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1

The Instruction of Reading Comprehension

While it is still possible to lament the'lack of good solid Causally
o

interpretable research in the area of reading comprehenSion instruction

(Jenkins & Pany, 1980; Tierney & Cunningham,,1980), there carr.be little

. /

questibn that more research about'the basic processes and instructional

practices of reading comprehension has been packed into the last half

decade (1978-1982) than in any previous period'(hOwever long). The purpose

of his review is to characto-zize, simmarize,- and evaluate that research in
1.

terms, of its contribution to principles of instructional practice:

The first and most formidable task of a reviewer is to limit his or

her search for potentially relevant studies. This is especially important

in the area of reading comprehension given the enormous OutpUt of the field

in-each-of the last 6 or7 years. Since our focus is on instruction rather

than basic processes Or the development of processes, we, will deal with

process or cross-age studies only to establish a feeling for the milieu in

whidh research about instruction has been conducted or only if the
-

A

implications for instruction of .a particular,,say developmental, study are

-so strong as to compel comment about it. The major criterion for

"inclusidn, then, 'becomes, "Did the study examine either comprehension

instructicn or the consequences of comprehension instruction and /or-

learning?" A secondary criterion became obvious during the search. The

studies dealing with instruction varied along a continuum of

interpretability; that is, some studies appeared, prima facie, to be about

comprehension instruction, but they were difficult if not impossible to

evaluate within the prevailing zeitgeist. Irr short, they seemed to add

4
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'little to our cumulative knowledge about either the nature of

comprehension,-comprehension instruotion.or the relationship between:the

two. Thi's criterion of interpretability, or, if. you will, contribution to

cumulative knowledge, became a criterion not for inclusion/exclusion but

rather for degree of assigned emphasis.

The second task of a reviewer is to establish a framework for

Organiiing. the various research efforts that passed the inclusion test.

Anyone who has ever searched for such a framework will recognize the

arbitrariness of this task; any world, however small and finite,lends

itself to different modes of categorization and decomposition.

Nonetheless, it must be done, We have divided the world, of comprehension

instruction studies into four main .categories: Existential descriptions,

existential proofs,-..pedagogical experiments and program evaluations.

Existential descriptions have a very straightforward purpose: They propose

to answer the question,'':What's going on out there in,the real world of
-t

classrooms and instructional materials?" They serve a useful function to

the instructional,researcher. whOmay wish ultimately to change that real

wbrld ecalise they^provide a benchmark for evaluating the worth and

I
potential'of any'positive instructional finding. :Existential proofs serve

.

to answer a question preliminary to the conduct of an honest instructional

stud3i: "Is a given variable or set of variables operative in the

population of learnets I might choose later to instruct?" Pedagogical

experiments serve to 'answer specific questions about the efficacy.of

particular instructional'Interventions, "What is the impact of this

interpretation on students' performance on comprehension tasks X and/or Y

and/or Z?" They typically involve'relatively short term interventions and



.Comprehension Instruction

evaluate impacts along a continuum of local to broadly transferable

effects. Program evaluations represent attempts to evaluate the

"institutionalization" of an instructional var ±able, or., more likely, a set.

of instructional variables, by examining their gross long range effects

when they have become part of 'a curriculum implemented by real teachers in

real classrooms in real schools. As such; they are capable of answering

questions like, Now that we've proven that'a variable.is operative,

o

differs from the conventionpl wisdom, and exhibits .a powerful short-range

effect, what will happen to it when we mix it up with everything else we

normally do as-a part of what we call teaching reading on a day-to-day

basis ?" -These four broad- categories serve to organize.the main part of the

paper; only the section on pedagogical eXperimenta-will`be further

detomposed,since it' 71-_Aesents the-bulls of the relevant work conducted

since 1978. First, however, we offer a word about the general milieu of

reading.research, since it has probably served to motivate many of the

questions-that instructional researchers have asked in recent years.

-The Milieu

Reading educators have been.trying to answer instructional questi`qns

for at least 80 years. They dealt with little but instructional issues

during the period from 1920 -1970. It is not difficult to determine the

very practical motives of the hundreds of comparative evaluations of

diffdtent beginning.reading'prOgrams (see Chall, 1967; Bond & Dykstra,

1966), the scorea';:bfreat:Ag'-achievement prediction studies (see Barrett,

1967 or. Dykstra, 1967 for reviews'Ofthese efforts),` or the dozens of
ct.

readability efforts (see Klare, 19b3; Klare, 1974-75:for reviews). In
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fact,.,-,ne can argue that it was the sheer weight of such practically

motivated research that led, in the early 1970's, to the demise of this

long tradition. At the very time when reading educators were thirsting for

practical research motivated by underlying models and t eories of the

reading process, psychologists were working in the newlfy rediscovered

cognitive,tradition to participate in what can only be regarded as a

prol.,feration of models of prose comprehension in the middle 1970's. The

marriage of these two forces has proven remarkably productive (see'Pearson,.

1981, for a treatment of these historical forces)..

The middle to late 1970's witnessed a barrage of new frameworks for.

understanding comprehension. It was a period that witnessed the emergence

of schemata (Anderson, 1977; Rumelhart, 1980), frames .(Minsky, 1975),

scripts (Schenk, 1973), story_grammars_(-Rumelhart,_1975;Stein & Glenn,

1979; Jhorndyke, 1977), and a host of text analytic schemes (Fredericksen,

1975; Kintsch, 1974; Grime's, 1975; Meyer, 1975). These.notions were

followed by even stranger constructs like metacognition and

metacomprehension (see,Baker & Brown, in press, for areview). Andit was

,

not just the terminology that was new; despite protestations to the/

contrary,' the ideas were,.if not completely novel, at laast so much more

detailed than their vague predecessors as..Po cause reading researchers to

rethink basic notions about curriculum and instruction.

What isAmportant about.the ideas in this milieu is that instructional.

researchers have tried very seriously to take theniAnto account as they ask

what are only on the surface simple luestions like, "What's the best.way to

teach X?" Unlike earlier periods in which a researcher could' address an
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issue because he, or she knew it was a concern for teachers, today's

instructional researcher must serve two mhsEers: the theoretician and the

classroom teacher. In the current milieu, it is not_enough for a study to

show an improvement in comprehension performance; it must also link its -

findings to some theoretically durrent.construct. Now, ultimately, this

situation will probably prOVe beneficial to both theory and practice, for

it provides a good reality test for theory and a good theoretical test'for

practice.. But in the interim, it places enormous constraint and
t.

responsibility (and sometimes, we a quest. for prestidigitation) on
_ .

instructional researchers.

Existential.Descriptions

Existential descriptions are conducted in order to describe

instruction as it exists in schJols and/or materials. In principle, such.

.descriptions remain neutral with respect to evaluating whether what exists

is good Or bad. Few; however, achieve such neutrality;' and even if they

do, they are seldom interpreted by others with neutrality.

In. the area of reading comprehension instruction, the most influential

existential description of claSsroom practices, is Durkin' (1978-79)

investigation of how some 39 intermediate grade teachers addressed the

phenomenon of reading comprehension. Durkin and her so-workers observed

reading and (to a lesser degree) social studies lessons throughout a schoOl

year for a total of'17,997 minutes. They classiff.ed what.they observed

into several categories of' teacher and/or student. behavior. Most relevant

to our diScussion.are these categories of behaviOr: assessment (the

teacher asks students a que6tion about a selection.the students have read--
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recently), Comprehension instruction (the teacher Offers'students some

advice, information, or .direction'about how to.understand a text segment

longkr than a.word), assignment7gPAng (the teacher says enOirgh about, an

`

assignmegt--usually a workbook page'or a work!heet--so that the students
.

understand the formal requirement's of the task, hut stOps short of offering
.. .

. .
..

-
students clear-explanations about the actual subject matter of the. task),

. .--

practice (students a workbook 'page-pr'a worksheet on their owil),

and application (asking students -to apply.a just-t.aught skill with a new

example).

'Durkin found that fewer than 50 of the 17,997 minutes 'of obServations

(.25%) contained any comprehension instruction. ,The most coliaMonly obServed
.

teacher-behavior (17.b5%) was assessment followed by giving andhelping

,

with assPgned worksheets (14.35%). Application simply was'not observed.

From- indi-V-IdUal-StUden& point-of-view;--fhelargest---percentage of-time was

devoted to writing comprehension assignments (about 9%),- responding to

assessment probes..in writing (about 6%), or listening to othei-s 'answer
.

questions (about 3%).

When Durkin,(1981) turned.from classroom teachers to the suggestions

for comprehension instruction in the teacher's manuals accompanying basal

-reading programs, she used a similar scheme for analyzing what the manuals

directed the teachers to do when working with students on the selections to

be read or on the skills to be taught. While these five basal reading

series fared somewhat better than did the classroom teachers on the

percgntage of space devoted to the direct,training of comprehension skills,

it was still true that the dominant provisions- for .students to learn
a

various comprehension skills were (1) lots of questions for students to_._._.
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'' answer about thesselections they. read and (2) lots :of worksheets ands

workbook.pageg for students to complete independently% .Even 'when ,

.

instruction was °provided, Durkin noted that the length of :direciive-that
.

.

.she, by her very liberal criterion, classified as instructive was sometimes

o

only a single sentence, "remind the students that.the.main idei is

the most important idea in the paragraph."

Durkin did find one feature often-included in basals but seldom

- "

employed by teachers -- application. Application involres .a teacher guiding

.

students to complete an example of an exercise for a given skill; ideally,

Durkin thought, application examples would follow some explicit

instruction.' Instead, what DuTkinfound is that.they often supplanted
f\

instruction; this led'her,to concldde thatoesels Otten,teach skills "by

implication ;" that is, giving students a'thance to.shOF-that they can

perform a skill correctly instead of-instruction about. what the skill is

and how one applies it, It represents a sorA..pf pre-'independent practice

group practice technique. Rarely; however,- did Manuals offer any:

suggestions for feedback or whit to'do ifthe students failed; instead 4 2-

additional application oppdrtunities were.pr, ovided.

Durkin was Struck,with the similarity of what was provided in the P
s

ma avals and what teachers did in classrooms. The two traditions that seem

.to dominate both manuals and teacher TraCtice are assessment of selction

content and practice,of-comprehension skills on workbook pages. The.hOpe,

apparently; is that.eventually,students will get the.message.en 'their own.' -

Beckznd-her colleagues (Beck, McKeown,.McCaslin, & Burkes, 1-979)

analyzed Comprehension instruction in basal manual, from a somewhat

.1 0
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different perSpective% They examined 'all the eupport.featdres'of.the
...-.

b

..Comprehension kftstruction-- .5
p

*on II

1%,

guided reading lesson"(all thoSe before, duiing and after reading the

seiettion activities teachers are, supposed to do with students ii-C.the-
.

reading group') in ordervto"try to sort out helpful-from misleadingtypes of
.

- .

activities. They' notediSeyeral types of 'problems: (1) Svggestions for

building background'often misled students because theyfocused students'

atterititii.on aspects of the selection that are not central to a thorough

understanding of the selettiori. ('2) Questions for stories often,

repreSented a randomly, accumulated quiz of unrelated detail rather thar a

carefdlly planned 'sequence of questions' designed to elueidate

connectieni between major story elements and events.. (3) The pictures that.
/-

accompany. the early stories often did not-support the story line. Like'

questions and bbildirgAackgrodnd act vities,.they sometimes- misdirected
.

,

students' attention to unitportant textual features..
).

N
,

The most, recent flurry of existential descriptions have focused on
.0. .

reading instruction in'classes dealing with-contentareas such as social-
...

. .
.

studies and science. Gallagher and Pearson (1982, 1'983) have found several

. 0 . . .
.

.. ,

patterns of teacher/student interactions all geared.to.a common
°

instructional-goal -.- getting the content of 'the teAts'into btu ents' heads.

The most 'common 1:)'ttern (about. 65% of he40 teachers) involved round robin

oral reading-Og the segmens (abOu-a page in length) in a chapter with low
.

). e

'--level detail question6'interbpersed between segments. In the second most

common pattern .(abouck0%) students-read the chapter on their own and_then

the teacher engavd themima Socratic ialogUethat foCused upon what the

teacher viewed.as important In the'tonteit. The'quesxions, however,were
.

4

as likely to emphasize background knowledge or text pictures as text

O

S.

4 '

a
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details. (In a sense, this technique requires the teacher to set up goals

about what id important and then to follow whatever line of questions will
.

felicit.those underatandings.) In-the third dominant pattern (about 10%)

the students read'the text and then the teacher-paraphrased it for them; in

a sense the teacher told them what it really meant (or what was rally

worth remembering). Only two teachers in the entire sample Spent any time

teaching ,skills or strategies students might use 'on their ;own. When

'Pearson and,GliAgher interviewed the teacherr, dhe'y found that the

4114 ' ,

, universal justification for all the strategies teachers Used was that so

many of the students, could not d the books,pn their own that they had to

. . \
do something, to help them acquire the information presented in the text.

This :leads to a.situation in which. teachers feel CoMpelleeto'dO something
- _ I

that dupliCates
4
rather than complements the function of the text as.:a

source, of ked information. The question that arises, of course, is when do

students get a chance to acquire strategies they car' apply indeperidently as
/

.they read.

Neilsen, Rennie, and Connell (1982), used a modification of Durkin's
,

L-

17/0---/categor scheme to classify:tealer/student. interactions i- rin-7u

social studies classrooms-- Like Durkin; they found dominant emphases on

assessment, of chapter content. (post-reading questions) and helping student's-

with written, assignments.. Although they found more expfVcit instruction in.
a.

compre4hension Strategies (2.4%), it still accounted for a Miniscule
2

prOportionofte_acher/Student interaction,-time.

Looking across all of these exi4ential descriptions, one common

thread appears. What seems = to. matter, both to teachers and to basal -Manual

/

1
g."
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.authors, is the delivery of ;. nformation. Hence the emphasis in content

area lessons 'on oral reading of the passages and ,questions that assess the

mastery of the content. but even'in the basal readers, the emphasis on

what Durkin called assessment can be viewed as at least a test'of whether

the students got some of the informaticl in the story. When skill

4 instruction was offered in the basals, the dominant pattern of delivery was

simply to. allow students .a chance to practice the skill\nntheir own in the

hope, perhaps, that they would eventually figure out how to. use and apply

the strategy independently.

Existential Proofs

The logic of existential proofs seems to be something like this: "If

I can prove that a variable affects reading comprehension, then it becomes

a candidate for future instructional manipulation. Even better, if I can

.show that the variable is present to a greaten degree in the repertoire of

good than poorreaders or more mature than less mature readers, then'it

becomes a candidate to introduce instructionally either in remedial

programs or earliee-in the school_ ourriculum..'

There are numerous studies, demonstrating that the 'same variables that

affect adult reading also affect children's reading. Take, for example,

schema orientation effect (i.e., the schema into which text information is

assimilated affects the: way it is 'encoded into and/or. retrieved from

so well documented for adults in research efforts like those of_

Bransford (Bransford & Johnson, 1972; Bransfo'd & McCarrell, 1974), and

Anderson (Anderson, Rdynolds, Schallert, 1. Goetz, 1977; Anderson, Spiro, &

Anderson, 1-978; Pichert & Anderson.,.:1977).- Pearson, Hansen and Gordon
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(1979), Pace (1977) and Raphael, Myers, Tirre, Freebody, and Fritz (1981)

have docuffiented similar effects for school.age chi ldrea.

Even more research has-been conducted tracing the course of

development of story schemata (see Stein & (Aenn, 1979; Mandler & Johnson,

1977; Thorndyke, 1977 for examples of story grammar constructs). Whaley

(1982) and Nielsen (1977) have demonstrated a growth in the sophistication

of children's story schemata over time, while Stein and.her colleagues have

done much to spell out the specific features of story schemata that change"

across ages. In general what happens is that older readers become more

proficient at recalling lower level Specific information from stories.

Turning to expository structures, Meyer, Brandt, and Bluth (198U) have

shown that better junior high readers are more adept at using the text

structure employed by an author in organizing their mere complete recall

protocols than are poor readers. Meyer (1977-a, 1977-b) has also shown

that better readers recall more than poorer readers from expository

selections, and that while, the;difference between the two is fairly

consistent across levels of importance in the text,/it is even more skewed

in'favor of good readers at lower levels of detail. Apparently for both

stories and expositions, one of.the abilities that develop; is the ability-
,-

to attach details to more important chunks of information.

Similarly, the' work on the ability to draw inferences suggests' that

older readersdraw more spontaneous inferences than do younger readers,

although the source of the difference is not clear. For example, Omanson,

Warren and Trabasso (1978), attribute it to a difference in prior knowledge

of the topic of the text, 'while Paris (Paris & Upton, .1976; Paris &

Lindauer, 1976) prefers to explain it in terms of a predisposition to draw
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,

inferences and remember them. Raphael, Winograd and Pearson (19oU) foUnd

consistent differences in the ability to draw inferences as..12,oth a function

of age (4th versus 6th versus 8th grade) andability,(high versus low at

each grade level).

Raphael (Raphael & Pearson, 1982; Raphael, Winograd, & Pearson, 198U)

has demOnstrated quite convincingly that both older and better readers not

only are able to answer a variety of types- of questions better than area

younger and poorer readers, but also that they.are better at identifying.

the kinds of text utilization strategies they employ as they answer

questions. In short they are better monitors of their comprehension: On

the general issue of monitoring strategy use, recent reviews by Baker and

Brown (in press) and Wagoner'(1963) suggest that both older and better

readers suiplas younger and poorer readers -on a host of monitoring and

metacognitive measures.

While one would expect that many good/poor or older/younger student

.differences in comprehension could be traced to differences in background

knowledge, there are precious few demonstrations of the effect (perhaps

because such differences seem 'so obvious). While not central features of

any of the,studies, research efforts by Marr and,Gormiey (1982) and Hayes

and Tierney (1982) both show that much of the variance in comprehension

attributable to reading ability differences is, at heart, a difference in

prior knowledge of topic.. These findings parallel rhe findings of Omanson,

et al. (1976); recall that they found differences across ages in inference.
CS

drawing ability to be largely a'difference in.prior knowledge of topic.

Turning to issues of.vocabulary knowledge, there is a similar lack of

1 u
".'
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.direct developmental or cross ability research, again perhaps because it

seems so obvious that better and older raLcii:s will posAts larger general

and content-specific vocabularies than will poorer readers. On average,

this has to be true, at least for generalvocabulary knowledge; otherwise

standardized vocabulary tests could not operate'the way, they do. however,

Johnston and Pearson (1982) and Johnston (in press) found an effect for

.specific vocabulary knowledge of text topics on comprehension independent

of reading ability, implying a less than perfect correlation between

ability and vocabulary knowledge.

One could go on and on with reports of such cross-age-or cross-ability

.
existential proofs, for this tradition of research has surely dominated the

efforts of both psychologists and educators. There are two reasons for

stopping the review here. First, while most of the work of developmental

psychologists has been directed toward building theories of developmental

stages (or at least changes) in performance on various cognitive and

metacognitive tasks, that same work, from the viewpoint of the

instructional researcher, serves the function of providing existential

proofs for the power. of variables potentially useful in instructional

intervention studies. Second, we have consciously chosen to review only

those lines,of research that set the stage for the instructional

experiments to be reviewed inthe next section .of this paper. And it is to

these instructional experiments that we now direct our attention.

Pedagogical Experiments

The notion of the pedagogical experiment is straightforward: Une

nudges a small bit of the educational environment of students a little and

2.
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then evaluates the effect of the nudge on other features ofthe

environment. There is nothing new about the idea; the term, in fact, was

coined long ago by Binet. What is unique about recent work in reading

comprehension instruction is the attempt of researchers to test the

educational efficacy of ideas that seem to stem rather d fectly from recent

developments in reading theory and/or research about basic coguitive

-processes.

We originally decided to divide pedagogical experiments into three.

----majorbutoveria-pping subcategories: removing roadblocks to Comprehension,

teaching explicit routines to help students perform comprehension tasks;

and teaching monitoring strategies so that students will be able to

evaluate whether.or not they have applied a routine appropriately.

However, the overlap was so great between the latter two categories thatswe,.

collapsed them into a single category and then subdivided them on the

basis of their central emphasis.

Removing Roadblocks

Given the wealth of research demonstrating the correlation between

prior knowledge passage comprehension (e.g., Anderson et al., 1978;

Pearson, et al:, 1979), the most obvious candidate.to'manipulaie as a

potential roadblock is prior knowledge of the topic of the passage to be

read. There is a wealth of such research taking shape within several

different traditions.

The oldest tradition stems from the.adVance organizer work of Ausubel.

(1963, 1968, 11978)'. The basic paradigm here is to provide-readers with an

overview of the passage - to be read and then evaluate its effect on
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comprehension. There have been literally hundreds of advance organizer

studies, conducted'mostly with college students and sometithes,,with

secondary students; In addition-these studies have been, reviewed or

-synthesized on numerous occasions (e.g., Barnes & Clawson, -1975; Hartley &

Davies, 197b; Lawton &Wanska, 1977; Mayer, 1979; Luiten, Ames, & Ackerson,

1979; Sledge, 1979; Moore & Readance, 19bU). The trends from these

'syntheses have been so Variable that abolit all one can say is that advance

organizers tend, on the whole, to help readers; however, their specific

effect is.so sensitive to contextual factors (grade level of student;

student ability, mode of presentation of organizer, amount of-prior

knowledge of student, and -text difficulty) that few generalizations about

their effect tend,to hold universally. The.most.ambitious review (Luiten,

et al., 1979) examined some135 studieS, finding an overall positive effect

for advance organizers, a tendency for their impact to increase .with time,

and a variable impact with student'aptitude:with the nod going to greater

benefit for.lower aptitude students.

Advance organizer research, however; tests what. is perhaps the weakest

of hypothetical relationships between prior knOwledge. and comprehension:

Does it help to remind students to make. certain schemata- available before

they- "read about a topic? An instructionally more relevant question focuses

on schema acquisition rather than schema activation. When prior knowledge
0

is meagerare there prereadinvactivities that can help to build it to a

state that allows adequate comprehension to occur? The research-addressing ,.

this question falls into two categories: building background knowledge via"

topically-relevint texts and/o± teaching passage specific vocabulary.

18



Comprehension Instruction

16

An intuitively appealing strategy for building background knowledge is

to provide students, analogical ties,between a presumably, familiar domain

and -presumably unfamiliar rune. While' Dowell (1968) and Drugge (1977)
. -

. .
.i"

. .

.found nO,effecti.jor the advance presentation of analogical.,material,,Royer.

and Cable (1975, 1976), and Ausubel and Fitzgerald (1961) found

facilitative effects for tekts with analogies' provided -- .prior to target

texts. HayesanckTierneY (1982) compared. thepretarget stext presentation

oftexts with explicit analogies between baseball and cricket against texts

that provided information either about baseball or cricket. They found .a

modest tendency for the texts with analogies to elicit superior recall of .

g

subsequent articlesaboUt cricket; however, "both the cricket and the

baseball texts elicited nearly as strong effects on subsequent

comprehension when compared' to a neutral text. _Their results, in'fact,

better support the conclusion that any attempt to provide relevant

background knowledge is superior to providing irrelevant experiences, and,

hence, tend to support the general. schema* activation hypothesis. °

Crafton (1980 investigated this issue in what might be regarded as a

context replicating a typical classroom reading situation. She examined'.

the effects of reading a first article about.a topic on reading a second

(corresponding, ifyou.wilL, to the cumulative effect on comprehension one

0 .

might expect.from reading an entire chapter in, say, a science text). She

found strong effects for the first' reading experience upon the second,

suggesting the cumulative effect of schema acquisitialtacross an extended

reading experience.

19
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One of the few studies available on literary works was conducted by

U

Graves, Cooke, and Lagerge*(1983). They -found .strong7and-cons-Istent_effets

on comprehension of short stories for students of loW ability levels when

they provided a pre-reading precis of each story (where the precis

summarized the problem, events, and resolution of the subsequent story, .

introduced the charatters, and .contextually defined potentially difficult

vocabulary).

Thenotion of pre, teaching specifid passage vocabulary is as old as

teaching reading. Nearly all teachers' manuals for basal readers suggest

difficult words for teachers to define and discuss prior' to reading a

selection. While the relationship between vocabulary knowledge and

comprehension is -well established (Davis, 1944; Thurstone, 194b; dlark,

1972; Johnston, in-press), surprisingly few studies have evaluated the

effect of preteaching key concepts on subsequent-tomprehension of.passages

containing those concepts.

With a few notable exceptions to be. discussed.subsequently, the

consistent finding in this research is that pre- teaching vocabulary by

whatever means impioves students' knowledge of word meanings but has little
. .

discernible effect on passage comprehension (Jackson & Dzeyin,

Lieberman, 1967;.Tuinmar'& Brady, 1974; Pany & Jenkins, .1978; Jenkins,

yany,6, Schreck, 1978; Sylvester, 19b1).

Exceptions .to this general finding come from the work./Of Swaby (1977);

SChachter (1978);.Kameenui, Carnine,. and Freschi (19b2);* and Beck,

Perfetti, and McKeown (1982)!';'

20

O
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Swaby (19'7) found that a vocabulary technique emphasizing where a new

concept "fits" in one's overall semantic network was superior to a more

traditional providing-definitions approach in aiding post-passage-inference

questions for poor sixth - grade. readers. By contrast, Schachter'(1970
.

found a similar effect on inferential comprehension only for good fifth

gradereaders. An examination of the passages used in these two studies

reveals that the passages in the Swaby study were relatively easy compared

to those used by Schachter. This suggests that there maybe an "optimal

. level of jgnorance".(of key concepts) at which vocabulary. instruction

"takes. If' the passages are either too familiar,or too unfamiliar to a

given group. of.students,'vocabulary knowledge may_either be redundant or

else. too sparse to eliminate strong-background knowledge .weaknesses.

The most convincing effect for passage' specific vocabulary instruction,-

comes from the-work of'Kameenui, et al., 1982. They found, that anysort of

vocabulary instruction drastically improved inferential comprehension;

,further on the same. measure a technique in which the vocabulary training

emphsized integratingword meanings with story context was superior to one

in which students were drilled on definitiOns.

The work by Beck et al. (1982) shows`. both content specitic and general

effects of vocabulary instruction on comprehension. Qver a period of

several months students- were given a rich intensive program of vocabulary

developine'n for about 100 words. Many of the proCedures were similar to

those used by hachter. At the end of the training period, experimentalSNN\

students outpertorm d control students on a variety of measures including
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the vocabulary and comprehension subtests of,a standardized test as well as

on stories containing the taught vocabulary items.

As one looks across these various attempts at removing the roadblocks

of knowledge deficits, what is impr-es.sive, with a few exceptions, is how

weak rather than how strong the effects are. On the whole, Such

' intervention seems helpfUl; but the effects of intervening in the

instructional environment to activate or provide background knowledge of;

one sort.or another do not appear nearly as strong as the raw relationships

between these indices of background knowledge, and comprehension. This
9

contrast in strength of relationships implies that knowledge acquired.

gradually over time in whatever manner appears more helpful to

comprehension than knoWledge acquired in a school:like context for.the

purpose of aiding specific passage. comprehension.

Explicit Comprehension Training Coupled with Metacognitive Awareness

As the title for this section implies, much of the research' about

metacognitive awareness and comprehension monitoring cannot be separated. -

from research, about, explicit comprehension instruction. This welding of

traditions is probably due to the fact that the researchers involved, in:

this research feel as though they have: to train,students:to perform 'a

strategy betore they can ask students ta'monitor its application. Also, it

is difficult to suggest to students an alternative comprehension strategy'
_

without discussing why it is important and how to know when you have

applied it appropriately. 'Certain instructional attempts will inevitably

,lead to the intertwining of these components. Indeed, Palinscar and Brown:

(1983) call it an "instructional package." We have chosen to report these
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studies along a continuum of the centrality of monitoring and awareness.

In the first several studies reported, the monitoring and awareness

component is more peripheral- than central; in the remainder, the two

s'trands--exPlicit instruction in strategy application and awareness and

monitoring of strategies--tend to be more equally balanced.

Central strategy emphasis. Several reseatchers have attempted to help

student's acquire strategies that will make them better-able_tounderstand

and remember expOsitory text. Bartlett (1978), takingto\eart Meyer,

Brandt and Bluth's (1980) duaf findings that (1) good readers tend to rely

on the author's intended text structure more often than do poor readers in
, .

structuring their free recall protocols, and (2) good readers remember more

information and more important information, trained junior high students to

recognize and use four common text frames (cause-effect, compare-contrast,

description, and problem-solutiOn) to ,help organize recalls of expository

passages. On transfer'passages trained students were able to produce

longer recalls capturing more of the important information than were

untrained students.-
_

.Taylor and her -colleagues (Taylor, 1982; Taylor & Beach, in press)

have conducted a series of studies in which they have trained intermediate

grade students to relate.superordinate to subordinate inforthation to try to

build balanced summaries of expOsitOry..teXts. While the results vary
.

.somewhat from study to study, her, work on the whole.tends to support modest

transfer effecls to novel passage summaries for such\training.

Interestingly, the effect is conditioned by tamiliaritYsof content;
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when students read novel passes, they found the strategy more effective in

dealing with unfamiliar than familiar content.

Armbruster (1979) and Geva (1983) have used one ,form or another of

° a text mapping strategy to aid students to understand and remember text

.information. Mapping,in contrast to sheer 'Summary training, involves

selecting key content from an expository passage and representing it in

some sort of visual display (boxes, circles,. etc.) in which relationships

\
among key ideas are made explicit. This task is usually done after

students read. Like the "Wotk of Bartlett, students who do mapping are

forced.todeal with the structure. of the Author's tekt; however, and more

importantly, they.are-forced to try to make connections among ideas even

when the author has not explicitly specified those Connections. As with

the summarizing work of Taylor, the transfer effects to recall have been

modest; nonetheless, these studies consistently 'favor the mapping strategy

over simpler more traditional study techniques, such as reading, rereading

and taking notes, etc.

Several training studies have aimed at improving children's ability-

and predisposition to draw inferences. Hansen (1981) began with the

.observation that children were best at'answering. the kinds of questions'

teachers ask most often, namely literal recall of story details (see

Guszak, 1967). She wondered whether this obserVation resulted from an-

accident of children's. instructional history have more practice at

.literal questions), the fact that literal. questions are inherently easier

than.inferential questions, or the fact that children are simply unaware of
,

how to go about drawing inferences. To sort out the competing
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'explanations, Hansen devised three instructional treatments. In the first,

a. business as usual approach, average second - grade students were, given a

,traditional diet of questions of about 8(0. literll and 20% inferential*

questions arong with rather ordinary .story introductions.. In the second, a

6

practice -only treatment, literal questions were removed from these

Children's basal reader activities:altogether (they received only

inferential questions after their stories; additionally,, they were given
V

ordinary story introdUction). In the third, called a strategy training

.group, students received the,traditional question diet but, prior
4

tO each

story they were given.. alternative story introductions in which. they Were

asked to perform-these tasks: (1) Relate what they knew. (fr'om their prior

knowledge)` about what to do in circumstances like those the upcoming story

characters would experience, and (2) to predict what the'story protagonist

would do when confronted with these critical situations from the to-be-read

story, C3) to write down their prior knowledge answers on one sheet of

paper, their prediction on a second, and then, weave the two together to

/ -
establish the metaphot that reading involves weaving together what one

knows with what is in a text. They then read the story to compare their

predictions with what actually occurred. This final treatment represented_

an attempt to help change students' conceptions about "the process of

reading" to help them become explicitly aware of the "known to, new

principle and to allow theM -to aRely this

On four different measures including, notably, a standardized reading

cdmprehemsion test, haesen found that the two experimental groups,

.outperformed the control group. The Conclusion from these data is that

inference performance, even for. young. students, is amenable 0 alteration,
o

- r-
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ther through direct strategy training or through Changing the kindn ct

, ,
question$ they practice answering.

.

In a follow-up, Hangen'and Pearson (in press) combined the earlier

strategy training andquestiOh'practicdapproatheainto a single treatment

oThey trained four teachers' to administer the treatments instead of teaching

the classes themselveg, as hansen.had done earlier. Also, they used good

and poor fourth-grade readers instead of average second-grade students.

4

The combined approach proved somewhat advantageous for good readers in

comparison to the control group. However, it proved'extremely effective

II

for the poor readers. Poor readers in the experimental group exceeded

their control counterParts an inferehce measures taken from the materials

in which the instruction was embedded as well on measures froni'tgree new.'

passages 'on which no instruction had been offered. Ffom these data, and

the:data fro6 the earlier study,sHansenaffd Pearson concluded that younger

ark' older-poor readers benefit from explicit attempts to alter

comprehension strategies; older good readers, on the other-hand, did not

seem to benefit nearly,so much, perhaps because they have developed

adequate-Strategies on their own.

> .

Gordon and Peatsqn '193') pushed the inference training paradigm into

an even more explicit mold. Over a period of eight _weeks, they.contrasted

the dftects ot'a group explicitly,trained to draw inferences with a control

group that received language experience and dmmersion activities, and a

second experimental group whose instruction foCuSed, on activating and fine-
.

tuning content schemata (the topicd- addressed in' the, stories) and
o

13 1"
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'structural schemata (helping students develop an abstract framework fcr

what is entailed in a story) .before and after reading.

1

The results of Gordon and Pearson's work 'were consistent with those

A
obtained by Hansen and Pearson (Hansen, 1981; Hansen & Pearson, in press).

There were statistically reliable differences favoring the inference

training group on new inference items derived from the instructional

st ries...Also high achieving but not low achieving students in that group

di
_

better than other groups on inference items on several posttests

involving novelopassages and no instruction. The most remarkable

difterences, however, .favored the schemata activation group on the free

recall-protocols; their scores were often two or three standard deviations

above the inference group and the control group, particularly on recall

measures which were sensitive to the development and use of a story schema.

Significant differences favoring the experimental groups on a standardized-

test surfaced only for the Very best readers.

An interesting conclusion one candraw from-the Gordon and'Pearson

has to do with the specificity of transfer of training results. Not

Aat'students trained to draw inferences 'got better at that task 'While

students torced to activate both topical andatructural schemata got better

at -storing and retrieving story information.

Balanced emphasis on strategy and monitoring with awareness. Raphael.

and Pearson (1982) applied a more general approach,to both literal and

inference questions. During four 45-minute-sessions 4th-i 6th -, r 8th

grade students were taught.to distinguish between questions that required,

in differentMeasUre, information in the text- versus knowledge the child

-0
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already had. The children learned co generate answers to questions that

e

invited textually'explicit'answers (derive an 'answer from the same text-

sentence from which the question was geherated), textuallyimplicit answers

(derive an answer from a text sentence different from the ,one from which

the question was derived), or scriptallyimplicit answers (derive an answer

from one's store of prior knowledge). The three types Of questions were

labeled RIGHT THERE, THINK AND SEARCH, and ON MY OWN, respectively.

Using a Model --- Guided Practice --- Independent Practice --- Direct

Feedback instructional design, they taught the students to apply the

strategy too increasingly longer texts, ranging from one paragraph to 600

words, with an increasingly larger number of questions per lesson, and

increasingly fewer feedback prompts from the instructor. For each answer

given,: students were also asked: to judge which of the three strategies they

had used to geherate the answer. Un all of the comprehension measures;

thete were reliable differences favoring the training group over the

control group. Trained students got better at discriminating questions of

the different types, evaluating their own question answering' behavior, and

giving quality responses. Raphael and Pearson concluded that students had

developed improved comprehension and comprehension monitoring strategies

that gave them more control over the kind of routine question answering

activity they experience daily in basal reader and content area material.

Raphael, Wonacutt and Pearson (193) have extended this paradigm

by training teachers to apply this strategy with fourth grade students.

Again,.evaluation of several pre and posttest measures demonstrated that

trained students performed better than untrained students on both

monitoring and compr4hension tasks.

0 0
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A study conducted by'Dgy '(1980) provides an ,interesting application of

many of these same issues about instructional effectiveness with a very

different population and-a very different instructional objective. Working

with low ability community college students, Day (1980) contrasted

approaches to training students to write summaries for prose passages. The

:.treatments differed systematically from one another in terms of how rules

for writing summaries were integrated with self-management strategies

designed to help students monitor their own progress in summary writing.

Treatment 1-consisted of self-management alone (a fairly traditional self-

checking procedure to determine whether the summary conveyed the

information the student intended to 'convey). 'Treatment 2 was rules alone;

that is, subjects were trained to use van Dijk and kintsch's (1978) five

rules for summarizing text: delete redundancy, delete irrelevancies,

subordinate subtopics, select topic sentences, create topic aentences.

Treatment 3 simply put Treatments-1 and together in sequence. FirSt do

one, then do the otht.r. 'Treatment 4 integrated the rides and self-

management strategies into a single coherent routine. One might say that

the four treatments varied, along a continuum of integration of-explicit

training and explicit monitoring devices. A model -- .pra iice

feedback instructional design was used.. The data from e experiment

. .

showed tha.?' overall the integrated ,treatment produced the greatest gains

. from 'pretest posttest. Day concluded that', particularly with slower

students, . . explicit training in strategies for accomplishing a task

coupled with routines to oversee the successful application of, those

strategies is clearly the best approach" (p. 15).
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\Palincsar'and Brown (1983) evaluated the effects of explicit

\ '

instruction (modeling and corrective feedback) of four comprehension

----monitoring activities with learning disabled junior, high, students who were

efficient at-decoding but. detiCient in comprehension. The tour activities

included summarizing, question generating, predicting what might be

discuss\ed- next in the 'text,and clarifying unclear text. The activities

were taught_ through a procedure referred to as ,reciprocal teaching; the

teacher and students took turns assumin, he role of teacher in a dialogue

about segments .of expository texts.

The research involved two studies. Both studies employed a muftiple-

.\baseline across groups.' All studris experienced lour conditions:

baseline, intervention, maintenance, and tollow-up. In Study 1 the

investigator worked with six students, in.pairs, in a setting analogous to

a resource, room.

21 remedia -reading middle school students in small groups in, their

In Study 2, four reading teachers worked with a total of

classrooms

They tound that students' ability to answer comprehension questions,
I \

as assessed on \passages independent of the training materials, iMproved

significantly, \hey typically achieved 70% accuracy the fifteenth day of

training. e e fecEs were also apparent on an eight week delayed measure.

Students' v rbal behavior during training indicated that they became more

..adept with ummarizing and question generating as the intervention

progressed. Also,modest but reliable transfer was suggested on three or

four tasks s miler to but distinct from (in terms of content) the training

tasks. Finally, gains observed in the experimental setting generalized to

-,

;

rCe



Comprehension Instruction

28

the classroom setting (regular social studies and science assignMents) for

five of the six students in Study 1.

The results of this investigation provide further supper:. to a small

body of instructional research in reading comprehension which suggests

that students can indeed, through explicit instruction, be taught to

acquire and independently apply reading strategies which will enhance
,

reading comprehension.

These instructional experiments (particularly the last three) appear

'to-warrant the conclusion, that we can teach comprehension skill's if we are

'able to define them carefully, model for students methods they can use to

complete skill activities, offer plenty 0, guided practice (with the teacher ..

offering feedback as the tasks are comPleted), and then allbw students to

.
practice the skills on their own.

One final comment about this lipe of work: taken..together, these

- .

studies suggest that when learning has-bccurred, it has been through the

repetition.of a cycle of instructional events7-explanation;.guided

practice, corrective feedback, independent practide and application. It is

not simply a matter of increasing the amount of instruction as.Durkin'S

work reviewed earlier invites'us to conclude (Durkin, 1976779). Rather, it

is the entire instructionaLframework Which-integratet a 1 esecomponents

for students that leads .to effective and independent strategy use.

Program Evaluations

There,have been two projects in which after new ideas about reading

- comprehension have been_incorporated into a curriculum, the more or less

long-term.ef.fects of that curriculum have been evaluated against competing .
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curricula. The first project is located in Honolulu, and the effects of

the new curriculum have been studied over a five year period. The second,

located in Michigan, was evaluated over a single school year with a

follow -up eight months after the project _ended. :both claim to have used

elements'of the "direct instruction" model used in the Followthrough

Studies of the Seventies comparing DISTAR with other compensatory programs

(Becker, 1977) and reviewed by Rosenshine (1919) among others. The direct

instruction model, according to Rosenshine, includes these features:

1. A complex skill is broken down into small steps

2.. For each step the teacher

demonstrates.hoW it should be performed

b. condncts guided practice lessons (working through examples of

step applitation with the students)

A
c. providessfor independent practice or application (mostly to

promote automatic skill.application)'

d. feedback (in the form of correction and information about how

to apply a step) occurs in steps (a;, through-( ) but is most

prevalenE in (b).

Rosenshine has concluded that much of the process/product research supports

the steps involved in the direct instruction model (i.e., these behaviors

are positively correlated with achievement, gain), but only for certain

skill areas (e.g., decoding or math) inwhicn it is possible,to break

complex skills down'into manageable and psychologically real subsiAlls, He

j..s,pessimistiC about applying the model to fuzzier areas like

comprehension, composition, or creativity. Nonetheless, it is precisely to

t.
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these fuzzier areas that these two evaluation projects haveClaimed to

apply these principles...

The Kamehameha Early Education Project (KEEP) has been discussed

extensively in two recent articles (Tharp,.1982; Au & Mason, 1981). KEEP

claims to operate a direct instruction model that focuses primarily on

comprehension, bUt with instruction that is both child focused and task.

focused.

Two characteristics of the KEEP program make it particulatly

interesting to instructional researchers: (1) Itsstudents have been high-

risk, low income;; native Hawaiian children; and (2).it is "remarkably

effective in increasing student performance as measured by standardized

tests' (Tharp; 1982). The program. haS evolved over several years, with each

- succeeding cohort of students gaining over (or maintaining equity with) its

.immediate predecessor. It is labeled a direct instruction model, though it

lacks several of the characteristics of direct_ instruction as defined by

others (cf. RoSenshine, 1979). What it does have are these.

characteristics: (a) At least 2U minutes per day (and about 2/3 of the

total time any given teacher spends interacting with a group of students)

is devoted to comprehension activity (usually focused on story discussion),-

with each reading group (1<-). (b) Instruction occurs in small .(5 < N <

10) groups. (c) Much of the instruction occurs during story discussion;

that. is, what distinguishes-KEEP from other prpgranis is the systematic use

of thought-provoking questions. The questions foim a "line of questions,

thus avoiding the-problems pointed out by Durkin :(1978-79) arid Beck et al..

(1979). (d) The :program has been designed to maximize consistency with

native Hawaiian culture. Notably, whereas most teachers use participation
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structures in which one person (teacher or student) at a time has the.

floor, teachers, in this program allow responses and comments and questions

from two' or .more students at a time and from the joint effort of two or

more students .(Au & Mason, 1901). (e) Student progress (via criterion-

referenced tests) and teacher adherence to silt 'Ited methodi (via

observation) are monitored regularly and intent.ively'.

The progfam emphasizes.high engagement rates,-extensive monitoring,

and group instruction. However, unlikeDISTAR there are no explicit rules

(general cases) taught for completing comprehenSion tasks and.the model-

lead-test framework is not adhered to in any serious way. The KEEP program

really. uses. an inundation-discovery approach to improving comprehension.

The rationale seems to be:.it students are constantly barraged with well-

conceived interrogations of text, eventually they will learn what to attend

to when they read texts on their own. In some ways, the KEEP project is

similar to the Question7Practice Group in the Hansen (19b1)-study reported

earlier. On the other hand,' the data suggests that a trdntal assault on

comprehension oriented activity encouraged growth in comprehension, with ho

apparent decrement on decoding skills, which are mainly taught,,in.

individual exercises.

'Ihe clOsest approximation of a "curriculum program" in explicit

comprehension instruction coupled' with metacognitive awareness and

comprehension.bonitoring training comes from the'work'ot:Paris and his

colleagues at Michigan (Paris Lipson, Crogs, Jacobs, De gritto, & Oka,

1982). They developed a twenty week "course" for third- and fifth-grade

students designed'to improve 'the control over and understanding of (a),,the

34
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goals of reading, (b) strategies for comprehension and (c)'\strategies to
/

"fix-up" comprehensLon failures. Instruction related to each of these

goals was provided. sequentially over the.2U weeks. For each week's lesson,

they followed certain principles derivable rom w. k on direct instruction

(ct. p. 2L1). First, they. used a m- .phor designed to elp. make each

principle concrete. For example, for two of the weekly lessons involving

"understanding the'gcials and plans of reading,".they provided a bulletin

4

board. display (complete with picture) with the metaphors "reading.is Like a',

Puzzle," and "A Bag Full of Tricks for Reading." Second, they provided

teachers and students with a set of focal questions pertaining to

application of the week's principle. Third, tea/cherS discussed the

objective for each.week's lesson early and often. Fourth, teachers held

numerous diiCusSions throughout the week focusing first on group attempts

0
to apply the principle=and later on how well various individuals had

actually applied the principle-during. practice activities. Finally,

students had lots of opportunity for practice and feedback related to each

principle. In short, there was a high level of student involvement and

interaction..

The effects in comparison with a placebo control.group were reliable,

robust, and enduring. Un measures of Strategy knowledge and use (including
a

think-aloud protocols as well as multiple choice tests), experimenter-

designed measures of reading-comprehension. closely allied to the trained

tasks, and more distant, measures of transfer such as cloze tests and a

standardized reading tests, the.experimentalgroups' performance exceeded

that of the control group. Furthermore,. these effects were still reliable,

in a follow-up battery given eight months later.

3°
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The interesting thing to note about these conclusions is their

similarity with those derived from the previous section on instructional

experiments. While the tasks in the two sets of studies are sometimes

different, the principles leading to effective performance are remarkably

similar. Explicit instruction associated with guided practice, lots of

opportunity to practice and apply strategies independently, as well as some

attention to monitoring the application of such.strategies seems to help

students pertorm better on a variety of comprehension measures.

.Summary and Conclusions

From our examination of these tour research traditions,'certain

generalizations seem warranted.

.Existential proofs comparing good and poor readers or older and

younger readers have established that several behaviors related to strategy

use and monitoring diacriminate the mature from the novice and the good

from the poor reader. Older and betterreaders (a) aremore effective at

engaging background knowledge, '(5) have, better general and specific

vocabularies, (c) are better at drawing inferences, (d) have better

\\
summarization skills, (e) can use text structure more' effectively to

produce more complete recalllprotoc s,. (f) ktow.more about the strategies,

they employ to answer questions; and ( general, .are better-at

monitoring and adjusting whatever strategies they use. On the other. hand,

existeatial.descriptienaof classroom practic -and mandalsuggestions_have
. /

established the fact that very little in the way "ofd explicit teaching of

either comprehension strategies or strategies for mo itoring comprehension

occur..
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The keylcidestion tor instructiOn is whether on ought to bother to

P

offer explicit training to improve either comprehension or monitoring.

strategies; latter all, the longer people stay in Sehoolr-t1, setter they

get at all these behaviors, even in the apparent absence of any training.
I

In other wards, sheer practice (or perhaps ,even just getting older) seems

to elicit Stronger performance.

Sheerpractice, however, may be.beneficial only for that subset of

studenrs already well on their way to success; having developed appropriate

strategies, spontaneously, practice helps thera:fine-tune their repertoire of

successful Strategies however, if poor readers do little but practice

what they already do,, they may actually strengthen their already
- 7:-

inappropriate strategies and:behavidrs: it is possible that the "practice

only" approach underlying current instruction may promote a "rich get

richer and Poor get poorer" phenomenon. The 'success of explicit training

procedures for low achievers (Day, 198U; Hansen & Pearson, in press;

Palincsar & Brown, 1983; Tharp, 4982) suggests an alternative instructional

, -

philosophy at
,

least for students whO are at risk in one way or another.
. .

What appears warranted from all these studies is a particular model of

instruction which we, have extrapolated from Campione (1981,). Figure 1 .

depicts graphically its essential features. Any academic task can be

_

conceptualized as requiring ditterinsproportiOns of teacher and student-'

Iocert Figure 1 about here.
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responsibility for successful completion. The diagonal.line on the graph

represents a journey froM total teacher responsibility (on the far left) to

total student responsibility (on the far.right). When the teacher is

taking all or most of the responsibility for task completion, he is

"Modeling" or demonstrating the desired application Of some strategy. When

the student is taking all or most of that responsibility, she is

"practicing" or "applying .that strategy. What comes in between these two

extremes is the gradual release of responsibility from teacher to 6tudent,

or what Rosenshine Might call "guided practice." The hope in the model is

that every student gets to 'the point where she'is able to accept total

responsibikity for the task, including. the responsibility for determining'

whether or not she is apply! :g the strategy appropriately (i.e, self

monitoring). But the model asttmeF that she will need some guidance in

reaching Lhat stage of indei and that it is predisely the teacher's

role to provide such guidance. uniy partly.in jest we like to refer to the
t

model as a model of "planned obsolescence" on the part of t e teacher; but

just because you want to end up being obsblete doesn't mean /you have to

start out by being. obsolete!

The critical stage of the model is the "guided practice," the stage in

which the teacher gradually releases task responsibility to students. In

the Gordon and Pearson (198.3) study that release was accomplished by

conceptualizing an inference task as involving tour components: (a) posing

a question, (b) answering it, .(c) finding evidence, and (d) giving the

reasoning for hew to get from the evidence to the answer. In stage (1),-

Modeling, the teacher did all four taskS(a) 7 (d);.-iin stage (2), the
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4

teacher did (a) and (b) while students did (c) and (d); in stage (3), the

teacher took reSponsibility for (a) and (c) and the students, (b) and (d);

finally in.stage 4, the students did all but (a).

In PalincSar an& Brown'4 (1963) work, thegradual release was

1

'accomplished in a reciprocal teaching milieu. .The end.goal was to get LD

- .

and remedial middle school students to perform four tasks for any given

expository passage: (1) summariie it, (2) ask a few questions about it,
°

(3) detect difficult,portions. and (4) predict what the next part was going

to Ix; about'. Ffrgt, the teacher was the "teacher; "' when he was, lie guided

the discussion .that led to closure on thes,e four tasks. %After a few models

..by_ the' teacher,, students took-the role.Of "teacher" and assumed the

responsibility for guiding the discussion related to these'four common

tasks. As the work progresSed the teacher (not the student "teacher")

faded more and more into the woodwork as the students becameMUre .confident

in assuming the "teacher" role. both these-.instances, the students.

learned to do what the experimenters wanted them to learn. to do with

remarkable success.
o

'In the work of Paris et al. (Note 4), the-release was accomplishea'via
. .

the Tractice/teedback.discussion sessions, as it was in the work of Raphael

(Raphael & Pearson, 19b2.; Raphael, Wonacutt & Pearson, '183).

What does this model share with the Rosenshine model Ofdirect.

instruction? The stages'are quite similar; modeling guided practice, and

independent practice or application are features of both. feedback atA
stages is ciitical.(even1

when the teacher is not the "teacher" he must
.

2--

provide feedback about hoW well the group is accomplishing its goals along

,

the way); now. does this-Model differ trom direct instruction? There is. no



Comprehension Instruction

37

-gumption that complex strategies must be broken down into separate,

sequentially ordered subsills. lt.is possible, ifyou will, to talk about..

* ,pliCit instruction inwholistic strategies.' Ther-is qo assumption that

there is a single eorrect answer to any,question or a single best way of

applying a strategy. Variation in response can ;be expected;- even .

encouraged. .On.the other hand, what is expected is (a) that answers,

summaries, or strategy, applications can be justified and (b) that students

Will assume responsibility for monitoring 'them: :feedback is less
N.

corrective feedback in the sense that the teacher gives the right answer or

strategy when a student fails; jnstead,.feedback is more suggestive in the

sense that the teacher praises the students applying for parts of the

strategy -appropriately and, expects them'to consider alternative ways of

attacking a problem.

One last comment about stages'of research; One wonders whether or not

the positive findings from the instructional experiments and program

evaluations-would ever have emerged had it not been for!the.faet that the
. , r

existential descriptions had estabrished,the need for a different approach

to instruction and that the existential proots had pointed out some

strategy and monitoring behaviors that might serve as likely candidates for

instructional intervention. here does seem to, be some hope for the bridge-

between .basic.reseIrch, applied research: and practice that we so often

a.

Mention but so seldom achieve.

a
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1Much of this section_ is derived from an earlier, broader_review'of

general models of instructional research in-reading (Pearson & Tierney, in
.

press)' What differs is the context and purpose which the data serve.
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