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Students sstslvlng génsssl 1nstrust1ens rarely used. the external and

. internal saﬁ51stency stsnda:ds asuggesting these’ are’ not . cr1tsria
‘students typically adopt. Instssﬂ -they commented fsequsﬂtly on the
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Cgllege Students dlffeflng lp verb,i

1 *
- ;

S ccmprehens;on of expasitary paséages.

_.embégdéd wlth;n the passages ta prEVIdE Dppartun;ties far Etudents %a revealﬂzj; -

;ﬁhefﬁsg of . differEﬂt standards'af evaluéticn.

. | ':inforiEd that they should use three partlcular standards in Drdeﬁ to 1dent1fy
: . B . 1 X =

7the prgblems (lexlcal egtérnal ccnsigtency,:and”interngl e nsisténcy) the 5

» 2 e

remaining subaegts were ﬂot given speciflc ;ﬂf@rmatian as to the standards=

1fthey shauld use.~:£11 prcblems subgeets ldEﬁtlfiéd regardless af whether c%'
‘not they were 1ntentlonaliy introduced were c1a551fieﬂ as to- the type cf

standard tney réflegtedi , The classiflcation Schéme cons;sted of - the three !=f':

T . .
* v

‘targeted ' standards plus fgur athers. syntax, prop031t1§nal ‘cah551VénESS.fi

Lo struétufaiﬁeﬁhésivengss;'and informatibﬁal-l mpleteness.z Df ﬁartiguiaf

' _cén;ern' were;'difféfenées 1n the standards Aadopted by students r3321v1ng g
Sﬁgcifle ;nstructlans and those rece1v1ng general 1nstructlansi, Use @f the
A‘ _,i“

'

3 lexlcal standard did - nat dlffer w1th lnStFuct10ﬂ§l Speclf;c;ty, suggest;ng"' -
¥

P om

5that students spantaneausly avaluate th91r understanéing of 1hd1v1dﬁal words.

. Howeyer. students recezv1ng general 1nstructlans rgrely used the exterﬁal and

+ -

3

;ntefnal_cﬂnS;gtency standards. suggesting these are nat crlterla students -

bl

typiéélly adapt.-_’ Instead, they cammented frequently on’ the struetural
. Vas

-Ecoh351V§ness of the passages,' Add;tionally,  studénts with h;ghér verbai :
& ability Exhiblted mareffrequent and-mare varied standard use than those wi th
Iilower verbal abillty. B I :!fjf:;. ,:."? R ; .;
o ) | |
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- Evaluating expository prose. .

. HQqu yau decide whether EF not yau understsnd? .That 15._what criterié gf*;

-

'EL sfandards would yau use far evaluating Y§HF ccmprehen51§n?i There are probably '

s same criterla thgt‘v1rtua11y all studénts wauld use; while there ﬁéy-bé~athérs

-.""—‘

most students would probably*f*

 >dec d they are’ hav;ng trauble understanding the material if they encauﬂter
V_fmany Hcrds whose meaning they da nq& knaw : Sinee the Effeet af vocabulary"”

!l‘knowledge ‘on camprehens;on is widely,reaognizedgya lexical standard Should be; '”s<

,foﬂe whlch is frequently adopted Suppcse the pESSage eantained 1nformatian:f

E

5;§-w;’firelated to somethlng yﬂu had prev;auslyxlearneﬂ. Would yau ansider how thej-

- f?new 1nformat1ﬂn relates ta yaur prlor'jngwledge? : Dr wnuld you accept the

ulnformatlon at face VgiUE, never questlanlng the - truthfulness Pf the text?-
¥ ) 3

,5Unfgrtunately.‘the latter c@urse may be mare camm@n. reflect;ng ﬁ fallure to

.o : : 2 Sy

onsistency.

12: S . Y -
: coe E =

Eievaluate text far external =

'At thé présentvtim,ﬂ there is little Empiﬂlcal ev1dence upan thEh ta=;-'

‘gibase an answer tc the questlan p@sed above.; T?gt readers in fact Evaluatéufjri

, thelr understsnding’ig 1mpl;clt 1n mgdels | amprehensi@n (e g., Collins.:*u.

Erawn, & Larkin 1§BD* Just & Garpenter, 1980) and explicit in m@dels of

5,
RN - s

'comprehensian monitcring (e g.,- Baker &' EroWn in press,' Flaveli lSSl't. N
-1]LefebvresPlnard & Pinard in press, Markman 1951) : Nevertheless. theariSts: :
have been very vague as to; haw resders dec;de whether or: nat they understand,-

i 4 7

Hawever, Eaker (in press) hgs recently prapased that*evaluatlcn anOlVES the -

=

f»applleat;an af standsrds..which fall : tg three basic ﬂlasses.-'-lexlcal,f,
syntagp;ci and semant'c ~The semaﬂtig;'glass is further subdivided~_int& ‘




i

Eess;‘étrﬁgtﬁﬁa; ahesivenéss vand ;nfarmatlonal completeneas. -

wide variety of sources show;ng that readers are

- s

':each af these dlEEﬂsicnS-:

'W_ébiligy Ata deteé% 1tf _T Conslder. fcr exsmpie. a vp ssage Qcanta;ning the :1_ 

5;-‘ |

The advantage ‘of - Eon51der;ng=evsluation with reapect tz fistiﬁct

dimenaigns becomes apparént when wa examine the ccnc1u51ans that have been---

draWn iﬂ researeh on campréhen51an monit@rlng. The typical paradigm has been -

'ihfgng§é"é'paf ticu 1ar type af problem 1nta a passage ‘and asgess a readér's

. LoEs
e

'fi.

. féllaw;ng sentences,, Ihe temperature on Venus is much hlgher than baillng

B

=
X
L

B
\

- R
F £

viwétéf;fi:ut it ;s much taa cald for us to live there " :In ordervté réalize

these sentéﬂces are cantradlctary. the reader must évsluate i

the 1nternal can$15teney of the text. N@w con51der the follaw1ng. "States;.,;v

Hith many r@tusts rely heav1ly cn th% sales tax In arder ta reallze that‘ 
the mean;ng of ‘a partieular ward is- nct known. the reader must apply a 1ex1cal

standard Df evaluatian.- Fallures ta natlee hoth types Df prgblems have been

attributed ta ;neffective camprehen51an monltarlng (e g.; Markman l979. Faris

& Hyers. 1981). eveh thaugh detectian of thé prcblems requires that twa_=» -

dlfferent stsﬂdards gf evalustlon be applied.r 'In‘gthet wards;_thé resultsi_

B

I.reflect 'fai;ures Jto. use partigular standards éf'.evalﬁa%ignf -thej'irévéal .

ncthlng about tﬁe pcs bl use of . alternative standards.' It may wall be that

thé same persnn wha fa;is te use an 1ntérnal canslstency standard wauld be

>very 11kely ta apply a lexlcal standard.”j
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. . o
,Severel reeeerehere heve reportr

Evh‘-eﬁihg expeeiteryfpreee ,

1d reader preflcleney=vﬁf,

differeneee in eemprehene;on moniter uzing i =;obe1 deflnltien (e g..;J';'
'ﬂiGerner, 1980 198l' Herkmen, 1979 He oF ‘He,, Terwogt & Vieeeri.lggleJ o
Farie & Hyere, 98 : hegred & o Tron =95x)!.v!;Hewever.é: mpreheﬂeion\fT

= ¥ 4 =

~m0ﬂitéflﬂg eheuid net be regerded as = "'eomething at whleh

a reeder ie elther "geod“ ,"peqr:i 12y L are te help etudente eveluete..

. the;r underetend;ng mere effeetively., we need-= eequ;re *e: better:

.oE

'uneeretending ef d;ffereneee in the uee ef epeeifle etenderde;‘ Ihe preeeet .

:etudy Wee de51gnee pe prov1ee a. foundet;en for thle effert. It addressed eueh?

]

queeeiene as whether eome etenderde are more 11ke1y te be epplled then otheref-

Qfelther the scope of thelr etenderd reperte1re (; e.} the number of dlfferent

- etenderde used) or the eompeeitien of the reperteire (i eii the epeelfie:'

-

'etenderde uSéd).

Coliege etudeﬂts df%fering ln verbel eblllty peftic;petegfiiﬁ a etudy

whOSe eteteﬂ purpeee wee te flnd out what- kinde Df th;nge meke peesegee herd

'te understand. The peeeeges, exeerpted frem eollegeslevel textbooke,

'r - . .

conteinee many- petenti al é ureee of dlffleulty. eoverlng the full renge efe*

R

}etenderds deeerlbed by Eeker (in preee)i -In eddit;on. three typee of preeleme':

'=Were; 1ntent10ne1;yt embedded w;thln the pessegee,, prebleme whieh eould be

deteeted by, ue;ng the 1ex1ee1, externel eene;eteﬂey. ane ;nternel eoneletency-

o

*stenderds of eveluetlen. Helf ef the eubgeets w;th;n eeeh verbel Ebillty: -

%

tgr up weri, epeelfleelly teld thet theee three typee of probleme uould be'

'; preeent end they were g;ven exemplee of each. type. Tﬁe reme;nlng eub;eete

were 31mp1y teld that preblemefwould beupresent.' Of pertleuler lnterest here_




0L Evaluating expository prose

s

.-was whether the eubjecte reeelving generel inetruetiene weuld be 1ees 1ike1y

R ‘to, - efé&y eny ef the targeted etendeede then these reeeiv;ng epeeifieéfjf;

. inetruetiens end whether they wauld be more likeiy to sﬁanteneously edept eny::

ef the nen—tergeted Stendards.; Alee of eoneern were poeeible intereetioneL:'

}Hith Verbel ebility level.;',

The primery fecue ef the peper w111 be en the use ef differeﬁt'sﬁendeéde;
e ‘) {
_.Fether then en the iden;ifleetlen of embedded probleme._ IhlS feeue refieets e S !

.

1ehift from previeue reeeareh whi_ﬁ ( eret;onelieed eomprenen31en manltorlng es,”

. ‘ 2w : Lok
'~¢_sueeeee et deteetlng epe21f;e preblems. There ere eeverel reeeens fer the S e

Vehlft.,,The flret. mentlcned eerlier, isg thet feliure te netice ‘a Spéﬂlflcff'

type of problem refleete a- fellure te uee a. spee;ﬂ;e Stenderﬁ of eveluet;on.f'

LR = *

: g\Q net a fellure te monitar cempreheneien. A secend reeeon is that felluree te S

“iﬂDtlEe pert;euler preblems mey Pe due te a number of different feeters ’
® =1ne1uding 1eek of‘ reievent prler knewledge. vmleinterpretetlene,.eendf_

& R . 1}«-' B ., . =
"eeeen;ng thet eervee te reselve the pr',f' Beker. 1979)

e : .

'1nferennie;
1itveeemed;@, é\seneible. therefare. te foeue ‘on enythlng a pertieuler eubjeg?h.v'
x§§e;eeived es preblemetie, regefdleee cf whether er not the experimenter s

_eefeeived.it egﬁeﬁeh;. Thl§ eppreeeh efferde ‘a mueh rieher perepeetlve en the-;f

l weys.thet reedere eveiuete thelr understending.; A thlrd reeeon for the eh1ft2f '

_; ; '7ir thet differeneee in deteetlen of the dlffereng preblem typee ere dlffléult_“v
{éx:-ﬁ t@ lﬂterpret (Ef » M Pkman; & GEFlﬂ. lQSl). o Slnee the preblem typee ere.

E x’quel;tetlveiy different from one. enetge}, we. de net‘kncw whether they Hould be
R o ?'equelly ee sy te deteet 1f the eppreprlete standeig Were ueed effeetlvely.

P TS




Sub_’leets el e B o,

5y-

e R

-

men. : The studepts were enralled in an 1n¢raduct@ry psychelngy ﬂgurae and

ﬂ — r

bga'reeelve exira cred;t. Ihe majcrlty af the Su JéEtSsi

- . c particlpated iﬁ arde

i

V'Wéréifirétasemeé.éf freéhmen; In @rder to obtain twa groups af subgects whaf~

dlffered eanszderébly lﬁ verbal abiiity 1evel only ‘thase students whose.

'“SAT%Verbgl snores f§11 belaw 420 and abéve ESD nge asked to particlpate." The*;r

>.,. : L

w

flnal sample EQﬂSiStEd of 23 students W1 4h1gher vérbal ability (mean 5991;’

s.d._SE) aﬂd 35 wrth lawer Cmean=388 The ;nequallty @f graup

‘ &

sizes was. not apparent untll _some time sfter

students reperted that tneir scores. were it

: the;r sccres were law Allg subgegts- Hej; . ed at *the cutset af theT ’

Ed

A tatél of 59 callege studeﬁts particlpated 1n the studﬁ, 37 H@men and EE;!;:;

e data Héré calleeted severai.7

thé h;gh category, but in fact_ﬁf

o experiment to s;gn ‘a farm. g;v1ng péFmigsiQﬁ »far their SAT 3cares to be,:l~'

< released fram the admiss;ans office. When ihe afflcial sccrés were received :

s

Several students had tc be reciass;fiéd. Addltianal data ﬂallected an eachi!

Subgect were the number cf semestersienralled in callege. datg'gf blrth;_finél.gfaiﬂ

.= 4

: 1ntraductary psyﬂhalcgy éaurse grade, and Math SAT searé. -Ji L :f g e

1The s;gn—up shget dld n@t speeify that only nativ Speakers af English=
should sign up. ansequently. one non-native: speaEEff id participate, His
“Verbal SAT .Score was 230, but his- perférmanae on the detection task. was better
than any other subgect “Moreover, his Math . SAT score was 650 .and: his final
1ntrﬂdu;tary psyﬂholagy grade was-an A, Singe his Verbal score. was - clearly
not representatlve af his abllitles., %hls squect was drcpped fram ,the:

. analyses._ R - . R
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Subjects WEre 3351gned ta e;ther the géneral or. specific ’instfugtiéﬁL o

Aicandltién when they reparted tg the 1aboratary. An attempt wa ma 'e'té'kéép~
3the ccndltlnns s balanced as pQSSlblE far verbal ablllty level and gend&rl'

. thraughgut the ﬂaurae af testing. ’ In aréer to- prevent p9551ble blas lnf  a

:testlng. the 5ubgects were asked talwalt untll the amd of the experlment %a'

K

‘»repart th21ra§AT scores. At ‘the beglnnlng af the sesslan they were s;ﬁplyf

S

 a§ked whether the1r scare dld meet thé requirements speci f edi@n the Sgbjectﬁr~

Signeup gheeta :
Materials .. ~* R o s N "

. The ,materials consisted cf 12 expaSltary passages gdapﬁéd fréﬁA
c@llégEhlevel textbggks. . Fau? selections. were :takenk from each of 'thégé .

. .diffEFEﬁt textsi one deallng witn animal behavior, a second .with State ‘and .
“x PO . . . -
B A i - ‘

o

loecal’ ggvernment. and a thlrd with environmeﬁtglfecgleg 1;i§§yés;' Examplés_'

. ‘ of passage t@plcs frcm each bagk rESpeethEly, are.‘ tempeﬁatuﬁe regulatian'
S - ? .7 .
. in 1izards,~advantages of the sales tax. and the - d;sposal af solld wastes;

:The tcples HEPE SEIEE%Ed tg cantaln facts ‘not ganeral;y knnwn and ngt 11kely'

?‘“”**ﬁvtéé~gé eneountered in~»the bEglﬂﬂlng Ealiege Hstudent's coursawark 1,?be;AjTj,

- seleétians‘werevshartenéd, if neeessary, so tﬁat{all.@f-thé'pESSaSES*would’be:
: réughly'gomﬁérsélé in length. Each péSSagé had 11 éf 12A5éntédgea; the mean -

L . . . . B
. . L. f : = R

nuﬁbér'af”wards wésﬁEDE (s.dv=16. AB) "Ihe readabillty of the pagsages was

measured,uSLng Fry 3 (1978) seale* however; ne attempt wis made ta mgd;fy any

©

- ;A N passsge s readsbility lével (mean grade level=1l. 57. s.d. =2~5')~

S

L

The passages var1ed cgns;derably 1n style and structure, as weli as in

i

the quallty of writlng, tnus affarding amplé oppartunitles for the students to '

a-

A quéstien vag%ous asgegts af the.passagas. However, it was felt inappropr;até:




[ Eveluetingexpeeitorypreee” "

e gl

to rely exeluelvely on neturelly—eeeurring epportunltiee _to : 1den1;1fy .
' preblemetie eeetlone ef‘ the peeeegee"therefere nine -ef' the peeeegee wer-e -

’_1ﬁtent1ene11y dlsrupted, T’ne dieruptlcne eenelsted of‘ neneenee w::rde. prler

__‘knowledge vielatlene, and ;neensletene;ee_ Theee dlf‘f‘erent. pr-oblem t.ypee

- - B El

CL 'eeuld be identif;ed by ef‘f‘eetive use af‘ t&he lexleel e;x»t.er.nel eoneie'teney .and

s

"xinternal eeneleteney standards of eveluetien, respeet;vely. - Cl"ne:e'f‘ each .

prcblern t.ype wae preeent 1n eeeh ef the three eentent ereee. All of 'th’e

[

-_prebleme wer-e ereetee by r‘eplaelng a elngle word with enether werde " . The "

subst:.tut.;ons oeﬁxrred in the middle ef‘ a eentenee whieh eppeered in any

seriel peeitien f‘rem f‘ive thr-cugh eight Thr'ee of‘ the medified peeeegee
'eentelned twossyllable neneenee Worde whleh followed etenderd rulee af‘ Englieh,
erthegrephy. Aﬁ exemple of‘ e ﬂeneenee ward eppeere in t.he f‘ellcw:.ng eentenee.

“The; 1endf"iils muet nct be in eeleetins (1eeet1ene) that eould lead through_

eeepege tg eontemlnet.len ef greund weter-'-." _ 'Three ot—her' peeeegee preseﬂteel‘

cow L

‘f‘eet.e thet v1cleted eemmon Horld knewledge._ An exemple is:. "Durlﬁg the

eummer (wlnter‘) montne moet. frogs hlbernate ;n the eef‘t mud ef the bottem cf
:’peole end streams." The - third type of pl"@blémi eleo embedded 1n— three

peeeegee, was inter‘nel ;neonelstene" eated by meking one eentenee in’ the'

p sege ét‘;)nfllct Hlth a prev;ousiy presented eentenee. Qnef Sentenee'aﬁzeye
;ntervened between theee twe t:erget eenteneee. An»'ex_arpple_féllewve:. “Tl%ese

small Eh: n J flrme usueily eeeemble the prin 'Zei ‘ebmpor}eﬁ'te of the hou.e'e

if‘f‘er' eﬁeee between theee two 1nduetr1ee
Ehouelng end eutej 11e in the feet th loe: 1 gevernment 1e _the eeimery

B3

t,hemeeivee; 3 'I’he reeecme for _? ] ,—f

-

fregu;eter ef 1end use*’xi,n thie eountry. ching end building eede reguletiens E
are. reepone:lbie fer' the presenee Cebeeﬁee) of 1erge meee—preduetien oriented

i,



d ' . c ‘,- 9 ' 2“
S '.cénapﬁucﬁiéﬁ fi_r"ms’.‘{ Thé : remalnlng thr'ee passages did ﬁot’ canﬁi‘nf any -
o intenti&nallY%intr;éduéej pra_blems!v. n flf'th Selegtl@“ fmm one of ‘the texts.
. R . o . L e e
ved as a warm—up passage. oS o 7; ’ "E_g.f

preli ;nary Sgreenlng study Has car‘rl-ed aut in: thch 23 advanﬂedj

E

'uﬂder‘grad’uétes Her‘e lnsi.ructed t.a read the passages éarefully and to cauunent.

cm ahy aspects that. Seemed pr‘ablematlc.»: They wer‘e specificslly tc:ld that. :

‘pr‘ablems were pre ént and wer‘e given Examples af the three t.ypes that had’ been.
S

1

:intraducéd but they were given na hint as ta haw many pr@blems might be“
:pﬁesgﬁt iﬁ axgiVEn passage._ Ihe purpase of the study was threefa;d" 1) to

ensure that there weré ﬂElthéF aeiling nor fl@cr effects in the dEtEEtEbillty

af-any prablems;_z) to énsure that theré was ngt extensive variabili?y-in.the-

::détectsblllty of the dlfferent exempla of a giveﬁ prdbiem type;faﬁd.B) to

‘.‘»"verlf‘y that thére wauld be other sectioﬂs of- thé pas ag es that - ;nd;v;dusl

1

' ‘; E ts wauld ldentlfy as prablemat .SubgéétS"resﬁanses WEFE=5E§FEd;b§§h’

for. pr‘ablem 1Eleﬂt1flcat;m; and for‘ the Dther klnds of comments :they made.

'Detectloﬁ rates r‘anged fram EDE tt;f BDE n21ther at ceiling nor floor.

Ineaﬂsystenc;es and pr;ar knowledge v\ialaticms avefagéd 30%"; xnélnégn;?‘e words

=“'7Dg;' W1th1n prgblém.types.'there was . some but nct_e;teﬁéiwé'variabiiity!:

LI
. ¥

’SubjéetSﬂ di§ indeed: identify many ‘additional parts of the 'passages. -as -
pro bl atlg_ F@r the most partf théSE.EdﬁitiOﬁél GémmEDtS.HEFE idiasy@crétic.“

‘ccmments f'eflected a’ i‘ull range c:f' standsrd use. subgects dld m:t restr;ct';

;themselves tc: the thr'ee standar‘ds that were needed ta detect the 1ntended

=

pr@bléms— ' Alsa present were EGmmEﬂtS sbout syntax, stfuetural_~and 

prr:pasitianal th531venea ' and inﬂgr‘matiéﬁal glarity‘ and campléténéss..

r . C=

Lo T

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'thaugﬁ occas:mnslly two or thr'eé péaple had the same comment Hm‘eaver:,.'Fthé_ _ h



Toa ST e e Bvaluatipg expository. prose- .

The ilnal vers;ens of the passages HEFE assembled lﬂtD boaklets. ~¥Eéch ;

passage'uas typed on a separate 3heet of paper aﬂd wWas headed by

9+ esgriptig& 

. titiei All passages appearad as- a s;ngl lang parsgﬁaphi évené(ifagqare
paragraphi had been present in the ariglnél text. (Nate that thi gi

i .
%

subjects ogagsion tc commEﬂchn Ehe structuﬁél cohes;venesg of thé text )

the bottcm of eaeh page was a- set éf faur evaluatlve sentences which were ta

.be used by the subjects ta indicate whether the passage ‘was ﬁrablematie. and\\

1f so, t@ what éxtent dld 1t affeet codprehensibility (see PracEdure sectiﬂn). .\g‘

éi_

ﬁfv.: The same passage;éppeared,in first p351tian in each booklet and served as a_» \

Vpraetlce passage.: Ihe remaining 12 passages qere arranged in a aonstrained,~

:pértlally randamized order. The conatralnt was that a partlcular prablem 

type had ta*appear 1n a partlcular p531tian scrass bcokléts. bgﬁ the passage

v eont inlng that prcblém was randgmly selected fram the peal ‘ Ear examplg, théA;iﬂf

first’ experlmental passage cantained z; prlor knawledge violatlon,Afgr any? ;A‘

‘ _glven 5ubgegtvitggauld be any one of the three prlar knawledge passages.- The SR
; . ~ R

- ,s'?

segand paasage always céﬂtalned an ;nterngl incon81stency. and 1t taa cou1d~beff

- . ‘ o - ;_:F; L o - |

any one Df three, eta. L . Ch B
Eroaedure RN s;,;; L *"a* Lg  ‘_; ‘ 7

All subjects were seen individually by the author._ At: the beglnni -

 Eeaeh 55551on. the Subgects -were asked if they would be wiiling tn autﬁarlge-
release nf their foieial test scores and. 1fAsa, to sign 8 eansent farm.: (All ) L

R asubjeats were w;lllng ) They were then given a baaklet conta1n1ng the__

bt Y

F:basségés a d WEFE asked ta fill in on thg eaver sheet th21r names, ages, dates v’:“

- '. ﬁ.m* )

R of blrth and number éf SEmesters they had attended ca;leg FAL the battam of

the page were four statements that the subgeetg were asked tc refer ta while

they 1istened to the relévant partians af the‘instructlans.;!'




-“_thase used by Harkman and;GQrin (1981). the nansénse ward examples fallp‘e

en when tney" flnished. they

uére tc eheck @ne cf the statements at the battam af the;page in the space ¢f

prgv1d§d.r_The stat mefta were.: 1),There ware na prablems, 2) Therg may have

been a prablem but it d;d nat make;the passage haﬁd ta underitand, 3) There

was a prablem and 1t made the passage a litt;e hard ta understsnd'fsnd 4)':;:f'

1tarunderstand.i (As lt -

There was a- prablam and lt made the paasaga higA

.,A!,

turned éut{ there were 1arge'iédiv1dual_v riat;ans in”the use Df thé ratlng e

 ;‘33315, sgme sub;eata cnly used the f;rst twa ststements. athers usad the full

b

Alf':angg,  Fgr th;s Peasan. the rating data WEFE nat sub3ected tg any statistlcal




had d:me ‘S0 aﬂdi 1f‘ approprlate, why they underllned whst they did

Upt:m cczmpletlr:n c:f t.he task the subgect.s Heré asked a standard set af

el "*questlons deglgned tc: reveal hcw they

;,ad: 1nter‘preted any prablems they d1

1nat—»repcr-ti:_ Eef@re ssk’ g éécfl questlcm, the Experlmenter turned ta thé

apprapriate passage and placed :Lt :m frcnt af the subje:t HIZQ wag encéuraged

B

tt: reread 1t ta:: find the answer. If‘ the sub_]eet d:uj nat syontsneausly

1ndicaté awareness of the pr'cblem after answerlng the questiany thé

'sexpérimenter askéd. '!Ec:es that: mal-:e .sense tg you"-‘*" If‘ thé sub_jegt still d1d -

£

ngt indicate problem awareness, ﬁé secand prepsred questi_an wgg Sgked Ta

,111ustrate. the questlans fu:sr the 'pr‘iar kncwledge prohlem EmbEddéd in- t.he

sentenge. "During the summer mcnths. mast fr'ggs hlbernate in the” sn;fte mud...'f

= -




hibernate

A explangtlcn .of - the nature af‘ t 'p:éﬁléiii_; ?_jii,{—_,a’s_.

v'sp-egg;y the prablem type.‘ Sa_ for . example.

o "I dgn't. _kﬁow ’Hhatv that. wnrd_."_ o

the ngnsense wor-d cclactlns and then sald

,A _,_r:fﬁ:gs hibernat.ed in Summgr' thls wag sccreczj as').

er’ any queatinn ‘on. the basis af thé respanses as ta"-‘ ST

were f‘ully ER

-'A.--.:_E:i"‘énSGFlbéd the:subjects', régpanseg mirnmﬁ_wgblémgﬁlg,, segments Qf text
.;.‘:Ewere c@ded as to the type ::f‘ standard the‘y r‘evealed. The eediﬁg schgme-uged]f
. 7 :;‘f"%_s‘ _j;hat 'EStébli’ShEd’ -bY Baker (in : PPESS) and included seven -categar;i-es;
'1%;‘:231‘ E"te"“al EQ“SiStE"éyr iﬂte"ﬂél Eﬂﬂsistency.' Syh-taxw N nf‘“matlﬂ“al
clér:.t.y and Veam;:vletenesa. | praégéltianal cnheSJ.veness g ands gtuf-al
x cohésiieh;\as. Exampleg af‘ ccmments Feﬂeating the use nf‘ these. standar o
: present.ed in: Table 1, alr;mg Hlt.h the Pelevant passage ‘:‘?tjeéﬁts-, e




:'fi‘hi;? _section .

. The f;rst segtmn :.presents

The secand mnst. impaf

st: ndar‘da Es the sub_jeet5=uere reading the éntn-e pgssagesi ;. Several dlf‘ erent :

E"_._» ,_dp gd' t, measm"es will be examined-? l) f‘requency of: use. 2) numbér af‘,: "

difrerent Standards ussd and 3) presence or abseﬁc, f'«partieulsr standards:: )

prablems they failed tg répart o

Frablem Identif‘ica t;cm

'. The mean 'b €r' o of prablems ;:f eagh type that thc;- stuciem;s 1dent1f‘,

in a. subject' rgpertnlre_ ' The ﬁhlrd 5egtmn will briefly rep@rt the mcu-éf',‘«"k’

§al;ent: aspects af‘ subgect's respaﬁaes ta the fallaw—up questians sbaut}"v’

shéuﬁ in, Table 2- Quit.e clearly, Lhe students dld nat dc: very well on this'f

'repart;ng hcth an-.analysis af variance and a multiple regressian analysis.v».f




' dditicnally. studeﬁts Hh(; scaréd highé' ',

,5 DE fE < .05. higher‘ verbal L

‘ qusl;f;gd by the interaetian. F‘ (1. 54)

abil:.-ty 5tudénts Hhc: receu:eﬂ general lnstrueticns d;d not i_dentify' morév

‘-f— than _;he lg,er; verbal

instﬁuctign;?” Horeover-. the perfarmanee of th;s higher gbilit—y gralp' did nct :’ ;

g e e e e o g s i = EEREEY e T A

~d;,fer fram that'af‘ thé lcmér ability stuﬁenta whn reee1ved spegif‘ic

'i,,thaugh SPEQific instructic:ns were associatéd with bett,er-

ingtructians_ _

problem identif‘lea@,icﬁ fs:xr bath higher and lawer sbility students, ,"j;h'é

3.

magﬂitude af t-he difference between inatructian t.ypes was: mueh greater fc:r thef

highéf ability graup!:v _f'h ‘
The 1dent.ifit:at1nn rates fcr‘ t.he d;fferent prc:blelﬂ t.yp 5 - "f‘fe'r’"ed.ﬁ asf"
expected E (2, lDB) -_:  75.79, E < iDDl ‘Hany more. nonsense wm-dq ‘were -

‘:. idéntlf‘ied than e;tner pr:mr- kncwledge vmlatians or ;nc@ns;stencles (66% vs. .

213 vs., 101, respeat;vely). ‘ The d;fferegea betwaen the - lat:ter twa prablém




'lié’éﬁ'tifiéd)"‘s‘erye‘a as i’thé déééﬁdéntf variable L R : -;g: B

The régression analyses far7 the twa ﬂlfferent iﬂstrugtlan ccnditians

. =
IR | =

Lfé’fﬂ.ylelded very differént autgames. as- might be expeeted given the analysis af

J':Vvariance results. we will cansﬁder first aubjects in the Specifié instruétian»f ?i

p-— = ‘a—,,—,—,,, e . g

' ;céndltian." 'I‘he unlvariaté carrelations with prcblém 1déntifieat.inﬂ fcr the

-l-;VErbal SAT Hath SAT;'snd ccu;s;

: rade, réspeetively, HEFE i72 .57. and 39.

: re were partialléd gut neither the
i

caursé gradezearrelated rel bly w;th prablem ;dent1fica—=:“

: i;r x fHawaver; whensthé"ffects af.

—:_Hath senre nar'they

: tlan. . The pred;ctgr variables were entered 1nt@ the regr2551an équatlan

L=

thfaugh é farward stepplng alga' thm Hh;eh requ;red a mlnlmum F—ratla af H D

'far’ éﬂtry.v Vérbal seare was the: only varlablg ta enter the regress;on ,j,,}_

-fequatlan (F ta enter 25.39). aceaunting far a 5ubstantlal prapartlgn nf the jA'

,Lvarianée'(Hultiple Zi = ,51).? In géntrést under generai instruetigns. verbal :

=

e ‘7,'
‘m T




| questlgns abaut standard uae w;llg be 1§ddresseg. The flrst cancerns the_;4

' patterns af standard use, 1;3.. whether there were some standards -that. _5”

. read, nat Just the 9 ‘that eanta;ﬂed 1ntenti§nal”prablems;_ Séveral dlfferént?l"aﬁ

frequency wlth whieh subjeets used éaéﬁ:éfanééfﬁ, the seeand caqcerns the

&

number nf dlfferent gtandards each subgect uaed and the thlrd canQéFns

F ’-‘.
-

e

subjeets never used at sil or used ta the exclu51gﬂ af any athers..

i staﬁdard is

- ab;litz level. Nnte that the stgﬂdards d;ffered c@ ,erably vin  the;r-r

= - =T .: &

. Frequeney af.use;— : The meanv numb&r .af timeg students applled :eachf.

&

or sented 1n Table 3 as a functinn af 1nstruetlcn type and verbai

\F’_ N



"{’(s 324)

One - migﬁ t héve ' ﬁfediétéd

that suhjeetg re eiv:.ng apem.f‘ic instructians:_,_;

receiung genera; instruatians, leading ta a

géndltian_”_ Hawever . the ma:m effect HES m:t reliable. F (l 54):2 1277,75 } A -

althaugh thérg was the 1nterat:ticn with Stanglard type., Fi'she;‘:',;;?d

:ﬁrgéé:jﬁlr:e: was used t.c: test the diff‘erences bet.ween‘means (lgg = .689}{05) :
) o Spegifj_g- -. l Cto 1neréased usé‘ é:f‘ t;xe External and 4_
i E;ﬂEl :éans;stem;yr standsr‘ds,.Abut t.he 1&3{1231 standard was used equally-'.‘.
I ;.f.:af‘ten by bath graups af subject\s_ Dné cf’- t.he nan’;n%truet.—ed*'standards.;"
‘ Vétructural eahes:.veness; -was used more eftén by sub;eetg reeeiving generalﬁ
instructiaﬁs, _ The r-emalning g
subjects 1n both graups.é




The hlgh fﬁequency cf use Qf the 5tructural cahes;veness standar ;ﬁ_hnfj

I\ﬁ_" -

;”tend t@ be 1235 Sen51t1ve ta”

aftgp was the infarmatlanal clavity

’t'structuré disruptians than better readérsf-

;'* (e g.i Eaman, 1978f79. Heyer VBraﬁdt‘ & Eluth ISSD).v

Anather standard that the ggn ral ;nstructian subjects uséd relatlvely S

and campleteness Standar'

4 : .
1 ess aften than the lexical ‘or" Structural standards but mare afﬁén thgn thé”

=1

'-;athers.h Here agaln, the highér abil;ty 5tudents tended ta use the 5tandard

tg effeets.‘ lt'is 1nterest;ng_fj;[i*

It was usedl:”



.';Lﬂlexieai standard?*’

t.g ehallenge th

'in turn ﬁbw ta m@re det lled ean51deratlan af differences ;n atandard use S —

am@ng the insﬁrueted sub;ects. The 1&31331 and external ca s 't ey'standards
RN . -

&Jwere used mcst frequentiy and equally' aften.= Hawever. the IDWEF verbal

”rablllty stuﬂents seem le 5 11kely to’ Ehallenge passage tﬁuthfulness than the

:}.hlgher verb 1 ﬁ d' Surprisingly, they alsa ldentified fewer word level

prablems.? This may have indlcated a reluctanee to identify words as nonsense

7,far fear that they might in fact be real Hords they shauld hsve knawn.f The

internal cansisténcy standard was used IESS then than the other twu. and here

75; ' againi-the lgwer verbal graup usad thesstandard 1ess aften than the higher

_verbaiv g é p L: Samewhat unéxpeetediy. twa otherf standards were used as




ler.. werde.p the eub,jeete did_ natr

;etendere Heeueed eeﬁeﬁh;eb‘

dEEt’% tﬁan the 1euer ‘while ' the

' evelueted their underetending_ ’Ihe number ef

ef‘ verbel ebllity leve;,, E -. (1 :.05, \ The h;ghef- vgrhalr

: = 3-98 pf
f studente; used

x

= ; v CEEEQS = . ~

'1é53" :‘effeétis\-fe' readere repc:rt- 'fewer abet 1 e'

the preeeding}

- seetlene. but,“t.hey eleee heve a.r 2 ;7'4.{'§f*fﬂ'l‘;"’i'téi‘i§i’f"':’:’f";

. of ;netruetlen

»

type wee not relleble (g l.lll) ner wee the intereetlen Hith ver‘bel eb;;lt,}f CE .

Fu R

{ 1). _ 'I'hue. even thnee eubjeete Hhe were net given eny hint the

an ‘average
nf‘ 3 El difi‘erent etenderde (ee eampered ta 4, 13 i‘er t.he iﬁfer'med eubgeete)i

Petterne ef etenderd usze,. Anether exemlnetien ef greup dif‘ferenees ;Ln

t.he kinde ef etenderde ueed wee eerried eut by f‘lret eleeelf‘ylng the eub;eete'
- as’ to whether or net they ever ueed a pertieuler etenderd end then eﬂteﬁiﬁg-_'

the eell frequencies int.e multlﬁey teblee. Teete ef eeeee;etien fer pe'*l.;t"er-?ge':; :

25




... .consistency. s taxidar:d;_wj

instruction

=,grinter-aﬁet;‘

With respect ta' '

] ;e; wiil consi

the lexlc 1 tandard, there were very few subffjegts in any‘ cand;tian Hhc: never'

-,-uSgd 'it;A tests af assaeiat;gn revealed no dlfféf‘éﬂ&és. Vr.I'he external o

:.adnpted by mast. af the"; subgeets iﬂ the spéeif‘lc :

=

gener‘él grcupz;; Hhﬂ d;d : 7

ouUpS but 'there were-a maj@rity ln “tl

’ntérnal ‘EODSlStEneY standard was ..

20:40 E < .um. The -
gr;.mp than th‘ generai gréup, X

m:ﬂi" use it, )

slsa adcpted by mgre subgeets 1n the speglf‘l
,—t": - "'! v» x ‘
'7 78; g <. '.C)l. In addltmn. more. h;gher verbai subgegts -used th‘é"'

Z.

Cl)

standarcL than 10"37'”"3"531 ri;'m(l} '1' 51 mp *’Z*”DSi”' The twa f‘act-cr‘s did nat‘”"‘;'

i

[

Fewer than half‘ the subjegts in’, anggrgup adopted the prop@.s.ltional

'cohesiveness Standard ; None of‘ thé tests of assue;atian were re?able., 'Ihe

struztursl eohesiven' 8- andard in eantrast wasadcptejd‘ by most -of the

'l', suhjeets in each gﬁ:up. Egain," the assaeiatian tésts ware na ig i“ieant

Scmewhat mar‘e than half the subjeets adapteé the lnf‘armatinna; completeness

Staﬁda"ﬂ with no ﬂlfferéﬂees -An En:up frequency- Finally, with regard to -the

Asyntactic standard vir‘tually none of thé sub_jects rece1vi g j:é::if‘lr: '

-in tructians used. this standard while a_quarter ‘of . thcse r2221v1ng general

i

iﬂstructions dld xg (1_) 7 (33, E. { (31; L



5truetural zchesiveness and'lnfermatiansl elarlty/cempieteness;

The lexigal standard theh was used by virtuéﬁly 1

‘ N neeessarily adaptive if;‘ it 13 used at

4>44}i~hihere~i§ aame evideﬂce~that yqunger and pﬂérér readers “ine \=_-1emen‘lf.ar-yf1?-t:m:w:.rltmL

}tend ta reiy EXE1uSiVEly cn this standard (e.g;, Eaker.xﬂaté 1 Garner, 1981)_

AIt was nf‘ 1nt:,_est tc: aseertain Hhéther 1ess Sucaessf’ul students at the

‘ 2§11&§5 1evel slsa aversrély on’ this standard. He have already seen thati*h'
'“students wlth 1awer verbal ability use fewer d;fferent standards than students'

s wlth highef‘ vérbai ab:.lit.y. Hhat. st.andards dld they in' fact use? { Infls_ S

. |..|m

o questlgn was. anguered by facusing an thase subgects wha_ rl;;ggly"éée,éf;twq

g' 7diffe ,nt standaﬁds,- Slngie standard ‘use - was very rare. abSéEvéd\ih Dnlyi“

thf%e SUbjects. Twa of". these subjeets HErE in the 1awer ablllty grQUp (anef:

ved general 1nstructlgns, gne speelflg) and. the 51ngle staﬂdard uged wasz>fv

4 L e




[
-5

l"'tne intentianally—intradueed pmblems they failéd tc: repcrt : EY éﬂd 13733'?‘

*Thatéh this 15 hardly a- maggritx nf the;-”J;

i?averreliance on’ thé lexical 5tandard.

Respenses ta fol 1 w—up questianS“: 317{;?‘~ f',”g*,nffﬂffl“ AR

““the 1nterpr‘eta€ né_

'few exceptions. hawever, 1ndleat1ng nat ‘a- failureg

"bj detected (g

_é’thase 1nténded by;the Experimenter, indiéating thatf

=%

the students failed tﬂ Fepart the‘ prablems beeause théy did nnt. use the;ii@

,appraprlste standard Hhen it was needed. Thé typlgal Eamment.‘upan beingfﬂ

~;éenfronted w1th a préblém. HES. “I can‘t believe I mlssed~that!“ Thére were & Lo

(O

te ﬂSE a standard but rather

a faliure ta perce1ve a’ preblem.f Tﬁ;s was mast apparent w1th one. of the prigr7Af _f

':anowledge prablems,*embedded wlthln the foilawing sentenee ::"As gcvernar af3 

‘Among thé prlar kﬁowledge prablems thlS was in fact the one mast frequently_,-

Vg38)_ " However, - SubSequent questianing af‘ the nan—detectlng
. 3

1w




_5 see 1en HE will return ta the questian pcsed in the apeni g

' understand;ng.~  The'{results,.of; the present study affer many pie;es af a -

‘igomprehens;ve answer. As expegted it was fnund that readers da 1n faet use 5

lkseveral dlfferéﬂt standsrds dur;ng a s;ngle interactlan Hlth a. tEXty; Even

:when given ‘no hlnts as tc what standards shﬁuld be used the average'student

fg;employed 3.8 dlfferent stsndards_ This lndlcates qu i ‘1 arly that Etudiesr:@

":ﬁuhich examlne the gse af anly a slngle standard may serlausly underestlmate.

-rthe flexibility sf 5tudents' evaluation activities.r Nevertheieag students Qf

. ,_4;,7 B

27

k]



the kmds t:f thlngs' they 'shauld take inta

_tudents t.ypically'ri‘“:'

3

"';‘dld nat evaluate Hhét the;r HE!“E réading with FEEPEEt tc Hhat they already.f;

-kneH. even thaugh they demdnstrated use :;f t.hls cr‘it.ericm when 1nstrugted to -
! A : _ s . e - ‘\a :

_use ;t.; Appraximatély t.m: thirds af‘ the subjef,itiﬁ:,tééei ina EEHEEEl{;_—-A

| Thees ‘;instruet.iuns flEVEF fusedx theﬂéxterrgaPmnsistency*standﬁrd Students ténd “bo U
L'.'faecept- the facts pr‘esented in texts at: faee value. a tendeney t‘-hat‘{
'autamatically precludEs any 5§rt af' eritlcal reading._ Interestingly, -,}_thié'_""

s 'tendenrzy may 1m:reasg m.t.h develapment. as. suggéstéd bY ev;dence that cn;lcliren:"_
:vfrequently ehallenge the t.r-uth af‘ stat.ements presented t.a them 1n expﬁa;l;ai;y:_f—-
.-passagéa even when they are nat 'p ifit,l.;y 1nst.ructed t.cp dé sa (e g,.. Eakeri vﬁ,_,‘-';_‘

Nat.e 1* Harkman, 1979). Whether‘ ar nat this apparent decliné in t.he use o:f‘-'_':

L.

. E




* chhe§;venes$.u Tﬁis 1ndieates a- caneern %ith the thematiﬂ f21at13"5h195 gmong

Coem

" the 1deas 1n'the text and awarenesg of r‘hét@rlcal eanventicns such as

presentlng t@pla sentences i‘irst.v_ - Thé standard ;s En 1mpartant one

students f.c EPPIY- =]

,;,,<__,.urequ1r‘és,ﬂthe ident,fieatlen af the~~main pa;mts af‘ t.he psésage._ Thgt 85‘2 of‘*i’»""

the students r‘eeeiving generslv'instruemans adapted thls standard, ié--’

enecuraglng. hcwever‘, it 15 passible that. they used 11; c:mly hecause théy cauld

' not think af any gther kinds af prablems i;h' ght be present snd they knew

T

they had R identify Something._ A thlrd stanaard 111:313; ta be adapted

,s,

sp@ntanecusly was informai;ianal eampletenéssi Use of - thls standar*d refleet.g a

cancern Hlth Hhether infnrmation is pr‘esenteﬂ 1n suf‘f‘ieient degth grj-';wi'tlfj-'“'

=,




the stamﬂards used by gallege students tg evaiuate the;r

3

understanding £ expcsltary prESE- It P"‘D vid es’ ? rich source of hypatheses

search. designeé taA eﬂeaur‘age studentss‘té, jéaﬁbptf'—sensi—ble———a‘nd»f'”*fﬁ;

éf‘fieiﬁnt cri ter 'ﬁ*‘“fﬁlf‘ Evaluat;ng their camprehensia Far- 5' example. it

illustrates the vs ) _‘

T w g

all of :the evalual;ign tandards under canditicns d gin'_éd tﬂ:*,gli_c’it -t_heir use_,-
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‘higher verbal)

’,EA External Csnsisteﬁey

AL Passag cantext. Hoves ta get federal ald fnrithe unemplayed in the ;~

- Comme ) on. le ) ) but. I één't think thére
, ﬂéré dépﬁéSsiéns éll'thdséftimés. (speeifie 1n3trueti§ns—lnwer verbal)

” i?-1E_ Paééége'ééntéxt.f Franklin D. Roasevelt .eleeted pregid&nt in 1933.,

- . immediately began ta implement new rel;ef pragramsiv; s o

| ' Comment: Electlans are held in even—numbered years._lBBB can't be. f*z

i,\R;‘f ‘_ S right. (general lnstruetlans-iawer v%rbal) [This student, as well as. 4»

~4ﬂ7>¥Xm@~w—mu~44—Gthens.— dentified a- préhlém embedded ~in-the-ori inal: “text-and-— e
‘ o unnatlcei\g : , :

v the experlmenter ]

7~;3; Internal Cansisteney -

~¢A;E’Passage context: Fllied 1andf11 ites are tlmes used far galf

B ’eaurses and parka. Eut bu11d1ng on. such sites is hazsrdags ‘begause of

,_natural gas seepage fram the underlylng deeaylng garbage.¥gsa_"~' _

':Ccmment. Landfills are uaed for parks but they re taa hggardaus for-.

. housesﬁ Thaﬁ's stupid. (specifie ingtructlans. hlgher verbal)

*Ei?”Passagg aantext* chernars possess msny farmal powers “to’ dlscharge the N
.tduties af chief exeeutive. ehief 1eglslatgr. aﬂd ‘head of state...‘




sswallaw Hhat are? (gpgéifié”r. =

igaads..regsfdlesa af their reside ;
Q;Cammént._ Their“res;dence.' It almast snunds as thaugh ¢he things

'l iyau're buying llve samewhere else. (speei?ic 1nstructieﬁs—lawer

:iiverbal)

5_ fStructural Cnh SiVEﬁESS : ) o :
"{" i‘fA,5-Passs§e cantext'i (The ggneral tnpic af thé passage 15 Sbéﬁf'thé”'”

'prateetive ealerstian af fishi> The last tua sentEﬂces appear here )

Eamé tﬁapleal flSh are v;vidly ealered. hgwever. even in aréas of dull
,and samber baekgrnunds. Althaugh cansp;euaus in these circumstancez.<.

;they are prateated e1ther §{ alertness and ag;i;ty or. bygthe;r R

n

,pa;sanaua flesh._;f,;,y}_A e S o »
fCamment* Alertness and agility and paisaneua flesh have nath;ng to da"

',Hiih calgr- the sentenee 13 tacked anta the end. (general
- ;nstructlgns-hlgher verbal) S j . -
.E; :Passage cantext‘;; JThe passagé is primar;ly Eaneérned Hith the- hausing
o 1pdustry. but it’;egins with a eamparisan to the auta industry.}, _
‘QQQQEQE;“ ‘The tltle is Housing and Local Gﬂvernment. ‘Then it goes into

isémething'abaut autc prnduetian whieh is tatally irrelevant .(general -

. lnstructinnsalawer verbal) f e e s ag L 5',7-'?“' e

4




»“f;? antax

Ai] Passgge ecntext'- The remaining 83 pereent [cf snlid w’

;cémment.' “Hith unly abéut“ is very awkward.( {ggng;a;iigsgrgggigggs  ;1[}

‘?lawer verbal)

”fPsssage Eantext.viSééhff\Em abave against its narmal backgrgund af

{;water and stream battam. the fish beeames almcst inv;s;ble,;.” T

. Gemment, B “Seen frcm abave“ 15 hard “to underst.and t.here ar-e t.hrée
,ﬂv,prepasitiansAtcgether~~1 had”ta rifgr t—thrée tlme
: 1nstruetinns—$awer verbal} : 27”’_7;' Ti;’“ e

(gengr;l*“fo*f;ff

;a; Parenthetieal remarks indieate tﬁe type af instructians and the verbal ?
: abillty level af the SubjEEt making the camment '

e
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