab1ed readers can be 1nstructed to se]f -adopt and se]f—
regulate these strategies to 1mprove read1ng reca]] A fo]]ow up
study of the tra1ned 1ntent1ona1 group would further extend ‘the
present f1nd1ngs to determ1ne if the strategy tra1n1ng can be main-
tained over a lengthy time per]od (1 €.y f1ve or six months).

In general, the idea un1t paradlgm appears to be a part1cu1ar1y
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usefu] instrument for the’ examination of variances in reca]i perfor-
mance. It appears to be flex1b1e enough to accommodate a wide range
“of task, subject and context variables ‘that influence the reading of
text. N1th respect to the present study, ev1dence to support the °
not1on of "cogn1t1ve" aspects of attent1on, as well as the notion of
nthe zone of potential development was obta1ned. Thoughvcerta1n
discrepancies of the‘resu1ts reported.here with previously‘reported
data were identdfied,'the paradigm appears to be sufficﬁent]y_
robust for cont1nued use in future 1nvest1gat1ons

A]though a separate comprehens1on measure is not typ1ca11y
inc]uded in. the Tevels of idea un1t\stud1es, exper1menter devised
comprehens1on quest1ons were addressed to all subJects following their
reca]] of the story in the present 1nvest1gat1on The 1nc]us1on of"
such a comprehension measure was found to be h1gh1y 1nformat1ve
in the overa]] 1nterpretat1on of the results,. As was the case for
recall, disabled readers were found to be significantly lower with - _
respect to comprehenston performance in comparison_to'average'readers
in'the'incidenta1 condition. However, in contrast*to the immediate
1mprovement in reca11 noted for disabled readers in the intentiona]
instruction conditiohl no improvement,in‘comprehension was noted.
- In addition,'whereas the recait_improvement for the intentiona]‘con-
dition was stmply maintained at a-similar Teve] for disabled readers
under planned %n}entional conditions, a doubly significant improvementl
in comprehensfon was observed in this condition. Here it was observed

that disabled readers significantly improved_their comprehension

performance over their peers in the ihcidenta1,condition, as well as
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over the average subjects in the p]anned intentiona],group. Finally,
“-in the trained'intenttona1 conditﬁon doubly significant (i.e., across
conditions and'across groups) 1mprorements in botn recall and compre-
hens1on were observed for .disabled readers | |

These f1nd1ngs suggest that recall and comprehens1on

are separate processes that mutuat]y affect overall read1ng
AprofiCiency This:distinction is not wideﬂy noted in the literature,
though 1t wou1d seem that the issue wou]d be extremely 1mportant for
both theoret1ca1 and applied considerations in future 1ﬂ'£st1gat1ons
' In a similar ve1n the fact that major recall and comprehens1on
-‘performance 1ncrements for disabled readers were d1fferent1a11y
observed across instructional conditions may be 1nd1cat1ve of a
funct1ona11y s1gn1f1cant Tink between attent1ona1 se]f-regu1at10n ‘

and recall and comprehension processes as they re]ate to read1nq
-proficiency. Again, the issue warrants further exploration in future )
,investigatjons. As a start, researchers could Simo1y add a comprej
hension component to their studies‘of story recall, as was done in

the present 1nvest1gat1on. |

The performance of average readers in th1s study was of

1nterest in that no significant recall or COmprehension performance |
differences were noted across differentfaf;instructiona] conditions.-
This resuft is.supportive of the-initia]'contention.that top-down[
.attention strategies are already well deve]ooed in the average grade
five reader, and that such are probab1y'routiné1y applied in any reading
s1tuat1on. It'was, however, noted that\there/wasaa'decrement in recall

performance for 1ntéht1ona1 and planned 1ntent1ona1 cond1t10ns as well
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as “in comprehension performance in the irtentional condition. It would

. therefore seem’that‘the 1mposﬁtion of an externa11y gjven goa] tends

to disrupt or interfere with incidentally efficient strategies that

.are normally adoptea by-average grade five readers,‘and thus results

in‘a reductfon_of performance. Meacham (1972) has advanced a discussion
to this effect'using Soviet studies of voluntary and involuntary

memory as a bas1s for his arguments Further etndy ot this\phenomenon,.
across a var1ety of tasks, subJects and age 1eve1s wou]d help to gain
1n51ght into th1s seem1ng1y potentially fruxtfu1 area of 1nvest1gat1on

- The pre-task 1nterv1ew data, behavioral observation data, ‘and

the passage reading time data were of limited use in the present
investigation, and,Wou1d appear most effeetive as secondary sources
of information in future stud1es of this type

: Taken together, the present results have maJor 1mp11cat1ons

. with respect tb a number of issues that were d1scussed in the literature
review. These will be separate]y.réviewed in the discussion that

o follows.

Imp]icatfons for a Cognitive Model of Attention .

VThe atiﬁity of anyvmodel of eognitive proceseing is reflected
in the quest1ons and the research that it stimulates. The: recent
]1terature concern1ng moder of attention has po1nted to the 11m1ta—
tions of existing‘mode1s (Doug]as,andfPeters,,]979; G1bsqn and Rader,
1979), and the need for a mode] of attention thatfadequate1y deals

with both the cognitive and perceptual aspects. Though no such model

, has been fully formulated, several researchers (Neisser, 1967; Gibson
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and Rader, 1979; Dﬁuglas.and_Petérs, 1979; Hothberg, 1978; Brown,
1978) have presen ed con¢eptua1 discussions>of the various aspeété
that a cog&itive Ettention mode]l would comprise. :
| | Some of the central features that have been attr1buted to a
cognit1ve model of attention are: attent1on is 1nextr1cab]y tied to
“cognitive'deve1opment' atténtion plays strétegic role in the child's
m]earn1ng processes, optimal attent1on becomes 1ncreas1ng]y apparent
as the ch1]d learns to control and se]f-regu1ate current nerceptions,
and cogn1t1ons through the utilization of prior knowledge; and the
f]ex1b1e>a110cat10n of’aftention is neceséq:y to achieve optimal and
eff1c1ent 1nformat1on process1ng ‘

The ut111ty of this collective conceptua11zat1on of a cogn1t1ve
model of attention as an 1nvest1gat1ve perspective was exp]ored-1n
. this study. Thé results of this Study do appear to pfovide support
for the notion of cognitively regulated attention processing. The
manipu1afion of instructiona] coh&itions for.the promotion of such,
led to substantial increments in the recall and comprehens1on per-
| formance of disabled readers fo110w1ng a silent reading task. The

critical quest1ons that the utilization of a "cogn1t1ve" model of

attention led to in this study were: to what extent can and does

" the subject take an active part in his/her self-regulation of atten-

tional abilities and strategies;and what ﬁgithe instructional context |
: ! o . ; ' ' ,
that promotes the subject's maximal uti]ization of available atten-

tional abilities. )
On>the basis of the present investigation, 1t.wou1d appear

. that efforts for the formulation of a cognitiVe model of attention

'~
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should therefore be encouraged.

Attention and Reading

‘Reading is a highly complex task of information procesﬁing.
"Until the last decade, researchers have tended to avoid éoghitiVe
processing issués and instead have concentrated_main]y upon those
\ aspects thét were readily observable and measurable. Howéver, the
fast changing direcfion of memory and developmental research has
resulted in a wealth of insight fnto the importance of cognitive .
processes, as well'as fhe‘meta-strategies that have a substantial
impact on our everyda; intellectual functiohing.' Receht]&, reading
researéhers (i.e., Hochberg, 1@78;'Stauffer, 1977; and Mackworth,
1977) have attempted to é]arify the>re1ationshfp between attention and
reédihé Qsiﬁg a coghitive]y based orientation. fn view of the fact
that'attentﬁbn can be a11océted toward any of severa] aspects of the
reading task at any one moment, it WaS'Suggested by the writér:tﬁat we'
miéht distinguﬁsh»bétween ftbp-down" versusl"bottom-upf attentiona]
) proce;ses in reading. The\ﬂiteratufe review-reyea1ed fhat the |
orientation for the study . o% attention 1n read1ng was ent1re1y botto&-
up in perspectjve. The presgnt study, therefore, represented‘an
jnitial exploration of the uQility'of usi@n a. "top-down" perspectiVe
to examine attention a]]ocatidﬁ, as a pa;zisf a general coénitive model
of attention. The results of ﬂpe present investigation suggest that
"top- down" attent1ona1 processe are 6perat1vé in the read1ng process

and appear to be fairly adequat ly self-regulated by average grade

five readers. 'Thﬁs, the 1nitia1~jnveétigatibn indicates that the

.
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examiﬁation of "top;downh attentional processés in reading would be a
viable research avenue, and thét an integrative theory of attention
“in reading comprising "bottom-up” and "top-down" perspectivesvié
essentia],} N

FSeveral recent atteﬁpts to-oﬁt]ine’an interé§tive model of ’
readihgk(RuhéThart, 1977; Lesgold and Perfetti, 1978; Stanovich, 1980)
hold considérab]e promise in tﬁis‘régard; An a]ternative.way»of
derfving such a theory would be through an in—depth examination of the
reader's attentional development from novice to expert ‘as Brown (1978)
hasvsuggésted, By studying_beginning readers at various age 1eVe]s,‘
developmental aspecps might be teased apart from those aipectsAthat‘ )

are critical to the optimization of attention in reading. A

Attention and Learning Disability

There is a great deal of confusion in the 11terature concern1ng
the notion of attention deficit as it:relates to learning d1sab111ty.
the brunt of which appears to stem from conflicts arising out of
hyperact1v1ty versus 1earn1ng d1sab111ty 11terature (Ross, 1976 Doug]as
and Peters, 1979) and structural versus process issues (Torgesen,
©1975). The argument essentiaT]y'rests on_the conténtion that atteﬁtion
deficit_is'a constitutional predispbsition for only hyperactive groups
and is really a sécondary symptom for the 1earning«disab]ed (Dougias
and Peters,.1979). 'Théy conc]ude that remeaia1 efforts focusing on
attent1ona] training are su1ta \e on]y for hyperactive groups and
remediation for learning d1sab]ed in genera] should be d1rected at

the student S pr1mary 1earn1ng,def1c1ts. The counter-argument is



advanced by Ross (1976) whq, maintains thgt all learning disabilities
(ihc]udiné'hypéractivity) are“due to a generalized developmental lag
in one's capacity to employ and sustain se]ect1ve attent1on He : ',
proposes that adapt1ve attent1ona1 tra1n1ng would be helpful for
learning disabled and hyperactive groups.

‘ Thé results here do appearfto.favor Ross (1976) in that adaptive
attentional 1nstruct1ons and training on a reading task were highly
-successfu1 for this part1cu1ar subgroup ‘'of .learning d1sab]ed readers.
With respeét to the earlier discussion of structural versus process
issues in learning and development, the ready igprovement of the '
redding pkoficiency éf the disabled readers under differential
instructional cénditions would suggest that the attentional probTlem
‘hqre was attriEutab]e td inadequate COntko1.pr0cesses as opposed to
an actual struttura] attention deficit.

| vThe issue is far from peing reso]ved at this point. .It would,

AN

however, appear that the present research perspective ahd paradigm .
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would be a useful framework within which continued efforts at reso]ution

of the issue .can be channelled.

\ The Zone of Potential Development

n

! Psychologists have acknowledged the importance of attentioﬁ
as a basic g&&cho1ogica1 broéess since fhe begjnning of the EenturyQ
Though there appears to be a consensus that the proceSs undergoes

: cons1derab1e change over deve]opment very little is known about how
- attention became actua11zed and optimally controlled over the course

of development. Vygotsky's (1963, 1978) theory of-the zone of



potential -development was referred to in the“introduction as a useful
framework for,the simultaneous examination of structural versus

control aspécts 6f attention development. Two features of the zone

of potential development theory were‘pertinent to the present investi-
gation. The first was that Vygotsky (1963) specifies the existence
of . both a zone of actual development as well as the zone of potential
development. The latter zone represents tﬁé?ihdiQidua]'s potentiality
for 1earﬁing which precedés the attajnment of specific mental funcﬁions

or structures (i.e., zone of actual development). When we consider

"special groups such as thevlearnihg disabled, it is therefbre con-

ceivable to suggest that the mental Structures (zone of actual develop-
ment) for attentional self-regulation are impaired in the reading

disabled or a]ternqtive1y, that the 1attér zone is adequately

"developed and that they have not'yet Jearned how to regulate or

control the use of these structures (zone of potential development).
The latter altefnatjve was examined in the present study by the

practical app1i¢ation of another feature of this theory; that peer

" or adult instruction constitutes the initial stage of 1earning.

Thus, the present investigation was designed to compare

learning conditions which increased in the amount of other direction

that was given to promote subjects to self-regulate their attertion to
“use metacognitive processes during a si1ent‘reading task. Since the

results indicated that disabled readers could improve their reading

performance in the intentional instructional conditions, there is a
substantial indication that the "attention deficit" notion that is

often apb]ied to learning disabled groups is a remediable probliem that
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falls within the zone of potential development. Therefore, it would

\vniappear‘that Vygotsky's (1963, 1978) theory can be suitably applied to

help resolve structural versus control issues.

There was an additional advantage in the utilization of the

‘Vygotékian theory which should be-furthef noted at this time. By using

instructional conditions of increasing other direction, it was
possible to roughly gauge the type and amount of other direction
necessary to access the zone of potential development of the disabled
reader. For example, significant'improveménts,1n\comprehension were
obtained for the planned intentional condition, whereas an increased
amount of other direction (i.e., trained intentional condition) was
necessary to achieve a significant improvement in recall. Brown,
Campione and Day (1981) who recently conducted a training study and
similarly adopted a Vygotskian framework, concluded that
" 1t is often not necessary to make explicit all the steps

of learning and the need for transfer, and so forth.

The degree to which it is necessary to make each step

explicit is a measure of| the €id's zone .of potential

development or region of\sensitivity to instruction.

(p.-16) . : .

If the interpretation of theé Brown et al. (1981) and the present study

" is accurate, the theory would appear to have direct ramifications

for school related applications. Overall, the framework was found
to be useful for the purposes of the present investigation, and would
be strongly recommended for use in similar type investigatiohs of

cognitive processes and/or different sample groups.

//'
/
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Limitations of the Study /

1. The main purpose of this study was to examine the notion
of attention deficit in disabled neaders. Several investigations and
theqrética] perspectives were reviewed and integrated in an attempt to
resolve several critical shortcomings of previnus research efforts
in‘this area. Thus, considering the exploratory nature of the study,
the utility is primarily in identifying sevérai avenues nf potential
Significance for future investigation. Each of these arelg now needs
to be examined in depth, especially to gu1de the bu11d1ng of usefu1
theoretical and applied perspectives, )

2. The present investigation differed fnom the majority in that
the reading groups (average and disabied),were matched according to
reading level as opposed to age level. Even though this arrangement
was highly successful for comparing attentional differences of averagé
and’disabiedlreaders; two major aspects were affected by not having an
age level comparison. The"first instance was in the attempt to relate
the present nesuits to existing literature. It is not clear whether
discrepant findings are a function of matching differences or of this
‘particular subgroup of disabled readers. Additionai]y, by not having
' an age Tevel control group to nompare=the disabled readers' performancé
gainsito, it was impossible to gauge how closely fheir,improved
nerformance approkimated that of the average grade seven readen v |
(i.e., the upper limits of the zone of potential development). There-
~fore, future investigations'shouid include both readinQ»%nd age level

matched groups to maximize the interpretive value of research results.
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3. Comprehension measures were included in the present
investigatjon with the surprising result of differential improvement
in comparison with recall over learning conditions for disabled
readers. The implications of these results are that comprehension
and recall are two independent processes that.p1ay a significant role
in L devﬁ?wﬁﬁvht g? reading‘proficiency. Future research should
Jpec1f1ca1|y focus upon the further de11neat1on of the two processes,

" and particular sttention should be given to the quality and type of

questions that are devised and used.

123



BIBLIOGRAPHY -

124



i

Bib! iographl'

Adelman, P.-K., Goldberg B., Po11castro M., & Sulzby, E. The
effects of three instructional techniques on the reading comprehen-
sjon-of a well formed story. Paper presented at the Nat1ona1
Read1ng Conference, San Diego, 1980.

A111ngton R. Attention and app11cat1on The oft- forgdtten steps in

teaching reading. Journal of Learn1ng Disab111t1es, 1975, 8, 22-25.

Anderson, R. C., & Bidd]e; W. B. On asking ‘people, quest1ons about
. what they are reading. In G. H. Bower (Ed.), The psychology of

" learning and motivation: ‘Advances in research and theory (Vol. 9).

Stanford University, California: Academic Press, 1975.

André, M. E. 0. A., & Rndersonk T. H. qaé development and.evaluation
of a self- quest1on1ng study technique. ‘Technical report no. 87.
+Champaign, I1linois: Center for the Study of Reading," 1978

“Appel, L. F.;'Cooper,'R. G McCarrell, N., Sims- Kn1ght J., Yussen,
© " -S. R., & Flavell, J. H. The development of the d1st1nct1on between
perce1v1ng and memor1z1ng Child Deve]ogment 1972, 43, 1365- 1381.

Art]ey, A.,S: Learn1ng d1sab111t1es versus- read1ng d1sab1]1t1es
" A vexing prob]em In C. M. McCullough (Ed. ), Inchworm, ‘inchworm:
Persistent problems in reading education. Newark, Delaware: '
- Internat1ona1 Reading Assoc1at1on, ]980 119-124.

Atk1nson, R. C., & Sh1ffr1n, R. M, Human memory A proposed system

and its contro1 processes. In K. W. Spence & J. T. Spence (Eds.),

The psychology of learning and motivation: Advances in research
and_theory {Vol. 2)." -New York: Academic Press, 1968 89-195.

Baker,lA. M., & Kauffman, J. M.  Screening LD ch11dren with the Lorge-‘
Thorndike Academxc Therapy, 1978, 13, 549-552.

Belmont, J M & Butterf1e1d E. C. - Learning strategies as deter—
minants of memory def1c1enc1es Cognitive Psycholoav, 1971, 2,
411- 420 _ : ' ’

Berger, M., Yu1e,.w.,‘& Rutter,AM. Attainment and adjustment in two
geographical areas. II. The prevalence of specific reading.
retarda¢ion British Journal of Psychiatrv 1975, 126, 510-519.

:Black F. W. Neuro]og1ca1 dysfunction and read1ng d1sorders Jonrnal
of Learn1ng D1sab111t1es, 1973, 6 313-316.

Boder E. Deve]opmenta] dys]ex1a Preva111ng diagnostic concepts
‘and a new diagnostic approach.- In H. R. Myklebust (Ed.),
-Progress in learning d1sab111t1es (Vol. 2). Mew York: Grune

- % and Stratton 1971. ’

125



Bray, N, w Just1ce E. M Ferguson R. P ., and Simon, D. L. -
Deve]opmenta] changes 1n the effects of instructions on product1on-
deficient children. Child Development, 1977, 48, 1019 1026.

Broadbent;bD. E. Perception and communication. "London: . Pergamon
Press, 1958. : A

Brooks, P. H., & Baumeister, A. A. A plea for consideratjon of
eco]og1ca1 validity in the experimental psychology-of mental
retardation: A guest editorial. American Journal of Menta]
Deficiency, 1977, 81, 407- 416 ‘ v

Brown, A. L. The role of strategic behav1or in retardate memory-.
In N. R, Ellis (Ed.), International review of reseaych in
" mental retardation (Vol. 7). New York: Academic Press, 1974,
55-111. ' b ' . -

. Brown, A. L The development, of memory Knowing, knowing about

knowing, and knowing how to know. In H. W. Reese (Ed.), Advances
_in Child Development and Behavior (Vo] 10). New York: Academic
 Press, 1975, ) ‘ 3 -

Brown, A. L. Knbw1n§@WEEn where “and how to remember A problem of
' metacognition.. In R. G1aser (Ed ), Advances in instructional
gsxcho]ogx H111$da1e, N.J. Eribaum, 1978.

Brown, A. L., & Barclay, C. R. The effects of training specific
mnemon1cs onthe metamnemdnic efficiency of retarded children.
Child Development, 1976 47,:71-80. : f

'Brown, A. L., Campione, J. C., & Barclay, C. R. Training se]fechecking)

routines. for estimating test readiness: Generalization from list
learning to prose recall. Child Development, 1979, 50, 501-.512.

Brown, A. L. Camp1one, J. C , & Day, J. D.~ Learning'to 1earn##(0n
training “students to Jearn from texts. Educational Researcher,
1981, 10, 14-21. ,

Brown, A L. Camp1one J C » & Murphy, M. D. Keeping track of
changing var1ab1es Long- term retention of a trained rehearsal
strategy by retarded adolescents. Amer1can Journal of Mental

Deficiency, 1974, 78(4), 446-453. .

Brown, A. L. Camp1one J. C., & Murphy, M D. Maintenance and
genera11zat1on of trained metamnemonic awareness by educable -
retarded children. Journa] of. Exoer1menta1 Ch11d Psycho]ogy,
1977, 24, 191-211. - -

. , , o >
Brown, A. L., & Deloache, J. S. Skills, plans, and se]f—regu]ation.
In R. S. Siegler (Ed.), Children's thinking: What develops?

Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum, 1978. l '

126



J - - ” . 127

Brown, A. L.y &'French, L..A. The zone of potential development:
Implications for intelligence testing in the year 2000.
Intelligence, 1979, 3, 255-273. 2 T

~ Brown, A. L., & Smiley, S. S. Rating the importance of structural
units of prose passages: A problem of metacognitive development.
Child Development, 1977, 48, 1-8.

Bfown, A. L., & Smiley, S. S."The:deve1opment of strategies for
studying texts. Child Development, 1978, 49, 1076-1088.

Brown, A. L., Smiley, S. S., & Lawton, S. Q. C. The effects of
experience on the selection of suitable retrieval cues for
studving texts. Child Development, 1978, 49, 829-835.

Butterfield, E. C., & Belmont, J. M, Assessing and improving the
executive cognitive functions of mentaily retarded people.
In I. Bialer & M. Sternlicht (Eds.), Psychological issues in

mental vetardation. Chicago: Aldine-Atherton, 1975.
U . ‘ .

Ca]fee,~R. J., & Drum, P. A. Learning to read: Theory, fesearch;
and practice. Curriculum Inquiry, 1978, 8, 3-40.

Chi, M. T.|/H. Short-term memory limitations in children: Capacity
or_professing deficits? Memory and Cognition, 1976, 4, 559-572.

VM\EHFisfie;“dj§J1,u&;SCbHWacher, G. M. Memory for prose: Development
of mnemonic strateqies: and-use of higher order relations.
Journal of Reading Behavior, 1978, 10, 337-344. .

Collins, A: M., Brown, A. L., Morgan, J. L., & Brewer, W. F. The
analysis of reading tasks and texts. Technical Report No. 43,
Champaign, I]]inois; Center for the Study of Reading, 1977.

Craik, F. I. M., & Lockhart, R.,S. Levels of proéessing: A framéwork
for memory research. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal.
Behavior, 1972, 11, 671-684. C

Critch]ey,gﬂ% 'DeVe1opmen§a1 dyslexia: Itsbhistory, nature,'and.
: prospectsi. In D. D. Duane & M. B. Rawson (Eds.), Reading,
perception and language. Baltimore: York Press, 1975.

Cruickshank, W. M., & Hallahan, D. P. Perceptual and learning
disabilities in -children. Vol. 2: Research and theory.
New York: Syracuse University Press, 1975.

Dé]by,'J.fT. Deficit or delay: Neurdpsycho]ogica1 models of :
developmental dyslexia. The Journal of Special Education, 1979,
13, 239-264. t \ N ‘ _ \




128

Dale, E., & Chall, J. S. A formula for predicting readability: -
Instructions. Educational Research Bulletin, 1948, 27, 37-54.

Dallago, M. L. L,; & Moely, B. E. 'Free recall .in boys of normal and
 poor reading levels as a function of task manipulations. Journal
of Experimental Child Psycho]qu, 1980} 30, 62-78.

Day, M. C. Developmental trends in visual scanning. In H. W. Reese
" (Ed.), Advances in child development and behavior (Vol. 10).
New York: Academic Press, 1975, 153-193. a

Dee-Lucas, D., & DiVesta, F. J. Learner-generated organizational
aids: Effects of learning from text. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 1980, 72, 304-311.

<,

Denhey, D. R. The effects of exemp]ary'and‘cognitive models and
celf-rehearsal on children's interrogative strategies. Journal
of Experimental Child Psychglogy, 1975, 9, 476-488.

Denney, N. W., Jones, F. w.,‘&'Krige1, S. H. Modifying the questioning
strategies of young children and elderly adults with strategy-
modeling techniques. Human Development, 1979, 22, 23-36.

Deutsch, J. A., & Deutsch, D. Attention: some theoretical
‘ considerations. -Psychological Review, 1963, 70, 80-90.

DiVesta', F. J., Hayward, K., & Orlando, V. P. Deve1oﬁ§&a¢a1 trends
in monitoring text for comprehension. Child Development, 1979,
50, -97-105. o

Douglas, V. I. Higher mental processes in hyperactive children: ‘
Implications for training. In R. M. Knights & D. J. Bakker (Eds.),
Rehabilitation, treatment and mand4ement of learning disorders.
Baltimore: University Park Press, in press. : '

‘Douglas, V. I., & Peters, K. G. Toward a clearer definition of the
attentional deficit of hyperactive children. In G. A. Hale &
M. Lewis (Eds.), Attention and cognitive development. New York:
Plenum Press, 1979, 173-237.

Drum, P. A., & Lantaff, R. E. 4Sc0r{ng categories for protocols.
Paper presented at the Second Annual Language Conference, -
- Boston University, October, 1977. ‘

Dykman, R. A., Ackerman, P. T., Clements, S. D., & Peters, J. E. v
Specific learning disabilities: -An attentional deficit syndrome.
In H. R. Myklebust (Ed.), Progress in learning disabilities
(Vol. II). New York: Grune and Styaiden, 1971, 56-93.

‘Eisenberg, L. Reading retardation: psy@atric and sociological
aspects. Pediatrics, 1966, 37, 352-365. *



129

E119s, N. R. A behavioral research strategy in mental retardation:
Defense and critique. American Journal of Mental Deficiency,
- 1969, 73, 557-566. -

~ Farr, R. Reading: What can be measured? Newark De]aware
Internat1ona1 Reading Assoc1at1on 1969.

Feifel, H. , & Lorge, 1. Qua\1tat1ve differences in the vocabu1ary
) responses of children. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1950,
41, 1-18. ‘ ' '

~Fishbein, H. D. Evolution, development and children's learning.
California: Goodyear Publishing:Company, 1976.

~ Flavell, J. H. Metacognitive aspects of problem solving. ~In
' L. B. Resnick (Ed.), The nature of 1nte111gence Hillsdale, N.J.:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates., 1976.

Flavell, J. H. 'Metacognitive deve1opment. In J. M. Scandﬁra & o
C. J. Brainerd (Eds.), Structural process theories. of complex
human behavior. Leyden*, S1Jthoff and Noordhoff 1978. '

Forrest, D. L., & Waller, T. G. Cogn1t1ve and metacognitjve aspects
of reading. Paper presented at the biennial meeting of the
Society for Research in Child Development, March, 1979.

Forrest, D, L., & Waller, J. G. What do children know about their
. reading and study skills? Paper presented at the American
_Educational Research Assoc1at1on, April, 1 -

Gallagher, J. J Ch11dren with deve]opmenta] imbplances: A psycho-
educational definition. In W. M. Crui (Ed.), The teacher
of brain-injured children. Syracus use University
Press, 1966, 23-43. - :

' Gaylord- Ross, R. J. Mental retardation rdsearchy ecological validity,
and the delivery of longitudinal educat1on programs. The Journal
of §pec1a] Educat1on, 1979, 13, 69-80.

Gibson, E. J., & Lewin, H. The psychology of read1ng Cambridge,
Mass.: M 1.7. Press, 1975

Gibson, E., and Rader, N. The perceiver as performer. In G. A.
Hale & M. Lewis (Eds.), Attention and cogn1t1ve deve1opment
New York: Plenum Press, 1979, 1-20. LNy

Goodman, K. S. ‘Ana1y51s of oral reading miscues: App]ied psycho-
Tinguistics. Reading Research Quarterly, 1969, 5, 9-30.

L4

Goodman, K. S. Strategies for increasing comprehens1on in read1ng.b
“In H. M. Robinson (Ed.), Improving reading in the 1ntermed1ate
years. ‘Scott-Foresman, 1973, 59-71.




v ]3(?

Goodman, K. S. Reading: A_psycho]inguisti% guessing game. In
" H. Singer and R. B. Ruddell (Eds.), Theoretical models and
‘processes of reading (2nded.). Newark, Delaware: International
Reading Association, 1976, 497-508. '

Gough, P. B. One second of reading. In J. F. Kavanagh 8 1. G.
Mettingly (Eds.), Language by ear and by eye. Cambridge, Mass.:
M.I.T. Press, 1972, 331-358. '

‘Heiman,.J. R., Fisher, P., & Ross, A. A supplementary behavioral
. program to improve deficient reading performance. Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology, 1973, 1, 390-399.

Hochberg, J. Toward a speegh—p1an,eye—movement model of reading.
~ InR. A. Monty and J. W. Senders (Eds.), Eye movements and .
psychological processes. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum, 1976.

A

Hochberg, J. E. Percept{on (2nd ed.). Englewood Cl1iffs, N.J.:
_ Prentice-Hall, 1978. °
Hochberg, J., & Brooks, V. Reading as intentional behavior. In
H. Singer (Ed.), Theoretical models and processes of reading.
Newark, Delaware: International Reading Association, 1970.

Huey, E. B. The psychology and pedagogy of reading. Cambridge,
Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1968. (Originally published, 1908.)

James, W. The principles of psychologji(Vo]. 1). New York: Henry
‘Ho]t‘and Company, 1890. (Repub]ished by Dover, 1950. )

Johnson, S. W., & Morﬂsky, R. L. Learning disabilities (2nd ed.).
Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1980. - '

" Kahneman, D. Attention and effort. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1973. } : .

kail, R. V., Chi, M. T. H., Ingram, A. L., & Janner, F. W.
Constructive aspects of children's reading. 'Child Development,
1977, 48, 684-688. " ; :

caye, D. B., Hall; V. C., & Baron, M. B. Factors influencing rule
discovery in children. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1979,
71, 654-668. - T " T

e
-

'Keogh, B. K., &-Margolis, J. S. Atténtiona]lcharacté?%stics of ".
children with educational problems: A functional analysis.
Technical Report SERP 1975-A7. Los ﬁnge1es: University of

Ca]iforniq. Ny
Kintsch, W. On'tomprehending/sz}ies. In M. A. Just & P. A. |
carpenter (Eds.), Cognitive processes in_comprehension. Hillsdale:

New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1977. .



131

Krupsk', A. Attention processes: Research, theOry,‘and 1mp11cat1ons
‘for special education. In B. K. Keogh (Ed )» Advances in special
education (Vo] I). Greenwich, Conn.: .JAI Press, 1980, 101-141.

LaBefge, D., & Samue]s, S. J. Toward a. iheory of automatic information
processing in reading. Cog*Jt1ve Psychology, 1974, 6, 293-323.

. Lérner, J. W. Remedial reading and learning disabilitiés: Are they the .
same or different? Journal of Special Education, 1975, 9, 119-131.

Lerner, J. 4. Children with learning disabilities (2nd ed.). Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1976.

Lesgold, A. M., & Perfetti, C. A. Interactive processes in reading
comprehens1on D1scourse Processes, 1978, 1 323-336.

¥

Lichtenstein, E. H. & Brewer ‘W, F. Memory for.goa[-directed events.
‘ Cogn1t1ve Psycho]_gy, ]980 12 412- 445 &

Lupart, ,J. ' Levels oprrocess1ggf1n EMR and normal ch11dren
Unpub11shed master's thesis, University of Alberta, 1978(a).

Lupart, J. Attentional processes in perception and their- fac111tat1on
of the reading process. Unpublished manuscr1pt. Un1vers1ty of
A]berta, November, 1978(b).

b part Ju.oLl., & Mu1cahy, R. F. A look at the memory performance of
ez} retarded and normal children utilizing the levels of processing
framework. Paper presented at Amer1can Educat10na1 Research . .
Assoc1at1on, 1979 : « . .

°

Luria, A. R Higher cortxca] functions in man. New'Ybfk: Basic
' Books, 1966 : ~

Maccoby , E., & Hagen, J. Effect of'distraction upon central versus
jncidental recall: Developmental trends. Journal of Experimental
Child Psychology, 1965 2, 280-289.

: Mackworth, N. H. The line of sight approach. In S. Wanat (Ed.),
Language and reading comprehensxon Ar11ngton, Va.:  Centre for
- Applied Linguistics, 1977. : .

<

Martinez, P. R., Ghatala, E. S., & Bell, J. A. Size of processing
unit during read1ng and retention of prose by good and poor readers.
Journal of Reading. Behavior, 1980, 12, 87-95.

McCarthy, J..J., & McCarthy, J. F. Learning disabilities. Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 19639. R : '

McConkie, G. W., & Rayner, K. An on-Tine computer techn1que for :
studying read1ng Identifying the perceptual-span. In H. Singer
and R. B. Ruddell (Eds.), Theoretical models and processing of
reading. Newark, Delaware: International Reading Association,

- 1976. . S

v



v

Meacham, J. A. The deve]opment of memory abilities in the 1nd1V1dua1
and society. Human Deve1opment, 1972, 15, 205-228.

Miller, G. A., Galanter, E., & Pribram, K. Plans and the structure
. of behavior New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1960.

Milner, B. Interhem1spher1c d1fferences in the localization of
psycho]og1ca1 processes in man. British Med1ca1 Bu]]et1n, 1971
27, 272-271.

Meely, B. E & Jeffrey, W. E. The effect of organization training
©oon ch11dren s free recall of category items. Child Develvpment,
1974 45, 135-143. '

~ 8

poray, Nu Attention: Selective processes in vision and hearing.
London: Hutchison Educational, 1969.

Mostofsky; D. 1. Attention: Contemporary theory and analysis.
New York: App]eton Century-Crofts, 1970.

'~

Myers, M. I1, & Paris, S G. Children's metacognitive know]edge
about read1ng Journa] of Educat1ona1 Psychology, 1978, 70, 680- 690

© Myklebust, H. R. Progress in learning disabilities (Vol. II). .
New York: »Grune & Stratton, 1971.

Neisser, U. Cognitive psychology. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts,
1967. : : :

Norman, D. A. Memory and attention: . An introduction to human
information processing. New York- John Wiley & Sons, 1976.

0h1son,AE L. Identification of spec1f1c learning d1sab111t1es
Champaign, I11inois: Research Press, 1978.

Owinga, R: A., Petersen, G. A., Bransford, J. P., Morris, C. D., &
Stein, B. J Spontaneous mon1tor1ng and regu]at1on of 1earn1ng
v A comparison of successful and less successful fifth qraders
Journa] of Educat1ona1 Psycho]ogy, 1980, 72, 250-256.

Pace,.A. J. Metacomprehens1on and school-aged children's reading:
~An overview. Paper presented at the National Reading Conference,
San D1ego 1980. .
. ‘ / ’
Pe]ham,‘d. E. Se]ect1ve attent1on deficits in poor. readers’ Dichotic
' listening, speeded classification, and auditory and visual central
and incidental. learning tasks. Ch11d Development, 1979, 50, °

1050-1061.

~

Posner, A. i.,-& Bofes; S. W. Componenis of attention. Psychological
Review, 1971, 78, 391-408. : _ -




133

“Posner, A. 1., & Snyder, C. R. R. Attention and cognitive control.
In R. L. Solso (Ed.), Information processing and cognition: The
“Loyola Symposium. Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,

1975, 55-85., ' ' .

Pressliey, M. Iﬁcreasing children's se1f4éontro1 through cognitive -
interventions. - Review of Educational Research, 13{9, 49, 319-370.

Pribram, K. H. The languages of the brain. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
: Prentice-Ha]], 1971. | o

Pribram, K. H., & McGuinness, D. Arousal, activation, and effort in
the control of attention. Psychological Reyiew, 1975, 82, 116-149.

Rankin, E. F. The measurement of reading f]exibibity: Problems and
perspectives. Newark, Delaware: . International Reading Association,
1974. . . : ‘

Ribevich, J. K. Developing comprehension of content material through
strategies other than questioning. Paper presented at the Twenty-
Second Annual Convention of the International Reading Association,
Miami Beach, May 2-6, 1977.

Ross, A. 0. Psytho]ogiea] aspects of learning disabilities and reading
"disorders. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1976.

Ross, S. M., Rakow, E. A., & Bush, A. J. Instructional adaptation for
self-managed learning systems. Journal of Educational Psychology,
1980, 72, 312-320. :

Rumelhart, D. E. Toward an inferactive model of reading. In
S. Dornic (Ed.), Attention and. performance (Vol. 6). Hillsdale,
- New Jersey: Erlbaum, 1977. , .

Rutter, M. Preya]encé and types of dyslexia. In A. L. Benton &
" - D. Pearl (Eds.), Dyslexia: An appraisal of current knowledge.
New York: Oxford University Press, 1978, 3-28. ’

~ Samuels, S. J. "Autbmétic decoding and reading comprehension.
Language Arts, 1976, 53, 323-325.

Samuels, S. J., & Dahl, F. R. Establishing apprdpriate purpose -for
reading and its effect on flexibility of reading rate. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 1975, 67, 38-43.

Sargent, E.‘E., Huus, H., & Andresen, O. How to read a book. In
C. T. Mangrum (Ed.), Reading aid series. Newark, Delaware:
International Reading Association, 1970.

Smiley,-S. S., Oakley, D. D., Worthen, D., Campione, J. C., & Brown,
KA. L. Recall of thematically relevant material by adolescent good
and poor readers 'as a function of written—versus—oral presentation.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 1977, 69, 381-387.

~—
¥




134

~ Smirnov, A. A., & Zinchenko,/b,~1. Problems in the psychology of
_memory. In M. Cole & I. Maltzman (Eds.), A handbook of contemporary
Soviet psychology. New York: Basic Bogks, 1969, 452-502.

Sroufe, L. A., Sonies, B. €., West, W. D., & Wright, F. S. Antici-
patory heart rate deceleration and reaction time in children with
and without referral for learning disability. Child Development,
1973, 44, 267-273. ’ ' ’

4

Stanovich, K. E. Toward én interactive-compensatory model of individua1
differences in the development of reading fluency Reading
Research Quarterly, 1980, 16, 32-73. . :

Stauffer, R. G. The role of intention in reading and thinking.
In R. W. Shuy (Ed.), Papers in applied linguistics. Linguistics
and reading, Series 2, 1977, 50-56.

Stein,.N. L., & Glenn, G. G. An analysis of story comprehension in
~elementary school children. In R. Freedle (Ed.), Multidisciplinary
approaches to discourse comprehension. Hillsdale, New Jersey:
. Ablex, Inc., 1977. : '

Tordesen, J. Problems and prospects in the study of learning
disabilities. In E. M. Hetherington (Ed.), Review of child
development research (Vol. 5). Chicago: University of Chicago -
Press, 1975, 385-440. : ' )

: Torgesen, J. K. Memorization processes 1h.reading-disab1ed children.
Journal of Educational Psvchology, 1977, 69, 571-578.

s .
Torgesen, J. K. Performance of reading disabled children on serial
memory tasks: A selective review of recent research.. Reading
Research Quarter]v, 1978, 14 57-87. 2

Triesman, A. Mon1tor1ng ‘and storage of irrelevant messages in
selective attention. Journal gof Verbal Learning and Verbal
Behavior, 1964, 3, 449 459,

Vellutino, F. R. A]ternat1ve conceptualizations of dyslexia:
Evidence in support of a verbal-deficit hypothes1s Harvard
Educational R@/@\ 1977, 41, 334-354. ° -

7 v
~ Vernon, M. D. Var1ab111ty in reading retardation. British Journal
‘ of Psychology, 1979, 70, 7-16. :

'Vygotsky, L. S. Learning and mental development at school age.
In J. Simon and B. Simon (Eds. ¥y Educational psychology in the
u.s. S R. Stanford, California: -Stanford University Press, 1963,
21-34. ; , ;

Vygotsky, L. S. Mind in sbciety: The development of higher psycho-
logical processes. (M. Cole, V. John-Steiner, S. Scribner &
E. Souberman, eds.). .Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1978. ' e




 Wertsch, J. V. From soc1a1 interaction to higher psycho]og1ca1
processes: A clarification and app11cat1on of Vygotsky's theory.
Human DeVelopment 1979, 22, 1-22. ,

~Vliner, B. J. -Statistical pr1nc1p1es in exper1menta1 des1gn (2nd ed.).

New York: McGraw Hi11, 1971.

Wright, J. C., & Vlietstra, A. G. The deve]opment of selective
: attention: From perceptual exp]orat1on to logical speech.

In H. W. Reese (Ed.), Advances in child development and behavior
(Vol. 10). New York Academic Press, 1975, 176-235.

~Zigler, E. Deve]opmenta] versus difference theories. of mental’
retardation and the problem of motivation. Amer1can Journal of
Mental Deficiency, 1969, 73, 536-556.

135



i

APPENDICES

136



APPENDIX h . g
 COMPREHENSION QUESTJONS

137



What' strange change occurred?
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APPENDIX A

COMPREHENSTON QUESTIONS

')

How did the children feel when they were told about the dragon?

Where was the dragon's home?

Why did the 1ittle boy go to the dragon's home?
When did he set out on his journey?
How did the dragon respond to the invitation? .

How would you degcribe the character of the little boy?

‘How dfd the boy and the dragon trayel back to the boy's home?

.
~ -

"How would the dragon feel about the change?

thwdid he feel this way?
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APPENDIX B

* THE ‘DRAGON'S TEARS

Far away in a strange country

there lived a dragon,

“and the dragon's home was in a deep

mountain cave. ‘ R N

From the cave his eyes shone out like

%

a

‘Very often, when the people 1living nearby

were gathered in thg evening by the fire,

one.would say: "What a»terrib]e dragog is
z]iving near us!" o O

And~énother,wou¥d agree; saying: "Someone :

“should kil him.""

Q

Whenever children were “told about the dragon,

they were f%ightehgd;

But thére was one 1itt1e boy who was never
frightened. e - |

A]i the neighbors said: "Isn'f he a funny

* Tittle boy?" S a

When it was almost time for this funny V
Tittle bdy's birthdéy,~_

his;mother_asked him:  "Whom Would youa

Tike to invite for your birthday party?"

311

Importance”

Rate
2.11

3.41

©2.15

1.26

- 1.67

1.59

- 2.52

Level of

Importance

2
a4
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15.Then that 1little boy said; "Mother, I .

would Tike to ask the dragon."

©3.67
16/His mother was very muth»surprised and
‘ | askéd; "Are you jokihg?" '1.70 '
17 "No," said thé 1i%i1e boy very seriously, 1.52 N
18 "I mean what I %say; 1.59
19 I want to invig; the dragon." 2.11
20 And,‘sure'enOUQh, | | 1.]5 .
21 on the day before his birthday, 2.37
22 the Tittle boy stole quietly out of his
s .houge._ R 2.67
23 He walked and he walked and he walked 2.44
" 24 ti11 he reached the mountain where the
dragon Tived. | 3.19
25qu¢11o,,He119; Mr. Dragon." .« 3.04 .
26 the 1ittle boy called down the valley in_
© his loudest voice. | o 1.82 -
27 “What's the matter? 1.22
28 Who's calling me?" 2.82
29 rumbléd the dragon, 2.26
3O'comin9'oﬁt'9f his cave. | ‘1.52 .
3] Then the Tittle Boy said:f "Tomorrow is
‘my-birfhday ' 3.56
32 aqd there will be 19;5 of.QOOd things -
O toeat, 52
/33 so please come to my party. 3.82



&

34
35

36
37

38

39

10
1
42

43

44

45
A‘—before/ 3

46

47

48.

49

50

I came all the wayfto invite you."

At first the dragon couldn't believe

+ his ears

@nd kept roéring at the'boy. »

But the boy waSn'tvfrightened at all

and kept séying: "Please, Mr. Dragon,
please,come to my party."

Fipally the dragon understood that the boy
méant what he said '_ |

and was actually asking him?F‘

a'dragon, |

to his birthday pa%ty.l

Then the dragqg'st pped roaring and bégan

"1 neve? h_

The draqon S tears flowed and f]owed
until at 1ast they became a river.

Then the dragon said: .

"Come,,c11mb on my back and I 11 give you
" a ride home."

The boy climbed bravely onto the back of

 the ferocious dragon

51

and awayAthe‘drégon went, -  , 6.

.82

3.37

3.04

2.30

Now B W
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52 swimming down the river of his own tears.

' 53 But as he went,

54 by somevhagic,

55.his€body changed its size and shape;',
569And suddenly -

57 what do you know! —

58 thea1itt1e boy was sailing bravely down

}he river toward home

59" as captain of ‘a dragthsteamboat!

.26
.89
.26
.22
.82
.22

.70
.70

N E~] NN Lol
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APPENDIX C

PRE-TASK INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR
THE PLANNED INTENTIONAL GROUP
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: ORIGINAL PRE-TASK INTERVIEU QUESTIONS FOR THE
PLANNED INTENTIONAL GROUP :

What do you do whensyou read in preparation“for-a test?

Is there anyth1ng that you can do to make what you are read1ng
easier to remember?

How wou]d you find the name of a p]ace in a story? ?

_How would you remember a story so that you could tell, 1t to a
fr1end later?

How much of the story would you remember?

. How would you think of a title for a story? .

How can ‘you make sure that you are fo1]ow1ng the story correct]y
as you read?

What kind‘of information do you look for when you'read?

I am going to ask you to read a fo]k ‘tale for me. What kinds of

information would you expect: to find in the story7‘

What will you do to make sure that you remémber as much of the
folk story as you can? :

* From Forrest and Waller (1980).-
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'REVISED PRE-TASK INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR. THE
PLANNED INTENTIONAL GROUP '

Nhat do you do mhen you read in preparation for a test?

Is there anyth1ng that you can do te make what you are reading
easier to remember7

How would you remember a story so that you could tell it to a’
friend 1ater on? e :

How much of the story wou]d you remember? | ’ | ////
How.would you th1nk'of a t1t1e for a story? \"<§;
How can you make sure that you are f011OW1ng the story correctly

as you read?
What kind of 1nfqrmat1on do you 1ook for when you read’

I am go1ng to ask you to read a folk tale for me. What k1nds of
information wou]d you expect to find in the story’

.1 What w111 you do to make sure that you. remember ‘as much of the

~ folk story as you can?

x



APPENDIX. D

THE ADAPTED SQ3R APPROACH FOR THE TRAINED'
~ INTENTIONAL CONDITION '
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APPENDIX D .
" THE ADAPTED ‘SQ3R APPROACH FOR THE TRAINED -
INTENTIONAL CONDITION \ '/
. . ° . ] R . . ’/
Survey First look at the title to get an idea of what the story ‘

is about. Then in about 15 seconds glance over the story
to pick out some of the key information around which the
rest of the story will cluster. Also, this orientation
will help you to organize your attention as you read

~ throug the rest of the story.

Question Now b:g1h\¥g worP Turn the title into a question.
' 1 to mind information already known, thus

h-'.1ng you to understand the story more quickly..
1nue to ask yourself quest1ons on how the story parts

dlate to the part you are reading. This will make 4
mportant points stand out while exp]anatory details are
recognized as such. - It takes a conscious effort on the
part of the reader to ask useful questions, for wh1ch he
must read to find the answer.

Read Read to answer your own questions. This is not a
passive plowing along’ eact\11ne, but an active search
for the answer.

'

Recite " When you have, read a portion of the story, 1ook away from
the book and try to briefly summarize the answers to your
» -~ questions and the ma1n11deas of the story to that point.
Use your own words. Br1ef1y glance over the section
again to see if all the major points were identified.
Repeat this procedure until all portions of the story
have been read. : ,

Review After you have read the whole story, check your memory
as to the content by reciting.the major events of the
story. Check to see that you haven't left out anyth1ng
important before testing the final recall.
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THE FATHER, HIS SON, AND THEIR DONKEY

A father and his son were taking their donkey td town to sell
h%m at ' the markéfp]ace.- They. had not gone a great distance, when they
met a Qroup of pretty‘maidens‘who were returning from the town.
The young gir]s’wére talking and laughing when one of them cried out,
"Look there. Did you ever see sUch‘fdols, to be walking alongside
the donkey‘when they might be riding it?" The father, when he heard
this, to]dwhis son to get up on the donkey, and he'continuedjto
stroll a1ong'merrily.. | ‘

They traQe]ed.a 1ittle further down the road, and soon cahe
Upon a group of old men talking. "There," said one of them, "that
proves what 1 was saying. What respect is shéwn to old age these days? ¢
Do you see that idle yoené boy kidfng the donkey, while his father has
to waTk? You should get down and let your father ride!" Upon this
the son got d§wn from the donkey and fhe father took his place.

‘They had not gpne'far when they haépened upon a group of
- women and chi]d%en; "Why, you 1;zy old feTgpw,‘you should be ashamed,"
cried ‘several women at once. "How can you f#de upon the beast, when
that poor little boy can hardly keep up with you?" So the good-natured
father hoisted his son up behind him. |

By now they had a]mosiikeached‘the to»; "Tell me friend,"
said a townsman, "ié that donkey your own?" _

"Why yes,".said the father. _ o  §%;;;;W

"I would not haVe thought'so,“ said the other, "by the way’yﬁvau

overwork him. ‘Why, you two are strong and are bgtter able to carry the

.

4
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poor beast than he is to carry you."

"Anything to please you sir," said the father, "we can only
try." So he and hjs son got down from the donkey. They tied the
animal's legs together, and taking a pole, tried to carry him on their
shoulders over a bridge that led to. the marketplace. This was such an

laugh at it. The Monkey, not 1iking to be tied, kicked so ferociously

odd sigh Nds of people gathered around to see‘it; and to

that he broke,the rope, tumbled off the pole into the water, and
scrambled away into the thicket: e _

" With this, the father and his son hqn%fdowh\rkeir heads and
‘made thei;bway home again, having Tearned that by frying to please h

everybody, they had pleased nobody, and lost the donkey too.
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THE KETTLE THAT WOULD NOT WALK

@ne déy as he was leaving fq% the market, a man's wife said to
him, "Hugband, since we need a new iron kettle for the fifep]ace,
would you please remember to buy one?" So the man purchased a -
kettle at the market and fbward dusk he took it on his arm and started

. for home. But the kettle was a heavy burden and his arm grew {ired
with carrying it and he set it down. |

While he was resting he noticed that the kettle had three legs
and scolding it said, "What a pity 1 did not see those legs before!
Heré you have three legs and I have only two, and yet I have been
carry1ng you. Well, you sh;il take me the rest of the way." Theq he
nest]ed h1mse1f inside the: kett]e and said, "Now go on; I am all ready

to*be taken hgme. But the kettle stood stationary on its three legs
and would not budget. ' : - ‘ ,

- "Ah!" said the man, "you are a stubborn little kettle, are you?
-You want me to keep on carrying you, I suppose; but I will notﬁ I.wi11
tell you the way and you can stay where you are until you choose to -
follow me." So the man gave the kettle directions to his house and
then proceeded on.his way.

Soon- he. reached home. His wife asked him where the kettle was.

"Oh, it will be-§1ong.soon," he replied. She was pu%EAed by his {
answer. He exp]ginég, "the kettle I bought has three legs, and was”
better able to wa1y‘here‘ff0m the market than I who have but two Tegs.

When I noticed its legs I immediately put it down on the graund and :

! instructed it to walk the rest of the way itself. I wasn't about to

PR
K
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carryﬂthat kett1e .any farther. |

"You need got worry, dear w1fe," sa1d the man, "for I told it
: | o
the way, and 1t w111 be-a1ong soon.

'-"Exact]y where d1d you. 1eave it?" 1nqu1red the anx1ods w1fe

*"At the br1dge," he rep11ed. e

L

She was not SO ‘sure about its com1ng -as he was and she hurr1ed

.off to get 1t Nhen she’ brought it home the man sa1d "I am glad you ‘

o

have brought it home safe]y, w1fe I have been th1nk1ng that it
,m1ght ‘have- taken a not1on to walk back to the market 1f we had 1eft 1t

unattended much Ionger

. R o S
o . . : .. : . ’
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‘

~



9

~ that f]aked and lookedwfunny »It.

HOW TO FOOL A CAT %\ B

Once upon a time there was a rich lord who liked to coTiect -

carvings of anima1$ (those are Tike ]itt]e wooden dolls). .Hefhad many

kinds, but/he had no carved mouse. So‘he called two skilled carvers to A

him and said: "I want each of you to carve a mouse for me. - I want
them to be so 11fe Tike that my cat will think they're real m1d@§and
pbunce on them. we 11 put them together and sge which mouse the cat

pounces on first. To the carver of that mouse I'11: g1ve th1s bag of

- gold." So the two carvers‘went back to their homes and set to work.

After a timefthey came back. One had carved a wonderful mouse

out of wood. . It was so well done th At Tooked exactly Tike a_mouse.

The other, however, had'done ve He had;USed some material
dn't look 1like a mouse at all.
"What's th1s7“ sa1d the Tord. "This-woodenlmouse is a

marve]ous p1ece of caring but this other mouse-—1f it is 1ndeed

lsupposed to be a mouse-—wou]dn t foo] anyone, 1et along a cat

"Let the cat be brought in" sa1d the second carver. "The cat

h can dec1de wh1ch is the better mouse.

The Tord thought th1s was rather s111y, but he ordered the

‘cat to be brought 1t “No sooner had it come into the,room than 1t

;pounced upon the badly carved mouse and paid no attention’ at all to

the one that was carved S0 we]] There was noth1ng for the Tord to

' do but give the gold to the unsk111ed ‘carver but as he d1d S0 he said:

~“we11 now that you have the go1d te11 me how you did 1t?"

"1t .was- easy, my 1ord " sa1d the man, "I didn't carve my
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mouse from wood. I carved it from dri@@fﬁiSh. -That's whnghe cat

pounced upon it swiftly." -
. When the lord heard how the cat and everyone e1se hen

fooled he could not help laughing, and soon everyone in the entire

court ‘was h01d1ng h1s s1des w1’

'ghter.""We11 " gaid the Tord
f1na11y, “then I 11 have tov;v

who carved so well, and one to you who carved so cleverly. 'I'll'keep

the wooden mouse, and we'll Tet the cat have the other one."

155

#two bags of go]d, one to the workman -
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SQUIRE'S BRIDE

Once there was a squire who wasvvery very wealthy. He had

éVenythinJ he wanted eXcépt a wite. " One day the squire saw a young

maid work1ng in a hayf1e1d He 1iked her and was sure she would want

~ to marry h1m at once because he was $O r1ch, so he told her that he

.wanted her to be his wife.’ ,
"No thank you, but that's not to my 11k1ng," she said as she
'looked at his bald head. \ |
But the squire was very stubborn, so he sent for the matd's
father and to]d him that if he cou]d arrange this marr1age he wou]d»
g1ve the man much gold. "Yes, you may be sure I'11 br1ng ‘my daughter
to her senses," sa1d the father ‘"She is only a ch11d and doesn t

“know - what S best for ‘her." But all h1s ‘talking did not he1p for h1s

daughter was a1so very stubborn. The father knew no other way to keep :

‘his promise to the squ1re but to tr1ck his daughter He would havef-

“~the g1r1 sent to the squ1re S farm as though she were needed for some

farm work ‘When~she arr1ved a wedd1ng would be_wajt1ng and she and
the squ1re wou]d be marr1ed r1ght away. | |

. The squire thought th1s was we11 and good so he prepared for a
grand wedd1ng and then sent one of his farm lads to fetch what he had
been promised. FSo the lad ran$5tt toward'the farmer's house and "found
“the daughter rak1ng hay in a nearby meadow "I am to fetch what your
father has prom1sed the squ1re," said the lad. |

b

"'So that is what they are up to,ﬂ she thought to herse]f

"I suppose he wants that 11tt1e pony of ours,“ she sa1d With

\
Vo
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this, the boy jumped on the'back of the pony and rode home at full

speed} ; o |

| - The boy soonlarrivea a£ fhe‘squire's ﬁouse where thé women WEre

wafting thQress;t%e bride for the wedding; The women fell into

1aughter when they sawfthe bony. They decided the squire wanted to

make his ggests laugh sd they dresséd.the pony, crown:and all.:. E
“"Wery wé]1; bring her in!" said thé sqﬁire.- ! amhfeady."
There was a terrible clatter in the hall, %or the bride, a;

;you‘know, didfnqt'wear silken shoes- When the dooriyaé‘opéhed and‘

the Squfrefs brfde entered, eVerybne~]qughédﬁ As for the squire,

“he had enough of that bride; and they say he never.Went courting again. -
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.ANOVA-fOﬁ Sex Differences in Recall

.9

Source

- df MS Foo ¥p |

t .Betw‘een , # w ‘
Groups >1 .064 .0017 NS~
 Sex 1 .029 .0008 NS
Condi tions 3 149.6 4.02 Sig
~ Groups X Sex ] 471 012 NS
Sex x Conditions 3 2.2 1329 NS
hqups x Conditions 3 94.9 2.55 NS
Groups x Sex x Conditions 3 1.8 317 NS

Error 04 37.5

159



Ervror

104

160
ANOVA for Sex Differences in Comprehension
Source df MS F P

Between
" Groups 1 152 .071 NS 2
Sex S 3.25 15 NS -

' ‘Conditions ® 6.51 .02 Sig
Groups x Sex I 3.25 15 NS
Sex x Conditions 3 2.23° .03 NS

“Groups x Conditions 3 7.09 .30 Sig
Groups x Sex x Conditions 3 .637 .296 NS
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SUMMARY «OF PRE-TASK INTERVIEW RESPONSES

What do you do when you read in
preparation for a test?

- study the hard words
- use the dictionary -
- review - read it over

study
, memorize
- sound the words out
- make notes

- if it's long I do it step by step

- read it out loud to someone

- -~ study (read) the parts I don't know
- go to a quiet room ~ .

- Took over the words they have in
italics (they're important)

- ‘think out the problems

- ask myself questions about it
and answer them

- read the important parts and try

" to remember the%.

Is there anything that you can do to

make what you are read1ng eas1er to

remember? _

~=.don't know .
- it's the same as spe111ng - say the
word, cover it, then spell it

* "= read it more than once

- say it over, memorize, 1t

- write it.down

- do it more slowly

- sound it out

- ask someone

- read stuff you like to read - b1g
books- -

. - have someoné test me

- read easier books :

- read a little b1t each day

- read more

- think of someth1ng that re]ates to
the thing that 1 need,to remember

L

Average

v/

v/
I
WY

W

W

4

v/

v/

44

v

N

YN
/ .
/ -

e

N
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'~ use the book summary on the cover

How would “you remember a story so

that you could tell it to a friend latenr?

- read it more than once

- read it carefully

- remember the most interesting
{important) parts \

- ask someone to read it for me -a
few times o

- remember the characters.

- make notes

- memorize it

- start with the main idea

- remember the different parts

- say it over

- copy it down

- think in my mind what the story sa1d

- maybe it just comes natural ‘

- summarize it

N

'How much of the story would you

remember?

- almost the whole thing

-.about 1/2

- the exciting and boring parts,
conversation ‘

- 3/4 ‘

- most important stuff

- I might skip some of the details

- about 3 or 4 chapters

- the beginning and the end’

- depends on how long it is

- the middle part

= I might even add some stuff to
make it more interesting sometimes

-~ the end and the middle

L W

Average

WYY
VY

v

WYY
W/

%

W
v
/

W NN~
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How would you think of a'tit1e for
a story?

- by what it's about :
- how it might happen in the story
- read and find your main idea

- about .the character 1'm talking about

_7~I'd think of it interesting and

_ rious
. —w$$§ure out what would go w1th
the story '
- read the story over and think up
- a title
- what was more written about,
who was in the story more than
~ others and what it is
- when it has someth1ng to do w1th
the story .
- try to find the main part
- if it's good
I don't know

How can you make sure that you are
following the story correctly as you
read?

- don't know

- just follow along :

- go along carefully (slowly)

- 11sten how they sound the words

- it won't make sense, make sure it
makes Sense

- follow with pencil or finger,
paper, marker

© - read it over

- ‘ask someone

- read the summary on the cover

- try to picture the story in my mind

- by punctuation
- using the dictionary if you don' t
know a word

Average

WYY
WY

v/
v

Y
WYY

v

v
v/

I

WY

W
2
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44
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e

4
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. <
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What k1nd of information do you look

for when you read?
- where the story takes place é
- depends on the words, what kind of
word it is
- things that_j
- things thatx
- setting : %@
- when it takes place ,'ﬁ?%&&d:ﬂggW,
- excitement, interesting parts,
conversations
- if it's a word I don't know, 1
use the dictionary
- if it's a report I take out books
on a certain person or animal
- people's names, who it"s about
- what it's all about, what happens
- what they are doing '
- the most important facts
- I look for the answers
.- periods and all those other signs
- horror ‘
- how things happen

tg}resyt' $e0p1 e
)1e information

I am going to ask you to read a folk
tale for me. What kinds of
jnformation would you expect to

find in the story7

- don't know>

- things that aren't true

- a tale

- a lesson to be learned

- if there's any adventure,
mystery or just happy stuff or
sad stuff, funny .

- who was in it

- why something happened

- things you can't ever do in real
1ife

- aboyt a witch

" - what happens

- 1 don't know what a folk tale is™

- how she does it

- about folks, about old people

- description of the character,
what's so important about him

- about the past

. - where the story happens

- - superstition

4

WYY
v
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N Average
What will you do to make sure that you
remember as much of?the,story as you can?
- after 1 read a sentence, try to /
repeat it in my head .
- read it carefully, slowly WYYV
- sound out the words Y
- read it over VY
- just ®hink of it, not anything else Y/
- by the title and parts of the story Y
- the lesson to be. learned Y
- pay attention to it Y
- put some action to it "
- try to keep track of what I read o
- think.of the characters, remember -ﬁ%

their names
- think of 1t 1n my mind and go
‘back to it *
- read over the.part I wouldn¥® remember
- skim after I read it, and then read
some of the important parts again

- try to think of it all the time so

1 cam remember it
- make a rough copy, write it down
- read over the important parts
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