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Multidimensioral Text Classification
I

Abstract

~Conventicnal wisdom holds that many childrea experience difficulty when‘chey
are first asked to read expository material after spending most of their
previéus reading tiuwe with éléméntaff narratives. Unfortunately, there is
fli;tlg avallable data beafiﬁg on this common belief. Furthermore, it is not
721&32 how éne would go about testing the claim. The lab&lédﬁﬁarrati%e" and
“axpégiﬁien" really;reflectlaétuariaiiy prevalent conglomerates of |
characteristics that affect text processing. However, these characteristics
are oot found exclusively in‘aﬁé type of text or the other; a ﬁafrativé can
possess many of- the tyﬁi;al chafaggeris§ics of Expcsiticn_gnd vice versa.

If children do tend to have greater difficulty with expository text, it is
becéuse égpgsitcfy text .tends to have certain characterilstics that préduce
heightened psychological praceﬁsiﬁg diftficulty. Accordingly, an argument is
presented for abandoning traditional text-type clasﬁificaticns when they are
ugsed as undecomposed ﬁafiables in the stui} of reading ﬁiffiggltyf 'Instead,
individual texts shauid be classified as a function of the characteristics |

they possess that Influence processing. A _schematlic outline of an approach-

to the multidimens!onal psycholegical classification of texts is presented. °

identifying children”s text processing problems, investigating the cause of
thasefpréblems, and effecting appropriate instrd;tiaﬁég change- are

diScasséd,
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On Investigating Children’s Transition from
Narrativé;tg Expository Discourse:
Tne Multidimensional Nature of Psycﬁelagizal Text Classification
the psychology of pfgse processing (see Goetz & Armbruster, i- -88; Reder,
1978; Spiro, 1980, for reviews). However, most of this work, speclally
that investigaténg children”s performance, has focused on the ;omptéhens;gn

and recall of garralive (Baker & Stein, 1978). Our resulting lack of
kncwiedge aboutr the way childran process éxpgéitq:y material (e.g., content
areza texts) 1is pértigularly unfnttuﬁateegivén thét feéding suéh maﬁé:ial
becomes so increasingly prominent a part of schaél_experiéngé after the
third grade or so. Although we have been asle-to locate only a few

preliminary ampirical studies comparing children”s perfgrmance on narrative
1and expository material (e.g., Dixon, 1579), éhé:ubiéuity éf the Qbservatia;
that children find the latter move difficult than the former (Baker & Stein,
19?3; Freedle & Hale, 1979; Hall, Ribovich, & éamigj 197¢%; HarrisE&‘Smith;l
1976; Lépp’&’Flaod;§l978) g;éms sufficlent warrant for addressing why that
might be the :aée, | 7 -

& % e .
' Tﬁe-présent paper 1is primariiy concerned with ambiguitiés that result

* from traditional comparative analyses of . text types. To take one examélé,

hypoﬁheséé about why children have grea&erﬁdiffigulﬁy with expository than
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' ' v :
easier because children have more : ; ;inning reading

linguistic experience with narrat e 1y stories. Such
: 1

accounts suggest many questions . For éﬁamﬁlé: Do prior

experiences with stories facilit 2hension of written narrative

"because children learn how narre ically organized (i.e., a

ry schema” is available) or b. -dren develop more efficient

[~

"st
processing ieghanisms to deal wit 1l possessing the Qh§fagtegistics
of the more famillar narrative fgrm (evg., processes for en;éding and
r;Erieving‘témparalli arggniged infarmatién)? Or does fgrm‘f?llpw fungéign,
"with the cgﬁman superficial story structures really feflégt£n§ the fact that
Stafiés usually ﬁgal with people and their goals wﬁilé'expasitgty structures

L3

must adapt to a greater variety of topics? Childggn*s stories might then be

easier not because of famil%?fizy with thé %éfm, but rather familiatity

_felétéd tc their céntéﬂt: What aspects of feiative familiarity felate.ta
iﬁtfinsic rathétréhan actuarial characterlstics of narrative anﬁ exposition?

I; it, in fact, even Fhe case that children have more exéériencé!with

- narrative tﬁén?expasitcry fﬁ;ms? Tnﬁuigively, it seems that children hear
gtariés‘léss often than they hear responses to questions like "Wﬁy is the
sky blue?”. Similar questions céuld be addressed to the other hypotheses
‘offered to account for the diffieulty of exposition, e.g., idéaﬁiéqgl
density and gémpiexitys(Aulls, lQ?B;rBakar & Stein, 1978; Freedle & ﬁale,
1979; Hall et ai:, 1979); for one thing, differences in,iééagianal

difficulty must be actuarial rather than intrinsic--every atory written by
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1z what makes an idea difficult, and difficult in what way.
Our contentiom is that the ambiguity involved in.interpreting

ifferences 1in text difficulty has a very basilc origin: the text

[ =¥

classification scheme itself. As long as greatly diverse texts are lumped

in averly subsuming cataggziés like expesitién and ﬁarfétive, uniform

i
1

to bEffg:thcaming. For qﬁé thing, it is ‘difficult to élassify Eexts within
o

traditional taxonomies; there is no uniform agreement on what constitutes a

. . p 7
narrative versus an expository text. For.example, Freedle and Hale"s (1979)

espcsitéry passage, ; classified because of its hypothetical nazure

o
(Examplified by the use of modal auxiliaries of theoretical
passibilityi—“[tc] get his stubborn horse into the pérn..-the farwer can go
into the barn and hold out some sugar...”"), would be a narrative in Brever's
(1980) classification scheme because af its underlying Eemporal
argaﬁizstian- Despiée the fact that iany frequently occurring psychological
i properties éf‘gaffa;ive and expésit@ry texts, respectively, can>Ee

idénéifiedr itlcan be demonstrated that any proposed péycholégical

characteristic af expgsition or narrative can be represented in vsryiﬁg
; A
degrees (or not at all) or be of varying impcrtanie for Spécific instaﬂcés

of bo ;h types of text. Structural familiarity is an exampléi Although many

expository structures are 1 ess well known to children than story structures,
some, e.g., lists, are relatively familiar. As Freedle and Hale (1979) and
Stein (in Center for the Study of Reading, Note 1) have pointed out, there

are similarities between the structures of even more conventional exposition

1

-
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and narrative. For example, goals ffquently have similar structural
importance in exposition and narrative. Given such problems of partial

overlap between the text types, is it rsasonable to question whather a

particular expasitnry text would still be relatively difficult if those

" nonintrinsic ‘properties typically found in exposition and associated with

'prucessing difficulty were absent and built into a narrative instead? If

not, attention should not then be devoted to the prapertiés aﬁd not to the

traditionally classified text form that fre quently but not necessarily
possesses vhoge properties? Since many cdérrelated psychological properties

are subsumed under the conventional text-type labels, the resultant
confounding of possible causes of prcéessipg difficulty makes identification

s

of spécific difficulty loci métha ologically problematic and conclusions

*expregsed generally fgr a given text-type likely not. to be feplicated from

. text to text as underlying dimensians vary in uncontrolled mix.

-4

Qgr prigsry thesis, then, can be expressed as follows. Difficulties
children have with texts are attributable to specific psychelogical
pfaperties of the texts (and the contexts in which they are encountered).

: o -

General labels.af Eexﬁatypes only represent aeﬁugfially QQEEQﬁ;Cth not
é;ﬁéii present) conglomerates of text prope%tiggi Since whatever power a
inheres in the specific and confounded dimensions the labe}fimPEEEEQtly
substitutes for, éuf teéammendatign is a simple one: Abaﬁdﬂn the overly
general and sometimes misleading canventional text—glagsificatiaﬁ schemesg s

they are currently applied and, ins ad, characterize a téxt according to

oy
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its psychclagically relevant prapertiesi The next séctiaﬂ w;ll propese, in
preliminar“ fa. hian, a general outline that might guide the de;elcpmeat\af
such. 4 text classifigaciaﬁ scheme. Only when the many dimensions of
intrinsic or aﬂéhafial difference between (conventionally lébgléd) narrative
and exposition are deconfounded will specific and psyéhalégically‘valid
answers to the questian of the difficulty of expaaition be farthcgming. And

g

only then will'ins;ructian differentlally directed as a function of type of

| 3

reading material be more than a wéllsintentioned;shet in Eﬁéfdark.

! A Preliminary Sketch of a Multi*ﬂimensianal

e s e e =

f Text and Context Classii%;47jﬁ Schem
The faliawing i3 an outline of some-of the psyghglagica] dimensions on
which texts ﬁgnd readers) may diﬁger- ‘The disgqssicﬂ 13 organized to inform
an undérstagding of the phenomenon tﬁat was our point:gf depa:tu;e; - The
| difficulty é;ildﬁén frequently manifest in making the transition from y
children*s.étgries to content area texts.
Befgré proceeding, some caveats. Our iis; of  dimensions 1s not

orthogonal nor is it intended to be exhaustive. It is not even clearly

deli gatéd=§within each generai didension. many 3ub=diménsian5-are scattered
and pfecise mgaauremenL aloang some of the dimensigns is beyond- current

capabilitieg——sn that the u;timate ggal of uniquely identffying a point In

the mulgi—dimensiomal space that zgfrespgndé to a given text for a.given

H

reader in a given situatian must remain for the present a futuriséic vision.

We are not gff ering a “how to" manual. Rather, our intention islté

illustrate the complexity of the text classification problem and to suggest

&a
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directions more complete schemes may fal%awi It islhcped that further

devalgpmegzs‘bf the mu}ti—dim,ﬁsiaial space will permit the kind of claricy
found, for example, in ;hé mulﬁi;dimEﬁsiénal épa;e for differentiating oral
and wr&ttenidisgéﬁtséw@é?él?pgg by Rubin {1989?. Finally, it is recognized

that multidimensional claésifiﬁ%tian;wiil fréquently vary within.a given o

text. Idgg%ly;rthe scheme would be applied to text segments.that are

. L e . .
uniformly describable by the same values on the varicus dimensions, where.
the size Gf‘gughlsegmentgsmay §3r§ from parts of sentences to entire
passages. In fécE; the frequency and extensiveness of changes in the

multidimensional space within a single text may also relate to processing

=,

difficulty. ,

" Underlyin

Téxts vary in ‘terms of uﬁdétlying organizational structure. A text can
be comprised of a éégu&ﬂce of events in time or it can be organized in samé
other, naﬁéemparal manngfa In the case of a sequential underlying
étruéﬁufe, the pfegéntééign of events gften matcheé thé representation of
events, sucﬁ'as in 4 typical, w§ll!fg:meé éﬁarya’ This is.especlally true in

children”s S;ines, which rarel:y have flashbacks. In contrast, in a
o : . ’ )

nontemporally structuréd text, as is often found in content area maiterial,

does not correspond to the mental representation of those ideas. This may

produce an advantage for children”s stories, given that temporal congruity
between presentation and representation of‘events facilitates cgmp;éhension

of a story (Baker, 1978; Mandler, 1978; Stéily & Nezworski, 1978; Thorndyke,

B
L.
- i-‘x.&‘? B .
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1977). Mnemonic advantages of temporal sequence are further iﬂdicaged by -
the commonly observed phenomenon of impcéing temporal order in the recall of
nontemporally grde:éd text (Gomulicki, 1956).

A miéﬁaﬁch between pregentation and representation of ideas could
preseng pf@éesging difficulties for children in a number of ways. It may be

more difficult to discern the structural organization of content area text

if the underlying representation of ideas does not corregspond to thelr order

in the surface structure of the text. Also, compréhension of content area

text may be dmpaired if substantial amounts of processing capacity are

required for the restructuring of nontemporally organized text from its

sequential order of input to its underlying organization, leaving less

capacity for other ‘comprehension processes, such as following a recursive
pattern of superordinate and subordinate ideas in content area text.

o
Finally, the demands for integration may be different. The necessity of

text being presented as a linear sequence of segments has the virtue,

in stories. The underlying 1deas 13133mé content area texts, on the other
hand, may be more holistic in nature. ;in such cases, the sézuential sﬁd
gegmented nature of langﬁége may inhibit synthetic prgcessesgiﬁx

To the extent that the underlﬁing organization of children”s stories is
hiéf&rﬂhiéal as wéll as éeqﬁgntial, Ehéfagtg:istigs of superordinatenesds
stend to differ in the éwﬂ ﬁextitypes; It may be that goals, so frequently
sypéferdinaté in children”s stgri?si are m@fg salient agd thus more réadily!

apprehended (thus facilitating apprehension of the entire structure) than,

=

Lo
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fﬁ? example, the subsuming abstract ideas commonly superordinate in content
érea text. (This is an obv;ous example of the promised nonorthogonalilty of
the dimensians'wiﬁh, in this case, structural and content variables
intetécting- Ac;ually; we conslder superordinateness to be @fre of a
semantic variaﬁlé than an organizational onel) |

A mismatch bééweén presentation and representation of ideas in content
area text may confliet with té%t deménds. For example, 1f children are .
asked to EEESll a hierarchically organized segment of content area text,
Ehay migﬁt have diffiéulﬁi;reﬁraﬁsfafming this infarmafian back into a
sequence of ideas (a kind of output interference). A recall of a story, in
gantréstg would probably be easier to érgduge simply because the surface
organization of the sgéfy\w@uld mgfgjclésely match the underlying
répresanééﬁiéﬁ of the story in memory. Here gha?a&teristics of underiying
organization may interact with type of test (see the section below on
Subsquent Useégf Text Information), with the mismatch just described having
more serious ;aﬁsequéﬁces for the complete reproductioﬁ of a text than for

probe-type questions.

Recently, a great deal of theorciizal znd empirical work has focused on
the use gﬁ;stgry schemata by children and adults (Mandler & Johnson, 1977;

Rumelhart, 1977; Stein & Glenn, 1979; Thorndyke, 1977). Baéically, this

work suggests that children and adults possess information about how stories

are typically organized ﬁhigh, independent of content or input sequépcé, is

used to' facilitate comprehension and recall of children™s stories and inform

Rad
"Y‘ ”m
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- By .

decisions on what .constitutes a wéllﬁfgfmed"stdryf;nlu;cant:ast with the

1 - =

story schema research, mugh less empirical wark has fonused on schemata for

_cggtent area disqgur;eir HDWever; Meyer (lQ?S)’h&s identifiea.a number of

- ' s T N . S, i
.content area patterns, such as problemsolution or cause-effect (naturally,

this topic has recelved considerable attention in'suchféisgiplinés as

rhetaric, see Brewer, 1980). _ ' DR N -
. . i
Ghildren may have difficulty with content area matarial because they do

=

. not pgsseas stfuctural schemata for comtent area text which are as well

‘' formed as those they passesé for- stories. Ihéy may'have Efzuﬁleiseleccing

!‘Ehe apprapriate ccntent area schemata for a parLiLular text from their

b [ I
H

available pcel of content’ aréa sghemata given thaE content area forms are

oy

i

i

ﬂDE as limizédras thldren 8 atary forms. sAlsg, EDBEEﬂt afga te xt may more

- N N

_‘aftgnrrequiré_thé'cangu:rEQE use of more than one’ structural schema, a
L e R e g - : R ’ S
ﬁuithér patential source nf diﬁficulty. ‘

-"fDig ing briefly, wa*believe that the impartance ‘of structural

e

"schéﬁataehasrbEEu exaggera;gd. As wa 1ndicated earlier, it sgems likely
7 that Ehé‘cémman struzcgrgl-férms as§ag;ated with children’s Btariea résultx!-
fiqm;the'ceﬁﬁﬂﬁ;géntentf§fichildten’sfétgriea: ‘people, their goals, and’

their actions to atta;ﬂ{gpgis. Expository materialxhas a greater variety of

structures because it tends fo beabout é'gtéétér variecy Df things with

. S

- )
o fferent structures begt fitting Each _thing (this is not to say that

, A . - o\
staries are unly sbaut people -and theif gaala, but that cammnn cantfal

concerns arg much more likely to be foind i, ét ries than subject—area

texts). Thus; results appa:egtly‘aﬁtrihuﬁable ;E structurai §tétiﬂschemata

1

[
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gheregg requisite caﬂtenﬁ kﬂcwledge fcr content area texﬁ msy”m@ré often be

=

unavailable.

. '_ , Relevaﬁt 1anguagé characteristics include q;aditianal readabiiity:”

heasures as well as several Dther less frequently cﬁnsidered varia blef!ﬂ

Readabiliﬁy formulas have traditiﬂnally been used to determine Ehe relative

=

difficulty of texts {e.g. Fleach, 1949) . In general, these farmulgs are

e

~ based on some measure of vocabulary difficulgy? such as word 1Eng£h,'aq§ 2
.some measure of sentence difficulty;isugh as sentenc® leﬁgth and syntagtié

eﬁmﬁiexity-- Whiléﬁthésé-méasur,' oduce a. glabal indi:atian of the
difficulty of a text, the inadequaciés of thia simplistic appraach tﬁ
readability have been stressed (e. g.‘ Kintsch & Vipand Note'2). Factors

amittéd include maat of the thEﬁEial diménsians of diffigulty discusagd in”

the present paperg Nevertheléss, it'has been painted out, baged on s

adability fnrmulas, that children g chtént textbogks in schgnl EfE afﬁen

i
written at a more difficult level than theilr basal reader 'Egri, (Hall et

alag 1979)i Ghildfen may have mafe diffi ulty with content area selectiens '

than atories, in part, beeausé of more diff, cult “voc bulgry and 1§nger 

. e o - ) ) P .
sentences 1a the former type of text. Content area texts may contain more
cgi¥lex syntax, (e.g., greater relative use of passive than active voice,

more embedding, ete.) and less fémiliar-céhesigﬁ praﬂucing caﬁﬁéézi%es

(e.g., in other wards, this shows that, for example, as well as less

' trgﬁsparené_anaphgfiﬂ fefa:ence). Hawever, it shuuld be kept 1n mind that

A
&

by =
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& % . )
more EQmplEK forms may SG@EELEES pram;‘}te camprehensian (SEE Péafsﬂﬂ;

1974-75; for example). -
In additiaﬁ'tq:vazabulgry difficulty‘éndisen;ence;ggmplexity, texts may
" -vary in their use of figurative 1anguagé, This v;%iatiag may involve not

- =

only the frequency of
. 8 b ' R =
* communicative function (Ortony, '1975). For example, metaphors could be used

a3
R

occurrence of figurative language, but also its

#
L]

- merely to repeat or embellish information conveyed elsewhere literally, or
they could carry exclusive communicative respaﬁsibility. Furthermore,

metaphor and analogy often play a pivotal role in the elucidation of centtal
corcepts .in content area’texts (especially in the sciences). In children”s
stories, metaphor seems .to more often serve peripheral functions, such’as

.

aneillary:descfiétién;q To the. extent that Eigﬁfé;ive language is more
] B . £ g

. difficult than literal language, and that content area texts contain more

F]

pivotal and PﬁsuppartedghseAag figurative 1angua§é, such texts may

!§ccgtdingly iﬂéfgaEE in difficulty. o o R o

) éinaliy, oral and written laﬁgusge;differiin many fégpeéts‘(gubin,
;lgsﬂfeﬁchallertL.Kleimén;‘& Rubin, 1977). To the extent that a‘written text

utilizes oral’ language conventions congruously, the text may be easier.

Cﬂnéideé,the frequent incidence of dialagué in children“s stories. (but note
fﬁg neveiipunctuatign,that must be intreduced, perhﬁps’adding:eémpénaatiﬁg
-7 o ; ! . * i .6 - v . ’ .

. difficulty). o » 5 | C

B 3 -

» ) L] —
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Texts can diffar alang many interrelated caﬁ;ent dimensions. Texts may

he

- & s
difficult (Thérndyké, 1977)i Ihey may 3iffet 1n their density of ideas

vergﬁs events. If events are degcribed they may be real or hypothetic 17

>
- contain substantial action content or be relatively peaceful, resolve C
rapidly or linger.in unfegalved suspense. Variability along these lines may

affect children’s pru:esging, “for éxéﬁglé;‘children tend 'to assign great .

-

impattance ta:actian (Brown & fmiléi,!§977). The number af:ideag (or
’ céncegt_laad) in texts of the same length ﬁay vary; some. texts méy

fregééntly repeat (explicitly or implicitly) the same §fapasitians while
- otheras éraguéntly introduce newipt@p@s%ti@ﬁs; pgrhépé in2£e§aing text-

3

diffiéulty (Kintsch, Kozminsky, Streby, H:Kgcn, &{KEEﬁan, 1975' for a
T e . ’ %

Jdétailed model that may pgémft measurement of a text "8 psychalggiza1
processing difficulty along these 11nesj see Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). The
ééﬁcégts diszuséédAin a text may thémsélves vary in-éamplg§ityg- To take a

F

ﬁéimpié exampler the con cépt SfA“gelling“:is pgyghéiégically=mare complex -

R}

than the cancept nf giving;“ becaguse the former entails the additional

o

campcnen§ of money transfer (Gentner, 1975). : AU o

Tég;s differ in thé type and é@qplgxity'gf semantic féiggiahghigs
"bééﬁ%en’idéasrthey eantaiﬁ. ilﬁ stcrieg; agtians have ﬁaﬁbe pragmstieally
iiﬁtarpreted as to their rela tianahip to gaals of the characte:s (Bruce,
i?EQ); Hﬁgé lqgicgl écfts_af 1ﬁcéfrelating cperatians are ftéquently

required in content ateaﬁééxt (e.g., relating concepts to their attributea, !

=
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eetegefiggtienj and so en—ieEe algo the pefellel distinction between
‘eemmen—eenee and logical modes of ahd iyeie-in the section on Text

i E

Eveluetien)- ‘Once again, hewevef, uch characteristics are not-universally
clated with a given ‘type of texk. It has been pointed out that some

S ' : ' ' S W o g ' _
content area text is characterized by\goal structures similar to thoése of
\

stories (Freedle=& Hele?:1979 Stein, 1978). It might be added that ‘storias

do not always heve geel eteueturee (eterieg ebeut the randem end purpeeeleee
\=eetivitiee of Eeeple can be very geed eteriee—-eeme exietentieliet_ -
phileeeghere might even say ehe_enly_kind efieceeiee that woild really

) eepeure the nature ef;medern experienee); This once again iiluetretee’the

misleading netufe of the ge, eral text labels “exposition” enﬂ'"nefretiver“"

H

as a common ehereetetietie ef one type mey eemetimee be absent 'from thet

*

B

*V’Eype and preeent in the ether.

Infereﬁeing is ‘another eepeet of preeeeeing Eer whieh legieel.vereue

t

pregmetie eemantie nperetiene may be differentially requifed eerees textsi
5 v
The infe:metien implieit in text but neeeeeery fnr eeherent understanding

. : " -
‘mey need to bé generated by - pregmetie infereneee (Brewer in pteee)

= . s

releeively more in ehildi” stories and by lngieel inferences more in‘

eentene'efee te ,t; bildfen mey have g:eater diffieulty making- legieel then
pregmeﬁie infereneee (Hildyerd 1979). Likewise, reletienehipeiefgeetigg
\ehe importance efgideee’in text may more often be detereined_en pragmatic

. grounds in stories and have a logical basis in 'content ereeIEexe. Since

pregmetieeliy beeed eementie processes mekexmefe demands than 1egiee1§

"

s =

'demenetretien ef in;etteletedneeenwithin_Ene dimeneienellepeee.

; : . * p

2 & i i 'ii[ ) , ’ @
) - < i -

= . i ] =
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Finally, content may be of varyiﬁg interest "to readers. However, .
because of the relation of interest to prior kﬂnwlédgé,-this tggic'wiil be

taken uﬁ in the next section.

Relevance aud Availabiligy of Preexisting Cﬁntent Knowledge

M&aﬁipg is not conveyed solely by the 1inguistic content of text.

Réthef7 meaning is constructed, using the text as a pciﬁt Ef de;a’ftureaf The
praminenc of whi:h is the tapic—related kncwledge alréadg pgssessgd by the

-

reader (see R. Andersan; 19777 Bartlett, 1932; Bransfard & McCarrell 1975

"-Doo oling & Lachman, 1971? Spilro, 1977). One’s knowledge structures
J' [}f -

(schemata, frames, Ecripts) are. nfganized ta Eﬂablé such basic cumpreaeﬁsieﬂ

: /f 7 ’

# ;'!

cﬁnnectedness (Cﬂllins Erawn, & Larkin 1985 Rumélhaft & Drteny, 1977

D
,=’

fSchank & Abelson, 1977)- Schemata hava bgen shown tg auppqzt memary far

details (Andergan, Spira & Anderagn, 1978)g reennstructian (Bal;l;lee-t;,| 1932

"

ﬁ.

,Spird 1977) and retrieval (AﬂﬂEfEQB & Pichert 1978) of text iﬁfarmatian,_

.determination gf ‘the relative i‘pnrtance af t@xt infarmatian (Piﬂheft &

; pfo:essing and explicitfmemnrial repfesentatiﬂn as a fuﬂctiaﬂ gf ites future
, defivability ftum athgr iﬂfarmatian (Spiro & Eapgsitn, 1977; Spiro,'

LS

Espaaita, & Vgnd:ugka, 1978) Furthe:moﬁe, if priuf knawledge includes
!’

. ghe mnemnnic aﬂvahtagea of tempcrally over nantemparaliy organized

: Ainfarmaciuﬂ (Baker, 1978 Schank & Abelsan, 1977, see the earlier section on
: o~

Underlyigg Structure) f S -
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To the extent tggt one"s knowledge structures are derived from pe:sanél
Expéfiéﬂﬂégiémpl@yiﬁg thgmiin understanding text may permit greater %mpathic
»infﬂlveméntm AlSﬁr:iﬁ 18 part af conventiondl wisdam that there ‘are

: i )
'sdvantages Ec 1earning thiﬂgs dire;tly from experien ce ’,thi' than’

indirectly from instruction (but see Ausubel, 1968, p. 457) Perhaps the

ability to personally simulate what one is reading about (and thereby "live!’

© it in a sense)’ might be enhanced. L B
_ Pﬁiaf knaw%edgﬁ méy affegg one”s expécéatiaﬁg concerning the
inéeres;ingnéss of classes of text ﬁétéfials, such as stories versus
subjegzéaréaAcéxés, althnugh.itpis not cigé: %hether interest éffeeta o
pé;ia;manée because @f‘éﬁﬁivatianal fagtors Qr.bésagse one tends télbeﬂmaré;‘-u
interegted in things one knows aﬁﬁﬁt (1.e., the kﬁaﬁlédge, not the iﬁteéest,if

produces the efféét! éé Asher, 1980).

| fh ’"tenﬁ te which the varigug advantages af canceptuall} driveni .

= prgcesses will apply is a fuBGEiqp @f,ﬂh&f&ﬂtetist;cs of text;'andvcf

reaéérg knuwledge. T' iirtuaily'éll texts éﬂme iﬁféfmatian is amitted by

?=the authaf nn*the aﬁsumptian that it 15 available to the reader and’ may :
. easily be SUPPliéd (Clark &;Havilgnd; 1977; Grice, 1925)._ Texts will varyi

iﬁ.the'extent to which this 1s the case,-some texts being félativély more

self—canta;ned thaﬂ athersi For texts that are less seif—:ontained there

‘will be differenceg in .the bufdén plaﬁed an thé individual to construct new

e
g
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kngwiedge structures; that is, gome structures. may be permanently
B ? T = - o= - * 2

represented in memory as "pre-compiled” wholes while othérs need to be o
Y ' ' ’ '
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asse&bled-when«andgas needéd (Schank, 19f9; Spiro, 1980). A&diticnally,

: t ts will vary in their facilitatinn of canceptually driven prDcEESisr some

rcviding clear explieit cues as to which pteexigting knnwledge is relevant,

E

fur how lang it should be maintained as an adjungt to undefstanding the

E Eéxt,_and when i; should yield to cheg knowledge.

Further canstra;ﬂbs on priariknawledge—based processes result from

zéader_chafaeteriati25; Most obv iausly, schemata presupposed by an aﬁthor

=

- must be p&séééaed by the reader. chever, schema‘availabilityibf itself 1is

1nsufficient. Amang cher nécéssazy aﬂcampanying préeesses (see S?irgf {

specifigity, and aifurately applied ca the taxt. F;Lﬂalljf_i differént

L]

ihﬂi'id als” gchémataéfar:the same corncept may vary in thgir éulﬁedness f@r;
achieving the advantagea of knawledge*based pracessingi For example, mere
faniliarity with a- Eituatian will not enable increased [Jecall of details'

tnless the schems for the situatian is suffic ntly differentigted and

V canstrained (Andéraaﬂ, et;ali 197 §) That is, féeli gs f familisrity may

? -a‘

be genéfated by knnwledgé atructures . f arying afateg ‘of develapment.

\=
5

AU
Discﬂufae Functian'

a;h Numercus taxonomies .of the purpﬂse or: farce of discourse have been

Efépased_ For exg@ple, Brewe: (1980) suggests that a text may be written té

entertain, persuade, inform, a;‘aesthetieally ‘please. Whatever' the specific

.- taxonomy, functions or purposes of reading may differ in their ease’ of

satisfaction. 1In g&néral, childien'may be more eager to read stories

=

‘written for entertaidment than content text-books written to inform.

L

Ly
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fthatwszazyfunderscandihg,iniééhaglé tends to be assessed informally (e.g.,

=

Multidiménsibﬁal Taxﬁ Clasgification -
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.

fFu:thermgre, it 1s ciéar that texts may be written, assigned during C

instruction, and read for a varlety of purposes; the outcomes of

_comprehension may then differ accordingly. Common sense would suggest that

" when these purposes are not in agzeement for the author, teacher, and

3

student, adequacy of perceived comprehension outcomes can be seriously .

influenced.
: w»
Subsequpgggj— of Te ,E nfo f@%Eion : ' E . !

Related o the functians of a text are ‘the uses to which it will ‘later .
| J

. be puzf Will underatanding have to be démonstrated at latet Eime? Will

such demnnstratians be infc:mal or fgrmal? For haw lgng will information

" have taibe held in memory prior to the demgngtfatinn? It may be the case

b #

1nrélasé disgﬁésiang) fairly.sqcn afteriréading, while ‘understanding of

ntent area material is mor f ten assesﬂed fq;mally; Ey ﬁfitteﬁ'tegts and . .

.ﬂ\

£

[wi]

after r latively langer delays (Dixan, 1979). 1In the siiplest‘casei content

’ area mgte,iwl may appear t@icause diffiaulty just because more is expected

.
P

for demanatfatiﬂgfits undetst&nding! Furthergafe,-;he’standards by which g;

text 1s to be evaluated may tend to differ for storie sﬁaﬂ& subject-area

Eéxts;*judgmeﬁts af cnnfﬂrmity-toécémman—seﬁse experienee may more often be

=
g LY

applied ta the former ("Cnuld this really happen?’ "What would you do in

this Eituatian?“, etci), whereaa the latter are Eubje&t to a 'literate bias”

gi.“f

_ agcafding to which they stand or’ fall as a- fuﬂctian of the adequagy and

1nternal cnﬂsistency of" Ehéir lagical arguments (lean 1977).

o e ,
@ el i =
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The child is eipeeted to 1eefn from content area texe to updeee his or
_ ) .
her knewledge by integrating new infermetien with tepieelly feleted eld

iﬁfe:metion, eemetimee ‘to be eble to.transfer the newly acquired iﬂfe;metien
(1ge-, apply’it in some novel eenteze). Steriee, on the ether hand, ere.net=
supposed to be eeeimilete& to ether similar stories. Steriee are eemplete,

&

different feiry tales are supposed to be differentieted whe:eee, at least

& ’ s R .

:belee tha collage 1evel, the different texte in which information ebeut the
Revolutionary War is received are not euppeeed to meietein their particular
ideatity (Spiro, 1980): oOf course, as withéell dimensions, these are jeeé

tendencies; children may be -expected to learn f£rom the morals of eteriee,‘

and, in later eeheeliﬁg} pr cge fietien will become a tepie ef etudy where
knewle&ge=updeeing will become relatively more 1mpertent.i : .

A=I; is we:th neting thet edueetienel ideele and teetiﬂg reelitiee
ffrequently{eenilget, pefhepe iediteetly eeneribucing a meeeure of difficulty
. ?éehieeneeet efea text;fef some eEil&:eﬁ- Dptimel tranafer peﬁentiel may be
‘pfeEQEed‘ej~eéhetrueting‘ereneieituetien511§ integrated knowledge ;
“.etruetureeL but exeminatiene eeuelly test juet the last eequieitien

E eiﬁuetien and empha eis ~accurate memery. Fefneueh a teetr

mrm*

compartmentalization ‘o Enewledg 8 fre qeently the best strategy (Spire

&

1977). Some children who eppear to be heving treuble with content area text

" may be eenfuseﬂ as to what to. expeec, giveﬂ thet theif teacher teaches ene‘

way endftheﬂ, fe:~eenveﬂieﬂee purposes, tests enethe;;A Sueh.ehildteﬁ might

eetually be eequiring impuftent kﬁewledge but in a wey not well edepted to

tegt demands. Other ehildren, apperently heving little diffieulty with

s % ) ’ . ‘):'i ' ’ ' ) . N
: | . s < . e
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£
i

content area text (given adequate test performance), may not, in any useful

way, be learning at all. _ . _ .

A

'Cantextual Relevance

A child”s oral langﬁagé experience typically includes considerable
contextual support; it frequently involves things that are going on in the

child”s life, quite often the immediate physical environment (Rubin, 1989)%

13

Children”s early oral experience with expository types of information tend
to be of this cgnté%tualiy (and personally) relevant kind ("What’s thgé?";

"Please Ekplain ﬁhy what "just happened to me happened that way?")a!:Thé

=

often thg'case that sgmebudy says to the child, “Let*é learn about why trees

kY

are green” when there are no treeg argund. Children 8 atgfies, on thg ather
. hand, almost always come "out of the blue"--one typically does’ not Waiﬁ for

4

situations to arise invalving glass slippera; pumpkin’carriages, or creg;ive_

&

mice before feadiﬁg Cinderella to a Ehild- Ratﬁer than the context of —-

stories, it is the activity af readimg itself that cenda-tg ba situatiunally

relevant (e g- bafare gging~ta bed,is a time to fead stcriea). It may be,

é

B then, that some children are less prPEfEd by . thEir oral 13“3“352 experiéﬁEEi

i L= =

for schccl gituationa that involve cantextually irrelevant "out of the
blue” written prggentatign_af’équsitﬂry material. anthe gtﬁe:ﬁﬁéﬁd;

contextual discontinuity may;séémviessqunnatural with stories.

I

3 . -
’ . Ceyee Lo ' e
.- , ; :
: i .
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Extra-Textual Support

VTaxJ is frequently supplgmentéd in'variaus ways to enhance

;understa ding or interest. Depending on haw they are used, adjunct

. questiqus (Andersan & Biddle, 1975), advance urganizers (Mayer, 1979), and

[

‘illustfa ons (Schalleﬁt, 1980), . among che: davices (see T. AﬂﬂErEDﬂ <1980,
) ! }

for aféeviéw); may all result in some decrease in text difficulty. Sin nce

& f :

the appliﬁability of |such Buppnrt devices will depend on the types of ‘ v

%}fficult{ they a:e %nteaded to overcome, this aspect does not-constitute an

‘:iindEpEEdEﬁt dimension ﬁithin:the séheme. Rather, it require es a fecufsive

analysis of the extra-textual aid and its relation to a'gpgeifié text An . -

terms of all the preceding dimensians.

Concluding Remarks |

vai@uglf; the ciassificatiaﬁ séheme ag presented is not even ciasé to-

H i

caﬁplétély fﬂrmea. Surely impgftant dimensions have been averlaaked. It is

J— I
e

clear that the dimensians (and Eub5dimenainns) fequire more precise

- . 5

=
differeatiatign and in gome caaéa, development Ef reliable methads of

meagsurement. ‘Calibrating :Ee various measurement metrics will present

¥ =E
. - 1

further pr@blémsi Hnwever, since our gnal was nathing 80 ambiticué’as the

canstructiﬁn of a campléte madel we will be Eat isfied +if ;hréé Qf*éur

: madest gnsls were Sttaiﬂéd' First, We‘hﬁpéd to aéméﬁstfate the ceiplexiﬁy

of the web of psychalngical pfgpertiés that diatinguish the ﬁracessing of

_'ane text fram ‘another and, thefeby, the need tﬁ abandon gimplistic . ~

¥

'traditiaﬂal clasgificaticné of text as a _-basis.for iﬁvgstigating the

o - =

. differential difficulty textg'may present. Secaﬂd, we*wanted to offer
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. embryonic, would provide a framework for the design and interpretation of
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L
a

preliminary suggestions that might previde ugeful difeetiene'fer the -

development of a complete and practical method of nultidimensional text

classification. . o v Y

- Third, we intended that our discussion »f text classification, however

,\\ - ot [ ,‘ =
empirical studies that less ambiguously identify sources of difficulty in

A
kY

ehiidfen‘e'trengitien to eubjgecéeree feeeing. The dieeueeien.ef
peyeh;legieel texe‘pfepeftiee, besides aiming tewerde a text eleeeifieetien
legie 1e,e eelleetien of hypetheeee'ebeu; why;thet transition may be
diffieuit'fer.semevehiidren; Ehetfie;'the scheme suggests dimensions<to

include in multivariate correlational studies of the nsition phenomenon

| ueing exieting texts and to scontrol when eenettueting-teite;fer experimental

s L]

A investigationsa. A‘eeveet:‘ The demands of rigereue experimeetel eentfel by

]

preduee ertifieiel texts ertifieielly reepended Eo—ﬁe measure of- ability .to

1

“adapt to eeelegieelly invalid reeding eitueeiops weuld likely be ef little

etility- Anethe cave e:: pr eeeeing difficulty along any of the dimensions

can 1eed tezeemprehene n f 1{lure; care, eheuld be tekeﬁ to identify

individuals whose eppelzently equivelent degre f disability may be

i~

meeeuring vefy diffefent sources of dieebiligy- The same eeveetemey even

epply for the same individuel across types of text; fer example, a ehild

¥ =

experiencing diffieulty with whatever is reed mey be having different

" _=

o
= d
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fﬁ

Identifying psychglggical dimensians uf text processing difficulty

would anly be the first step. One wﬁuld still want to know why some text

prapéfty caused difficulty. 1Is it a ptoblem of inicial gnderscandiﬁg? Qf

E
in the same’ text? (In which case the strategy of manigulating one dimension

at a time may be unfévgéliﬁg,) Are certain-kinds of-processes inherently

. easier, or is it more a matter of fit to prior oral or writtenm language -

experience? 1If the latter, does experiénce at some level of a text

\ - 7 3 .
dimension proguce positive transfer to stories or negative transfer to
subject—-area ﬁexts? Would the sourcé of such effects be experiences in

;A‘ school, out of school, or both?

H

zéFiQ&liy;rthe outcomes éf:résearéh such as we héve proposed would have
Eabviﬁus:iﬁscruétiaﬁal implications. For exgﬁplé,'tﬁéj eaul& serve as a
framewark to guide fufther regeafch aimed at deveiaping stratégias far
_cfercuming diffizulty alang the vafigus dimensions-éf More amb;tiagalﬁ,
devélﬂpmént of the mﬁltidimenaianal téxt,cl ssificatian saheme ;auld permiﬁ
investigatinn of alternative _sequences of phasing in subject aréa ‘text by
| gradually increasing the nugbef af*dimensigns with difficul;y that they
contaln, pe;ﬁapa ultimately develcping pragedgfes for identifying |

instructionally optimal sequences of text transitions sulted to-individual

needs.
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