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* " ABSTRACT _
’ . » . . ,} i « ¥

This study ‘was an investifation into the process of reading comprehension. Its

purpose was to ldentrfy the comprehension momtormg strategies used by a

'
Lo

select group of proﬁcrent grade three readers and to dctcrmme srmrlanucs or,

dlffereﬁces in strategy usewamong such readers. The stpdy employed a mcthodology 5
whlch combmed the "active fprocessing measure .of “oral reading, the thmk-aloudt‘

measgre of verbal reportmg and the product measure of free recalls. \./ . '
,rf

The sample consrsted of: a group of twenty prof cient grade "thrcc ‘;"rcadcrs -

»

from thrce schools w1thm f»the Roman Cathollc School Board for Conceptlon Bay

Center.<The readers werc assrgned the ‘task of readmg,a selected passage aloud

and stopping at designated points to vocaltze their thoughts After completion

the readers were required to retell -the passage in theu: own words. Each session " , a .
with individual r:eaders was audlotaped Transcnpuons of these seSsions provndcd

the data for the study i {* R % o ¢ .

. ﬂ':t
b ¢ p J Uy OV
Three _comprehension momtormg strategles wer 1denufied in thc oral rcadml, !

protocols, and five were identified in the thmk-alpud protocols Although no »

new strategics were identified in ‘the free recall protocols, supportﬂ'for some of

the previously . rdentrl" ed strategies was found. The free recalls also provldcd .j'jH t

ur

x . i
adcquatc asscssment of reading comprehension for theﬁ readers. ;.Tt was - found‘ Toae

that readers m general utilized all eight strategrcs but did so to varymg extents
< f

and in varymg circumstances. Readers’ free recalls in gencr;al proved to be’\m
srmllar in both type and extent.of information and indicated adequatc comprehcnslon.

It was concluded. that desp:te the individual differences in thé utilization of
.‘. ) . . .1“-52, '
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stratcgles, rcaders had sirhilar end results of adequatc corpprehensnon. ,
% -’
. ’ Conclus1ons« ‘regarding thc relevancc of ﬁtﬁis research for pedagoglcal practlcc
.
* +°  and recommendatlons fdr further researchg were . made in the final chaptcr °§ A
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION I .
' ' . S,

— Reading comprehensxon has been ,exammed and studled in the past from
SR . many thferent angles and perspectlves. In recent xears the relauvely new
. _'a' - ﬁeld of cognitive. psychology has had great input mto the advancement of .
Y | readmg comprehensnon theones . Various . theones of readmg \ comprehensnon b
G L have been developed, mcludmg mformatron-processmg thc__t_'y_._(Samuels, 1977), - S
| 'psycholmgutstrc theory (Goodman, 1973), schema theory (Rystrom, 1977) and '
imetacogn'rtwe theory (Brown, 1980) the latter bemg a newer and still evolvmg . _ f.~"
- cogmttve perspective. Cogmttve psychologists have adopted readmg- as one/ of
_» their main objects of study because ofy its strOng links with metacognition,
-, c0gnitive monitoring and comprehension ntatitoring. The present study - examined
| . the r)rocess of reading co;nprehension from the perspective 'of metacognitive )
| theory. It specifically examined the process of comprehension.\ngnitoringm in
W an -attempt ' to identify the monitoring strategies that proficient readers nse G
S " to ensure that comprehension . occurs. The mvestrgator belleved that such a .
_study - would contnbute t°o a more thorough understandmg of the readmg , #

. ” . . A
‘ comprehensxdh process.

Chlldren s performance int reading comprehension is a widespread concern
of educators at” all levels today. According _to Pearson (1985), "more than

T _ever- b fore, we are devoting' much mtellectual and emotional energy to

e ' 'helpin'g students Eetter understand the texts we require them to read in our

: ; schools" (p 724) In order to help students develop their reading comprehensron ' Y
_,;« 2. - . . .- o
ol abrlrty, teachers need a sound theor tical base from whxch to teach. . . T
i P v _— .
- ! . - 5 )
:. o ’.‘ , ~/’ -
,-il“ ) H
!'25- 'y o ' / ".';
tl’:yn . J X ‘ [} ' .

Ifr‘.‘ ’-"1‘ 2514-'«4_, ’ k A Py ".__,»‘, Nn i g x:' [ RO YT ]




Background of the étudy o \

- y N -
Accordmg to Bakes and Brown (1984a) comprehensron monitoring "entarls
keegmg track of one’s ongomg comprehensron success. ensurmg the process
continues effectwely, and takrng Jremedral steps when necessary" Jpe 22)..
Although researchers m the ‘past lrke Huey (1908) and norndrke (1917)
A suggested the rmportaqce of ghecking. and regulatmg m readrng it is only
m&\\ - recently, w:th the development of research ‘in metacogmtron, that comprehenston
" : momtormg has been recogruzed as a Vrtal component of readmg compreherrsron
. o "The hterature strongly suggests that in order to adequately understand text,

Ve readers must among other thmgs; be able to momtor their comprehensron

effectwely Effectrve readers keep trackfof _their comprehensron processes,
ey L 3 checkmg ;md regulating constantly as they progress Although there is not
' | enough evrdence up to the present time' to. conclude that poor comprehension’
momtormg lS a causal factor of‘ madequate.. comprehensron, the. evidemce is

clear that .the two varrables are certamly related (Baker and Bregn, 1984a)
1-;‘ "r»'
- Proﬁcrent rIaders tend to. momtor their ;:omprehensron much more than do
i

less proftcte t readers. . .. T Y

Occasronally. qn’ both classroom and clinrc; we ﬁnd drsabled readers who

weloare: expert “word callers" but are’ _poor.. comprehenders. dch readers. -arc

Ce Iabelled Iess proﬁcrent readers because they score relatrvely low on comprehensron

assessment \f\ssummg that the “texf -to be read is " well stru{etured and well
L

AT

t

“it .can bé" supposed that the problem is not the text. Assummg that readers

possess adequate world knowledge, linguistic knowledge and knowledge ‘of word

b .. _ L . S (AR

. orgamzed and that rt is somewhat famthar and mteresting to readers, , then

[\ ]

v

kL

o

A

-
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meanings, then readers do not lack the backgro'u‘h'd ‘knowledge necessary for,

R s t'aclhtatmg comprchcnsmn. Ther components for comprehcnsnon, suitable text

e BV and adequate reader background Ju%:wledge, are thus prescmt in the readmg '

L]

!I;};mtuatlbn, it is the mtegratmg “of the compoﬁ" , the actual - proc&ss of
i'.

o comprehensxon whlch appears to besposmg problem. Readers are unable to a

-take the text, relate their. backg(cpind knotdcdge o |t and dcnve meamng - e
- Although there are other possnble exp]anatlons gor th:s problem / one» :plausible .

explanatlon may\be that r&aders are: ,not momtormg 'f6r compreh;nsxon. If

AN

,readers are “not momtormg, would\\it be useful ,ffor teachcrs to -gshow them?
o ) X .f e
o haw to mﬁxtor? What type of mst<uctlon dd stmh freade‘ts{‘i:,,

LT T .jpresent study w§s motlvated by an mterest m&uch questléns.

. . T e "
. i . ; f - o r;{, . e
T Lt . v "-f-”,.a:_"ﬁ

% - o . ' e T l\

\ cel L B - Purpose of the Stud}F

» . ™
- B < VLU ,«.« N PR
. . M . . N e s, e e . : P &

- The purpose of thc study was tb examu;e thc pfo&ss gf comprehension "
» ~ monitoring and’] to ndentlfy 'the specnfic compxehensmn‘ mOmtormg strategies

-usqd by proficnent grade three readers as thcy réad narrattve text for-i immediate !

. undcrstandmg ’I‘he study spetixﬁcally addressed the followmg questions.

i

Ny . 1. What ,spcctfxc compx_‘ehensnon mqmt’qrmg strategies do

M i . LI . * © e .~ T
“a -, ' ~proficient rféadc;rs-wu(sc when they read for imQ'l'ediatc
X - g " understanding?: s

-

2.[ Are thcrc snmllarmcs and/or dlffcrcnces in- strategy use'

e among proficient readers? o . X




i
-if

1

Definition of Terms

»

The following terms are defined with respect to how they are used in

' the present study:
Qnmnnelms_g_n__mm_mg_g_ss_mmes refer to specific plans or

techniques ‘employed by ‘readers in an effort to evaluate or regulate
. ' /

comprehension. .

~

Emﬁgg_Lg_adg_uLugg_s refer to readers who performed at a"

high grade\hree level in both Word tdcntlflcanon and comprehension.

LA

_ The” readers m 1hls study wcre selccted on thc basis of their

LS

overall school pérformahce ‘45 aSSesscd by -their respectlve classroom

AT vt S W : . :
, —Te‘aohers. . o ’ . o | )
vt .,-;" s 5z ~;.. : . -

N_amnm \refers.- to a nal;ratlve selectlon in whlch a simple

AT

plot- "IS devcloped It cons:sts of approxlmately 130 words and- is :
v \yntten at the high second grade readability level as determined

by the Fry Readability Formula (Fry, 197.7). - - '
l_rnn'l_eg_lms;_mglsmaggmg refers to readers’ 'undel’s‘,tanding of a
selection as it is being read "as well as immediately aftcrwards. lﬂ,’gj .
the presel’lt study immediate .understandmg was reflected in readers’

» oral readmg performances, thmk-aloud reports, free recalls, “and
aided recalls (where questlons Yvere posed). Immediate understanding
does not’ mvolve understandmg for  the . purpose of rcmcmbermg
mformja\tlon .for _any extended period of /,-nme since comprehension

generﬁlly occurs at the point of reading.

~



Significance of the Study

Although research in the area -of monitoring is relatively new and

‘ fun.dcvcloped (Baker, 1979a), a strong positive relationship between comprehension

monitoring and the actual comprehension process has been established. Details

on the nature of the relationship, however, are still scanty and .inconclusive.

Researchers generally suggest that ‘much research is needed in order to
further our understandihg of the concept of comprehension monitoring and to
more soundly theorize on its implications for reading instruction.

. Based upon the research in cc';mprehension monitgring up to this poi'nt,
some researchers (Mangano, Palmer and Goetz, 1982; Pitts, 1983) are advocatlng
that comprehensnon momtormg strategies be taught to students expenencmg

difficulty in comprehenslon. What spemfic strategnbs must be taught however,

is a concern that has not thoroughly been addressed in the literature, and

"one which certamly demands attentlon. “As Collms and Smith (1980) contend

researchers must specify in enough detail the tacit - processes which underlle
readmg comprehenslon before methods can be found to teach students' to

master these processes. Although some researchers, such as Mangano et al

T~

and Pitts, have’ hypothesmed about which comprehens:on monitoring strategles _

should be taught, many generally suggest that lore empirical research is

needed in or;ier to determine What strategies proficient readers use, and,

similarly, what vstrategie's less proficient readers should be taught. The present '

‘identifying some of the comprehension momtonmg strategles utilized by a

group of proficient readers. . - o ¢ )

’

- . study hoped to contribute to the growing body of research in this area by_



Chapter Il 4
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

. ' ' Qverview

The notion of comprehension monitoring as an important aspect of
reading comprehension is widely accepted among today’s reading theorists
and researchers. Comprehension monitoring has numerous applications *within
the area of reading comprehension. The, term m'ay refer to readers’ processes
of being aware of the{r own- comprehension or miscomprehension - (Wzig:{ér,'
1983). In contrast, it may ‘refer to particular strategies. ‘thaft‘ 'reader's‘ usc‘ to

— \\assmt them in remembering text information. Aas they study (Andrc and Anderson
i o~

1978- 1979) In the past decade a consndcrablc amoum “of rcscarch usmg a

variety of subjects, scmngs and mcthodolog:cs has -been cohductcd in sthe
area of comprchensnon momt'or’mg as‘_#n applies to readmg. The purpose of
this .chapter is to review thc‘ resea'r-ch, which is rclcvan&’to the present
s!uéy. " ' . _
. The aim of this study was to examife and'idendfy the comprchension
monitoring strategies that proficient grade three readers  used as they read '
- for immediate unders'tarif:iing. First, the current theories on comprt?hcnsion

A

monitoring were studied and a clear workil.lg definition” of monitoring’ was
developed. Comprehension monitoring was then cx;mix;cd in terms of its role
in the process of reading com'p(ehcns'ion. Comprehcnsnon monitoring was
dcfm,cd as a component of metacognition and a. componcm of~ rcadmg'
comprehcnsnon. With this definition as ‘a bas¢, an extensive review of cmpirical

N . )
research studies was undertaken.
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Defining Comprehension Monitoring

| ACompnent of Metagogniion %

. B " Comprehension momtormg is presently a very promment area of mvestngatron (\
m the .field of metacogmuve research. Although the terms comprehensrcm

" momtormg, cognitive monitoring and metaeogmtron are often used mterchangeably
in ‘the lrterature, for the purposes of thrs study they are examined as
hierarchrcally rc!ated concepts. | ’It is thcrefore essential to define the concepts
&f metacogmtlon and cogmtwe momtormg in order to develop a clear picture-,

u'-'

. . «—of what comprehensron momtormg means with respect to, the present?,study
' "The term "metacogmtlon" was mtroduced by developmental psychologists
in thelr study of the dévelopment of chrldlen s thmkmg and learning. VygotSky
(1962) was one of the first to distinguish the concept of metacognition from
cognition. Cogmtron was descrrbed as "the automatrc uncc:nscrous acquisition
of knowledge" whereas melaeo,, itjon was described as "the active conscious
- control of that. knowledge " Cognition . refers to the process of unconsciously
acqulrmg knowledge. . As‘cogmtron develops, for example, a young chrld
learns -to say certain sounds, like "wa:ta" and "ma-ma", as a result of nalural N
, learmng in the envrronment An. mdrvrduals cogmtron can develop without |
":) N any conscious effon by the mdrvndual tol control or motivate it. Metacbgmtlon, |
| on the other hand refers to the more advanced process of controllmg one’s \(
own cognition., For 1n§tanoe, a young chrld learning to read may leam to pay
_' attention to the begmmng letters of words +n - addrtron to guessing words
that make sense. In this example, the child is consciously directing atfention
to pamcular letters in words; such Eonscrous control of one ’s cognrtnon falls

o’

> mto the realm of metacognition. L : o o
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. Flavell (1976), a prominent develt;pmental - psychologist,: elaborates on

the definition given by Vygotéky without changing the overall gist of it:

Metacognition réfers to one’s knowledge concerning
.one’s own cognitive processes and products or anything
related to them, eg. the learning relevant properties of
information® or data. For example, I am engaging in
metacognition (metamemory, metalearning, metaattention,
metalangua%e or whatever) if I~ noncc that I am havin
more trouble leamning A than B; if it strikes me. that’
should double-check C before accepting it as a fact; if
it occurs .to me twnat I HKad better . scrutinize each and

every alternative in any multlple—ehmce type ‘fask
situation before deciding - which is -the best . LOne; if I
sense that I had better make a note of D becaiise I ma
forget it; if I think.to ask someone about E to sece if &
have it nght Metacognition refers,” among Othér things, -
to the active monitoring’ and conse uent regulation and
orchestratjon [italics :added) ese processes in
relation to- the cognitive ohjects or data on which they
* _ bear, usually in the service of some concrete goal or
{ ob]ecuve.\( lavell, 1976, p. 232)

o

. . v :
According’ to Flavel[ metacognition refers to,~ among other things, . one's

<
knowledge and one’s active "regulation and orchestration" of one’s own

cognitive proccsses“. Baker aﬁd Brown (1984b) interpret Flavell's statement of

smetacognmon to include two ‘not necessarily mdependeng clusters of activities,

) knowledge about cognmon aqd regulatlon of cognition. Brown and DeLoache

=(1978) sumllarly refer to metacognmon as "the thinker’s “knowledge, control,

£ and’ cootdmauon of hlS own cognitions" (p 30) Brown, and DeLogache, as wcll

(1) am awareness of what skllls, strategies, and refources
are needed to perform a task effectlvely >

-
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(2)- the, ablhty to use sel-regulatary fmechanlsms to ensure

.- the successful completion of the task, ysuch as checking ¢

g the. outcome. of 'any attempt to solve the problem; )
_ plannmg‘ one’s next ~move, evaluating the effectiveness
G /' . ‘of anyattempted actiod, festing and revising one’s
" strategies for leaming, and remedzarmg/ any difficulties
encountered by using._compensatory strategies. (Baker and, -

T, ; Brown, . 198433, 22)

+

Baker aid Brown have very clearly delineated the two major components of .

C e

-metacogmnon. rFor the purpose of this study, their definition of metacogmtlon

I
N ‘wag adopted The two components of metacogmt:on, knowledge and regulahon
will »now " be exammcd respectrvely terms of how each apphes to the

process of reading comprehenslon. N . L ; -..- !

— . . ‘ » ‘)l

. .- The first component of metacogmtron which has been identified is "an:

~a,

awareness of what skﬂls, strategres, and resources are needed to perform wa
R 2 »

5 _ task effectwely" (Bakcr and Bfowr{, 1984a). This component is what Flavell

£ - (1981) refers fo as mmgdggnme_mﬂlg_d,ge Accordmg\to Flavell metacogmtwe ?r

knowledge - mc[udes knowledge about the self, the task! and the strategles

]

that are known to mﬂuence pe:fonnanee and that can . be called up from

K 0'

long-term memory on; repeated occasrons in a rather purposeful Way \ P

LIRS 7 Metacogmtw‘e knowledge .of thc self includes knowing ones ;relatlvc .

- ablhty to pcrform certain “ types of - tasks and knownng ones feelmgs and

A

- ideas about pamcular tasks. In reading, this would mclude ones concept of

-~ agt
.

[ 4

self as 3 reader. Does one think one is a good reader" Does ‘one know what
Y - ; ,
one ean and cannot read? L ' T ; \

ot - A

N . Metacogmtlve knowledge of the task mc!udes knowing the demands. of
y pamcular tasks and : knowlng, for1 example, . that certain tasks -will be more
7 dnfﬁcult than others. Wrth respect to readmg, this’ would involve- the reader’s

LELE conoept of the. readmg process. and of particular reddmg tasks. Does the reader’

- B o

. ' .
s - * .
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perceive oral reading as being more difficult than silent reading? Is reading
considered an exagt word recognition process or a meaning-getting process? -
Metacognitive knowledge of strategles refers to what the child knows
about means Of strategles which are hkely to achleve particular cognitive
goals It mch_xfles, for example, knowmg that there are. strategles of diffcrential
uulnty for soivmg dlfferent tasks In reading, knowledge of strategies would
include among other thmgs the reader’s knowledge:- that slowmg down one’s
rate of reading might improve ones ability to understand dlfﬁcult text. Y
Many studies in metacognmon and readmg have: focused on the knowledge
component of metacog_mtlon, especially the lf.nowledge of tisk component.
Winograd -and - Johnston (1982) label such reading research as inquiry about
what readers know abdut the task of reading, Most studies m this area havc—
involved cond ctmg mteme:ws and questioning readers about .Feal or hypothetlcal

reading snu\atrens (Myers and Pans, 1978; Canncy and - 'Wmograd 1979)

B

many instances the metacogmtlve knowledgq of good and poor rcaders has
been compared The' general ﬁndmg of such research has been that poor .
readers differ from good readers in theu knowlcdge of the readmg process
(Garner and Kraus, 1981-82) Poor readbrs ténd to emphasnze‘ the nmportance.
of exact worchecogmtlon*rather than of understandmg (vhat has been read. .’
The second component of m_etacogmtlon which has been ldentlfglt;.d by

Baker and Brown is "the ability fo use self-regulatory mechanisms to ensure
i .

the successful completion -of the task.” This coﬁ’lpoﬁentﬂ is what Flavell (1981) |

refers to as s:ggmﬂ&_mgnﬁgnng The skils of cognitlvef monitoring (checking, ‘

planning, -evaluating, “testing, revising, and remediating) are, according to . -

ts

Brown and DeLoache (1978), the basic characteristics of et‘ﬁcient thought. ‘Such

« ]
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skills are necessary for all "deliberate leaming and prob‘lem-solving situations”

-

(Brown, 1978). It is thus suggested that momtormg one’s cognmon or one’s
thinking is essentlal\ in’ order to successfully solve problems, to remen;ber
and to learn. Smce readmg is assocnated with problem-solving, remembermg,

" -

and learning, then it follows that cognitive monitoring occurs. in the process

of effective reading.

Prior to being redpgniz d as an unportant aspect of readmg, momtormg

was studxed for years by c gmtwe and developmental psychologlsts Cogmnve |
momtormg was perceivéd™as a  fundamental process “in the ‘study of thmlcx"hg
. and learning; and later, in the study of memory, language development, and.
"problem-solvmg Recently, with the emphasns on' readmg as, an interactive
comprehension process,- readmg theonsts and researchers have begun to
investigate the role that cogmtlve monitoring play's in the readmg process.
They wart to ﬁnd‘J .out if, and .how, readers reguiate and monitor ongoing
processes in reading.. Monitoring ]_S,Iays a very signific’ant role in ail cognitive
processes, and the cognitive processes : involved in readlng appear to be ‘no
exception.’ Most of the cognitive activities involved in rezding have as their
goal adequate comprehensnon' a large part of cognitive monitoring in reading
can thu§ more specifically be Ealled "comprehenston momtormg " '

The— hikrarchial relattonshlp among the concepts of metacognition,
cognttwe momtormg, and comprehension momtormg' is nllustrated in Figure

* I.-As. indicated, metacognmon cin be defined in terms of its b(.'o components -

which have been ldentlﬁed in the literature as metacoanuve knowledge and
cognitive momtonng Metacogmtwe knowledge mcludes “knowledge about the
.self the task and strategtes. each of .which may influence one’s performance

on a particular task.  Cognitive monitoring involves the ablhty to regulate

1
I

%0
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one’s cognitive process in taslgs involving memory, 'language', thinking, and
comprehension. Co'gn'itive n@\lit\oring as it applies to 'comprleh‘e'nsion- has been
differentiated from monitoring as it applies to memory, Iaﬁgua'ge and thinlzfing
for the purpose of clarifying” the concept of comprehension monitorigg. It is

not meant to imply that the process of comprehension is to be treated as a

l;\‘f'
M

separate entity. from memory, language and thinking. The four processes arc

indeed very closely interrelated. T \ :

s
LY PR
N ' -

L ‘.MET_ACOGNITIC\\)N | d/ |
METACOGNITIVE KNOWLEDGE ' - | COGNITIVE MONITORING
Self . - . Memory . <
¢Task . | , , | Language
Strz:t;:gies , ) __ ) Thinking
' Corpp'feher‘tsion?
Figure | % c . s

Hierarchy of metacognitive concepts . \
Comprehension monitoring has been described as..a metacognitive pf:)_«%}

and as a ‘particular type of cognitive monitoring. - Baker ,1;(19'79a)'dcﬁnes"

comprehension monitoring in this manner: 7 , '

Comprehension monitoring involves the evaluation and -
- regulation of on¢’s own ongoing comﬂrche‘nsion processes. To ] ,
\ evaliate is to keep track of the success with which
comprehension is proceeding, and to_ regulate is .to \
ensure that the process continues smoothly, including
taking remedial action' when comprehersion fails. (Baker,

1979a, p. 35) . . / |

.
P LS
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The cgmprehensron monitoring that Baket (1979a) refers to could occur in
many srtuatlons. In conversing casually wrth another person for example, one
ensures understandrng of the” thers message by interrupting when the

message is unclear, questioning, repeating, and paraphrasmg until sansfred

with one’s comprehension of the message. The procedures of interrupting,

questioning, repeating, and paraphrasing are examiples of the comprehension

‘monitoring strategies ';sed in an informal conversatlon -

1 rad) da

Comprehensron momtormg r)so occpre when one partrcrpates in a debate,

listens- to a Yecture, listens to a poem, or reads ‘a-book. The extent of the

comprehensron momtorrng and the strategies used undoubtedly vaty from one '

situation to another, dependmg on the reader’s or lrsteners purpose as well

as the materral to be comprehended Lrstenmg to a very simple’ poem for

sheer eujoyment would certamly not require the same type or amount of-

momtorrng as would readmg a research artrcle in preparation to discuss it

with a colleague. Undoubtedly there would be some overlap. "
Altl%ugh the term "comprehension momtormg" has been narrowed down

from the defi rutrons of metacognition and cogmtrve monitoring, it is evident

« 7

that comprehension "monitoring is still a very broad term. It covers comprehension - |

-h

as it occurs. in various modes of ¢ commumcatron, mcludmg lrstenmg,. %peakmg,

readrng, and wrrtmg For the purpose /of this study, however, comprehensron‘

momtormg was examined solely with respect to reading comprehension.

Comprehension monitoring in this study: refers :to the process of monitoring

one’s own comprehension as one reads connected discourse in print. It refers

PO

specifically to readers’ processes of “evaluating” and "regulating” their own

réading comprehension! To investigate readers’ processes of evaluating their
. ! . ,

own comprehension is to question whether readers are aware of when they

. - “
. o . a - ‘&‘
v . LI

’

-
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do:or- do not understand. To investigate readers’ processes of regulating
thé/ir own éorrtprehension is to question whether readers know.how to facilitate
understanding and whctfttg they can remediate problems which occur.

The ;;rocesses‘ of e _g,valuatmg and regulatmg comprehension require the
use of comprehensxon fﬁ?’ftormg strategnes by - the reader. For- the purpoqe of
this. study, the term "comprchcnsnon monitoring strategy" refers 1o any plan
or technique employed by the reader in. an effort ,te) evaluate or rcpulate
comprehénsion, Spgmfically, the term refers to’ any plan or techmquc employed
by the reader in an effort to do one or all of the fOIlowmg

" (1) recognize a lac\;,of t;nderstandmg, .
(2) facilitate-understanding, - J
(3) ' remediate ptoblems in understanding' . : ;’ .

The purpose of utilizing any comprehensnon monitoring strategy |s to lead fo
\-I

more adequate comprehensnon Utilization of a strategy, howevcr, does " not

necessarily imply that this goal has been achieved: The use' of strategies cdn

_be either effective or ineffective in leading to more adequate comprehénsioo- :

It has been suggested  that comprehensnon monitoring is a vital componcnt-

of readlng comprehensnon (Baker, - 1979a' Baker and’ Brown, 1984a; Baker and

Brown, 1984b). It is thus necessary to examine why and how it is $o vital,

which is the objective’ of the following section.

. -
Ll .

nt of i i
N\

The ultimate goal of reading is to achieve understanding of toxt. As

Fry (197"7) suggests, “Getting the meaning, or con‘lprchertdir_tg,fis‘ the .;irocgsé
of reading. Without getting meaning you can’t really call it rcading",, (p- 90). In

order Mo get meaning from text, readers must interact wnth lt, proécés'and
.

rcconstruct it until it makes sense to them. ln the process of reconstructnng.

q‘ N
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readers must make mferences, and become mvolved in "transformtng, extendmg,

and relating mformatlon" (Markman, 1981, p. 65). In so domg, it is - necessary

for readers to keep track of or to monitor their comprehension. Otherwise, )

they may not be able to make the approprrate inferences and connections

-

necessary for ' makmg sense.

Often rcaders are comprehendmg but are unaware of doing so. On such

occasrons, rcaders are unconsctensly momtofmg their - cornprehensron Skilled -

¢ # ~

- readers whose proeessmg sktlls -are: Very ‘fluent "can proceed mer y‘on':

automatlc ptlot until a tnggermg ~event alerts them to. a comprehension

¢

fatlure" (Brown, ‘1980 p‘ 455) As® soon as comprehensron farlures or problems

are detectcd readers become more aware of their comprehensron, and momtormg

becomes more of a consmous process‘ fIhe conistruction of meamng which

_was so ‘rapid and automauc slows down consrderably Readers must become

»

oy -

- vary. *A ‘reader may: realize that an expeciation that has been entertained

‘Betive in applymg appropnate momtormg strategxes, whlch Brown (1980)

refers to as "debuggmg devices and strategres." More processmg time and

cffOrt are - required for .the emplomtnt of such strategres. - Readers thus -

‘become more conscrous of what they are domg o <

t - .

.'fTrtggenng events'f 'whr_ch alert readers to comprehension failures may

about :the text is not to be confirmed, or that it has been changed. A reader

h '~-may realize that a previous interpretation of ..a- phrase was incorrect: and

must be retnterpreted Whatever the event, the reader reacts to it by slowing
down the ratc of readmg and by engagmg in ‘more processing. An effort is
made to clanfy the comprehensron problem, and tt necessary, to remediate
the fallure WhICh had occurred “When a- reader enters this strategtc state, therc

s an, active mvolvemcnt m tl* oomprehensron process and an ceffort is being
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made to make sense of the text. Betause readers becom& more conscious of

L
*
)
s
L
o
i

<

. ) their processing, theﬁ process seems to become more observeb(le. : .
The litecaturg: suggests that the process of comprebensior; monitoring
reading becomes more apparent'wﬁen readers -experiénce some difficulty or
) ' problenl m comprehendmg Comprehens:ion ‘monitoriné stratcgies Jare then
o Jrequrred for gettmg\tl'le comprehension process back on track. The study of -

comprchensron momtormg has thus largely focused upon “the dctectron and

v -

remedratlon of problems in reading, without attending to the presence of
e - comprehensron momtormg in smooth non*%roblematrc‘” readmg “Thé deﬁnrtron ’ o
.;_ - " of cqmprehensron momtormg suggested by Wagner (1983) |llustrates thlS
_;/‘ “_'" - \;P(’lnt. L g : . . * ¢ ' 's‘
: C . "Knowing about comprehendlng'; by definition must be a
' C consgious process, and appears to involve some kind of
- - tripgering mechanism or recognition by . the reader - of .
CoE failure to understand the text message.. A second
: ¢ l " aspect of comprehension monitoring, "knowing how to . _
.0 . ) comprehend”, involves fix-up strategies which the reader '
: _ may employ once the failure to comprehemd has been .
recogmzed and which may vary according .to the level °
N at which the failure.-to comprehend has Qccurred (Wagone‘ . )
R 1988, p. 330) ) - . .
i . Muclr réiarch has been devoted to problem dete?.tron, and rcmedratlon, .
DU - . and much has' been wntten on "ﬁx-up and correctrve Strategres. ‘This line of . v
DI rescarch relres heavrly on:the error detectron paradrgm (Wmograd “and Johnston, -
) M, 1982) whrch will be drscussed in more detail ip: a later section. In suth
- ‘ y "s o >

Vo research mformatlon about comprehensron,, momtonng strategies is based ' s
e Upon st:ategres that readers use to detect errors o mconsrstencrcs which ™

hsve been rmposed upon the text. Such strategres, ‘however, may not necessanly
.. M - T /

be repre’sentatrve‘of*fhe\momtormg strategres used rn comprehending unaltercd

P - -
&

teXt, as in,a natural readmg situation. The present study will mvestlgate the

comprehensron momtonng strategres mvolved in facrhtatmg comprchensron, -




- /q it proceeds smoothly, ‘without"problems, as well as the strategjes' -utilized
. whcn problems or difficulties are recognrzed by the readers . »
f o Frt@erald _/(1985) suggests that comprehensron momton,ng involves
"readers awareness and self-control of therr"nderstandrng “and of strategres
“that facilitate’ comprehensron“ (p-: 249) The two aspects of comprehensron .
monitoring which were delmea_ted in the prevrous~-sectron, egaluatron and
regula'tion thus become “apparent First we must consider the reader’s‘ "ot
- N , abrlrty w evaluate, or . to recognrze when one does or does not comprehend;
and second we mr.‘st "consider the réader’s abrlrty to regrﬂate, or use approprrate {
R strategres to facilitate- comprehensron and/or remediate problen?s whrch may
N - oceur. The present study is concemed wrth both aspects of comprehensron

o N

momtormg and it" focuses drrectly on the comprehensron momtorrng strategres

[}

used in both evaluatron and regulatromproeesses
The, followmg sectron wrll reVrew actual research studres whrch are -
‘relevant- to the present '°\study The studres have been cate}gorrzed under two i =

headings, oral communication and lrstemng studres. and readrng studres

N

o« o—
-  Although comprehension momtormg u‘r 'bral commumcatrort and listening is

—r

\

l‘ .

*x\ ‘ not the actual. focus. of the present study, research in the area has many -
\ r ) s " ‘,(‘--\ . .

/_ o rmplrcanons for comprehensron momtormg in reading. . ) v,

. o q; . L r w o " ) A . .
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Research in Comprehension Monitoring - . "o =% - -~

[t

Readers who momtor therr comprehensron of text are likely to know -
when the)r understand when they dont underst‘rd and when they partrally
understand (Baker, . l979a) Research in comprehensron momtormg orrgmates ‘

ot - wrth thrs aspect of comprehensron momtor:pg, the "evaluatroht‘ aspect, and it FAAE

g P
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really began wnth studies in oral communication. Such studtes have used a

-

communication task to assess momtormg &'hey typlcally have not mvo]vcd

., planned connécted dlSCOlll’SC m the same sense’ as m written dlscourse or
- | -

even as in hstemng—to—yvntten-drscourse studies (Wagoner, 1983). .

Robinson and Robin'son ébnducted‘ four studies in which :they' fn\;estiigatcd

young ¢hitdren’s understandmg of commumcatlon and communication failure. In

these so-called "referendﬁf commumcatl\on“ studres, the subject of mvcstlga&wn

-

-was chlldren s awareness that-an madequate message could cause a commumcatlon‘ S

fallure In two 1976 studles, children were asked to identify plc;ures Cafter
[ Y -

,'hstemng to oral 1nstruct|ons 'Each\ chlld played the role of sboth Speaker and

r l

rhstener in - a commumcauon game with . the experlm'enter Failyres in

o
ﬂ(.n F !

..».,wmmuruéatlon’*were made to occur, and the child was asked to judgc whose

" fanlt- these _were and why. Almost all of the five’ and six yea,r-olds blamcd

*

the self as a message-recerver rather than the message |t§elf for the

"'communlcatlon fallure.. The older chlldren.(seven and elght year-olds), however,

‘ generally recogmzed the message as madequate rather than blammg themsolves

for the failure m comprehendmg In a thll‘d expenment f1977a) the samc
&

whose fault” " techmque ‘was used wnysuc year-olds, th‘s time usmg an’

. extremely madequate, message Agam, children dnd not recognize the. madequacy

of the message, lendlng support to the previous, ﬁndmgs.r . lf .
Thesef studles by Robmson and Robmson indicated that in referential
communlcanon tasks .lnvolvmg plcture ldentlficatlon young chrldren generally

do not reeogmze .when they do not adequately understand their. abthty to

: ‘recogmze. inadequacies, however, seems ‘to lmprove withi age. In- a subsequcnt

study, Robinson and __Robmson (1977b) used the same "whose.fault“, task using
oral %ﬁcourse without. pitture, identification. Again, the same developmental trenids
\" ' ‘. .

] . i *

- } * ' '
- o : . Sy ;
’ r . . * ’ ’ - ‘- )
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were obscwed Children sccmcd to gradually develop the ablllty to recogmze

inadequacies . in messages, and in effect, o recogmzc when they dld not
G . .

5\— . —

adequately comprehend.
Markman (1977), in tWwo ‘studies similar to those eof the Robinsons,
examined children’s ability to evaluate their understanding of oral messages. In

Markman’s first study, children in first and third grades ‘listened to simple

instructjéhs on how to, play-a game or perform a magic trick. Instructions

(%

were made obviously incomprehensible by tlcleting information needed to |

understand how to perform the task. In a second study, Markman used the
same procedure but used visual dé‘mbnstrations to accompany the instructions
In" both studies, . Markm‘an found that first-grade- studcnts were unable to

percelve “the madequacy of the directions until they ' actually attempted to

pert‘orm. the -task thémsglves. Since ‘enactmeénts reduce the necess:ty for

mental ' processing, Markman suggested that young children’s inijial insensitivity

to their own comprehension failure is due to a relative lack of constructive

-processing. The second and third gtade children were better able to recognize

the need for more information before attcmpting the task:-Results aggin’

‘indicated a developmental trend in children’s ability to evaluate their

]

' . K L~
» understanding of oral discourse :{nd to recognize when they do not adequately

. L
L

understand.
The refcrentlal communication studlcs by the Robinsons “and by Markman
strongly suggest that “children’s ability to 1ﬁdent1fy problems and/or failure in
bompre!\énsion -of oral communication tasks .is developmental. Is the ability to
identify problems and/or failures in'listcning t:) text likewise E!evelopntental? .;What
t.'_aétoté.’ other than agé,, may affect this ‘ability? Most studies addressing
comp;ehension monitoting in listening to text a; well :«ilsb'in reading text, asj

& ~
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will be discussed later, are based on the "error detection pafadigm" (Winograd
and Johnston, 1982). Inconsistencies or problems are introduced into b written
discourse in anticipation that older, experienced readers will readily dctect
the inconsistencies whereas younger, inexperienced readers will not. .

"Markman (1979), as an extension of her earlier work in oral communication,
conducted a series of three 'étudies investiéating elementary school children’s
awarcpi:ss ,ofn their own comprehension failure while listéning to text con‘taining'
inconsistencies. In the first study, Markman read short essays containing
ecither explicit or implicit informational jnconsistcncies to . third, ﬁfth\ and
snxth grade students. The students were asked to questlon and to cvaluate

-

»thc essays indicating -their awareness of thc mconsnstcncncs. Results showed
no grade differences but that all chlldren ‘were more llkcly to “ notice cxpl.lcn :
rather than implicit inconistencies. ’E.;q')licit inconsistencies, however, were

not detected as ‘casily' as. might be exp'ected Even. the sixth gradefs (twelve

year%s) Judged as comprehenmblc a sizable proportion of cssays wnth

seemingly very expllcn mconsnstcncnes. It was concluded that the childsen

had' good’ probed recall of lhe information, had the logical capacity to draw

the inferences, and were gene’rally‘ not reluctant to duestion the cxpc'rimgmcr.

yet they failed to notice implicit as well as some expl‘icit inconsistencics. In

essence, the children were gequiﬁély unaware that they had failed to comprchend.

Markman’s subsequent studies attempted to explore some possible explanations

for this inability to' detect’comprehension problems.

In her second listening study, Markm:an hypothesized - that despite their
good "probed recall of the essays, chlldren may have overlooked the explicit

inconsistencies mamly because they falled to connect the crmcal senterices.

This time she presented third and sixth graders with either whole passages

¢

-
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or pairs of sentences at a time and asked students to repeat what they had
heard. The idea of having " children 'repeat sentences rather than whole essays:
was t0 ensure ‘that the two .nconsistent propositions were concurrently
activated in working memory. Although Markman (1979) expected that the
two-sentence repetition condition would help children detect -inconsistencies,
she found tlrat this was not the case. Developmental- differences, howeve:,
were evidenced for the explicit conditions. Sixth graders out-performed third
gradersnjn their ability to detect explicit inconsistencies m listening to text.
regardless of whetl“:r the two-sentence repetition condition was used or

not.*Markman suggested that although the sentences may have been activated

= 'm memory, young children (thrrd graders) may still have failed to compare

them \:rhereas sn;rth gra.ders\ spontaneously initiated the appropriate
gompdrisdns. There were no deVelo;;men_t'al ,dgfferences in the' implicit cofditions. ~/
Sixth 'grailers did not 'discove:r more of the implicit problems than did third
graders. N ' ) . )
In her third study, Markman hypothcsized thar ; children may‘be more

capable of " detecting inconsistencies in lisrening to text if they are informed

_that there may be a problem. Such an instructional set,- suggests Matkman,

should promote more careful evaluation on the part of the listener. In this

study, thé control’group received the standard instructions to ques:tion and -

to evaluate as ”consultants" ‘just like in the’ first study, whereas the expenmental
group “received set. mstructnons to find a problem in each essay. As prcdnctcd, —
Markman found that children receiving the set mstn\ctlons performed better '
than children in the standard mstructional settmg This mdlcates that- mformmg
children of the presence of a problem in the text improves their ability tc.’L

detéct and identify it. Providing such information sets the listener's purpose

® ‘ -
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as listening to deteft a problem rather than listening tohﬁc‘zt the mcaiéng of:
the text as would be the purpose in a natural listening-to-reading situation.
Results of this study suggest that children have the ability to evaluate their”
com;;rehension, but- probably n‘ot the natural disposition to do so. Thcy
evaluate their éompi'chcnsion only when directed externaily.” In this third
study by Markman, no developmental differences were found within tl;e |
sLandard. ‘instructional group which lends support for the findings of the first
study. Developmental differcnc;s were foun& only in the group receiving'sct
il;js't-lruct‘ioﬁs which seems to suggest that children’s modified expectations
play'-én imponant‘ rolé in - problem-detection. The finding of developmental
dlfferencas in performance on ‘one sl-ull but not on the other was’ mtcrpreted
‘to suggeat that comprehensxon monitoring is’ a multldlmensmnal procch.
Markman_ concluded that monitoring of comprehension is not a single umﬁcd
z;ct, but is composed of a variéty of sub-processes Whif,hl may be learned and
" utilized separately, according to individual or developmental expertise.
| As a follow-up to the third listening study by Markman, Markman and
Gorm (1981) mvestlgated the effectiveness of chlldren being instructed "as o
‘the kind of problcm they might fmd In this study, a ecriterion for the
evaluation of comprchen31 was estabhshed. Children were dirccted 1o

evaluate their comprehensnon f passages in terms of their noticing one of

the followmg mconsnstenc:es. . )
(1). mtemal cons['stencnés, referring to inconsistencies across sentences
which raised questions of logic, and ’ ‘
(2) extérnal consistencies, referring to inconsistencies between text
information. ard reader background k{aowlgdge, which raised qucstioné

of truth.

L]



s e

lj'

s 2 Z;o
T : .

Eight and ten "year-olds \.vere instructed to find problems with' either logic or
truth, and were read a series of short essays containing ‘the specified
problem. The ten year-olds detected more problems than the elght year-olds
when, they were presented with the criteria far evaluating comprehensnorfr

\
Developmental trends were observed and ev:dence- -was found for a positive

. effect of established criteria on comprehensnon momtormg ' N4

The oral commumcatlon and listening studies ° revrewed mdlcatc that

- young school children generally are poor at analyzing oral messages.» for

clarity, completeness and consrstency (Markman, 1981). It must not be concluded

¢
that young chxldren t'all to momtor their comprehensxon. What can beiconcluded

from this research |§lL that comprehension momtormg "'c hstenmg ns a,

>
v

&

9.

dcve!opmental processt With age and matumy, children tend to xmprove thelr g

ability to evaluate and to regulate ongoing processv. 35 _they listen to -oral
messages or ‘text. Other factors found to mﬂuencc readers performance in
comprehensron monitoring while listening were verbal ability and memory
capaclty (Baker and Brown, 1984a),. and mt:.\gsta_bllshment of -explicit criteria
(Markman and Gorin‘981) '

Although the comprehension nrocesseo\‘ used in listening to text arg
similar to those used in reading text, the“two _processes are not

identical. Research- in llstemng cOmprchension can _give valuable insights into

reading comprehension "but cannot be generalized completely to reading

- comprehension. Despite the lack of empirical evidence, Baker and Brown

(1984b) suggest that the listening and reading situations may differ in the
followmg way. .

Tt may well beg that the evaluation component of
‘comprehension monitormg is similar in the two situations,
that is, both listeners -and readers may use the same
standards or criteria to evaluate their state of

. P - -
- ; -
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undcrstandmg What may differ is the regulation [italics

‘adch component, that is, once a problem has been
identified, listeners and readers may deal with it in
different - ways... for example, listeners can request
clarification from the speaker; readers can reread or '
]ooéc 8;1head in the teit. (Baker and Brown, 1984b, ’
p. 37 -

n

Research on comprehension monitoring 'in oralfconlmunication‘ and
llstcmng is certamly relevant and valuable to comprehcnsnon monitoring

' rescarch .in* reading. Since ther¢ arc some difficulties- wnh gcncrahzmg

!

/
V. « between the two situationsy it ns3 nccessary at thls point to examine the

research that has' been conducted on comprehens:on momtormg in readmg

/ . . v . -
Yoo : ' N - : . ;E‘

o Reting Stud
When comprehensmn momtormg was dcfmed for this study, the two
o components of evaluatlon and regulation were |dent1f1ed The foregomg
- revxcw “of oral’ commumcatlon and hstenmg studies focused on the evaluation
component of comprehension monitoring. It addressed the lssuc of whether
readers recognize when they do or do not comprehend and it explored possnble

influencing factors. This issue will again be addressed in some of the reading

Loy Irs
=9 K
1

. regulation component of comprehension monitoring, exploring how readers
Lo 4
i will.-- also be given to the actual strategies that readers possibly use in the
Ey i . .
processes of facnlltaung and remedlatmg
~ v

Comprehens:on momtormg in readmg has been examined in a number of

4

wayg.A using a. variety of representatlvc- readmg tasks. For the purpose of ‘this
study the reading studies are, presented under two categorics,.gproblem detection
"in text,  and strategy use in comprehending text. The former deals with the

. . ! -
-“ « .

* ¥y b4 . . . . N
+ Studies in this section. In addition, the reading studies will focus upon the.

 facilitate comprehension and/or remediate problems in comprehension. Attention.
¥
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eviluation component of comprehension -monitoring whereas the latter deals

-

ntainly with the regulation component.

Problem Detectio n_jn Text. Results of problem detection studies in

ltétening/indicate)'that comprehension monitoring ability, although highly

depcndent upon knowledge and expertise (Baker, 1979a), tends to develop

with- age, or maturrty Can 1t then be assumed that mature- readers will

usually demonstrate goad compreﬁensron monitoring durmg readmg‘f Baker
(1979b) attempted to answer this questron in a study that she conducted with
a group: of college st_udents. It was found that even though collegp students

monitor their comprehénsion, they do ,so -rmperfectly and they often fail to

defect incons'ist'eneies. There appears then to be other factors besides

develoerrnental leyel which influence one’s ability to detect problems in
e_t_)mprehe‘ns'ion. ’ ; | '

In many rea‘ding. studies, rédding prqfici'ency level has lbeen identified as
a related factor in coniprehension monitoring ability. Several studies 'have
been conducted’ in which children of various reading proficiency levels are
presented with text con;ammg mconsrstencnes, with the prediction  that -
proﬁcrent readers will notice the meonsrstencres whereas .poorer readers will -
not. In a study by Canney-and Wmograd (1979), good and poor readers in
grades two, tour, six,” and eight were presented with reading passageé which

,

were either intact or drastically altered. Children were asked to judge the

. passages as either readable or not, and to explam their answers. Results

mdlcated that most good readers detected problems whereas poorer readers

— -

did nqt. _
Gamer (1980)*'.similhriy conducted a study in which she directed ‘junior °

high school students to proeess two expository passages as editors. Each

-~
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“passage had -been divided into four segments and in two of the four segments

of one passage, materidl had. been altered to intfoduce inconsistency with the ’
overall message. The student‘s rated each passage for compreherrsibility.
Proficient readers seemed ‘to -notice the disruptive effect of the altered
material and less proficient .readers did not. This was intespreted to indicate =
that proficient readers monitor better than less proficient readers.

| Other research st‘udies“ have found - supporting evidence of regding .
proficiency d'ifferences in cdmp'rehension monitoring (Owirrgs. Petersen,
Bransfqrd, Morris, and Stein, 1980; Wihograd:':ﬁnd Johnston, 1982). One _sjmple *
explanation for this finding might be that less proficient readers, as a .‘result

of decoding problems, cannot read fluently enough to understand the passage How |
about readers who are less proficient in' the sense that they are poor .- *
comprehenders but good decoders? Gamner (1981) offers. what she calls a
"piecemeal  processing e:'cp_l?na}tion"' (p. 159). She suggests ¢hat good decoders

who are poor comrsrehenders can be characterized as readers who manage
written language as bits and pieces, not as textual wholes. As a-result of
_ their "piecemeal processing”, poor comtr’éhendem experience difficulty in - .
detecting infomTﬁtional inconsistencies across ‘sentences in a passage. In an ,
’experi_mental study of poor comprehenders from grades five and si;(, Qar_rrc.r
" found that poor _comprehenders focu'seii on long words v»rithin senteneeg, i
rather than on ineonsistent information across sentences, lend—{ng sup‘porr for -
the hypothesrs that poor comprehenders process prmt in a piecemeal fashion. ¥ v

In a subsequent study, Garner. and Kraus (1981 82) ..investigated the
L ab‘ilrrty‘ of good and poor comprehenders in seventh grade to detect errors in I
/ :

narrative 'passages. Poor comprehenders were found to be ufisuccessful at

demonstriting error detection. Good comprehenders were somewhat successful

0-', » \ ) . . !
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with between-sentence error detection and very successful with within-sentence
detections.  Again, results indicated reading proficiency difterences in
comprehensiorf"rnonitoring as well as support for Garner's "piccemeal explanation.” "
Garner . and Taylor (1982) directed good and poor. comprehenders ‘from
- grades four, six and eight to process as editors, narrative passages contammg
intra-sentential mcons:stencres Two sets of probing questions and specific
- . assrstance desrgned to aid 'subjects in noting mconsrstencres were presented. Few
: readers, ‘either good .or - poor, demonstrated that they were spontaneously
B aware of ‘the rnconsrstencles in the text, The good readers and the oldest o
poor comprehenders, however, ‘were fable to detect mconsnstencles once they
‘ / L were drrected to watch for them. Expected developmental and readmg proficiency - ' .
e T drfferences were thus obtamed Agam, the mﬂtrence of established Criteria -
for evaluatron on comprehension monitoring was made evrdent. :
Wagoner (1983) suggested that it is possible, WHSFHWbn the 'listeni%'

and reading detectlon studtes, to hypothesrze a developmental sequence Wthh

T

v : occurs in this ‘aspect of comprehensron monitoring in readmg ,lnmally, at a
'\) - 3 very early age, problems seem. erther not notrced or as Robmson and Robmson _
' (1977b) noted, are thought 'to be the hearers (Or readerls?) own fault Once | o
the comprehender grasps that the problem can be in the: text rather than o
wrthm the person eomprehendrng, a next stage in. momtormg is . to test the'

text content agamst reality.. Fmally. the reader is able to momtor for cons;stenq,'

/,.

. . . . . L .
- : [

wrthm the text jtself, . o
In revrewmg studles on problem de‘tectlon m readmg, Baker and Brown .
(1984b) warn that researchers must . be eareful in- mterpretmg results In such- =

studies, a variety of text, disruptions such as contradrchons, nonsense words". !

~ . Lo ¢
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and irrelevant text can be found. Detection of different types. of tgkt disruptions,

" according to Baker and Brown, requires ‘that the reader use different standards

or criteria for evaluating .understanding. This means a reader may fail to
notice one particular type of problem but succeed in noticing another. It,
also means a reader may notice a particular problem which has been imposed
upon the text but, may still not be aware of miscomptehension in a natural
reading situation. Conclusions must not be drawn about comprehénsion monitoring
in general' based upon reader’s detection of a particular type of problem.
Comprehension monitoring is not a unitary construct, it is rather a very
complex constryct which involves various skills and processes (Baker and
. - ) : SN

Brown, 1984b). The text disruption methodology is limited in that it usually’
examines compreherision monitoring in terms of a single skill or process. . -

| Astindicated previously, problem detection studies deal with the evaluation
component of comprehension monitoring only. The evaluation of ¢comprehension
necessarily precedes the regulation of it. If one is to ensure that comprehension’. -
occurs one must regulate it, remediating probiéms as they oéqur. One must
first, however, be able to detect the failure to comprehend. According to
Markman (1981), there are at least four signals which readers. can usc to -
detect failure " to comprehénd. Sternberg and Powell (1983) interpret Markman’s 2
signals in the following manner: . ‘

One signal ‘is perceived absence of structure. If one
. finds it difficult or impossible to impose a structure on

verbal materials, then this failure should serve as a° -

signal that the information is not well understood. A .o

second ‘signal is multiple pérceived structures. In the o T

sentences "John and Bill went to the store. He bought

some bread,” at least two possible structures can be imposed, . ~ C,

signalling the difficulty one has .in understanding  the SRR
' message the :writer intended to communicate. A " third

signal is the discovery of inconsistencies, which has

been the tdpic of Markman’s recent research (e.g. Markman,
1977, 1979). Inconsistencies may indicate mis-structuring



-of information comprehended earlier, so’ that the imposed
structure does not work for information that is comprehended *
later. A fourth signal is inability to use structure to
formulate' expectations. Except in the case of highly
novel materials, if' one cannot formulate .plausible
expectations about what is to come next on the basis of
what has .come already, this failure may . indicate a lack .
of comprehension of the text. (Sternberg and Powell,
‘1983 p 888) ' '

Effective readers, aceordmg to Markman (1981), are generally aware of and o
.responsive }o the srgnals of comprehensxon failure _outlined above What

\ .
strategtes readers use in response to' these signals, that is, to regulate_

oo

comprehenston, is an area of research that erl be addressed next
S.lxalcglL.l.ls.e_m_C.anmh;ndmg_Tst Problem detectron, or the recogmtton
of farlure to comprehend, A8 prereqmstte to _using, strategies to overcome a
comprehensxon block (Sanacore, 1984) Although many ‘studies have specu“lcally
lnvestrgated problem detection, few studtes m comparison have attempted to
ex; ne strategy use. According to Garner and Kraus (1981-1982), we have
- little e‘\:t\dence about readers facrltty at -developing corrective strategtes or
- about readefs usmg strategies routmely in readmg situations. Of the strategy -
—

studies conducted a few. have attempted to |dentrfy drfferences in strategy
use between good and poor readers in htgh school (Olshavsky,. 1976-1977,
1978; Hare, 1981).
‘ Olshavsky (1976-1977), using a protocol analysis paradtgm, attempted to -

4

~ identify the types of strategres readers employ to comprehend an author’s ,
message. Tenth-grade good and. poor readers were asked to read passages
silently, stoppmg to -think aloud .at frequent predetermined and cued points
as they tried to comprehend the passages. An analysrs of the protocols revealed T L%
, ,I two types . of strategtes used by readers, problem identification strategles and ;
problem solvrng strategres The strategles rdentrfied by Olshavsky are broadly .

deﬁned and ate " not. considered strategtes with reSpect to the defimtlon of = t.
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c'omprehension"monitoring strategies used in" the prcsent study. . Most of her
so:called "strategies" were. not stated as strategies, ‘and " -others only vaguely
so. Nevertheless, the Olshavsky study is a seminal piece " of research becausc

it was one of the first to attempt to identify comprehensnon momtonng .

strategies. In the Olshavsky( study two problem .1dermﬁc_anon strategies were | !

" noted:

(1) stated failure to understand a word, and o Lo
© (2) stated failure to understand a clause.”

Eight problem solving strategies were also noted:

* (2), synonym substitution,
(3) re-reading, | .
: (4) inference, |
(5) addition of information,
(6) pcgsonal jdcﬁtiﬁcation,
: ! (7) hypothesis, and ‘ , -
] -(8) use of information about the story. . .

It was found that although all™Subjects used the same ten strategies, rcaders

with high interest, readers with abstiact style material, and proficient readers

“used certain strategies sighificantly more often than less proficient readers.

Results showed that all readers do indeed use strategies. The‘types of strategies
‘identified, such as hypothesnzmg, for example, were mterpreted as support
for a theoretical posmon ‘that reading is a problem solvmg process. h

* In a second, study, Olshavsky (1978) used the same procedure but varied
the difficulty of the passages. Contrary to her predictii)ns, strategy usc

dgcreased rather than increased ‘with- passage difficulty- for both good and

- . & n



poor ?eaders. lehavsky attnbuted her unexpected results to the gac; that

P
ey P2

_ Students simply gave up rtrymg to understahd' the drfﬁcult ;passages Strat\gy '

o differences between good and poor readers, a)thdugh mmlmal were agam found .‘"
.o " Hare (19812 used O]shavsky’s methodoiogy Lo compare good and poor : "
- comprehenders problem ldentlflcanons and problem-solvmg« st{ategles
| passages of . h:gh and low pnor knowledge. She found that;: the abrhty 50

discuss - readmg problems and str’q}egres, ~the}! quantr_(y ‘of comprehensnon,

! i

momtormg wMents, and the mlmber and km s of strategles used fwete__(all._

v b

. greater use ot' strategles m the passages of: fhrgh pnor 'kno’wledge tha,n in ‘the‘ ;. | /(i:’ :
. ones of Iow prlor knowledge. . - . {*[, ,’;’ ,_: gp “ 'y FEAE , o :
‘ In a study desrgned o mvesngaie the strategies used by’ readers to SR ”
. gcnerate mferences, hllllps (1985) irséd an;adaptatlpn of (,)}s!ravsﬁy‘s methodology |
g A group of very proﬁmenv surth graders and a’ group of ;less proficient sixth ;
i -, ‘ graders were asked to: read sécuons of a \passage, stoppmg a1 pamcular' Moo
T ~ points o report 4helr thougﬁs aloud' Phli.]‘lp— , rdentrf ied rten strategles that < 9
o were bemg utlhzed by both groups “of readers'."l‘hese ptrateglesfww; clas§|,ﬁed 1
ER , under the followmg,hepdmgs. - ,.J,‘e”& - * o BT co ;
.‘l P ?‘,": T Most, Productrve Strategle C L . o ‘ S
P S (a) Shifuing,of Focus IR _, o “
" (b) Analyzing Altematlves ce . T - ‘
k , (c), - Confirming an Immedlate Prior Interpret?mon o 54\
’ (d) Empathizing frofii Experience \ L F 9 C -
% 2. Productive Strategies L T '
.., ° -.(a) Rebinding - . ol o
. . : . . - |
t . ’ | p b r ‘e
o ! , ) 3 - i
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© (b) Questioning’, a Default - Ifterpretation and/or a Dircct or -
Indirect Conflict l
" (c) . Conﬁrming a Non-Immediate Prio’r'lntcrpretation

3. Counterproductive Strategies "

'% o '(a), Assigning an Alternative Casc oo

' (B Assummg a Default Interpretatron ‘and Transformmg Information

-‘1'. (e Neglectrng to Respond or Rerteratmg Informatron (Phillips,
i « <1985 p. 12-27) - | ‘

4 . .
‘s-'!il ~ - ™ ¢

The classrﬁcattgn tof strategtes used by Phrlhps suggests that some strategics

m,ay be effectrve, or very productrve», An Ieadmge to more adequate rundersta11dlng

B whr}e others, may mdeed be meffectrve, or counterproductrve.

<The Studres by Olshavsky and, Hare ekamined ™ problem rdentlﬁcatron as.
Wellfas problem solvmg strategies.. The study, by Phillips_ exammed strategies
that, readers use-- to make mferences,. which . are not - -necessarily problem-

CT

solvmg strategres Several studies have been conducted whrch focus primarily

on reader’s use ot‘ compensatory comprehensnon stratcgles with the assumption

© that the usé of such strategres is necess,arrly preceded by the reatiers realization /

* o .

that” a pro,blem exrsts, in -such “studies the researcher has usually tdentlfled

PRy

the pr‘oblen\ for Whrch strategtes will be examined.

DrVesta,\Hayward and Ortando (1979)4|sed a cloze task with good and

-\the _|umor hrgh ant, -scmor hrgh school -ievels Two scts of

paragraphs were U\d one omrttmg ﬁve key words near the. begmmng - of

,poor readers at

each paragraph and anpther omitting five key words near the. end of ‘each

paragraph Readmg the entrre paragraphs was necessary for full comprehcnston

I

'Strategles elicited - Were deﬁned as the - use of running text ang the use of

‘!
subsequent text, wrth thc use ', of subsequent text judged as a more mature
T . 'y . v .

‘e
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strategy. ' All readers .used. running text somewhat more gffectively than
'subsequent text but better and older readers used subsequent text nearly as

well as running text. The ability to use subsequent text as well as running

.« text thus seemed to be influenced by maturity level as well as reader proficiency

IS

Jevel.
_ Garner and Reis (1981) developed a.segmented story task in which the ‘

s

réader would be unable’ to answer certain questions without looking back at

earlier segmehts of 'the story. Non-verbal monitoring behavi'our such as

— t N

hesltanons and facial cbntortnons were observed Fmdmgs indicated that
good cpmprehenders An sixth seventh and elghth grades all demonstrated
momtormg behaviour but that only the oldest group— used the look back _‘
strategy successfully even though ail - students had, been instructed to Took
b;lck as needed. Poor comprehenders neither de‘niqp'strated monitoring behaviour
nor ‘used. -look-backs. The ability to use look-backs effectively also seerﬁed to -
be influenced by n;aturity level ‘and reader proficiency level.

"With the exception of - the studies by Olshavsky, Hare, and Phillips,
much r'ésearch which ha; been reviewed on strategy use has involved
compensat’orL strategies, oOr \strategies‘ that readers use to solve problems
‘which -have been detected, usually problems impdsed by the text (DiVesta et
al, 1979; Gamer and Reis, 1981). It is su’g‘gesied by Mangano, Palmer, aid.,
Goetz (1982) that readers mu51 have a repertonre of strategies for dealmg

with comprchensnon failures once they ‘are detected They -refec—to the work

.of -Collins ,an_d Smith in suggesting the followmg strateglesf_ fos .remedlatmg .

A
I4

comprehension failures.

(1) Readers can ignore a word or passage if it is_not

—
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necessary for the understanding of tﬁc text and continue reading,.
(2) Readers can susperid iudgment about a word or passage
if they. think that these unknown scgments of t\hc text
will be clarified later in the selection T
'(3) Readers can g\iess what the word is or mcans through
use of ¢context and read on to determme if they hypothesnzcd
correctly. . . . .
(4) - Readers can re-read the current €entence o se%:tences
while searching for a revised ‘iﬁterprct;tibn of the
.material. ' _
(5)- Readers can - re-reacl previous' sentences while 'seqrching
. for a revised interpretation of the material. '
(6) Readers can go to an expert source such nas lhc teachcr
- Qr 'reference book for further . clarification. (Mangano,
" Palfner, and Goetz, 1982, p. 368) » ‘
The Strategics outlined .by Mangano, Pal:'ner aﬁd Goetz are slrictly
compensatory strategies, that is, they are used only after a problcm has been
detected in the text. In addmon to these compensatory strategics, thc
‘present  study exammed strategleS‘_readers used when,problcms wcrc not
mcurred As was explained pFeviously, comprehension . momtormg is bclxcved
to occur in smooth, non-problématic reading as well as in rcading where

problems occiir. Reséarch in comprehension monitoring -at this pomt gcncrally
) .
overlooks the nonon that such strategies exist.
The purpose of the_'presentvsmdy was o examine strategics which

readers use to make sense of readable unaltered text as well as -“stralegics

‘- -
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~ théy use to solve individual problems that a{g experienced in ,théir efforts t(; .
make sense. Although the study took into account - stratggies which ‘are used
"when probléms are _detected, it focused heaWr:onitoring strategies

which occurred in smooth non-problet;étic reading.

. Summary .
N . \ . )
~ For_ the purpose of the present study, comprehension monitoring in
rcadmg refers to readers’ processes of eValuatmg and regulating their 0\41
_ reading cOmprchensxon. To evaluate is to know when- one’ dods or . does’ not ~
comprehcnd To regulate is to do what one must in order to facilitate :
‘comprehcnsmn,: including remediating problems -which occur. Both aspects of *

comprchepéion * monitoring have been- ‘recognized in the literature as vital
s o ]

processes in reading comprehension.’
* Research findings. generally indicate that both the evaluation and the

\[’:gulatidn cortlpottctlts of comprehension monitoring are influenced by the .
réadcr's developmental level “and reading - proficiency level, among other
things. Older and more pfoﬁcient-‘ readers generally tend to- monitor their
comprehension mmiore efficiently’ and effectively than younger and less proficient
readers L *

Relevant research studtes were reviewed in the areas of oral communication,

ltstemng and readmg In each area, there was a noticeable concentration oOf

- studies dtrected towards the evaluation component of comprehension monitoring,
Investigating listeners’ and réadcrs’ ability to detect problcrrts in compre'hct'it'sion, .
t- usiné some version of the error detection paradigm, was a popular subject of .

inquiry. A smaller proportion of research has been conducted investigatihg

actual strategies that readers use to recognize lack of understanding, to

. Vs . . .
. 7, . .
. -
o . .. :
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facilitate understanding and to remediate -problems in understanding. Need for

such research has_been racognized and such research has been highly encouraged:
The present stu'Ely is considered one response to this expression of needed

- -

research.

s—
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Chapter. I11
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

L

The purpose of the present study was to examine the process of

comprehension nionitoring in reading and 1o ,identify the specific strategies -

used by a select group of proficient readers. T'hev theoretical framewbrk for

the. study has been partnally provnded m lhe precedmg chapter, where the

. construct of comprehertslon momtonng “was defined, and its vrole in reading

comprehension, was discussed. In this chapter, the _theoret_lcal framework for

the study is integrated. Methodologies commonly used in comprehension .

monitoring, up to this point in time, are reviewed and evaluated. A rationale
for ctioosing the' methodology for the present study is presented. Finally the

chosen methodology is  described in'detail, and the sample, materials and

procedures are outlined.

-

-~

| s

~ Levels of Monitoring - .- .

i

" " I - . . - . o ‘ .
Comprehension monitoring _has_been defined as a multi-dimensional
process. It is composed of a “variety of subprocesses which _may be learned

and utnhzed separately or eoncurrently, accordmg to individual and developmental

cxpertlse (Markman, "1979). Comprehensnon momtormg may.’ refer to a very,

' snmplc skill, such as using prcvnous context to identify an unknown word in

text. It may, on the other hand, refer to a complex sknll such as recogmzmg

-~

that a partu:ular sentcnce is contradictory in some respect to an’ ldca Whlch

t
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_was expressed in earlier text. According to Baker there are -at least three
different levels at which comprehension can be monitored in reading:

The simplest level involves making sure that the individual

words are understood.-‘Most readers are fikely to know -

when a word comprehension failure occurs, and they -
- know how to remedy this problem: consult a dictionary,

ask someone the meaning of the -word, or try to figure

out the meaning from the context of the passage in

which the word occurs. A more complex level of monitoring -

involves checking that the ideas . expressed®in the text \

make sense and are consistent with one another. This

process requires that readers consider the meanings not

only of individual sentences.but also the -relationships :

. among sentences within the text. An even more complex e a7
. level of monitoring involves a consideration of how the

-ideas expressed in the text relate to what-the reader

already knows. All three levels of . comprehension

monitoring are critical . components of comprehension,

and the proficient reader should be able to monitor

effectively at all levels. (Baker, 19793, p. 3-4) ‘ +

». The present study tooka into account all three levels of compr.t‘jtension
monitoriﬁg as outlined by Baker. Since 'the subject's for the study werc
prgﬁéient readers it was exi)ectcd that there would be evidence of monitoring
at the word' level, at:rg;s sentences or ideas, and in relating text to Back'ground
knowledge. It was anticipated that there would be‘ spcc}i'fic monitoring
strategies utilized by - readers at n’each-' of thc-‘ three levels of monitoring and, |
in some instar;ces, the strategies woi.lld averlap within levels. Baker’s three.

levels ‘'of imonitoring. served as a framework for the identification of monitoring

strategies undertaken in the study. <

Comprehension Monitoring Methodology

ch
Comprehension monﬁoring in reading, being the covert process that it
is, is *extremely difficult to assess overtly., According to Phi[ér and Glover

(1982) a variety of methods of studying metacognition .’have_“aeen attempted, g

r~
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-each with its own limitations- and problents. Tl'ﬂ:y suggest that the most

-

-

~

L,

common methods of studying the metacognitive processes that a reader uses
include the following: ' | .
(1) asking readers how they would perform a hypotheucal
reading task; )

(2) asking readers to :eport what they are doing during an- _ ..

-
-

actual reading task; and : : o oo
(3). using a performance measure suc{il as oral reading o

-miscues, or -eye mov‘emerits to infer, reader’s techgliques

and strategies. (p. 195) — |
From the first two methods' mentioned above, one might discover readers’
awl?eness of what they are doing or should be domg during the reading
process Informatlon gathered through such verbal rcportmg is limited by
readers’ verbal ability’ and their ability to_ rcmf_@er. In young children this -
problem is even more -salient,” and very often their verbal reports do not
coincide with their actuz;l -procc;.ssing (Phifer and- Glover, 1982). The third
n;ethod mentioned above is lim_ited_iﬁ that s;me type of verification systemn
must be ifplemented in order to diséover the ‘tcchniqueé and strategies that
actually. are employed and the deg.';cg-‘of success of this applicaﬁon. It is
thus suggested that usiné some performance measure such és self-correcting
of miscues to measure rcomprehension’ monitoring activity is insufficient. The
performance measure must, be acéompani;d by an asscssme:nt _of actual
comprehension in order to evaluate.the effe.cﬁveness of strategies used. | .

_'Baker and Brown (1984a) reviewed a_number of techniques or methods

by which researchers have _attempted to mvestlgate comprehension

’ '
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monitoring. These included the ones outlined by Phifer and Glover, ‘with four
additional ones: )

(1)  Eljciting Verbal Reports. Readers are questioned on their knowledge
about various aspects of reading in .an mtervrew techmque (Myers and Parrs.‘
1978 Canney ahd Wmograd 1979). They may also be asked to comment on
thetr thoughts and behavnours while they are reading. Such self-reports are
sometrmes collected as runnmg éommentanes, or thrnk-aloud protocols.
(Olshavsky, 1976-77) or they may be retrospective reports provrded after a
‘reader has finished reading (Collins, Brown, and Larkin, 1980).

(2) uﬂgg_QrLune_P_r_o_cgssmg_M;asm_es Readers are observed as they are
processmg text and the number of trmes they use external study aids may be
recorded Such ‘behaviours may bé vrdeotaped Measures such as eye movements,
eye-vorce span (EVS), and readmg trmes may be”used as on-line processing
measures (Baker and Brown, 1984b) “An  analysis of oral reading errors can

also be considered a source of evrdence for ongoing comprehenern monitoring -
(Beebe, 1980).

(3) ALLg_CQmp_eh_ensmn_Q_uest_g_ns Readers are questroned on the Jmformatron
of the text -after the reading, has been completed Researchers then make
mferences about comprehensron momtormg based on student responses (Baker,

f

1979a) Memory places major hmrtatlons on this techmque

(4) Mgas_umg_Ee_t_ﬂndg;mndmg Readers are -asked to note .their certainfy

that they have anSwered a comprehEnston questron correctly or incorrectly.
Readers are ¢onsrdered good compr‘ehensron momtdrs if they indicate that’
they are sure that therr answers &re éorrect when tn fact they are, or rf .
they indicate thaL_their ariswers ‘are Wrong when they are mcorrcct (Forrcst

and Waller, 1979). The criticism. ‘of this technrque is that it tests one's

¢
’
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ability to judge the cOrrectness of an answer given after reading rather than
. assessing one’s feelings of understanding, or misunderstanding during reading. :

A A ) uimg_CLQn_’Lq_chmquﬁ ~ Readers are pre_sentéd with passages containing
B _:v'ord deletions énq are asked to supply the ‘missing words, 'Thi; ‘technique
: és_ses_s,cs a reader’s ability to make effective use of co;ltext. (DiVesta, Hayward,
‘and Orlando, 1979). Such a l procedure is. criticized because 1t is so removed

from ‘a natural reading situation that strategiés used -may not be generalizable

o to natural reading. . o S
e (6) ing srupti iques. Readers are tested on their ability to

je(éct and/or identify inconsisfenciés, or problemsy in text. This technique is
— based on variations of the error detection paradigm referred to previously:
In one variation of this njethod, readers are presented with a passage contaiiing o

. inconsistent ‘information at_id are not told in advance that a problem: is

ﬁresent. After they 'have finished reading the passage they are asked
indicltc whether the passage made sense and was‘compfeheng.ible. The abili
\-. to report the intended px:oblém is‘ taken as evidence of cor‘ﬂprchension monitorjhg
| (Ba;te;;'i_979‘b; Garﬂgr, 1989). ‘ ‘

A° major lhpitqtic;h of the text disruption tgphnique is that failure to |, ~
ot - report message inédequacies may chdue to \taét(;rs other than poor comprehension "

¥ -, monitoring (Baker; 1979a; Winograd and Johnston, 1982). These factors are”
 expldined by Baker and Brown (1984b): ~ .  ° |

Ty . . . ‘e
- Perhaps the children believed they understood  the :
message ' (i.e. they evaluited their 'understanding and . ‘
found it adequate),  but their interpretation did -not - -
_match® the author’s interpretation. It is also possible
that the children made inferences to resolve the potential
sources- of .confusion and were unable for reasons of .o
, -+ verbal ability or' memory, to convey this-when questioned.
P . The children may also have been unwilling to point out
' - problems in the- mesgages or to say thiey didn’t understand, !

. -
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. despite efforts to make them feel comfortable dotng -
X so. (p. 361) '

One other criticism of the text disruption technique is that it lacks "ecological

validity". Readers do not. typically encounter confusing elements in their

reading material.

AJ

Although \each methodology presented above has its strengths ,and
limitations, some }of " the _methodblogies have. received overwhelming criticism.
Use of the error detection paradigm, as wgll as usé of the' cloze ta:hn';q'ue,

for exampies, have recently .been denigrated. by many as_-inadequate meaﬁa of

mvesugatmg comprehensnon monitoring because df the non- naturahsuc

settings used Wagoner, after reviewing comprehcnsnon monitoring research
up until 1983, emphdfiged the importance of a natural setting when she

Wréie that "the research task needs to be undertaken in as naturalistic a

1

setting as possible”. e

Much research in reading comprehension, and especially in comprehension
1 ‘ .

monitoring, is also criticized for ifs reliance on product measures. Process

- measures, such as eye movements and other on-going behaviours during

readmg are extremely dlfficult to .obtain and must always be supplementcd by

some product measure which confirms that’' comprehension occurred. Phifer

and Glover (1982) suggest that researchers can combine the process approach

with a produet that can be analyzed, thus obtaining a more adequate measure
of comprehension monitoring." For purposes of this study, a combination

approach using product and process measures was deemed appropriate.

vt

”~ o



~“r N,

43

» Methodology of the Present Study *

’ 'i

- . Rcscarch studies utlhzmg each methodology, or combu#xatlon bf methodologies
from the selection previously ‘outlined were thoroughly examu‘,ned Limitations

and strengths of the various methodologies were assesséd in an effort to

formulaste some guidelines . for *selecting the methodolo _to be used in this

)

study. Three specxfic criteria gu:ded thls selecuon First, a process measure

" should be used in conjuncnon w1th a product . measure m' ldentnfymg;',.‘:

comprehension monitoring  strategies. Second, reading ¢ ‘mprehe'nsiqn should
be assessed. in order to verify the effectiveness -of such istrategies. Third, *as
natural ‘a reading situation as possible should be utilized in studying the
process of comprehensionﬁmonitbrin‘g. |

&
In order to “meet the three criteria for selection, a combination of

4

tedhniques was required. The process, measure of oral reading performance
. < /]
ar'\}i the product measures of think aloud. reports and free recalls were used

the idemtification of monitoring strategies. Free recalls wére used also to

providé . an assessment of the process of cbmprchcnsion. | Comprehension.
qucstlons were used in conjunction with free recalls in compreheﬁsnon assessment.

The passagc used was unaltered in any way and the rcadmg task was
' ;
representative of a natural rcadmg situation. '

- '"Each 'measure of comprehension monitoring, oral readiﬁg performance,

. think-aloud reports,. and free ‘recalls are examined separately. ’
. ., , | |

. T N ]
) : y
. Oral Reading Performance - \ . j
» »r - ~ ,1\

As a passage is read orally there gréwmahy accompanying‘ovcrt ‘behaviours
! ' -

which -may indicate a readers- attempt to monitor comprehension. Readeis
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since camprehenswn 57 very likely to be facilitated. When attcmptcd corrections

may look puzzled or confused, %hey' may hesitate ‘before saying particular
words, or they may repeat particular words or phrases. Sometimes rcaders

respcnd in-a manngr which differs from the "expected response to the written

text. In the literathre such responses are usually referred tb as miscues.
rd

Frequently, rcaders COrT. { miscues that are made as they read. Sometimes

correctnons that’ readcrs attempt are - in fact correct at other, nmcs they may

" be closc to corrcct or- acceptable in terms. of syntax and scmanucs In boih

. mstances of corfcctmg, rcaders expcnence successful comprehension momtonng.‘

;.aljc still incorrect or unacceptable, comprehensnon is not facilitated and

redders’ attempts to mdnitor comprehension may be considered unsuccessful-

in téﬁﬂs -of facilitating comprehension. An;llysis of miscues, esp¥cially the
anqus.is' qfcbrrections, can provide some indication of cofnprehension monitoring,
Correcting miscues with syatactically and semqp\ticz;lly acc:eptabic responses
may be considered aﬁ overt sign of effective comprehension monitoring,

_ Afihough corfections appear to be the most frequently observed indicator

-of spontaneous comprehension monito;ing, there may be others. In- a- study
‘mvestlgatmg the overt monitoring behaviours of low read’mg -achievers ’in
-grades two and four, Fagan (1985) hypothesnzcd that the indicators - of oven

monitoring included (a) corrected miscies, (b) rcpetitions of phrase, word

and word part, and (c) hesitations at beginning and within sentence positi\ons.

~Such behaviours may be cansidered iﬁdicatéré of Spontangous comprehension

monitoring, and may occur at the word, phrase, or sentence level. By closely

examining such behaviours it is possible to obtain infonpation about - the

monitoring strategies utilized by readers.

-

14
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-The meaSure of oral reading performance identifies strategies only from
pattems of -readers’ mMom observed behaviours. Readers may

|dent;fy problems or apply strategies that are not reflected” in oral performance
which may be reflected via verbalizations about their behaviour (Olshavsky,
1976-77). For example, when. reade'l‘s pause they may: be rereading a section
of the text, they may be reflecting: on previous text information, or they
may be hypothes ing about subsequent text m%rmatlon In these instances,

nottng the pause. or, hesrtatlon glves little, if any, mdrcatron of what the

reader is actually domg and any eoncIUSlons drawn are hlghly inferential on

the part of the researcher Readers verbalrzatlom of what they were actually
thmkmg as they were readmg, however, is a fau'ly strong indication of what
strategres may have - f)een lrsed in the process \Such verbahzatlons .0r reports

are recorded as thmk-aloud protocols ’

Q valrdrty of usmg verbal reports as data has been questioned in the

‘literature. Accordmg "to Nrsbett and erson- (1977), much evidence exists

suggestmg “that people are unl\ble to observe directly their owﬁ cogmtwe _
processes. thereby makmg it Irkely that ~they cannot report accurately about
them. Furthermore, Erlesson and Slmon (1980) explam that ‘under a variety”
‘of -circumstances sub]ects may omlt mformat_ron in their verbal repm'ts or
they may provide information which is inconsistent_with 'their actual perforrhanee.

. - : e e . J‘J ’ ’
An example of such an Jdncondistency might be where a reader reports using

text mformatlon to answer a questnon when it is evident from the response : '

that the reader relled mamly upon: baekground knowledge When verbal .

reports are - collected with other records ot‘ behavrour, however, Ericsson and

Slmon snggest that it becomes -possible - to actually check for consistency,

- A !

-
—
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thus providing more valid -data. ' They contend that "verbal reports,: clicited

¥ with care and "interpreted with full understanding of the circumstance's under
which they were obtamed are a valuable and thoroughly rehable solirce of A

information about ‘cognitive pro(:esses"‘ (p- 247) Afflerbach and Johnston

. (1984) similarly recognize the advantage of verbal reports as an aceess to
- .. /. the reasoning progesses underlymg hlgher level cognltlve ability. .
o
o

Think-aloud repcrts have been found useful in a variety of contexts
in_vestigating various aspects of': Q@gnition ._ and metacognition. Norris .(1985) ‘
found that studies of .thirﬂciné proce’sses' using 'think-aloud reports. (in conjunction
with probes) were useful in the construct vahdatlon of ability tests. Thmk-aloud

protocols ‘enabled . Olshavsky (1976-1977) to identify" some of the stratcgles

. B

- that readers use in comprehendlng text, aﬁtl Phllllps (1985) - used them in

A o identifying strategies that young ;aders use‘-to generate mferences as they

o attempt to comprehend. Accordmg Eo Phillips, "it is only through usm;,
verbal reports that it becomes posstble for researchers to come closec to the
child’s reality". '

_An analysis of think-aloud protocols reﬂects readers’ 'developcd thoughts
durmg readmg It reveals to some extent how the text was proccssed In thc
present study the protocol analysrs of the thmk-aloud _reports was used to
tdentrfy the spectﬁc strategres that readers used in monitoring "across sentences

L - or ideas. Attempts to monitor the text in relati }y'to background knowledgc
were also ‘revealed. Somettmes, readers responded in -a manner which differed -
from the expected response to the written. text. In the literature such responses
~are usually referred to as miscues. - v -

* Since the identificatiori ‘of strategles i the thmk—aloud prototols was

highly ‘subjective .on the .part of ‘the researcher, it was necessary to introducc

ey
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a measure of reliability. The supervnsor for this study, who is an expert in
the area of readmg research, was.given a random sample of 25% of the total
protocols. She was given the list of strategies identified, which she assngned
to idea units. Interrater réliability for the assignment of strategies te idea

units was found to be acceptable at 88% agreement.

Erce Recalls
Accordmg to Wagoner (1983), a great deal . of monitoring research has

been cqnducted without emphasm on actual comprehensnon It is suggested

that - more research is needed ‘which will assess conventitm"l comprehension

3 3

Jin~ 'conj'unction‘ with monitoring. If readers demohstrate. through oral reading
performance and through think-aloud ;/erbalizat'ions thai they are utilizing
good momtormg strategies, it is often assumed that the passage was adequately
understood 'I‘his assumption,: however, must not be made without assessing
comprehensmn, Weed possible, for readers to use good monnonng
strategies and still not adequately understand the passage. A free recall
served to assess comprehension in the present study. In addition .to assessing
compri:hcnsioﬁ, free recalls were used to .give some indication of the
—comprehensmn monitoring strategles that readers used as they processed the
passage. Often, ‘the free recalls served to prowde support for strategies
identified V|a the think-aloud reports and/or ‘"the oral readmg performance
measures. t

A considerable body of research indicates that insights into children’s
"processing operations\ durin%eading can be -explored through—analyzing their
free recalls. Tieme);, Bridge and Cera (1979) - claim !.hai by‘analyzing/a passage
and by comparing a'-readcr’s' verbal recall of the .text to the structure.‘of the

. , . . N ) s _
passage itself, the nature of .the reader's processing procedures can be

£P'
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assessed. Verbal recalls; they- suggest, should be‘ analyzed according to the-
following criteria: ' ¢

(1) the extent or amount of informd#fion recalled, and

(2) the type of information recalled.

The type of -information recalled can, be ‘catcgorized as either explicit or
inferred information. Essentially, an analysis of verba) recalls accordiné t
'DTierney, Bridge and Cera, involves examining the extent and nature of\ bo
explicit and inferred information.

Beebe and Malicky (1982) support the position of Tierney, Bridge, and
Cera (1979) regardmg verbal recalls. They further hypothesuze that if readers
recalls of passages are analyzcd o try to determme what kind of lnformatlon ‘
they selected from ' the text to rearr_ange and organize mto a summary,_as
well as how they rearranged and organized this information, it might. givc an
indication ‘ot‘ what readers actually. do as they proccss' text for immediate
understanding. The free recalls in ‘the present study were therefore analyzcd’

for two purposes:

(1) to assess the readers’ comprehension, and

(2) - to indicate the types of comprehension monitoring . ST

“strategies used by readers. *
Fagan (1981) has suggesEcd ‘a method of assqssing the reader’s cgmprehcnsion
and, at the same time, of obfaining*an indication of how the reader has
processed the text. He has developed a system which proviéés as st‘ructurea to
assess the degree of comprehension as mdlcated by a-recall protocol Such -
an assessment is achieved in- ‘four stages, the second of which has bccn
modlﬁed to suit the needs of the present study. The four stages in the

assessment of comprehension, as outlined by Fagan are\d;;,scribed below.
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Stage ;" Eliminating Lrrelevan D

The first step is to isolate that information wt;ich will be ‘grialyzed.. In
order to"do this it is necéssary to eliminate two catcgori&s.of data, which _--
are (1) mazes, or pauses, and (2) recall conventions, for example, "It says
that ..". Such data plays a sigl}l,iﬁca'nt role in the natural spee;f;‘ﬂow but

contains no significant informatiod relating to actual text processing.

. ¢ o .
The protocol must be divided -into idea- units. Fagan suggests that the

idea unit be a t-unit, defined as a single main clause together with any

~ subordindte clauses that may be grammatically related to ‘it. Since the present

study focused upon meaning within and across sentences, it was decided to
modiff} Fagan’s t-unit, which is syntactically-based, to a clausal unit, which
is more meaning-based. A clausal, unit is defined as a clause which, within
itself, carries a mear';ingful idea.
S 3 G hension Categori
Each clausal unit will be categorized according to the following:
A Text Exact. This‘ catégory‘ includes information recalled
from-the text in its exact'form or. with minimal ;rariations.
B. Text Specific. In this category is placed information
recalled that has specific references in the text.
C. Text Entailed. The information retrieved is (a) a paraphrase
" of, or synonymous with the information input, but. the .
unit of recall includes irifonpation from. more thanr. bﬁf
unit of input, or (b) a superordinate statement subsuming

information from more than one text unit.

) ! i
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D. Text Experiential. This information is added by the
reader to fill in gaps in the text data. . The reader
constructs information based on prror knowledge.

E. . -Text_Erroneoys. This category- involves the use df text
inforrﬂéltir)n which the reader has processed incorrectly
cither. at the time of comprehending, or during the time '

" of praducing the recall, (Fagan, 1981, p. 6-11) . | e
Stage 4. Weighting - o : L "
A welghx (m pomts) will be assngned to each clausal unit. The kind and“
‘number of categorles ewdent in the reader’s recall must be noted. This will
“indicate whether\-'{he reader was very dependent\ on the text,” was very
dependent on background of experience, or ‘'was using both fairly even\/
Recalls containing Iygh levels of C and D categories are deem&d indicators
of. adequate comprehensnon because - they suggest a balanced interaction

between the text and the reader’s experiential background.

Although Fagan’s comprehension categories (1981) were developed ‘prtmarily"" )
' to assess eomprehension. it was poSsibie from the recall protocol analysrs to .
identify particular strategies that readers may have used during the actual
reading. Support for_ strategies evidenced in the think-aloud protocols and
the oral reading protocols was also found in the recall z'fnalysis.

The i onence r)f assessing comprehension in comprchension monitoring
research ha§ preyiously been addressed. In ‘the ‘present study, the measure of
free recall,;accorr;nrodated this‘ concern to the_degree that‘" the reader’s membry o
and vernal skills allowed. When a reader’s memory and \re'rbal ability inhibited
a reader’s recall it was necessary to provide structured queetions which .
" revealed what the reader had comprehended but had been unable to “recall

7

. .
‘LH . I ' .‘
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* performances, think-aloud reports, and free recalls.
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from memory. Comprehensiorr questions were used in the present study when
- free recalls were deemel}‘ to be inadequate, that is, when recalls did not

relate the general gist ‘of the passage and/or -did not provide most of the
] . . '

[}
L ]

supporting details. <

| 'Since comprehension quesfions were used in conjinction with the free
recall protocols and for the same purposes, they -were similarly analyzed
using Fagans comprehensron categories (1981) The nature of the mformatron
recalled, rather than the extent of it, was of. primary conce
S f Methodolos : .
¢ r :

Based upon' an gssessment of the- existing methodologies used in

’ compr‘ehension research, the following criteria for selection of a methodology

for the ' present study were established:‘ The methodology should provide the
following: . - o , c v .

(1) a process measure and a proellrct measure; '

(2) an assessment o'l reading comprehen'sion; and.

(3) a natural readmg situation. ‘ i Ry h

ln order to meet the criteria, a methodology consisting Y -three separate but

. related -measures of comprehensron momtormg was used Comprehensron

monitoring strategies were examlne_d using data’' collected from ‘oral reading

2
L

-



Sample y

_The sample for ‘t.he study‘ consisted of twenty .proﬁcient readers at the
grade three level. The readers were determined to “be proficient 0!'1. the
basis of overall performanceu as judged by their respective classroom teachers,
sUppgrted by their geheral progress for ‘the school year. The sample was
selected ‘from three elementary schools within a subtxrban school distriét
outside St. Johm’s, The schigols had enrollments of befween 200 “and 450
students, with either one or .two .elasse)s at esch grade level. In 'gene‘?al.

- : : )
facilities were satisfactory and teachers: were " well -qualified. For the total

~ sample of twenty readers, six were selected from one-school and seven from

two others. Teaghef?’ were réquysted to select the six (or seven) most proficient

readers in their classes. The sample consisted of five bo&s and fifteen girls. _

Materials

The readmg passage for the study was adapted from one of several that .
were used by August, Flavell and Chft (1984) m their study of comprchensnon
momtormg in skilled and less skdled readers The ongmal passage was

approximately 130 words in. length and was -written at the second -grade

' readablhty level accordtng to the Burmeister scale used by August Flavell

and CIlift. Two versions of the passage were used, one wnth a male character
and the other with a female charicter. The' reason for using the two versions
was to provide a female charactér to whom the female readers could reldte
and a male chagacter to whom the r'nale readers could relate. Each version of
the original' passage is contained in Appendix -A. Although August, Flavell,
and Cltft (1984) dld not use a tltle for, the passage, the title Q_mgk_’Ihmkmg

“Was. chosen for the purpose - of thls study to provide motivation and purpose

3
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for the students mvolved "The passage was dmded into seven sections or

eplsodes, namely setting, lmtxatnng event, internal response, attempt, obstacle, -

"solution, and reaction (See Appendix A).

, A pllot study was conducted w:th ﬁve proﬁcnent readers from another
school in the same school district. The’ purpose of the pllOt study was to
determine the suitability of the passage in terms of reading level, vocabulary, '
and interest. The most suitable format for presentation of the passage was

also determiined. In order to determme the most. suitable format for presenting

the passage, three 'formats were, expenmented with. The passage was presented

¢
as a whole- with. a small space« between © each section. Two sectlonsk of the’

passage were presented at a time with a larger space between each section,

and each section of the passage was presen.ed mdmdually in a booklet form.

Results of the pilot study indicated ‘that the narrative passage selected
with its cumulative plot was appropriate in terms of encouraging the utilization
of monitoring strategies by readers. The format which proved to be most
effective in getting readers to vocalize their thoughts as they read was the
individual’ presentation of sections in booklet form. It was found that when
two or_morev sections of the passage wete presentc‘ed “at ‘a time,_ readers
tended to be anxious vto read on, not allowing sufficient time to vocalize
their: thoughts thoroughly The passage was found to be suitable in terms of °
mterest to the readers, but unsu:table in terms of reading level and vocabulary.

¥
The reading level was found to be rtpo low and the vocabulary not challenging.

' The passage was therefore revnsed usmg more -adVanced vocabulary and

mcreasmg the readmg level“to a hlgh second grade level accordmg to' the

Fry ’Readab:hty Formula (Fry, 1977) The rewsed versmns of the passage

D

BN AL et L,

which were used in the present study are found in Append:x B..

). . 4 ] P-.
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‘ Lo Procedure

After the pil(:t study had been conducted, the passa'ge._had' been revised,
and other practical concerns had,been addressed, the main study was uhdertakcn..
Each group of readers within a_school (either six or seven 'students) met
with the researcher in' the - assigned room. Introductions took- place and lan :
effoit was made to estabhsh a comfortable, relaxing setting. The purpose of

~ the study was explamed to the students. They were - told - that they were nots‘
bemg tested and that their answers and responses’ "would not be rated as
nght or wrong They were told: that- all of thelr responses would be of -
beneﬁt to the' research study. A sample passage, another from the ones used’
by August et al. (1984), was .used to demonstrate the pro¢edure to be followed.
Each section of ‘the text was read aloud by mdnvrduatr students who vocahzt:d
their thoughts unmedlately afterwa?ds The students ‘were fnformed that they
would be audrotaped and that -they were welcome 10 ask questlons or make
comments at any tlme as’ Iong as they were relevant to the study Before thc-
individual sessions started, the students were. asked if they wanted to partlclpatc
in the ‘study. Nong of the students refused to partrcnpate .

The. ‘twenty readers involved in the study each met individuallys' with the

\- researcher for approximately twenty mmutes Durmg the’ sessions, the readers ’

discussed the passage title with the rescarcher, read the passage sections,

reported their thoughts after each section, retold ‘the passege. and anS,Wercd -

.o

any questron& posed.

’ The individual sessions were conducted in the following manner.
Q) ,Rea'ders were reminded that their thoughts as they read

" were-.of great importance. They were encouraged to . telk -
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whatever they could 'abdut them. They were informed
that they were requrred to retell the story in its entirety
when the oral readmg was completed.

..(25 The title, Qu_mk_'lhnhng, ‘'was dlscussed .until- it was
" evident _that the readers. had some.idéa of what it
A meant: - ¥ e T
(3) Each seetion was read and thougllts-' were“vocali‘zed
rmmedrately Questrons were - asked at' the researchers
drscretron. The questlons in Agpendlx C gurded /d'le

researcher’s questtonmg PR . ,

(4) The passage  was. retold‘.‘ by .-readefs. Questidn_s~ were

posed if readers failed tc; relate t"he'general ' gist of the

. passage, andfor 'fail"ed t‘e%,providesuppo'rting‘ details.
Guideline questions ‘are found in"Appendix: D.

{5) Readers were asked whether or not -there were any

- questions, or concerns about 'the story Such con%erns

-

were clariﬁed before the student left the room. ol . o

Analysis of Data

X . o .

Each ot‘ the - student sessrons was transcrtbed from the audlotapes ’to

provr,de the ,data for the study The data for each "of the three measures of

g comprehensron momtormg namely, oral reading pert‘ormanees. think-aloud

reports, and free recalls, were analyzed  consecutively. Afterwards, the _ entire

t"

data collection’ was analyzed 85" a whole. A" thorough drscussron of the data

analys_rs is presented in the followmg_ chapter.'

s

i ]
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. .- Chapter IV -
FINDINGS AND DISCUS’rélON _
lntroductionr
T . . ' \
The' present study was desugned to examine the comprehensnon monltonng - T
stratégies used by proficient, gsade three readers’ when reading ‘for immediate
understandmg In this chapter an attempt w:l[ be made to" answer the questlons
Whlch gulded this study |
B l« What speclflc comprehensnon momtormg strategles do e
prof:cnent readers use when they read for immediate
"understanding?- ‘ | _
2. Are thefé similarities 'and/or" differences ‘in strategy use
amonig prol'i'c'ient readers?
The'transcriptions of the - student sessions provided the total data for .
the. snltly Each transcription consnsted of ; three separate but related sets of i
data. There was a set of data for each‘ of the three measurcs of comprchenslon ("‘
momtormg, namely, oral readmg protocols, thmk-aloua protocols and . free _'_ .
recall protocols. Each set ‘of data was analyzed separately:. Then the data - - : -
_from all three “measures was analyzed as a whole, sngn}ﬁca‘nt trends wcere

noted, ‘and an oVerall view of the process of comprghensjon momtormg

emerged. Case examples are used throughout this report in an effort to .t
- ’ A [ ’ -,
illustrate particular findings of the study. PR e,
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,remedy the problem.. . - . - PR ".'

unaware of mtSeomprehenswn. The - reader read on as if’ no error was made.

e e RS T e . ‘ ) .

Findings from Protacols

or

-The ﬁndmgs from the oral reading protocols, the think-aloud protocols
and the tree recall protocols are presented Separately The - protocols were
analyzed wrth reSpect to the two questtons posed at the- -outset of ‘the present '
study The analysns of the oral readmg protocols and the think-iloud protocols o
addressed both quesnons The analysrs of the free recalls added support for-

.
i

fmdmgs trom the oral reading. and thmk-aloud'protocols.

Ao T . -
I - . . .o . . - .

The oraL readmg protocols .were stud_red closely /and all mrscues, that is,.
responses other tha’ﬁ rthe expected exact words of the text, were noted. ,
Repetmons. hesitations, correctrons, and attempts to correct ‘were abstracted { E
for analysis. Such behavrours were consrdered evndence of cOmprehensron‘ L
momtormg These behavrours were mdtcatlve of a readers awareness “that v
comprehensxon was bemg mterrupted and that somethmg must be “done to b -

Mrscues for which no attcmpts were made to correct,. and wh:ch were

unacceptable m terms of syntax and/or semannes, were excluded frqm the . . 7

’ analysw. For example, a miscue such as the followmg was not. ‘analyzed e

+ . + -

because the reader appeared to be obhvrous to the lack of understandmg and-

o - , c e e B Ly,

to the meorrect response. ' ' - oL '..-’;
Text. Fortunately, the engmeer saw the. ltght “ .
| Protocol (Pause) Frontedly, the engmeer saw’ the light. - - IR,

’

In thns example, the -reader did not acknowledge the error “and possnbly was " .
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Such miscues comprtsed.enly 9% of the total mlscues noted in the study and

were excluded from the analysis™ because they were not considered evrdence
. of oo_mprehenmon momtormg. The other 91% of total miscues werc analyzed
.and the follow'ﬁrtg strategies were identified. For purposes of . clarification,

'the code OR (Orﬂ Readmg) is used with the number of each strategy to

) mdtcate that it is; a strategy rdenttﬁed from an oral reading analysis.

- - . »

_Also;- -once a problem word has already been ldentrﬁed

.the reader may’ repeat- it, in an attempt to test whether

‘ornotttlsactuallyaword e

Example-“‘ ; N ' : L .

y - Text: Kate’ 5. father ‘was employed by the rarlroad company.
Protocol: "Kate’s father was (hesrtates) ‘em- pleed’ ‘e_m- -
plo, employed by the ratlroad company ‘ _

In thts example, the . reader . was successiully momtormg at the word level. -

Upon hesitating, the reader ‘realized her inabiltty to- identify the word employed’

‘Word rdenttftcatton strategres were uttltzed rmmedtately untrl suc¢essfu|

- . »
N . .
"

| '_tdenttﬁcatiOn occhrred
2 Strategy OR-2 quuﬂng_en_mmmaemmmmnmg

-a_pm_b_l_em‘_gm The. reader hesitates at a. problem.j X

"word then rcreads the - prewous text, or omtts the word' .

Y N s

and reads subsequent text in . order to succ,essfully. '

’ 1.7 Strategy OR-1 Fggumgg_o_n_a_pr_o_blgm_mm The reader i
" “ hesitatés at an unknown word and uses a word |dant|ficat|on
’_ L 'strategy fo” successfully identify it. Word qdenttficattonl )
. ?'.:: r"..strategres used may be any of phonics, structural analysrsh ” e
sight, or context, used tndrvrdttally, or in comblnatto‘n.“ e
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. identify the unknown word. Alse, once a problem word R
. - has -been correctly identified, the reader may repeat the E
phrase or sehtence.in which it was found in order to

verify that it is the eorrect response _ ‘

E.xample - ) ] ' i -

Te? Kate's father was employed by the railroad company.
Protocol: "Kate 3 father. was (hesitates, then rereads)

Kate’s father was (hesrtales, says ‘blank’, reads onm) by \

the railroad company (pause) employed by the railroad

_company." R o s

In this example, the’ reader was successt'ully momtormg at: the sentence:
lével. Upon hesrtatmg before the word employed’ the ‘reader recogmzed the
mablllty to ldenn_fy the word SO reread the begmnmg of the sentence in an

effort to get -the word from the context of the sentence.

reader hesitates ‘at a problemr word but gives no verbal
evidence_of attempting to use word identification strategles,
of rereadmg, or of readmg ahead.» The reader may.be

/- utmzmg one or any number of the strategnes. The -

— reader, however, mdlcates an awareness of a con‘gprehensmn

problem whlch must be cleared, if possible, before

-

continuing on. -,

Example:.

Text: Kate's father wes employed by the railroad- company.



N =20 (l‘lumher'"oﬁl‘Readers) -

‘ AR B
Protocol: "Kate’s father was (hesitates for about 10 |
seconds) employed by the railroad company."

In this example;. the reader was either uncertain. of the word “employed' or

was unable to. immediately identify it. Some strategy was utilized in order to

correctly identify it, but the reader glves no evidence as to what the strategy |
may have been. The reader may have been monitoring at the -\.yor,d lével or

at the senténce (phrase) level, or bdth. r

The analysis of the oral readrng protocols suggests that - the readers in -
the study. were monitoring their comprehensron process most of . the - trme
that is,”01% of the time. It was evrdent that readers were usmg three partrcular

comprehension momtormg strategies -at times. when they experrenced problems

wrth word rdenttﬁcatron The actual frequency and percentage of -use for.

.each strategy identified in the_ oral readrng protocols are mdrcated rn Table

. - .
+
* L] . * !
i SR . ‘
o

t' . -
. . . . .
. Lo — [ L .
- . .
. N
.

- “Table_ 1

Summar:y of strate’gles idehtlﬁed in oral readlng protocols

Strategy . . . Frequency of ‘Use ; Percentage"o'ﬂ Use:u
Strategy OR-1 -85 o 4l

Strategy OR-2 -+ . 35 - 7 26%
'Strategy OR—?:: . v 44 : R 33%

_TOTAL .. 134. . T 100%

S

¢

.“.'
L

All of- the oral rcadmg strategres were utrlrzed frequently Accordmg to-

l'the table, Strategy 0R—1, focusmg on a problem word ‘was used most l'rcquently

.
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Strat_egy OR-Z;. focusing on a problem word and/or sentence containing the

problem word, was the second most frequently used ,strategy. Because the , \
utilization of Strategy OR-3 indicates the utilization of either Strategy OR-l -
or Strategy ok-z. or the utilization of both, it is impossible t& determine
from the data which strategy was’ feually rrt.ilized most frecjuently. There
'are no significantly ouistanding frequencies so it may be reasonable to
conclude only that-the three strategies were used with nearly equal frequency.

Although readers were generally successful in identifying problem words

by rrtilizing the three strategies outlined, they were not always successful. In

the examples used to deinonstrate each of the oral .reading strategies, readers

_were successful in rdentrfymg problem words Of ‘the total 134 instances of
strategy use, 25% resulted m readers bemg unsuccessful in ldenufymg problem

words. In' such mstances, readers mdlcated hat they were monitoring, and -

) were _ utilizing - particular strategies, but .\were_ unable to .identify the problem

words; For the” purpose of this- study, evidence of' utilizing a particular
strategy, regard]ess of the ultlmate effectiveness was—eonsrdered to be - «

evrdence of ct)mprehenswn monitoring. The followmg-'exampie degnonstrates

. how readers can sometimes utilize -a ,nomtormg strategy but be unsuccessful

¢

in rdentnfymg the problem word or words. . w ™ . T N

Example . S ' oo \\ | ' Lo i
Text: She was approxnmately four hundred meters }way }

from the railroad tracks. S SN

—— Protucol: "She was ‘ap- prox-r mat-mgd-ate-ly’ four
hundred meters away from the railroad tracks.”
In thrs example, the reader was aware of a problelt so utilized the strategy 'y

of focusing on the problem word (Strategy OR-1) an effort to identify it.

' . B . 0 et
L] - * . . ' . M . . .oadar
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The utilization of the strategy was ineffective in facilit:«iting the identification
of the problem word. The reader’s skill with phonics and structural 'analysis

was not developed to the: point where such a long word could be analyzed

and synthesized successfully. The reader possibly realized that the word -was

not absolutely essential for overall comprchension, SO ignored the miscuc and
read on. - ‘ ’

In instances similar to the example above, when using Strategy OR-1
was ineffective:ﬂ some readers utilized Strategy OR-2 im:ncdiatcly. and mct

with success. Thé following example is such an instance.

.. " Text: Kevin’s father was employed by the railroad

company.

Pr(;tocol- "Kevms father was empty loadcd (pause)‘
cmpty-loadcd by the rallroad company, cmployed by the =~ -
railroad company.” . B

In this example, the reader's utilization of Strategy OR-l was meffcctnvc in

,ldenufymg the problem word ‘employed’. Once the sentence was complctcd

the ‘reader mmedmtcly 1dent|fied the word. The reader monitored at the

word level at E t but Was unsuccessful. When he momtored at the sentence

level, utilizing Strategy OR-2 he met ‘with success. The reader .thus uscd a

. s

. For approxnmately 18% of the total oral reading rmscues, a combination

of strategnes was utilized. - TWo . combinations were noted, Strategy OR-l with

. Strategy OR-2, and Strategy OR-3 with Strategy OR-2..Strategy OR-2 appearcd

1o be a strategy sometimes used when the other two had been ineffeciivc.

In analyzing the effectiveness of the utilization of strategies in facnhtatmg

word ldentnﬂcatnon. it was noted that some strategles appeared -to be effective

B AN

-
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) word identiﬁéation. This. ‘was especially evident for Strafegy OR-2, focusing

RS e

more frequently than others. Table 2 indicates the percentage ‘of ¢ffective
. .4 r B N

and " incffective use for each of the ;hréé strategies whemr used independently
as wel‘]“as when used in combination. In the table, Strategy OR-JOR-3 -> -

OR-2 refers to the combined use of either Strategy OR-1, or' Strategy OR-
3, with Strategy 0R-2.. .

Table 2
# Summary of effective and ineffective strategy use
Percentage of Percentage of
Stratégy ' Effectnvc Use Ineffective Use
Strategy OR-1 . 69% L N%
Strategy OR-2 . 86% S U 2 k
‘Strategy OR-3 , 73% 27% !
! : . B
Strategy OR-1/OR-3 -> OR-2  80% 20%

N = 20 (Number of Readers)‘ - 0

In general, 'the utilization ~of strategieé was cﬂeptive inE. facilitating

[} .
qn a phrase oy sefitence containing awproblem word, and for ‘ Strategy Or-

T 1/0R-3 -> OR-2, using Strategy OR-L\or Strategy OR-3 in combmanon with L

Strategy OR-2. This was mtcrprcted to suggest that the utilization of Strategy )
OR-2, cither independently or in combination with other strategies, was more

likely to be effective for readers in successfully identifying problcm words.

Because 20% of the readers had very few problems with the oral rcadmg,

they had less than’ three miscues. Consequently, they had few, if any,

_opportunities to utilize strategics. It is “unknown what ‘st_rategics they would

»
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likely use if more problems had ‘occurred. The oral reading prbtocols. although :
helpful in indicating strategies that readers use when problems, are e,x'perienccd.' B
were of np use in indicating strategies that readers used when no problcrns

were experienced. Such strategies were more evident in' the think-aloud

. >
s

protocols. .,

Think-Aloud Protocols . o | IR
Before any analysrs of data was undertaken, the thmlc-aloud protocols werce.
first closely examined to determine what information would be used as evidence
of comprehens:on monitoring strategles All think-aloud reports volrmteered by :
the readers were included in the data. A great deal of researcher-questromng»
and reader-answermg was moorporated into the thmk-aloud reporting, but not )
all of it was included -as data to be analyzed Queéstioning was " used m the :
thmkraloud reporting for two .purposes. One purpose was to encourage and to -

‘probe readers who did not readily voeallze _their thong’hts' by using .c'luestions-'
from those provided in Appendix C.- Since the purpose of such questioning was <
to aid readers in expressing their thoughts, answers were included as data to be
analyzed. Another purpose for questioning throughout the reporting. was to give ~
readers opportunities to clarify their thoughts and to elaborate on them so that
it was clear ‘.‘to' the researcher why they had responded. in a particular manncr.‘
-ResponSes: to such questioning were o{ten explanatory in nature, Because these
responses were used to assist the researcher in understanding™ readers'- thought
processes, they were not used as data to be analyzed These responses were not
deemed to be mdrcatlve of readers’ immediate thoughts while readmg

Once the data to be analyzed was . abstracted the protocols were dwrded into
idea units. The ' procediires followed were those . developed by Kmtsch and v'an ’

&
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Dijk (1978) ' and utilized ‘by Phillips (1985). An idea" unit was defined as a v
- proposit’ion containing at least one ‘relational goncopt, _gnd -at least on¢ argument. B
R idea unit is the simplest independent unit which may be used to convey
‘ meaning. For example, "It was a big flood" gﬂd "Kevin muist be worried" are
idea units. Often sentences constst of wo or more idea units. -For ¢xample, the
sentence "There was an unexpected storm and it knocked down the ratlroad
bndgc by Kate’s house” consists of three ldea units: \There was an unexpected
stonn,\ \it knocked down the railroad bridge\ and \the ratlroad bndge [was]
Kateshouse\ . ot : ' " - - |
- | . Each idea . unit _in' the protocols was compared wnth the text mformatlon
which initiated" it and a" subjective .opinion of how the~readcr was proccssmg
.. was recorded.’ The ten mt'erence strategies ldentlﬁcd by-. Phillips (1985) were -
| used as a gulde m deﬁnmg the strategtes that were bemg noted. After 25% of
the protocols were completcd, the followmg five st:ategtes were tdenttﬁed as
regularly- occumng strategles There was evidence of the same strategies
throughout the remammg 75% of the protocols - In the presentdtion of the
strategies identified from the think-aloud protocols the code TA ('I‘hmk—Aloud)
is used with the numbers of the strategies to dtstmgunsh them from thep : -

strategies identified in the-oral readmg protocol. : ." e
- L Strategy TA-1 !tsnnhzmg_a_mn:_ngm_p&dgmmamlL_Qn '
o mLhaau_Qf_tm_mfgmanQn During' the process of readmg,‘

J " the reader “activates approprlate schemata “and readlly forms ‘a B
mental image of thé scene or event being portrayed in the
text. This visualization, while based on the text information,

reﬂects the reader’s pcrceptlon of the information.

Examplc: s o , ',_r“\

b - 7":' . . ) ~

» C L
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" Text: I&ate lived with her parents in. a house located"by the

railroad tracks.

Protocol: "1 see Kate’s hovse right now - ah - right by the

railroad tracks.”

*, I this example, the reader bcrceived the phrase "lp'catod by the railroad

tracks" as meamng "nght by ‘the railroad tracks." The reader was " possibly
thmkmg in terms of a few meters from the tracks when . it . could mdccd have
+

resembled the ideas of the text.
21 Stfategy TA2 X.sunhzmg_a_mns_qr_mm_mdgmmanuy_gn |
_ mfgmn_]hmma;m Du;ing' the process of reéding, the reader
activates .'appro.priét'e sqhe:ﬁéta and. readily forms a mentél
image of the scene or event, adding information i:ascd on
,. background knowledge or experience.
Example:
Text: One day an unexpected storm caused a flood. The flood
\;vashed away the wooden train bridge near Kate's house.
Protocol: "The flood was very rough. And if the tracks went
dov;'n the trains wouldn’t be able to come and they always
stopped their engine there." '
In this exainplg:, the reader clearly was visualizing the flood scene witﬁ the
wasﬁed-out bridge as’ portrayed “in the text, .l?ut' added information about. what
the flood was like (very rough) and about the trains not being able to comec.

Both-additions were inferred from the text and were plausible assumptions.

¢ . o
- . . - ' -

-v

" meant several meters away from the tracks. Thc~ reader’s_ thoughts closely '

* t,l,lll -
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3. "Swratey TA-3 Visualzing a_sceme or event predominantly on

th__hams__thaskgmnnd_knmls_dgc_andLm_quﬂm During

the process of reading, the reader activates schemata which are

- related to the text information but which are more related to

¢
£ 1

the reader’s eiperientlal background. The reader thus creates a

mental image of a scene or event which may not necessarily

\

reflect exactly what the text had intended to convey, but'is a,

reasonable possibility. .

‘ ) Exa:lfple: : by
Text' KeJth lived with his pare:its in a house located by the’
' ranlroacl tracks.
‘Protocol: ;];'.arly in the mommg a train comes by and wakes
hnm up every mommg and he don’t like it and then he’s there,

*ah;-is- the train gone yet?’ and he falls back to sleep again.”

In this example, the reader had created a mental image of the boy sleepmg and

being awakened by the train early in the morning. Although this image” was

-triggered by the text information, it was not necessarily implied by it. The

reader understood the section *and embellished the information by placmg
himself in Kevin's place, and by reﬂectmg on, how it might feel to live closc to
railroad tracks.

4. Strategy TA-4 QumMmg_sume_anm
. - . ,‘{;:.I. . . N .

background knowledge’ ‘During the process of reading, the

reader thinks ashead in an effort to predict subsequent events

'

and/or information. Sometimes the reader may merely question, .

-y



yet at other t}ines 'the 'rea_der mady hypothesize about subsequent
_ evénts and/or information, developing one or more hypotheses.
Example A: ' i ‘ -
' Text: She wa‘s:.approgtimately four hundred meters away »from
' the railroad tracks. Then she fell down. hard. She' injured - her
left leg. |

s
-

Protocol: "I‘m wondering now if the train will see her-or not. "

In Examplc A, the reader was quesuomng about subsequent events, based on lhc‘

information that - had alrcady, been prowded in the text. It was “a loglcal ;

questlon, and there was a good possnblllty that an answer would emerge in

subsequcnt text. It lS likely tﬁat the reader was lookmg for thc answer as he

New " e, -

read on. T . T
Example B: . S 1, ) ‘
. Text: Shé was approximately four hundne& meters away from
the railroad tracks. Then she fell 'down har&. She injured her
- left leg. . ' .
. Protocol: "Well she probably won’t be able to"n'm to gétgtthe
¢  train now - her leg is hurt.” -

In Example B, the reader was hypothesizing about subsequent events, based on

the ' information that; had already been provided as well as on background

knowledge. Since shc has hurt her’ leg, Kate will -probably not be able to caich ‘

the train. This hypothesxs was logical, and could possibly be confirmed by

subsequent text information.

5. Strategy TA-S Ks_qmng_mmmng_umnnmmn_can.d_bxp.mmm \
made by the reader) in shortterm memory. During the process

of reading, the reader stores significant pieces of information

s
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in short-term memory and rclatc; it to subsequent text as
reading continues. As a result, the reader may inotegrate
" ' fpregoing informftion with subsequent text informa‘ﬁqn. The ¢ ~
reader may also confirm or disconfirm previdus hypbthéses once
additional information has been gathered )
Example A i ;
b7 Text. Kevin- grabbed a flashlight. He hurried towards the v
' . tracks. B . '
Mz - .. Protocol: "He’s running fast to get to the tracks so that he

“won't be too late for to signal the trai'n o stop.”
In Example A, the reader relé:es . present: information, Kexin hurr)'fiﬁg towards
the tracks to foregomg mformauon, regarding the need for someone 'to sngnal
the train to stop before it got to the bridge. The foregomg mformat:on had
been immediately recalled from short-term memory and int,egrated with
subsequent information in order to make sense/gd\ th? reader.
Example B: 7 '
Text: Kevin was very glad that h& had helped. The railroad
company gave him a medal for pre:venting a serious train
accident. _ K
Protocol: (Reader smiled.) "I said that back there, that he was
glad that he stopped the train." -
In Example B, the reader recalled a prcwous hypothesis and confirmed it using
evidence from subsequent text. = ¢ ’ *.
Bxample C: '

'.I‘pxt:' Kevin knew that someone would have to signal _the train

~
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to“stop before nt got to the ‘bridge. He decided to run to the
tracks to warn the engineer. _ -
"Protocol: (Reader had previously predicted that Kevin’s house
gets deséroyed'i'n the_ flood) "I think that his house -could be
. - wrecked but now 1 don’t think it is, because he had to be in*
*  his house to run out of it, and he wouldn’t run out if there
was a flood." Lo
In Example C, the reader recalled a prewous hypothesis and dlsconfirmed it .on

the basis of information Whlch was gathered in subsequént text. The reader
L4
summarized the information up to this point and inferred that, “since’ Kevin was

leaving- his house "to warn the engineer about the bridge, his -house must have. .
: o :

been intact. Otherwise, he thinks something in the text would have indieate'd
that Kevin’s house was wrecked, ~ \
The five strategies identified “above accounted for all strategies which werc

directly -observable in the think-aloud protocols. Sometimes strategies ‘were

utilized simultaneoﬁsly such that a particular -idea unit was assigned two or, .

more strategies. For example, a- reader may hypothes:ze, utilizing Strategy TA-4,

and simultaneously visualize a scene. utnhzmg one of Strategnes TA-1, TA-2 or

frequency and percentage of use for® each strategy :dentit‘ied is indicatea i
Table 3. Unlike the strategies |dcntlﬁed in the oyal raeadmg protocols, these five
strategles w'e’he not necessarily utilized’ when a problem surfaced. These
strategnes were utlhzed when comprehensnon was progressmg smoothly as well

1

as when problems were expenenced S
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-TA—3 In" such cases, all strategles were recorded in the analysis. The actudl
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o ‘ : . Table3d

f Summary of strategles identifled in think-aloud protocols

' Strateg)‘; ‘ : ' Frecjhn;y of Use *. Percentage of Use

N " Strategy. TA-1 ' ‘ ) " 128 oL 20% - ,

\ Strategy TA2 -~ °, 123 0 - L 198w -
Strategy TA3 | om %% . . T
L Strategy TA4. - /158 5% . T
£ . Stategy TAS @ 5% e
i . TOTAL. S ©00% . - N s
. ' - . ¢ - ' - - , *“ . ‘ - .. R
_ ' "N =20, (Number of Readers) ’ | e

: The most’ frcquently used strategies were Strateglcs TA-1, TA-2, TA-3, and TA-
' -4, all of which- were used with similar jrequency Strategy TA-S keeping foregoing
mformatlon in short-term memory, was evndenced only about one third as often
as the - ot‘hers Smce Strategy TA-S mvolved keeping prevnous “information in
o mind, and could be uscd snmultaneously wnth the othcr strategies, it is possible
that it was used at fimes whgn readers dldnt really mdlcate via vocalizations.
It is. possnble that this strategy was actually utilized just as otten as thc others
- but rcadcrs ‘did not give evidence of it iri think-aloud repomng

All of thc strategies identifi ed ‘may be referred to dé} productnve strategles.

e

bccausc readex:s utilization of thcm usually resulted in facilitating overall,

comprchens10n~ of the passage. At tlmes when the- utmzatxon of such ‘strategles

-

did not actually facxhtate comprehensxon, it dnd not mterfere wnth it elthér. _For’

»

examplc, ,py utilizing Strategy 'TA-4, quesjlomng subseg;xent evenTy‘ and/or. .
, P ) : . . ‘ “ . ' 3 . , . .

T

. e
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mermatlon, readcrs may have quesuoned ideas which were addrqsscd m subscqucm |
text chce, ,comprehcnsnon was likely facllntated Om the ofher hand.« rcadcrs
,‘ ‘ may have quesuoned |deas whlch Were nrreIcvant to r.werall téxt understandmg
| . and whlch were not addressed in- subscqucnt text. I such mstanccs, readers had
.bcen wise to have - quesuoned but such questioning turned out to be not Las -
xmponant m this,- Story as it mlght have been in others. At thc samc -umc,

‘howcver students questlonmg had not mterfered with their overall cpmprchcnslon. 3

' -oft!xe passage ~ o oL S el S

S |’
One stratcgy whxch dnffered, in.a way, from thc others was Strntegy TA-3

e wsuahzmg a scene or’ event predommantly o thc basxs of backgreund lcnowledge F

and/or expencn(fe. Strategy TAS unhkc the other strateglcs, had the” po‘icnual

o be counterproductxve if overused. ‘The utilization of this stratcgy in moderation

Q

a uually facilitated overall comprehension. If, however. it was utilized quite often -

throughout - the passage by a reader, it interfered greatly with comprehension
and wusually led to miSinterpretatipn of the passage. Use of Strategy TA-3 thus | .

could enhancc comprehensmn or interfere - wnh comprehension, depending on the

degree to which it was used. :

" The case example to follow will demonstrate hd'w~on‘e reader in the presént
stuﬂyv used Stréte'gy TA3 excessivély, and partially misinterpreted the pa‘ssa.ge.
While working through the example, Appendix’ B §h0uld- be referred to for the

tcxt_' of the entire passage. Questions posed throughout the think-aloud rcborts‘ -
| are'in parentheses. » ‘
Case Example: Reader 3 was a fairly fluent réa.d,cﬂr. She made °
ten miscues in the - oral reading which was more than the -
R ,avéra‘gc numbc'r' of miscues in the study (X = 7 miscues). Allj '

excépt two miscues were corrected successfully. In- terms of
ept, Ics
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accuracy in oral reading, then, Reader 3 performed in the

[

avc rage range.

L

Whrle readrng the ﬁrst three sections of the passage, Reader 3 utilized

. various strategres effcctrvcly She was vrsualrzmg the scenes of men working at

the rarlroad tracks, of the ﬂgod washmg away the ' railroad bridge, gnd of Kate

runmng to the track to wam the engmeer to stop. She, appcared 1o be momtormg

- her comprehensron, utrlrzmg Strategles TA-1 TA=2, T -3, ‘and TA-4 with about

the same trequency Comprehensron was berng facllrtated along- the way. In text

I

experrence override the text, thus leading to a- biased mterpretatron/pf the pasSage

i

IQXL_SQQ[[Q[LA Kate grabbed a ﬂashl:ght. She hurried towards
the tracks.

. Reader 3: "Sp she must have told them in the night if she had

her flashiight. Probably a train was broke down and like they.

5

tracks...(Do you think the flashlight will help?) A little bit,.
help the peb;;ie get off, eause'when we were going down to

Carbonear we ‘went. on the B‘am *down in’ Carbonear and, lrke,' )

it, was in the evening and we didn't gct “back untrl in the night

Ny and thrs train was broke down and buddy brang them over a

p

. injured her left Ieg

" fe
ﬂashlight and all the. people got off and went- on- another

-
train,” L .

mt_s_emm Shc was approximately four hundred meters
away from the railroad tracks., Then she t‘ell down hard, - She

couldn't see where they were .to _ar(d° sh;e went over 'to the:

-t Sectron 4“however, the reader started to overuse Strategy TA-3, and continued -

s to do SO throughout the remamder of thé sections, lettmg her background



-

‘Reader 3: "So if she injured her left leg and was almos} there

. probably she’d have to try and‘ get up 'herself and wouldn’t be

able .to.. And she could have screamed and someone mrght have

"helped her (What ab\rt the tram? Why is: she running down
' there?) Because probably they. Were broke down that time when
-she was, runmng She was - runmng down to .get the man out of

it Probably'th_ered was apotber- trflm coming and going to bang

into it and she was. trying to get the man that was driving' off

the train. Probablf’) he was trying to get the train going,

probably she ran down to help' him and then couldn’t get there

+ &

‘cause she fell down."

"~ Text_Section 6: Kate reached for the flashlight and began to

blink Aanger. Fortynately the engineer saw the light. The . train
stopped safely before the bridge. * |

Reader 3: "Probably the- train was commg and probably stoppcd
before it got to the bridge because hc probably saw the other
train tbe_re; Kate put tbc flashlight over 1o t'hé' train that was
coming behinri ‘and .tumed rt .on ‘a.md off . to - show tbem that
there was danger there. . (Do you! think that ;was a good idca?)
Yes. -Cause it could hel;’i him to stop so ";L-v{buldn‘t bang into

the other trau{ a

Text_Section -7: Kate was. very glad that she had helped The

railroad company gave her a medal for prevcntmg a /serrous

'»’\@(accldent
N

Reader 3 P obably the * train,* she shpped out of gear, thc

tram that was behind, and banged into it and had an accident.

74
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I'm wondering if ’any‘of thed people that were on the ’ether‘
train were dead or anything, got killed, cause they did have an
accident.” ( |
the reading Text Section 4 of the passage, -the reader hypothesized that

the train may- have been broken down, just Irke the train’in her memory which

broke down on its way to Carbonear She hypothesrzed that the fldshlight was’

used to help people see how to get off the train, just as it had been used in

*  her train experience. Up to this point Reader 3 was effectively utilizing strateg:es, N

including:. Stra‘Reg‘y TA-3, which had the potential of 'faciiitating comprehension.
It is only later, when she utilized Strategy TA-3 to the point where it contradicted
information in the text, that she ran into problems with comprehension. In Text

Section 6,"1'?.eader\ 3. changed her mind about why Kate was running to catch the

. tram Earher, in Text Section 3, she had talked about the importance of someone

warnmg the train driver about the broken bndge, which was text-based information.
I.ater. in Text Sectlon 5, she talked about wammg the tram driver about another
tram that may be coming behmd the first train, and which mnght colhde with
the first tram, pushmg it. _mto the hole in the bri@; The reader was again

focusmg on memenes of her Carbon,car trip. Even though the u’rmatlon she

was recallmg drd not jive with the/ text, ‘she contmued to believe that it dld ~

; 'l‘hls r’esulted ina mrsmterpretanon of the text. ' |

In Text Sectlon 6 the reader contmued to fit the: text mformauon into her

,mterpretatlon, rather than . to change her mterpretation so that it was morc

parallel with the text. Thus, the train referred td in this section was mterpreted

by the reader t0 be a second tram, ‘which~'was being signalled to stop so it

: wouldn't eolhde mto the first train. The rehder ‘continued building upon her’

‘ mterpretation in Text Section 7, and was so convmced of her own interpretation
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by this time, that she ignored the details in the text. The reader had _rcad the
text accurately, with the exception of «one miscue (‘serious’ was pronounced
‘service’). Even though she had read that- Kate had been awarded a medal for
preventihg a train aceident, the readgr thought that there had been a col}ision
and one train had colhded with the other, causmg an acclde . This secmcd to
b# what she had ~been thmkmg would happen all along, sq she conﬁrmcd her
hypothesns regardless of the information whlch was prov:ded by the text.

- The case example “of Reader 3 which was discussed above is an exceptional *
case in .the study. Overrid}ng all the evidence "of strategy use by Reader 3 is
the possibility that-Reader 3 had interpre;ed the task of thinking-aloud te mean
saying everything that’s in one’s imaginafion‘. It would be interesting to find
out how Reader 3 would have interpreted the _passage -in the absence of the
think-aloud reporting. This points to an inevitable drawback in re°search su{h as
this. - |

In analyzing the responses of. Reader 3 it was “noted that she varied greatly
fro% most readers in the type “of slrategles “she frequently used, and in thec
nature of the interpretation she developed. Although there werc no other such
exceptional cases as the one presented, a close look at all of the other protocols

revealed reat individual diffcrences in the use of comprehension monitoring

strategies; ith the exception/of Strategy TA-5, all reader? used each strategy

'to a certain extent. Strategles were used simultaneously, or consecutively.

Readers, however, va'ried' in’ the extent to which they used particular stratcgics
and when they used strategies for partlcular sections of the passage. Table 4
indicates the frequency of use of individual strategies as well as total use for

each reader It is thus sugg sted that the use| of comprehension momtc_mng

’

‘strategies varies- among individual Xproﬁcient grad three readers.’ To adequately

f
c
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comprehend, proficient, readers use varied éo;nbinations of the five straiegics

-~ identified. ' .
Table 4
»Strategy use for individual readers
S " Number of Strategies. Evidenced
» ( TA-1  TA-2 TA-3 TA-4 TA-S . Total
.+ Reader #1. 8 . | 3 3 ~ 13 e 1 28
Pant a2 7 7. 2, 13 , 6 35
U~ 3 < .6 10 29 12 L0 57
4 9 6 ' 6 1 3° 25
5 7 3 4 5 0 19
6 -5 2. 11 11 2 31
7 2 6 10 10 3 31
8 8 2 1 2 1 14
9 1 5 7 10 2 25
10 6 3 2 2. 3. 16
11 12 -2 0 1 3 18
12 1 7 14§ 18 7 47
13 8 9 7 22 5 51
14 8 6 5 6 3 28
15 . - 4 11 17 6 0 38
16 10 3 - 4 2 0 19
17 6 13 11 - ¢« 4 1 35
18 6 8 16 . S 1 36
19 2 7 12 ) 2 28
20 12 10 18 10 4 54
A -

Q

Outstandmg use of Strategy TA-3, over and above the use of the other

comprehension. ¢

*
e

-

strategies, appears . to . interfere with co'nprehensmn Table 4 indicates ;

 the
total number of strategies used is not a feature of adequate comprehcnsnon. The

relative use of types of strategies is a more sound indication of {gdequate

" The free rccall protocols were annlyud for two purposes, to assess comprehension

'and td identify oomprchcnsion monitoring strateglcs which may o; may not have



"in the areas of memory and ‘rbal abnluy' N
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been evidenced in the two previous analyses. The protocols were analyzed
accordmg to the following criteria: )

1. the extent or amount of u\formauon recalled, and

2. the type of information recalled, either eXpllClt or inferred. oo

»

: (1981) were followed For each free recall protocol, melevant -data was cllmmatcd

clausal units "were delineated, comprehenslon categories were identified, and

points were assigned” to the categories.

ch protocol was analyzed in terms of

the number of clausal units recalled ih\ each category, the total’ number of -

clausal units -recalled, and the -adequacy ‘the- recalls.- A summary of this

— -

information for each reader. is provided in Table\s.

The number of clausal units per categorf fo
amount of recall refers to the total number of units recalled in all categories.

The adequacy of recall refers to .a subjective rating of the adequacy of

comprehension, which is categorized as either adequate or inadequate. Recalls .

which related the general gist of the passage and provided. most of the supporting

details were rated as adequate. Those wﬁic,l\ did not relate the general gist of
: f

the passage and/or did not provide the supporting details were rated as inadequplc' )

There are two separate ratings given for each reaﬂer in the table. The first

rating is based solely on the: free recall as volunteered mformanon provided by

‘the reader. For readers demonstratmg madequate comprehension in this rating,

a second rating was made using the answer to the structure questions from

Appendix D, .in addition to the voluntary tree recall. Thns second . rating was

complcted in order to control_for limitations which readers may have expericnced

s

N0 -
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The four stages involved in using the category system outlmed by Fagan

ach reader was recorded. The.
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. Table 5
Summary of the type, amount and -
7 adequacy of recalls for individual readers
Reader * - ‘ . Amount of Ade ua'cky of Adequacy of
‘Number _ Recall (Total Reca g)ree Recall (Free
7 Type Qf Recall No. of Units)  Recall Only) Recall and
- L - ’ Questioning)
A B.C D E. ’
1 1 4 4 6 1° 16 Adequate Adequate °
2 1 .2 4 4 3 14 Adequate . __.Adequate
3 0 0 1,1 4 6. -Inadequate Inadequate
4 2 6 1 2 0 17 Adequate Adequate
5 2 ¢ 5 .1 2 11 Adequate Adequate
6 1 1 2 3 1 8 Inadequate = Adequate
7 4 1 3 6 0 14 Adequate Adequate
8- o 4 4 1 3 12 “Adequate - Adequate
9 . 0 2 4 4 0 10 Adequate Adequate
10 2 2 +-2 3 1 10 Adequate Adequate
11 3 1 6 6 0 ' 17 Adequate”  Adequate
12 0 0'10 11 1 22 Adequate  Adequate
13 o 2 8 2 0 14 Adequate = Adequate
14 0 2 4 -0 1 8. Inadequate Adequate
15 0O 0 8 6 6 20 Inadequate Inadequate
16~ 0 2 7 2 1 13 Adequate ~ Adequate
17 o 0 4 11 0O 15 Adequate  ‘Adequate
.18 1 6 S5 1 1. < 14 Adequate Adequate
19 0 1 7 5 0 13 Adequate Adequate
20 o.1 11 3 0 15 Adequate - Adequate
Total 17 18 106° 78 25 269 |
Average .8 2 5 4 1 135. Adequate Adequate
N = 20 readers |
Key to the mnemonics: A =  Text Exact N
. ~ B + =  Text Spécific
_ g = %ext ntailed :
.= ext Experientia
- " E = Text Etroneous .
5 B ‘
. ‘ oo
N
e [ .:':; - 'f;ﬁ"-\*..!—".—‘T.-‘ i"'ﬁ‘f’:\ﬂ%”fﬁ - . ':L x‘h ..
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' Rehders 3 and Reader 15. These two readers vaned greatly in the amount of

80

Although no , additional comprehension monitoring strategies-- were identificd
through the freq® recall analysis, some -support. was found for findings in the
think-aloud analysis. In Table 5, there was a Eigniﬁcant concentration of :units

classified under- the C and D categories, for the readers in general. The total

scores of 106 and 78 f?r categories Cand D respectively, were at least doublc

’tlie scores nder the other' three categories. This trend was interprcted to-

suggest .that réaders tended to recall more inferred information than explicit
information. It supports the findings reported in Table 3, which- indicates a
noticeably higher frequency of use for Strategy TA-3, which is a strategy based .
highly on experiential background resulting in interpretations “of text which are ‘
largely inferred, and are reflective of readers’ background e;(periences.- . . R
« The average amount of information recalled by the read_ers._w_as‘ 13.5 clausal

unitsf‘; Considering that the actual passage consisted of 18 clausal-”units,‘- readers

in -ge‘neral gave quite extensive recalls. In terms of- adequacy of comprehension

as measured via' the free recalls, 90% of the readers. indicated adequatc

‘comprehension whereas 10% of the readers indicated inadequate comprehension.

The majority of readers demonstrated that they had adequately understood the

passage. This (l,ndmg regardmg extent of information recalled is funher supportcd. .

by the prevnous finding of high concentration of recalled unﬂs categorized,
under C (Text Entanled) and D’ (Text E.xpenentlal) 'Fagan has suggested that
such concentration indicates adequate comprehenslon resulting fronl readers’
balanced interaction betwéen text and experiential background.

Althouéh the majority of readers demonstrated adequate understanding of the

passage, there were two readers who, -even when their answers to the structurc N

" questions. were’ analyzed demonstrated inadequate comprehension. ‘They were

ALY
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information they recalled. The recall provided .-b( Reader 3 was very scanty

' whercas that provnded by Reader 15, was relatrvely -extensive..-A close look at

the proﬁles ‘of the two readers feveals similarities in the type of mformatlon
~“that they. recalled Neither reader recalled any spectﬁc text information nor
have pomts m Category A (Text " Exact) and Category B (Text Specific): - ‘Both

readers have an outstandmg proportion of total points in categor§ E (Text

P
Ty

‘Erroneous), indicating that: much of the information recalled was either questionable

or false. It is thus suggested-that the two readers focused so heavily on their
own experigntial backgrounds while reading that they misinterpreted the actual

text information. Evidence for this suggestion was found in Table 4,. which

. indicates that Readers 3 and 15 utilized Strategy TA-3 on an outstanding number

of oecaeions, as compared with other readers. The previpus case example of the
think-aloud reporting provided by Reader 3 further illustrates the processing
that occurred which led to a partally misconstrued recall. Such a recall was
indicative of how expenenttal background tended to override text information, -
rcsultmg in madequate comprehensron of the passage. 4

One explanation for the behaviours of the two readers who mlsmterpreted
ge passage may be the nature of the task that: the readers were asked to

perform In their efforts to express their thoughts aloud as_they read, these

readers may have tned to impress by havmg lots to say. They possibly tried .to

thinie of thmgs whlch were related m any way to the text, but in so doing,.
stra ed “the - actual stqry line." Thts.may suggest a possnble limitation in
using -the think-aloud reportmg method with young chlldren. Some chtldren
appear to intecpret the task inappl!oprtdtely whlch may tnterfere wrth the

] | quahty of their performance. - Co 5 n
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In general, the readers in the study had similar recalls, both in type (generally

inferred information) and in amount (generally extensive information). Most
readers related the peneral gist of the passage in their free recall and'also
provrded. most of the supporting detarls either . mdependently or via questioning,
In general, the readers demonstrated adequate comprehensnon of the passage

¢

Summary of Findings

The analysis of the data provided by the oral i’eadihg protocols, the think-

aloud protocols, "and the free recall protocols mdlcated that the proficient

readers in the study used comprehensron momtormg strategies as they read for
immediate understanding. Eight specrt‘rc comprehension momtorm& strategics
were identified, three from the oral readmg protocols and five from the think- .
aloud protocols. Although the strategies were |dentrt'|ed separately, it was
demonstrated throughout the discussion that they were related strategies - which
worked together\to facilitate comprehenszon Often strategies operated simultancously.
It was mdu.ated that all readers tended to use the same strategies, but readers
varied in the extent to ‘which they used particular strategies, and in the situations
in which" theglt used -particular strategies. In the latter sense, then, strategy usc
varied atong individual readers. Total frequency of strategy use was vshown to
be less significant than the relative frequency of use of types of strategies in
facilitating comprehension. it was a matter of what strategies were being used,
relatively hows, often, rather than how manybstrategies were' being irsed all
together, whlch indicated the adequacy of readmg

“» Despite. the individual differences’ in the use of comprehensron momtormg

strategies, the analysis of the free recalls indicated a srmilanty in readers’ end

N

.product of eé‘m'prehension. The free recalls tended to be similar in the cxttnt '

mprehension, . e
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and type of information recalled, and readers generally demonstrated adequate

understanding. ‘
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Chapter V
SUMMARY CQNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

) T . - oL " i .
In this chapter, a summary of the research study will be presented. It will -~ -
. ‘} t - - ‘.. -
be ~followed by conclusions drawn from the study, implications for instruction,

and recomniendations for future research. oy . '

\
P NS

Summary *

v e

Comprehension monitoring was defined as a’ metatogrii’ti've “process which R
plays a vital role in the process of }cading compréhehsibn. Within this context,
comprehension mdditormg ‘and its related strategies have been examined in a
number of different settings  with sﬁbjects.varying in age from preschool to -~ )
adult. Research _mgthodologiés have also varied, but most research has been '
designed around the error detection paradigm. The researc& review for this
study indicated a need for more empirical research in the area of comprehension
monitoring using methodologies which would overcome some of the limitations
associated with the error detection paradigm.

The pﬁrpose of the‘- present study was to identify the 'comprche'n'sion
momtormg ‘strategies used by a select -group of proficnent grade three readers
and to determine any s:mllarmes and/or dlffercnccs in strategy usc among thesc
readers. The twenty readers in the study were asked to read sections of an
unaltered pgssage, stopping at designated points . to vocalize .their thoughts:-.
After completion, the readers were asked to retell in_their owr words thc
storyline of the passége The data for the study consisted of the protocols of *
-thc readmg sess:ons which were transcrlpuons from audiotapes. Three scts of

9

. . data, namcly thc oral reading . protocols, the thmk—aloud protocols and the frcc ' o

. . v
, N

. e
* . e
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 recall protoools provrded three drstmct yet related, ‘measures of comprehensior

s
r

. momtonng SR P " , ' ST - L o
i S From the data analy5|s, eight. comprehensron momtormg strategres were Lo
AR ndentlfied Three strategles were 1dcnt1f|ed from the oral reading protocols. ,

These were strategles generally used when a rcader experrenced problehrr'l's with -
: ? "|dentrfymg words whlch in essence -meant problems with comprehension. Five
T p strategies were 1dcnt|fied from ‘the' think-aloud protocols These were strategle.s
| generally used as reading - progressed. Such strategres ref'lected. what readers -
were doing as they' attempted to malre sense of the on-going text. ""Altl;ough no
additional strategies were identifiéd from the free recall protocols, support was '
found for some of the others already 1dentrfied—m—the oral - readmg and think-
aloud protocol analyses. In addition to providing support for particular
strategi;s, the free recalls provid'edﬂ"a measure of overall colhprehension
assessment. o

’

It was found that readers generally utilized all eight strategies identified.

Thus, the readers were similar in the types of strategies they used. However,
v : -

readers differed in the extent to which they used these strategies and in the

o circumstances in which they used particular strategies. Results indigated that ~ |
| despite individual differences in the utilization of strategiEs, readers’ free |
recalls were generally -similar in type and extent of information. Readers tended
to recall extensive information wllich was rnostly inferred and was indicative of

adequate comprehension. o - i

R A N B . .
A, j.,“'. _". . . . “w o' A
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of - the process of comphefiension. monitoring,

caution must be exerclsed in mterpretmg the fmdmgs /. of this study Seyveral

conclusions were, drawn -on- the basis of the ﬁndmgs and must be mterprcted m :

the context of the present’ study. The conglusions of the study are as"fol}ows. \

L.

There are at least eight strategies which proficient grade three

-

readers utilize in reading for immediate understanding.

14 ) . ) .- . :
Proficient readers utilize strategies when problems are, experienced

in reading as well ‘as in smooth non-problematic reading.

—Proﬁci'T

nt readers us‘ua\l_ly,' but not always, utilize monitoring - '

strate%ie's which are effective in-facilitating comprehension, -

Proficient\ readers ditfer' in the extent and nature of their \

utilization of bomprehen§ion monitoring strategies. .Processing
styles of various readers tend to be highly individualized.

There appears to be no one particular processing style or style

i

of strategy use "which results in adequate, comprehension of a

1

" reading passage. o : ) '

Comprehension monitoring and the ut'iliza‘tion of comprehension

™ ' i o [P y . M
monitoring strategies is positively related to reading comprehension.

-
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- L Implications for Instruction

~ -

n The findings and conclusions of this study have some’ general imolicatio‘ns for ©

. ) I
reading instr"uction The lmpllcatxons which follow correspond dlrcctly to\tlLe

. - ‘o . []
conclusions m the prevnous section. . 3 L . C

1. The. readmg process mvolves, among other thmgs, the uuhzanon of spcdf\c

|dent1f1able strategles whnch fac;lltates understandmg Readmg “teachers

shoulq ‘be aware of such Strategles, and should mtegrate such knowledge mto
theu' theorctlcal bascs for teaching. l{eadcrs at all’ proﬁcrency levels should

be -encouraged, for ‘example, to visualize and to.'.«hypothesmc as they reag.,

and to monitor at the - word, sentence,. and passage levels if they arc to-~ .

become thinkers. rather than mere word-callers. i a
i J
2. Readers should leam strategies which® facrlrtatc comprchcnsron whcn problems -
t

are expenenced as wéll as when no’ problems are mcurred Readmg teachers

H

should therefore Jnot funcnon on the assumptron that strategles arc utilized

mainly when problems are incurred, but rat er on the assumpuon that stratcglcs

T
are also utrlrzed cxtensnvely when no problems are mcurrcd -

\ 3. ,Profrcncnt readers . are usually, but not .always, characterized as cffective

comprehension monitors. Reading " teachers should never assumc that .highly

N proficient readers will effectively monitor. théir ‘comprehension while réading -

‘ ,,—rfo‘r' 'immediate un,derstahding Although it 'is most llkcly that thcy w:ll
mo;ntor effectively, it is possible that they will not. . ‘ ‘

4. The processing styles of readers appear «to be highly mdwrduahzed This
1mphes that attemptmg to specrfy characteristics of the successful cOngrchcnsnon

momtor is not the approach that should ‘be taken. Therc is no single mosl

l-

!
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effective monitoring style.  Rather, there appears to be many different
P e RN
effective monitoring styles. 4

’v -ti Comprehensnon momtormg strategres which are effect\ve for some readers ~ -

[

.

.

]

)

b

P2 N
may not necessarrly—be tfffe } for others. “Readers may‘bE' taught various \

.monrtormg strategres but, whether they utrlrze them, and where and when

they do 50, will vary wrth mdrvrdual readers. _ _ N L \‘\\

: 6: Readers who thmk momtor, and. utilrze their mdrvrdually chosen strategres

as they read are hkely to adequately understand what they read. . -

A T~ v - .
ot ~. . . . . : - .
* - N ~ . : ~ . ¥
~ ’ -
—_— - \ . .
N . . ‘
- . .. \ B ,
. s . .

N

Recommendations for Further Research

Y
Iy

Based upon the findings and limitations of this study, recommendations are

proposed for further research. ~ The present study eg(ammed the comprehensxon

monrtormg strategres utilized by a sample of tWenty proficient grade three

rcaders.” Similar studres using profrcrent readers at the grade three level and ("

using other texts would make the findings. more generalizablg. Studres examining * T

*" readers at different grade Ievels and proficiency levels would ffer more rnsrght

into the comprehension monitoring process o ' ' AN

" which involved the task of thinking aloud durmg the ‘reading” of a piece of

The present study exammed comprehensron monitoring by employing a. methodology

‘n'ar'rative text. Experrmentatron with other ‘types of reading material such as

exposrtory or- descriptive text might reveal addrtronal Strategies. Whlle the

‘same or additional strategres might be found, they may be used more or less

wrth dtiferent types of readmg materials, Such information would be useful to

o N
v . , ) I

know. . S S .

The -present study attempted to wutilize 35 natural a sctting® as possible in

i

examining comprehension m0nitoring. The ‘passage itself was natural in the sense

- ' ' Y
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. 4

that. it was not altered in any way as was often the case in compichension
momtormg studles, especially *those baseh upon the error detecnon paradlgm.
: The fact Lhat readers were withdrawn individually to a desngnated room and
were’ asked to read to and talk with an adult whom thy had ]ust met, however,
. indicates that the settmg was still far £rom natural. More research should be

conduct,ed in - natural envuonments for young chlldren in order to comic cven

- /cl/er to the classroom reahty in which chlldren read.

4,

= CONL ‘
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Quick Thinking
Text Section 1:

s Text Section 2:

Text Segion 3

Text Section 4:

‘Text Sectjon 5:

—

Text Section 6:

Text Sccﬁon HE

y Original Passage #1

&

™ “One day*a- terrible" storm’ caused_
a flood. The flood washed away -
the wooden train bridge néar -

'Appendix A.

-

Kevin lived with parents in
a house .by the railroad tracks.

Kevin’s father worked for the,

railroad.
%z

Kevin’s house.

~ Kevin kngtﬁ ‘that son/ one would -
p the train before it
" got'to the bridge. He decided to

have to

run . to the tracks to warn the
.engineer. /

Kevin - grabbcd a flashhght He

ran toward th tracks

He. was bout four hundred
.meters away ‘from the railroad
tracks. Then he fell down har&
He hurt)ns left lcg

fevm /grabbed the flashlight and
bégan to blink danger. The

cer saw the light. The

' ‘tr i) *stopped safely before\ the
dge .

/Kevin was very glad that he had

/ helped.” The railroad gave him a

/ medal for savmg the train.

Y

L4

<Obstacle

Setting

' Initiating Event S e

Internal Response

N

Attempt

e -~
L

Solution

.
o~

Reaction -
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L Original Passage #2 ' o . .

S Ouick Yhinking * - Sy .

Text Section T: - Kate lived with her pilfents' in a = Setting

T o . house by the railroad tracks.
| ' L . Kate’s father worked for the ,
. ‘ . . railroad. . _— A . i

N : . ) . M : i i
~ ' TexiSection 2: = One day @ terrible storm caused Initiating Event.
a flood. The flood washed away -
the wooden train bridge . near
Kate's house.

.7 Text Section 3: -~ Kate knew that-someone would  Internal Response
: ; have to stop the train before :it
got to the bridge. Bhe decided

- o , to run to the track$ to warn .
. . . . the engineer. : L =
Text Section 4: Kate grabbed a flashlight. She  Attempt ,
— R ran toward the tracks.’ ’ :

Text Section 5-— She was about four hundred  Obstacle .
’ \ meters ‘away from the railroad :
tracks. Then she fell down hard:

| . She hurt her left leg. o o L
R Text Section 6: - Kate grabbed . the flashlight and . Solution .
o S ; she began to blink danger. The . o
T ‘\}1“\ engineer saw the light. The L
- H train stopped safely before the.

C bridge. . oo i -
Text Section 7: Reaction

‘ S ‘ Kate was very glad that she had
Lo ‘ . helped. The railroad gave her a R
o T e . .medal for saving the train.
- }' / \, ( ‘;\ '
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- -Kevm hVed with- his parents in a house © . = - _ &
. .‘:,locate b the gailroad.tracks. Kevin’s PR '
" ~father was emp oyed by the rallroad ‘
‘ .company
.
-
‘_ Text Sectton 2 \ - (
One day an une ected storm caused a ﬂood

N _wThe flood-washed away the wooden train )
C&e brndge near- Kevms housé. - o s

- ‘ *

"Text Scctlon3 e v S ' -Intemz’i!l)Response'“

Kevin knew that someone would have to
~ signal the train to stop before it got .
to the bridge. . He decided to run to the -
P g tracks to warn the engmeer '

—- 1

-

o " Kevin grabbed a ﬂashllght He hurned - e
RN towards the tracks ) - il

. Text Sectron4 ‘ . C . ‘ 'y Attempt

“Text SccuonS S o ‘ | o ._Obstaclc

He was a roxrmatcly four hund;ed metcrs
/" away fromfi the railroad tracks.” Then he j -
s fell down: hard. He ll‘ljlll’Cd hrs left leg. ‘ CooRy

L - Text Secnonﬁ o % S | o *, -'."“”'"‘“S°lmi°"
- Kevin rcached for'the ﬂashlrght and began _ Tl
to blink danger. Fortunately, the engineer -
.'saw the light. The train stopped safely
. before the bridge.

~ ' A

/ .'~ g 'l‘c:nrtSectror"t?l A , - Reaction

7
-t
N

.

Kevin was very, glad that he had helped _
\ Fhe railroad company gave him a’medal for- N

Ve s | Voo T L . -
* - » . -
. . - . .
. . . N : . i

Text Section 1: N e | - ' . Setting

Initiating Event

reventing a serrous trau; accident. . . : , B ( -

n

=
.
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Appendix B

Revised Passage #2°
Quick Thinking =~ .

7

-

"(Kate lived with his parents in a house
located by, the railroad tracks. Kate’s
father was employed by the rallroad

¥

company s , . -

Text Sectlon 2 " {'

'One day an une ected storm caused a ﬂpod.-

a

, The flood, washed, away-the wooden tram

. bndge niear Kate s :house.

TextSectlonS T Ce

Kate knew that someone would have'to "
'~ -signal the train’ to stop before-it.got

to the bridge. She décided to run to the
tracks to warn the engmeer

Text Section 4: '

Kate grabbed a ﬂashlnght She hurried .
" towatds the tracks.

" Text Section 5:

She was approximately four hundred met}ers
away from the railroad tracks. Then she -
fell down hard. She injured her left leg. 2
Text Secno? 6: '

- Kate reacheﬁ for the flashlight and began

.. to blink danger. Fortunately, the engineer

. saw the light. The train stopped safely
before the bndge

Text SeCtlon 7 ,
Kate was very c%lad that she had helped

The ;allroad company gave her a medal for
preventmg a serlous train accident.

101
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.Initiating Event
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APPENDIX C .
QUESTIONS USED WITH THINK-ALOUD REPORTS
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’ Appendix C

{

Questions Useg With "I'hink-Aloud Réports

N - 1. Do you ha\}ia any questions?
_ | L
2, Did you read anything over again? \ o

3. Did you concentrate on any parficular part of tie story?

- 2

. ~4. Did you imagine (piciure) the story in.ydur mind?
\\\\ R . . .. ~

‘

5. Is thiere anything that is not €lear to you?

6. Is theré anything you had to think about a lot?

/

-,

ee,
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QUESTIONS FOLLOWING FREE RECALLS
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AppendixD . |

Questions Following Free®Recalls

<

1/ Why was it so important to stop the train? What might have happened?

! . ‘ , ’ L

2} What exactly did the engineer do when he.saw the blinking light? -
' 3 S ' \ ‘
3. How did the railroad company find out about what 'Kate‘(Kevin)‘~did?
. . e
4. Whywas the story called "Quick Thinking"?
5. Did everything in the étory make sense? .‘ ' ‘ o s
! LN
° ‘ ‘\
4 a ¢ L 4 -
















