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girls were interviewed about their family lives, interests,
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- for fiction and exposition, and experiences with whole class and
smdll .group discussions. Individual responses were collected and tape
recorded following the*reddings and following small group "
discussions. Analysis resulted in the following generalizations about
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preferred pattern of response common to both the short stories and
textbook selections; (2) purpose tor reading informed all other
gengral expectations for fiction and exposition; (3) establishment of
text-specific expectations was central to responses to short stories,
. '‘but not to textbook selections; (4) both text types vere evalpated
according to the match of a reader's general expectations and
knowledge with text form and content; (5) all three girls benefited

1rom the group discussions; and (6) each reader identified the - . Jﬁ‘ r
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her own responses in light of the others. (HTH) \
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Abstract ' i

- R ¢ eossmmemes ¢ _ 5‘,
A Commarison of Responses to Short Stories and Textbook Seiections: \ ~. #

A Descriptive Study of Throe Adolescents' Individual and Group Responses
The purpeses of the study were to 1) describe and compare the oral responses

of three adolescents to short stories anc text“:nok. selections, 2) identify arnd

[ 4

‘s compare these readers' general expectations for fiction and éxposition; and re-

-

. .
e L

late these expectations to their responses, 3) rescribe ard compage their text-

- . spacific expectations during their readins of the short stories and texthook ¢
' v - ' '
“.selections, ard 4) investizate changes i the readers' rasponses during and after

small group discussions.“’ ’ ' : .
Three 17th-grace pirls were interviewed to learn about their fanily lives,

' ' ’
interests’, nreferences for and experiences with reading, seneral expectations for

"

fiction ard exnosition, anc ekpéfiences with whole class and sirall group discussions.

Each responded to two short stories andfﬁﬁs\hocial studies texthook selections. -

‘. ] -

Individual responses to cach text were collected at several points durirg]readirg, v

.
-

£oliowing readirg, ard fo' avwina small group discussions. An intansive corjtent - 3
analysis of the transcriptions fron the tane recorded sessions aradually led :o the
'} irvestigator’s {dentification of categories for coding and describinp dsfa. Further

/ ;}ulysis and synthesis pf the data resulted in jeneralizations about fthe three e

‘ ’ readers' rosponses and expectations. .
Results nf .the study {ncluded the followinn: each pirl had a nreferrpd nat-

S | \ '

tern ol response covmon to both the short stories and texthoo' selectiors; purpose: )y
. r

<

{nr readine” informec all other rreneral expectations for fiction and exposition;
establishment of text-snetific expectations was central to responses to short

“stories, but not to texthoo¥~selections; hoth text types were evaluated accoriling
' v
to tae match of a reader's general rexnectgtions and “nowledpe with text form and
) .
content; all three girls werq alle to bYenefi: fror the zroun <iscussions; an™
e ) : \
cach ‘reaster identified the strengths and weakaesses of the ot'er cirls' resnonses,

and exatined her own responses®in 1ioht of the otlers.' Potertlal {7plicatiorns

ERIg .17 teeenine e . ) 4 BEST COPY AVAILABL

- -



N NG . pTANAT T, {7 G SANes vpema N i Lo YUV LER R o By PRI ICRT) LY e s PRSI PP . o 3 - - - . N .
PR S 2T EEI T : TSP (g AR gy e ERYEl £ X - £ I T T cwr Mot KR P LTS S M - T T e 1
’\ S . I R . ?,‘. A . 3 k AR hn B ‘ _{ R }‘:?};“-A TN, T [ . Ty e s ey

K . - ¢,
A . )

] ‘. X ’ . -
< BN 5 R ]
o . " A Comparison of Responsas to Short Stories and Textbook Selections:
) A Descriptive Study of Three Adolescents' Individual and Group Résponeei'-
E XS ) * i .
S 7 S . . :
The purposes of this study were to 1) describe and compare the oral respon-
) .{:es of three f?olqgceﬁti to two short stories and two textbook selections, 2) to
* 1de2£}fy these readers' general expectations for reading and responding fo fic-
E tion and exposition, and relate these expectations to their responses, 3) to des-

cribe and compare theée readers' text-specific expectations during their reading
s ° » .

of short stortes and texthook selections, and 4) to fnvestigate chaégee in their

‘ rgﬁoonses during and after small group discussions.

.

¢ /

\

Background to the Study: '

: : . 't L. N

Literary reqponseSIheorists emphasize the significant role of response in
arriving at the "meaning' of a literary work; these theorists contend that it

is the meeting of reader resnonses and tﬁxt"that creates the literary work

. N e :
(Britton, 19R2; Holland, 1975; Iser, 1978; Rosenblatt, 1976, 1978). In other

A

words, the experience of reading is cenftal. Despite their use of different
terminology, rgider response theorists are in remarkable acreement ahout the
natuzf of response toh&}terature, emohasizing 1tsqﬂynamic égd recursive quality,
as well as the distinctiveness of individuals!' réaponsed“dccordinn to their

knowledee and experiences (Britton, 1982; Iser, 19:8; ﬁqdenblatt, 1976, 1978).

At the same time, ncne of these theorists supportsracceotance pf any and every
resnonse. Rather, all concur that the text limits anﬁ guides individual i:snonses.
Further, individua{'responses ﬁ{y te shared with others who have read the same
text, and this sharing of respgnses may légﬂ‘to'reexaminati;n ér m&dification of
individual resoonses (Britton, 19%2; Holland, 1975; Rosentlatt, 1976, 197%),

There is less agreement on the nature of resoonse to exnosition. The
"meaninp' of exposition relies more stronply on text, according to Olson (157?)
and Rosenhlatt (1976, 1979). In other words, there is a greate; emphasis on

¢ .
literal anc interpretive comprehension of the information nresented in the text.

4  BEST COPY AVAILAbLL
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However. recderc must, still drcw on their k#owledac and experiences, both to

_ comorehend and to read cxltlcclly, 80 thct differences in hcckground ‘may lead

v

to vericelons in understanding and evcluctlon_(knderson,-et al., 1977; Applebee&

!

1978;-Britton, 1982; Rumelhart, 1980). . ‘ .

s Numerous etuciee based on reader reepcnaerthec:y have examined response to‘ '%é
literature. Written or7oral responses to lhorc staries, . poegs, or novels have | | )?%
been collected during or following recdlng,,end have been elicited by taeke Yo '; z
ranging frcm free respcnse to hlghly atructured uencll end,peper tasks, Thc sub- .

- jJects’of these studies have ranged from young children to adults. A final and ':‘ﬂ

1mportant distinction 1n response studies %s ;hempcale of the:research. Some | R

¢ . : v
studies have been large scale studies (for example, Anplebee, 1978; Beach, 1973; }f

Purves, 1973; Squire, i964)' ihese studies generelly ettempted co estchllsh'the fi

_ range of types of response, identify dlfftculglggzln recponding, or lln\ reepon-. §
ses to vcfloue readet or text eﬁeracterlstlcs. More recently, however,.reeecrchcrej' |
have examined a small number»of_lndlvlduelaf responses in 4n citempt to exblo:e . .:'g
more intensely the complex nature of response (f{or examplg, Cullinan, ?arynod, & :
Galda, 198%; Galda, 1980; Holland, 1975; Mauro, 19R3; Odell & Cooper, 1976).

These studies zenerally "attemnted to explain individuals' resoonses in light of

their knowledpe, attitudes, developmental stage, or persorality.

To my %nowledee, response tc exposition has not heen examined in the same ,
way as*response to literature. For example, many studies limit their focus to

literal or lnterprctive fomorchension. Studies investigating critical compnrehen- '
sion or comprehension monitoring of exnosition often use artificial texts or

require suhjects to select rather than supply iﬁformation or judgments (for ex-
ample, Hare & Pulliam, 1980; Mize, 1980; Patching et al., 1983)., The present

study uses a reader response approach to coripare responses to literary and

expository texts,

e N 5 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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General oxptetatlons for roading fietton--cllo tlrmad concept of . gtory '

L

(Applebee, 1978) ar. construct of form (Hhuro, 1983)--hlve heen uhown to he cen-

trhl to resnonses’ to literature, plr:iculatly ovaluative rclponscs (M-uro, 1983),

"To compare responlec to short ltorioi and’ texgbooP lelecttono. this study ine

ve;tigates aeneral expectationu for both fic;iou and expooition. .

» [ {

Expectations -may also he text-specific, what a readen lnticlpates for upe

coming text baned on a8 combination-&f general eryectations and what has been read

1 { e

so ¥ar in a particutar“text. Thua Iser (1978) deacribed recponae as a recuraive r

pro-ess of establishing, checking, and reestahliahing expectationa,and distingo

-

guished literary from etpooitory texts according to the extent to whtch exoecta-

tions are met, This study comparel text-opecific exnectutions for two types of text.

—

: Finally, the- small group diacuasion format is used in mnny .econdlry class-

rooms and advocated by departments of teaeher educltion. Yet receareh concerning
_the henefits of amall group diacusoion for individual responaes is limited. The
present study investtgates chaﬂges in responses to short stories and textbook

~—— 1 S .

_selections during and after small preup discussions, - ’

. This study is baaeé—on a dialectical theory .of reading s&nthesized from ¢

» the work of Rosenhlatt, Iser, Britton, and Applebee, 1 ;ssume_fhat in the ;eid-

'1ng of Yoth fictior and exposition readers actively construct meaning and resoond
oo 4

to that meaning. I also assume. that comprehension and response are coﬁoatible,

recursive, dyramic, and mutually influencing nrocesses. ‘ )

Design 2£ the Studv

The present study uses the descriptive techniques of Gaida (1930) and
* Mauro (1983)lt6 closely investigate three readers' individual and group responses
to two short stories and two soclal studies textbook selections,

Trhe Particioants

v

I chose three 10th-pgrade girls to narticipate in the study from a grous of .

\\

volunteers from the honors interdiscinlinary English and social studies classes

g  BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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. be more willtnp to chare their emotional veactions (Applebee, 1978). I have.

mendcd by their 9th- pnd 10th-grndt Englidh tnacherc as ltudcnts who read vlth

few comprehennion d. ficultles, uﬁre Qtticulate 1n relpondins to thel' readinr, "“ 8

and uho plrticipated 1n cluon dlscuuoionn. Rnatrtctinz thglr number to three

. .lloued all to pnrticipnte qctivcly 1n the lﬂlll group discucuionu. The three, _

were all gtrls since being‘fhe stngﬁp’malu or femlle in the eroup mighg b, un-’?
comfortable for ) 10th, grader, and because of the. ‘indings téht girls tend. to

1

changed the girls! real namel to Kat;, at, and Tess.

) .
L 4 ] ’a . Lo

The tvo short otori;o ("The‘Scarie:'Ibis" byfdlmcs‘ﬁur-t and-“M;rigold;"
by Eugenia Colligr) and the two cocial studieb textbook oelectiono ("Agencies of
- Socinlizatton- The Family" from a text by Elkin and Handel and "Stxucture and
Interaction in the Amifican Family" from a taxt by Light and Reller) were 011
concerned with the tonic "the family." These‘ltortes and textbook selections
v;re recormended by high school Enslish and social studies teachera as texts
which 10th-grade® ‘airls would enjoy or find 1nterecting A11 the ;exts liad the
ﬁotential for a wide.tangé of responsea, were unfamiliar to the participants,

. and were of a length allowing reading and reaponding withtn a clasa period. One‘

of the_texthook selections utilized headinas and ~ubhead1nga to clearly oruanize

-
.

text conteat; the othethid not. s ' . o
I divided each of the texts into ‘six segments in order to collect ongdirg
as well as final responses. Tﬁd{g divis}ons-were of similar lensth and weré

made accordine .to the develonment of. the story or ideas.

Procedures v | }

\

Each girl was involvéd‘in nine individual ard four groun sessions during
a four week ngrfbd. At the'in(tial session I met individually with Kate, Pat, and

Tess to "hreak.the_ice," exnlair the ﬁroceQures, and interview <ach to learn

‘7 - BESTCOPYAVAILABLE
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. In the remeining eeeeione, tﬁe gtrle reeponded ££rex tedtviduelly. then ff

in a. group, end egptn indivi(uelly to eech of t&e ehort etoriee.end tex*book
! v

eeieetlone, whtch were preee ted elternetely. When reeding eech text_fer the

F firet ttme, eech girl reed the ftret segment eilently. telked ebout her thoughte.

’_ £eeltngs, ontnlone. end reectione (SGutte, 195&) end then predicted whet the.:lr'
| _ . next. segnent could be ebout. Tﬁis procedure was foltowed f r all etx eegmeute';f’
Pi, . (wt.hout the prediction followlnp the finel eepnent). Individuel poet-zeedtngji:ggi
| f' - end’group responses weze eltelted by open-ended queetione, ee,uere individuel “
~?L poet-dtecueeion responses. At the ftnel poet-diacueeton eeeeton, eqsh pirl dee-~
Ti. : crtbed her overell r‘ﬂctione to the study, the four texts, and the dlecueeioue.
| ‘Aralysis of Data’ _' Lo /
| ‘| Alltteee recordgngeﬂeeee t;ensertbed, and I added brecketedjcqﬁdinte or
underlining to :eflectfthe toee o:_empheeie of the tape recordteget 1 listened
‘to the teoe.recordiege and ieed and reread the transcriptions :6 identify and : ..‘
cateporize recﬁrreﬁt ideas, tobtce, neEterne, and themes, The final c tegoriee '.( e
for deacrihlng responses, *yenerel expectetio;;, and text-specific expectetione Ced
evolved gradually from my repeeted exeminatiode of the dete and ere'eummerized ot

A
in Talle 1 (see p. 6). Data were frequently coded into more than one cetegory

3

“\ . e

Respornse. To achteve a complete‘underetending of these readers' responses,

according to the different tynes of informetion they contained., .

‘1eformet;on from three categories must hf considered., Stzle gg.reenonee refers

.

““F;‘ﬁ“l "l‘.“"‘ 5T, "-

i

o) n

' to the ways a reader responded, such as literal comprehension, 1nV31vement, ine

P +

E& I

’ ference, or évaluation (Gelde, 1983), Focus of resnonse %efete to the topic of , -,

L I~
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3..Quultty of Rcsponae o o - _
- 8e Comprehension or. Infegence correct, 1ncorrect, quqntion, correction,
‘ confirmation’’ & - ‘ . s ‘
. he Involvement: hish, modcrate, low - . g

Ce Ev;luntton' pasitive,. nluéral. nesative~ ounported, unlupnprted by text

o . &, Growp Intoractton (Bclel, 1“50) o , ' ‘ .
¥ . 8. Shows solidarity . L o _ L
;e k. Shows tensinn reiease ST et S .
g o Shows agréement o
- d, Gives sugrestion _ N .
' e, Gives opinion . [ 2 " _ ' .
. "+ g\ Gives orientation, information - ' ~ _
, h. Asks for orientation, information ¥ L 2 g
o i. Asks for opinion - * ' S
T j+ Asks for suggestion | , g
k. Shows disagreement ' . . ] | - ' | . '§
l,» Shows tension | S
me. Shows antagonism . N : .y 2
GENERAL EXPECTATIONS - , TEXT-SPECIFIC EXPEZCTATIONS b
.~ T. Purpose for reading T, Focus (See 1.5, Genaral Expectations) A
¢ . 2. Process of reading . 2. Specificity ° " 5
' " 3. Text content . 3. Correctness o
" &4, Orpanization of text 4. Certainty . . -
, 5. Lanpuspe/style of text . 5. Spontaneity Bl . ST
6. Puroose for discussion S ' . ' . ﬁg
: .8 ‘
v TASLE 1 . ~
. ) ‘ '
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. : -"' \ ’ . ) o~
a response, such as text content or orbani:attqn or reader petfsonal associations,

: ggglitz\Bf Tesponse fugthor d.ﬁertﬁn 'tho nature .of a rdsponse. For exsmple, a

comprehension response may rcfloct cor oct OT erronecus comprchoncton, ot‘neithor. .

posing a quoction about vhat 1. mcnnt.\br ovaluattve reoponseo may be posttivc,

. neutral. or ngsattvo, and may or may not bo aupportcd by evidence f:qm the text.

Finally, it became obvtqus during my analyoio that group reoponicc needcd opoctal
consideration beyond thctr style, focus, lnd quallty. 1n order to avoid distor-
tton due to th._mr tntcractton. Thus group reoponooo were aleg claocifted
accordtns to th;lggff; Interactton Process Anhlyotl.Categorioo (1950).

Gcneral g;ggetationo. The eatesorias for deocrtbing general oxpectaitont .
parallel many of the focus of reﬂponoe eubcategories. Readers' 3cnota1 expecta-

tions concerned purpose for readths, proceso of r.ading. text content, text ore

|

'3anizatlon; or text language or style. Additionally, these readers expressed _

expectations for the purposes of discussion.

Text-specifie e;ggctagldno. The foéuo o}-toplc of what a reader pradt;ted
for upcomtn;.text asttn.corroopondu.to many of\:pc focus of’rcaponoe.cubea;egorioc. .
The riadcr-' articulated tc:t-gpecific expectations :Eco ranged from very specific

L4

to general, correct to 1&correct, a&d certain to uncertain, Pinally, some pre-"‘

dictions were mnd; spontanecusly as part of responding, while others were ob-' o

viously in answer to the prediction task, | o ' v L2
) ' Results of the Study

While extremely interesting, space limitations preclude highly detailed descrip-

" tions of the three girls' responses and expectations, Instgad, f present below

generalizations drawn from their responses and expectations, and provide numerous

A}
[ 4

examples and quotations from the transcriptions,

L W :
Responses to Short Stories and Textbook Selsctions !h'

Each of the three readers fiad a preferred pattern of reopbnco common to the

10 BEST COPY ,AVAILAE?L‘F
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o ‘short stories @ﬂd td?tboot;lclcctiéil, While all were able to respond ina - SN

variety of ways and about a number of tdp‘i_co,, each girl had an ‘overall preferred

- . pattern dt.rgopon .wﬁdch ihcludid style, focus, aud_qualtty.lror wxample, .

,qurthg her réading Rnta-,palyzld--QVIluatcd by 1ntcrpgct1n3:and éxpla}ningfa-peetc.
of a text or ﬁor rooponoc---nnd,follontng reading she analyzed further and made

‘generalizations. The fpllowtng post-reading response to "The Scar;et Ibis" 1o

4 . .. - 7 {

typical of Kate's gcuefaltsingg

It is a nice coﬁncctieq (between the ibis and Doodle]. And I
think maybe it's getting at the theme...that people only have a-
certain capacity, and thﬂy can't go bcyond.that.

ey

.-

A

Oversil, Pat's responses during reading demoni{fateq her concern with literal

following resding she analyzed.. The following ;s .-
B . > _ . L

and interpretive comprehension;
. !"\

one of Pat's ongoing responses Fb "The kcarlet Ibig:"

Sounds like {t (Ctakes pl%ec in the Southl] with the swamps and P
magnolia. Magnoliass only graw in the South, They ca§1 the . -
"the Bible Belt, and here it 'says how he was born in'a caul &nd she - ' .
calls it Jesus's nightgdwn, | _ ! : e \
Y

And Tess' overall style }f response unc.invalvomnnt dufing and following reeding;
) she also analyzed following reading. These responses, one to & 1Port story and
the other to a t;xtbook ccloction,*dcmon-trate'thejlntenetty of her involvement:

This 1s sick. The older hrother iz a jerk! Oh, my God! To make
him touch his coffin, the coffin they were going to use to bury - .
him! That's - ick! I don't like that. I do not like that at all,.. Coom
God! Honastly, I would have done the same thing as Doodle; I would
have screamed! . :

This 1s so obviously written by a man, 1it's pathetic...Cod,
what a chauvenist statement, "the father usually works and spends .
less time at home. than the mother."” Oh, it makes me sick! That is ~
really sickening,

The three girls also had preferred focusee in their responses which are
integial to their patterns of reuponse,>80 Kate's rasponses were often about

theme, symbols, or purposes for readingfﬁ?at made statements about the setting
. _ _ )

and the boettc language of the short stories and the written oty}e of the texte
v -~
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appropriate since she apﬁllod her positive and uppef—middle-claoo experiences to

1 ’9.';..... - ) C 4 .
. book: -oloctionl. An o:ample 1s thll ongotng rooponao to AThe Scarlot Ibtc:"

Doodle. (laughs] I love that name. Mhybo he ttkco to sit
around and doodls or something. '01d Woman Swamp; [laughs) T = _

- 1ike that name. I 1ike the way this James Rurst writes, It o
kind of flows, It's, easy to-read. It reminds me. s little bit e
of poetry, olpecinlly in the introduction. = - ey s

" A : -l

All three girls comnented on the short story characters_and avents adk’all te-. .

lated their own knowledge to tho 1doan presented in the texthook lolocttono. But '
for each glrl n~focuo on story charactorc or on a peraonal acaoeiatiqn was ' {y
aouociated vith a dlffcront style of reaponle. r0t example, Rnte used her poqunal "?g
auaocintibno tc asgist her analycto, Pat's intnrpﬁ.tivt eomprehenotoa vas enJ B L;f?
hanccd by her knovicdge, and: Tess roabtcd omotlonally\becauao her knouledgo Ind “t ;'t,mx
bellofu u-re in dloagrqemnnt vith text contontt/ ) ' o :,'; , }3V@
Pinally, for each of the 31:1: there uegn/parallela in the quali}y of reapon-
ses to the short stories and texthonk teloetionu. Fog both types, Kate supportod
her genera!izatlono and analyses with text evidence. The major{ty of her responses ";
were 1n.13htful although she sometimas provided a "moral of the .tory" which ,. "f'

went beyond what could be oupported by the text or provlded hypothcttcal scenare

1o vhich vas inappropriato. Pat often anked Questions or wondered about her eou-

v -
prehension or inferences for both text types, and noted svidence for oné under~ N

standing or another when it occurred in later text oegmontq\ tor example, nhe

noted in he? ongoing responses to "The Scarlet Ib‘a'” '

)

I was right about its taking placo cwhilc ago. It says ahout
bombardment in World War I. Let's see [referring to a footnote .
1918, And about the setting, We know they're doun in thc South
tecause of the cotton. "

t

Pat's analyses of the stories were océanionallf‘ovorextcnded; similarly, hof

personal associations or statements of knowledge or beliefs were sometimes in

<

teit about-working-~"2es families. And the personal involvement shown in Tess'
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responses was equally:.trqng for both types of_texs.
To .ummaflze bricfly,'cacﬁ of the three pnrticipan%, had an overall preferred “
pattern of respo.se--which included ways of responding, topics of responee, and
quality of reup&dica-iimilar:for the short storins end the textbook ueloctions.

G;gorll Expectations for Fiction, Exposition, and Sharing Regpoﬁagg

' Bxpeetntiona'concerping purposes for reading informed all other genernll
expecﬁationu. Vhile there were some general expectations commonly hold by all
three readers for fictién or exposition, the combinations of expectations and

_the ;ttenstha vith which they were held were 1ndi§1d al, .o

In pr[aining their purposes for reading ficglo§>'all three gitfl dis-
tinguished between fwb types of stories, what they termed "good"-stories and
"light" or "trash" stories. A enjoyed"ltght"ltorieu and stated that the purpose
of such reading was enjoymeé’éi:ﬁc-capii "Good" stories ehat; with "l {ghe" -

Stories the purpose of enjpymcpt, but in addition they convey a massage about S

life as viewr S by gnother pereon, the authoi . 4s Kate explained, "A etor; has to
have a theme, a meaning, a reason why 1t was weitten, Othetét.e {t's just a
jumple of wordas." Slat>ff (1970) commente! on the contradictory na!!re of these
purposes: a rerponse .to a story which challenges precon;eiveﬂ values or current
ordeitngu of experiences may involve disruption and disorder, hardly an enjoyable

~ experience. In fact, this disruption characterizedlxato'u reading og\“Harigoldu"

and Tese' reading of "The Scarlet Ibis."

In contrast, expo.ltion's~purpooe_io\to inform, Eipooition was not categorized
as "l1{ght" or "good" as fiction was, but as "{interesting" or "dull." All three
readerr sald they find their reading of exposition to bae boring some of the time,
Rate related this to the fact'that expository reading is often assigned, Pat to

¢

exposition's frequent irrelevance to her concerns, and Tees to her preference for

stories, All expect to enjoy and become involved in stories, assigned or not,
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becaﬁuﬁ'“atoriea are about people” and their conflicts, bit they do not expect

to enjoy or: become Iinvolved with exposition.

Concegging the reading process, Pat explatned.thnt she reed every word of
a short stcry carefully, s0- she wouldn't miss anything. And all expressed ab-
horrence at "looking ahead" to see how a story would end. However, all three
said.they "skim" exposition, although exactly what they mean by this and when

they use this pr&ceae differ. Tess, for example, "skims" when she finds reading
/

' dull--zi’jfipptng paragraphs to see if the next‘!hrts are more interesting. Kate

skims t¢ see what an Aooignment is generally about, and 1f she decides she should’
note details, she will reread more carefully. And Pat skims. only when her time is
1imited, preferring to read‘cxpoaition as carefully as she reads fiction.

There ‘were similarities and differences in the girlof general expectations
for story content, organization, and style., All expressed a atrﬁng_preierence for
rzalistic characters and plots, and Qeflned "realistic" in terms of their own
knowledge and exper iences, (A1l noted thei; dislike of acience fiction because
it 1s "unbelievable."i For Tess, characters are most important, since they are
the key to her involvement: . \\N,f’ .

I think with stories, they're told by a person, or about a

person, so you tend to get into their way of thinking. And yod-,

tend to grow emotionally attached. So it's like happening tg -~

you or to a friend of yours, Subconsciously, I think about what

would have\ﬁappened to me, |
Por Kate, theme and symbols are centrai. Thus her prediction of what "The Scarlet
Ibis" might be ahout, khowing only the title, was "Scatlet--bleeding, death,
dying?" All three readers articulated expectations for narrative structure,
including an introduction, episodes which fit together and build to a climax,
and an.ending. Tess' expecta;fon for a fair ending was not permeable, or open teo
alternatives, and she rejected "fhe Sc.rlay Ibis" and accepted "™Marigolds"

according to her perception of the fairness of the ending. Rate emphasized that

endings should follow from story events, an expectation reflected in this Eesponue:
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"1 think the fact that £h9re was no surprise in Joodle's death is“good; it makes '
A Y
it...more effective. The reader has been warned about {t." Finally,“only Pat ex-
pressed an appreciation of style or language as an {mportant gen;ral expactation,

Tess mentioned style, but for her this meant the author "gets on wtth\Tt“ 80 the

»
s’

story doesn't "drag."

Ll
—

; \
The girls' general expectations for expository content and drganization 'were

more consistent than those for fiction. These readers' gxpectafiopa for the con= | ‘/
tent of exposition were ba’ed on expooitto?'- {nformational purpose: the infor- |
mation should be truth{ul, recent, complet;, and unbiaaed. According to Kate,
the contant of exposition {s "facts™ which deacéibe & "single évcnt;" that ie,
exposition is not geperalizable in the way fiction is. Further, Kate stated
that exposition should have "many details" and that these details ohOuld'fulfill -
the re;aon the text is being read. In their responses to the textbook aelcc;iono,
the girls' general expectations for equoitory content are obvious, "‘EP°7'
typically noted their agreement or diaagreement with the "facﬂn," stating "That's
true” or "That'g a fact" according to their knowledge and experiences. But in
contrast to their general expectations for narrative structure, none of these
readers articulated a general expectqtlon for the c;ructure of expcsition. Nor was a
sense of orranization evident in their responses to the textbook selections. Thus
text organization does not appear to be included in their - general expec-
tationes for exposition. Pinally, as wa; true for fiction, only Pat menflone¢ style
a3 s general expectation for exposition. She said, s !
Like I love Newsweek. It's my favorite magazine. I like the

way they_delivd;-iﬁz-fiformutlon; I pick up on the writer's -atyle.

It's got to catch your eye. It's got to be interesting. You want

1t to be-thow do I want to say {t--you want to turn tha pzge. You

want to continue resding...a writer can make {t_so that something ¢

that originally wouldn’t caEFh my eye is interesting,
Pdt also commented that exposition needs to be "clear." For her, written atylé

J

{e central to her general expectations for both fiction and exposition.
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In addition to general expec:tations for fiction and exposition, Kate, Pat,

énd Te;o held expoctitiono for ths ‘shaning their responses. In the individual
_sesslons, all initially seemed to think ~“/response as the answering of ques-
tions. They finished readinéxifiogmont and would.Qatt expectantly for a ques-\:’ S
tlo;, even though they knew the task was to state fh ir opinions, feellngo, ‘
thoughts, and reactions, and even though they had practiced this task success-
fully at the {nitial session, It seems llﬂgiy that this (s a reluft of their

* . classroom experiences, for as the study progressed their reticence to initiate \\\'

their own reéponoes gradually diminished, although {t never completely disappeared.
In the group sessions, however, all three wgré eager and willing to exchange
1deaa,.ind demonstrated cooperation in taking turns during these lively sessions.

Pat !aoumed a teacher-ltke role, opening the discussions with a question and
periodfgg}l} asking a question which chqued the toplc of discuasioa. In small ‘
groupa; all seemed ;3 think of rgoponoe as the sharing of ideas, opinions, ques-
tions, qn& per;okal associations and feclings. Disagreement was expected and
deesirable. These expectationanfor group discussions also appear to result from

.the girles' classroom experiences, since their teachers in the Lnterdio\iplinary

classes regularly used aﬁall group'-discussions.

tigxt-Spgcific Expectations for Short Stories and Textbook Selections
¥ ~Xpectations for .

Typg of text had ; marked {:fluence on these readers' establighment of
.text-specific expectations dufing reading. Kate, Pat, and Tess al) established
text-specific expectations for the short-stories, making spontaneous predictions
and reading with a sense of what would happen next. But none of-tbqh read with a
strong sense of the direction or organization oé the {extbook selg;tions. At the
sdme time, there were individual dlfferonceg 1& the text-apecif1c expectat1ona

“ for the short stories and in the predictions made for the téxtbook selections,

o v ‘ . :
For the short stories, all three readers first established a global expectation .

-
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for what each story would be about near the Leginning of their reading, and

usually following the first segment. For example, Tess stated of "Th? Scarlet

Ipisxc "It's going to be about their [{Doodle and the Bfothor'g]r.lationah&p,

' [}

obviously, all the way through." ?he girls' global expectations for each story
were senerallilcorrbct and were used as a framework f;r eataﬁli;hins more speci-
fic expectations al reading progressed. These more specific expectations were
influenced by the reint.d factors of 1nvolvem;nt with the characters, comérehen-
sion of teit}\general expectatiofts for fiction, and {ndividual experiences and
kno&ledge in {elation to the authorg' e*perienceo ;ﬁd knowledge as revealad ih:
the stories. For example, Rate found it difficult to s;ﬁpaéhize with Lizabeth in
- "Marigolds" eince her upper-middle-class background was so distant from Lizabeth's
¢ Depression-time poverty. Peth‘;i an element of "happiness binding" (Squire, 196&2
was also lnvolvcd {n Kate's spontanecus and incortect predictions that Lizaheth
would get to know and like Miaa'Lotti » that her father would get a job with Miss
Lo{tie, &nd that Lizabeth would "fix" ths flowers. On the othar hand, Tess' in-
tense aympat;y with Doodle in "The Scarlet Ibis" and her gener;l expectation that l
stories have fair_qutcomos, led her to incorreéctly ?xpect a "happy ending" where
Doodle grew strong and succeeded in acﬁool. Pat's text;opebiflc'oxpectationa
di{ffered f}om Kate's and Tess' in that she qualified her expectations or cast
them as questions: "lMaybe Doodle!a'st‘rﬁing to grow up or something?" or "HA&be
she's going to wreck Mies Lottie's flowers. Ther agaiﬁ, maybe she'll stop herue}f
in time, who knows?" Tﬁe text-specific expectations of these readers indicate
their 1n661v;ment in the etories, familiar;ty with'ﬁﬁe'ngrfgtive paftern of

Y ~

development, or both, ' §

In contrast, none of the three read with a strong sense of the direction or

orggnization of thé textbook lélectionn; none of them made aspontaneous predic-

tions. The development of iext-specific expectations 7&: not an important part

1 4
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of their reading and responding to che textbook selactions, as {t had been for

the~short stories. This .uggesti a poseible lack of involvement in the texts or

& not unexpected lack of knowledge about the content or organization of the texts.

L

. LN :
At the same time, the readers' ability to mike correct predictions as part
of the predictlonhtask of the study was {nfluenced by the explicitness of cues

\ ~, .
or markers in the text. All were able to make correct predictions for the selec-

1

tion with headings and subheadings when reminded to do eo. For the other tei&,

the absence of direct cues led to incorrect or general predictions which were

v

based on the readers' background knowledse. For example, Pat {mposed a developmen-

" tal organization on this text in her predictlona, although this was not the suthors'’

atructurc, and ehe used her organization to make {nferences and to structure® her
retelling of what the toxt was about. There was aleo a difference .in the attitudes
of the girls toward predicting for the two uelectionc. For the marked text, this
task made eense to them, because information about upcoming text was provided end
they could look back to the text to flnd it. But for the text without headings or -
direct cuea, Teoo' reactions ranged ‘from playfulness to annoyance, and Kate and
Pat were cpopernt:ve, generally ignoring their earlier predlctlons during their
reading ahd responding,
The Inpace of Group Respense

Por only one of the girls did the group dlcéuasiona result in a distinct
change 1in later 1nd1v1$pal poot-diacuoalon‘roaponuec.IBut group discussions were
beneficial for all three girls since the discussions led them to exteﬁd,the focus
of their responses, and to clarify, ;eexamino, and verify their earlier individual

p
responses to both the short stories and the textbook selections. Also, the ex-

change of {deas in a group of peers had positive affective outcomes. ’

J

\ -
Only for Pat was there a change in the style of response to the short

stories which can be clearly attributed to the group discussions. Her understanding

’
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of what happened in the short atories did not change, but her notion of what the

otoriel were about expahdod to include a statement of theme, so that she also
made generalizations, Similarly, Pat had resd the textbook selections less crit-
ically than Kntc,dL Tess, and the discussions. led her to extend the depth of her
evaluation of the textbook selections. Rate's responses after the discussions
did not change markédly from her earlier individual responses, although she had
fiew 1niighto éurtns tﬁc group diicuooions wvhich supported her opinions, and the
focus of her group responacl expandcd to include written style, It remains un-

clear whether or not Katc s short story’ generalization responees would change

" were ancther discussant to articulate and .upport more approprtat. ata;emente of

N

'theme. Tbol' post-discussion responses were also similar to her earllen\éngV1d-

. ual reeponeas, even though Rate and Pat argued persuasively for a different ine

terpretation of ”The Scarlet Ibis." Instead, Tess tenaciously dfgcnded her own
inference in the group discussion, and stated she was unwilling to listen to
their explanations. In oimiiar situations where Tess 1{s unable to assume the
;pectator stance--where she is 1ntegsoly {nvolved with a ‘character--it 13_;03-
sible that she would be unable tgkben.fft frbm group discussions.

At the same time, each participant made group responses which extended the

- focus of the others' group responses. For example, Tess' incorrect inference

about the ending of "The Scarlet Ibil"-ied-xate and Pat to reexamine and defend

their views, positive outcomes, although they évcntually became exasperated at
‘.
Tess' refusal to "lisgten to reason." Tess also turned the topic of discussion of
/
the textbook oelﬁctionu to the stereotypical depiction of male and female roles,

whlch led both Pat and Kate to reexamine their responses. Kate in‘tiated dis- ~
cusaion ‘of ‘general expectations for fiction and exposition and presented her

opinions about the stories' themes, topics which would not have Leen addressed
* 4

"in the discussions except for her presence. Similarly, Pat infitiated df{scussion
¢ , . )
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of the "poetic language! of the two storif«e and the written style of the Eoitbook
eelections, Finnliy, in -egﬁ;ns confirmation of what they found to be interesting

or questionable in the t@xtbook oelectlono. thase readers led each of‘the others -

-

to reexamine and clarify carller recponses.

BJt these di.cuouionl had impact on the pniticipnnt- othet‘than that of
influencing their responses. Al' the participants indicated ‘their enjoyment of.
the discusseions. ﬂhilg they found discuohion? of both types of text to.be.bengfl-
cial, all three prefelapd the short story dieéutoion-. éhey attri?uted this
preference to the fact that they 11ked the stqary texts better and to the rela-
tive lack of {isagreement during the textbook selection dt-cunaions.‘rhd trane
scripts to;oal numerous disagreements during the discussions of both text types,

- but for the textbook -eleétionu,hth: disagreements were not central to understand-
ing the content. focusing {nstead on tangentiai fssues, The lack of dinngreomcnt
was explnined by all three readers as due t« exposition's not being open to inter-
pretltion in.the way atorie- are. As Kate said, 'You just hnvo to kind of accept
things as fact. Until you can prove them wrong with more fac 8, there's not much
you can say about {it.™ ‘

The three participants in this study were all uensitivo’td the patterns of
their peers' responses. They notad the sprengths and weaknesses of the other
girle* responses, and evaluated their own responses in light of those of their
peers. Por example, Kate expressed amazement at the way Pat could foc;e on and
remember important details and sentencen. Pat mentionad how Tess' emotional respon-
ses to the ?hort stories blocked her gfenne-s to otherrinterp;etationa. Pat aleo

remarked on Tess' responses to the textbook selections:

It C"Structure and Interaction in the American Family') was
really interesting. I didn't agree with parts, but Tess really

~ shows herself to be a, you know, feminist. Obviously! I'm not. '
And Tess commented when attempting to explain the diocw“bot\nen her under-
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otnndfﬁg of "The Scarlet Ibis" and- the other gif%a':

have -one older sictor. and Fate' has ail younger brothero
and jsiaters. S0 that could be & perspectiveion 1t. Bacause ’
Katg really felt ,sorry for the older kid and she is the older
kidy and I tolt really sorry for Dbodle and I'm the soungast.

? N

The opportunlty to bo involved in omall sroup discuisions with the same group

“hembers was ncw to the participants, and they eu}byod 1dent1fy1ng and evaluating

L

the others' typicsl ;esponees.

“\Response# and Expectations Reconaidcrods,svaluatiée Responses
| For all the participants, eavaluations of both the short stories and the
textbook séiectiona were based on whether or not the teff matched or cpntfcdlctad

* thelir genaral expectations and whether or not text content matched or contra-
dicted their expcrlencua anoglnowiedge. Bvaluationl of the short stories were
also based on vhether their text-cpeclflc expectations were met, Pormeability
of expectations and background know1edge wge aleo relaied to evalustion. Kate,
for example, did not r;ject "Marigolds" when hoE text-ogeclf&c expectations were
not met, but rather reexamined ﬁér expectstions and comprotension, attempting
to aoalmlla‘e this authér'a-und-rctcndings with Per own, The disparity Letween
Lizabeth's sit;:;ion and her own family life led her to accert the story, but to
disagree with its theme: "I wouldn't think that {t's Ethe theme, that life {s
ugly and barreti] necessarily true., I think 1t's a one~sided look at Ith.' Kate

| preferred "The Scarlet Ibla " the story for which her teut-specific expectations

were met, Tess showed that she wcs less open to contradiction of her general

and text-specific expectations, She rejected "The Scarlet Iblo" because of {ite
ely unsatisfactory'ending. In contrast, '"Marigolds" did end as she ex-
and did have a just ending, in her view, so she strongly ptgﬁerred*;hla
Pat provided hggsolf with. alternative expectatinnre during her reuding,

her text-specific expictationa were not contradicted, !er general expectation
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- for style was wet, and oho cnjoyed and acccptod both ahort‘Jcégico. ;

As noted earlier, thase readers ovuluatod the toxtbook oeleetiono accordins . ﬁ;'ﬁ

’ [ 5
to thoir scnoral expectstion that the content is truthful r.cont, and complate, ;’fﬁ

.

cinco the purpooe of cxpoutt!on {s to inform, An cxample fs one of Kate's respon-

s .

ses to "Agenctco “of SQcialtzattons The !hmily'" . . _ | v

¢ W ot .I"

ﬂh!l I think it's true about the mother and father, It's ) A

a fact. But it's stereotypes again, And I don't know how old oo .

this (the text] s anyhow [thacks to see 1f there is'a date ' .

on the front page] . Thece days lots of fathers are more E
involved in the care of the children. .

)

Pat aleo evaluatsd the written style of the textbuok selections, preferrins one - ?é

over the other since {t vas ﬁprctty clesr” ;nd hoanocth, " uﬁila the pther was .t

DU AT T o2

"too choppy." 8I= "L the cotablichmnnt of text-specific expectations was not an ﬁ
important aapect of the 2?%:ading and rospondtng, whether or not they made cor- !
rect predictiono had little impact on tholr.ovcluationo of the textbook ceLoctiqno.
A major Giflevence in the girle! ev.iuations of short stories and textbhook .
selections concerns their willingness to change the text. Except for Tess'

desire to change the ending of "The Scarlet Ibis," the girls would not make

changes in the short stories, even when thoy had critiziems of the charactera'or
events, or their text-specific expectations were not met, Evidently, the general
expectazton concerning purpose for realing fiction overrides vi lation of texte
opecltié expectations or backsround and expereinces. In other uords. to change
these stories would have violated thc purpose for reading fiction, to "learn
ahout llfe" from another person'é perspective. In contrast, all three of the
girle !gglg.mgke'changea in the textbook selectious. Changes included making the
{nformation mo;e recent or complete ov avoidiga otorotyﬁeoJ Fat would also change
the style to make the texts 2asier to read. And Kate advised adding examples of
"rcal people" to make tlic selections more interesting, In fact,‘ail these readera

[ §
said exposition was more interesting and readable when elements of narrative are
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tion, but not fiction, was based on their contra ting §urpoeee for reading these

two text types. 8 e T -
. N R . : ’ - . : n "-r'
. | . Discussion and lieetlon 7 .

The results of this study eupport a theory of reeder response which 1nc1udee
,\
crttieel and subjective responses to both literature and expoettton, end "which
sccounts for the roles of reader, text, and peere in teeponee. N

More specifically, the results of this study support the findinge of

S$quire (1964), Galda (1980) and Mauro (1983) that readers lave prefetred Fespon- '

ses to literature, end eugseet that theee preferences extend to exposition.

e adolescents do have preferr.! patterns of reepondtns common to. both short
stories and textbook selections, ag did the participants of the pteeent
study, thdn teachers need to he awsre of these preferencee. In some inetencee
cnnf:aividuel' s preferred way, focus, or quality of responge may not be the
most appe:ij}nte o¥ rewarding. Teechere neeﬁ.to engourage development

.0N '
of a wide variety of responses., then students have slternatives, they may

respond more fully en;‘flexibly, eccordidg'to the purposes for reading and the
demands of a particular text.

The eesulfe of this study @lso support the findings of Mauro (1933) and
Cullinan, et al. (1983) that readers' expectations for fiction and théir backe
ground knowledge or experiences {nfluence. their evaluation o} literature. The
findings of Zhe present study suggest that exposition is evaluated simila Yo
A {nteresting and important question growing out of this study's findinqkebout
general expectations concerns how expectations for reedlng and responding are

established. Applebee (197C) examined how the concept of etory develops in

children from ages 2-17, but to my knowledge there has heen no exarination of
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8to! 1ee before {nfotmational text, it fe poeotble that at ‘somk point generel -

expectettone for expoottton are dsveloped byumodlfying story expectetione.

|

Further research: mtght examine how seneral expectettona !or exposition develop.

Each :irticipent in this etudy eetebliehed general expectetione wﬁich

differed for fiction and expoeition. Aad uhile there vas noteble egreemeht

emong these readers about the purposes for reading fictton and expoettlon,

other expectations about content, otgenlzetigp,,or etyle-vere individual. The

strength with which theee general expectations were held elso Varied.'By proe -

1 | :
viding studen'ts like Rate, Pat, and Tess with a wide variety of reading.materials, -

teachers might encourege them to develop fuller and more flexible sets of

general expectations, uhich in turn might enable thénm to respond epproprietely '

to the fiction end expoeition they encounter both in end put of the clsasroom.

1]

The thzee edoleacento of this etudy did not establish text-specific

expectations for expoettton, although they were able to predict whet upcoming
text would be about when expltd}t cues were eupplted. This flndtng confltete

with utuf‘ee inveetigetina ‘

readers' use of mec:oetrueturg to organize

recall of text information. Perhaps reeqere like Kate,,Pet. and Teee need

{instruction and practice\1n.developing/@ext-epecific expectations based on

-their general expectations and use off@ext structure. Further, 1f readers like
Kate, Pat, and Tess are expected to predlct what upcoming text will he about

/
in order to aid their comprehension and recell of expoeitory texts, then teachers

and textbook publishers need to evaluate their textbooke for the presence of

!

explicit text cues, Teachers p;ght also explore text content with their stu-
.dente'befote reading and discuss the value of ueing background knowledge for

predicting what future scgments of text may be abtout when explicit ‘text cues
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'concluoidno that. strylents are able to go boyond ‘thelr 1ud1vidua1 responses as ?

" these conclpoiono--to a leascr degroe--to expository texts, Taken with

_the other group members"re.ponoeq,and the purposes for discusaion,- and thelr

‘22

>

art'nboant.

Tho findings ot this study also oupport Wilson's (1966) and Beach's (4973)

. ?
s reault of sharing roopbncco in a 3roup of peers, The preoent study oxtcndo : i

-, o

Galda's (1960) findtngo ‘that only one of thres fifth-srade pnrticlpants was S

wEhE

ahle to loarn from peer discussions, the reoults of thzo study suggest that

there nay be a devulopmontal pa‘tern for otudenta' ability to extend their

responses as alresult of pe&r sroup discussionsa, Future recearch migh; explore ig
how this ability developc, as ‘'wall as how group makc-up tnfluenceo studente’ ?%
ability to l;arn frqqﬁggggynaionp. . | ;g

* By encouraging the sharing of responses in a vi;iety of settings (such as %

. peer pat{o;womall.srpupa, and whole class) teachers might extend the response | f_.é

capacities of students 1ike Kate, Pat, and Tess. These reeders’ gwareness of

ability to compare their own responses with those of their peers cuggeat that
it may indeed be possible to expand the repertoire of an individual's responses
and reduce 1ngppropr14te responses to hoth fiction and exposition through
group discussions. | -
If our goal c; educators 1{s to develop readers capable of'appropriat:

reapona;o to a variety of texts, then we must first understand how students do
read and respond to texts, This study compared the oral responses of three ado- '
lescents to short stories and textbook selections, identified Qheir genaral
expectstions for fiction and exposition, examined and cowg;red their text-
specific expectations for two short stories and two texthook selections, and
compared their individual and group responses. Thus this study has added to our
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understanding of adolescents’’ responses. With & more complete understanding of |

how students do read 'and respond to a variety of texts, teachers may he batter
able to guide their atudents beyond 1iteral comprehension to qritical; full,

and flexible, responteo to a variety of text types. And when atudenE:'are

L

capable of 8 range of reopon-oo. they will be more ltkely to find revnrdo in

,thciz\reuding, and so choose to become lifatime readero. ) . .
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