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ABSTRACT ) o . .

A study was conducted to determine whether high and
low ability comprehenders would benefit from_ induced lookbacks over
naturally. occurring text. Subjects were 64 tenth grade students
selected on the basis of how their self-perceived proficiency matched
their actual reading achievement as measured on a standardized test.
The subjects were randomly assigned to experimental {induced
lookbacks) or control (spontaneous’lookbacks) groups; and given a
familiar or unfamiliar passage to read. The passages included two
from grade-level soc:al students selected on the studies texts and
several from previous research efforts. Subjects were seen
'1ndxvxdua11y for 55 minutes by a teacher-examiner who read
instructions aloud and recorded the subjects' nonverbal behavior. The
open-ended test questions were scored by two independent judges with
a .94 agreement rate. The results suggest that self-perceived low
ab:l:ty comprehenders may be d:fferent:ally helped by an adjunct aid,
such as the graph:c organizer. Inducement 'of lookback behaviors
resulted in super:or performance for that group when compared to the
group of low ability comprehenders that was left on 1ts own. - (CRH)
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gffects of Spontaneous and Induced Lookbacks on
Self-Perceived High and Low Ability Comprehenders

- - " ‘? .
Many studies of individual differences among readers have been conducted

since Buswell's (1920) early investigations of the eye-voice span in reading.
Critical reviews of this extensive literature on good and poor readers exist
in various formats, including a book edited by Waller and MacKinnqn (1981),
Reading Research Quarterly articles by Golinkoff (1975-76) and Samuels

(1973-74). and recent technical reports issued by the Center for the Study
of Reading (e.g., Kleiman, 1982). Noticeably absent in an of these reviews
was any reference to what impact students® self-percegtions of their own
reading ability may have had on‘their classroom performance. Instead, ‘
subjects were typically classified as proficient or less proficient readers
on the basis of age and/or treditionai feading ability measures,

Within the-past three years, however, the results of at least two
studies have pointed out the iuportance of looking at students’ exﬁectetions
tor how well they will do on a particular task. Alvermann and Ratekin
(1982), for instance, reported that,regardless of prior achievement in
reading‘(as measured by standardized tests), seventh and eighth graders who
perceiveﬁ themselnes as having high proficiency in dealing with essay and
multiple-choice types of tasks recalled'more of what they read than those
nho perceived themseives as having low proficiency in those tasks. Smead )
and Chase (1981) also reported an effect for student expectations. In that
study, eighth graders individual achievement expectations in math at the
beginning of the year were found to relate to thefr subsequent achievement

across both time. (December/April). and outcome (standardized/criterion-

referenced) measures. There is sone‘evidence, then, to suggest that
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researchers-nLed to look at students’ metacognitive awareness of their
available.knowléqdb, relative to a particular task, in additioﬁ-to their
scofes on ;tandard;zed'te;ts.of that knowledge.

Attempts by- researchers to génera%e aﬁpropriate interventions that . .

“would ;ssist studénts in improving their ability to learn from text have )
been the foci of several recent studies. Of particular interest to the
present study are those investigations that have looked at induced and
spontaneous text lookback behaviors among different types of readers.
Alessi, Anderson, and Goetz'(1979), for example, reported a facilitative
effecf for Eomﬁuter-manipulated lookbacks on college freshmen's comprehen-
sion.of text.. In their study, students in the lookback group who responded

_ incorrectly to questions~1nserted in an artifically constructed 4,926-wo;ﬁ
text on physiological psychology were automatic;lly branched back, via
cbmputer, to the apprﬁpriate segment of text where the correct answer could
be found. Since their results were obtained under laboratory conditions
and by using artificially cgnstrpcted text with‘ﬁatune readers, hq&ever,
three véry 1mportant’questions remained., One, would using naturally
occurring text produce the same results? Two, assum1qg that-redgerg_can
learn to monitor their 6wn comPrehension failures (Brown & Ba;clay, ;976;
Brown, Campione:'&'Barclay3 1978}, would it bc feasible to expect that
students could be trained to look back to the correct places on thefr own?
Three, would their findings generalize to highsschool good and poor compre-
heﬁders?

Although thiese questions were not ‘addressed in the comprehension-

monitoring and lookback studies conduﬁted by Gafner and her colleagues ,

(e.g., Garner, 1980; Garner & Kraus, 1981-82; Garner & Reis, 1981), ﬁheir
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findings, nevertheless, are of particular interest to the present study

L]

because théy deal with the nature of individual differences and lookback
behavior. Generally speaking, Garrer's research has clearly shown that
there are pronounced differences between'junior'high good and ooor compre~
henders in their'ab}i{ty to generate spontaneous lookbacks. Specifically,
good comprehendens demonstrate consistently more monitoring and lookback

behaviors than do poor comprehenders. Based on these findings, Garner and

Kraus (1981-82, 'p. 12) concluded that "It...seems important to get on with

the business of attempting to generate appropriate inteiventions to assist...

\ upper-grade poor comprehenders in improving their monitoring facility."”

Similarly, Garner and Reis (1981, p. 581) concluded, "One way of helping
novice text learners ‘become more expert learners might involve 1nstructing
them (as fully-informed_part1cipants) in the use of a lookback strategy to
resolve comprehension obstacles.”. Until the present study, howaver, these-
reconnended interventions remained just recommendations. )
) A variety of mathemagenic activities exist for‘hejp ing students over-
come obstacles to comprehension. Among those that have received most of
the experimental attention aré adjunct questioning and the use of advance

organizers. Closely related to the concept of an advance organizer is the

graphic organizer. The two types of organizers differ in that the latter .

is a visual depiction of how key concepts 1n a particular text are related.
Lines, arrows, and spatial arrangement are used to show the connection |

between superordinately and subordinately 'steted information. The graphic

‘organizer (or structured overview as it was then called) was originally

developed pr Barron (1969) and Earle {1970) as a means of.teaéhing students

to relate the “"01d" to the "new" in terms of vocabulary ternB commonly
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"instantiate") the empty slots. In effect, this produced a cloze-type .

‘ : . 4
found in their content area texts. Sinée then several modifications have ° .
occurred in its structutﬁ and function.* One of those changes was influ- |
enced by a recent interest in applying schema theory when designihg class-
room Jearning activities. 4 ,
* Brgefﬂy, Alvermann (1981) constructed graphic gvéqnizérs that were
thought to represent the text's “schema" for a particular piece of
exﬁository_prose. ‘This representation was only partially complete, however,
in that certain key terms were purposefully omitted and replaced by
uniformly drawn rectangles. Students were expected to use their content

area textbooks to find the.information that would correctly fill in (or

procedure not unlike the niacrocloze activity developeq by Gordon and Brain ’ ' s
(1983) for heiping students understand the structure of natrative text.
In relation to the present study, the graphic organ1zer was thought tc be
an appropriate adaunct aid fbr 1nguc1ng subjects to look back in. thefr
texts when they were presented with guestions which they could not answer I
from memory, Specifically; the org;nizer was tonceptualfzed as a '"road
map," of sorts, that would help students get to the appropriate missing.
information 1n the shortest time possible, . ’ , -

 The inportance of individual differences in educational research has
been highlighted in recentbyearg by tie attention focused on the Aptitude
X Treatment X Interaction paradigm (see Cronback & Snow, 1977). Kesearchers
using this paradigm have assumed that the :ffEctiveness of any instructional
1nterventidﬁ would be modified by ‘he learners' Qbility to handle the
different psychological prtceases required by the task. ﬂmplicit in this -

assumption s Tobias' (1976) hypothesis that the higher an individual’s
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level of prior gchievemeht. the lower’théllevel of instructional support
requiéed. Conversely, as.the lTevel of ‘prior achievement decreases, the
©level of instructional support would need to incrpése.- Tobias used the -
term "achievement-treatment interaction” to describe the nature of this ‘
“inverse relation. In the context dfvthe present study, the achievement-
treatment %pteraétinn hypothesis would predict an effect for graphic "
_organizer-induced ]Pokﬂacks among self-perceived low ability comprehenders.
For.the high ability comprehenders, on the_other hénd. no signif1c§nt
differences in lookback behavior due to graphic organizer instruction would
be,predictédf -

In sumnary.jglthough-the findings from a number of studies have
suggéstéd that spontaneous lookbacks et‘relevant portions of ﬁreviously
read text are beneficial, especially among high ability Eomprehenders. less
s knowniabout the effects of Tookbacks ‘on Tow ability comorehenders. ‘
More importantly, it is not known whether Qood an& poor oémprehenders at.
the high school level will benefit from induced lookbacks over ﬁaturally
occurring text, and if so, whether the beﬁef1ts thus derived are equal for
both the high and low ability comprehender. These unknowns , collectively,-

-* ¢

provided a purpose for conducting the present study.

L

Data Source and Methed

Subjects and Design

”*An experimenter-designed questionnaire, "Self-Perceived Proficiency
in Reading Social Studies TExt,“ was administered to all 10th graders in a .
small city high school- in upstate New York. étudents‘.selfkratings of how

" they would perform on a typical social studies assignment were compared ~

]




to their reading scores as nnasured by the reading comprehension subtest
of the standardized TAP test Students who scored between the 99th and
83rd percentiles on the TAP were designated high. ability corrprehenders.

- those who-scored between the §2nq and 18th percentiles, low abilityfcoﬁpre-'
henders. From that pool of 119 subjects, 64 (32 high and 32 1ow compre-‘
-henders) were selected onAthe_é?iteria that their éeif-perceiggd proficiency
ratings matched their actuél reading achievement. Nexé. bloéking on self-
perceived high and Tow ability comprehenders, subjects were: randomly assigned
to one of two'treatment groups: tﬂe experimental'(qr 1nduc§g lookbﬁcks)
and the contro? {or spontaneous lookbacks); Finally, withjn‘gfoups. s
subjects were randomly assigned to éither a familiar_or an unfamiliar )

" passage condition. (Rassades were defined as fanﬁlihr or unfamiliar on the .
basis of:earlier~pilot tests. ) The desigm was a 2 (reading ability) X2

(treatment) x 2.(passage) factorial.

Ls

Materjals ‘ . ' e

| " * passages were taken from two social studfes texts qseé"at the subjects"
grade level. Care was taken to ensure that portions se?ectﬁd had ﬁgt been
read’earlier. The fanﬁliar'passage was an historical essay on Louis X1V
and contained 998 words; the‘unfamiliak passage was an historical ‘essay on

cultural diffusion and contained 1.00} words. -

Other materials included a pr&éfice-passage. "Camp Wildwood," which

had been used previously by Garner and Reis (1981), a 10-item open’ended
question test over thé practice passage, and two 10-item open ended
question tests over materfal covered in tﬁe_experimental passages. Each of

the 10-item open ended question tests contained 4 Jookback questions and
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6 non-lookback questions. (?1lot tests had confirmed that all designated |

lookback questions Gtd {ndeed require lookback behaviors.) *

Procedure

Subjects_were seen individually in conference rooms off the main room

of the sgﬁool library by one of two ‘social studies te;chers wgﬂ had been

trained earlier by the éxggrimeqter in the use of graph;c organi zer

1ﬁstrq§tion. The procedure for experimental subjects, meeting one at a

time for approximately 55 minutes with the teacher-examiner (T-E),

included: ‘ S : .
1) After putting the §ubject at ease, the T-E read the }ollowing N

directions prior to asking the sﬁbjéct tolkead the practice‘pass;ge:

* . N
"In. front of you is a passage that has been dividéd into 3 .
parts. Each part is on a separate page. After you finish reading .
each part, I"'11 ask you some questions. You may look back at any -
part of the passage to answer them. In fact, you should look back
for answers.” To help you Yook back, I want you to use this study
aid. (Display graphic organizer segnent that corresponds to first
segment of the passage.) Think of the graphic organizer as a
"road map" to the passage.. It will.guide you quickly to the spot =/
in the text where you can find the answer to my question. . (pemon-
s+ strate how graphic organizer is to be used.) Do you understand .
what you are to do? Good, then you may begin.” %,

As the subject read, the T-E took notes on nonverbal behav1ors AN
questions were asked orally by the T-E who then coded the question sheet SR
as to whether the subjéct acﬁhally did look back-to Previous‘pages for
;nsners to designéted lookback questfons. (See Garnér and Reis, 1981 for
fuller description of procedure.) Also, the T-E recorded the student's
answers to all questions. ' | |

2) After informing students of their scores on the practice passage,

theiT-E introduced one of the two experimental passages. The procedure

L4

for Step 1 was repeated, including the direction-giving.

- L]

o 9
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. X - 3) Following the subject s completion of the. experimental passage
. and accompanying questions the T-E “Interviewed him/her using a brief _

N ) %
post-session dehriefing questionnaire : . . et -
p . t 4) . Beginning and ending times for- reading and answering questions.. |

on both the practice and experimental passages were rucorded By the T-E.
The procedure for the control subjects was the same Hith the exception

_that no graphic organizer was provided and the. following set.of ‘directions -

-

was substituted:

Sy

. "In front of you is a passage that has been divided into 3 parts.
Each part is on a Separate page. . After you finish reading each . -
part, 1'11 ask you some questions. You may look back at any part
of the passage to answer them. Do you understand what- you aré to_
. do? Good, ‘then you may, begin."

The. open ended*question tests for each of the 2 experimental passages
were scored by two independent judges who achieved an overall agreement.
rate of 94 Di?ierences were discussed and_thb remaining test scores
iappropriately adjusted The resulting data were then analyzed in two parts.
In the first part, the percent of total questions correct--i.e.g both look~
back and non-lookoackinwere analyzed. In the second part, only the 4
d | designated lookback questions.were analyzed. -(For the experimentals, one
added criterion was that they must have used the graphic organizer to answer
‘tne lookback questions.) Finally; answers to the po;t-session questionnaire
uere analyzed for.instences of verbal report data which indicated. that \

students actually used graphic organizers to look back in their texts. o

) -
- *
- ? -
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Results.. ' s

- b
.

Preliminary data analyses using the Maximum R-Square Improvemént o
program of SAS . revealed .that time, spent in reading and ansuering the ques-

t"lons accounted for 3 percent of the variance when the total number correct

L.
-

" was the dependent variable of interest ,and Y4 percent when just the look- -

back questions. correct was the depend_ent vapiabje of Jntérest. These same _

prel iminary‘analyses indic'ated no_ differences_ on either dependent variable . ..
due to passage type (F=0.16, p> .60). As 2 result of these findings, the

. -main analyses consisted of ANCOVA's® with time as the covariate. Also, the

—,

data were collapsed across passages in all: further analyses . .' - p

3 - . -~ f

-+ Tablen contains sunmary statistics {expressed in percents) for t%e R ¢

¥

total number of questions correct” and the number of- lookback-only questions

correct. Mean scores.of the experimental and control groups have been *° ?
" adjusted for differences due to time. Sepcrate 2 (treatment) X2 (reading

ability) analyses of covariance, with time as the covariate v’e,re per!formed _

The analysis of covariance with total correct as the dependent’ o o0 ..‘
variable revealed not unexpectedly a main e.ffe_ct for reading a'l_:,ility, ) C e
F(1,50) = 47.57, p <".001 but none"for treatment, F (y ggy = 32i3,

p < .08. However, there was an effect foi‘ the interaction between treatment _ - °
and reading ability, F (1,59) ='6. l3, p< .02 A similar pattern resulted - |
from the. analysis of covariance with lookback-only correct as the dependent :

A . variable. Again, there was a-main effect for reading ability, F (1,59) ‘& .

41.36, p < .001 but not for treatment, F < 1. However, the interaction as

before was sigr;rificant, F (] 59) =4,12, p< .05, As indicated in Figure'1,

tests of. simple main effects (p < .05) for total correct revealed that the . B

Tow ability comprehenders who were in the group exposed to the graphic ) '

*

e 1]
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organizer treatment outperformed the low ability comprehenders'ﬁho_ﬁere-
in the control group. Likewise, as indicated in Figure'Z tests of
simple main effects (p < 05) “for lookback-only correct reveaﬂed that

the experimentals again outperformed the controls

s

- . N Concl usion

"o . - -

. The results suggest that sel f-perceived Tow abﬂity comprehenders
way be differentially helped by an adjunct aid such as the graphic
organiz.ers Inducement of lookback behaviors resulted in superior
performance Tor that group w en compared to. the group of Tow abﬂity
comprehenders which was left an its own (spontaneous “lookback grotsp)."
This finding, plus the fact tha ng treatment differences were found -
‘ for the self-perce‘l ved high’ abﬂity comprehenders, support ?obias

ach1evement-trs%tment interaction hypothesis. 4 g, \ E .

-
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Table 1. Summary Statistics for Total Correct and Lookback-Only.

Correct by Treatment Group and Reading Ability

o

Graphic Organizer (Induced)

No Graphic Organizen>(5pontaneous)

. Reading Ability . Total Lookback-Only . Total Lookback-Only
High Ability Comprehenders
" 76.922 61.13° . 79.30 - 71.26
(SD) ' (3.79) - (6.45) (3.71) (6. 34)
Low Ability Comprehenders T |
M 60.20 3.7 44,82 16.66
(sD) , (3.64) (6.21) (3.90) (6. 66)
| - | _

3percent correct out of a possible 10.

bPercent correct out of a possible 4.
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