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ABSTRAET

text adjunct on

W

This study investigated the effects of
poor readers’ comprehension and recall. The text adjunct,

o define explicitly the

-+

a thematic organizer, was designed

central theme of the passage, relate the theme to students”

prior knowledge; and provide cchesion among the ideas of the

passage to accomodate text structure: The subjects were eighty—

sixth grade students who were classified as below average
readers. Materials included social studies passages

and directions for retelling and/or 1iteral and inferential

gquestions. U{ver a series of passages, results favored
the use of the thematic organizer tc inkrease performance on
literal and inferential questions and literal and inferential

retellings:. This study suggested that the thematic strategy
facilitated more complete recall of structurally important text
ideas:. The discussion focuses on the use of the thematic

their own structure on a text to facilitate comprehension and

recall.



1 vou have ewer read an article or a text and found it
difficult to understand, you may havé corcluded that you
needed to try various strategies, such as rereading or referring
to additiorial resources; to help you interpret the author’s

reading because you found that the author chose a ccmplicated
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resented in content materials. This paper reports the results

T

of two studies which investigated whether a prereadirg
strategy could facilitate poor readers’ comprehension of soccial

FPoor readers’ inability to comprehend;EBEféﬁE mxterixl is
symptomatic of warious factors. These may include a lack of
knowledge of the the major concepts prior to reading; an
iha5i1ity to integrate previous knowledge with information in the
text; and/cr an inability to access relevant prior knowledge.
Often poor readers can’t elaborate uUpoh previous experiences,
have inappropriate strategies for using what they Know, or lack

criteria to ‘assess their comprehension.
Text factors may contribute also to students’ comprehen-
sion difficulties. The text may be written in an ambiguous
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explicitly to the major theme.
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would need to be interpreted by the reader. We concluded that x

mation. First, we describe some problems noted with soc'al

studenits’ comprehension when reading these texts. Second; a

brief review of the literature is reported to provide research

and theoretical support for this teaching strategy. The findings-
from an interview with fifth grade poor readers is préecented to
provide additional rationale for the =tudies discusséd in this

thematic organizer strategy designed to facilitate text
comprehension was presented to fourth; fifth,; and sixth grade

gtudents with below average reading xchievement: @An

comprehension corcludes this paper.

paragraphs. Many details about each concept were presented but

the theme of the passage and the "relatedness" of theze ideas

resder would need an extensive background in these areas to be

"able to comprehend the theme and relate it to ite many supportive

2 g



Qur analycic of the texts indicated that the prevalent

structure of tke pascages was descriptive top-level. General

stxtements were followed by liste of details:. In the majority

of the passages that we reviewed the theme was implied by the

author. Usually there were no explicit connectives which demon-

strated a relationsh.p among the csuperordinate thematic concept,

the superordinate ideas and/or the subordinate jdeas of the passage:
The fexf could be plotted as illustrated in Figure i: The dotted

liries represent the relatlonshlpc amcng the ideas which the reader
would be required to interpret.
The Reformers

- -’Impll-'d f—'uperr'-rdlnate thematic cc-nCept waeg ci'iei.'n"gi'n”g the unfair

condttuons) ;
\\ - s
A < < T ~trenaths of industrialization
N N K;;fSUperordinate idea)
NN ~ _ o
\~\ \Qoods are sold at x lower cost
N \ subordinate ideay
t
N\ Q

13

\N\prcbleme of industrialization
Xsuperordinate idea)
AY

\blg bucun ééé,ﬁdbk over small businecsses
(subordinaate ide%)

Figure 1. Flotting of "The Reformers" passage

wm\

To illustrate more specifically the nature of the texts that
we examined; we present this example. In one fifth grade social
studies book; the Eéﬁéeﬁf of soci&al reform in industry and

on farms is introduced and discussed in seven paragraphs: While

the theme of this passage ic reforming conditions for the workerc

(which is never explicitiy stated), each- paragraph starts

with = topic sentence that is never related to this implied




thematic concept. For example; the superordinate ideas

introduced in each paragraph were: strengths of

ri'\
l"'\
0l
o B}
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industrialization,; problems of industrialization; contribu
of muckrakers, and poor working conditions at factories and

S an inherent association with the

Pl

on farms. None of these h

theme of reform and the author never eyplalnc the association

¢e.Q.; the author could have stated that the problems of
incustrialization or poor working conditione contributed to the

reed for reform>. The major idea of each paraaraph is followed
b» "lists" of details Ce.g., Standard Jil had become so big it

forced other oil companies out of business. Standard O0il was run

b» Jdohn P: Rockefeller: The rich built palaces; while others had

barely erough to ext.> that are not clearly related to each other

or to the superordinate ideas.

Iri thé text thece sewven paragraphs are presentnd under the

subtitle "The Reformers". The tsrms used to illuztrate the- theme
throughout the passage are reform, reformers, and muckrakers but
these are never detined nor is their association éxﬁiéihéﬁ Cioe.,
the author cocld have indicated that the word muckrakers is

another word used to describe the reformers and that the refor-

mers were people who wanted to make changec in industry znd on

farms). This theme of reform remains vaque and zbstract
throughout the passage. By choosing this text structure,; the
author is requiring the reader to organize the ideas and infer
their relatedness. This task iz a weighty one for ail readers
but may btz ecpecially difficult for the poor reader.

Ifi & préiihihaﬁy investigation, a group of middle school
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5éﬁéF were interviewed to determine their Uhdersﬁahding of the

to read and txlk about the pascage described abowe; our concerns

were cupported. These students; who othert
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in our convercations; recalled very little of the passage: Even

lhfdrmatidh, students could not discuss the *reform" concept. Ule

level of comprehension. Wifh ﬁrdbihg, most of the students were .

other detzil or relate any of the details to each other cr infer

the theme of the passage: We asked these students to read
ceveral other social studies ﬁ&éé&ééé and found that limited

comprehension and Pecall ceemed to be universal acros:s texte that

Had 2 zimilar structure.

For the ctudies preszented here; we deueloped a text

adjurict, called a thematic organizer; which was interided

to: (1> highlight systematically and explicitly the central theme
of the text, (2) PelateAthe ‘theme to experiences and’or kncwledge
that the students already possessed, and (3) prowide cohesion

among the ideas to accomodate the text structure. Bartiett (1978)
and Alvarez (1983) demonstrated that students in the secandary
schoc! who were instructed to note top-level structure,; such as
the thematic concept, iﬁﬁ?é(éa their recall: In this study, we

o? recxli statements of upper elementary studerits Who had reading

% 8
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problems.

Rationale

This study extends previous recearch and is supported by
70

several theoretical positions. First, schema theorists suggest '

that providing and extending backgound experierices and Knowledge

and/or abstract concepts: Since texts are never completely exali-
cit, the reader must rely on preexisting schemata to provide

L3 - .
plausible interpretations: Yet there ic much evidence that pocr

not using schema appropriately and/or are unaware

1Y
3
D!

readers

of the "degree” to which the information they are reading

is consistent with their existing knowledae (e.g., Bartlatt,

1922; Bransford, 1979; Spiro, 1977). Also there is evidence Ethat

ztudents who don’t spontanecusly UsSe their schema as they read

will do so if given explicit instructicns (e.g., Branzford,

19775. These studies suggest that helping poor readere learn to
learn involves changing their approach to comprehencion tazks.

Secondly; students who do hawe problems extracting central

a

ideaisy from their reading may have |imited recall as =
conssquence. When Beck, McKeown,; McCauslin, and Burkes (1979
analyzéd current reading practices in reading instruction they

found that directions in manuale often require teachers to ask
whether they can understand the central ideas. Bec¥ and her
colleagues argued that central ideas form the baziz for
comprehension and indicated that without central ideas Firmly



plausible detaile and/cr inferences about the story. This con-

clusion matched our preliminary investigation. When students did
A

not uriderstand the central theme, their retellinge were ei'ther

irrelevant or quite limited.
’ A4 question arises; though; relatsd to whether studerte infer

central ideas from the details or wice werca: Researchers

who have studied hierarchical organization of text hawe found

in the hierarchy are more accurately recalled arnd more rapidly

verified (f.g., Kintech, 1974; Kintsch and van Dijk; 1978;
Meyer, 1975). Their conclusione imply that details (such

as details found in whole sentences or paragraphs that serve to
illustrate main idsas presented in other Sentences) ?buia not
have a facilitative effect on memory of central ideas. This
ﬁ&iién was further cupported by the research conducted by

to resd =

m

Reder and Anderson (19805 who asked college =tudent
complets passage and s summary of the centrxl ideas: They con-
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points"; p.132.

Thirdly, while gther studies have investigated stategies
that produce or evoke schema prior to reading to aid ccmprehen=

sion and recall, no studies have attempted to compensate for

text structure while combining the uze of a schem ted
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activity with the teaching of the central theme. In eV 1
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studies the provicion of thematic titles or statements for ambi-

ages aided comprehensicn (e.g., Adams, 1777; Adams &
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Colline; 1977; Bransford & Johnson; 1972; Bransford & McCarrell;
1974; Dooling & Lachman, 1971; Schallert; 19745. In our work
with social studies passages, however; the titles given by the

author were so global that they were not a sufficient clue or

o \
stategy tc provude or eJoke preRXIchLa Pnpq)edee for thke con-
tent. For example, in the Pefnrmers\p‘ééégé, the title was as

wague and abstract as the passage. ;
Other forms of prereading activities or preorganizers

have been used to develop pricor Kriowledge to aid reading

comprehension. Advance organizers (éusubei;»i§56; 1948>,

structured cutlines (Blynn and DiWesta; 1977>; and structured

overviews fBéFFBﬁ; 1949; Earle, 1949; and Earle and EBarron,; {1973

tegies thxt have have been been used to

W
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xre some cf the str

develop pre-reading schema. Recent reviews of ddvance organl‘er
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Luiten, Ames, & Ackerson, 1980; Mayer,1978; Moore & ééédéhté.

i§éﬁ; §iﬁger; 19830, UnfortUhately the varied procedures ‘and

definiticons of advance organizers used by previous researchers
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have contributed to the mixed
a
recommendation ?Faﬁ reviewers of

in the findings. A common

la,l

his literature is the
need for a precise definition of the organizér and a clear et

ther reccmmended that studies of the effects of pre—-organizers on
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ding compreikension pPOVlde a thorough and definitive assessment

Ul

re
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This study was conducted to determine if the proposed teaching
strateqy developed to accomodate a particular text structure,

knowledas would facilitate reading recall and comprehengion. Since
no one factor determines comprehension, this &tudy attempted to

manipulate several variables each of which have been found to
have effects on Eeadihg‘campreﬁéﬁgiOh;

1f memory for text requires a constructive process involu-
ing the entire Knowledge system of the student there needs to

be a close asscciation between prior information and text

extend the students’ prior Knowledge to develop & "cognitive
readiness" for new information in the text. Furthermore, it was

decided that directicne to think about previously learred infor-
mation would be coupled with an explicit description of how these
ideas relate to the central or thematic concept of the passage.
Since tive interaction of studerits’ preexisting Knowledge and text
content i either facilitated or complicated by the text struc-
ture, this study alco tested the hypothesis that a student im-
poced structure on the text could iﬁﬁ?édé‘ééﬁﬁFéﬁéﬁéiéﬁ and

ting the theme to ceveral clear,; definitive examples,. it was

predicted that the students could impose this knowledge of the

s 12






concept and its attributes on the text to compensate for
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incoherent listing of ideas:. Further it was anticipated

-l
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details would be understood once the central theme was

§tabl|shed for the reader:

Thematic Organlzev

devel ped by Aluarez (1983). Like Ausubel’s (1960; 19685 use of
advance organizers, it was hypothesized that fﬁé thematic orgsni-

zer vwould activate the reader’s prior Rnowledge and enable the

reader to assimilate ideas that were previously Uhreldted. The

(510

thematic organizer differed from Ausubel’s organlzer'ln that it
- i

was written on a level commensurate With the students’ reading
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ability and included information on x concrete r
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higher or abstract level: Like the xdvance organizer; the

organizer was written in prose. Additionally; the
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orgdnlAer waes written to adhere to ﬁpecufled gundellnes
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Al
to be déUélbbéd by the teacher and used as an adjunct aid.

Its purpose was to actlvate students’ pribr kﬁbwiédgé; éiéfé

this knowledge to the central theme of a selected passage,

defirie the theme by explaining its attribﬁféé; and ask

students to predict what would occur in the passage: The

qp“CIflCdliy, the thematic organizer was written as

follows. For the first experiment in this paper the organizer

was written in two sections. The first sectlon contained four

0 13




examples Which further defined the concept. The third paragraph
presented an analogous relationship between the concept ae
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Jefinition of the thematic concept. Oéﬁibus attributes of the
\’\,

|

also presented two s=entences from the ¢t
} ~

to explain these in written form as x way to make predictions

abcut the text. (For the purpose of this study it was planned
that no feedback would be given to studénts on their
predictions.’

This section of the thematic organizer could be

illustrated in Figure 2.

] Changing something that 1s unfain
3. (cuperordinate thematic concept)

AJ S - - B !7777777 - o -
“<examples of thematic concept in student’s

experiences '

. ‘summary of examples

 if\3ﬁé¥iﬁifiaﬁ a% thematic concept
E;Exéhbiéé of thematic concept as presented in tex
ZEQpréaicéiUé Statemtments followed Byi)

‘summary of examplecs

definition of thematic cohcept

-
L




The solid lines represent the explicit connectives; those

words or phrases that were used to relate ideas across centences

and béhéghébﬁé. Using the cohesion categoriecs presented b
Halliday and Hasan (1978); these connectives were used:
(1) referencé (e.g., These poor people could not own their own .

¢(2>conjunction (e.g., The reformers were alzo called muckra=

kers:); and (3> lexicil Ce.g., The reformers tried to help

1¥f you now look back to the first five paragraphs
of this article you may find that they were written to exemplify

the first part of a thematic organizer: These paragraphs
include: (1) examples of reading probiems that you may have

experienced, (2) poor readere’ problems with text (thematic

poor readers’ reading difficulties, and (4) predictive
statements.
The secord part of the thematic organizer was a set of

attributes of the concept. Written directions K
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the students to read these statements and seiect the ones that
they thought were correct either during or after reading. (See
appendix for example of a thematic organizer. Explicit.con-

provided numerous and varied elaborations on the  thematic
: i



éstablich connections between sentences and relationships among

concept: These elaborations were intended to impact upon recall

%t the literal xnd inferential level. The use of elaborations

‘ideas and to aid integrated racall. Sinice the implied theme was

‘made explicit by the thematic organizer, and the relationship of

- some attributes of the thematic concept were related explicitly

to each other; it seemed important to assess student’s ability to
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EXPERIMENT 1

The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of the
thiefiatic organizér on 1itéral and inferential comprehension
ae determined by a retelling activity. 7

The cample for this study was eighty-cix fifth grade

‘students who were classified as below average readers

the targeted concept (i.e. reform)>. The classroom teachers pre-

period. None Of the students was able to define any of the
concepts. )
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the students’ school,; this passage had not been introduced
to the students. The title of the passage which presented the

to the students. ?§ aid student ability to refer back to selec~

ted paragraphs of the passage, each paragraph wae numbered in the

margin. In addition to analyzina the kihdéldé concepts and lack
of cohecive tiec within the passage, uce of the Fry Readability
Formula €1%977> yielded @ 7.0 reading level for the passage.

-~ fﬁéﬁéfi& organizer was written to Eé?F%éﬁSﬁ& to the

aéééFiﬁfiaﬁ and guidelines presented earlier in this paper. The
thematic organizer was written on approximately the third

grade reading level (as determined by the Fq§ formula) in

order t¢_gﬁﬁ?dximaf5 the actual reading level of the students

in the sample.

The passage, which had S09 words with 39 sentences, wWas
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analysis for several reasons. First, the passages chosen for

this study required reader interpretation to form relationships

analyeie (such as the one proposed by Turrer and Greene, 1977)

would prgbidé the interpretation of only that person who

camﬁiét@é the analysis and somewhat different analysee if the

’
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same pacsage was analyzed by different people. Conversely, by

coefficient reported above, there was a high dearee of agreement

among the raters. The few disagreements were resolved by the
aroup €o that a final set of idea units could be established.
Second; since the ultimate goal of parsing the passage was to

of this issue, see Estes and Wetmore, 1983:)
Additionally the idea unite were evaluated in several ways:
The mean word length of the idea units was 8.9. Idea units wers

rated for structural importance by the independent raters using

ideas; from least to most important units:. Inter-rater
reliability was .97. The structural units were analyzed for
action versus description content (see Brown & Smiley, 1977),

The division of these was relatively equitable across the four
levels of importance. It was determined that differential recall

text. It was concluded that recall of important units would not
be contaminated by primacy or recency effects.
Prcocedurse

Stratified nardomization by stanine level was used to

. , ) | 15; 12;‘




place *he ctudents in one of f?gffgﬁcuﬁé; Four ekamihers;

including the two experlmenter ., were randomly assngned and

rotated across the various groupe: Group # received the two

cections of the thematic organizer and text passage;: Gnoup B

received the first cection of the thematic nrqanlzer and text
passage: Group € received the second part of the thematic

organizer and text paszcsage; and Group D; the comparison group;
received only the text passage:. Time spent during reading was
controlled for all groups.

The Ztudents met with the examiners in groups of five and
six. Groupe A, B, and C were told to read all of the materials
and follow the written directions. Students in Group D viere told

to read and study the passage. All sStuderits were told that they

would be asked to retell the passage after they finished peadyﬁg.

After reading the students were acsked to Eéﬁﬁiéfé an unre- ;
lated buffer task which required students to xndncat= their |
perceptions of their reading ability; their ability to j
understand the selected pacsage; and the difficuliy level of
the pascage. It was postulated that this Four—minute Eaék/
Would create an intenference for memory of Shor t=term surface
features. ,

Then 'the students were  interviewed fﬁdioiduajiy on/é random=

order basis. Each student was. asked: "Tell everythifg ﬁhpt

you can remember about what »ou just read®: iWhen the étudent
finished reteiling; s/he was probed one time with “Caﬁ/you
remember xnything elce?”: All retellings were éudi@fﬁaﬁéd for

later anaiysis and verification: Recall was éésessgﬁ immediately

after the reading (Trial {) and xfter a two—day'deyay (Trial 2.

ié 19/, /



ides units. These units were classified as either textually

explicit or textually implicit using the definitions presented

Units were considered plausible at the inferer:ial level

if thery contained at least one element or event from the

passage andsor if they described relationships between ideas
presented in the passage (Linden & Wittrcck; 1981>. A scale of

0-3 was used to rate the degree ta which the textuxlly explicit
unit presepved the ﬁéah}hg of the pazsage unit and the textually
implicit unit seemed to be plausible. These specific scoring
directions were followed:

Textusily Explicit

2 - if the subject’s idea unit is a verbatim recall or gacd
paraphrase of the original urit.

if the subject’s idex unit is a verbatim recall or good para-

[\
|

phrase of a major part of the original unit:
1 - a zomewhat vagque paraphrase or only a small fragment of the

The score for the literal uUnits were weighted by two factors:

(1) the rated structural importance of the text unit and ¢2) the

degree to which the recalled unit preserved the meaning of the

text uriit. It was possible, for example, for a unit to ke rated

nce 3 for a verbatim recill. The

a 4 in structural importance and

W

) to determine the scaore for
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anzly

each Unit that was labeled as a literal reteliing unit (see

Thomas and Bridge; 1980).

Textislly lmplicit

3 - if the gqbsaet produces a good extension of the concept
usirig background experiences

or produces a complete thought of plausible inferred infor-
mation.
2 - produces partial statements of inferrzd -information.

on the thematic organizer. Digcount all unite at this level .

these in the retellings were identified and eliminated from
the data analysis o that the results were not biaced in favor
of the organizer treatment:. Inferences that were =cored as a

2 or 3 had to be those that were generated beyord the information

on the organizer and/or text passage. Inter—rater reliability

Analysis of the data j
Usirg a ?/}groupi) X 2 (trials) design; two separste two-way

epeated measures on each level of

5

sriance with

.

as of

[

comprehtension was used to analyze the data: In the first



means for literal comprehension across the groups and trials; F

(3,82) = 0.83, p» .65. (Combined means for trials 1 and 2 were:

Group A = 13.27; Group B= 13:20; Group € = 14.57; Group D =

The =econd analysis revealed a significant treatment effect for

responses at the inferential level acrose the aroups and trials,

F (3;82) = 18.33 p ¢ .01. (Group means, the main effect, for the -

combination of repeated measures were: Group A = £.02; Group B =

2.84; Group C = 3.43; Group D = 1.12). A Newman—-Keuls post hoc
test indicated that on Trial 1 Group A was significantly
different from Groups B; C; and D ¢p.<.01) and Gboup C was

significantly dif

-+
mI

rent from Group D ¢p < .05). On Trial -2,

the MNewman-Keuls test indicated that Group & was signifi-

—— —— ————— o —— — — ———— ————— —— —_—- — —— i — — - — — ————

An interaction effect was found to be sianificant which

indicated that the groups were differentially affected across the:
trials. See Figure 3.

The analysis indicated that these four groups differed on

to discuss and elaborate upon the implied concept was enhanced

| e




Cinteraction effect> but they remairied different from all of the
groups and significantly different from Group D, the comparison

. @group.

groups differed in the ability to recall structurally important

Units or preserve the meaning of the text ideas. Since the

treatment aroups were "primed" on textualliy implicit information

(i.e. the implied concept was made explicit prior to reading:

through several examples); it was presupposed that these students

may over look iiféréi ideas as they read to understsnd the implied
concept (spending more time on the superordinate idea without
attending to detzils). The comparison of the arcups’ data

on literal comprehension indicated that the experimental groups

did "no worze” on literal comprehension. Also; an inspscticn of

(t subjectz across groups on the first
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the most impor*ant idea units while more subJjecte in Group D

recalled more of the least important units. None of the subjects

meaning of the thematic concept. Instead they recalled specific

details from the passage and did not conjecture a relaticnship

between thece details; Caonversely; most of the students in the
three aroups receiwing part or all of the thematic organizer

presented a definition of the thematic concept in their
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the original passage unite. MWhile all students recal .d
approximately the same number of 1iteral propositionz or .idea

_unite, students receiving all of the treatmente orn trial 1
and the total thematiz organizer or the first part of the

.organizer on trial 2, recalled more complete propositione (38

and 2’s) than students who read only the text. Across arou

o
"
wi
=k
a8

trials; the recponses of these treatment ctudents wers rateo ac

—— o —— s —r T T T TR W VU o o — e ———— o —— o —————", ——— T o———

An analysis of the inferential statements was conducted.
It was determinsd that the students who receivea all or parte of

the thematic organizer inferrsd attribiites (e.g.; deecribed

people about unfair conditions) and goal statements (e.g.,

defined the role of the reformers)>. Causal and conditional

relationships about the thematic concept were preserited when -
they explained why the reformers wrote books and wanted to

help the people; and the changes that were needed: Few
inferential statements were made by the students ip the
comparison group and thereé seemed to be no pattern to their

onses. Their inferences were mostly at the subordinate

L dl
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| and unrelated to the thematic concept of the pascage:
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"a ztatistically higher level on inferenti

.ion

mni
lm

Piscus
As indicated by the data ahai?SiSJ students who received

the complete organizer (i.e. both cectione) per?ormed at

1 recall than did

W

the =tudente in the comparic<on group. These subjects used pre-
existing Knowledge (information about the thematic concept) to
elaborxte on the implied concept of the text. The most powerful

difference cn.inferential comprehension occurred with the com-

tment for Group A on both trials. Even thoug studnntﬁ

bl
fv

bined tr

in Group A "fargot" more on the delayed assecszment than student

0|

in the comparicson group; these students had much more information
to remember. Their performance on -the delayed assessment was
quah+|tat|ue!y different (as determlned =ta+|=t|cally\ arid their

reczll unite we%e more camplete; The crieriting nature of the

D

thematic corgznizer &ico seemed fo encovrage the reader to produce

more ccmplete and meaningful re of the ideas of the

ni

tatement

ni

paszage and not juszt attend to the superord:na*e idea dlécussed

on the adjunct aid. Furthermore; theze studentes were zble EB

Felate these text ideas to the thematic concept. Thé stidents in

the ccmparison group recalled iééﬁi important textual unltc/as
often as they recalled the more important information. ,It may be

that the level of structural importance was not dlstlthlﬁhed by
.

these students: They also tended to Pespond with one or two word

answers rather than complete thoughts: This studr also |

indicated fﬁaf the extent to which a textual pxssage ie compre-

not =zppear to be exclusively depnndent upon the

T
n
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a
L
a
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D!
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reader; the ’8'&5 of the author; or the structure of the text.

-
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Instead, the =tudy sugaests that the interaction of these can be

@étiiiféféd when =tUdEhts are encouraged to use- théiﬁ prior

khbwiédgé and are glUEh an alfernatlve structure tb impose upon

the text.,

EXFERIMENT Z

In order to inerease generalizablity of resultc and to

control for passxge effects; thic second study involved sizx
different social studies passages which were used during six
teaching sessicns:. The purpocse of the study was tc determine the

effect of the thematic organizer treatment on literal and

inferential compretenision on each of the celected pacssages:
Sample
. . L
The zample consisted of twenty—-four fourth,; fifth; and sixth

Y

and beb#ormance on the unlmoré 6Pa

—

w

thezir claserccm teacher

Rezding Test, Form C (1983, oral accuracy subtest (ctanines 2

and ). These students were enroclled in an after school reading

tutorial program. The tutors ‘for this program were undergraduate

-+

(dvanced reading methodology

and graduqte students enroll

3
al\

d i

l[l |

courses: These tutors conducted the instruction for this study.

ied randomization by stanine level was used to place all

‘h\

Strati
students in one of two groups. Four weeks prior to the study all
students were pretested on five concepts, one of which was the

thematic concept of the Sivth passage (i.e. reform): MNone of the

students could discuss or define this concept.

The tutors were assigned to the students through randomiza=~

ticn with replacément. THEe tutors for each group were given
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scriptz to follow and were unawzre of the nature of the rezearch
study. Observation of tutors’ performance ¢through one-way

mirrors) indicated iiffié deviation from the script procedure;
r. = .99,
Materials

Six expository pascages were selected from multiple social
studies texts. Each of the passages were judasd to be written

according to the descriptive top-level structure. Each passage

structurxl importance and action/description content were esqually
dictributed throughout each passage: The paragraphs of each

pacssage were numbered for the reader: @A thematic organizer was
p - —
s -

prepared for each passage and contained both of the sectijons that

described in Experiment 1.

0l

e

Procedure

For three weeks during two ones-hour fufor;ng cessionz a week,
the students were precented with a textual reading. In each
cecsion, Group A received the thematic crgahizér and text, and
Group B receiwed prereading questions and text: To ansier the

targeted concept and predict the meaning of the passage. For
example,; with the “"Reformers" passage the students were =zcked i+

the tutor. Students in both aroups were *tcld that. they would be

asked to answer & zet of questions after they completed thei

ho Bl

reading. This procedure varied on the sixth day, wheh the

1)

2§ 2y .




/
S . . . R
students were informed that they would be acsked to retell 7he

pascagé and ansuier a set of questions. The questions were/open-
ended, requiring short ancwer responses, with fiuve dééighgtéd as

literal and five designated as inferential as judged by three

independent raters, r = .9&. The "Reformers" pascsage Wiz
selected for the sixth passage. Time for reading the organizer

session; recall of information was alsoc ewaluated two days later.

Analx»sis of the datsx

First, scores on five literal and five inferential queztions

were computed daily over the =ix sessions and passages. Scores

on the guestions for the sixth pascams were also recored during

1=

a

c

©
0

the two-day delay session. Secondly, retelling scores wer
é P - -
culated for the sixth and two-day delay sessions. The que<tion

data and retelling data were evaluated by three indeperident

the analySis and a significance level of .05 was sstablished.

literal and inferential questions. On day 2, there was no

45 28



héﬁéuon, but a significant treatment effect occurred on

inferential comprehericion. On the remaining day= and pascages,

Q,l |

ic

a
|

there was a significant d;??erence in favor of the themx

orqanIZer treatment between the ahoup: on both titeral and
inferential questions.

A two-way ANBUA with two factc~= (group: and trials) with

cne repeated meacure over trials was used to analyze the data

ixth and two-day delay sescions: On the 1itapr-

mI
0

collected on th

S s 4
~al retellings; & sugnlflcant main effect . fo thé treatment group

was found on literal comprehencion,; F, (13225 = S.:49, p ¢ 0%,
(Combiried means for trials 1 and Z were: Group A = 15.04 xnd
Group B = 8.:94),

s a follow—up to the overall main E#@é‘flé dﬁé—wéf ANOVE
revealed no significant differences between the group= on literal
comprehension for trial 1 (F = 2,00, df = 1722 Significant

differences were found in literal retellings in tfial 2 (F

[ .

Bn the inferential retehllng data a ﬁlgnxflcant treatment

inferential iEUéi, F (1;225 = 19,48, p ¢ :001. <(Combined means
on repeated measures were: Gﬁaus A= 4.08 and Group B = 8:500. A
one way ANOUA indicated ﬁlgnlflcant differences on inferential

retellings on trial 1 (F = 15,5, df = 1.22;, p ¢ .00i5 and an trial

(F = 14.4, df = 1.22, p ¢ .001).

N



An analysis of the literal question data revealed signifi-
cant differences across groups and trials among group means on
literal recall questions; F (1,22) = 21.30; p < .001. <(Combined
means for trials | and 2 were: Group A = 2.50 and Group B =
0.95.) A cne way ANOVA revealed significant differences in literal

questions betwesn the tuwc groups on trial 1 (F = 5.53, df = 1/22,
p < .03y and on trial 2 (F = 41.1, df = 1722, p < .001).

A significant difference was found among group mM2ans on
inferential gquestions across groups and trials; F ¢1,;22) = $23.57,

p < .00!. (Combined means on repeated measures were: Group A =
%:52 and Group B = 0:.352). A cone way ANMOUA found zignificant

trial 1 (F = &7.7, df = 1/22, p < .001) and on trial 2 (F = 43.5,

Significant differences were found among group means on

total questions (literal and inferential combined) across groups

and trials, F (1,22 = 75.45, 5 ¢ .00i: (Combined means on both

trials were: Group A =
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ANOVA found significant differences in total questions between o

51,5, df = 1722, p < ;0015 and
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the two groups on trial t

e

trial 2 fF = 58:8; df = t/722; p < :001>;



IMSERT TAELE 7 AEOUT HERE

No iritsraction occurred for time which indicated that time
was not a factor related to different performance between groupe.

Mo significant Groups X Trials iriteraction was found, therefore

groups. ;

As in the first experiment,; the data were aralyzed to
determine if the groups differed in recall of structurally

important ideas: #As noted xbove; the experimentx]l group per-

comprehension (four of the six pascsages) than-the comparison

of the retellings for the Sixth passage

aroup. An anal ¥si

(0]l

revealed that the experimental group recalled more of the most

important idea units: The percentage of most important idesx

- units recalled by students in Group A was 32% and £2% on Trizls 1

and 2, and for Group B, 44¥ and 29% on the same trials. More
than nalf of the responses giuwen by Group B were of least
important idea units. The study of the textually implicit units

statement; and causal and conditional units-~as found in

Experiment 1. No pattern could be discerned for Group B, since

so few inferential statements were given by these students.

for the degree to which they preserved the meaning of the

originil t&xt Unit, the units across groups differed. Students

23 1.




students who were in the comparison group: Responses of students

Group B were rated as 3 (complete restatement) orF 2 tnearly

complete restatement). On Trial 2; a difference also occurred

in favor of the experimental group, with 48 of responses o
students in that group compared to S84 of responses of stucents
in Group B rated as & 3 or é;»
Discussion |

The results of this second experiment indicated statistical

difference in favor of the treatment across days and text pas-

""" Students who received elaborations on the thematic con-

D
]
o
0
)
[T}
~
hJ

cept as related to their prior knowledge were able to
ori the textually explicit and implicit information. The thematic

structurally important text ideac. @AS wWas noted in the first
experiment, the studentz who received the thematic orgaznizer
be able to impose their own structure on the text to

aid their comprehension and recall. Students in the comparison

ad the same amount of practice with the text passages

. group who

T
ladl

he benefit of prereading questions on the thematic

al
-l
I

who ha

al

n

[T

concepts remained significantly different from the treatment

ctudents on most of the measures of comprehension:



GEMERAL DISEUSSION

a thematic organizer tu facilitate reading comprehension and
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recall. Teaching the central idea by ﬁéﬁafiﬁé it to stud
7

n
(3]
T
L
3
iy
Rl
-
0!
ol
~l
[0}
»)
Py
[
a.
2
0
€
~
I
Pl
h=)
3
0.
n
ol
k=B
LW
m\
w
v,
s}
o, .
-
T
v,
~
£
BTN
i
£
=y
Il
~
mI
i

comprehension on four of the six passsigss and textualy implicit
/

1

comprehension on five of the six passages. ACroce passages and
s "
in treatment groups produced mors meaningful

trials; ctudents in th

i

and complete statements about the passage and recalled mare ;
!
n

comparison group did

|
wi
3
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>
M

important structural units. Stude

nat Zeem to diztinguish ameng the levels of structarally

impor tant ideas.

When acked to recall information two days afier x treat-

ment, the students who recsiwed the thematic orgasnizer recalled
fewer units of textually explicit and implicit information than

n the day of the treatment. However their recal]l

al
0

al

they

remained quantatively and quxlitatively higher than studentz in

the comparison group. Two days after the EFééEment; students in

the organizer group retained an accurate defirition of, and were

able to explain; the thematic concept!' and its related details,;

studies. If students use the author’s top level structure,

comprehension and recall can be improved (e.g., Alvarez; 1980;

1923; Bartlett, 1978; Elljiot, 1980; Meyer, Brandt; and

Bluth, 1980). It-zeems that use of top-level ztructure helps

3
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studente to organize information as they recall the text ideaz.

Furthermore; this study seems to argue in favor of the conclusion
of Reder and Anderson ¢1980) that Knowlege of central ideacs

facilitates recall of less important ideas znd details.
A= Brandt (1578) suqgecsted; ideas in comparison passages
ar® relates to each other as well as to a éﬁﬁé?é?&iﬁéié idea.

The comparison structure of the thematlc organizer related

the superordinate and subordinate ideas of the passage to the

thematic, central concept. The explicit relationship among these

ideas "may serve as a retrieval cue for other ideas: and thece

will be reltated to the idea first rétélléd““(Bhéhdf, 1978; D]

ta reorganize the descriptive (text) structure, and @aciiiféfé an
active and greater "depth of processing” (Craik and Lockhart,
19723, The more compl ete retellings of the éfﬁ&éﬁf% in the
treatment gﬁéﬁb seemed to indicate that they were anxlxzing the
cohféhgfmbﬁé Fully to process it more deeply. A similar concliu-
Sion was made by Aluermann (1981 in her study of the sffects of
graphic organizers which were crganized according t6 i comparison
top-level structure. The. uariocus examples Of thé thematic con-

cept on the organlzer that were read prlor to and dUFihé

processnng of the information.

Earlier studies indicated that advance organizers may

aid good readé'ﬁi= more effectloely than poor readers €e.g., Lui

ten, §NE§5 and Ackerson; 1980>: Our studv indicated the positiuve

R

infliisnce o+ thematic organlzers on poor rﬂaderc Cbmﬁhéhéhéibh.
1t may be that pdor readers tend to read for details or compre=
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hension of simple sentences and fail to integrate ideac across

phs fé.g., éﬁiﬁb and Tirre; 197%>. The
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entences or paragr
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thematic organizer seem
and integrate "new" information with concepts already in their
prior Knowledge: While integration of ideas was not measured

the analysis of the data, an inspection of the

=]

explicitly
students’ retaliing scripts indicated that students who received
the organizer treatment were azbie to generate inferences which
related their knowledge of the thematic concept (as presented on
the organizer) to the superordinate and subordinats ideas of the
passage. They generated cstatements which related parts of the
pascage to one zriother and/or to their prior Knowledge. Further=
more, these sStudents were able to integrate their prior Knowledge
and explicit information to prcduce more complete, meaningful
rectatements of the text ideas.

For thece éiaaiéé; ztudents were told to ;ééd the text

adjunct and text passage without additional instruction or

explanxtion: It ic important to note that these poor readers

ccmprehension.. In a regular instructional setting,; the teacher
may choose to supplement the organizer with discussion and’
or explanations and this may serve to further enhance the

quality of the students’ comprehension. However, this organizer

ey
o

t

L

caﬁ'bé used independently by poor readers to enhanc ir

- comprehencion as illustrated in the studies reported here.

A humber of factorz have been ideritified which influehce the

probability of inteagration in memory. One of these factors is

B A . . . . .
the "dedree of correspondence and similarity of related facts”

az 35



information i fa

(Walker & Meyer, 1920, p.424). One purpose of the thematic

organizer was to illustrate the correspondence among the text

ideas: The elaborations which were presented during encoding may

result in long—-term retention of the information. Retrieval of

ilitated by the clarity of the input during

ﬁ\l

encoding; and retrieval of integrated ideas may be the result of

s of ideas during encodln%/

n

a presentation of the relatedne
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to be éttdﬁbiiéﬁéd to improwve éfﬁaéﬁfgr comprehension: / These

. . ~ . / 7..;777 o B

include: (1) train students to automatically iﬁ#é? the implicit
/

hencion of =ubsequent |hﬁUt, (2) teach students to/lsolate those

azpects of the text that seem important and elaborate upon them
. /

the expense of full attention on aspects that seem of less

|

a
cons equéﬁéé; and ¢3) ensure that students have sufficient know-

ledge of the concepts referred to in the pascige so that they

may draw required inferences and further ‘aborate upon the

input"; p.4é.

the BFééﬁiEer empﬁaéjiéd the mééhihg of the superordinate idéas

of the passage to ;he EXpPErSe of the numerous details of the

paszaqge. Ewven sé{ the studenfc who received the. organl-er of*ﬂn

recalled mori//f the detailz in a mcre complete form. Third,
it seemed that the students in the experimental groups had
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sufficient knowledge of the central concept since they were able

to generate biéUSiblé inferences and elaborate upon the

information that w§§°ﬁ”é§éhféa.

the text that was targeted. The specific nature of students’
recall were anxzlyzed aﬁa reported. The findings of thiz study

not enough that learners be alerted to new

i

-+

indicated that it i

informaticon prior to reading: Learners need to discern some

unif¥ing pattern of events and ideas before the message of the

text beccmes predictable.

GENERAL IMPLICATIONS

The findirigs of this inoe:*'raficn should be limited to the

+ollowxnc fac;ors. The subJects in both expemmentc were taueht
in =mall groups outside of their regular classroom. This
'iFFéﬁééﬁéﬁf was not atypical, ﬁB@EﬁéF; for their schools”’

remedial reading programs. Second, éifﬁaﬁéﬁ the social studies
passages were randomly selected, any gener

limited to the sa mple materials (and the structure of these)

-

that were used‘in this géuay. Third, recall 6? information-
was not assessed for changes over a duration of time. Additional
research is needed to address how recall may change ouer ignifi=

03



IMPLICATIONS FOR THE CLASSROOM

clear procedure for developing a thematic organizer. We hoped
that a "simple" representation of the problematic text structure

tion of the eleménts on the organizer would encourage teachers to
develop such organizers for use in their instruction:

An analysis of the individual protocols provides further
inszights for the use of these in the clazzrocom: Gveralli, Eﬁé
thematic organizer produced favorable gains in textual compre-
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to vary according to learning needs of the student. Studerits

‘krcwledge seemed to rely more heavily on the information pre-

. isented on
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depend on thé structife of the text. Highiy abstract concepts
. required students to refer to information on iﬁé organizer more
frequently to “understand" the text message. Also, while this
strategy may be appropriate for poor readers, it is seen only

as one of several alternatives to facilitate comprehencion and

recall of text jdeas:
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APPENDIX -

Thematic Organizer

Have you ever tried to change something that you thought

‘was unfa:r’ what would you think if the principal told you that .
you had to~ gL to school every Saturday? Of what if you (at age 8

or 10) were told that you had to work in a factory? What if you

had to work 5|x or seven days a week for twelue hours a dar’

You may thlnk that thess ihiﬁgs are unfalr. You may want to

want to cefanrm things that are unfair. Refocm means to change
what is unfairs ' |

A long ‘time ago people were treated unfairly where fﬁé” 3
worked: Some peopie tried to reform oc change what was dﬁ?&i?;

IThese pecople were called ceformers: Ihe ceformercs were aisn
called muckrakKers (muk‘ra Ker).
The reformers wanted to change what was unfair. In the

passage that you will read, children had to work in factories

Factory workers.worked 12 hours a day, & or 7 days a week and'
orily made 15 cents an hour. What do you think the reformers

wanted to do in the following seriterice? "The reformers wanted to
change the working conditions in the factories®: . (Write your

answer here) = " o

/‘\



'statement is a paragraph number which may help you maKe your

Some people who lived on farms were poor. IThese poor people

could not own their land. They did not have much money for food

or houses. What do you think EB&E the cefocmercs wanted to do for

these poor people? <(Write you answer here?

You will read about people who tried to change what is unfairs

Find out what they wanted to change or cefoom.

DIRECTIONS:

Below are statements that relate to the readlng., After each

decision. If you agree with the statement put a check W) mark
in front of it. If you disagree with the statement leave it )
blaﬁk. You may 1 o0k at the reading passage as often as you wlsh.
You can read these statements before and during your reading.

—————1. A muckrakKer is the same as a reformer.

——=2: A muckraker is a person who tried toc change what is

unfair ¢(see paragraph 2.

***** 3. Reformers said that big bu5|nesses were heilping the poor

people (see paragraph 2.

Some reformers, such as Ida Tarbell and Lincoln
Steffens,; tried to help littile companles stay in
business (see paragraphs 2 and 3.

Refocmens did not want Laws made to ﬁéiﬁ the ﬁbﬁkiﬁg
-people (ééé_ﬁabagbaﬁhé,S, 4, and 5).

—_‘——6 .

condltlons of the worklng people (see paragraphs 4, S,
and é6). ‘ -




Trial i 5‘ ' Trial 2
tsteral  Inferential Literal lInfersntial

Betellings Betellings . . . . ..
M S:D;:- M S:.D: M  S.D.

o

Treatments M b

Group A 15.2 17.1 i6.1 7.9 11.3 11:5 5.9 3.9
_ n=22 : ‘
Total Thematic
Organizer plus
Text

w
1N
"t
O

Group B 1 11.1 13.5
- n=22
First Part

0t
(S}
—
&
A U
£
—
W
£

Organizer plus.
Text

Group C ~ t%:4 14.8 3:8 3
n=21% . '

S 14:0 14:2 3.1 2.4

of Thematic , —
Organizer plus '

Text

Group D 18.0 . 15.9 1.1 1.8 7.3 6.9 1:;1 1:8

. n=21 ,

Text




- Table 2

Percentage of idea uni ts ‘according to level -

of importance recalled in trials 1 and 2

Trial 1 < Trial 2
Leuels of lmpoctance
Treatment g 3 2 1 4 3 2
Group

Total TO 32 30 22 1& 38 28 18
plus Text ' '

_First Part TO 3@ 30 22 i@ 42 39 13
plus Text :

Second Part TO 3¢ 231 22 12 aa 31 18
plue Text : )

Text - 30 32 i6 22 28 28 13

15




Table 3

Percentage of compiete propozitions recalled
in trials 1t and 2
Completeness of cestated poopositions
Trial i Trial 2
Treatment . . ,
Group 2 2 1 o 3 2 1 0
Total TO 26 4z 28 3 28 2z 35 5
plus Text
First Part 45 25 25 g3 35 30 33 3
TO plus Text .
Second Part 36 24 38 1 19 21 5% 1
- TO plus Text

Text 19 2t 59 1 20 20 57 3
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- Thematic Organizer Prereading Questions  wmwwrememesmeccseiccwsmmmemmneun—mane
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Theratic Onganizer iﬁiiiiéﬂiﬁéfﬁuiitibhi !
TR L L Text & Text & Text

& Text
1 Literal Comp.'v 1. Literal Ceips IRferential Cop. - Iaferential Cup: Téiéi,il:éiﬁ-e | Tofi‘tc‘;':ic
i Questions® ;. Questiorsd Guestions®  * Questionsh Questions i Questi
Trials M so. 0 M 8D M. S Mo 8. Nooosb LM S0
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Table S

‘Treatment
Group

Literal Retellings

Trial

M

1

Trial 2

S.D.

inferential Reteilings

Trial 1

Trial

wm
o

Thematic
Organizer
and Text
n = 12

Prereading -
Questions
and Text

n =12

17.50

12.50

7. 0.57




Table &

S ‘Mears- and standard-deviations Ffor

literal and inferential questions on sixth trial.

Dusstions
Literal Questions Inferential Questions
Treatment S - ) o ] o
Group Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2

M S.b. M S.D: M S.D: M S.D:

Thematic Organ- 2.42 0.79 2.58 0.:90 3:83.0.84 3.33 0.8%
izer and Text

n =12

Prereading 1.4z 1.24 0.50 0:67 0.58 1.08 0.47 0.98
Questions :

and Text

n =12




"Means and standard deivatione for

total questions acrose six trials

Treatment Trial i o Trial 2

Group

Thematic Organizer &.25 1.14 5.%92 1.482
-and Text .

n =12

Prereading Questions 2.00 1.70 1.17 1.40
and Text :

n =12

’i I
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