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s Research into.the reading process has shaped an .

understanding ‘of how.readers "make meaning" when.they are engaged in -

.2 reading activity. This research has highlighted a leafning
“triad--the reader, the text, and the context (or learning .°
environment) --thdt interactively affects the naﬁner in which the B
student will comprehend a particular text. Research alsc permits

. reading teachers to consider such prereading charactetistics as the
role of background knowledge, reader/text interaction durAng reading,
and the review, recall, and student response activities that occur
,after the text has been processed. similarly, in examining
‘instruection it seenms particularly helpful to consider. the variety of -
strateqies that readers need to use‘at each .0f. these ‘threesstages in
the ‘reading process. Instructional activities before‘reading amight
focus on the vocabulary and conceptual knowledge appropriate for a

, Specific' task. They could, include prequestions, analogyo and the

idiosyncratic agssociations students tend to make in an atteapt to.
rela  what they already know to what will be ‘contained in the teft.
Activ es during reading might focus on helping<the reader develop
self-questions or respond to inserted questions.’ Actzvztzes following
reading might fogps on post questions, student response, and text- .
and script-based recall. The most importan® point to remember is. that
«hen 1nstruption focuses on strategies--on hov a student interpreted
fa certain idea and arrived at.a certain response-~then the studgat .
will be more likely to learn_to cope effectively.with a wide varxety
of reading tasks as an independent reader. (40D) © '
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. As reading specialists, hany of us have been trained to focus on what .

students do; wetlook at test results, work sheets, and exercises in order to,

L

understand our students' Yeading achievement the skills they have acquired,
éhd the skifis which still need to be learned. Reading research during the

%ast fidteen years has been extremely impomiant for those of us who want to”
. s
]
ghelp students learn to read better, and the most interesting and useful
v

.

éas ect of this research has ‘been its focus on how rather than on what students

Although "process"~and "productﬁ are far from ney concepts, our expand%g
knowledge about the reading process-is powerful and can make a difference in ’
the goals of our‘lessons, in thé wag we interact with students as we help
them leéarn,-and in the manner in which we assess needs and evaluate growth.

For erample, fesearch into the reading process has shaped our understand-

ing’of how readers "make meaning" when they are engaged in a reading activity.’

L
]

This research has(highlighted a learning triad: the read r,’the text, and .,

—.-

the context (or.learning "environment) as they ihteracti%ely affect the manner

in which a student will comprehend a particular text. In this chapter, three

.

aspects of recent reseajch w111 be described and then related to the learning
) ’ a‘ ‘ background

triad. They cre; 1) the constructlon of meaning, 2) the relevance of/knowl-
4

’

’

edge, and 3) the use -of metécomprehension or self-monitoring when reading.
‘ .t ! :
After reviewing aspécts of this research which are particularly pertinent.to 1$l0

the instructional setting, instructional activities useful for the secondary

¢

sc¢hool will be described.

L]
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The Constructive Nature of Rgading « . _ v

A

-

X s s . P N . . .
"Reading is interactive because it requires coordination between the

.~

reader's background knowledge and the reader's use Qf actual text, (Rumelhawt,

-~

- 1975), and to rely less on cues frop the text itself., Howe }r, wheggthe.

.Janguage and content are difficult and processing of idéas}wfeaké down p.

= - « H
readers tend to pay more attention:%o details of the text §

d to concentraﬂg)
’ o‘ -

on smaller units of language (Sbiro{ 1979). . 4
1 4 -~

Let's remember the many instances when we've seen oy

meant; they'd started with the words and senteﬁgg§,pgt;£buld have little
» » o T L. i
sense of the more global meaning of the paééage. Thiszﬁometimes happens

. - 4 .
" when text-based processing receives undue focus. Whilg people may make mean-

e N

ing by focussing’on Gérds, senienceshanq large units of text, sometimesg they
. ¢ ©

" don't (and some peopiebcannot). Also, this is frequently'an inefficient way

N i ) . -, )
) / to process the text in that a frus on bits of meaning is slower, takes more
, . -space in memory, and may interfere with the reader's interpretation of what

,
.
-

the futhor is sayirmg. On the other! hand, when the copceﬁt:kxiven pnlcess

s

focusses too heavily on overa}l éon%qpt;; readers somgtimes e%éiée with a very .
. éeneral idea of what' a passage i§ abéut, bug,ia;E the spec¥fics. ‘Overreliance
‘.oﬁ generalized conceéts can lead to imgéecié; ﬁeéning.wiyh too many reaagr- .

made assumpbions: It is important'tyat we-1) be aware of possibie overre-

liance on one, strategy or the other, 2) focus our instruction on the flexible '

use of concept-based and tgxt:ba§ed‘cu;ing systems, ané 3) éhco&rage.our -
S S T




e students to make dec151ons about the kind of strategies which are most helpful

N , in comprehending a partlcular.;ext. Asklng studeﬁts such questions as "Did

s

* you get that ~from the text?", "Did you think of that yourself?", or "Is that

.

Helpful®in understanding,the text?" may help’'both student and teacher evaluate -

comprehension strategies fof a particular portion of a particular text. It
- . t g
may also lead the students to experimentfwith other strategies as' they con- . )

front new texts." ’ ' . -

- ¢ * ’ )

To understand the many variables which affect the comprehension process, ,

oo v n e

we also need to look beyond text- or concept-driven strategies. The notion

4

. that the development of meaning is a‘constructive process draws upon the works

-\

" of such diverse people as Anderson (1977), Bartlett (1932), Polyani (1966),:£

. ] &
Rumelhart (1977), and Spiro (1980). It includes.the following as constra2n §
‘on reading: 1) ,he reader's general knowledge, language patterns, and attis
d

- tudes, 2) the language and content of the text; 3) the~dehnands and goals ofz

«

</ "% _ the spec1f1c readlng task and 45 the ans;ructlonal env1fonment and general:

s .
cllmate for learnlng--as they all interact (Langer, 1980a). Together, thes? J
prov1de a broad view of what iftfluences an individual student in processing%

. ’ o

and .comprehending a particular text. Comprehensiofh is not a simple text-i

1
E]

based process in which readers piece together what the words, sente S, ori

1

paragraphs "say"--as if words themselves have some inherent meaning. Nor isi )
’r{ot ion

it simply a concept-driven process in whlch ‘readers begin w1th a global

R of what the text will be about, and ant1c1pate the larger meanlngs the text
. (X3 ’ -
: ~will convey.-"Rather, comprehension is a process which requires readers-—real

-~

li;e readers with ideas and attitud%s of their own--to interpret what the s,
- .

- -

author is saying in the text. From this point pf view, the text is merely a .

’ . -

blueprint using a: linguistic code; readers must use the blueprint to stimulate




3
f

their'own ideas and create their own meanings. This-is not to, suggest that

8

. . . ¥
readers go off into an idiosyncratic world of fanciful meaning, but that they

¥

and ‘they alone have the power to create meaning--their meaning that is closer
to or further f;om the meaning that the author intended, but reader-generated ~
. .

ﬁone;heléss. Once teachers accept this notion of meaning‘Construction, it

4 - ~
permits instruction to focus on why a certain interpretation was or was not -
’ I . Y - N .

made by a reader. v

As _a passage develops, ideas are introduced, réfiﬁed,‘and integrated.
Meanigg can't be derived from a égnten;e or tex? segmént alone, Put must .be *
~ considered as part of the reééer's growing envisionment of what Egs entire
passage is about.‘ Theéefore, theaning deriveg érom a particula; pQ;tion bf

the text will be shaped by how earlier segments were interpreted[ and will
- - A

continue to develop and change in the light of later segments. In addition,

ﬁnterpretations of passayes will change based on the context or purpose for

-

— . 7 . .
reading. This.is but another bit of ev}dence that meaning is reader and

) . . .

o ' ]
situation speci!ic. )
L1 .
The goal ‘is ap appropriate mix of reading strategies. There is not

a breadth

’

necessarily a better-yorse or first-second sequence, but, rather
and flexipilitygshich we must help our students develop. Poor readers tend

to be tpe#€ who become overly reliant on one.strategy k8pira, 1979). Readers

must use the words and semtences in'a text as well as their personal language,

I3

. s 4 .
knowledge, and exper}ence'to create a changing and growing meaning.  As a

reader progresses through a text, the envis/onment flexes and grows. Thexe
- -3 .

* i)

i% no stasis.’ As the ideas develoﬁ‘ the Yeader must learn to rely on a vary-, -

. 4 - .

ing and fluid range of strategies and ctieing systems to elaborate the meanings
. . s - 4 . .

further still.

Py

\\\;




- . < L3
. ; . . {
- %

.; - . -
What all this means to the secondary’ teacher is that we must be aware
. ’ 5 .

. - ~
| that as readers engage in:each new readihg task, they already have important
[} ’ - s .
'knowle@ge tnat each of them canluse or learn to use to get.meaning. Students

generally have a good hunch about the genre of the passage (newspaper article,, .
'worksheet ‘with passage and flil ~in questlons, social studies text, blography),q

about the general ‘topic, abqht‘the language and tone of the passage, and

‘ £

‘e 4

- ’
about the information they will need when they finish reading (for multiple-

choice questlons, class dlscusslon, research paper). By being aware of these -

factors (all of which affect the manner in which the student processes the

text), the teacher can- asslst the student to develop more efficient and more

. N -

effective eomprehension strategies. Discussions focussing on what students
know about the topic and the genre, and hypotheses about po& the}e might be

2 ] 14’ ,
dealt with in the text are often a rich way to develop expectations, which are

+

helpful for comprehending the text. It is also important to tell students
‘ wh& they are reading the text (quiz, repoit) litérary discussion) and to think
in advance about the kind of information they might focus on to Jbest reach
i . '
A

that goal. ' ’ . . .

The Influence of Background Knowledge
In this paper,‘backgr§und informatfgn will refer to quite explicit "facts"
/ . 7 § . —_— .
which are specifically related tq‘the topic, while background knowledge is
used in a more discursive sefse to describe both specific "background infor-
" mation" and all other usefuli& rqi.ted knowledge, however tangential it
Had 4 - : - .

.

-

. « [

might be. Jnst,ﬁbogt'everyone agrees that  in some critical way backgrouné

information plays an important role in how a student comprehends a passage.

- . . »
Fréquently this generalization ha8 been intuitive; though' teachers are often

f H

» ! :

é .
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. : 4 j . ’
sure there'is a knowledge gap between the text and the reader (especially

-
~ .

or what to do about it. In recent years, thef//gas been a good deal of re- .

¥ :

1n‘ﬁub3ect area textbooks), they aren't quite sure exactly where the gap is 1
1

search into the question of prior knowledge‘and how it affects comprehension. °

- We now knowlemﬁ&rically what teachers have often suspected: that cultural

. ‘ background, personal world knowledge, and first-hand experiences with related

-

. topics all affect the manner if which the reader organizes information in .

S
. . &
.

4 memory (Pichert & Anderson, lé??;'Reynolds et al, 1981; Rumefhart & Ortony,

1977; Steffensenj Jogdeo & Andersony l§78), what text-related information

will be brought“to mind in reading about a given topic'(Anderson, Spiro &

Anderson, 1980; Langer, 19§0b; Langer;& Nicolich, 1981; Spiro, 1979), what
) 4

. ' |
associations the reader will maké based on personal experiences and background

- 5
é

knowledge (Langer, 1981a,b, 1982), and;what language (or vocabularyz the
° L 4

student “will think of or use based on the perspective or point in reading, -

+ . .
. -

|

: |

,(Anderson & Pichert, 1977; Anderson, Pichert & Shirey, 1979). |

. . A 1

We also know thag in order to coﬁ;;ghﬁid a text, students need to relate j

‘ ’ . .% 1

the vocabulary and concepts in the text to some background knowledge they |
- - 5. 14

. ‘ 1

already have stored in memory (Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977; Anderson, 1977).

If a reader has'poor}y‘organized or weakiy developed understandings of a i

, ~

L 4

»
.

particular concept, comprehension becomes difficult (Pearson, Hansen & Gordon,

71979). . . : . - ) ) u
Onf aspect ‘of.thig problem that teachers must seriqusly consider involves '

>
.

. . student/teachér communication (L;nger, 1982). -Does the teacher really know

that a student lagks background knowledge abbut a specific topic, or has the

student simply used language which the teacher didn't imagine was related to “‘
. .. - - . R . r . -
the topic? Did the student introduce information which the teacher felt to

i o o

o
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’be tangentlal because it didn't fit with "the language and 1deas ,the teacher

expected to be expressed? We must consider not only the language and con-

’

’

tent which is presented in the text,’but also differences between the language
’ . . k3

and background knqwledge of teacher and student. Due to dlfferlng llfe ex-

’ A 1 =
)

periences, people organlze their knowledge in different ways, and these may

differ frbm student to student as well as from the way in which a teacher

’ s Mmay have organized these ideas.’ We nust remember tooathat there is an "dca-
demie"'language--a,way of organizing‘and retrieving information and a way

. of discussing‘ideas which may simply not be in the realm of‘a student's

experience.- In such s1tuat10ns, the student may have a store of useful and

. related knowledég-—lf only the student could verbalize it and the teacher ) "

-

could unders}and how to use it as an aid to comprehenslon. .
.- . When studentsfbegin‘to read abeut a topid, or‘when there it a class'dis-

cussion about a\toplc, language or ideas which seem fuzzy, irrelevant, or .
) ‘ tangential to’ the teacher nay be perfebtlw apprbpriate‘links with backgrouhd_

. . . 3 .
.

- knowledge for a 'particular student. Student knowledge and experiences differ
P -]

" ‘ .
and therefore what is stored in memor¥ and the way it is stored will differ.

These same diverse students may pull different bits of knowledge from memory

"

in different ways, and may even use different Jlanguage to relate their b§ck:
L. e . b

ground knowle ge to a particular learning experéence. It is the’ teacher's -
’ O
role to helpfstudents make links between what they knaw and what thgyéwlll

-

reaé--and to evaluate that in terms’ of thelr understandlng of the genre and

s

the purpdse fot readlng. of course we hope t@ help all students cemmunicate

-
in spme common manner with. the author of the text, with the teacher, and \\\

. t e - “o .
- with each other. Unfortunately, we &an't always start there. ¥+ . . \§<

. i} : o
Though ,there are occasiohal times when, students have inadequate knewledge

-

v s o N ﬁ% . &
. . LW \ . . .




until we hear the reasons\: This activity Wlll -help us focus on-thé kind of -

L . . "\ *

thinking the‘student did 3 e the klnd of ‘reasonlng that took place when the

-

) -
. - - t\ A <@
response was made. Teacher and student can then discuss What could have
@ o
T, been done dlfferently, *which i;%t of information may have been more approprl-
ate/han another, and-why.
) g . © v

. All this is directly relevan{) tosreading in-the secondary schools, ’

R \
Before textbpoks 'are assl 2d for reading, teachers might first _
- n‘x\
check to see what background knowledge‘*their students hav/e--student knowledge
N

.'
‘where s%me 85% of the readlng studems do is expos:.tory or information-

_gettin

in student language. This knowledge caré‘&then be related to the vocabulary
¥ . )

a/;;d \concepts which 7:@ in the text-—moving‘{from what is known to the news .

<

Although some students w1ll undoubtedly need some direct 1nstructlon

¥, ¢ ' ‘
in new concepts, many others will be able t%read and comprehend the text
- : . o : A
' with greater success if they are simply given ‘%;h'e' opportunity to begin with
\ ce
the background knowledge hey relate to the %eachng task, .and then learn to /\;

judge for themseives how this might help them better -understand the 1nforma-
Q <.d. S .

tion in the text, to think agbout what else they knd‘w? that might be helpful,

2
N »

and to use' their own concepts to help them understand less familiar vocabulary.

Starting with the student s .1anguage and background knowledge rather than’
- . LY - .-

that of the teacher or the text. may make all the dlfference in the manner in
/ .‘ \ .

Nthh a text is processed and the degree to which' it is pxiderstood.. )

~ “ : .‘ &
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Metacomprehension or Self-monitoring when Reading e €

* o,

“ L] - ’ s >
An entire body of research séggests that more efficient readers are

. ~
L4 )

those who have some sort of control over their own' reading strategies (Brown,
) .

- Ve Q . ) ‘ + -

. 1982). This®»’self-rYeading" and control of strategies used when processing a
text dis called méiacomprehension. Métacomprehension refers  to a monitoring
' C - ' i

system which involves self-reflection and awareness of what we know or need

. ~

> .

to know in a particular reading situation, and what needs to be @bne if things
J : - . . :
. go, wrong (Brown, 1982). Metacomprehension can be thought of, as having two °
. 2 . . N .

Separate components: awareness and action. "Awgreness" is the self-reflec-
R R > 3 . ¢ -

—

tion people do. when "watching" their own cognitive behavior as they read.

This includes: 1) awareness of the goal of the reading asSignment, 2) aware-
. o :

¥ L *

- . N

ness of what is known aboutsthe‘topic‘and the feading task, 3) awareness of

-
-

what needs to be known, and--4)-awareness of the strategies which facilitate

or impede: the géining of meaning from reading. "Actiqp“ is the self-regula-
1. * L]
. [ . b

tory aptivity people engage in as a response to their self-monitoring. Wwhen

' . ! : .
things go wrong, regulqtory mechanisms help readers 1) to relate the reading
, :

problem to similqr probléms, 2) to engage in strategy changes, 3) to check

to see if théir proplem-soljing attempts have been successful, and 4) to
L4 . .
;nficipate what td§ do next. : ' = !
.« .
Metaco@pre nsion acFivities éerve as a "third eye" Yhich permits a
+  reader to_éﬁéck‘that,iQeas in the text m;ke_sen;;>and ére.consistent ﬁ}th one
gnother {égker & Bqun, l9éb). ggiiuse'there:?re vaﬁying leyefé of "how guch

.you need to\hnderstand," readers must make this judgment basedfon the pur-
2 . .

A

pose’ for reading._ Poor geader§ ére{leés aware than good readers of the
W * . . -

»

strategies they Efe during reading (so*too for young as compargﬁ with older

v '

readers),‘and are also less aware when things go wrong. Similarl?, young

-

- >

N
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L 4

' readers do not seéem tq notice inconsistencies even when they are capable of

¢ . . . .

doing so (Markman, 1979). Therefore young or’poor readers are less likely

to‘seek clarificatigh of poorly unaerstood material. What thisdheans to
oA\ ' ’ L
the classroom teacher is that we can't expect students to "read more care-

»
(3

. ‘ .
fully," "figure things odt for tﬂémselves(" “;ook it uyp," or "ask someone

for help" when in so many cases the student is unaware %hat‘something has
. 1 4 »

"gone wrong” in the first place. R T,

Results from research on metacomprehension can teachers focus on

.

the furidamental processes, their students do or do no ;;;\;Féh they do or

/
/ . .
do not comprehend a text. In classroom environments, the teacher rather than

- ;/Tme students usually makes ‘the decisions about what the students are to do ' .

and what tﬁey need td know. learning to ?hobée what strategiés to use is ’
. .o - AN / B .
excluded "from instructional activities because appropriate teaching protedures

&

may have been too.vaguely defined. , However,” some instructional,strategies
!

have recently been suggest®d which can easily be incorporated into instruc-

tional progams. Brbwn, Campione & Da§ (1980) have developed a technique for

r L)

h%lping séugents reflect on their own comprehension through internalizing

~
+

and monitoriné certain rules foz summariziné passagés. Their rules‘are:

i)‘@eléte trivial material, 2) delete éedundant'ﬁéfe;iaii'B) substitute a

superordiﬁate;term ﬁpr a list of items, 4) subﬁﬁiyute'q suéerordinate event/n ’

fof a.list.of actions, 5) seiect a topic sentggce: if any, and 6) ,if there is-
.

no topic sentence, -make it up. It is not merely the presenéatiop of rufes

‘'which makes ﬁhis‘activity differeng from most summarizing activities, but the

fact that the wules require decision-making and judgmené on the part of the

A
. .

students. Also, the students are encouraged to understand the significance

of their decisions and to anticipate ‘the oﬁtébmg of tHeir actions. Students
' T \ o - oy

P . N =
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ey and teacher work closely togethexr to heip the students gain the strategies
, . " . . - M R4
.. gieéded for thls task, and the selfhreflectlon necess y to become md‘?
. o . EAYE ’
eff1c1ent learners 1n~general._ f s : .-' -,
- - Slmllarly, Anderson (1978) has developed self-questlonlng tachniques ~
, [ 4 ) . o !
to prove students' éomprehension and retention. S nte are encouraged
e - “a A . -.'»Q ' ; RS I'4 ]

to genera&e questlons 5efore readlng (fqr ant1c1patlon), during reading
- ;o .
(for focus)g or after reading (for studylng and rememberlng), base& on Ltéms'-
- ! ' = .. . ’
_in the text belng read ‘Peachers might use such studenthgenerated questlons .
- ‘.
as an %évnn‘lct1v1ty to facilitate comprehenslon or recall, or as an

< " evaluative rndex of what the student learned from the text. , Some of the

. S v o . can

activities Anderson suggests ‘are: .I) when readlng sllently, students/generate
‘e . . 4 r

' qubstlons about materral to be learned,.2) students can 1n1t1ally study ‘the

-~ e .
@ text materlal without generating guestionms, and then quéstion one another .
P 4 .
3 \

1n’"study pairs', .on 3) for test preparation, students can develop a master,

- .

list’ of . questlons which can be evaluated, by the group and used by ‘class

LI -
L]

oo , menibers sas a study ald . .o @ o ) !

- . S .
Baker & Brown (1980) make the distinction between metacomprehension
¢ ’ - v -
(Reeping track of.comprehending) and reading for remembering or studying.

The latter 1nvolves identification of 1mportant 1deas, testlng one s own

3 +, mastery of the materlal\:?llocatlng study time effectively, and developlng
.. i i

¥offective study strategies, The more explicit that téachers are in helping

v
1. ¢ . .

students understand and use the rules (as well as monitor the effectiveness

* »

. ] R
) of their useTt:She more successful instruction will be. .
" . o S . L aw
«*' TwQ general kinds of problems that impede successful comprehension are

/

l)'inefficient of~inappropriate application of rules and strategies and Zf

LR yanl w
lack of background knowledge. This section has stressed .the kinds of
. g ]
{7 .
A
. » % ) )

AL



, . 2 :
ch will help students beécome aware of useful strate-

9 ES

gie'bfor studylng and rememberlng. What can be 1mportant and dlfferent about

e

~~
the suggested act1v1t;es 1s that they can help stUdents not only learn the
. 1

spec1f1c rules or skills, but also las;n self-management, self-regulatlon

° -

and selfdmonltorlng .in other learning act1v1t1es.
P _—

% v ) R ‘ \v -
‘.,
s ’ ~ ‘

Factorsvtheéflnfluence Readlng The Reader, the_ Text and the Context

4N
>

. .
“ .

?rom the discussion above we can see that reading resegfsgdgas/a great

’

-

deal to say to teachers, about the,read}ng pfocess. Current thinking suggests

a numbe? of variables'whichQaffect the reader during every moment of the
‘ .

’
e L ] : A

reaqiq? experience. iV’I’hese include £ectors inhérent'in the reader such as
. , . . > , i N
personei experiences, language, and content knowledge (Langer, l980a)é and

Lo @ . , . .
factors 1nherenti1n the text such as concepts, vocabulary, and organizational

structure (Tier‘iy & Moiénthal, 1982), the linguistic nature of the text it-

self such as sentence structure and cohesive ties (Halllday & Hasan, 1975),

ggd gen;e, point of v1ew,“and style. Since these interact during each read-

ing experience, we must continually copsider the aspects of each specific -
, > . ‘.,—2 - R - '
"reader-t‘gt interaction"-=those in the reader or the text which make

L d
’

it difficult for the reader 76 gain peaning from that particulai reading

\.

experience. <« . _ .
14

< . .’ N .
In addition t6 the reader and the text, we must also consider the context
) » ‘ , . '

for reading--the context in its largest®sense, from the classrc;;i‘%nvironmnﬂt

) 4 . .
and the.student-teecher and student~student relationships, to the environ-

v ment for learning in the school, to the context for literacy in the hqme and

N [ ’ .
within the community-at-large. We can consider the fellowing "affectors" as

they influence text comprehension’(fdk further discussion,’ see Langer, 1980a):’

X
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" . READER o iI‘_Ex_i‘ : ' " CONTEXT
seif imagé 4 content ° e ’ stﬁdgnt-text :
. .
values ‘ T vocab;lary ! stu;ent-tgacher
‘attitudés P " organization- l student-student
backgroung experience ’ sentence strﬁcture—— classroom. \ :

_ content knowledgé cohesion’ N ‘ school -, : -’
lgnéuage ; | coherence home‘ T
}nterests . ; ﬂ\ genre - communify

’understanding of the task ’ point of view ;' ’ Sbciety : '

.7 ; Yo7 y ) L. . , )
physical and emotional - author’s/purPOSGQ,\l' ’ ' .- .

state - . . . . ’
R . >

2

Multiple Constraints on the Reading Process

‘

This section will examine some of the variables which contribute

to the comp;éxity of the seading procesé (see %igure 1).

At the center of each specifié reading experience is the reader and text
interaction which is hlway§ affected in some real way by the purpose for

the reading activity (Fiéure‘l). This purpose for reading'hirectly

affects the extent to which a reader reliés on the printed page or goes
beyond it to relevant background knowledge and experiences. . Although a
reader may have afficient text-driven as well as concept-driven strategies,

the reading ﬁtrategigs which are actually used will be’iﬁfluenced by the
< ]

"

individual's burpose foE reading in* that specific instance. fhe'

reading of a leisure time story differs in obvious ways.from the reading

of A novel for an Englisgh essay which in turn differs from a series %

-

Y
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of reference books which'pill be read for a term paper, and these will |differ

-

when either reference books or novels are being read for a multiple choice

e ) 9 v ¥
test. -Comprelension strategies differ somewhat from one readin situﬁti n .

1 . -

to the other, and when readin§ becoﬁeg&difficult-or‘things go wrong, the

[y

»

-

most appropriate flx—up strategles will also dlffer. Different purposes

&

For examp(e, a poorly organized text may not be a prqblem 1ffthe pﬁrﬁbse for

/7
reading.is tq get a very general idea about the cllmate in Mexf;o City before
other <

2

making a trip there. At/times it is necessary for the reader to be aware of
» . r

specific personal biases--andto keep them aside--so that the view of the

author gan be interpreted as openly as possible. Students must learn to

become aware of -the strategles they use when reading for»dlfferent purposes,

N
anaﬁ¥eachers must be aware.that what- the reader gets out of the text is a

function{of the purpose as well as of the text itself,

These are merely a few of the ways in ‘which the reader, the text, and

the purpose for reading <dutersect and shape the manner in which thé rggder

«

will procéss the text. Continually impinging on this core is the larger

- ’ .
context. for reading. Surely there are subtle verbal and non-verbal "success" (;.

o ‘ i
and "non-success" messages fram author‘tQ\reader, between the teacher and 7

P

student, and within the classroom environment (Gumpexrz, 1980; McDermott, -
- - % “

1979), and all affect the student's sense of self-asf;earﬁer, as a reader,

and as a participating kor non-participating) member in the &cademic world A
< °

of ideas. Sﬂhdies.by Allington (1980) and Gupperz (r?79) have indicated

»

that poorer readers tend to inwoke teSEher questions which focus on word

“

. . ;
recognition %?d word meaning while more successful readers are asked questions
; c

about the "message"‘of the text, Allingtod also found that poorer readers

%
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tend to be assigned fewer silent reading activities than tHeir more "sugbess-
- - L
R4 . .
“ful" classmates. The attitudes underlying such behavior are frequéntly com+
' ‘ - . ’ ” .
. ‘. - Y - ° .
municated in subtle wiys ahd can contribute to the growing chasm some students

feel between their home and school‘selées.

v L4

CSnE%uéions \\\\\\\V \\\\\

Although reading is in ‘many ways a recursive act1v1ty in which the mlnd

racie ahedd to ant1c1pate what will come next’ and skips backward to review

‘ and revise 1nterpretatlons that have already been made, it is helpful for ; h‘
purposes of analysis to focus_on three stages of reading: before the text i

- is read,‘while the text is beine read, and after the eyes have .left the '
page (Robinson, 1978). 1In exanining the research; *his pernits us to con-‘ \

hd ) . ! ' v
sider such prereading characteristics as the role of background knowledge,

z 3
s -

reader/text ineeiaction during reading, and thé review, recall, student
_response actiyities'whichéeccuf after the text has been prytessed (Tierney st
¥ L . —
'Cunningham, 1980).‘ Similarly, in examining inegrpttion it seems particularfy
helpful to consider.the’variety of stnategies’wnich readers need to use at -\
each of these fhree séages in the reading,prdeeéé. Instructional aetivities.

beforé readlng m1ghé§£§cus on the VOj;pulary and conceptual knowledge approp-

riate for a speglf;c task. They would surely*also,lnclude prequestlons
4 - % I

(Anderson, l978)¢fanalogy (Hayes & Tierney, 1980; Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977),

3
B -
.

and the idiosynéiatic associgtions students tend to make in an attempt to
re ’ .

relate what they already know ‘to what will Ee contained in the text (Langer,

4

1978, 1982)." Durlng reading activities mlght focus on helplng the reader
0“ 2,

edevelop self—questlons or respond to inserted questlons (Andre & Anderson,

\

-1918l,_l§nt1c1patlon of large structural, o;ganlzatlonal, or rhetorlcal

e .




4

~

elements might also be developed. Interventions after reading might focus

~,

‘on post-questions (Anderson & Biddle, 1975),‘student response (Gagné, 1978),

- o+

»

'

and textually and scriptally-based recall (Pearson &:Johnson, 1978).

We have segmentedhfhe forces which constrain readiog comprehension in
order to oaio a clearer vrea of the nature of f;e constraihts. However, '
comprehension,-in(reality, is multidimensional and the multiple co;leaints
deecrlbed 2ﬁove must be.considered 51multaneousiysand perceived ;n the;r
haturally interwoven te§xures if they are to be,useful for instructional

. ’
.

purposes, ’

° 4

~The most important po}nt‘to remember is that when'instruction focuses
. z . r

L4 : * .. I. . ]
on.strategies--on how a student interpreted a certain idea or arrived at a

certain responée;<§hen students wili be more likely to learn to cope effet-
tively with a wide variety of reading tasks, on their own, as independent
H

L

B * #
readers. The chart below suggests some of the strategies teachers might con-

’ 4 . * . ! - e
sider 'when they are planning such instructional-activities. The list is by

no means complete,‘and is meant to serve as the beginning of a guide wh;ch

. .

teachers can develop further in their daily work.

/

Although the division of strategles 1nto before, durlng, and after the ,
1

reading experlence has been prov18ed.for purposes of clarlty, most of the

\
-

strategles are used thrqughout the reading’ process and “can therefore be used

1

for instructional purposes in a vareity of combinations other‘ tha

propdsed here. & . /




Before B Dﬁring

*

. éontent Yelated backgrbund Pbredicting what o;ganization of recall
knowledge (concepts) comes next (hierarchical) .

i

text-related knowledge ~°  integzating (con- organizdtion of text
. (format, text structure) strucfive aspects) ‘(recall of structure’
) . ) D as well 3s recall of

;L . ;/’/ . . | detgils)

specific vocabulary using seif-questiéns“"’Sgst-questions
kngéiedée ) (textually-and-
(\\ . . _ ' scriptallz:ﬁased)
understanding the knowing when loné and short term
purpose'fgf reading " additional infer- ' - recall of understandy

- e mation is needed and ing of task
N . ’ ho% to get it o ¢

]

.
<
- -~
. N * ‘

familiarity with keeping purpose for knowing when being
style, genre ) reading in mind\ , ° uncertain is okay

.
~ '

- v . . A -

-‘ . ~ . - [ §
[ v .
knowing what one knows monitéring incon- judging if informatiod

and needs to know c sistencies s L/ gained is sufficient
- . ‘ , B - -

. . - (based pn purpose)

r ., -
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If instruction is to offe%'the most meaningful learning experiences

R 1
 for each student,.then teachers; must focus on activities which go well

beyond the drill and pPractige york which abounds in so many dlaéses. We

¢ .

must also re—think.the "reeding lab" organlzatlonal plan of the sixties

L]

and seventies which stressed "hlerarchical,skllls" and "1nd1v1dual con-

§racts" to.the p01nt that the v1tal dlal}’.ﬁ between teacher and student
\4

ang between fellow students was lost The activities described in this paper
1 ‘ : . ¢
Just don't fit into the trad;tlonal secondary "lab" environment. Surely the

laboratory'organizational plan is efficient in getting each student to -

work ;lone and to practice subskills based on individual needs. But such'

A d
-

an approach may not come close to tapping the real and basic'learning'

< 5 ! ‘

. needs which are at the core of every reading '(and writing) exg%rlence

‘0 »

¢ learnlng to‘lnteEact in a meanlngful manner w1th the material in the text,

and learning what‘td do and what not to/éo when attempting to get atfmeaning
J .. . . . .

" through readihg. . B . ‘

-
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