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g In vigw  of the 4fa}:t that. literature 'doeés maintain An

J.mportant pcsltion in the §chnol curriculum. we must be
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and lasting definition of 11terature. Indeed the lﬂQK of

a. tomalized position = an all-encompassi\g statemenc- .




o»f the disqiplx e Ls elusive but ongoing, one * may-be‘b

hett advised :o plm'e the ‘realm: of ll.terature in texms

Mcms:e;, 119774
T‘D"lcFadd,en‘,‘w?a )" ) T /'these and numerous ochex tesemhers

i erature

p_css/ipi.lit . Ih};ieed, very few P _ple




5 - T . P s
aesthetic satisfacbions. -/Thhs we face a dilemma. ° As. ..

Woodrqerry (1959) 1nforms us, "Excess of instruction leads’
’

‘to;: one’s be}ng hored 'excess-of pleasure 1eads ;o'

. frivolity® (Br:172).

,' SO what does 1i

l(cHas er (1977)"considersLthat "the be‘erit of’

‘diidaé ic, aesth;hic; and’ heurist c:' For the well-rounded' -

stm{ent, litex-atm—e shc‘uld convey all of these notions.
‘At this j\mcture it ﬁ\ay) be pertinant to examine briefly

each ot thase aspects‘ ®

Didactialsm ‘has been a major part ot 11terature for

j;uite a long

ime; robably since the - inceptiun 'of ‘the

subjacc . 6 Townsend (1980)

notes  that ‘the’ urge

to 1nstmct the y ung is ‘dee

(p 56) Huch o the literatﬁre of ! ‘ea‘ﬂ_ entur,xes is s

qu‘te didactic and mcralistic in-iits . u\tent and purpose.‘

It ams to: teac lessons, to, moralxze, to categonze how’

and‘

y (1979 i



. L | % . 2, = b . ) .
ignore.» The historical Dbackground of this 'di.d‘acticism' &

stems from the «ictorian and Edwardian vxew ob literature. "

“During these  times,. lit.e:ature was’ seén solely “as an,

instrument of kncwledge and w:.sdom, thh bhe functlen of

value xcf 1icezacu'§.—e' .

¥, passion, comn\itment,' anger, and contentme' ;?
+ of the aesthetic apﬁeal cf literacure fis almosr.\

SN S
in the sense that one has only f.o read a - good: pook to 1

reahze :.ts paten‘tial for entertaimnent and pleasure. o

Enjoymemt is an integral part uf reading. Many take:

granted when they, speak of the . vnlue of . T

Yet various researéhets, attest to the truth




‘_ emotion,

‘cbjece, capableng arous




v (1982), and Bedch'and Appleman (1984) who suggest that a ' ..

work of ‘literature is a direct presentatio\ of selected 2
experlences thxch gnable us to recognize truths about our goe ¥
.exist‘ence. This. is done _through involv‘ing us in tﬁe
problems of bemq human and dxrectmq _our responsgs to’

these' dxtnculues.' mter&tu ‘deals with nfe;rreal

corip. ex human dramas, and. responsibla »

yr,‘ s/ '.sée/ .the’

tel 1gent/ mox:al choice id thdir -
Bl

§ ‘van{i»meani,ng. in his z_:_ur_x Tife. Ag Béach and Appleman .(1934)

eafly. state: v-mmaiy texts o’fte

'rémin s of our ow;\

‘often - reduced

eports. ‘ Literature

iscicusiigss, freédo

| Readers- learn to  deve

ii’vés.' This is accomplishe




3 somé:h{ng about how.we think and abbut how ‘othérs. think. -
This is canfirmed by WOodnerry (19@9) who claims, thgt. A

) ‘Litérature is-a-key to oné's “om heart; it is
L . also a key. to the lives of - ‘others; there are
%" 5 ), other ways of . learning .-one's ~own nature and -
human nature in general, "But outside of direct

experience . and observation literature.- is the

N principal means qf cbta:u\ing knowledge of human
e life. (p. 172) -

F e y p ooy 'rhrough eratute we are‘ ah}e to discove,r our own

v potennal. This i.s déne via the :epresentacwns of otheér, . ¢

bridge the qap betwee the experiences of che reader and

to put’ the reader into tout:h with

t},gose oﬁ the writer

the authqr'bs odel ' of . how things are; In this way,,

vlriting__can_ shed 1

ht “on, valuesr comitmem:s, ; gnd

eonvictiens cf sccxet

n. general ;and  hélp ‘1‘_:} the | ..

- fotma:).on of a, reader s cw’n_beu_ef"s. Li;‘er;ﬂt‘ure "bears

; ‘wu:ness to" or llluminat.’es mén‘s_qapaé 'tc h‘nld onn.to

e true ideals .for 1iving, to: hold on’to the human- gcals we

’ must ngver forget. Hence literature 2 shnuld discourage

should make ssuden:s aware

maral" apathy,:

ccmmunicy, and should

members of ‘chéc crommu ty* 1 exploring ife s dil
Patr (1982) summarizes benutifully the heuristlc" 3




% ‘I hope that by explnri.ng the! power of values and
" the ‘complexities -of moral choice ' within the - !
litérature they réad, 'students 'will  be better #
' . - able: . to. x‘ec;ognlze and” ° understand the -
. ‘ possibilities for r ible action and self-
realization within' their own lives. - I also’ hope
that by. seeing themselves as - part, of a rich,
ongoing culture they. will decide that moral ;
choice is not only desirable but also posslble. &
within' theit’ gwn worldsT (p. 19)

suffice it ,to, saylchat 1Ltazat\|‘;e".dqes -inform
g i i’ ; S S AN

E a'pgxcéch 'Eo‘ - réading.

"to. inform, _and be- informed~ €6 «vmodify heha\,';o:", i

s mcludmg ‘the. development of social undetstanding. and to -

‘secure pleasute and” satisfy cuuosiw“ (pv 2‘2)A lThLB_{'

then, is why people are taught ta read.




s CHAPTER II . «
‘READER-RESPONSE CRITICISM

tha rele of the text i'n reading. For quite a'long




‘u

e L

] . 7 7" las one ‘ould master. fractions or senti ai miing ar .,

any other leirned pperatﬁién.» - Many ;tpdehts were ‘“"rurned i

ofth by literatu:}'e . and, the unfortunate truth was that .

oEtentimes literary works were' perceived to have little ot
no-'value. As Harste and Mikuiecky ‘(1984) poiut out:

Ses When litéracy - is viewed .as a perfectible skill
k: E + as opposed to .a functwnal vehicle of’ ‘thought °.

\:b Ehose stud nts 'who‘ encoun

pre‘éonce‘i*;eii‘ ﬁbtions i X

$ e even bizarre. Ve m 4]

sees that one cannot tead jus

; indeed -

5 that

"the :
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writ:es dn. supp.azf of ‘this" notion is W1xsen {1983).., ishe

- insists thiat! compréhehsion o & pskieiiene ‘niot consist

\ merely of teading ‘the. words therein i:ut rather if. must
7 .
‘1nfomation

involve conntructing a meaning b/etween tshe




Altngugh this, approach, whxch ignores the interacuon

Of - téxt and teader, may well be cnntinulng in onr schaols

today, tcrtuna ely such a. vSew of' 1.1 erature me. 10nge!'

-appeprs t_o he

roper cdntext of

The * believers. in reader-re onse cnt cism

material

of . l:teury

§ heir» 1nterpretations

19755 Tyle :

gl Holland

ritic and taachar he

diverqe ma:ksdly» in ‘the




e . 3ol . - i
interpretations théy assign: to a text: And Tyler' (iéx; )

corrobci‘a’tes this statement when' he.writes that' évery text
-!s an unmanent structure for xts own interprqtauon but
depends upon the reader for'a framework of 1nterpretatian
in which the text is rendsred :easonable by the act:.ons of

its agents X the :eaders. "He , ¢ oea .on-— to say that' "the

* who speak. to tp:f.s‘ notion. Included {armobg;‘theée‘arerswabay ;

(19‘61) and Goddman»' (19341‘)' - who - 7that -the reader"s :
: insighc is of prime mortanae in the act “of. reading<

'Becauu of this ‘we' x.-eact ‘to matenal in differing ways.

treader’s text
“.and, corefe

and " on which - any reader's “later
what* is read b d : 7)

ﬂqoncarn in this 'papez. ucndden (197a) Auppon‘.s this




contention when Ke shows that the source of being ‘in any

literary vork is twofold, in that it takes place:in the
- o 1

creative .cdnscious\ne\ss of a reader and the p;:‘ysical o

foul dat:.qn uf the text. But'he does not stop there. He

ext is intersuhjechively ayailable to a. communit cof

readéts aifid - fimis i ﬂnﬂ\rﬂ




L P N
_We recognize that the text is. merely the groundwork

Sy o for interprétacion. . It is not made'complece until the

reader brinqs mejinq to bear on the mtomation existing

in \he text. Br

m and Lyman .(1978) show t_hat t:xe text is

not . a tixed .object. or entity, because "the' jnteszretat:—ion

itself. became& part ~of * the symbol just as  .an )

ecation of a - poem: becnmes on the next éaﬁing',

Kzntsch and .

could be. extendad

and“the ‘a

otion could be made that the nature :

Rivers ’ 19 78 1

‘ase ‘{de:



which texts: are seen as disembodted language and the
readers are the performers who re-enact these texts, Thus

the vworks exist for us only because we experierice themi ,

¥ e
We treat! texts. In this act of "treating" the text

we may - or: not consider the signals 'placed by the

. author in the text, when we respnnd to litezature.

- However, in  order to  avoid a pﬁ}-ely \giosyncratid'
mterpreCatio‘n the raaaer has ™ to consider the
provided by the author. Indeed a-bas

betwven text and reader. I .

In vzew of these notlans, the reader is see’x‘m’aﬁ the

i one who completes the ext. Writing itself is rio‘t ,‘

complete. without t’ne inter‘venticn of the Teader. Indeéd
. “th:.s premise is apparently true in general when paople
- . encmmter informanon of any sort. oatley (1973) takes
. the pusitlon that when people are confronted with- material -
- ‘and in_this instancu#we may construe materia-l as any

literary taxt - they try to ‘make sense of it -and thev

llkelxhood is that people translate the material i

. "
their own represen ‘;onq ur of tHe - world.

Ccarrell (1983) further aq‘knowledges that "the redder is
viewed as beinq at least’ as unport:ant as the taxt,, in P

wh:.ch reading cmnprehehsion is taken to ‘be the; rudex:'

meAning from the text" (p- -200). : F«Snally,

lock vithin u

as storr (1969) puts St, "'I'hete l_mas to be



There is research to support our contention that'the

text is not a fixed entity subject to the interpretation

merely Of the literary critic. Ultimately, the reader i..'s
at léast jixstv'n important as the text in a dialectical "~ .

process cf assublim; neaning 'Pot -man ‘them."i'sts the

E reader as xqpla:ad the text as the central fn;ure in t-.he

" vacuum. Instead, wa beliave that ehe human ag
play a signiﬁcnnc role - 1n structurlng ueaning.

resenrchex‘s have supported» this" not,ion. One can consider A

*the world . of lcieﬁtisn, for eie‘a-ple;" As beliavers. in
x‘eadsr x-espomu ('.heory we. nust reject pure sciemusm.

Wayne Bdoth (1974) sees the ideals of scientisn. as bﬁi.nq

doqlatic. B, o 9 WS

_ -The. qoal ot ail thnught and arguneht is to -
s el\ ulate the purity and objectivity and vigor - of
“science, “in ‘order to .protect oneself: from - th

. .—-érrors that passion and desire and hetaphor.and ..
i authnrity and ull:the laqlcal fa—llacies had us.

into: ; (p.

ac:apt:,’ &n 'inte’z‘pretinq




Accepting the concept that every man does assenble, .

fieaning in his own yorld, e assert the belief that by his -
very nathre\‘mén is not an ijective craature. As’ Poola

(1972 tells s, . object ive: argument is not only impessihle

but "what is accepted: as true is acceptéd as ‘true because

.{of an: existxng structure . of heuef in  the,

‘r’y.-.’aad

“Lndiv:iduai, an exisbing structure ar 1nteres,

alternauve

plauslble
Researchers such as Kelly (1955),

(1976), and T. ‘Hudson (1982) see t hat life 15 biased

-
that “human -agent‘s construct .f.heir own worlds.» As early as

1955 -Kelly was awaxe of ‘this - when, he wrot

Life’ is characterized,v not " merely’
'abstractablllty .along  a ‘time* line,’ bﬁ

“The construction systems are’.alsq ‘redl, oug]

they ‘may be biased in ‘their representauun. ‘

= ‘Thus, both 'nature and ‘human’ nature are
phehomenotogically axlstent. (p. 43)

For these theorists  the presence of the htman actors—

thrmﬂ;h ‘their-thoughts) belxefs, and values = is of prtme

ce in- all’ human- activities ’In ed’ tha human

impox't

ﬂqctors, pexrform. ‘an "im:rinsio and im’ed\:cible yola® it
- (Matscn, '1976,"p. 6) -in. cohst’rubti‘ng meaning- th-'thls ]

" ve. see that tha “reader is an agant a’cr'cturinq his-world

“as‘ h_e_}actlvel_y predicts, selpets, and contiml. The



— reader brings meaninq to béar and constructs meanthg from

the text. Thus - there. is very clear evidence that thE' . ’

‘ ‘A r&der an:ts ‘in the process of camprehending any " text. 5
' e By »its very nature, language (and 1iterature) is ‘an

open’ -'system -which' goés yond science to predica:e

existence or tU brinq :mto bemg in’ language.‘ In vxew of

this, _one. must further 1nszsc that 1n ever.'y nse a. parson

makes son\ethmg hew, Ea

Lalso

L. T (pe 122).. 7 Iser (1978)"

actualxzanon
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* " abilities to re_spr.;nd_ .aesthetically or f£i11 qu'f:'_ a:

literary work of art c;f'whate\ier qualicy" (p- 50). This °

& o “pelief’ is corrobo:ated by Browg ahd, stexnmann (1978) and ¥

»
Holland (1978), uho‘ g that, in di what one

reader counts as literary, another readeg’ihay fot. Hence

; it' ds clear - that’ different pecple, ° when they look .

1iterar11y,‘ w{l look for:. d‘ifferent thlpgs which will

% expx:ess thei.: own' perspnalxties.v

@ meanings t;o' boar on th:s ma{:anal. Tharefor’e,

L 1 terature, we have x'eaders 2 N nting for of cons’

ctitng’

theu oun notxons cf what is! there fram thexr personauzed

parcept:mns. These 1dent1ficatmns of. the patterns are

ncessarﬂy ogen-anda’. 'J‘hey can, be corroboxated or

\n the ‘raction cnnt,\nuxng hgtwqen ,text §‘nd

New instrumam:s i
3 inm!, and’ neW obser tons . . ]

‘further!'madifications in the. . ! . :
Thus phnosophies are enlarged ciﬁ e

include new, inforr ation or axchanqad for more
Safficient’ nnes. g




.The process of reading is necessan.ly open—ended.

Readers are seen as fxllxng in gaps as' they hypothesxze x
-'and predict what w111 be cn a partigular page or " indeed —

what will be in ‘the next sen‘tence (Cullman and Harwood,

. 1983). : .
In vhw of these l:onclus:\ons we ‘must once again

snggest chat ‘the bock is constantly belnq a.

reading. prbcass nust bting £ light the

£ "deéd’x‘*‘igtiony of

¥ 'r‘:peratiéms éct vated. in the reader by the g:ext, ‘and ‘that . -

‘meaning 1s constructed out. of the interacnon between the,
matenal in the text and a reader's backgxound knowledge. b
Thus. the experience of thé reader 'and the * uontext ct‘ the

situation interact ‘to “influence now a. readar lm:erprets

3 and xecall aw lnfcmation. E_ssentially,)p‘ carrying -out

1 ‘- _the instruction- of »tng t.ext,‘ the~‘;e'adei: assembles - thi

meaninq of. the text. " s, H'olland (1875) ' assures ﬁe, K.

B work finds its fulfil].memt:,~ sb to speak w}ien a readei- 2

" gives it life by te-craatin@ the work in his own mind" (p-

Fo il ‘.

L 36““%9—18—311 intétaétive‘brébéss. We must cunsider - .




B 4 . ) CHAPTER III . W b
. A . Y 3 %
. A SCHEMA - THEORETICAL VIEW OF READING -

Patterns and_ Patternin‘g‘

. P * The evidence presented “thus far’paints not only .

tcwards the view that readinq 1nvolves merely the xeader ®

. cnnst,ruvcnng‘af _meanmg.‘ Racher, the read;.ng pmcess is¢
. Ry K o

seen -as.an interactive (ar

to _:.considef brie

tive (tra) 1ve):

S oE read:.ng

Readmg appea:s “to proceed in two duectmns. 1t

by < G
defin:.tely does y. not: involve  only. the Lqiosync_ra__t.ic

mterpret_:qticn of ‘the reader. Likewise, .oﬁe can ru'l_e out

the belief that reading is entirel{r the conséquence of

textual cbjectilv!.\iy. There is af necessu:y aclear

relauonshxp between che two. Both :he 'prese ce and the 'y

f this -telaticnshxp have been demonstrated tirmiy

dept

in the 11 rature pertaxm.ng to the suh)ect V an,,

. beg;n ',witb Holland (1978), who perceives cf Ey ln:eza:y

L cransacblon as’, proceeding' in. two dm‘eetions. 'rom;—'

" i : Other researchers -_and'

wnters‘ agree with this

coneept, althaugh scma see’ the p:ncesa as inte:actWe !

i ‘mature
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Included among these are E D. Hirsch, Jr.’ (1976), Iser '

. (1978), VCar‘re].l— (1983) , ;and Gcodman (1984) ; - who see. that
reading 'fesponse involves a dlalsctlc relatienship"bet\)een
- the interaction of the text and reader, hem:e that: every
act of interpretation involves two perspectives, #hat of

Ccarrell (1983)

‘ the auchor and ‘that of the interpretst.

purticxpant in. the cmnpxehen an/prucess. In \fact these

theunsts demonstrate that durmg the _reading ptoceSs cne ‘

! cmnprahendar constructs the text

atrongly the imporcance of the

cuntra y tn & previously hel
gumprehension thenry, the .r
tcéip’ient‘ ot inécmation. Rather he fulfills the text in

ound dn - it.

Thus, msanings are s er



and reaffirm ‘these accompl ishment: w com'municatin& with

2 one .another. In Keeping with this life of thinking, we

~tan here identify the writer as the '.'s;ieak‘er“ in the act

of ‘communigating. Naturally, then, ‘the reéader is the

"hearer“ It to,lxows that ‘the reader “fet reates (in

Jown tems; the writer’s parceptions of’the worl.d. ' .

Wo! ds must mnve “in sequem:e,' ‘one qfter another
someone’s: conscinusness. : The ' work - must :
read i

or

transactions .

characteristics .’ réault' in construutiun o!




d ‘ méaning.. This view makes.the role of the reader
<1 a‘highly dctive one. It .makes what the readér %
% ‘brings to the text as -important as ghe text
itself in text comprehension. (pp. 96, 97)

. The previous reseazch, as - cxted is simply pointing
' —toward a. schema - theoretical view of reading. Let s

considez the nature of such.a view of ‘reading.

(198‘) ‘show that "in the

> Robirson and Schatzber:

arg s!an ag" activaly

.,seeking ‘to organlze and 1n§om_u;10n “into atde_rly‘

igeas’

happens is t.hat

¥ the_wort“ls‘ K ntained in the; text evoke in the reader
; a'ssocia’ée&v coﬂquts, the:u: ; past interxelaticnships, and
: their

potentlal ;n:exrelag,\onshipa.-r It . is ‘the

baticn of . the text wh{ch he(ps the reader to select =

'Iamong then conceptual complex.es. c:msequently, the goal &y =

of. schema theury is "to séecif he lnte:tace between the

to specuy how

xeader and ] —the reader's 9 s
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schema thepry i-eseai‘eh.' Kelly (1955)_ spoke. quite clearly
in attendmg to this aspect of man s knoumg. He wrote:

Man looks ..at his . world thruuqh t:ansparent -
patterns or. templata which. he creates ‘and:then %
attempts to fit ‘over the realities, of which the
Wworld.is composed.  The fit is not -always. very
‘Yet without. such .patterns' ‘the :wor:
to. be such- an- \mdlfferentxabed

_ "7 out_of it.. -Even/a poor fit-is more. helptu
. h.’un ‘than notMng at’ aIl. 3 X

process of knqwledge ‘acquis:.t).cn‘ The: ~basic knowlédga

% : s :

and Che i mechanxsms of schema theory,

indeed, are -not unique to the read:.ng process. Rathar,

(:hese same knowledqe structures and processes are assumed
to underlie all cognitive processas. Consequen}ly, ‘scheluna

theory. provides a way of 'integrating one’s uhderstanding’

of text with: one’s undEE‘s_t'andinq of the world in general

) . (Adans and' Collins, 1977)J : -

d . 1€ s c;l-ear- -that ‘throughout our learning. and
. Gevelopment -as 1ntsllxgent knowledge seeking human beings
we constam:ly ;om, revise, 'and r.etomr patterns _ct

knowing. .We' see .that our existence then is a resylt of

this: adaptive J,aax}ninq or knowing. . Accdrgini;ly,_ we 7si:art>

B 3 - off with'a’ Einga of predictions and expectations ‘which-are

“about ‘or diat by thé ‘experience to which ve

have ‘been subjected - “in effect, we are cultural humn}:



. ' d :
beings formed by bodies of knéwledge we engounter through

language -as our essential medium of exposure to these

conditions. pecause of this cultural aspect, we, 4s

_Lm/guaqe learners, acquire notions of how. the world exists 7
P 3

or patterns of hew things are. We set up these

xepresentauons' ise “on the .knowledge we have acqiired- ,

- through the expenence we bring to an event plus che~ways

~-suéh "‘aisr Kelly ' (19851,

11955), Feibleman (1976) ; and MacKay (1969). have dxscusseﬂ

these 1deas of pattern creat}}on in’ our expetiencing of the

world. ' They seée that patterns are ways of construing the

.. world, that pacterns enahle man to ~chart -a course of'

behavior, that patterns ,allow man to order knoylledge, tc

_Eit it: in-as a belief among other - beliefs. I-lun\ans fcrm 325

the§e pacterns Eor action hased an chen: experiences and

obseérvations as well as the recorded. histories of ‘events. . B
E T‘Such acqpir}ed patterns arv structures of ‘belief make -up a- -,

_mental model of the world. .* . t ; 2

'L‘hesa pzevia Y acquired patterns are activated when




o are fulfilled. Our ways of knowing are seen as equivalent
"to ‘the ‘situation. - —
Yet thes‘e‘ patterns do not always sat:i.sfy,T the
érediccions and expectations are not always fulfilled. As
+ Kelly (1955) -says, ‘these patterns are. "tentatively trxed
on for size" (p. 9. They are made authentle by a process *

ofr -éelec:;’.on, of acceptance, Cor’ rejection; Thus cur

¢ s E read:.ness to match th - pattern- of events of perception by

; :«ei\:emal reaction is’

the,pattexn -of " our- Wi mte:na

conditional ‘readfn“

.consistent ‘wn:h chEI.‘ cau ses of behavio:.

pgt;erns do ‘not: fulfill “we' must: then »da'
change . our modes of rep:,es"éntat&cm' to take in the new

experience. - - . .

- C ¢ ly the iv‘ed patterns are ‘subjected-
~ " .to further reconstrual & Kelly (1955)- sees that these
- . . patternsor "construct% "a:e used for p:edicti.ons af
ck:ings to .come, and the world keeps rclling along and-*
reveannq these  predi¢tions’ to be either correct .or
émislﬂ_eading" (p. .14). The imporhanc point is that these ;

. -are not _fixed notions ‘or pa\:tetns, All . of ol.(t presen;

; : ; . 4

interpretations are subject to thé€ revision or ieplaceqnent

by alté’rnative conég:ubtian. Kelly (1955) summarizes
quite succinccly. Zail ', o e Lt ;
"L‘he successinn of events “in. .theé course -of time
. concinually ‘subjects . a  person's constructicni
. system ' .to: ‘a  validation . process. “The
. k:onstructions one'places upon events are.working
. hypothesesy ‘which are abuut to be put. to'the,
. test of expe:ience. - As one's antlclpaticns otA



'hypotheses are. successively revised in ‘the lxght . o
. 6f .the- unt‘old:.nq | sequence . of everits, ' the .
_‘const\ructian system . undergces a pragressxve
revoljation. The 'person reconstrues. This. . is
i . G e experience. “Thé reccnstructicn of one’s life is

x £ based upcn just thxs -kind of expérience. p.
S e 3 ..,2) ;

B his perspectLve in light. of new knowledge or patterns of

knoglinq. He must canslder cther ways of aealing with, what
i 5
e is f:here. Thls, than,.is cle basis ﬁor man as a. 15

'constantly learning being. . His patt}:nnor, model is

© for ye‘r‘beinq challénged and adapted i

kﬁowledge, new 'sit:'uations,_'or new'expaiisnce CHe! musc

‘theh' ind - some- other represantatioh ‘hich restores ord

. ta his perceptions b which tuuills. This, in essence, is -

what keeps man leaminq. ~'He -has: to. rehne lus model cf
: things. Basically, man is torced to. adapt his schemata,

isa each schama - ideany' e becumes more and more




.. Dbefinition of Terms in-Schema Theory .-

view of all

Primarily we’have a schema - theoretica
knowledge acqulsltlon which. necessarily . includes reading
and comprehensio . In this view the writer. constructs a
text through tx{sactions with the déw}elopinq text and the

‘meaning be}ng 'xpressed. Iiur_i_n

the process ~r.ha text is

tra sfamed and so.” are the wnter’s schemata_ ways of

Wos m.‘ ng knowledge) ,sze\use, the raader conatructs a

. (Goodman, 1984),‘. i 7 * il

we see -that . the words scgema_ and e_ghgmm are of"

centtal importance in the rocess belnq describad. Tu‘

understand more. fully such' an approach‘ to reading we need
d to consmer in detan -exactly, what schematq are - how'a -

achema is deflned in a composxng mcliel of reading.

Y‘The’", xford Engl;sh Dictionary (1933) defines a schema
as ''a dxaqrammatm reptesentatmn“ -dn’ wh:u:h schemata are
"any one ‘of certain toms or‘:ules of the pruducbive b

gt "imaginat:ion' thrcuqh which the undex\standing 15 “able to

d apply 1ts 'categories' to. the maniiold of sénse parceptitm

K n \:he process of realizing knnwledge or: experiance" ) To

put: c sxmply, a schema-theoretical view of taadl.ng Ls

:aunded ‘on a scheme or .a methodical ar:angamenc =

"definite pattern: or, plan. i by E

Many auchors have uttempted to datinu and 111ustrata

ot B e i

 the words .gchema and aghgmm . ’xjhay speak variously of ¥




; Yoo
frameworks ‘of knowledqe ozganized into patte:ns. Althc‘:ugh
the :eminuquy 'mgy differ, the basxc ptenuses seem the
same.. Smt_je the’ eaz;l.y days of schema theory, ue_ pave
encuudtere% such terms a‘s “model":, "plan"{,. and;, of course,

"schema"‘ . Divex‘se aL\tho:s‘ employ.‘ . such  ‘names a’_s‘

- “ccnstructs" . -"slm:s“, + “"rules", ' "patterns", "f}:ames",

‘."\}gr"ubles;', i - "stereotypes", - "themes",;

"'preS\‘-,\Px'ié itions", ‘;‘kﬁéw}édée X
Y “memory '
2 ‘»’-Ehe terms

'mecham.sm

apparently Eemar‘ns‘ the samei" For. t-,he purposes of

consistsncyl this wark shall main

mploy - : the 'terms

C hema_schemata s oy o dxscussing a schema-the‘or,e‘tlcal
apéxaach to reading. = A Bi g . he .' )

v -‘Kelly . (1955) " spoke  of ci’:nstructsﬂ. " He said E
S{!ec-if‘i"claily "Let us g.we the ﬂame constructs to ‘these
patterns tha: are tqntatively (‘.r;ed on for sxze. )The,y are’’
ways oE construmq the woxld"\ —(p 9). In like "maiﬁne: )

other theorists, wm.ch mclude Bartlett ('1932),"1‘y1er
(1978),

Oatley: (1975), and Rumelhart and’Norman® (1978)\

have examined and . developed the noc;ons of schem -

y schemata, ..For :hese , authors the s:hemata make: the world

. accessible to the individual. i-:ach schema is therefore a

-npresenca.t&on whlch enab‘les the Lndividual to 'make sense

ot the wox:ld, ‘an active orqanization af ast reactions, orv
s P




up of activé interrelated knowledge structures - namely,
schemagaf & "

These schemata, or active interrelated knowledge

structures, are.seen as being in the comp: ion
"of arriving information, guiding the execution of

processing operations. Such action schemata constitute

much of our .knowledge of how to do things. . Essentiauy,

-t:he_y are framet‘iorks of . ~knou1edg'e‘ ix_ito: which . we slg\:
infamatxon or make corz’:éctln s tg” 4 ;

already present. Dac ey..

bemg mental-

L o At then are repr ions ‘of ‘knowledge ' ..
& , = .more or less: ‘well ‘fitted (so far as’ we.can*“\
understand) t6 - particular tasks. There” are; .

— varieties of representatxons for any given task
or arrangement of the environment, and perhaps

- in _ evolution, .'in 1earninq and in cultpral
; develqpment, what goes on is the acquisiticn -of,
appropriate, ‘more powerful schemata. E (p. g

acqmnt:.on. °

:parson mterprets -new, material.

'l‘hq schema th ory

_seen as the! basis of a reasonable theory o:_human

> en!:ities o which humah mfomation proﬁessdrs bind their

experience with real-wotld phenomena" (p. 14) . In thig

ligm:,

schemata are saen as units into w}dch knowladge is

Schema _theory intricately invo}ves. all knuwleége’

carrell (1983) ‘'suggests that schemaca are )

:info}.—maticn brobessinq. As wixson (1983) seéh F ol

! 5
"schemata are hypothesxzed knowledge ‘Stru tures, abétréct




/

whi ch

cpnsist qf “slots into

guiding the processing of

Norman' and Rumelhart (1975)

Feihleman (}976),\ Adaxﬁs and coums * (1977); Rd

(1979), Pylyshyn (1979), ri.,har (1981), Eckblad.(

g qnd Nnkamqra v(

sz), ‘Kintsch' ‘and ¥a

(19&2’)’, Landis (1982),

sua boro h . (1§82)‘, earson




writes' . <7 Lol :
. ) ) .Broader r.han a concept, a. schm can hvthonght
Ao of as a

that is
- -+ - 'both general.-and reflective of ~ah individual’s -
%, Tk expez.lences. - Rather than being static edtities,

« B = Y . . s
. ‘Finally, ‘Penny Baum Moldofsky (1983) provides readers - -

vir.n ‘an excellent summary of schema-schemata when she’

its’ new';ideas into




.

. Hhat the reader str:.ves to do'is to

CHAPTER v

. THE PROCESS OF COMPREHENSIQN

The Influence of.Prior. Knowledge

—

One important aspect of a. sqhema-tnecretic'ai view .of

reading Ls that schemata are ieflec:j.ve» ‘of e)_cper_ience;

e . ;
they are made up of aper‘son‘s prior knowledge“of the

world. ;herefoxe, in readmg, what the reader hrinqs to" '

the text (prekusly acqhired knowiedqe structures) plays

3
on:

. Many

p msjor role, in textual compr

such as Hccdberry (1969),' Oatley (1978), and Brown and

Sceinmann {1978) speak of the actmns con:ributed by these

knowledge unigs. 'In reading, the' Hearer' or reader uses

is clear Vthat this relevant knowledge ‘can

activated because‘ a person.dces

éxperiences .= these experiences make up-his'bwn mental-

model of, the - wurld. As- woodherzy

Yeader S own - experxence ‘is the key to- llterature"'

~have

‘make meqningf‘n

o relevant knowledqe to make inferences from the text.

It
only Dbe

certain prior

(1969 ) writes "The

p.

of his experiences, to unders\:and.‘ the §ata collected

either £rom events and passicns p‘e;sonal to:: himself or .

~£rom the cutside worl,

knowladqe come. from? The answer is simply chat certaln”

‘In order to do ch!.s successﬁull

. the .reader . must brinq tu, be_ax: representations
" knowlédge: . .
Where, one‘ ] asks, y do _these ™ represenegtions

of

-of




Kknowledge units have been garnered by an individual as he
attempts to make sense of the world. - These knowledge Co

units, known as schemata, have been spdkan of by many

‘theorists who corroborate the notion'that Hy’deﬁ'nition'
.sc_henata necessarily involve ‘past. exper]ences‘ (e.q9.,

Bartlett;’ 19323 Applebee‘,-v:w-r'i; Goodnan, 1984).  These

~wnters see that a schemu refezs to an ‘active orgamzaticn

- ol of past reactions, of »past experiencqs, which nunt aluays

be supposed to be oparatinq n any walI—adapted tespénua. 2

i Any particulur tespon i.s p 58 bls" en].y hauause it

=3 i ralated to ochur sim.gar rgspona,es,' orgapi_zed into_“'

e ! g x-egularities or pattarns.

. Thus_we have a schema funm:xoning. on ”e one hnnd
as an archive ‘of . past experxences and, on the other, as ,

F5 the basis for a sst of reasonable expect’.at.\ons about .what

will happen next. What app is that e inn by
schemata is the'mcst tundanental of all the vays Ln uhich

we can be innuenced by reactions and expetiences chh

occurred in the past. .As Good.man (1984) assures . his

reading audience: " 2 3 Inst be pable of 1

through taadinq in the sense nf assinuntinq neu knowledge

‘ to asubl&shed schemata and also in” the unso of

) ‘uccommodating existlng schematu tc new knovladq

‘111) . Yet one ‘must know that the nbility of & read 2

\ comgrehend a given\ text is vary much.

(:oncei:i:uul ,and axparienual bncquound or the- road-
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there can, therefore, be very strong limitations on how

much new knowleédge can be gained 'from reading a given

text. J i

Other vwriters suppor: tha belief that a reader does .

not - app; sh -a . text , "empty le (or rather "empty-

hgaded?' e the;c’:ase siay be) Instead, [they insist that

the discau:se content and structure. Consequentl

‘readinq is guided Byt their expectatmns. ’K‘he nuency of .’

theirx, readmg depends to a lirge extent on, -the

which they use thelr background- knowledge to guide theix -

read;ng.A As Schank (1582) asserts strcng» "*The cruc:.al

'dateminant in ‘at z:an be tead by a on,e" c)n.ld or adult

15 tha amount of backgraund kmwledge they possess ‘to. help

‘ thém .deternune the meamng of what they are readmg" (p. i

es;._ o ) ,

>The.. key polnt is t:hat a. reudér leams words xn tams

nf situations e \mderstand and in tems

f knawledqe

_ulraady acquired‘ “He' Cl.earns words in terms of a aitua‘tiun

und in tems of predxctxons and expac‘ations hs nas ma;ie .

uhaut that situation. Thaeex situat ns form the basis oﬁ

his internal mental definitions’ * for the wnrd he has

1‘amed_. 'rh'rgugh £) e_vwo‘rkings» of - this opention read;ng




In order to read .we must

becomes a recognition process.
reqogn;ze eacH word. To recognize each word we must rely
on ‘our prior knowledge ‘to help us. Once a reader has seen

a word before it becomes easier to recognize it.’

It -remains clear that one cannot ignore the presence

has been recognized" (p. 578)

omprehension

‘Numerous writers- such as wixsun (1983)* ‘l‘ierney and

-, 7and Freehody and Andersnn (1933; “show, tha ‘

Pearson . (1983),

reéding ié iah process whereby the reade)? uses backgrou’
'annwledge togethgr w;th tha authex: g r:ués to crea e .

At .this pomc one must‘ emphasiza chat raading [

yneaning.

%, Pl éompréhén;lgn is not a ' one-sided - process.-' Both  thé

backgr, und_‘:k ledge units ‘(&chemata) and ' the cues g

Itﬁbn}:é‘ined in' the text (fthe content of the text) are .of,

- equal im‘po‘}tance '-in proce’ssing' hew 1n'fofmati’o‘n‘.

shown to be a constructive process whi h/

comprehénsion.

repgat., thg_s.a. mus_t include such




. ¥
tacto?sn as background knouledge along with the author’s
.'cues working to. ’ccnétruc‘t v;lleaning. *
" One, tan- cite’ numerous othér examples of résagrch
gunpb‘:‘;inq t.:hesa conteni:ions. .Included among Eﬁesev are

the writings: of Adams and coinns (a977), Higson, 41§sé), :

s presented in t xt: ;

and 1ink axtual xnfamatxon wi.:h p;:mr knowledge. ' Adams :

etic
on is .th_at

pattern, or scheme of the
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know’le,sige ‘structures® based on prior expériences and

information, then, recall or memory must cettainlﬁ be an

impoxtant. part’ "of-such -a means of processing information

or learning Schank '(1952) puts it simply: - "We

understand everythinq we héa: Ln terms of what we alxeudy '

know and- have stored.in our. men\on.es"

th O .nqme qf percept on ‘i r.e'ally: .

s pkeéehted with
he fills
of what he his

‘reports whar_ he perceives ‘as, " -he.”

matenal. Howevet, he does much ‘more than this

N :he gaps nf his. pe: rueptien by the

~exper1;nced before insimilar situatinns or by describlng

what; he deems suxtable to such sima\-.xcn

eoxy« which concalns ‘the ' essentinl

4 acco(mtxng nE how memcty Lnfluences pezc@uon {sartlett,
; ,1932)_ 'I‘he schemata are constanqu develbping, affected E

- by evexy -bit: oi incoming sensatmnal experlence c£ a gLven h

kind': The Lnfluence of schemata is 1nf Auence by the pasc. B

and :emembering obviously invnlves detemination by, the

wh&t i.s anolved ,is‘ the notion of the recall or .,

‘as 1maginn:i.ve recanst’ructlon. Burtlatt

e ‘ory p:oce!s

: ‘(1932) summzizes as’ fcllows. S

Remembsrlnq is ot - the . re~excitation of
-innumerable . fixed, ].ueléss and - E:ng-mcnta:y
‘ traces. It'is an, imaqimtive réconstiuction; ‘ox
constructicn bu!.lt: out .of ithe telaclon of our "




attitude towards a whole ®ctive mass of
organized past reactions or experiences, and to
a little  outstanding detail which .commonly
appears in image or in language ‘form. (p. 213).

% . We see that information is mtegrated in~ memory with

existing” knowledge. ¢ 1y, previously _stored ]

. information- v:]raxrgtj._cul}.f ' influences thé

information ,1‘5 inderstood.

icnawledge "'I"his .

of :he wurld.' wozld Rnowlgdge is

extensivé, encompassing a11 a person s experiences and' all; )

. infcxmation that he has lea:ned" ip-. 6). Further : to this,

Rumelhart: and orman (1978) EXploze the- question ‘of how Faw o

emory wurks »withi.n schema— cheory.‘ They_ see tha!; memo_ries :

uy be organized within schemat In"any new momeht-of P

eaming “these sc}i&nata are ac:lvated.A,_ It pé&essa{ily‘

Jfollows  that thess sqhiemata aré ‘either equal. to thels !’

.situation f’:x‘ }naﬂequat'e’. = q}{e‘: partially or. .whgl];y.' If A‘ .

- they are' Adei;ua:e,,"thése wx‘iters believe, learning

proceeds by accreticn to the schemata. 1If, however- they .

ara 1nadequate,. 5ome minor. changes occur in the schemst

“to siit the new’ tfuatton: These mlnor chunges are

tuziixig"

3 "xéfe‘:z'ed to: a_ within this theory it is also -




highly inadeguate. In this case, there Ls a restructurin;z

process which is a majar modification of the schemata.

Hence, for these wrxters, "The act. of comprehension

can ' be understood as the .selectinn 4 o£ ‘rop:iate

}‘ccnhqutation oi schemata to account for® the.

‘‘material differéntly - a major concern, if not the basis,

80 e Mt of " séheiia. theory.: .'To reiterate, 'Rlx'fnelhatt' ‘and ‘Noxrman

(15789, Thtorm u

diffefent féatures of “a-situation' will. .take..on more or

less importance as a functi of that int ation® “(p-

.43)}_ e E .S g8

i gk W " Léarning, a very .complex activity, is -a creative,

flexible effort’ﬂtn make‘ meaningful sense of‘ the world’

By Re!ders use their pnor knowledgs in :omprehendinq prosa.

In actuality, they. translate m;cerlal into their _own

,representatvlons (schemata) o“g_'.tha world. ‘Tﬁese schemata
* will be more or less adeq\ﬁée 1i:nr\c‘c:[:qing with the task in
hand. If inadequate,-people will go on modifying their

rem‘ssentations and perhaps, throujﬁ this process

situation" .
i ‘v‘ofy ’

eSS ing

1 p‘rob‘}abie' ¢

"Different: schemata will thereby vd'

‘different "_i;ptgrﬁx;etatviuné of the “'same ' situation,- and -

. ultlmately improve their pertomance. Hemory. is very much .
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involved in this human performance, and the impd_rtanee of .
its role is recognized v):.:y 'many #rriters_ (e.g., Oatley, '
1978, GrA’esser and Nakamura,_ 1982; Scazhnrough, 1982;

Pearson 1952 Goetz ec él.,_1983~ Suxber, 1983). ‘These .

peaple hald that ohe ,cannot study comprehension without ¢ N

FAR aeknnwledqing that the tepresentation of kncwledge in

nqemoryw 1g" part ef the pxocess. .~ This Aknowledge is

qf’gan{zed sqhelvx_a:xeally. I:’ follows. that ane can’ possess

schémata for a\‘],l‘rjnanner of _?:hings: 'the,reéder must,deeide

4. to .select 'in’ m’:dgr : to- comprehend’:and

particular taxt. y. The schemata -actiyated -

’ foeuses attentian and aids in pmcessing the appronriate g
' . ;
portion of ‘a ‘text. 'I‘hus it is cleax that recall.or memcry‘ et

'ate important agents in process:.nq a text.

The Link Between Novel Experiehce . FIORE
o ;7 .and Prior-Information e

.The process of comprehensxcn not only -involves '

applying of prevlaus knowledge or Lnfozmatinn units in“

reeognizing. old material. Comprenension must also "nvolve

"‘leu‘ning.new i iénand pri sing new macerial. one s

must els'o react' to the novel. withou: new experiences no., '

‘_learning wnuld“ ever take plaee, since’an Lndividual would

etugnate, would ne\_ver ‘acquire new infomaeion.o: kncw;edge

unite. . Aigrossover.- must somehaw be :achieved between old

1n£ormm:inn apd new ' material. \Readers ‘- must rm

2 expectations and make predictions ‘about s;hae ehey n;e
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about to read. Penrson.yami Tierrey .(1984) illustrate ﬂ_xll,

quite spécifically. They write:

The ability to perceive a text as a fantasy,
science fiction, ‘detective story, or comedy, or
a character as a hero,. villain, foil, scapegoat, ’
or sidekick, activates-a whole set of sSchemata

expectations associated ' with _these

prototypes. A reader ‘then attends to the cues
“that ‘will either verify or refute the' prototype
0)

o= testinq out h s

i lnf_e_rentla;l

vval\.les),

nhe \:ext ff.i.ns uﬂt slat d:
; 3 _(2earsun, Raphnel,;

nferences. - (p. .1

an‘x.mpott:ant paxt hf the

'I'hey are’ essential An” sc{mma

\
eciding who " or- what in.

sl S with deinult. o1
TePaske, and - Hyper. 1081).

Various writers ‘place the emphislé on " the pmceu of

inferenclng as belnq necessary - in crder to acquxxe new

k.nowledqe (e g., Mams . and Collins, 1977; Flood _19!1;
schank; 1982; Goodman, 1984). These reuat&n See that
al@mdezs’:andin‘g—o!-.the Lhterreiationsﬁija% a piece of

" .writing typii:nll'y g requires ‘a hosg of complex inferences.

The ." skilled reader - seeks' to ir;terpret or impose .a

structuré on the pusage as a who].e ‘This’ lnvnlves actl.vev,

' processing which does not exxst solely" wizhin n text buf.

as a human uct of cognition it occurs in :he mim:l ot the

: :eader

t:hey a:a

i1t is che operation which redders . pezfom while

zsadlng the tex:, the conclusj.om they druw from

‘tha mnteri.al about the ,t:h:\.ngs that wera not- expllcltly

stated but which navertheless ar® valid. as' ‘Schank - (1982)

" puts it:

Tt
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People undarstand more than thqy dre - t 1d,
directly. They make inferences and add implicit
information .to, the: explicit information they
receive. One important 'source of ‘inferences is
the knowledge of standard, everyday situationms.
People can read more into a Story when they have
. experienced a situation similar to one described
ln the s:nry (p. 101) ‘ N

It is cl:n :hat the - process of Lnfexem:ing is AL_
unportant opera:ion in understandlnq a piece of writing.
Constructing  -meaning "15 : seen - as |a  hermeneutical

vexpenence-in which'the :eade:; ',st:rives ES;: thevf):t hetweep )
the whole “dnd " the parts and among the wparts. o do this a

’ reader fills »ln _gaps oF makes both uncued and cued
inferences Es'sentiél_ly, »‘ the complete process of
ccm?rehgnding- is .thus ;1 holisnc experience in which

lqeahin‘g/is cons‘tructad’ As chdman (1984) explains~

In a transactiemi view bor.h the knwer and the-
)mown are trmsfomed n the:process of knows.ng
The. ~ reac is transformed as new knowledge is
assinﬂ.t_ad and accommodated. Both the réader's
“ceniceptual schemata and values are altered
through . reading ‘comprehension. S,l.nce the
publilhad text seems to -be a reality t)\lt does
not change its. physical properties as | a result
vof being- read; “how can it change d\uring, reading?
."The:- answer is ‘that the reader is constructing-a
- text plrallel and. closely related| to the
“ publi It becomes -a different] text for
- The. reader's - text [lnvolves-
.and cor b

_that the reader bringl

ma].ting J.nto ths nexf.. Ir_. is‘_




inference and prediction which make it possible to J._eEp
tovard meaning without. - fully, completing the optical,’

! percep:ual, a{d syntactic cycles. jwever, ‘the reader, D

‘once: sense is ach;eved, has the sense of his havlnq seen

. In ,ﬁolng_ this he’ is ccmtmuou.sly assigm.nq :he hig‘hest

level 'and most 1nclusive schema available.} _,;t is the

strét‘egie;s and rules availabié” ' to the . reader which serve R

as'..schemata for schema formation. This schema use is

alvdys tentative; " that.'is,' a schema is assigned and

maintained so long as it is useful but quickly modified or

EA abandoned if disconfimed in the prccess of its- use. _All

thxs means tha\! each cyc].e can only be understond in the
& o cuntexc of the holistic process.  Frete (] © Vs By

! ,v s A person  must acquire new knuwledqe ‘and make sense of

the world, must generate patt‘.ems in n;:}e: to rcamprehrend
ideas .and achieve méaning. T;xis ‘generating of pat.ti?:s' is
a pa@t - of the learning process. As Hawkes (1972) puts ‘Lt
"We make the world up in other wbrds, as we gd along, :and
we'’ experlence {t concretely" (p. 55;. B This is done |

throuqh encountering new situatians. What huppér{s then'is . By

that meaninq is never a s:gbler or fixed quality. It ds

one "which words or groups 'of words ch_'uh:'g 1An use, .. ve do
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comprehending . ideas, events,’ and beliefs.
ideas when we adquire .new units .of. knowle’dge-vanq“

N assimilate them with pre\%iously acquired notions.

‘Reading is . a ‘process of discovery -.a “cr_e‘g(:ive ‘- .

s w 5 enterprise. Through this process ;we orgahize.

. — axperiénces into modelsvcf thg world.

;hrouqh recogmzxng famj&a:

3 . ’ pah

“have a pcwerful rel,atlonshlp between recognlzinq familia:

sit,,atxons and generatan riew units of knowiedqe. Drie

Hoqij, 197'6,' Rumelhaxt anﬂ Norman, 1978; . ’l‘yler, 19,73.

P \ Ise“x:, 1978; oatley, ! 1975: Miller, 1979;A Petrie‘,“ 19793, 7

1983 i w.\xson, 19837 Moldot‘sky, 1983) .

Dean,

.actual tactrttempts to define the unknown must be

v/itﬂ- thu known. . Man striyes to undarseand until

becomes the known. the \infamiliar bacomes

he novel becomes ald information. In th
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Iy B : . The readér must 1ink the K novel material with the

fangijliar _in the process af assembnnq' meaning; he’

% aéaorfn::gdate—s’ ‘téw. kriowledge to . old,. _substitutds  new
. schéma::é' of p'au-:erns of “knowing for old ones. As
Rumelha:t rand Noman (19‘!8% _explain:  "We analyze‘ the

. sensory events of our, curtent expeuence, match them with

proprhr.e _set -‘of schematx, tnm a represencatlnn—

exgeri_ence-,

and” tucl( the - newly ctea:ea memory.

.pxocess of 3

n‘iolve not only the

cld one, consxsting of & !: py with modincation" (p. 46)..

the more we need' neu eoncepr.ual

“ <. schemata. TIn’learnin s the acquxsxtion of -

1, more iate.

Duxlnq thAintegracLon o£ old and new infomation-

thert B a resul:ing B ad)usu\\em: in l:ha reader s exis:lnq'

zéhémaéic state. ‘- 'ths‘ is so, because in order: for.

leax:ning to occur, “there must® be some modiﬁcation of thp"

schemata or knowladqe base. Agun Ver realize. chat n.
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familiar landmarks, for no new ieazninq would then occur.- .

To repeat; we must constantly édd, refine, delete, and
modify alre_agy existing knowledge structures or schémata.
Moldofsky (1983) 'says it well when she writes that‘
. schemata are noe\sntic entities. Indeed, she states !f.hat .
"Each schema has 'slots; uhich are waiting to be filled as
an indlvldull fits new ideas im:o existing frameworks" (p.
_'740).' Hence readlnq can be seen as a process. - a.bu:.ldxng

,'of ‘bridges. '!’h[s buildinq of bridqn unks the world of, %

' novel ‘experiance wich that’ “of old infe:matlcn, :ransiers

’ the knawledqe base from' the known to the unknown.®' wé must

consi.der further how the process wozks hcw read_e;s use

information units - decide which are appxopriate_schematé s

" in s_elécting, ng, and ;ﬁg,a part:icular
5 s .
piece of information.

'This brings us to the question of the intémrétaeiqn

-process. bng can-define interpzetatipn, quite simply, as \

“the problem of making méag\ingful sense of the world. As T

_Bruns- (1982) suggests, "The “matter may be e;tpr'éssed_as. s i
:£ollo'ws':i The concern here. is with what is hzdd'en and with

~the task.. of brinqing Lt into the opeq or xnto the nqht.

This . 1s the tauk of inte:pretatlon._ "he S0~ called

hermaneuuaal task" Aps 112). Seunq (1982) speaks fur her

to r.hu natlan ot ' e ‘_ ion as "The'

ic c!.rcle

cf te whole and pnxts. Y that is, the whnle canbe

undexstand only th:ouqh r.he undel:standl.nq of . lts puts but
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the parts can be understaed nnly through “the understandinq
of their world" (p. 48) }

Readmg_ is, of course,. very' much- -a ma:tér ‘of
interpretation. Theorlsts such ‘as Ty:lér -(1978), . and
Mitchell (1982) corrobotgte this notion. :l‘héy see that =

_reading  can" be - loosely definedas thé ability’ t6, make

: s:nse of printed syli\bols., A're der use “these ymbqls tp

whereby understand;nq a- text i

a circular ~pror.ess in i

whxch we presuppose that the text is & whole compesed of ‘a

s h;erarchy uf parts or  topics, Ccmsr.gu ng the -pax:ts 2

constxtutes ths whole. This" dgnst'ructgbn of'the text is-"

.- perspectiva a{g§< open, At ha% more’  than one

i X, and ‘necessarily so.. [

'conéequenci‘y,' reading a teit and - interpreting, the

matenal read is not a ésimple task A Raf.he it 'i'nvolves

.. very complex processes. Mu'ch more than t:he knowledge of

worcls is requ red to. understand a sem.enmar 'l‘here must ha v

E qeneral know.la’dge abeut the worle. “Po understand a

.sentence, we': appear to comhine genanl knou ge o! the

; world with knowledqe ‘o ‘the structure uf. lnnquage and thc .

meaning of the parts ot the 'sentancs. . Actuall.y, a qo
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deai of prqblem—solviag behavior is required ‘to detenn‘ine‘
the exact ° mennikngr conveyed by language (Norman and
Rumelhart, 1975). ) ) )
catléey (1978) speaks - of  the  prpcess  of
interpzeutiér}. He writes: ' i
E Perception . can . be characta:ized as “ma in:
meaningful  ‘seénse | of ﬂata ccllected frof the - ;

outside- wntld. “TYD. nffered to. us. in -
visual and lnngulge iom incompler.e. The. .
‘ambi

".l‘hese 4

schemata

R i g - =" .
Schelga-the_pry can suggest ~answers to the problem-of. _

interpretation; whether in reading of in all' other.

i cognl:ﬁ.ve p}uces:es It' is in this iight | ¥ tha‘trm an‘d

collins (1917) see.thfnt "schema thaory proyides a Hay of:

i ring. ” our’,

of_ _text v)xch out

understar.dinq of the world enenl" (p 41). " Thesé

writers eHboute Euzthe: The proponx

Readinq bmprehenslan depends " as uch on: the‘_ O
- reader's” puvtounly .acquired knwledge ‘as on!
information: proﬂded by . the - ‘text.

textual® lnﬁgmnion
-levels of - analysis
theoretic ' models .. ading

apacity to auppox‘t tho; lnteractlonq :h:augh a
single, stratified knowledge tructure and a few,




\

. 1f [ we accept a schema thaoreticnl view of -
comprehens:.on in; which w hypothesize ‘new kncwledge

gaps -to process new knowlerlqe as

" tecognue c(d mar.erial r.hen e musc alsq consié\e

niposes ‘an inte;pratation on \:he input, guides

‘n_llows, [ that the * ‘process’ -
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simul ly; that pre ing is both a data-driven,

bottom—uﬁ “#process, and a ept-driven, ‘or top-d

. /
method. Thus 8" reader wxll use the ' cues of the text or

‘the data-. to assimilate xnicmatlon Likewise, a teader

"uses his alxeady existing kncwledge or Schemata fnamewoxk
_‘to aid in proce:zk{g this knawledge ,The;impnrcanc ‘thing - '
= &} B i 3

ing.

Rather, . they occur: at -all

have att:empted \:n 'C‘l’lpifvy:v_,t'h'e.

H Bohyrow’ and -

,oilin‘s, 19755 Adams and Collins, }977 Rumevlhart-‘and

C o,
1978; Oatley, l975, Pylyshyn,;

1981).- Among thése, Norman and Runielharc (1975) outline

:che following scenarto :

Tf.,  perceptual interpxe:atidn 7is" .a; matter of
. "mapping..'sensatidns ionto structural schemata,
* which: happens . firsL intétprgcing thé whole ‘or.
. interpreting  the - parts7 s Hol,.~. can someone
recognize-a face until has “first .recognized ' *
the eyes; ,hose, ‘mouth,! Then again,

i ncerns. . thé © difficultie
. eicher a.. pure "bottani—up
'to] wh

Lnterpret&tinn
.simul

" directions,




integration of all levels of rep_résentati‘on ;Jf the‘}t‘ext, '

‘an active reader .does more thah simply decode the 'visual

information before him, letter by letter, word by b;ord'.

Instead, inﬁcmation £low does | n both directions. At the i

"same time as thé visual and perceptual syst:ems are pqssinq §
upr t:he resuits of, ’tﬁeiz analyses to . higher- Ievel-

" prccesses, semantii: d

syntactic .systems hre\passix\g g
E’nelr infcmnation ; down to blas t:he perceptual sysEer.

Accord ng to Norman and Rumelhart (1975) the pracess ‘of

% textual S ading ultimatel

requires the intagratmn of ‘the =

', L ‘c_)yamup analysis (worklnq up from the physical fea.t:ures).
' and the' top down analysls (working down fxom semantic and

sym:actic cqnside:an.cns). e

The ‘riotion

hat botcom-up and top-dnwn ‘processing —

occurs ar. all lévels of analys.\.s simultaneunsly is. clearly

fi a’ v1ab1e r tive of ompr ion. The system gy~ "
‘,‘ ‘ beheved to’ be driven both by the data and ccnceptually- ’

qu ded. Indeed, thxs is - ta cruc1a1 uiea Eor a schema-

a thenretic account of. readlng comprehens:\cn. I: analves 0

@ ther coordme\:ed activx.:y “of; schemata at; all levels of

; e " analyses. Adams and.. Collms (1977) .explaxn E i . i
‘ . As sthemata' at’ ‘the lower 1evels (e.gi; visual . “Lw g
features) are activatéd, they' are 'bound ' 'to and

- B t_h evoke. schemata at the next, higher level  *
I B ~ letters) - as, . these . . schemata -are’ ' °
o v ,activnted -they, ''in. ‘turnm, - tx‘igger their own’ 77,
2 B i 2 < superordinate schemnta ey, words)... In this "

; - vay, 2 i

3 '

o data’ are
R : hietarchy

% comprehensivo levels of tepresencuicn‘. N
:.same” .time, eémata. at . . higher. levels
compe;!.ng o 2111 thei: slots with elemant
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the levels ing.
Again, the theury is that, for the skilled
reader, ' both ing

) ‘. . are occurring smul:aneously and at all levels
of analysis as -he proceeds through the text. i 5
(p. 13) . =

Basically this is known as the hermenédtical position
LT ; which~ allows - that H top-down _and bottom-up processes

T ‘oper!ta sr.mulnngously at all different . levels of

anal \is, they work to'pull the vui.a\!s fragments of

; +1n£orihat e e a'

processlng by oifarinq int cnncep:ualizations to ‘add -

,‘ new data,} t:hereby gluding ths processinq -of othex

‘sahemaia. Because each stage of -the operation is able to

Vi;liluehcé the other, there .is further evidence that actual

perc pt:l.on involves - both ""ho‘ccom-up" and "top-dawn"

.syn hesisw

'rhh pe:son is:'steered by the “demands of - the material

-and x.n turn he forms-’ Lt acce:dinq to his own schemes.

Hhar. happe‘ns is that he Ls aetive and is approaching the

env-lronment on’ the basls of his own structures, and, at

the samé :ima, he Ls xesponsive to lnfoma:wn coming to

m“‘i;}:rh ths envlrcn.rnant (Eckblad, 1951). ’Ihis notian ‘can

he prccesaau of asshnila:!.on and.‘
heoty: i  Pylyshyn. (1978)
_;enséﬂiqq‘ when  he: po;iése‘; that.

1 angecim




R < assimilation and accommodation are essential compop‘ents of

proce’ssing. He suggestse’ .

L Assimilation refers to the .process by.which the
environment is made cognitively accessible by
incorporatxng some ~of the .effects inte
relatively stable intellectual .systems' called A

" ion, -on the other hand,

l,xefers to' theslower but no less™ systematic and_

persistent ‘manner 'in: which the -~ schemata’

-’themselves change. in response to ‘the demands of -

1 the enviromnent. . (ps 421y 3

 simultaneously at. all 2

levels p’f aha‘lys:.‘sf And in fact the ‘data do tom the
schemSta. but the already pi‘asem: schemata in.turn select
the data to be processed‘ '

At this juncture n may be expt’adxem: to. examine more
clcsely _the_operatmn of mterpze;atian as’ it* 1nvolv'es“
both ‘bottom-up and - top-down praces:sés. Various writers”

'see ‘that a: successful reader uses his knowledge carefully;

T at just thé right ‘moment. he accessés. just the right

“knowledge structures neessary ito -interpret the text ina ..
5 AR S wTe s ol
‘te.g..: Pylyshyn, 1979; .~

1983). It 'is true,

) way consistent’ wit’h'

g tjoéis-

Mitchell, 1982; Tierney

-“then, that tne qoals set b al z;eider can det'azilhe C;he‘»'

Knowledge, -He-. éatls” up, 'and, at ‘the sama | tine, - that
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These, cf ‘course, are the battom-up and ‘top-down' processes

at work in accessing kncwledge.

it Mitchell (1982) discusses both forms of processing

. ' . and how they ‘operate. in  acquiring new knoﬁledge. He

wgi:es: . .

O . « u with . the . first kind  of interaction' the

- : . " processing.starts.. with the. raw input and: passes

" sthrough increas gly refined analysis until the
f,r the. § eventually determined.

processing :herefote known as’

data=driven or.  bottom=up - p

‘bottom~up!: simply.refers-t

] He clarifies in thg.s manneri f -

'rhe second kind 6f interactxcn is prcduced when . N

decisions ' made - it ‘thé .‘higher . levels in the .
" ‘processing system .are used. to g\ude choices at ' s B
: - lower levels. This - is referred to das: tog-down- 3 R

processing. ‘In .order | to’analyse'the’text in 0 Mt aerl

this - way ' the - reader ' has * to dtaw,-upon . his . s

* knowledge of the warld and- his’ knowledge ‘af: the

_'structure of. the £h: as
. this’ kind of. analysls has :alsoy been termed
v-driven PT \:Ag d ('p 4

modes

s ,durmg most,. pe _aps au, of the substages uf readlng. I,t

) ”hqs also gen suggested ths: there are top-down influences

visdal’ "‘:uiffor‘maticxi from «;.h'e' page, i:hé. recognition of .

-wé;ﬁs, and ths pmcesses thnt ate blcygd, “to 'parse’



and coliins (1977), Rumelhart and’ Norman 11978), E‘Lsher .
(1981), and Mitchell (1982) speak to these notions. . . X
These researchers sugges}: that bottom-up processing ot
"' occurs when schemata tm:at havé beeg id‘entifi.ei_i' spgée,st ®
bthet Gandidate schemata, either at the 'samg"level‘ or the

’ next levél up. It follow§ thac'top—down proéessing océux:s

when schemata ,that" have been - sugqesr_ed :rv to ﬂnd
S5 schemata, . either from .the’ Fame levelior- the nex: levely

x down tc f:.ll out thei.‘

2 descr:.ptians. TheFe are data- 1

d;iven in, the sénse t:ha: they :esponcr to the existence cf

gredl A relevant data and concegtuallx-ggxded in “the sensel that
‘they use their ‘internal” orgamzauon of conc%bts to add‘

f: ':‘ g new daba, to guxde .the processing .of other schemata. Ir‘s ° B

= X ‘these ways when a schema idem::.fies somethl.nq, xt acr_emp(:s

to xntegrate vthe data into igé orqamzationa’l structure

and add new iﬁformacion in the form of structured clus»texs N

of knowledge that répresent ub;ects, events, and act ion

namely, schemata: There appear to be at 1ea§t two types * ', '

-he g

,of ‘these schemata: the more abstract 1eve1 anlgdes,

- toprlevel strul:‘tui;es such as comparison and siz;ry grammar’ .

the more concrete anludeé schemata‘ fo: such \:h}.‘r{g's' vas a-

face, a restauran\:, a buthday party, and buildinq a house v

"msne:, 1981). . .. o g e,

T l}eading comprehension i explairied‘ in & schema-based

model. as -the p:ocess cf bath cho 1ﬂq A'and vegifylnq' e

1 ko - “for the n\atezlal to, ba

r, ‘umvi'vers!:_qu, It is. siqniﬂcam‘. that schema—-hued model c



o reading operate. ori the assumption fhat -allr data must be

Qccohnted for. “We have a;:ead)} ag:eéd that p_ercepgion
involves an interactive 'qombinatimxv of ‘top—d_own and
lg::ctom-us; -processes V’Op‘erati‘ng‘ simultaneously. Let us
fux\:he: examine how variou's '}esearéhers ‘explain the
'aé‘countlnq - for . data in texms of these processes (e.q.,
Bubruw and No:man, 1975 % Bohrcw.and c::lln.ns, 1975; Adams

.zana colans

3 ese’ the'brxsts, that

lntezpretatlon is guidedv by the

all aspects of that parugular schema must he cowtauble

wi:h tth input infozmatiun. T‘nis :equxrement, therefore;,

results 1.n the' two .ba e modes’.of Lnfomation processing.

¢ The. fust: mode, the' attom- ip grocessing, is-evoked by the

inecminq data. The features of the data enter the system

. :hrcugh the hest-ﬂ.tc.\.n

- schemata conver

tivated. In this manner, :he Lnfdmaucn

ds.. the‘h‘ rchy,

Ls._.

im:reusinqu comprehensxve evels of intezpzetatinm The

principle thé‘?all dAta Tiust be accounted for:’ ’I‘hereio_re,

Yo every input event vmust be mapped«against some schema and,

Aboﬂ;cm-lev,el schemata. These ~

nto: hiq'ner leével schema’ta, which, 1n




5 .
Thus a fundmgnta}/ aspect. of the’  structure of

material which is’;cntéine'd within a large, intelligent

memory sy’stP.m is that the contexts in which units of this

stored'informacion are ‘accessed are cntmally impor:ant

in determining:how that )enowledqe is xnterpreted and used.

Within ° thxs schema theoretical view of accessing

mfnrmatmn Qpe schema refers, to another only chrauqh use

) tl\a(: al’.l. in e data automatically 1nvoke processmg..

. These mput events mus be

coolinted fon A They Qmerate

descriptions which are chen fed into a number of potencial
cc.:_ntveiits of in:erpreta‘tion. _ .Same " of \-.hese‘ *‘may *"be- "5

suggested by these descxiptmns themselvesv The sensory

.mput is consequently fitted into a ccncext, xf a quxck LTe

mat::h _'Ls“ found. . This context may bea nonptimlti\ze

sensory - construct whcse descnpticn may allow it to be okl
- fitted mta a mgher level context schema. Associated
.. with this 'scheéma may be ﬁrocéddral infbm‘ation vihich

indicates an actlon to be tqken if an Lnstance is'found.

= _such action may demand cnly lew-level respcnses on nmy .

L‘,eq_uest full use cf the centxal pxoce;s ng facllitLes. As

well, “other lnten\a'l events cgn' anoke automatic

processifig.  In this _mandez- one sees “that

of “a £milia: object. in unfamiliar surraundlngﬂ mAy:

trigger special respcnses .




It can be seen that all the input events must be

accounted tor, but the sy.sr.em—aisu ‘involves conceptual',

precessing, which means that some conceptual schema has’ tg.

be located for: which the data are appropriat:e. If, in the:

ceﬁtral analys:.s of the moment, the data are seen’ not to

be of impartance, then almost any schema will do. If, e e

hnwever, the data appear to be: important - an impartance 5 5

which 15 detemxned by the nature of the schema for which, .

schelna. This need for g urtherl prnces

is necessary.

There a:;e‘ 'xeally two'principles’opeiatim’;' Bcbra A

c'onin's’,_wvs), Thére -is the pnnciple that all tne

must  be- accounted fnr,

i processing .

conscxnus, igh level mechanism 'which guides




collins (1977) suggest, "The notion tha\: the human m.‘md ls
guided by ‘a _central, hmi:ed capacxty p:ocessor ils, by

‘now, ;akén chr granted'wuhin many,psychqlogical theories

‘of information-processing™ (p. 9). . These theorists

5 * explain,. further:,

Some- . mecharism. which has access to all ‘memory - ¥
oy schemata nust gusde he - interpretive process.

= . This "is' necéssary- i% order to decide when a
schema. ‘has been’ adequa ely -filled ‘out -for the -
current purpcse, to evaluate the goodness ‘of fit -
of the data, to the schemata; .'and to .-detect -and
" appropriately connect Qnetaphctical .or anala ical =y
references (p. 10)

centraL“mechan sm.Has also been .attested

xmpo;;an: ‘.aspect, of the

~the

. for \ selec:mg

from among a11 the, a fEe‘rfe.nc

-postuiatg__ a'single Central _-me_é:hani.sm



Bobrow and Collins " (1975) describe this ‘central

mechanism in more detail: They write: ) ¥ \

We  -believe = that all -these considerations

= together require that the system be. guided from -
the. top- By a single central mechanism, one with
awareness of .its ‘own processes ‘and of the
information sent to it by .lower ordez schemata.
We believe "this central conscious mechanism
controls: the process that schedules resources,
initiates actions by making decisions among ‘the . .
alternatives presented . to it, and selects which e

L . ccnceptua](.izailox;s to. pursue and which'. to

. g sl (Po s

e ,\Lhave already ' ated :hnt ocessing-is'an
interac ’ 1 y ¢ >

tive

‘data-1imit&d

‘pzoqéséing. " Adams .'ana - do}l;ns (1977)‘ speak of :hese ol

notions. . They seé , that 'the data that aré needed to £ill

-the schemata become. _agﬁilgble. thraough boééom-\lp' X

sing: p-down - ng_ . facilita¥es ™ the’

'assmlauon of _the data, if they are anticipated “or a:c

-consistenr. with :he -reader's cum:eptuai -set.. . I: is’

bottom-up procasung which' ‘insures that the readeg will be *F e

-lgnsitive to, 1nfematlon that is novel or that does not

. of. tha - anominq duta. %

P .lnd by




- information through . . the ° system is consid’egahly I

constrained. . As these researchers put :Lt: " 3

Taking this notion back to the schema-theoretic’_

’~_ v # model, we see that there are two basic ways in 5
.which the proce¥sing capabilities. of the system .
¢ may . be limited. First, there :may be some . e

- .. - difficulty in mapping input data to. "the memory
s structure with thé result that their normally
. automatic, bottom-up propagation through the

R P system is data=limited. ' 'Second, the variocus
W " simultaneous -demands. -for active control may
. . exceed,  the system's. capacn:y fo-cope;in this _

_ case, the system is reso ce~linited and the.’
execution of some of the ‘ongding activities will
be.compromised. ‘ Both “ kinds of “1limj tations ar
u 'relevant to \:he reading pracess. [§2

Rinally, it‘

processing is very complexk Bobrw and Col Lns

operating s:.multaneously.. They»w n:e. S

cénséious processes are . invokéd whenever
. underlying - schemata provide informatjon ' for: -
% @ . . evaluation, -whenever new ‘Processes .. must; be:.:
e + . invoked or old'ones terminited, or whenever ‘the .
N . . output of one' schema: must..be Gommunicated to -
© - .- others not’ immediately invoKed. ' Any time "that
R . . there is a mismatch between data. ‘an@’ process or
- I expectations and'-. . occurrences, : - conscious
A < _processes are brought in. .The -automatic, active
. schemata . of 'memory’ and. perception: p:ovida ‘a
bottom-up .data-driven ‘set .of ~parallel,  sub-
Goo o Mg B conscious’ processes.. . Conscicus processes: are
. ] guided by high level hypothesés and plans.: “Thus -
* 8 " -copsciousness drives “the processing system -from
IR X % ~the' top-dcwn, ina slow, serial - fashion. oth -
RN “the automatic. -and the = cofiscious processes myst
. go on.: Eagethet.\ each requires the other:  (p...
14 : b ® RS TR R




CHAPTER ¥ .
FRON THEORY TO TEACHING LITERATURE ' '. - fue

catio; for the Te; ure -

If a schema-theoretical view of readixjxg is-a viable

approach to un ng reading comp ion - and the .

research certainly suggests that this is .s0 - then as '

_x:.ste\lces J\s teachers

i_t can indeed be ‘ver.if;e > It is clenr !:hut\ quite often

e teac}: aagff -we Were';ucerary 'riticsd who. expe:f.w,nurv

- students to ‘be litatary critxcs ‘“Nc '-lonéer‘is -sych a
narrow appx‘oach to reader response justitied “or -even
critic who

tr!as “to’ explhin the meahing ha has discovaxed. Usinq ‘

cribicism . eeds to teduce texts

st uppronch ‘Hterm:



. irhis writer. po‘s;ts that it is.in {:I_xe raaqér
Chat 'the:text comés to life. Therefore it is the process
of readlng ‘that needs to be vmvestlgated. It is whe,n‘tHe

text is exper:anped that it heq_s to unfold its

" potential. . ' The:e . is no xith" inte:p‘ietation‘,' -and '

theretore it is- fatal to try to' impose any single, sole *

meaning on the. reaaer., - B g

however, does N

_nature of "ths' a

readinq as an”

- removes the'




..~ As  human beings we do ‘live  in ba subjg;:tively
_:_:onntit‘m:_ed worLFI. ‘Poole (1972) vex‘i’ﬂeé t;his_ when he
speaks of é&lipsism as being "An incurable state into
'which we are born" (p. 131). Wellek -and Warren (1977)
also speak nf this 'subjective. experiencing. ' They see that
.every individual piece ' of - reading contains’ somathinq

) idlosyncra\:ic ahd purely indi‘udual,\ scmething whﬁ:h is




subjec;.lve, ta the point ~of becoming unxjns'un_able' or
bizarre. : .
s _First of all, our world is never vhnll‘y private, £or' >
each of us is born into a historically give_n‘-vcrld that is
simultaneously both natural and soclorcultural. Various
- researchers . such * as wwexry (‘1969)',. Seung . (1982),
Goodman (i1984). \ and Hnrste and Hixuhcky (1984) attesc to
Y. speak ci the Xdaa of ultu al shax:inq,-

;in,d, thls necenarily
'inblx;dq; wxitt’en’ lanquage i A:,z"eadets experience :m
“f = ;r(nn As c‘l_x'}v " -bound :
because oﬁ the' shared :ultuxal context. : : 3

'rhe woxld is. nn intezsuhjective one; each of us is an-

.four perceptions. ;




The idea that experience can be shared is not a o

recent notiom. Kelly (1955) spoke quite clearly of how
each of us.can construe events in the world of c‘n:hexs
. through * the sharing of common' ground “or " cultural

identifications. l-le saw that it is Ttrue that no two

i)eopla can play precisely the‘ .same role in the same’ &vent,

. v'eve.n‘t:ht‘)v(;xtzh they.may be very closély associated.  But this

ground- .1 i ccmsr.rumg the < exper,tences of:-
§he1r eighbors alohg wir.h t;hexr own; (pp 55,
i56)

In e,syse,nce,ﬂ we

To . thik we

'Hanand (1975,, speaks af v.'nxs N
X ;




ot Q‘afinitive to

strucr.ured language) from which 'r\e can huud an

experience" (p. 286)> HcFadden (197!!) a'gxees with chand i, i
when he suggests: “By nat:\u:e of its strata ot sounds and

meanings, the wurk Ls im:ersub)ectlvely access).ble, and

can a).so be repx-oduced“ (p. 49).

_Other. researchérs who supporc these nonbns a.hcluﬂe -

Iser (1978), Tyler (1975), Culler (1981),
. (1982). Eacb of" chese writers has somethlnq

say abcut 1'

bt instead is préstructur
the text itgel_.f; In th vway, “each text builds an

. immanent struétﬁx: ,ior its, own m:e:pretation and that

inﬁémretation must be~constraxm=.d by’ the : limits ef ‘the
‘text itself. Conseguently there is no éoaqple_\:e liberty of
interpretation. X reader does nat forféit all claims to

objectivity. As Wellek (1982) write:

e Iaeally xn\:expretations -can._be correct.:".If-all Liigm
te:pxetatlons or .readings were equal we could *
not” differentiate. among them.  But it is surély. -
- the \experience af ‘every teacher that he can and
-"‘must rejem: wrong interprﬁtatlohldﬂd that h
\even can, " in /'concrete ase.s, refute .a wrong
interpretatidn‘ by " ;an’ dppe: “to the text -or-an
/appeal to “the . totalii a_work while the.'
ip rverse jinterpreter “may have tasungd on .some
detail or diu:grte& :‘he -meanihg, of -a phrase.

The 4 .Of " inter -fon:. leads' -0 .0 oo
. clearly o the n of’! ¢ of SRER Wy
. judgment. Evaluation® -~ ‘grows _ -out’ -of = .

- understanding; ‘correct ovaluatlon out. of co!rect
undennnd!.nq (p. 52)




72

‘A‘ccepilnq " the nos_;op that "reading is a personal
suipjectivg experiencing, perhaps the single rl;ost _‘mipoxéant:
d;i._xectlv_e" that.we, as-teachers, can take from this reader—
fesponse view of readi.ng,‘ cm\é ehension -is the cue to
somehiow Structure the experience' for .the reader - we must

pexsehalize the experience.. Therefore-the \:eachei .has to

2 . ,sec up the reqding sh:natinn s0  that t:he studep( is

allwed to react on_his own level with the material: ~ As
. CEy :
Holland (1915)

see: it, "Readers rend dutexently bgcause_

readinq he 'should ],earn

in Hls. somethlnq of hunself and -
E i

R, - - his world. /\\ 7 Tl s K

In view of this, iﬂ: has & re ibility to - <
- consider " the ind.lvxdu - student.  This .is,cbnfirhe‘d by’ -

varlous fasearchezs who. see that ux:e'ra:r.ure is "an

L& vast T nge Tof indlviduat pe:ceptlans and .

1971 HcHaster, 1977 Hartin,

atld, mug@: .

% "gémupbér:thu}; ths scudy of li.tentur




literature, - the teacher encourages him to extend his own
personal world.

Overall, a s:hema-theoretli:al view -.of the composing

’ process requires us to- modify' many of ~our traditional

views of reading comprehension. As 1 ge (literature)

teachers, the impl!.ca:ians._”_of ‘such modifications ate_v

N mporcaﬂt notions for us to consldez We need tp !ay

attentmn t:o how human bexngs constmut théir personal

suggested. “Each man cuntampla:es

G pgrsonal way the stzem of events upon which he ﬂnds

.. constrictive ..‘1‘::’

p 'sor'ngt.hing ‘personal ‘- or'else mo real act.

: thn

’nunselfso swtftly borne" (P-, 3., l:ur'- students, readlnq

is a ‘necessary- part of these s;reams of events. The

' teacher must proceed wlth “this not&on i nlearly in place.

s - Bolland A 1975) _poslts.r "Each - ac; of readxng is

kes

somethinq nev, sameth&ng ‘humn,

read.tng- rikn U

pl ce' "p < 125)." Pollwm - hard' upbn thls, Hoiland hn*

sums advlce fnr the !:eache He shows ' the- 1deal to be -

’!‘oge\:her, teuhar nnd studends cregt a space; that’ '

eenbains :he licérun wonk and into ‘which smue« 1individ




This persorial experiencing of events (in chié case,
events in uténguxe)'ls, of course, rootéd in "belief".
Brown (1977) warns us: ' "One conclusion to be drawn from
:liu':s i§ that any inquiry - whether scientific or religious R
“lor artistic - must be based in part on a_personal and, in
a sense, nonrational be‘l‘ief" (p- 46). We do apparently

proceed' irom belief, and as teachers we mus: -be aware of

‘thls. aspect of -knowinq ’, o 4 Gy _4-
; (1982) deﬁ.nition of .

ished. __nmu‘j icn_ls,

cﬂerefore, i con_szzuctivg act, “an . dctivity of ' self-

< ‘edrrection”.and -prog iy ended readings: - In ugh:

: ‘,_of this; it\mrptatatlon can nevsr_bg ununtezaL 1: must

need be gz_-uungled in ‘the. pe_rsonan - for’ un;derstanding a

‘»'1.]1].1 'alwafs . ) S.nv‘olvé A u;s .Ln' self~_

Lymnn u 8) 1n£om ‘us ' tha:

l:i create .

- hey
knowj.ng lnd believing: '

"wcx:I&r. regn;d’ !.nterp et; ion. ns l rigotous yay of

X
thruugh 1m:erp tauon e come o

v' lctivitles &nd ounelves. By .iuppcrting




students to become agehts * in the :sonstructihg of meaning’

that has to be our goal as teachers of ].iheracjur&

In conclusion, we recall the words of Goodman {1984),

who wntes e

since compreghension :esults from reader - text -
~transactions, what the. reader knows, who thie
‘reader is, what values guide the reader, what
purposes or 1nterests.étha readet- has w111 play |
vital roles in the r@ading process. It '
then.that what’ any reader comprehends R
given’ text' will vary from what, other. tqaders . : i
ccmpxehendx Mearung is ulx:imately crealz 3
the reade;. IR

From . these various’ reSearch \fiorts 3

' échem&—théoreﬂcal app}cach to readhz‘ respansé have come '
certain specx_fic suggestions for :m\prcv;nvj the teaching ot»

. literature. .Atcer all, for higk; :school Enqlxsh teaghers, . N o
the central conaern always shmnd be- t;o facihcate the

precess 0f" teading ang - thus smm}caneously ‘engender

3 00 'lxterary :n:erpretauon. £ e

ok . : It is true r.hat: there are many practical strateqies_

ava lab].e for: melementauon in the classroom. * Actually, " ‘.

S _such :ec)ﬂnques have been discusSeﬁ Ln the 1uexatuze for

quite & few yea:s, yet :here ebviously remains a major qap |

between the nature of sehemu :heory and thewepnvertmq of

these nocions ;Lnto realisuc praccice in’ the classroom ' | 3
situation. Moldcfsky (1983)' addresses thls issﬁ/-hen she
dllows gpat "The_ abundant

research on .schema thenty hns




written ‘ page:.

of visua‘{l, *.and concepcual iniomatxon-:‘

of schema the ry can provide a means ur ir cting this

prccess of reading. thase not:lons call/atuention to’ the '

process itself .which 15 the main ‘: cus  of concern i

reader-response theory. Essential‘y,‘ the inatzuctar must

,try to teach a. schema that prcvi s ,learners wj.th
Process- for ihtetpretinq stories (Ho dofsky, 1983))-

~

{\11 of  the »x;.esear’ch cl&ed in the. previous ‘chapte_'z_‘s

has consiétently reinforced '-the principle’ that "fpe
interactive workings of bcth previous background knowledqe
and, new knowledge units are of prima 1mport:unca in a
lchema-theox‘stical view of reudlng. Thus any/ﬁ'm;gestions, , N
for lmprqyinq studentd’ knnuleﬂge‘au z.r_t paramount
N piqnxriennéo tq' ‘teachers of reading. In fact khis

EFG Y : .




--importance cannot ‘be underes The’ h of £ B S, g

(Cakrell 1983). The teacher must re::ognize thut hexein

meanxng comprehensxon suffers’ and therefare “must tty r.c -

perscnalu

the experxence*for thﬁ reader so \:hat

5 & hacquound knawledge is, actl’vaced

Perhaps "the first scep Eo‘

the reading Lnstructox ;ls ke
7that of

Aassessmeh If ‘ac

i annq background knowledgev

->

-eady knows abeut the situation he can
" then ptoceed co teach the reader to rely upon this world N g L
L Y kHOWlEdqe- “The reader can Iearn t apply che appropriate ¥ Ly
©o% T ikndwledge to helps, £411] “{n” thé’ Yetails . behind :hug’ S

4 <;ituation.. Therefore what needs to be taught to

1 vfacuitate comprehension ls world knowiedge and the

© processes that utiuzs that- knowledqe (Schank, 1982)'.7_
We have -already seen that’ thls backgxaund knowledqe 2
is m;qaniued inf.o uni,cs kncwn as schemaca. 1k ls the o

. teacher 8 job not: only co ensure that a child pnuausl‘ i




% }ievelap‘ “and re‘fine the ‘schemata’ necessary 'for’

knuwledde pi;'operiyL ~sincev g od-: readars already

g ' the y st jies for using their uotld

kn owledge tc understand t{le *unnon at hand - -namely,‘
tha material r.e be ,read,»the }ceacher ust ehsure that

puoter renders engage

bacqucund huilding., Becauae the

‘the st Fe of knowledqa in his area

~‘these needed pieces of backgroupd 1n£omut1on can be
Cfilled” in throug

upu\g .‘st;ateqies su\ch ;ss \ C.

discussion, " in which the. interaction. with' the. group will' 33

only involve utilizing bacquound




‘ units.’

'kl’iow]-.edqe
.-schemata
: u’Ol’lCE
. what they alxeady kncw and what they need to knaw inp
’ 'from Schank (1982) who' beheves that the context method is’
_how readlng must be tauth' K Withxn 'this methcd
. new knowledqe brinqs with
s reader to mak
-that he can gain new kncwledge.

,,appiroach to tender-respanse theory ls the: noticn t at’ the

‘zeade: musu access txe necessary new vocabulazy to ullow

Together, thesé 'inéeract to for‘m -a’reader's”

T_her'ego're

knowledg

the

to comprehend the text. i e

. The reading 1nstructor can,- at thls pcint, take a cuéx\

acquiss.txon of new knowledge is emphasized first.‘ This

it:a new vocabu).ary whlch is.’

added to: t_:h,e . .regder s sight—recogmtion vocahulary

Knowledge of the whole situation is what enables thev

he necessary connections Ln the,_ r.ext,v,;o

O,ne‘» of the main poxnts that emerges. Erom. chls"

ed lsr

WG l\\ust not .

i
1#5 atudant, we muat also
ansure thac such a \not;o" u atcende "

only set up the qx é

" This| is.of

pr;me cancern a8 -i mqin ‘step Ln facichnthq :eadi




compre‘h’eri’sinn' - Therefore an mpoztanc directive for the

"metnod of reading hh:h emphasizes the

vocapula:y 3 It Eol o

- —maa. In r.hxs way lxterary in tiqn shouia

',zon cua.' schank (1982) ver1ﬂes thxs ; He writes S

! since the meanings of .words are very complex,
- and’ usually sitqatiqnally-based, there- really
:'cannot be any other way for' a child to learn hew‘
_‘vocahulary He’does not learn one word in terms:
. of another.. -He- learns: words: in terms. of .a
situation ' and . in: ‘terms .of predictions and
expectations ‘that hé ‘has already made ‘about’ that

situation. Such ‘situations. form ‘the basis of
. his internal mental. derinitions for the word -he "}

has laarned 7 4

The. key: point \then is ‘this. A child 1earns

 words in- tefms of ' situations :that’ he. alrfljdy”

understands,” and ' in' terms of knawledge ‘that he.

“ has_already.: acquu:sd. m: any point, ‘a chud has -

7 more knowledge than -he’has ‘vocabulary avadlable

to express that krowledge. Give. him_ v ilary

at ‘the’' right' level ‘and “he .will slearn’ "very

quickly. The! key ‘to teaching.vocabulary is the
assessmem‘. ‘of .the' child’s knowledqe. (p.14)

r

A mnjor pqint to be recognized hare

1nvclva recoqnlzlnq ths pusitiun of. the rendet :I.n terms of

is ' that éhe

‘asséssment: |Of -the '‘child’s knowledge nust necassar.ﬂy“"

wthe uituacion at hand. - Indeed it is esuential  that the’
reudj.ng 1hutmctor pra-ant wo!‘da in tems Jof the lituuticn C
nnd the prediotinns and cxyactutiona thnt the child has




a:f is: :hls'
: '-pr'eaicgive‘ ability? 'sehaqk (1932)’ provides some ¢
1arificatxon. He wzites‘ 5 ’ )

What does it mean when 'we say that we 1y. upon.’
\uur ability -predict . during ‘the: process. of .
understanding? By ‘that;. I -do'-not.mean : that.we .
"know": with.great:-certainty whatiwill come. next.
Nevertheless, we do have:an "idea"-about: it; . and
this idea is. used by our comprehension: processes .
in selecting al\:ernatives. - Thus our- predictive
..abilities - make . out’ processinq easier by
.- narroWwing - the’ number. of. possible- false: paths we'
might: choose .'in. ‘ambiguous. circumstances. This
predictive ability is -useful “in eve:y slngle
‘part of the compxehenslon proces (p 5)

) 'rhe inst:uctor not cnly mus\t recugniz

that teaders ]

‘_do possess this' predictive abillty bu!: alsc must see co it, !

thnt they make use uf 1:. The teachez cnn cnpitnllze on a

: readex: s echtLve abllicy in- order to facillnt.e keadtm;
¥ S

4 _ccmprﬁenﬂon. ‘ He nust see. to it thnc the readaz is ubla

: to make a wid@ runqc of predictions und Lndehd he must

strusa the naed to predi.ct. . As_the reader hnproval in







; ,',ve;y’impotta:nt 4 diiek::ives 'Ecr\ ;:he teaché: is” that he

stéiies, studem:s acquire

serve as a'g\ude as

'rhese ate somewhu: like. slots that :

lxscen or read. These: expectations are so etlmes call

"story schema A sccry grammar"

“al émpt 0 describe
this story schema (! ’

B such a ‘story sghéiﬂa

i.s used Eor i

that

x sugqests




étary:séﬁemal ’l‘he instructor must Dll Xn the ‘gaps. 1n the'

s stmcture dq 1n£1uence how

narrutives. o Ccnsequentl there is’ ya responsibllity to

;orgamzational infnrmatxon or

The. schema .helps’ the readér attend.'té .certain
.'aspects -of the. inconunq ‘material while keeping .
track .of 'what' has gone” on, betorer "< The  schema .
lets the rea;ier know' when‘a-. patt of  the -story is- -
_complete_ nd .can’be Stored.in memory, or whether,
“*the iniomaunn shzm.‘u:\v be’ held untn more .is
added,

acqu h:e lgnoéledge




,iLte;éture. When the tnstructo: models .the p:ocess cf

Eeaiscxiable wai.' In . essence this. s mod'lmq an |

m\:eracnve vxew “of. readinq (Mcldofsky, 1953).

knowled,ge base - operating ‘in :eaqu c _prehensio S




s::hatzberq A 1954)

ropuse

'Pxerea&ing~ activities re Lnstrumental An
déveloping. readiness  ‘for cnmprehensi.on., “Recént. . . -
‘thedr: .-developments.-and research . in’.schema . - ... .

guistics  “indicate that “teachers . - .
tudentsl; discover %

ords;,
the disi:ance hgtween £
at ‘of the w:i:er.

“(ppe

'he teacher needs ta ,prov e - these organizers for the .

1 that these



that they can apply to other i—eadi’ng.' 'nhere are. beverul

instructlohal tools wh1 ch - have been sugqescad to helpr

E stude_nt:s develop the» nrqanizatinnal r,schemat(

that result. in studénts becoming aware of informiation they

- -already "possess and  gaining infom'ation that others
possess. ' .The creatxve and uncbtrustve teachar can make %

great use 'of these 1nstructional tonls to help iﬁ:tivate

.+ and devslop the organizational " Ecﬁemata,needed ko aid in b

R comprehensmn. Through the‘ir use he can hridge the: gap i

4bet.ween what' students Xnow. and whaﬂ they need to know to

pod these ‘tools

G g | ;strateqiss in facilitn ing rﬁ procgsstnq. Aa,l_}obin_ﬂnn Tk

chatzbarg (1984) 'ses it . "Helping ‘stud‘ents'dév’élop

L B B e jies for intera 'u.g yith authgrs of ‘texts and other _

-materials available within and outside the schao} is the

responSibillty nf evéry .teacher" " (p

¢ direct iva

233). 'rnau

‘,echnlqﬁ,s can work 'rhey can ba thought c! u




~ mnlu sensa ouc of :he text and integxace it into a
n\ean!.ngful massaqa. In nh&s way comprehens!.on reccgnitibni

and recau can be unp:ovea. mix, 19!1). . &5 N W

" When cn . uonsidars ‘d_ t{ve techniques cne'must \

necessaxuy ac-:ount for the ole | o£~ perspectlve in| the

on_ pxc . 34 Ct. does P13y an impo:

',‘r.a.l'e.' m; has been veﬂﬂed in . the k1—)."_.e:atfu'e.

¢ itly, teachers must v.zgt Q dor
Apprnnch reqding (indeed,’ all actlvities) fzvSm different 3 %

perspectlves. As Charon- (19791 w:ites e

We ' mlght see, chlnqs ditferently if we imagine . .#.*
that ,each one. nf the individuals (including the” | * y
interviewer) ,comes/ to the situation- with .a ¢ ar
--different perspective, and .therefore “sees a- %

different! realit: and although some of ‘these L 3 :
'pe:spe:tIvss may be closer. to "physical reality", ) .

than others, all of them- ‘probably- capture at = P N
- least one part.of that reancy, and ‘none of them - 4 5
is a.ble ta cupture che whole’ ot" it . (.pp. 2; 3) BT e,
- Althuugh it 1: true :bat: perspec:lves are what! enabla 5

Ta studem: £o make lsnse ‘of h:.s wcrld, " they, in turn, can)}
1imif. the undaru\mding of the student. - Thus“«he

instxw:tor shculd reallze that perspective!\ must be judqed ;7

by ingividuals .as relatively ‘helpful or useless 1n"
1n€erprat1ng situuthnq that arise (Charon, 1979). i e %

. Another, point wax&hy of notc As :hat pe:apectives are

f I
snot’. set for J,ﬂ.ta.l 'J.‘he lnstruétcr can 1n£1uénce these

quldes to psx:apuoﬁt Ast cha:on (1979) pqys.

“ond divldun’l s* “fiade’ up . Sf wmeveral of - -
thaqe kinds ‘of- perspectives and- may enter any 4
one of them in a’situation. Indeed, once in the

. situation, .. the i individual can,/ . ‘change
mlpoctl.vn or even und the' " initial -, *




perspectuve being transformed’
interacts’ with cthers. (p: )

. can also be. useﬁ ta emuch content area. readinl; -\ ‘Teachar‘

er. qsing wntmg tasks to heIp studt\ants . -,”z -

& )
perce;ve the struct]lre of tgxts (sanacore’ 1983)“ o \ LR "’»E
: A.‘Ahmte of cautxun is in order -here. " ‘This must bh 2’ ’

proces's criented appmach to writing 1n which synthesis is_

’ L4 = ,
. the main objective. . Students- will. “not benefit tro)l\ o

g e, T frnqmented wr).ﬂng Rather,’ the ..teachér would ve wall

. advxsed tc use strutegies which develcp writing skuls and o

increase students' pctential for ‘understanding thei: cwn

and dther penple's wrltlng. i

Mostuteachers nre aware bf strategies avuilahlle t:o . 2
8 direct the writing experian!:es*b&students. These_ d.nclnde L' s

. _using qtory strycture instr étion which involves a writinu g 5%

companent tcr the purposeu anrichinq randing.

r Ik iB clear 'thnt‘ thi




Agaip,‘ teachers would do well to rehmember that the métt)aeds K

used can foster étut{ents' readinq 'th.ié'\:gh' a ‘variety of S

v

. e ways. , Such methods, will differ with the ihdividual \.N L
: instructor. . The most- :.mpurtant cue hare is that these
exper“iehces—'not bg, pxecemeal. They, must work weil With 7

~the notums of a scher 3 etical ta rea‘dinq in

. which there is a sEronq cohnection between both reading\

i y é B,

Co o #3 ., and writinq.

L N Anuther very . 1mpm:r.ant xnstructxnnal tool available

’ to the reaqu mstructor is ‘the use ,of. questmninq . .
' strategies to 'enhance, reading. We, .as educators, must .
recog‘ize the 'powerful influence of questioning; we can no

longer consider our questlons 1n 1solatmn trom ,the reader

es:

P ' and the text. "as Hunklns (1976) W

. The' question is an integral, if not the & ;
. integral, ion
. Regardless of whether a teacher is funct!,oninq
inductively or deductxvely with data, he oy she s
needs\to\generate questions).” ‘And -thé questions’ -
. ‘that Lare created -and the‘ ménner in which they
.are phrased and sequenced influences- the
quality, the sanxfxcance, and .the accuracy of . ] S
_the jearner’s conclusjons and what is'done with g @
those conclusmns‘ (p. xx) 3 k #

The  importance “of the question cannot be denied.

Indeed it is_ vltal to all prpcess models, since without
rthe ques:ion~,there is"no processing of infomnticn. It is . Tt

the q,uest:ién that ,centefs the person’s attention upon some R

2 . § i
topic; it is the guestion that enables data procesting;lit S

is the -question ‘tt'xag: determines whether a cénclusion is* N
' _j\{t:.}(gied or not.. To put ‘it’ simply,” in'the absence of the e,

quéstion there is,an ‘abs‘ence .of learning  (Hunkins, 1976).




The_fhstiuctox <an use, the question’ to assist

- in ng gn ion. Through its use he

-.can focus student funcciomng and provlde a means for®

'distinqu;shlnq relevant from xrrelevant information. AS
well,-the question can point yp major relationships _among
information bl.ts, Create new Lnsights, qnd serve to.assess

the results of»mquxry Heaningful ques:ions and

‘ques’tionmg which 15 couched in studenf. act:.vities will

Vemble studants to gain understnnding ef/@;z affective’
reactions to learninq (Hunkins, 1976) ’
It is meortant that questions not be isolated from

the experience of the studeh\:;,- In a'schema-.theqretipal

approach to .reader respur;se the,ex}:erie'ncing by th‘e‘

{

. student {is all-ihportant. _ Mherefore -questions should
! s

occur within a schema - which 'al}ws for the knowledge of
‘the reader. Those - questions /cém’nonly }lés?ci._ated with
'classt_com r_eaglinq' assiqmeﬂg‘uel‘bie_ than provide focus.
Theyr promote  different . in;eitactinns‘ “between  the

information suq;)estgd by ‘the text -and the reader's

. existing kndwledge., . In léurﬂ, this can .;esult in

,difféx:ncas.i’n the nature -Qf‘?hudents.‘ learning (Wixson,

“1583). v

Cansequently, Lnstead of hnslnq questlnns so~ as to
elicit the "tiqht ‘meanlng“ teachers must structure them
r.q £it the axp_erit_ance :o:__tha reader o indeed, for‘e;ch
inqlvid;!al reader.. What is -1qv61v;d here®is. the notion of’

the schema-based queétion Ln‘ wrgich the gquestion is




\

denvable from :he text. !;'owever, the anticipated answe‘r‘
is nelthez implxed nor explicitly represen:ed by the caxC.

Rather, the « rgder provxdes a response that emana:es from

the relevint ®schemata acnvated -by the reader text

intg'qration." In  this way a reader's f:_nowlg.dge base is

i a‘ffectgd by the ;uéséionhng prucess as he is p:ov:tded with
e .

an' additional opportuni,y tu‘ ﬁltegact wn:h the textual

infomation. The integratinn oi old and new informatian

.nccuntxng dunng this intera(:uon may . well result in an

adJustment in -the reade: s existxng schemanc sca\:e. The-

exact nature of‘thxs modxﬁcauon of ‘the reader's existing-

>know1edge . is detgrmined "by the manner ° in "which he

prouesse§ the ‘textuals information ' while - answering the

quéstren. In this way learning. can take  place (Wixson,

'.help students organ.\.ze their thxnkxng -%0 achleve their
_‘cb)eccxvé_s. ‘As students ask que#tlons whilg dealing w’;th
various learning situations they ptcvxde themselves with
data or an awareness of defxm.ts in data.” This type of
‘knowledge is es; tial if studeqts vla’ra} to >assun\é major
roles -in \:he(:enlearni'ng '(Hunkix;s; ‘1972). We-note hére
,_that quesnicns generated by both teachérs and students are
of conce:n to us. Both tsypes of questloninq strateqies
~will greacly enhance the cnmpxebension of mucerial to be
rgad and will definitely scimulate.cpqnit_ive-qrowth.

o ' R 4 ) %%

_ Thy question can be used as an crganizat, a device to




Th:ere,"v is: a clear need to ask questiacms prior to
reading in-order both to organize -information and to set
. ’.up expectations .about the material to be read. Yet the
i as)éing ‘of queshiqns\heforeﬁand d‘oes~ nor__ eliminate the need
for: posing questicns subsequent . to 'readix;‘g the text. .
i 'IndeEd; such quescions ‘can induee readers to process @
infoxmation much more thorouthy._. The key point is that °

both “ of . these questmm.ng st ategxes can b\e valuable .

learninq tools in the, processipg of tex

i o It .remains that the :eading instx‘uctor n’e“eds to be

aware of questmmnq strategies whxch invalve students in
- ; " : 1earnj.ng. 'rhis .thecretical' knowledge can be applied to

! ‘reading stratégies .Ln practxcal ways mqludinq kinds end . "’

numbexs ci. questions tu be utili‘zed yet: awareness\ of the .

As Hunkms (1975) writes.

b 13 2 need i% the Eirst stepl

R | Student involvement is crucxal, - and hé. asking of - T

\ *... “questions -is "central .to this 1nvolvement, not. just. . -\
. : when something “is_nhot’ clear,. bu . in actual dealing
% ] .+ with i) on The pr ng. of i ion has
2 a planning staqe, a doing- stage, .and ‘an-evaluative or
feedback stage.-. ,Learners: must parucipate in all’ of
L . 3 these stages, and, their engugemem: requxres asking

B 1 N - questions. -(p. 4); e

"As’ses&{nen\: and evaluatibn are of_her important areas .. -

i oE teachinq reading comprehensmn wh:.ch

esetve to be:

investiqated. In practlce, these seem. t6’ pxesenl: the most .’

L
plcblems foxﬂthe ‘teacher of readxng. Exactly how does one L

c 3 . ¥ e & o 7
.go . about evaluating ' students Eh_ere are ' no "right

.anewers"?' This ié ailen‘ken;: :'1 a'x:d 'quité often:  As well, -
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tests to measure Ccomprehension? And , how .does the . .
instryctor reconcile the belief that the guidebook answer
provided is not yacessarily the correc_‘:t .ar{_sy,e‘r,iir'\deed not .

arily -the only ble ans‘;'er'} LA

" The replies :o these questions (n/terms “of reader

- I
ré’sponse: theory a:/e otten :e:exved with doubt and

~uncertainty because of alreudy raccepted methodology which
b .

. does not Fully support these notions. . Yet it ‘15 true tha

. 'the"stu'de’nt m;a,s.t be assessed in some mannez.
- tfle _that schema theory is not mcompatible with this Ja "

: . ‘nee'c}; Actually it does picvide di:ection and ,guidance for

" ' the teacher bf reading who also must assess arid‘evaluate.

% e Perhaps the {eachef~ should’ ,,f}rst of all,recognize

that asée_‘sment must be carefully planned to odincide with
the theoretical frm%rk provided. What IS the benefit

to the student of literature if the instructor approachés . . %

his subject‘ from these theoretical concepts and then inl o e
* the end assesses the reader 'using méthods .which are no "'
longer acceptable? Assessment must be aompatible w;th the
process utilized. As Robinsoq and _ Schatzberg (1984)

~demon§:rate, "Methods and purpose in assessment must'be

it % 71 closely aligned, that is,” the methcd 'oi nreasuring
‘ ' compxehensmn should® be carefully. planred in x:elation Lo | s

the original purposes set for readinq" (p. 248).« This

N ¥ o need fcr planning .so ‘that there is an ai;.g'nnmnt: with

original purpos_

as . impo:tant ramifications for the tybe

b of assessment methodolugy utuized. For .example, this




. 3 v
. B ~ .
suggests that students Should not be asked to answer

§ lestions that they could nct‘) have predicted in che
original plan ior rendxng

= Essentially, a¥l this means xs that evalua::.on should
be comprehensive. As Farr and wa].f (1984)- point out:

Oftentimes e‘\luat n -concerns itseli with only
one aspect of "a reéading - program, usually the

aspect that .dends tself most readily to some \l

available assessment strategy , or existing
measurement device. The process 'has a context-
‘ stripping efféct, that is, studying somer.hxng in
‘isolation from the context in which it exists.
We. maintain there is .no  meaning ,ot:her than
.meaning in~ context,; and thereforer'it" is
_essential that an evaluation effort be a broad
and comprehensive one (b. 275).

.
All too often,” evaluation is not comprehensive. Many

times it is limited to one type of shich-d

not elicit an awareness of the overall picture.  For -

example, -instructors often use tests as the only means of

evaluating. Certainly tests’ are useful,  but they are only

_one. means of gathering information - about _thé multiple

" aspects of - reading. It is clgar that in light of schema
‘theory ‘ﬁndings, instructors need to be wary of ‘using any

one test as the sole insf.:ument of evaluation.

This' applies  as ““well to the L-use oE standardized'

xgnainq tests to nws ccmprehen;icn. Euninan and‘

s Harwucd (1983) speak. firmly aguinst such_ usage‘““ Fxom'

their fix\dinqs, bned on the p:emlse that read ng.is %
search Eq_.cna right méan. ng, they conclude
. comprehenllen tests that assﬂme onie ngm: answer —
- give an_ inadequate . picture - of . a. 'reader's
comprehension. = Fur on: needs

to be 1ooked at as .a precu 4 rather -‘than a




N iei&;nq‘.

product. Since comprehension is a complex

phenomenon, it must be studied in = way

appropriate to thé phenomenpn. We can no longer

s:;z‘i?' _just ‘the reader or the text. \We must

examine the interaction between the :wo. (p.
) s

This, of .course, is research which disallows any complete

trust in the efficacy of standardized’ reading tests as the/t

orily means -which -can ‘he .used” ‘for | asse_ssix;\;' students’

7
Verall purpase of assessment should be ' to

'«facilitate readmg comprehension. _To do tlus there are a
vanety d techniques ayailable to the reading instructor.

However, in rdex for them to be successful they must be

incorp ratéd S.nt.o the notions of the theoret:.cal framework

£—sch £h e

of—schema—th Yo v as in all .other areas of

réaainb-, \‘:he‘v enterprisigg teacher can and will meet the

éhallenges of * reader response theory. To canclude, the

key. poxn: to- remember always is that the ‘notions of sthema ~

theory ‘do prcvide a vxable alternauve J.n the teachmg of
readmg compfehgnsion. ;Whenv ‘:)e as’ \:eachers, can accept
theser Ldeas and utilize them -in our- classroolps then
reading comprehensmn can only be Eacxutared\ 0 knows?

In the‘ end, the teacher might make a diiferenc . 2 g
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and lasting definition of 11terature. Indeed the lﬂQK of

a. tomalized position = an all-encompassi\g statemenc- .




o»f the disqiplx e Ls elusive but ongoing, one * may-be‘b

hett advised :o plm'e the ‘realm: of ll.terature in texms

Mcms:e;, 119774
T‘D"lcFadd,en‘,‘w?a )" ) T /'these and numerous ochex tesemhers

i erature

p_css/ipi.lit . Ih};ieed, very few P _ple




5 - T . P s
aesthetic satisfacbions. -/Thhs we face a dilemma. ° As. ..

Woodrqerry (1959) 1nforms us, "Excess of instruction leads’
’

‘to;: one’s be}ng hored 'excess-of pleasure 1eads ;o'

. frivolity® (Br:172).

,' SO what does 1i

l(cHas er (1977)"considersLthat "the be‘erit of’

‘diidaé ic, aesth;hic; and’ heurist c:' For the well-rounded' -

stm{ent, litex-atm—e shc‘uld convey all of these notions.
‘At this j\mcture it ﬁ\ay) be pertinant to examine briefly

each ot thase aspects‘ ®

Didactialsm ‘has been a major part ot 11terature for

j;uite a long

ime; robably since the - inceptiun 'of ‘the

subjacc . 6 Townsend (1980)

notes  that ‘the’ urge

to 1nstmct the y ung is ‘dee

(p 56) Huch o the literatﬁre of ! ‘ea‘ﬂ_ entur,xes is s

qu‘te didactic and mcralistic in-iits . u\tent and purpose.‘

It ams to: teac lessons, to, moralxze, to categonze how’

and‘

y (1979 i



. L | % . 2, = b . ) .
ignore.» The historical Dbackground of this 'di.d‘acticism' &

stems from the «ictorian and Edwardian vxew ob literature. "

“During these  times,. lit.e:ature was’ seén solely “as an,

instrument of kncwledge and w:.sdom, thh bhe functlen of

value xcf 1icezacu'§.—e' .

¥, passion, comn\itment,' anger, and contentme' ;?
+ of the aesthetic apﬁeal cf literacure fis almosr.\

SN S
in the sense that one has only f.o read a - good: pook to 1

reahze :.ts paten‘tial for entertaimnent and pleasure. o

Enjoymemt is an integral part uf reading. Many take:

granted when they, speak of the . vnlue of . T

Yet various researéhets, attest to the truth




‘_ emotion,

‘cbjece, capableng arous




v (1982), and Bedch'and Appleman (1984) who suggest that a ' ..

work of ‘literature is a direct presentatio\ of selected 2
experlences thxch gnable us to recognize truths about our goe ¥
.exist‘ence. This. is done _through involv‘ing us in tﬁe
problems of bemq human and dxrectmq _our responsgs to’

these' dxtnculues.' mter&tu ‘deals with nfe;rreal

corip. ex human dramas, and. responsibla »

yr,‘ s/ '.sée/ .the’

tel 1gent/ mox:al choice id thdir -
Bl

§ ‘van{i»meani,ng. in his z_:_ur_x Tife. Ag Béach and Appleman .(1934)

eafly. state: v-mmaiy texts o’fte

'rémin s of our ow;\

‘often - reduced

eports. ‘ Literature

iscicusiigss, freédo

| Readers- learn to  deve

ii’vés.' This is accomplishe




3 somé:h{ng about how.we think and abbut how ‘othérs. think. -
This is canfirmed by WOodnerry (19@9) who claims, thgt. A

) ‘Litérature is-a-key to oné's “om heart; it is
L . also a key. to the lives of - ‘others; there are
%" 5 ), other ways of . learning .-one's ~own nature and -
human nature in general, "But outside of direct

experience . and observation literature.- is the

N principal means qf cbta:u\ing knowledge of human
e life. (p. 172) -

F e y p ooy 'rhrough eratute we are‘ ah}e to discove,r our own

v potennal. This i.s déne via the :epresentacwns of otheér, . ¢

bridge the qap betwee the experiences of che reader and

to put’ the reader into tout:h with

t},gose oﬁ the writer

the authqr'bs odel ' of . how things are; In this way,,

vlriting__can_ shed 1

ht “on, valuesr comitmem:s, ; gnd

eonvictiens cf sccxet

n. general ;and  hélp ‘1‘_:} the | ..

- fotma:).on of a, reader s cw’n_beu_ef"s. Li;‘er;ﬂt‘ure "bears

; ‘wu:ness to" or llluminat.’es mén‘s_qapaé 'tc h‘nld onn.to

e true ideals .for 1iving, to: hold on’to the human- gcals we

’ must ngver forget. Hence literature 2 shnuld discourage

should make ssuden:s aware

maral" apathy,:

ccmmunicy, and should

members of ‘chéc crommu ty* 1 exploring ife s dil
Patr (1982) summarizes benutifully the heuristlc" 3




% ‘I hope that by explnri.ng the! power of values and
" the ‘complexities -of moral choice ' within the - !
litérature they réad, 'students 'will  be better #
' . - able: . to. x‘ec;ognlze and” ° understand the -
. ‘ possibilities for r ible action and self-
realization within' their own lives. - I also’ hope
that by. seeing themselves as - part, of a rich,
ongoing culture they. will decide that moral ;
choice is not only desirable but also posslble. &
within' theit’ gwn worldsT (p. 19)

suffice it ,to, saylchat 1Ltazat\|‘;e".dqes -inform
g i i’ ; S S AN

E a'pgxcéch 'Eo‘ - réading.

"to. inform, _and be- informed~ €6 «vmodify heha\,';o:", i

s mcludmg ‘the. development of social undetstanding. and to -

‘secure pleasute and” satisfy cuuosiw“ (pv 2‘2)A lThLB_{'

then, is why people are taught ta read.




s CHAPTER II . «
‘READER-RESPONSE CRITICISM

tha rele of the text i'n reading. For quite a'long




‘u

e L

] . 7 7" las one ‘ould master. fractions or senti ai miing ar .,

any other leirned pperatﬁién.» - Many ;tpdehts were ‘“"rurned i

ofth by literatu:}'e . and, the unfortunate truth was that .

oEtentimes literary works were' perceived to have little ot
no-'value. As Harste and Mikuiecky ‘(1984) poiut out:

Ses When litéracy - is viewed .as a perfectible skill
k: E + as opposed to .a functwnal vehicle of’ ‘thought °.

\:b Ehose stud nts 'who‘ encoun

pre‘éonce‘i*;eii‘ ﬁbtions i X

$ e even bizarre. Ve m 4]

sees that one cannot tead jus

; indeed -

5 that

"the :



12

writ:es dn. supp.azf of ‘this" notion is W1xsen {1983).., ishe

- insists thiat! compréhehsion o & pskieiiene ‘niot consist

\ merely of teading ‘the. words therein i:ut rather if. must
7 .
‘1nfomation

involve conntructing a meaning b/etween tshe




Altngugh this, approach, whxch ignores the interacuon

Of - téxt and teader, may well be cnntinulng in onr schaols

today, tcrtuna ely such a. vSew of' 1.1 erature me. 10nge!'

-appeprs t_o he

roper cdntext of

The * believers. in reader-re onse cnt cism

material

of . l:teury

§ heir» 1nterpretations

19755 Tyle :

gl Holland

ritic and taachar he

diverqe ma:ksdly» in ‘the




e . 3ol . - i
interpretations théy assign: to a text: And Tyler' (iéx; )

corrobci‘a’tes this statement when' he.writes that' évery text
-!s an unmanent structure for xts own interprqtauon but
depends upon the reader for'a framework of 1nterpretatian
in which the text is rendsred :easonable by the act:.ons of

its agents X the :eaders. "He , ¢ oea .on-— to say that' "the

* who speak. to tp:f.s‘ notion. Included {armobg;‘theée‘arerswabay ;

(19‘61) and Goddman»' (19341‘)' - who - 7that -the reader"s :
: insighc is of prime mortanae in the act “of. reading<

'Becauu of this ‘we' x.-eact ‘to matenal in differing ways.

treader’s text
“.and, corefe

and " on which - any reader's “later
what* is read b d : 7)

ﬂqoncarn in this 'papez. ucndden (197a) Auppon‘.s this




contention when Ke shows that the source of being ‘in any

literary vork is twofold, in that it takes place:in the
- o 1

creative .cdnscious\ne\ss of a reader and the p;:‘ysical o

foul dat:.qn uf the text. But'he does not stop there. He

ext is intersuhjechively ayailable to a. communit cof

readéts aifid - fimis i ﬂnﬂ\rﬂ




L P N
_We recognize that the text is. merely the groundwork

Sy o for interprétacion. . It is not made'complece until the

reader brinqs mejinq to bear on the mtomation existing

in \he text. Br

m and Lyman .(1978) show t_hat t:xe text is

not . a tixed .object. or entity, because "the' jnteszretat:—ion

itself. became& part ~of * the symbol just as  .an )

ecation of a - poem: becnmes on the next éaﬁing',

Kzntsch and .

could be. extendad

and“the ‘a

otion could be made that the nature :

Rivers ’ 19 78 1

‘ase ‘{de:



which texts: are seen as disembodted language and the
readers are the performers who re-enact these texts, Thus

the vworks exist for us only because we experierice themi ,

¥ e
We treat! texts. In this act of "treating" the text

we may - or: not consider the signals 'placed by the

. author in the text, when we respnnd to litezature.

- However, in  order to  avoid a pﬁ}-ely \giosyncratid'
mterpreCatio‘n the raaaer has ™ to consider the
provided by the author. Indeed a-bas

betwven text and reader. I .

In vzew of these notlans, the reader is see’x‘m’aﬁ the

i one who completes the ext. Writing itself is rio‘t ,‘

complete. without t’ne inter‘venticn of the Teader. Indeéd
. “th:.s premise is apparently true in general when paople
- . encmmter informanon of any sort. oatley (1973) takes
. the pusitlon that when people are confronted with- material -
- ‘and in_this instancu#we may construe materia-l as any

literary taxt - they try to ‘make sense of it -and thev

llkelxhood is that people translate the material i

. "
their own represen ‘;onq ur of tHe - world.

Ccarrell (1983) further aq‘knowledges that "the redder is
viewed as beinq at least’ as unport:ant as the taxt,, in P

wh:.ch reading cmnprehehsion is taken to ‘be the; rudex:'

meAning from the text" (p- -200). : F«Snally,

lock vithin u

as storr (1969) puts St, "'I'hete l_mas to be



There is research to support our contention that'the

text is not a fixed entity subject to the interpretation

merely Of the literary critic. Ultimately, the reader i..'s
at léast jixstv'n important as the text in a dialectical "~ .

process cf assublim; neaning 'Pot -man ‘them."i'sts the

E reader as xqpla:ad the text as the central fn;ure in t-.he

" vacuum. Instead, wa beliave that ehe human ag
play a signiﬁcnnc role - 1n structurlng ueaning.

resenrchex‘s have supported» this" not,ion. One can consider A

*the world . of lcieﬁtisn, for eie‘a-ple;" As beliavers. in
x‘eadsr x-espomu ('.heory we. nust reject pure sciemusm.

Wayne Bdoth (1974) sees the ideals of scientisn. as bﬁi.nq

doqlatic. B, o 9 WS

_ -The. qoal ot ail thnught and arguneht is to -
s el\ ulate the purity and objectivity and vigor - of
“science, “in ‘order to .protect oneself: from - th

. .—-érrors that passion and desire and hetaphor.and ..
i authnrity and ull:the laqlcal fa—llacies had us.

into: ; (p.

ac:apt:,’ &n 'inte’z‘pretinq




Accepting the concept that every man does assenble, .

fieaning in his own yorld, e assert the belief that by his -
very nathre\‘mén is not an ijective craature. As’ Poola

(1972 tells s, . object ive: argument is not only impessihle

but "what is accepted: as true is acceptéd as ‘true because

.{of an: existxng structure . of heuef in  the,

‘r’y.-.’aad

“Lndiv:iduai, an exisbing structure ar 1nteres,

alternauve

plauslble
Researchers such as Kelly (1955),

(1976), and T. ‘Hudson (1982) see t hat life 15 biased

-
that “human -agent‘s construct .f.heir own worlds.» As early as

1955 -Kelly was awaxe of ‘this - when, he wrot

Life’ is characterized,v not " merely’
'abstractablllty .along  a ‘time* line,’ bﬁ

“The construction systems are’.alsq ‘redl, oug]

they ‘may be biased in ‘their representauun. ‘

= ‘Thus, both 'nature and ‘human’ nature are
phehomenotogically axlstent. (p. 43)

For these theorists  the presence of the htman actors—

thrmﬂ;h ‘their-thoughts) belxefs, and values = is of prtme

ce in- all’ human- activities ’In ed’ tha human

impox't

ﬂqctors, pexrform. ‘an "im:rinsio and im’ed\:cible yola® it
- (Matscn, '1976,"p. 6) -in. cohst’rubti‘ng meaning- th-'thls ]

" ve. see that tha “reader is an agant a’cr'cturinq his-world

“as‘ h_e_}actlvel_y predicts, selpets, and contiml. The



— reader brings meaninq to béar and constructs meanthg from

the text. Thus - there. is very clear evidence that thE' . ’

‘ ‘A r&der an:ts ‘in the process of camprehending any " text. 5
' e By »its very nature, language (and 1iterature) is ‘an

open’ -'system -which' goés yond science to predica:e

existence or tU brinq :mto bemg in’ language.‘ In vxew of

this, _one. must further 1nszsc that 1n ever.'y nse a. parson

makes son\ethmg hew, Ea

Lalso

L. T (pe 122).. 7 Iser (1978)"

actualxzanon
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* " abilities to re_spr.;nd_ .aesthetically or f£i11 qu'f:'_ a:

literary work of art c;f'whate\ier qualicy" (p- 50). This °

& o “pelief’ is corrobo:ated by Browg ahd, stexnmann (1978) and ¥

»
Holland (1978), uho‘ g that, in di what one

reader counts as literary, another readeg’ihay fot. Hence

; it' ds clear - that’ different pecple, ° when they look .

1iterar11y,‘ w{l look for:. d‘ifferent thlpgs which will

% expx:ess thei.: own' perspnalxties.v

@ meanings t;o' boar on th:s ma{:anal. Tharefor’e,

L 1 terature, we have x'eaders 2 N nting for of cons’

ctitng’

theu oun notxons cf what is! there fram thexr personauzed

parcept:mns. These 1dent1ficatmns of. the patterns are

ncessarﬂy ogen-anda’. 'J‘hey can, be corroboxated or

\n the ‘raction cnnt,\nuxng hgtwqen ,text §‘nd

New instrumam:s i
3 inm!, and’ neW obser tons . . ]

‘further!'madifications in the. . ! . :
Thus phnosophies are enlarged ciﬁ e

include new, inforr ation or axchanqad for more
Safficient’ nnes. g




.The process of reading is necessan.ly open—ended.

Readers are seen as fxllxng in gaps as' they hypothesxze x
-'and predict what w111 be cn a partigular page or " indeed —

what will be in ‘the next sen‘tence (Cullman and Harwood,

. 1983). : .
In vhw of these l:onclus:\ons we ‘must once again

snggest chat ‘the bock is constantly belnq a.

reading. prbcass nust bting £ light the

£ "deéd’x‘*‘igtiony of

¥ 'r‘:peratiéms éct vated. in the reader by the g:ext, ‘and ‘that . -

‘meaning 1s constructed out. of the interacnon between the,
matenal in the text and a reader's backgxound knowledge. b
Thus. the experience of thé reader 'and the * uontext ct‘ the

situation interact ‘to “influence now a. readar lm:erprets

3 and xecall aw lnfcmation. E_ssentially,)p‘ carrying -out

1 ‘- _the instruction- of »tng t.ext,‘ the~‘;e'adei: assembles - thi

meaninq of. the text. " s, H'olland (1875) ' assures ﬁe, K.

B work finds its fulfil].memt:,~ sb to speak w}ien a readei- 2

" gives it life by te-craatin@ the work in his own mind" (p-

Fo il ‘.

L 36““%9—18—311 intétaétive‘brébéss. We must cunsider - .




B 4 . ) CHAPTER III . W b
. A . Y 3 %
. A SCHEMA - THEORETICAL VIEW OF READING -

Patterns and_ Patternin‘g‘

. P * The evidence presented “thus far’paints not only .

tcwards the view that readinq 1nvolves merely the xeader ®

. cnnst,ruvcnng‘af _meanmg.‘ Racher, the read;.ng pmcess is¢
. Ry K o

seen -as.an interactive (ar

to _:.considef brie

tive (tra) 1ve):

S oE read:.ng

Readmg appea:s “to proceed in two duectmns. 1t

by < G
defin:.tely does y. not: involve  only. the Lqiosync_ra__t.ic

mterpret_:qticn of ‘the reader. Likewise, .oﬁe can ru'l_e out

the belief that reading is entirel{r the conséquence of

textual cbjectilv!.\iy. There is af necessu:y aclear

relauonshxp between che two. Both :he 'prese ce and the 'y

f this -telaticnshxp have been demonstrated tirmiy

dept

in the 11 rature pertaxm.ng to the suh)ect V an,,

. beg;n ',witb Holland (1978), who perceives cf Ey ln:eza:y

L cransacblon as’, proceeding' in. two dm‘eetions. 'rom;—'

" i : Other researchers -_and'

wnters‘ agree with this

coneept, althaugh scma see’ the p:ncesa as inte:actWe !

i ‘mature
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Included among these are E D. Hirsch, Jr.’ (1976), Iser '

. (1978), VCar‘re].l— (1983) , ;and Gcodman (1984) ; - who see. that
reading 'fesponse involves a dlalsctlc relatienship"bet\)een
- the interaction of the text and reader, hem:e that: every
act of interpretation involves two perspectives, #hat of

Ccarrell (1983)

‘ the auchor and ‘that of the interpretst.

purticxpant in. the cmnpxehen an/prucess. In \fact these

theunsts demonstrate that durmg the _reading ptoceSs cne ‘

! cmnprahendar constructs the text

atrongly the imporcance of the

cuntra y tn & previously hel
gumprehension thenry, the .r
tcéip’ient‘ ot inécmation. Rather he fulfills the text in

ound dn - it.

Thus, msanings are s er



and reaffirm ‘these accompl ishment: w com'municatin& with

2 one .another. In Keeping with this life of thinking, we

~tan here identify the writer as the '.'s;ieak‘er“ in the act

of ‘communigating. Naturally, then, ‘the reéader is the

"hearer“ It to,lxows that ‘the reader “fet reates (in

Jown tems; the writer’s parceptions of’the worl.d. ' .

Wo! ds must mnve “in sequem:e,' ‘one qfter another
someone’s: conscinusness. : The ' work - must :
read i

or

transactions .

characteristics .’ réault' in construutiun o!




d ‘ méaning.. This view makes.the role of the reader
<1 a‘highly dctive one. It .makes what the readér %
% ‘brings to the text as -important as ghe text
itself in text comprehension. (pp. 96, 97)

. The previous reseazch, as - cxted is simply pointing
' —toward a. schema - theoretical view of reading. Let s

considez the nature of such.a view of ‘reading.

(198‘) ‘show that "in the

> Robirson and Schatzber:

arg s!an ag" activaly

.,seeking ‘to organlze and 1n§om_u;10n “into atde_rly‘

igeas’

happens is t.hat

¥ the_wort“ls‘ K ntained in the; text evoke in the reader
; a'ssocia’ée&v coﬂquts, the:u: ; past interxelaticnships, and
: their

potentlal ;n:exrelag,\onshipa.-r It . is ‘the

baticn of . the text wh{ch he(ps the reader to select =

'Iamong then conceptual complex.es. c:msequently, the goal &y =

of. schema theury is "to séecif he lnte:tace between the

to specuy how

xeader and ] —the reader's 9 s
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schema thepry i-eseai‘eh.' Kelly (1955)_ spoke. quite clearly
in attendmg to this aspect of man s knoumg. He wrote:

Man looks ..at his . world thruuqh t:ansparent -
patterns or. templata which. he creates ‘and:then %
attempts to fit ‘over the realities, of which the
Wworld.is composed.  The fit is not -always. very
‘Yet without. such .patterns' ‘the :wor:
to. be such- an- \mdlfferentxabed

_ "7 out_of it.. -Even/a poor fit-is more. helptu
. h.’un ‘than notMng at’ aIl. 3 X

process of knqwledge ‘acquis:.t).cn‘ The: ~basic knowlédga

% : s :

and Che i mechanxsms of schema theory,

indeed, are -not unique to the read:.ng process. Rathar,

(:hese same knowledqe structures and processes are assumed
to underlie all cognitive processas. Consequen}ly, ‘scheluna

theory. provides a way of 'integrating one’s uhderstanding’

of text with: one’s undEE‘s_t'andinq of the world in general

) . (Adans and' Collins, 1977)J : -

d . 1€ s c;l-ear- -that ‘throughout our learning. and
. Gevelopment -as 1ntsllxgent knowledge seeking human beings
we constam:ly ;om, revise, 'and r.etomr patterns _ct

knowing. .We' see .that our existence then is a resylt of

this: adaptive J,aax}ninq or knowing. . Accdrgini;ly,_ we 7si:art>

B 3 - off with'a’ Einga of predictions and expectations ‘which-are

“about ‘or diat by thé ‘experience to which ve

have ‘been subjected - “in effect, we are cultural humn}:



. ' d :
beings formed by bodies of knéwledge we engounter through

language -as our essential medium of exposure to these

conditions. pecause of this cultural aspect, we, 4s

_Lm/guaqe learners, acquire notions of how. the world exists 7
P 3

or patterns of hew things are. We set up these

xepresentauons' ise “on the .knowledge we have acqiired- ,

- through the expenence we bring to an event plus che~ways

~-suéh "‘aisr Kelly ' (19851,

11955), Feibleman (1976) ; and MacKay (1969). have dxscusseﬂ

these 1deas of pattern creat}}on in’ our expetiencing of the

world. ' They seée that patterns are ways of construing the

.. world, that pacterns enahle man to ~chart -a course of'

behavior, that patterns ,allow man to order knoylledge, tc

_Eit it: in-as a belief among other - beliefs. I-lun\ans fcrm 325

the§e pacterns Eor action hased an chen: experiences and

obseérvations as well as the recorded. histories of ‘events. . B
E T‘Such acqpir}ed patterns arv structures of ‘belief make -up a- -,

_mental model of the world. .* . t ; 2

'L‘hesa pzevia Y acquired patterns are activated when




o are fulfilled. Our ways of knowing are seen as equivalent
"to ‘the ‘situation. - —
Yet thes‘e‘ patterns do not always sat:i.sfy,T the
érediccions and expectations are not always fulfilled. As
+ Kelly (1955) -says, ‘these patterns are. "tentatively trxed
on for size" (p. 9. They are made authentle by a process *

ofr -éelec:;’.on, of acceptance, Cor’ rejection; Thus cur

¢ s E read:.ness to match th - pattern- of events of perception by

; :«ei\:emal reaction is’

the,pattexn -of " our- Wi mte:na

conditional ‘readfn“

.consistent ‘wn:h chEI.‘ cau ses of behavio:.

pgt;erns do ‘not: fulfill “we' must: then »da'
change . our modes of rep:,es"éntat&cm' to take in the new

experience. - - . .

- C ¢ ly the iv‘ed patterns are ‘subjected-
~ " .to further reconstrual & Kelly (1955)- sees that these
- . . patternsor "construct% "a:e used for p:edicti.ons af
ck:ings to .come, and the world keeps rclling along and-*
reveannq these  predi¢tions’ to be either correct .or
émislﬂ_eading" (p. .14). The imporhanc point is that these ;

. -are not _fixed notions ‘or pa\:tetns, All . of ol.(t presen;

; : ; . 4

interpretations are subject to thé€ revision or ieplaceqnent

by alté’rnative conég:ubtian. Kelly (1955) summarizes
quite succinccly. Zail ', o e Lt ;
"L‘he successinn of events “in. .theé course -of time
. concinually ‘subjects . a  person's constructicni
. system ' .to: ‘a  validation . process. “The
. k:onstructions one'places upon events are.working
. hypothesesy ‘which are abuut to be put. to'the,
. test of expe:ience. - As one's antlclpaticns otA



'hypotheses are. successively revised in ‘the lxght . o
. 6f .the- unt‘old:.nq | sequence . of everits, ' the .
_‘const\ructian system . undergces a pragressxve
revoljation. The 'person reconstrues. This. . is
i . G e experience. “Thé reccnstructicn of one’s life is

x £ based upcn just thxs -kind of expérience. p.
S e 3 ..,2) ;

B his perspectLve in light. of new knowledge or patterns of

knoglinq. He must canslder cther ways of aealing with, what
i 5
e is f:here. Thls, than,.is cle basis ﬁor man as a. 15

'constantly learning being. . His patt}:nnor, model is

© for ye‘r‘beinq challénged and adapted i

kﬁowledge, new 'sit:'uations,_'or new'expaiisnce CHe! musc

‘theh' ind - some- other represantatioh ‘hich restores ord

. ta his perceptions b which tuuills. This, in essence, is -

what keeps man leaminq. ~'He -has: to. rehne lus model cf
: things. Basically, man is torced to. adapt his schemata,

isa each schama - ideany' e becumes more and more




.. Dbefinition of Terms in-Schema Theory .-

view of all

Primarily we’have a schema - theoretica
knowledge acqulsltlon which. necessarily . includes reading
and comprehensio . In this view the writer. constructs a
text through tx{sactions with the déw}elopinq text and the

‘meaning be}ng 'xpressed. Iiur_i_n

the process ~r.ha text is

tra sfamed and so.” are the wnter’s schemata_ ways of

Wos m.‘ ng knowledge) ,sze\use, the raader conatructs a

. (Goodman, 1984),‘. i 7 * il

we see -that . the words scgema_ and e_ghgmm are of"

centtal importance in the rocess belnq describad. Tu‘

understand more. fully such' an approach‘ to reading we need
d to consmer in detan -exactly, what schematq are - how'a -

achema is deflned in a composxng mcliel of reading.

Y‘The’", xford Engl;sh Dictionary (1933) defines a schema
as ''a dxaqrammatm reptesentatmn“ -dn’ wh:u:h schemata are
"any one ‘of certain toms or‘:ules of the pruducbive b

gt "imaginat:ion' thrcuqh which the undex\standing 15 “able to

d apply 1ts 'categories' to. the maniiold of sénse parceptitm

K n \:he process of realizing knnwledge or: experiance" ) To

put: c sxmply, a schema-theoretical view of taadl.ng Ls

:aunded ‘on a scheme or .a methodical ar:angamenc =

"definite pattern: or, plan. i by E

Many auchors have uttempted to datinu and 111ustrata

ot B e i

 the words .gchema and aghgmm . ’xjhay speak variously of ¥




; Yoo
frameworks ‘of knowledqe ozganized into patte:ns. Althc‘:ugh
the :eminuquy 'mgy differ, the basxc ptenuses seem the
same.. Smt_je the’ eaz;l.y days of schema theory, ue_ pave
encuudtere% such terms a‘s “model":, "plan"{,. and;, of course,

"schema"‘ . Divex‘se aL\tho:s‘ employ.‘ . such  ‘names a’_s‘

- “ccnstructs" . -"slm:s“, + “"rules", ' "patterns", "f}:ames",

‘."\}gr"ubles;', i - "stereotypes", - "themes",;

"'preS\‘-,\Px'ié itions", ‘;‘kﬁéw}édée X
Y “memory '
2 ‘»’-Ehe terms

'mecham.sm

apparently Eemar‘ns‘ the samei" For. t-,he purposes of

consistsncyl this wark shall main

mploy - : the 'terms

C hema_schemata s oy o dxscussing a schema-the‘or,e‘tlcal
apéxaach to reading. = A Bi g . he .' )

v -‘Kelly . (1955) " spoke  of ci’:nstructsﬂ. " He said E
S{!ec-if‘i"claily "Let us g.we the ﬂame constructs to ‘these
patterns tha: are tqntatively (‘.r;ed on for sxze. )The,y are’’
ways oE construmq the woxld"\ —(p 9). In like "maiﬁne: )

other theorists, wm.ch mclude Bartlett ('1932),"1‘y1er
(1978),

Oatley: (1975), and Rumelhart and’Norman® (1978)\

have examined and . developed the noc;ons of schem -

y schemata, ..For :hese , authors the s:hemata make: the world

. accessible to the individual. i-:ach schema is therefore a

-npresenca.t&on whlch enab‘les the Lndividual to 'make sense

ot the wox:ld, ‘an active orqanization af ast reactions, orv
s P




up of activé interrelated knowledge structures - namely,
schemagaf & "

These schemata, or active interrelated knowledge

structures, are.seen as being in the comp: ion
"of arriving information, guiding the execution of

processing operations. Such action schemata constitute

much of our .knowledge of how to do things. . Essentiauy,

-t:he_y are framet‘iorks of . ~knou1edg'e‘ ix_ito: which . we slg\:
infamatxon or make corz’:éctln s tg” 4 ;

already present. Dac ey..

bemg mental-

L o At then are repr ions ‘of ‘knowledge ' ..
& , = .more or less: ‘well ‘fitted (so far as’ we.can*“\
understand) t6 - particular tasks. There” are; .

— varieties of representatxons for any given task
or arrangement of the environment, and perhaps

- in _ evolution, .'in 1earninq and in cultpral
; develqpment, what goes on is the acquisiticn -of,
appropriate, ‘more powerful schemata. E (p. g

acqmnt:.on. °

:parson mterprets -new, material.

'l‘hq schema th ory

_seen as the! basis of a reasonable theory o:_human

> en!:ities o which humah mfomation proﬁessdrs bind their

experience with real-wotld phenomena" (p. 14) . In thig

ligm:,

schemata are saen as units into w}dch knowladge is

Schema _theory intricately invo}ves. all knuwleége’

carrell (1983) ‘'suggests that schemaca are )

:info}.—maticn brobessinq. As wixson (1983) seéh F ol

! 5
"schemata are hypothesxzed knowledge ‘Stru tures, abétréct




/

whi ch

cpnsist qf “slots into

guiding the processing of

Norman' and Rumelhart (1975)

Feihleman (}976),\ Adaxﬁs and coums * (1977); Rd

(1979), Pylyshyn (1979), ri.,har (1981), Eckblad.(

g qnd Nnkamqra v(

sz), ‘Kintsch' ‘and ¥a

(19&2’)’, Landis (1982),

sua boro h . (1§82)‘, earson




writes' . <7 Lol :
. ) ) .Broader r.han a concept, a. schm can hvthonght
Ao of as a

that is
- -+ - 'both general.-and reflective of ~ah individual’s -
%, Tk expez.lences. - Rather than being static edtities,

« B = Y . . s
. ‘Finally, ‘Penny Baum Moldofsky (1983) provides readers - -

vir.n ‘an excellent summary of schema-schemata when she’

its’ new';ideas into




.

. Hhat the reader str:.ves to do'is to

CHAPTER v

. THE PROCESS OF COMPREHENSIQN

The Influence of.Prior. Knowledge

—

One important aspect of a. sqhema-tnecretic'ai view .of

reading Ls that schemata are ieflec:j.ve» ‘of e)_cper_ience;

e . ;
they are made up of aper‘son‘s prior knowledge“of the

world. ;herefoxe, in readmg, what the reader hrinqs to" '

the text (prekusly acqhired knowiedqe structures) plays

3
on:

. Many

p msjor role, in textual compr

such as Hccdberry (1969),' Oatley (1978), and Brown and

Sceinmann {1978) speak of the actmns con:ributed by these

knowledge unigs. 'In reading, the' Hearer' or reader uses

is clear Vthat this relevant knowledge ‘can

activated because‘ a person.dces

éxperiences .= these experiences make up-his'bwn mental-

model of, the - wurld. As- woodherzy

Yeader S own - experxence ‘is the key to- llterature"'

~have

‘make meqningf‘n

o relevant knowledqe to make inferences from the text.

It
only Dbe

certain prior

(1969 ) writes "The

p.

of his experiences, to unders\:and.‘ the §ata collected

either £rom events and passicns p‘e;sonal to:: himself or .

~£rom the cutside worl,

knowladqe come. from? The answer is simply chat certaln”

‘In order to do ch!.s successﬁull

. the .reader . must brinq tu, be_ax: representations
" knowlédge: . .
Where, one‘ ] asks, y do _these ™ represenegtions

of

-of




Kknowledge units have been garnered by an individual as he
attempts to make sense of the world. - These knowledge Co

units, known as schemata, have been spdkan of by many

‘theorists who corroborate the notion'that Hy’deﬁ'nition'
.sc_henata necessarily involve ‘past. exper]ences‘ (e.q9.,

Bartlett;’ 19323 Applebee‘,-v:w-r'i; Goodnan, 1984).  These

~wnters see that a schemu refezs to an ‘active orgamzaticn

- ol of past reactions, of »past experiencqs, which nunt aluays

be supposed to be oparatinq n any walI—adapted tespénua. 2

i Any particulur tespon i.s p 58 bls" en].y hauause it

=3 i ralated to ochur sim.gar rgspona,es,' orgapi_zed into_“'

e ! g x-egularities or pattarns.

. Thus_we have a schema funm:xoning. on ”e one hnnd
as an archive ‘of . past experxences and, on the other, as ,

F5 the basis for a sst of reasonable expect’.at.\ons about .what

will happen next. What app is that e inn by
schemata is the'mcst tundanental of all the vays Ln uhich

we can be innuenced by reactions and expetiences chh

occurred in the past. .As Good.man (1984) assures . his

reading audience: " 2 3 Inst be pable of 1

through taadinq in the sense nf assinuntinq neu knowledge

‘ to asubl&shed schemata and also in” the unso of

) ‘uccommodating existlng schematu tc new knovladq

‘111) . Yet one ‘must know that the nbility of & read 2

\ comgrehend a given\ text is vary much.

(:oncei:i:uul ,and axparienual bncquound or the- road-
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there can, therefore, be very strong limitations on how

much new knowleédge can be gained 'from reading a given

text. J i

Other vwriters suppor: tha belief that a reader does .

not - app; sh -a . text , "empty le (or rather "empty-

hgaded?' e the;c’:ase siay be) Instead, [they insist that

the discau:se content and structure. Consequentl

‘readinq is guided Byt their expectatmns. ’K‘he nuency of .’

theirx, readmg depends to a lirge extent on, -the

which they use thelr background- knowledge to guide theix -

read;ng.A As Schank (1582) asserts strcng» "*The cruc:.al

'dateminant in ‘at z:an be tead by a on,e" c)n.ld or adult

15 tha amount of backgraund kmwledge they possess ‘to. help

‘ thém .deternune the meamng of what they are readmg" (p. i

es;._ o ) ,

>The.. key polnt is t:hat a. reudér leams words xn tams

nf situations e \mderstand and in tems

f knawledqe

_ulraady acquired‘ “He' Cl.earns words in terms of a aitua‘tiun

und in tems of predxctxons and expac‘ations hs nas ma;ie .

uhaut that situation. Thaeex situat ns form the basis oﬁ

his internal mental definitions’ * for the wnrd he has

1‘amed_. 'rh'rgugh £) e_vwo‘rkings» of - this opention read;ng




In order to read .we must

becomes a recognition process.
reqogn;ze eacH word. To recognize each word we must rely
on ‘our prior knowledge ‘to help us. Once a reader has seen

a word before it becomes easier to recognize it.’

It -remains clear that one cannot ignore the presence

has been recognized" (p. 578)

omprehension

‘Numerous writers- such as wixsun (1983)* ‘l‘ierney and

-, 7and Freehody and Andersnn (1933; “show, tha ‘

Pearson . (1983),

reéding ié iah process whereby the reade)? uses backgrou’
'annwledge togethgr w;th tha authex: g r:ués to crea e .

At .this pomc one must‘ emphasiza chat raading [

yneaning.

%, Pl éompréhén;lgn is not a ' one-sided - process.-' Both  thé

backgr, und_‘:k ledge units ‘(&chemata) and ' the cues g

Itﬁbn}:é‘ined in' the text (fthe content of the text) are .of,

- equal im‘po‘}tance '-in proce’ssing' hew 1n'fofmati’o‘n‘.

shown to be a constructive process whi h/

comprehénsion.

repgat., thg_s.a. mus_t include such




. ¥
tacto?sn as background knouledge along with the author’s
.'cues working to. ’ccnétruc‘t v;lleaning. *
" One, tan- cite’ numerous othér examples of résagrch
gunpb‘:‘;inq t.:hesa conteni:ions. .Included among Eﬁesev are

the writings: of Adams and coinns (a977), Higson, 41§sé), :

s presented in t xt: ;

and 1ink axtual xnfamatxon wi.:h p;:mr knowledge. ' Adams :

etic
on is .th_at

pattern, or scheme of the




w ; : ¢

know’le,sige ‘structures® based on prior expériences and

information, then, recall or memory must cettainlﬁ be an

impoxtant. part’ "of-such -a means of processing information

or learning Schank '(1952) puts it simply: - "We

understand everythinq we héa: Ln terms of what we alxeudy '

know and- have stored.in our. men\on.es"

th O .nqme qf percept on ‘i r.e'ally: .

s pkeéehted with
he fills
of what he his

‘reports whar_ he perceives ‘as, " -he.”

matenal. Howevet, he does much ‘more than this

N :he gaps nf his. pe: rueptien by the

~exper1;nced before insimilar situatinns or by describlng

what; he deems suxtable to such sima\-.xcn

eoxy« which concalns ‘the ' essentinl

4 acco(mtxng nE how memcty Lnfluences pezc@uon {sartlett,
; ,1932)_ 'I‘he schemata are constanqu develbping, affected E

- by evexy -bit: oi incoming sensatmnal experlence c£ a gLven h

kind': The Lnfluence of schemata is 1nf Auence by the pasc. B

and :emembering obviously invnlves detemination by, the

wh&t i.s anolved ,is‘ the notion of the recall or .,

‘as 1maginn:i.ve recanst’ructlon. Burtlatt

e ‘ory p:oce!s

: ‘(1932) summzizes as’ fcllows. S

Remembsrlnq is ot - the . re~excitation of
-innumerable . fixed, ].ueléss and - E:ng-mcnta:y
‘ traces. It'is an, imaqimtive réconstiuction; ‘ox
constructicn bu!.lt: out .of ithe telaclon of our "




attitude towards a whole ®ctive mass of
organized past reactions or experiences, and to
a little  outstanding detail which .commonly
appears in image or in language ‘form. (p. 213).

% . We see that information is mtegrated in~ memory with

existing” knowledge. ¢ 1y, previously _stored ]

. information- v:]raxrgtj._cul}.f ' influences thé

information ,1‘5 inderstood.

icnawledge "'I"his .

of :he wurld.' wozld Rnowlgdge is

extensivé, encompassing a11 a person s experiences and' all; )

. infcxmation that he has lea:ned" ip-. 6). Further : to this,

Rumelhart: and orman (1978) EXploze the- question ‘of how Faw o

emory wurks »withi.n schema— cheory.‘ They_ see tha!; memo_ries :

uy be organized within schemat In"any new momeht-of P

eaming “these sc}i&nata are ac:lvated.A,_ It pé&essa{ily‘

Jfollows  that thess sqhiemata aré ‘either equal. to thels !’

.situation f’:x‘ }naﬂequat'e’. = q}{e‘: partially or. .whgl];y.' If A‘ .

- they are' Adei;ua:e,,"thése wx‘iters believe, learning

proceeds by accreticn to the schemata. 1If, however- they .

ara 1nadequate,. 5ome minor. changes occur in the schemst

“to siit the new’ tfuatton: These mlnor chunges are

tuziixig"

3 "xéfe‘:z'ed to: a_ within this theory it is also -




highly inadeguate. In this case, there Ls a restructurin;z

process which is a majar modification of the schemata.

Hence, for these wrxters, "The act. of comprehension

can ' be understood as the .selectinn 4 o£ ‘rop:iate

}‘ccnhqutation oi schemata to account for® the.

‘‘material differéntly - a major concern, if not the basis,

80 e Mt of " séheiia. theory.: .'To reiterate, 'Rlx'fnelhatt' ‘and ‘Noxrman

(15789, Thtorm u

diffefent féatures of “a-situation' will. .take..on more or

less importance as a functi of that int ation® “(p-

.43)}_ e E .S g8

i gk W " Léarning, a very .complex activity, is -a creative,

flexible effort’ﬂtn make‘ meaningful sense of‘ the world’

By Re!ders use their pnor knowledgs in :omprehendinq prosa.

In actuality, they. translate m;cerlal into their _own

,representatvlons (schemata) o“g_'.tha world. ‘Tﬁese schemata
* will be more or less adeq\ﬁée 1i:nr\c‘c:[:qing with the task in
hand. If inadequate,-people will go on modifying their

rem‘ssentations and perhaps, throujﬁ this process

situation" .
i ‘v‘ofy ’

eSS ing

1 p‘rob‘}abie' ¢

"Different: schemata will thereby vd'

‘different "_i;ptgrﬁx;etatviuné of the “'same ' situation,- and -

. ultlmately improve their pertomance. Hemory. is very much .
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involved in this human performance, and the impd_rtanee of .
its role is recognized v):.:y 'many #rriters_ (e.g., Oatley, '
1978, GrA’esser and Nakamura,_ 1982; Scazhnrough, 1982;

Pearson 1952 Goetz ec él.,_1983~ Suxber, 1983). ‘These .

peaple hald that ohe ,cannot study comprehension without ¢ N

FAR aeknnwledqing that the tepresentation of kncwledge in

nqemoryw 1g" part ef the pxocess. .~ This Aknowledge is

qf’gan{zed sqhelvx_a:xeally. I:’ follows. that ane can’ possess

schémata for a\‘],l‘rjnanner of _?:hings: 'the,reéder must,deeide

4. to .select 'in’ m’:dgr : to- comprehend’:and

particular taxt. y. The schemata -actiyated -

’ foeuses attentian and aids in pmcessing the appronriate g
' . ;
portion of ‘a ‘text. 'I‘hus it is cleax that recall.or memcry‘ et

'ate important agents in process:.nq a text.

The Link Between Novel Experiehce . FIORE
o ;7 .and Prior-Information e

.The process of comprehensxcn not only -involves '

applying of prevlaus knowledge or Lnfozmatinn units in“

reeognizing. old material. Comprenension must also "nvolve

"‘leu‘ning.new i iénand pri sing new macerial. one s

must els'o react' to the novel. withou: new experiences no., '

‘_learning wnuld“ ever take plaee, since’an Lndividual would

etugnate, would ne\_ver ‘acquire new infomaeion.o: kncw;edge

unite. . Aigrossover.- must somehaw be :achieved between old

1n£ormm:inn apd new ' material. \Readers ‘- must rm

2 expectations and make predictions ‘about s;hae ehey n;e
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about to read. Penrson.yami Tierrey .(1984) illustrate ﬂ_xll,

quite spécifically. They write:

The ability to perceive a text as a fantasy,
science fiction, ‘detective story, or comedy, or
a character as a hero,. villain, foil, scapegoat, ’
or sidekick, activates-a whole set of sSchemata

expectations associated ' with _these

prototypes. A reader ‘then attends to the cues
“that ‘will either verify or refute the' prototype
0)

o= testinq out h s

i lnf_e_rentla;l

vval\.les),

nhe \:ext ff.i.ns uﬂt slat d:
; 3 _(2earsun, Raphnel,;

nferences. - (p. .1

an‘x.mpott:ant paxt hf the

'I'hey are’ essential An” sc{mma

\
eciding who " or- what in.

sl S with deinult. o1
TePaske, and - Hyper. 1081).

Various writers ‘place the emphislé on " the pmceu of

inferenclng as belnq necessary - in crder to acquxxe new

k.nowledqe (e g., Mams . and Collins, 1977; Flood _19!1;
schank; 1982; Goodman, 1984). These reuat&n See that
al@mdezs’:andin‘g—o!-.the Lhterreiationsﬁija% a piece of

" .writing typii:nll'y g requires ‘a hosg of complex inferences.

The ." skilled reader - seeks' to ir;terpret or impose .a

structuré on the pusage as a who].e ‘This’ lnvnlves actl.vev,

' processing which does not exxst solely" wizhin n text buf.

as a human uct of cognition it occurs in :he mim:l ot the

: :eader

t:hey a:a

i1t is che operation which redders . pezfom while

zsadlng the tex:, the conclusj.om they druw from

‘tha mnteri.al about the ,t:h:\.ngs that wera not- expllcltly

stated but which navertheless ar® valid. as' ‘Schank - (1982)

" puts it:

Tt
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People undarstand more than thqy dre - t 1d,
directly. They make inferences and add implicit
information .to, the: explicit information they
receive. One important 'source of ‘inferences is
the knowledge of standard, everyday situationms.
People can read more into a Story when they have
. experienced a situation similar to one described
ln the s:nry (p. 101) ‘ N

It is cl:n :hat the - process of Lnfexem:ing is AL_
unportant opera:ion in understandlnq a piece of writing.
Constructing  -meaning "15 : seen - as |a  hermeneutical

vexpenence-in which'the :eade:; ',st:rives ES;: thevf):t hetweep )
the whole “dnd " the parts and among the wparts. o do this a

’ reader fills »ln _gaps oF makes both uncued and cued
inferences Es'sentiél_ly, »‘ the complete process of
ccm?rehgnding- is .thus ;1 holisnc experience in which

lqeahin‘g/is cons‘tructad’ As chdman (1984) explains~

In a transactiemi view bor.h the knwer and the-
)mown are trmsfomed n the:process of knows.ng
The. ~ reac is transformed as new knowledge is
assinﬂ.t_ad and accommodated. Both the réader's
“ceniceptual schemata and values are altered
through . reading ‘comprehension. S,l.nce the
publilhad text seems to -be a reality t)\lt does
not change its. physical properties as | a result
vof being- read; “how can it change d\uring, reading?
."The:- answer is ‘that the reader is constructing-a
- text plrallel and. closely related| to the
“ publi It becomes -a different] text for
- The. reader's - text [lnvolves-
.and cor b

_that the reader bringl

ma].ting J.nto ths nexf.. Ir_. is‘_




inference and prediction which make it possible to J._eEp
tovard meaning without. - fully, completing the optical,’

! percep:ual, a{d syntactic cycles. jwever, ‘the reader, D

‘once: sense is ach;eved, has the sense of his havlnq seen

. In ,ﬁolng_ this he’ is ccmtmuou.sly assigm.nq :he hig‘hest

level 'and most 1nclusive schema available.} _,;t is the

strét‘egie;s and rules availabié” ' to the . reader which serve R

as'..schemata for schema formation. This schema use is

alvdys tentative; " that.'is,' a schema is assigned and

maintained so long as it is useful but quickly modified or

EA abandoned if disconfimed in the prccess of its- use. _All

thxs means tha\! each cyc].e can only be understond in the
& o cuntexc of the holistic process.  Frete (] © Vs By

! ,v s A person  must acquire new knuwledqe ‘and make sense of

the world, must generate patt‘.ems in n;:}e: to rcamprehrend
ideas .and achieve méaning. T;xis ‘generating of pat.ti?:s' is
a pa@t - of the learning process. As Hawkes (1972) puts ‘Lt
"We make the world up in other wbrds, as we gd along, :and
we'’ experlence {t concretely" (p. 55;. B This is done |

throuqh encountering new situatians. What huppér{s then'is . By

that meaninq is never a s:gbler or fixed quality. It ds

one "which words or groups 'of words ch_'uh:'g 1An use, .. ve do
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comprehending . ideas, events,’ and beliefs.
ideas when we adquire .new units .of. knowle’dge-vanq“

N assimilate them with pre\%iously acquired notions.

‘Reading is . a ‘process of discovery -.a “cr_e‘g(:ive ‘- .

s w 5 enterprise. Through this process ;we orgahize.

. — axperiénces into modelsvcf thg world.

;hrouqh recogmzxng famj&a:

3 . ’ pah

“have a pcwerful rel,atlonshlp between recognlzinq familia:

sit,,atxons and generatan riew units of knowiedqe. Drie

Hoqij, 197'6,' Rumelhaxt anﬂ Norman, 1978; . ’l‘yler, 19,73.

P \ Ise“x:, 1978; oatley, ! 1975: Miller, 1979;A Petrie‘,“ 19793, 7

1983 i w.\xson, 19837 Moldot‘sky, 1983) .

Dean,

.actual tactrttempts to define the unknown must be

v/itﬂ- thu known. . Man striyes to undarseand until

becomes the known. the \infamiliar bacomes

he novel becomes ald information. In th
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Iy B : . The readér must 1ink the K novel material with the

fangijliar _in the process af assembnnq' meaning; he’

% aéaorfn::gdate—s’ ‘téw. kriowledge to . old,. _substitutds  new
. schéma::é' of p'au-:erns of “knowing for old ones. As
Rumelha:t rand Noman (19‘!8% _explain:  "We analyze‘ the

. sensory events of our, curtent expeuence, match them with

proprhr.e _set -‘of schematx, tnm a represencatlnn—

exgeri_ence-,

and” tucl( the - newly ctea:ea memory.

.pxocess of 3

n‘iolve not only the

cld one, consxsting of & !: py with modincation" (p. 46)..

the more we need' neu eoncepr.ual

“ <. schemata. TIn’learnin s the acquxsxtion of -

1, more iate.

Duxlnq thAintegracLon o£ old and new infomation-

thert B a resul:ing B ad)usu\\em: in l:ha reader s exis:lnq'

zéhémaéic state. ‘- 'ths‘ is so, because in order: for.

leax:ning to occur, “there must® be some modiﬁcation of thp"

schemata or knowladqe base. Agun Ver realize. chat n.
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familiar landmarks, for no new ieazninq would then occur.- .

To repeat; we must constantly édd, refine, delete, and
modify alre_agy existing knowledge structures or schémata.
Moldofsky (1983) 'says it well when she writes that‘
. schemata are noe\sntic entities. Indeed, she states !f.hat .
"Each schema has 'slots; uhich are waiting to be filled as
an indlvldull fits new ideas im:o existing frameworks" (p.
_'740).' Hence readlnq can be seen as a process. - a.bu:.ldxng

,'of ‘bridges. '!’h[s buildinq of bridqn unks the world of, %

' novel ‘experiance wich that’ “of old infe:matlcn, :ransiers

’ the knawledqe base from' the known to the unknown.®' wé must

consi.der further how the process wozks hcw read_e;s use

information units - decide which are appxopriate_schematé s

" in s_elécting, ng, and ;ﬁg,a part:icular
5 s .
piece of information.

'This brings us to the question of the intémrétaeiqn

-process. bng can-define interpzetatipn, quite simply, as \

“the problem of making méag\ingful sense of the world. As T

_Bruns- (1982) suggests, "The “matter may be e;tpr'éssed_as. s i
:£ollo'ws':i The concern here. is with what is hzdd'en and with

~the task.. of brinqing Lt into the opeq or xnto the nqht.

This . 1s the tauk of inte:pretatlon._ "he S0~ called

hermaneuuaal task" Aps 112). Seunq (1982) speaks fur her

to r.hu natlan ot ' e ‘_ ion as "The'

ic c!.rcle

cf te whole and pnxts. Y that is, the whnle canbe

undexstand only th:ouqh r.he undel:standl.nq of . lts puts but
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the parts can be understaed nnly through “the understandinq
of their world" (p. 48) }

Readmg_ is, of course,. very' much- -a ma:tér ‘of
interpretation. Theorlsts such ‘as Ty:lér -(1978), . and
Mitchell (1982) corrobotgte this notion. :l‘héy see that =

_reading  can" be - loosely definedas thé ability’ t6, make

: s:nse of printed syli\bols., A're der use “these ymbqls tp

whereby understand;nq a- text i

a circular ~pror.ess in i

whxch we presuppose that the text is & whole compesed of ‘a

s h;erarchy uf parts or  topics, Ccmsr.gu ng the -pax:ts 2

constxtutes ths whole. This" dgnst'ructgbn of'the text is-"

.- perspectiva a{g§< open, At ha% more’  than one

i X, and ‘necessarily so.. [

'conéequenci‘y,' reading a teit and - interpreting, the

matenal read is not a ésimple task A Raf.he it 'i'nvolves

.. very complex processes. Mu'ch more than t:he knowledge of

worcls is requ red to. understand a sem.enmar 'l‘here must ha v

E qeneral know.la’dge abeut the worle. “Po understand a

.sentence, we': appear to comhine genanl knou ge o! the

; world with knowledqe ‘o ‘the structure uf. lnnquage and thc .

meaning of the parts ot the 'sentancs. . Actuall.y, a qo
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deai of prqblem—solviag behavior is required ‘to detenn‘ine‘
the exact ° mennikngr conveyed by language (Norman and
Rumelhart, 1975). ) ) )
catléey (1978) speaks - of  the  prpcess  of
interpzeutiér}. He writes: ' i
E Perception . can . be characta:ized as “ma in:
meaningful  ‘seénse | of ﬂata ccllected frof the - ;

outside- wntld. “TYD. nffered to. us. in -
visual and lnngulge iom incompler.e. The. .
‘ambi

".l‘hese 4

schemata

R i g - =" .
Schelga-the_pry can suggest ~answers to the problem-of. _

interpretation; whether in reading of in all' other.

i cognl:ﬁ.ve p}uces:es It' is in this iight | ¥ tha‘trm an‘d

collins (1917) see.thfnt "schema thaory proyides a Hay of:

i ring. ” our’,

of_ _text v)xch out

understar.dinq of the world enenl" (p 41). " Thesé

writers eHboute Euzthe: The proponx

Readinq bmprehenslan depends " as uch on: the‘_ O
- reader's” puvtounly .acquired knwledge ‘as on!
information: proﬂded by . the - ‘text.

textual® lnﬁgmnion
-levels of - analysis
theoretic ' models .. ading

apacity to auppox‘t tho; lnteractlonq :h:augh a
single, stratified knowledge tructure and a few,
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. 1f [ we accept a schema thaoreticnl view of -
comprehens:.on in; which w hypothesize ‘new kncwledge

gaps -to process new knowlerlqe as

" tecognue c(d mar.erial r.hen e musc alsq consié\e

niposes ‘an inte;pratation on \:he input, guides

‘n_llows, [ that the * ‘process’ -
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simul ly; that pre ing is both a data-driven,

bottom—uﬁ “#process, and a ept-driven, ‘or top-d

. /
method. Thus 8" reader wxll use the ' cues of the text or

‘the data-. to assimilate xnicmatlon Likewise, a teader

"uses his alxeady existing kncwledge or Schemata fnamewoxk
_‘to aid in proce:zk{g this knawledge ,The;impnrcanc ‘thing - '
= &} B i 3

ing.

Rather, . they occur: at -all

have att:empted \:n 'C‘l’lpifvy:v_,t'h'e.

H Bohyrow’ and -

,oilin‘s, 19755 Adams and Collins, }977 Rumevlhart-‘and

C o,
1978; Oatley, l975, Pylyshyn,;

1981).- Among thése, Norman and Runielharc (1975) outline

:che following scenarto :

Tf.,  perceptual interpxe:atidn 7is" .a; matter of
. "mapping..'sensatidns ionto structural schemata,
* which: happens . firsL intétprgcing thé whole ‘or.
. interpreting  the - parts7 s Hol,.~. can someone
recognize-a face until has “first .recognized ' *
the eyes; ,hose, ‘mouth,! Then again,

i ncerns. . thé © difficultie
. eicher a.. pure "bottani—up
'to] wh

Lnterpret&tinn
.simul

" directions,




integration of all levels of rep_résentati‘on ;Jf the‘}t‘ext, '

‘an active reader .does more thah simply decode the 'visual

information before him, letter by letter, word by b;ord'.

Instead, inﬁcmation £low does | n both directions. At the i

"same time as thé visual and perceptual syst:ems are pqssinq §
upr t:he resuits of, ’tﬁeiz analyses to . higher- Ievel-

" prccesses, semantii: d

syntactic .systems hre\passix\g g
E’nelr infcmnation ; down to blas t:he perceptual sysEer.

Accord ng to Norman and Rumelhart (1975) the pracess ‘of

% textual S ading ultimatel

requires the intagratmn of ‘the =

', L ‘c_)yamup analysis (worklnq up from the physical fea.t:ures).
' and the' top down analysls (working down fxom semantic and

sym:actic cqnside:an.cns). e

The ‘riotion

hat botcom-up and top-dnwn ‘processing —

occurs ar. all lévels of analys.\.s simultaneunsly is. clearly

fi a’ v1ab1e r tive of ompr ion. The system gy~ "
‘,‘ ‘ beheved to’ be driven both by the data and ccnceptually- ’

qu ded. Indeed, thxs is - ta cruc1a1 uiea Eor a schema-

a thenretic account of. readlng comprehens:\cn. I: analves 0

@ ther coordme\:ed activx.:y “of; schemata at; all levels of

; e " analyses. Adams and.. Collms (1977) .explaxn E i . i
‘ . As sthemata' at’ ‘the lower 1evels (e.gi; visual . “Lw g
features) are activatéd, they' are 'bound ' 'to and

- B t_h evoke. schemata at the next, higher level  *
I B ~ letters) - as, . these . . schemata -are’ ' °
o v ,activnted -they, ''in. ‘turnm, - tx‘igger their own’ 77,
2 B i 2 < superordinate schemnta ey, words)... In this "

; - vay, 2 i

3 '

o data’ are
R : hietarchy

% comprehensivo levels of tepresencuicn‘. N
:.same” .time, eémata. at . . higher. levels
compe;!.ng o 2111 thei: slots with elemant




6

the levels ing.
Again, the theury is that, for the skilled
reader, ' both ing

) ‘. . are occurring smul:aneously and at all levels
of analysis as -he proceeds through the text. i 5
(p. 13) . =

Basically this is known as the hermenédtical position
LT ; which~ allows - that H top-down _and bottom-up processes

T ‘oper!ta sr.mulnngously at all different . levels of

anal \is, they work to'pull the vui.a\!s fragments of

; +1n£orihat e e a'

processlng by oifarinq int cnncep:ualizations to ‘add -

,‘ new data,} t:hereby gluding ths processinq -of othex

‘sahemaia. Because each stage of -the operation is able to

Vi;liluehcé the other, there .is further evidence that actual

perc pt:l.on involves - both ""ho‘ccom-up" and "top-dawn"

.syn hesisw

'rhh pe:son is:'steered by the “demands of - the material

-and x.n turn he forms-’ Lt acce:dinq to his own schemes.

Hhar. happe‘ns is that he Ls aetive and is approaching the

env-lronment on’ the basls of his own structures, and, at

the samé :ima, he Ls xesponsive to lnfoma:wn coming to

m“‘i;}:rh ths envlrcn.rnant (Eckblad, 1951). ’Ihis notian ‘can

he prccesaau of asshnila:!.on and.‘
heoty: i  Pylyshyn. (1978)
_;enséﬂiqq‘ when  he: po;iése‘; that.

1 angecim




R < assimilation and accommodation are essential compop‘ents of

proce’ssing. He suggestse’ .

L Assimilation refers to the .process by.which the
environment is made cognitively accessible by
incorporatxng some ~of the .effects inte
relatively stable intellectual .systems' called A

" ion, -on the other hand,

l,xefers to' theslower but no less™ systematic and_

persistent ‘manner 'in: which the -~ schemata’

-’themselves change. in response to ‘the demands of -

1 the enviromnent. . (ps 421y 3

 simultaneously at. all 2

levels p’f aha‘lys:.‘sf And in fact the ‘data do tom the
schemSta. but the already pi‘asem: schemata in.turn select
the data to be processed‘ '

At this juncture n may be expt’adxem: to. examine more
clcsely _the_operatmn of mterpze;atian as’ it* 1nvolv'es“
both ‘bottom-up and - top-down praces:sés. Various writers”

'see ‘that a: successful reader uses his knowledge carefully;

T at just thé right ‘moment. he accessés. just the right

“knowledge structures neessary ito -interpret the text ina ..
5 AR S wTe s ol
‘te.g..: Pylyshyn, 1979; .~

1983). It 'is true,

) way consistent’ wit’h'

g tjoéis-

Mitchell, 1982; Tierney

-“then, that tne qoals set b al z;eider can det'azilhe C;he‘»'

Knowledge, -He-. éatls” up, 'and, at ‘the sama | tine, - that
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These, cf ‘course, are the battom-up and ‘top-down' processes

at work in accessing kncwledge.

it Mitchell (1982) discusses both forms of processing

. ' . and how they ‘operate. in  acquiring new knoﬁledge. He

wgi:es: . .

O . « u with . the . first kind  of interaction' the

- : . " processing.starts.. with the. raw input and: passes

" sthrough increas gly refined analysis until the
f,r the. § eventually determined.

processing :herefote known as’

data=driven or.  bottom=up - p

‘bottom~up!: simply.refers-t

] He clarifies in thg.s manneri f -

'rhe second kind 6f interactxcn is prcduced when . N

decisions ' made - it ‘thé .‘higher . levels in the .
" ‘processing system .are used. to g\ude choices at ' s B
: - lower levels. This - is referred to das: tog-down- 3 R

processing. ‘In .order | to’analyse'the’text in 0 Mt aerl

this - way ' the - reader ' has * to dtaw,-upon . his . s

* knowledge of the warld and- his’ knowledge ‘af: the

_'structure of. the £h: as
. this’ kind of. analysls has :alsoy been termed
v-driven PT \:Ag d ('p 4

modes

s ,durmg most,. pe _aps au, of the substages uf readlng. I,t

) ”hqs also gen suggested ths: there are top-down influences

visdal’ "‘:uiffor‘maticxi from «;.h'e' page, i:hé. recognition of .

-wé;ﬁs, and ths pmcesses thnt ate blcygd, “to 'parse’



and coliins (1977), Rumelhart and’ Norman 11978), E‘Lsher .
(1981), and Mitchell (1982) speak to these notions. . . X
These researchers sugges}: that bottom-up processing ot
"' occurs when schemata tm:at havé beeg id‘entifi.ei_i' spgée,st ®
bthet Gandidate schemata, either at the 'samg"level‘ or the

’ next levél up. It follow§ thac'top—down proéessing océux:s

when schemata ,that" have been - sugqesr_ed :rv to ﬂnd
S5 schemata, . either from .the’ Fame levelior- the nex: levely

x down tc f:.ll out thei.‘

2 descr:.ptians. TheFe are data- 1

d;iven in, the sénse t:ha: they :esponcr to the existence cf

gredl A relevant data and concegtuallx-ggxded in “the sensel that
‘they use their ‘internal” orgamzauon of conc%bts to add‘

f: ':‘ g new daba, to guxde .the processing .of other schemata. Ir‘s ° B

= X ‘these ways when a schema idem::.fies somethl.nq, xt acr_emp(:s

to xntegrate vthe data into igé orqamzationa’l structure

and add new iﬁformacion in the form of structured clus»texs N

of knowledge that répresent ub;ects, events, and act ion

namely, schemata: There appear to be at 1ea§t two types * ', '

-he g

,of ‘these schemata: the more abstract 1eve1 anlgdes,

- toprlevel strul:‘tui;es such as comparison and siz;ry grammar’ .

the more concrete anludeé schemata‘ fo: such \:h}.‘r{g's' vas a-

face, a restauran\:, a buthday party, and buildinq a house v

"msne:, 1981). . .. o g e,

T l}eading comprehension i explairied‘ in & schema-based

model. as -the p:ocess cf bath cho 1ﬂq A'and vegifylnq' e

1 ko - “for the n\atezlal to, ba

r, ‘umvi'vers!:_qu, It is. siqniﬂcam‘. that schema—-hued model c



o reading operate. ori the assumption fhat -allr data must be

Qccohnted for. “We have a;:ead)} ag:eéd that p_ercepgion
involves an interactive 'qombinatimxv of ‘top—d_own and
lg::ctom-us; -processes V’Op‘erati‘ng‘ simultaneously. Let us
fux\:he: examine how variou's '}esearéhers ‘explain the
'aé‘countlnq - for . data in texms of these processes (e.q.,
Bubruw and No:man, 1975 % Bohrcw.and c::lln.ns, 1975; Adams

.zana colans

3 ese’ the'brxsts, that

lntezpretatlon is guidedv by the

all aspects of that parugular schema must he cowtauble

wi:h tth input infozmatiun. T‘nis :equxrement, therefore;,

results 1.n the' two .ba e modes’.of Lnfomation processing.

¢ The. fust: mode, the' attom- ip grocessing, is-evoked by the

inecminq data. The features of the data enter the system

. :hrcugh the hest-ﬂ.tc.\.n

- schemata conver

tivated. In this manner, :he Lnfdmaucn

ds.. the‘h‘ rchy,

Ls._.

im:reusinqu comprehensxve evels of intezpzetatinm The

principle thé‘?all dAta Tiust be accounted for:’ ’I‘hereio_re,

Yo every input event vmust be mapped«against some schema and,

Aboﬂ;cm-lev,el schemata. These ~

nto: hiq'ner leével schema’ta, which, 1n
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Thus a fundmgnta}/ aspect. of the’  structure of

material which is’;cntéine'd within a large, intelligent

memory sy’stP.m is that the contexts in which units of this

stored'informacion are ‘accessed are cntmally impor:ant

in determining:how that )enowledqe is xnterpreted and used.

Within ° thxs schema theoretical view of accessing

mfnrmatmn Qpe schema refers, to another only chrauqh use

) tl\a(: al’.l. in e data automatically 1nvoke processmg..

. These mput events mus be

coolinted fon A They Qmerate

descriptions which are chen fed into a number of potencial
cc.:_ntveiits of in:erpreta‘tion. _ .Same " of \-.hese‘ *‘may *"be- "5

suggested by these descxiptmns themselvesv The sensory

.mput is consequently fitted into a ccncext, xf a quxck LTe

mat::h _'Ls“ found. . This context may bea nonptimlti\ze

sensory - construct whcse descnpticn may allow it to be okl
- fitted mta a mgher level context schema. Associated
.. with this 'scheéma may be ﬁrocéddral infbm‘ation vihich

indicates an actlon to be tqken if an Lnstance is'found.

= _such action may demand cnly lew-level respcnses on nmy .

L‘,eq_uest full use cf the centxal pxoce;s ng facllitLes. As

well, “other lnten\a'l events cgn' anoke automatic

processifig.  In this _mandez- one sees “that

of “a £milia: object. in unfamiliar surraundlngﬂ mAy:

trigger special respcnses .




It can be seen that all the input events must be

accounted tor, but the sy.sr.em—aisu ‘involves conceptual',

precessing, which means that some conceptual schema has’ tg.

be located for: which the data are appropriat:e. If, in the:

ceﬁtral analys:.s of the moment, the data are seen’ not to

be of impartance, then almost any schema will do. If, e e

hnwever, the data appear to be: important - an impartance 5 5

which 15 detemxned by the nature of the schema for which, .

schelna. This need for g urtherl prnces

is necessary.

There a:;e‘ 'xeally two'principles’opeiatim’;' Bcbra A

c'onin's’,_wvs), Thére -is the pnnciple that all tne

must  be- accounted fnr,

i processing .

conscxnus, igh level mechanism 'which guides




collins (1977) suggest, "The notion tha\: the human m.‘md ls
guided by ‘a _central, hmi:ed capacxty p:ocessor ils, by

‘now, ;akén chr granted'wuhin many,psychqlogical theories

‘of information-processing™ (p. 9). . These theorists

5 * explain,. further:,

Some- . mecharism. which has access to all ‘memory - ¥
oy schemata nust gusde he - interpretive process.

= . This "is' necéssary- i% order to decide when a
schema. ‘has been’ adequa ely -filled ‘out -for the -
current purpcse, to evaluate the goodness ‘of fit -
of the data, to the schemata; .'and to .-detect -and
" appropriately connect Qnetaphctical .or anala ical =y
references (p. 10)

centraL“mechan sm.Has also been .attested

xmpo;;an: ‘.aspect, of the

~the

. for \ selec:mg

from among a11 the, a fEe‘rfe.nc

-postuiatg__ a'single Central _-me_é:hani.sm



Bobrow and Collins " (1975) describe this ‘central

mechanism in more detail: They write: ) ¥ \

We  -believe = that all -these considerations

= together require that the system be. guided from -
the. top- By a single central mechanism, one with
awareness of .its ‘own processes ‘and of the
information sent to it by .lower ordez schemata.
We believe "this central conscious mechanism
controls: the process that schedules resources,
initiates actions by making decisions among ‘the . .
alternatives presented . to it, and selects which e

L . ccnceptua](.izailox;s to. pursue and which'. to

. g sl (Po s

e ,\Lhave already ' ated :hnt ocessing-is'an
interac ’ 1 y ¢ >

tive

‘data-1imit&d

‘pzoqéséing. " Adams .'ana - do}l;ns (1977)‘ speak of :hese ol

notions. . They seé , that 'the data that aré needed to £ill

-the schemata become. _agﬁilgble. thraough boééom-\lp' X

sing: p-down - ng_ . facilita¥es ™ the’

'assmlauon of _the data, if they are anticipated “or a:c

-consistenr. with :he -reader's cum:eptuai -set.. . I: is’

bottom-up procasung which' ‘insures that the readeg will be *F e

-lgnsitive to, 1nfematlon that is novel or that does not

. of. tha - anominq duta. %

P .lnd by




- information through . . the ° system is consid’egahly I

constrained. . As these researchers put :Lt: " 3

Taking this notion back to the schema-theoretic’_

’~_ v # model, we see that there are two basic ways in 5
.which the proce¥sing capabilities. of the system .
¢ may . be limited. First, there :may be some . e

- .. - difficulty in mapping input data to. "the memory
s structure with thé result that their normally
. automatic, bottom-up propagation through the

R P system is data=limited. ' 'Second, the variocus
W " simultaneous -demands. -for active control may
. . exceed,  the system's. capacn:y fo-cope;in this _

_ case, the system is reso ce~linited and the.’
execution of some of the ‘ongding activities will
be.compromised. ‘ Both “ kinds of “1limj tations ar
u 'relevant to \:he reading pracess. [§2

Rinally, it‘

processing is very complexk Bobrw and Col Lns

operating s:.multaneously.. They»w n:e. S

cénséious processes are . invokéd whenever
. underlying - schemata provide informatjon ' for: -
% @ . . evaluation, -whenever new ‘Processes .. must; be:.:
e + . invoked or old'ones terminited, or whenever ‘the .
N . . output of one' schema: must..be Gommunicated to -
© - .- others not’ immediately invoKed. ' Any time "that
R . . there is a mismatch between data. ‘an@’ process or
- I expectations and'-. . occurrences, : - conscious
A < _processes are brought in. .The -automatic, active
. schemata . of 'memory’ and. perception: p:ovida ‘a
bottom-up .data-driven ‘set .of ~parallel,  sub-
Goo o Mg B conscious’ processes.. . Conscicus processes: are
. ] guided by high level hypothesés and plans.: “Thus -
* 8 " -copsciousness drives “the processing system -from
IR X % ~the' top-dcwn, ina slow, serial - fashion. oth -
RN “the automatic. -and the = cofiscious processes myst
. go on.: Eagethet.\ each requires the other:  (p...
14 : b ® RS TR R




CHAPTER ¥ .
FRON THEORY TO TEACHING LITERATURE ' '. - fue

catio; for the Te; ure -

If a schema-theoretical view of readixjxg is-a viable

approach to un ng reading comp ion - and the .

research certainly suggests that this is .s0 - then as '

_x:.ste\lces J\s teachers

i_t can indeed be ‘ver.if;e > It is clenr !:hut\ quite often

e teac}: aagff -we Were';ucerary 'riticsd who. expe:f.w,nurv

- students to ‘be litatary critxcs ‘“Nc '-lonéer‘is -sych a
narrow appx‘oach to reader response justitied “or -even
critic who

tr!as “to’ explhin the meahing ha has discovaxed. Usinq ‘

cribicism . eeds to teduce texts

st uppronch ‘Hterm:



. irhis writer. po‘s;ts that it is.in {:I_xe raaqér
Chat 'the:text comés to life. Therefore it is the process
of readlng ‘that needs to be vmvestlgated. It is whe,n‘tHe

text is exper:anped that it heq_s to unfold its

" potential. . ' The:e . is no xith" inte:p‘ietation‘,' -and '

theretore it is- fatal to try to' impose any single, sole *

meaning on the. reaaer., - B g

however, does N

_nature of "ths' a

readinq as an”

- removes the'




..~ As  human beings we do ‘live  in ba subjg;:tively
_:_:onntit‘m:_ed worLFI. ‘Poole (1972) vex‘i’ﬂeé t;his_ when he
speaks of é&lipsism as being "An incurable state into
'which we are born" (p. 131). Wellek -and Warren (1977)
also speak nf this 'subjective. experiencing. ' They see that
.every individual piece ' of - reading contains’ somathinq

) idlosyncra\:ic ahd purely indi‘udual,\ scmething whﬁ:h is




subjec;.lve, ta the point ~of becoming unxjns'un_able' or
bizarre. : .
s _First of all, our world is never vhnll‘y private, £or' >
each of us is born into a historically give_n‘-vcrld that is
simultaneously both natural and soclorcultural. Various
- researchers . such * as wwexry (‘1969)',. Seung . (1982),
Goodman (i1984). \ and Hnrste and Hixuhcky (1984) attesc to
Y. speak ci the Xdaa of ultu al shax:inq,-

;in,d, thls necenarily
'inblx;dq; wxitt’en’ lanquage i A:,z"eadets experience :m
“f = ;r(nn As c‘l_x'}v " -bound :
because oﬁ the' shared :ultuxal context. : : 3

'rhe woxld is. nn intezsuhjective one; each of us is an-

.four perceptions. ;




The idea that experience can be shared is not a o

recent notiom. Kelly (1955) spoke quite clearly of how
each of us.can construe events in the world of c‘n:hexs
. through * the sharing of common' ground “or " cultural

identifications. l-le saw that it is Ttrue that no two

i)eopla can play precisely the‘ .same role in the same’ &vent,

. v'eve.n‘t:ht‘)v(;xtzh they.may be very closély associated.  But this

ground- .1 i ccmsr.rumg the < exper,tences of:-
§he1r eighbors alohg wir.h t;hexr own; (pp 55,
i56)

In e,syse,nce,ﬂ we

To . thik we

'Hanand (1975,, speaks af v.'nxs N
X ;




ot Q‘afinitive to

strucr.ured language) from which 'r\e can huud an

experience" (p. 286)> HcFadden (197!!) a'gxees with chand i, i
when he suggests: “By nat:\u:e of its strata ot sounds and

meanings, the wurk Ls im:ersub)ectlvely access).ble, and

can a).so be repx-oduced“ (p. 49).

_Other. researchérs who supporc these nonbns a.hcluﬂe -

Iser (1978), Tyler (1975), Culler (1981),
. (1982). Eacb of" chese writers has somethlnq

say abcut 1'

bt instead is préstructur
the text itgel_.f; In th vway, “each text builds an

. immanent struétﬁx: ,ior its, own m:e:pretation and that

inﬁémretation must be~constraxm=.d by’ the : limits ef ‘the
‘text itself. Conseguently there is no éoaqple_\:e liberty of
interpretation. X reader does nat forféit all claims to

objectivity. As Wellek (1982) write:

e Iaeally xn\:expretations -can._be correct.:".If-all Liigm
te:pxetatlons or .readings were equal we could *
not” differentiate. among them.  But it is surély. -
- the \experience af ‘every teacher that he can and
-"‘must rejem: wrong interprﬁtatlohldﬂd that h
\even can, " in /'concrete ase.s, refute .a wrong
interpretatidn‘ by " ;an’ dppe: “to the text -or-an
/appeal to “the . totalii a_work while the.'
ip rverse jinterpreter “may have tasungd on .some
detail or diu:grte& :‘he -meanihg, of -a phrase.

The 4 .Of " inter -fon:. leads' -0 .0 oo
. clearly o the n of’! ¢ of SRER Wy
. judgment. Evaluation® -~ ‘grows _ -out’ -of = .

- understanding; ‘correct ovaluatlon out. of co!rect
undennnd!.nq (p. 52)




72

‘A‘ccepilnq " the nos_;op that "reading is a personal
suipjectivg experiencing, perhaps the single rl;ost _‘mipoxéant:
d;i._xectlv_e" that.we, as-teachers, can take from this reader—
fesponse view of readi.ng,‘ cm\é ehension -is the cue to
somehiow Structure the experience' for .the reader - we must

pexsehalize the experience.. Therefore-the \:eachei .has to

2 . ,sec up the reqding sh:natinn s0  that t:he studep( is

allwed to react on_his own level with the material: ~ As
. CEy :
Holland (1915)

see: it, "Readers rend dutexently bgcause_

readinq he 'should ],earn

in Hls. somethlnq of hunself and -
E i

R, - - his world. /\\ 7 Tl s K

In view of this, iﬂ: has & re ibility to - <
- consider " the ind.lvxdu - student.  This .is,cbnfirhe‘d by’ -

varlous fasearchezs who. see that ux:e'ra:r.ure is "an

L& vast T nge Tof indlviduat pe:ceptlans and .

1971 HcHaster, 1977 Hartin,

atld, mug@: .

% "gémupbér:thu}; ths scudy of li.tentur




literature, - the teacher encourages him to extend his own
personal world.

Overall, a s:hema-theoretli:al view -.of the composing

’ process requires us to- modify' many of ~our traditional

views of reading comprehension. As 1 ge (literature)

teachers, the impl!.ca:ians._”_of ‘such modifications ate_v

N mporcaﬂt notions for us to consldez We need tp !ay

attentmn t:o how human bexngs constmut théir personal

suggested. “Each man cuntampla:es

G pgrsonal way the stzem of events upon which he ﬂnds

.. constrictive ..‘1‘::’

p 'sor'ngt.hing ‘personal ‘- or'else mo real act.

: thn

’nunselfso swtftly borne" (P-, 3., l:ur'- students, readlnq

is a ‘necessary- part of these s;reams of events. The

' teacher must proceed wlth “this not&on i nlearly in place.

s - Bolland A 1975) _poslts.r "Each - ac; of readxng is

kes

somethinq nev, sameth&ng ‘humn,

read.tng- rikn U

pl ce' "p < 125)." Pollwm - hard' upbn thls, Hoiland hn*

sums advlce fnr the !:eache He shows ' the- 1deal to be -

’!‘oge\:her, teuhar nnd studends cregt a space; that’ '

eenbains :he licérun wonk and into ‘which smue« 1individ




This persorial experiencing of events (in chié case,
events in uténguxe)'ls, of course, rootéd in "belief".
Brown (1977) warns us: ' "One conclusion to be drawn from
:liu':s i§ that any inquiry - whether scientific or religious R
“lor artistic - must be based in part on a_personal and, in
a sense, nonrational be‘l‘ief" (p- 46). We do apparently

proceed' irom belief, and as teachers we mus: -be aware of

‘thls. aspect of -knowinq ’, o 4 Gy _4-
; (1982) deﬁ.nition of .

ished. __nmu‘j icn_ls,

cﬂerefore, i con_szzuctivg act, “an . dctivity of ' self-

< ‘edrrection”.and -prog iy ended readings: - In ugh:

: ‘,_of this; it\mrptatatlon can nevsr_bg ununtezaL 1: must

need be gz_-uungled in ‘the. pe_rsonan - for’ un;derstanding a

‘»'1.]1].1 'alwafs . ) S.nv‘olvé A u;s .Ln' self~_

Lymnn u 8) 1n£om ‘us ' tha:

l:i create .

- hey
knowj.ng lnd believing: '

"wcx:I&r. regn;d’ !.nterp et; ion. ns l rigotous yay of

X
thruugh 1m:erp tauon e come o

v' lctivitles &nd ounelves. By .iuppcrting




students to become agehts * in the :sonstructihg of meaning’

that has to be our goal as teachers of ].iheracjur&

In conclusion, we recall the words of Goodman {1984),

who wntes e

since compreghension :esults from reader - text -
~transactions, what the. reader knows, who thie
‘reader is, what values guide the reader, what
purposes or 1nterests.étha readet- has w111 play |
vital roles in the r@ading process. It '
then.that what’ any reader comprehends R
given’ text' will vary from what, other. tqaders . : i
ccmpxehendx Mearung is ulx:imately crealz 3
the reade;. IR

From . these various’ reSearch \fiorts 3

' échem&—théoreﬂcal app}cach to readhz‘ respansé have come '
certain specx_fic suggestions for :m\prcv;nvj the teaching ot»

. literature. .Atcer all, for higk; :school Enqlxsh teaghers, . N o
the central conaern always shmnd be- t;o facihcate the

precess 0f" teading ang - thus smm}caneously ‘engender

3 00 'lxterary :n:erpretauon. £ e

ok . : It is true r.hat: there are many practical strateqies_

ava lab].e for: melementauon in the classroom. * Actually, " ‘.

S _such :ec)ﬂnques have been discusSeﬁ Ln the 1uexatuze for

quite & few yea:s, yet :here ebviously remains a major qap |

between the nature of sehemu :heory and thewepnvertmq of

these nocions ;Lnto realisuc praccice in’ the classroom ' | 3
situation. Moldcfsky (1983)' addresses thls issﬁ/-hen she
dllows gpat "The_ abundant

research on .schema thenty hns




written ‘ page:.

of visua‘{l, *.and concepcual iniomatxon-:‘

of schema the ry can provide a means ur ir cting this

prccess of reading. thase not:lons call/atuention to’ the '

process itself .which 15 the main ‘: cus  of concern i

reader-response theory. Essential‘y,‘ the inatzuctar must

,try to teach a. schema that prcvi s ,learners wj.th
Process- for ihtetpretinq stories (Ho dofsky, 1983))-

~

{\11 of  the »x;.esear’ch cl&ed in the. previous ‘chapte_'z_‘s

has consiétently reinforced '-the principle’ that "fpe
interactive workings of bcth previous background knowledqe
and, new knowledge units are of prima 1mport:unca in a
lchema-theox‘stical view of reudlng. Thus any/ﬁ'm;gestions, , N
for lmprqyinq studentd’ knnuleﬂge‘au z.r_t paramount
N piqnxriennéo tq' ‘teachers of reading. In fact khis

EFG Y : .




--importance cannot ‘be underes The’ h of £ B S, g

(Cakrell 1983). The teacher must re::ognize thut hexein

meanxng comprehensxon suffers’ and therefare “must tty r.c -

perscnalu

the experxence*for thﬁ reader so \:hat

5 & hacquound knawledge is, actl’vaced

Perhaps "the first scep Eo‘

the reading Lnstructox ;ls ke
7that of

Aassessmeh If ‘ac

i annq background knowledgev

->

-eady knows abeut the situation he can
" then ptoceed co teach the reader to rely upon this world N g L
L Y kHOWlEdqe- “The reader can Iearn t apply che appropriate ¥ Ly
©o% T ikndwledge to helps, £411] “{n” thé’ Yetails . behind :hug’ S

4 <;ituation.. Therefore what needs to be taught to

1 vfacuitate comprehension ls world knowiedge and the

© processes that utiuzs that- knowledqe (Schank, 1982)'.7_
We have -already seen that’ thls backgxaund knowledqe 2
is m;qaniued inf.o uni,cs kncwn as schemaca. 1k ls the o

. teacher 8 job not: only co ensure that a child pnuausl‘ i




% }ievelap‘ “and re‘fine the ‘schemata’ necessary 'for’

knuwledde pi;'operiyL ~sincev g od-: readars already

g ' the y st jies for using their uotld

kn owledge tc understand t{le *unnon at hand - -namely,‘
tha material r.e be ,read,»the }ceacher ust ehsure that

puoter renders engage

bacqucund huilding., Becauae the

‘the st Fe of knowledqa in his area

~‘these needed pieces of backgroupd 1n£omut1on can be
Cfilled” in throug

upu\g .‘st;ateqies su\ch ;ss \ C.

discussion, " in which the. interaction. with' the. group will' 33

only involve utilizing bacquound




‘ units.’

'kl’iow]-.edqe
.-schemata
: u’Ol’lCE
. what they alxeady kncw and what they need to knaw inp
’ 'from Schank (1982) who' beheves that the context method is’
_how readlng must be tauth' K Withxn 'this methcd
. new knowledqe brinqs with
s reader to mak
-that he can gain new kncwledge.

,,appiroach to tender-respanse theory ls the: noticn t at’ the

‘zeade: musu access txe necessary new vocabulazy to ullow

Together, thesé 'inéeract to for‘m -a’reader's”

T_her'ego're

knowledg

the

to comprehend the text. i e

. The reading 1nstructor can,- at thls pcint, take a cuéx\

acquiss.txon of new knowledge is emphasized first.‘ This

it:a new vocabu).ary whlch is.’

added to: t_:h,e . .regder s sight—recogmtion vocahulary

Knowledge of the whole situation is what enables thev

he necessary connections Ln the,_ r.ext,v,;o

O,ne‘» of the main poxnts that emerges. Erom. chls"

ed lsr

WG l\\ust not .

i
1#5 atudant, we muat also
ansure thac such a \not;o" u atcende "

only set up the qx é

" This| is.of

pr;me cancern a8 -i mqin ‘step Ln facichnthq :eadi




compre‘h’eri’sinn' - Therefore an mpoztanc directive for the

"metnod of reading hh:h emphasizes the

vocapula:y 3 It Eol o

- —maa. In r.hxs way lxterary in tiqn shouia

',zon cua.' schank (1982) ver1ﬂes thxs ; He writes S

! since the meanings of .words are very complex,
- and’ usually sitqatiqnally-based, there- really
:'cannot be any other way for' a child to learn hew‘
_‘vocahulary He’does not learn one word in terms:
. of another.. -He- learns: words: in terms. of .a
situation ' and . in: ‘terms .of predictions and
expectations ‘that hé ‘has already made ‘about’ that

situation. Such ‘situations. form ‘the basis of
. his internal mental. derinitions for the word -he "}

has laarned 7 4

The. key: point \then is ‘this. A child 1earns

 words in- tefms of ' situations :that’ he. alrfljdy”

understands,” and ' in' terms of knawledge ‘that he.

“ has_already.: acquu:sd. m: any point, ‘a chud has -

7 more knowledge than -he’has ‘vocabulary avadlable

to express that krowledge. Give. him_ v ilary

at ‘the’' right' level ‘and “he .will slearn’ "very

quickly. The! key ‘to teaching.vocabulary is the
assessmem‘. ‘of .the' child’s knowledqe. (p.14)

r

A mnjor pqint to be recognized hare

1nvclva recoqnlzlnq ths pusitiun of. the rendet :I.n terms of

is ' that éhe

‘asséssment: |Of -the '‘child’s knowledge nust necassar.ﬂy“"

wthe uituacion at hand. - Indeed it is esuential  that the’
reudj.ng 1hutmctor pra-ant wo!‘da in tems Jof the lituuticn C
nnd the prediotinns and cxyactutiona thnt the child has




a:f is: :hls'
: '-pr'eaicgive‘ ability? 'sehaqk (1932)’ provides some ¢
1arificatxon. He wzites‘ 5 ’ )

What does it mean when 'we say that we 1y. upon.’
\uur ability -predict . during ‘the: process. of .
understanding? By ‘that;. I -do'-not.mean : that.we .
"know": with.great:-certainty whatiwill come. next.
Nevertheless, we do have:an "idea"-about: it; . and
this idea is. used by our comprehension: processes .
in selecting al\:ernatives. - Thus our- predictive
..abilities - make . out’ processinq easier by
.- narroWwing - the’ number. of. possible- false: paths we'
might: choose .'in. ‘ambiguous. circumstances. This
predictive ability is -useful “in eve:y slngle
‘part of the compxehenslon proces (p 5)

) 'rhe inst:uctor not cnly mus\t recugniz

that teaders ]

‘_do possess this' predictive abillty bu!: alsc must see co it, !

thnt they make use uf 1:. The teachez cnn cnpitnllze on a

: readex: s echtLve abllicy in- order to facillnt.e keadtm;
¥ S

4 _ccmprﬁenﬂon. ‘ He nust see. to it thnc the readaz is ubla

: to make a wid@ runqc of predictions und Lndehd he must

strusa the naed to predi.ct. . As_the reader hnproval in







; ,',ve;y’impotta:nt 4 diiek::ives 'Ecr\ ;:he teaché: is” that he

stéiies, studem:s acquire

serve as a'g\ude as

'rhese ate somewhu: like. slots that :

lxscen or read. These: expectations are so etlmes call

"story schema A sccry grammar"

“al émpt 0 describe
this story schema (! ’

B such a ‘story sghéiﬂa

i.s used Eor i

that

x sugqests




étary:séﬁemal ’l‘he instructor must Dll Xn the ‘gaps. 1n the'

s stmcture dq 1n£1uence how

narrutives. o Ccnsequentl there is’ ya responsibllity to

;orgamzational infnrmatxon or

The. schema .helps’ the readér attend.'té .certain
.'aspects -of the. inconunq ‘material while keeping .
track .of 'what' has gone” on, betorer "< The  schema .
lets the rea;ier know' when‘a-. patt of  the -story is- -
_complete_ nd .can’be Stored.in memory, or whether,
“*the iniomaunn shzm.‘u:\v be’ held untn more .is
added,

acqu h:e lgnoéledge




,iLte;éture. When the tnstructo: models .the p:ocess cf

Eeaiscxiable wai.' In . essence this. s mod'lmq an |

m\:eracnve vxew “of. readinq (Mcldofsky, 1953).

knowled,ge base - operating ‘in :eaqu c _prehensio S




s::hatzberq A 1954)

ropuse

'Pxerea&ing~ activities re Lnstrumental An
déveloping. readiness  ‘for cnmprehensi.on., “Recént. . . -
‘thedr: .-developments.-and research . in’.schema . - ... .

guistics  “indicate that “teachers . - .
tudentsl; discover %

ords;,
the disi:ance hgtween £
at ‘of the w:i:er.

“(ppe

'he teacher needs ta ,prov e - these organizers for the .

1 that these



that they can apply to other i—eadi’ng.' 'nhere are. beverul

instructlohal tools wh1 ch - have been sugqescad to helpr

E stude_nt:s develop the» nrqanizatinnal r,schemat(

that result. in studénts becoming aware of informiation they

- -already "possess and  gaining infom'ation that others
possess. ' .The creatxve and uncbtrustve teachar can make %

great use 'of these 1nstructional tonls to help iﬁ:tivate

.+ and devslop the organizational " Ecﬁemata,needed ko aid in b

R comprehensmn. Through the‘ir use he can hridge the: gap i

4bet.ween what' students Xnow. and whaﬂ they need to know to

pod these ‘tools

G g | ;strateqiss in facilitn ing rﬁ procgsstnq. Aa,l_}obin_ﬂnn Tk

chatzbarg (1984) 'ses it . "Helping ‘stud‘ents'dév’élop

L B B e jies for intera 'u.g yith authgrs of ‘texts and other _

-materials available within and outside the schao} is the

responSibillty nf evéry .teacher" " (p

¢ direct iva

233). 'rnau

‘,echnlqﬁ,s can work 'rhey can ba thought c! u




~ mnlu sensa ouc of :he text and integxace it into a
n\ean!.ngful massaqa. In nh&s way comprehens!.on reccgnitibni

and recau can be unp:ovea. mix, 19!1). . &5 N W

" When cn . uonsidars ‘d_ t{ve techniques cne'must \

necessaxuy ac-:ount for the ole | o£~ perspectlve in| the

on_ pxc . 34 Ct. does P13y an impo:

',‘r.a.l'e.' m; has been veﬂﬂed in . the k1—)."_.e:atfu'e.

¢ itly, teachers must v.zgt Q dor
Apprnnch reqding (indeed,’ all actlvities) fzvSm different 3 %

perspectlves. As Charon- (19791 w:ites e

We ' mlght see, chlnqs ditferently if we imagine . .#.*
that ,each one. nf the individuals (including the” | * y
interviewer) ,comes/ to the situation- with .a ¢ ar
--different perspective, and .therefore “sees a- %

different! realit: and although some of ‘these L 3 :
'pe:spe:tIvss may be closer. to "physical reality", ) .

than others, all of them- ‘probably- capture at = P N
- least one part.of that reancy, and ‘none of them - 4 5
is a.ble ta cupture che whole’ ot" it . (.pp. 2; 3) BT e,
- Althuugh it 1: true :bat: perspec:lves are what! enabla 5

Ta studem: £o make lsnse ‘of h:.s wcrld, " they, in turn, can)}
1imif. the undaru\mding of the student. - Thus“«he

instxw:tor shculd reallze that perspective!\ must be judqed ;7

by ingividuals .as relatively ‘helpful or useless 1n"
1n€erprat1ng situuthnq that arise (Charon, 1979). i e %

. Another, point wax&hy of notc As :hat pe:apectives are

f I
snot’. set for J,ﬂ.ta.l 'J.‘he lnstruétcr can 1n£1uénce these

quldes to psx:apuoﬁt Ast cha:on (1979) pqys.

“ond divldun’l s* “fiade’ up . Sf wmeveral of - -
thaqe kinds ‘of- perspectives and- may enter any 4
one of them in a’situation. Indeed, once in the

. situation, .. the i individual can,/ . ‘change
mlpoctl.vn or even und the' " initial -, *




perspectuve being transformed’
interacts’ with cthers. (p: )

. can also be. useﬁ ta emuch content area. readinl; -\ ‘Teachar‘

er. qsing wntmg tasks to heIp studt\ants . -,”z -

& )
perce;ve the struct]lre of tgxts (sanacore’ 1983)“ o \ LR "’»E
: A.‘Ahmte of cautxun is in order -here. " ‘This must bh 2’ ’

proces's criented appmach to writing 1n which synthesis is_

’ L4 = ,
. the main objective. . Students- will. “not benefit tro)l\ o

g e, T frnqmented wr).ﬂng Rather,’ the ..teachér would ve wall

. advxsed tc use strutegies which develcp writing skuls and o

increase students' pctential for ‘understanding thei: cwn

and dther penple's wrltlng. i

Mostuteachers nre aware bf strategies avuilahlle t:o . 2
8 direct the writing experian!:es*b&students. These_ d.nclnde L' s

. _using qtory strycture instr étion which involves a writinu g 5%

companent tcr the purposeu anrichinq randing.

r Ik iB clear 'thnt‘ thi




Agaip,‘ teachers would do well to rehmember that the métt)aeds K

used can foster étut{ents' readinq 'th.ié'\:gh' a ‘variety of S

v

. e ways. , Such methods, will differ with the ihdividual \.N L
: instructor. . The most- :.mpurtant cue hare is that these
exper“iehces—'not bg, pxecemeal. They, must work weil With 7

~the notums of a scher 3 etical ta rea‘dinq in

. which there is a sEronq cohnection between both reading\

i y é B,

Co o #3 ., and writinq.

L N Anuther very . 1mpm:r.ant xnstructxnnal tool available

’ to the reaqu mstructor is ‘the use ,of. questmninq . .
' strategies to 'enhance, reading. We, .as educators, must .
recog‘ize the 'powerful influence of questioning; we can no

longer consider our questlons 1n 1solatmn trom ,the reader

es:

P ' and the text. "as Hunklns (1976) W

. The' question is an integral, if not the & ;
. integral, ion
. Regardless of whether a teacher is funct!,oninq
inductively or deductxvely with data, he oy she s
needs\to\generate questions).” ‘And -thé questions’ -
. ‘that Lare created -and the‘ ménner in which they
.are phrased and sequenced influences- the
quality, the sanxfxcance, and .the accuracy of . ] S
_the jearner’s conclusjons and what is'done with g @
those conclusmns‘ (p. xx) 3 k #

The  importance “of the question cannot be denied.

Indeed it is_ vltal to all prpcess models, since without
rthe ques:ion~,there is"no processing of infomnticn. It is . Tt

the q,uest:ién that ,centefs the person’s attention upon some R

2 . § i
topic; it is the guestion that enables data procesting;lit S

is the -question ‘tt'xag: determines whether a cénclusion is* N
' _j\{t:.}(gied or not.. To put ‘it’ simply,” in'the absence of the e,

quéstion there is,an ‘abs‘ence .of learning  (Hunkins, 1976).




The_fhstiuctox <an use, the question’ to assist

- in ng gn ion. Through its use he

-.can focus student funcciomng and provlde a means for®

'distinqu;shlnq relevant from xrrelevant information. AS
well,-the question can point yp major relationships _among
information bl.ts, Create new Lnsights, qnd serve to.assess

the results of»mquxry Heaningful ques:ions and

‘ques’tionmg which 15 couched in studenf. act:.vities will

Vemble studants to gain understnnding ef/@;z affective’
reactions to learninq (Hunkins, 1976) ’
It is meortant that questions not be isolated from

the experience of the studeh\:;,- In a'schema-.theqretipal

approach to .reader respur;se the,ex}:erie'ncing by th‘e‘

{

. student {is all-ihportant. _ Mherefore -questions should
! s

occur within a schema - which 'al}ws for the knowledge of
‘the reader. Those - questions /cém’nonly }lés?ci._ated with
'classt_com r_eaglinq' assiqmeﬂg‘uel‘bie_ than provide focus.
Theyr promote  different . in;eitactinns‘ “between  the

information suq;)estgd by ‘the text -and the reader's

. existing kndwledge., . In léurﬂ, this can .;esult in

,difféx:ncas.i’n the nature -Qf‘?hudents.‘ learning (Wixson,

“1583). v

Cansequently, Lnstead of hnslnq questlnns so~ as to
elicit the "tiqht ‘meanlng“ teachers must structure them
r.q £it the axp_erit_ance :o:__tha reader o indeed, for‘e;ch
inqlvid;!al reader.. What is -1qv61v;d here®is. the notion of’

the schema-based queétion Ln‘ wrgich the gquestion is




\

denvable from :he text. !;'owever, the anticipated answe‘r‘
is nelthez implxed nor explicitly represen:ed by the caxC.

Rather, the « rgder provxdes a response that emana:es from

the relevint ®schemata acnvated -by the reader text

intg'qration." In  this way a reader's f:_nowlg.dge base is

i a‘ffectgd by the ;uéséionhng prucess as he is p:ov:tded with
e .

an' additional opportuni,y tu‘ ﬁltegact wn:h the textual

infomation. The integratinn oi old and new informatian

.nccuntxng dunng this intera(:uon may . well result in an

adJustment in -the reade: s existxng schemanc sca\:e. The-

exact nature of‘thxs modxﬁcauon of ‘the reader's existing-

>know1edge . is detgrmined "by the manner ° in "which he

prouesse§ the ‘textuals information ' while - answering the

quéstren. In this way learning. can take  place (Wixson,

'.help students organ.\.ze their thxnkxng -%0 achleve their
_‘cb)eccxvé_s. ‘As students ask que#tlons whilg dealing w’;th
various learning situations they ptcvxde themselves with
data or an awareness of defxm.ts in data.” This type of
‘knowledge is es; tial if studeqts vla’ra} to >assun\é major
roles -in \:he(:enlearni'ng '(Hunkix;s; ‘1972). We-note hére
,_that quesnicns generated by both teachérs and students are
of conce:n to us. Both tsypes of questloninq strateqies
~will greacly enhance the cnmpxebension of mucerial to be
rgad and will definitely scimulate.cpqnit_ive-qrowth.

o ' R 4 ) %%

_ Thy question can be used as an crganizat, a device to




Th:ere,"v is: a clear need to ask questiacms prior to
reading in-order both to organize -information and to set
. ’.up expectations .about the material to be read. Yet the
i as)éing ‘of queshiqns\heforeﬁand d‘oes~ nor__ eliminate the need
for: posing questicns subsequent . to 'readix;‘g the text. .
i 'IndeEd; such quescions ‘can induee readers to process @
infoxmation much more thorouthy._. The key point is that °

both “ of . these questmm.ng st ategxes can b\e valuable .

learninq tools in the, processipg of tex

i o It .remains that the :eading instx‘uctor n’e“eds to be

aware of questmmnq strategies whxch invalve students in
- ; " : 1earnj.ng. 'rhis .thecretical' knowledge can be applied to

! ‘reading stratégies .Ln practxcal ways mqludinq kinds end . "’

numbexs ci. questions tu be utili‘zed yet: awareness\ of the .

As Hunkms (1975) writes.

b 13 2 need i% the Eirst stepl

R | Student involvement is crucxal, - and hé. asking of - T

\ *... “questions -is "central .to this 1nvolvement, not. just. . -\
. : when something “is_nhot’ clear,. bu . in actual dealing
% ] .+ with i) on The pr ng. of i ion has
2 a planning staqe, a doing- stage, .and ‘an-evaluative or
feedback stage.-. ,Learners: must parucipate in all’ of
L . 3 these stages, and, their engugemem: requxres asking

B 1 N - questions. -(p. 4); e

"As’ses&{nen\: and evaluatibn are of_her important areas .. -

i oE teachinq reading comprehensmn wh:.ch

esetve to be:

investiqated. In practlce, these seem. t6’ pxesenl: the most .’

L
plcblems foxﬂthe ‘teacher of readxng. Exactly how does one L

c 3 . ¥ e & o 7
.go . about evaluating ' students Eh_ere are ' no "right

.anewers"?' This ié ailen‘ken;: :'1 a'x:d 'quité often:  As well, -




o \ . 94
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tests to measure Ccomprehension? And , how .does the . .
instryctor reconcile the belief that the guidebook answer
provided is not yacessarily the correc_‘:t .ar{_sy,e‘r,iir'\deed not .

arily -the only ble ans‘;'er'} LA

" The replies :o these questions (n/terms “of reader

- I
ré’sponse: theory a:/e otten :e:exved with doubt and

~uncertainty because of alreudy raccepted methodology which
b .

. does not Fully support these notions. . Yet it ‘15 true tha

. 'the"stu'de’nt m;a,s.t be assessed in some mannez.
- tfle _that schema theory is not mcompatible with this Ja "

: . ‘nee'c}; Actually it does picvide di:ection and ,guidance for

" ' the teacher bf reading who also must assess arid‘evaluate.

% e Perhaps the {eachef~ should’ ,,f}rst of all,recognize

that asée_‘sment must be carefully planned to odincide with
the theoretical frm%rk provided. What IS the benefit

to the student of literature if the instructor approachés . . %

his subject‘ from these theoretical concepts and then inl o e
* the end assesses the reader 'using méthods .which are no "'
longer acceptable? Assessment must be aompatible w;th the
process utilized. As Robinsoq and _ Schatzberg (1984)

~demon§:rate, "Methods and purpose in assessment must'be

it % 71 closely aligned, that is,” the methcd 'oi nreasuring
‘ ' compxehensmn should® be carefully. planred in x:elation Lo | s

the original purposes set for readinq" (p. 248).« This

N ¥ o need fcr planning .so ‘that there is an ai;.g'nnmnt: with

original purpos_

as . impo:tant ramifications for the tybe

b of assessment methodolugy utuized. For .example, this




. 3 v
. B ~ .
suggests that students Should not be asked to answer

§ lestions that they could nct‘) have predicted in che
original plan ior rendxng

= Essentially, a¥l this means xs that evalua::.on should
be comprehensive. As Farr and wa].f (1984)- point out:

Oftentimes e‘\luat n -concerns itseli with only
one aspect of "a reéading - program, usually the

aspect that .dends tself most readily to some \l

available assessment strategy , or existing
measurement device. The process 'has a context-
‘ stripping efféct, that is, studying somer.hxng in
‘isolation from the context in which it exists.
We. maintain there is .no  meaning ,ot:her than
.meaning in~ context,; and thereforer'it" is
_essential that an evaluation effort be a broad
and comprehensive one (b. 275).

.
All too often,” evaluation is not comprehensive. Many

times it is limited to one type of shich-d

not elicit an awareness of the overall picture.  For -

example, -instructors often use tests as the only means of

evaluating. Certainly tests’ are useful,  but they are only

_one. means of gathering information - about _thé multiple

" aspects of - reading. It is clgar that in light of schema
‘theory ‘ﬁndings, instructors need to be wary of ‘using any

one test as the sole insf.:ument of evaluation.

This' applies  as ““well to the L-use oE standardized'

xgnainq tests to nws ccmprehen;icn. Euninan and‘

s Harwucd (1983) speak. firmly aguinst such_ usage‘““ Fxom'

their fix\dinqs, bned on the p:emlse that read ng.is %
search Eq_.cna right méan. ng, they conclude
. comprehenllen tests that assﬂme onie ngm: answer —
- give an_ inadequate . picture - of . a. 'reader's
comprehension. = Fur on: needs

to be 1ooked at as .a precu 4 rather -‘than a




N iei&;nq‘.

product. Since comprehension is a complex

phenomenon, it must be studied in = way

appropriate to thé phenomenpn. We can no longer

s:;z‘i?' _just ‘the reader or the text. \We must

examine the interaction between the :wo. (p.
) s

This, of .course, is research which disallows any complete

trust in the efficacy of standardized’ reading tests as the/t

orily means -which -can ‘he .used” ‘for | asse_ssix;\;' students’

7
Verall purpase of assessment should be ' to

'«facilitate readmg comprehension. _To do tlus there are a
vanety d techniques ayailable to the reading instructor.

However, in rdex for them to be successful they must be

incorp ratéd S.nt.o the notions of the theoret:.cal framework

£—sch £h e

of—schema—th Yo v as in all .other areas of

réaainb-, \‘:he‘v enterprisigg teacher can and will meet the

éhallenges of * reader response theory. To canclude, the

key. poxn: to- remember always is that the ‘notions of sthema ~

theory ‘do prcvide a vxable alternauve J.n the teachmg of
readmg compfehgnsion. ;Whenv ‘:)e as’ \:eachers, can accept
theser Ldeas and utilize them -in our- classroolps then
reading comprehensmn can only be Eacxutared\ 0 knows?

In the‘ end, the teacher might make a diiferenc . 2 g
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