
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 405 585 CS 012 780

AUTHOR Stahl, Steven A.; And Others
TITLE "In Fourteen Hundred and Ninety-Two, Columbus Sailed

the Ocean Blue": Effects of Multiple Document
Readings on Student Attitudes and Misconceptions.
Reading Research Report No. 82.

INSTITUTION National Reading Research Center, Athens, GA.;
National Reading Research Center, College Park,
MD.

SPONS AGENCY Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED),
Washington, DC.

PUB DATE 97
CONTRACT 117A20007
NOTE 22p.
PUB TYPE Reports Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MFO1 /PCO1 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Critical Reading; High School Freshmen; High

Schools; History Instruction; *Misconceptions;
Periodicals; Reading Research; *Student Attitudes;
*Text Structure

IDENTIFIERS *Columbus (Christopher); *Text Factors

ABSTRACT

To examine the effects of students reading multiple
documents on their perceptions of a historical event, in this case
the "discovery" of America by Christopher Columbus; 85 high school
freshmen read 3 of 4 different text$ (or !.lets of ilmts) daling
Columbus. One text was an encyclopedia article, one a set of articles
from "Newsweek" and "Time," one an anti Columbus diatribe, and one a
counter-revisionist article from a prominent historian. Results
indicated that students' attitudes towards Columbus changed initially
after the first reading and tended to remain stable after that.
Students' attitudes towards Native Americans were unaffected by the
text reading, but tended to be generally positive and remained so.
Second, a refutational text (the "Newsweek" and "Time" articles) had
the greatest impaCt on students' attitudes toward Columbus, and a

text with an outright negative tone'had the least impact. Third,
students' misconceptions about Columbus tended to change slowly after
each text reading in contrast to their attitudes, which changed after
a single reading. (Contains 20 references, and 1 table and 2 figures
of data.) (Author/RS)

***********************************************************************

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

from the original document.
***********************************************************************



kr)
00

N

O

In Fourteen Hundred and Ninety-Two,
Columbus Sailed the Ocean Blue:
The Effects of Multiple Document Readings
on Student Attitudes and Misconceptions

Steven A. Stahl
Cynthia Hynd
Tom Montgomery
Veda McClain
University of Georgia

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

This document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
originating it.
Minor changes have been made to improve
reproduction Quality.

Points of view or opinions stated in the docu-
ment do not netenaroly represent official
OERI position or policy.

National
Reading Research
Center

READING RESEARCH REPORT NO. 82

Winter 1997

2
el

ia EST Copy AVAIL/kW:IF



NRRC
National Reading Research Center

"In Fourteen Hundred and Ninety Two,
Columbus Sailed the Ocean Blue":

Effects of Multiple Document Readings on Student
Attitudes and Misconceptions

Steven A. Stahl
Cynthia R. Hynd

Thomas Montgomery
Veda Pendleton McClain

University of Georgia

READING RESEARCH REPORT NO. 82
Winter 1997

The work reported herein is a National Reading Research Center Project of the University
of Georgia and University of Maryland. It was supported under the Educational Research and
Development Centers Program (PR/AWARD NO. 117A20007) as administered by the Office
of Educational Research and Improvement, U.S. Department of Education. The findings and
opinions expressed here do not necessarily reflect the position or policies of the National
Reading Research Center, the Office of Educational Research and Improvement, or the U.S.
Department of Education.



NRRC National
Reading Research
Center

Executive Committee
Donna E. Alvermann, Co-Director
University of Georgia

John T. Guthrie, Co-Director
University of Maryland College Park

James F. Baumann, Associate Director
University of Georgia

Patricia S. Koskinen, Associate Director
University of Maryland College Park

Jamie Lynn Metsala, Associate Director
University of Maryland College Park

Penny Oldfather
University of Georgia

John F. O'Flahavan
University of Maryland College Park

James V. Hoffman
University of Texas at Austin

Cynthia R. Hynd
University of Georgia

Robert Serpell
University of Maryland Baltimore County

Betty Shockley-Bisplinghoff
Clarke County School District, Athens, Georgia

Linda DeGroff
University of Georgia

Publications Editors

Research Reports and Perspectives
Linda DeGroff, Editor
University of Georgia

James V. Hoffman, Associate Editor
University of Texas at Austin

Mariam Jean Dreher, Associate Editor
University of Maryland College Park

Instructional Resources
Lee Galda, University of Georgia
Research Highlights
William G. Holliday
University of Maryland College Park

Policy Briefs
James V. Hoffman
University of Texas at Austin

Videos
Shawn M. Glynn, University of Georgia

NRRC Staff
Barbara F. Howard, Office Manager
Kathy B. Davis, Senior Secretary
University of Georgia

Barbara A. Neitzey, Administrative Assistant
Valerie Tyra, Accountant
University of Maryland College Park

National Advisory Board
Phyllis W. Aldrich
Saratoga Warren Board of Cooperative Educational
Services, Saratoga Springs, New York

Arthur N. Applebee
State University of New York, Albany

Ronald S. Brandt
Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development

Marsha T. DeLain
Delaware Department of Public Instruction

Carl A. Grant
University of Wisconsin-Madison

Barbara McCombs
Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory (MCREL)

Luis C. Moll
University of Arizona

Carol M. Santa
School District No. 5
Kalispell, Montana

Anne P. Sweet
Office of Educational Research and Improvement,
U.S. Department of Education

Louise Cherry Wilkinson
Rutgers University

Peter Winograd
University of Kentucky

Production Editor
Katherine P. Hutchison
University of Georgia

Assistant Production Editor
Jennifer Moon
University of Georgia

Dissemination Coordinator
Jordana E. Rich

University of Georgia

Text Formatter
Angela R. Wilson
University of Georgia

NRRC - University of Georgia
318 Aderhold
University of Georgia
Athens, Georgia 30602-7125
(706) 542-3674 Fax: (706) 542-3678
INTERNET: NRRC@uga.cc.uga.edu

NRRC - University of Maryland College Park
3216 J. M. Patterson Building
University of Maryland
College Park, Maryland 20742
(301) 405-8035 Fax: (301) 314-9625
INTERNET: NRRC@umail.umd.edu



About the National Reading Research Center

The National Reading Research Center (NRRC) is
funded by the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement of the U.S. Department of Education to
conduct research on reading and reading instruction.
The NRRC is operated by a consortium of the Univer-
sity of Georgia and the University of Maryland College
Park in collaboration with researchers at several institu-
tions nationwide.

The NRRC's mission is to discover and document
those conditions in homes, schools, and communities
that encourage children to become skilled, enthusiastic,
lifelong readers. NRRC researchers are committed to
advancing the development of instructional programs
sensitive to the cognitive, sociocultural, and motiva-
tional factors that affect children's success in reading.
NRRC researchers from a variety of disciplines conduct
studies with teachers and students from widely diverse
cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds in pre-kinder-
garten through grade 12 classrooms. Research projects
deal with the influence of family and family-school
interactions on the development of literacy; the interac-
tion of sociocultural factors and motivation to read; the
impact of literature-based reading programs on reading
achievement; the effects of reading strategies instruction
on comprehension and critical thinking in literature,
science, and history; the influence of innovative group
participation structures on motivation and learning; the
potential of computer technology to enhance literacy;
and the development of methods and standards for
alternative literacy assessments.

The NRRC is further committed to the participation
of teachers as full partners in its research. A better
understanding of how teachers view the development of
literacy, how they use knowledge from research, and
how they approach change in the classroom is crucial to
improving instruction. To further this understanding,
the NRRC conducts school-based research in which
teachers explore their own philosophical and pedagogi-
cal orientations and trace their professional growth.

Dissemination is an important feature of NRRC
activities. Information on NRRC research appears in
several formats. Research Reports communicate the
results of original research or synthesize the findings of
several lines of inquiry. They are written primarily for
researchers studying various areas of reading and
reading instruction. The Perspective Series presents a
wide range of publications, from calls for research and
commentary on research and practice to first-person
accounts of experiences in schools. Instructional
Resources include curriculum materials, instructional
guides, and materials for professional growth, designed
primarily for teachers.

For more information about the NRRC's research
projects and other activities, or to have your name
added to the mailing list, please contact:

Donna E. Alvermann, Co-Director
National Reading Research Center
318 Aderhold Hall
University of Georgia
Athens, GA 30602-7125
(706) 542-3674

John T. Guthrie, Co-Director
National Reading Research Center
3216 J. M. Patterson Building
University of Maryland
College Park, MD 20742
(301) 405-8035



NRRC Editorial Review Board

Peter AMerbach
University of Maryland College Park

Jane Agee
University of Georgia

JoBeth Allen
University of Georgia

Janice F. Almasi
University of Buffalo-SUNY

Patty Anders
University of Arizona

Harriette Arrington
University of Kentucky

Marlia Banning
University of Utah

Jill Bartoli
Elizabethtown College

Eurydice Bauer
University of Georgia

Janet Benton
Bowling Green, Kentucky

Irene Blum
Pine Springs Elementary School

Falls Church, Virginia

David Blooine
Vanderbilt University

John Borkowski
Notre Dame University

Fenice Boyd
University of Georgia

Karen Bromley
Binghamton University

Martha Carr
University of Georgia

Suzanne Clewell
Montgomery County Public Schools

Rockville, Maryland

Joan Coley
Western Maryland College

Michelle Conuneyras
University of Georgia

Linda Cooper
Shaker Heights City Schools

Shaker Heights, Ohio

Karen Costello
Connecticut Department of Education

Hartford, Connecticut

Jim Cunningham
Gibsonville, North Carolina

Karin Dahl
Ohio State University

Marcia Delany
Wilkes County Public Schools

Washington, Georgia

Lynne Diaz-Rico
California State University-San

Bernardino

Mark Dressman
New Mexico State University

Ann Duffy
University of Georgia

Ann Egan-Robertson
Amherst College

Jim Flood
San Diego State University

Dana Fox
University of Arizona

Linda Gambrell
University of Maryland College Park

Mary Graham
McLean, Virginia

Rachel Grant
University of Maryland College Park

Barbara Guzzetti
Arizona State University

Frances Hancock
Concordia College of Saint Paul,

Minnesota

Kathleen Heubach
Virginia Commonwealth University

Sally Hudson-Ross
University of Georgia

Cynthia Hynd
University of Georgia

Gay Ivey
University of Georgia

David Jardine
University of Calgary

Robert Jimenez
University of Oregon

Michelle Kelly
University of Utah

James King
University of South Florida

Kate Kirby
Georgia State University

Linda Labbo
University of Georgia

Michael Law
University of Georgia

Donald T. Leu
Syracuse University



Susan Lytle
University of Pennsylvania

Bert Mangino
Las. Vegas, Nevada

Susan Mazzoni
Baltimore, Maryland

Ann Dacey McCann
University of Maryland College Park

Sarah McCarthey
University of Texas at Austin

Veda McClain
University of Georgia

Lisa McFalls
University of Georgia

Randy McGinnis
University of Maryland

Mike McKenna
Georgia Southern University

Barbara Michalove
Fourth Street Elementary School

Athens, Georgia

Elizabeth B. Moje
University of Utah

Lesley Morrow
Rutgers University

Bruce Murray
Auburn University

Susan Neuman
Temple University

John O'Flahavan
University of Maryland College Park

Marilyn Ohlhausen-McKinney
University of Nevada

Penny Oldfather
University of Georgia

Barbara M. Palmer
Mount Saint Mary's College

Stephen Phelps
Buffalo State College

Mike Pickle
Georgia Southern University

Amber T. Prince
Berry College

Gaoyin Qian
Lehman College-CUNY

Tom Reeves
University of Georgia

Lenore Ringler
New York University

Mary Roe
University of Delaware

Nadeen T. Ruiz
California State University-

Sacramento

Olivia Saracho
University of Maryland College Park

Paula Schwanenflugel
University of Georgia

Robert Serpell
University of Maryland Baltimore

County

Betty Shockley-Bisplinghoff
Barnett Shoals Elementary School

Athens, Georgia

Wayne H. Slater
University of Maryland College Park

Margaret Smith
Las Vegas, Nevada

Susan Sonnenschein
University of Maryland Baltimore

County

7

Bernard Spodek
University of Illinois

Bettie St. Pierre
University of Georgia

Steve Stahl
University of Georgia

Roger Stewart
Boise State University

Anne P. Sweet
Office of Educational Research

and Improvement

Louise Tomlinson
University of Georgia

Bruce VanSledright
University of Maryland College Park

Barbara Walker
Eastern Montana University-Billings

Louise Waynant
Prince George's County Schools

Upper Marlboro, Maryland

Dera Weaver
Athens Academy

Athens, Georgia

Jane West
Agnes Scott College

Renee Weisburg
Elkins Park, Pennsylvania

Allan Wigfield
University of Maryland College Park

Shelley Wong
University of Maryland College Park

Josephine Peyton Young
University of Georgia

Hallie Yopp
California State University



About the Authors

Steven A. Stahl is a Professor of Reading
Education at the University of Georgia and a
principal investigator at the National Reading
Research Center. He was formerly at the Center
for the Study of Reading at the University of
Illinois. After teaching reading in elementary
schools in New York and Maine, he received his
doctorate in reading from the Harvard Graduate
School of Education. His research interests are
centered around issues in reading instruction at the
primary grades and the relationship between
vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension.

Cynthia R. Hynd is Associate Professor of
Developmental Studies at the University of Geor-
gia and a principal investigator with the National
Reading Research Center. She received her doctor-
ate in reading education from the University of
Georgia. Her eight years of public school teaching
included service as a remedial reading specialist
and special education teacher. Dr. Hynd's research
focuses on the cognitive aspects of learning from
text. Her special interest is how students read
textbooks in the sciences and social sciences.

Tom Montgomery is currently pursuing a Ph.D. in
reading education at the University of Georgia. He
has taught English, reading, and mathematics from
middle school in Asia to high school and under-
graduate college classrooms in northeast Georgia.

Veda Pendleton McClain is a research assistant
with the National Reading Research Center and a
doctoral student in the Department of Reading
Education at the University of Georgia, Athens,
Georgia. A former classroom teacher in Little
Rock, Arkansas, her research interests include
beginning reading, family literacy, and issues of
diversity in literacy as they affect classroom prac-
tices.



National Reading Research Center
Universities of Georgia and Maryland
Reading Research Report No. 82
Winter 1997

"In Fourteen Hundred and Ninety Two,
Columbus Sailed the Ocean Blue":

Effects of Multiple Document Readings on
Student Attitudes and Misconceptions

Steven A. Stahl
Cynthia R. Hynd

Thomas Montgomery
Veda Pendleton McClain

University of Georgia

Abstract. In order to examine the effects of stu-
dents reading multiple documents on their percep-
tion of a historical event, in this case the "discov-
ery" of America by Christopher Columbus, 85 high
school freshmen read three of fourdifferent texts (or
sets of texts) dealing with Columbus. One text was
an encyclopedia article, one a set of articles from
Newsweek and Time, one an anti-Columbus dia-
tribe, and one a counter-revisionist article from a
prominent historian. Results indicate that students'
attitudes toward Columbus changed initially after
the first reading and tended to remain stable after
that. Students' attitudes toward Native Americans
were unaffected by the text reading, but tended to be
generally positive and remained so. Second, a
refutational text (the Newsweek and Time articles)
had the greatest impact on students' attitudes toward
Columbus, and a text with an outright negative tone
had the least impact. Third, students' misconcep-
tions about Columbus tended to change slowly after
each text reading in contrast to their attitudes,
which changed after a single reading.

1

Perhaps nowhere else in the teaching of
history are the weaknesses of a single text
approach to history more evident than in stu-
dents' knowledge of and attitudes toward
Christopher Columbus. Columbus is viewed as
the hero of the Age of Exploration among
elementary school students for his discovery of
a New World, as reflected in the rhyme that
forms part of the title of this paper. This view
of Columbus as hero does not dissipate as a
student goes through high school and learns
more about history. Indeed, the idea of Colum-
bus as a benign dreamer who, against all odds,
sailed off into unknown territory and found a
New World dominates the thinking of many
high school students.

Columbus is a more complex character,
however, and the controversy around Colum-
bus's voyages and their effects can serve as a
microcosm of the issues surrounding critical
analysis of historical events. First, the term

9



2 Stahl, Hynd, Montgomery, & McClain

discovery represents a Eurocentric view of the
world. Certainly the Americas were discovered
by the Native American peoples whose ances-
tors came over a land bridge from Asia and
who were living there when Columbus arrived.
These peoples had complex civilizations prior
to the coming of the Europeans. Second, the
accounts of Columbus as benign dreamer
disregard his subsequent actions as a ruthless
administrator who supervised the slaughter of
Native Americans as he attempted to establish
a beachhead for Spain in the Americas. Third,
the diseases brought by the Europeans killed
off entire peoples, such as the Taino (Bigelow,
1992; Sale, 1992).

These critical views of Columbus have been
countered by Schlesinger (1992), who suggests
that the Native Americans were not as benign
as the critics of Columbus portray them, nor
was Columbus especially ruthless in the context
of his time. Placing these views side by side
would give a student a richer view of Colum-
bus.

Once we would have been content if our
students learned the facts about Columbus. But
our view of content area reading is becoming
broader as educators adopt broader goals for
learning from text. As Fitz Gerald (1979) and
others point out, conventional history texts tend
to distort history by presenting a single view.
This single view tends to be conventionalized,
to represent a dominant view, rather than to
provide the student with a rich conception of an
event and its effects. Furthermore, convention-
al textbooks tend to be difficult to understand
because they are set up as a conveyance of
isolated facts (Beck, McKeown, & Gromell,
1989). To make a complete representation of a

historical event, students require a great deal of
prior knowledge and the ability to make infer-
ences. Such complete understanding involves
viewing the same incident from different
perspectives (Spiro, Coulson, Feltovich, &
Anderson, 1994) rather than from the single,
omniscient perspective of the textbook.

Educators are moving beyond a concern
with learning information from single texts to
a concern with developing both rich content
and disciplinary knowledge, from memorizing
what historians and scientists have discovered
to thinking like historians and scientists. Devel-
oping such knowledge involves texts, but
involves using those texts in a different way
than the traditional read-and-study-for-a-test
approach.

Reading to Learn More than Facts

Teaching children to read in order to learn
information in the content areas has moved
beyond a concern with learning facts, to a
concern with using texts to develop both a
richly interconnected base of content knowl-
edge, and disciplinary knowledge, or learning
how to think like a practitioner of a discipline.
Learning from content materials is important as
a prerequisite to intelligent participation in
democratic traditions. Hirsch (1987) argues
that a "cultural literacy" binds a people togeth-
er by preserving a common vocabulary. In the
United States, Hirsch argues a shared knowl-
edge of English literature, of cultural figures
ranging from Louis Armstrong to Leonardo, of
basic science, and so forth, allows us to com-
municate with each other as one people. Others
argue that the critical facilities developed

NATIONAL READING RESEARCH CENTER, READING RESEARCH REPORT NO. 82
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through schooling are necessary for people to
participate in a democracy, because such intel-
ligent participation involves critical evaluation
of alternatives in relation to the person's prior
experience, knowledge, and beliefs (Botstein,
1991).

To participate in a democratic society re-
quires more than a set of facts, or even an
integrated knowledge base; it also requires the
ability to reason within that knowledge base.
Botstein (1991), a social scientist, argues for
the importance of critical analysis of current
events, for learning to "think like a historian"
so that one can understand history as it unfolds.
From this perspective, the basic skills needed
to participate in a democracy involve not only
basic reading comprehension, but also critical
analysis of information. To evaluate competing
political platforms requires the same evidentia-
ry skills that a historian needs to evaluate
historical facts. Given the enlargement of the
franchise in twentieth-century America, from
only white male landholders to all Americans,
the need for critical literacy is greater than it
was in colonial days. Although we have been
relatively successful in developing children's
ability to learn facts, we have been less suc-
cessful in teaching children to reason with
those facts. For example, in the 1990 NAEP
Report (Foertsch, 1992), a majority of twelfth
graders (68 %) constructed vague answers or
offered inadequate support for their answers on
a task involving understanding of a historical
event.

Traditionally, intermediate and secondary
teachers have tended to treat content area
knowledge like Hirsch (1987), as a "basket of
facts" that must be gathered from text and

lecture. Indeed, one high school history teacher
quoted by Wineburg (1991b) put it as follows:
"History is the basic facts of what happened.
What did happen. You don't ask how it hap-
pened. You just ask, 'What are the events?"
(p. 513). But schema theorists such as Ander-
son and Pearson (1984) have pointed out that
one does not learn facts in isolation. Instead,
facts are connected to each other and to broad-
er generalizations. Schema theory posits that a
person's knowledge will affect the way that
new information is comprehended and recalled
(Anderson & Pearson, 1984). Schema theory
views the reader as actively constructing new
knowledge from information received from
texts and information that the reader had before
reading the text.

Preconceptions

Schema theory implies that students will
construct interpretations of newly learned
material by assimilating and accommodating
already existing schemas (Rumelhart, 1981). If
the schemas are consonant with the new infor-
mation, then learning is easy. If the schemas
do not agree with the new information, then
the student must accommodate the new infor-
mation into the existing schema through chang-
ing the schema. This is difficult, and often
students reject either the old information or the
new information. Thus, preconceptions may
have a strong influence on student learning.
This has been studied most often in science
learning.

Students appear to learn new information
that is counter to their preconceptions when
they are encouraged to examine the difference

NATIONAL READING RESEARCH CENTER, READING RESEARCH REPORT NO. 82
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between prior notions and new information,
and when they are helped to make bridges
between common experiences and more com-
plex ones (Brown & Clement, 1987). Without
the activation of prior knowledge, it is improb-
able that long-term learning will take place.
Students may memorize and compartmentalize
new information for the purpose of passing a
test, for example, but forget the information
when the test is over. Since this information
does not fit into their preexisting knowledge
base, it tends to be forgotten. Therefore, acti-
vation of a student's preconceptions is critical
to learning.

When students' intuitive ideas contradict
current scientific thinking, the text can refute a
students' preconceptions. Such text might have
the structure of "Many people think that

, but actually ....", in which the text
actively attempts to confront common non-
scientific ideas. Guzzetti, Snyder, Glass, &
Gamas' (1993) meta-analysis of studies of
science misconceptions revealed that refuta-
tional text, text that presents common alterna-
tive frameworks for concepts and refutes them,
was more effective than all other types of texts
across grade levels in producing learning of
counterintuitive science concepts as measured
by tests of knowledge and application. A likely
explanation is that refutational texts tie new
knowledge to students' preconceptions. In the
case of a refutational text about projectile
motion, for instance, it was found that many
students' preconceptions resembled the pre-
Newtonian impetus theory described in that text
(Hynd, Qian, Ridgeway, & Pickle, 1991).
Perhaps students, in reading this description,
recognize their own ideas. Finally, refutational

text may be effective because it presents elabo-
rations and explanations that make the new
concept appear understandable, plausible, and
useful.

To develop content knowledge, according to
this perspective, one needs to take into account
both the prior knowledge and predispositions
held by the student and the nature and organi-
zation of the text itself. But learning the con-
tent, while important, is not enough. In addi-
tion, students need to use the content to reason
critically about the content. Stahl, Hynd;
Glynn, and Carr (1996) call this ability "disci-
plinary knowledge," which involves the knowl-
edge about the disciplinehistory, science, and
so onthat a person practicing the dis-
ciplinehistorian, scientist, and so onmight
have. For instance, this means being able to
approach history like a historian, weighing
evidence and drawing conclusions.

Disciplinary Knowledge in History

Students need the development not only of
content knowledge, but also of the critical
abilities and the disposition to use these abili-
ties. For example, the skills used by historians
to evaluate historical evidence are, in our
opinion, similar to the skills needed to evaluate
history as it unfolds in current events.

Wineburg (1991a, b) gave eight historians
and eight high school seniors a series of histor-
ical texts about the Battle of Lexington and had
them do a variety of activities, including think-
ing-aloud about their reading, rating the trust-
worthiness of the documents, and evaluating
the historical veracity of three paintings of the
Battle. Wineburg noted that historians could be

NATIONAL READING RESEARCH CENTER, READING RESEARCH REPORT NO. 82
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distinguished from the students by their use of
three processes: corroboration, or comparing
documents with one another; sourcing. or
looking first at the source of the document
before reading the text itself; and contextuali-
zation, or situating a text in a temporal and
spatial context. These differences were not
simply due to differences in knowledge, be-
cause historians who did not know very much
about the American Revolution still used the
same reasoning processes in their think-alouds.
Nor are the differences due to inability to
detect bias. Both the college students in Per-
fetti, Britt, Rouet, Mason, and Georgi's (1993)
study and the high school honors students in
Stahl and Hynd's (1994) study could reliably
detect bias in sources.

The differences between the groups seem to
be tied to differences in the way readers view
text. High school students tend to view texts as
repositories for facts, as bearers of informa-
tion. For example, they tended to rate text-
books as more trustworthy than source docu-
ments, a finding replicated by Perfetti et al.
(1993) and Stahl and Hynd (1994). Historians
tended to view texts as "speech acts," produced
for a particular purpose by a particular person.
To understand the texts involves understanding
both the person and the purpose, and to get at
the truth hidden within the texts involves com-
paring various perspectives with an understand-
ing of who produced the various texts and why.
The students in Perfetti et al.'s study were able
to grasp the basic story of the Panama Canal
Treaty from documents describing the events
leading up to the signing of the Treaty in 1903.
Similar to the students in the 1990 NAEP, they
had difficulty providing evidence for their

viewpoint when asked to critically analyze the
events.

Getting students to move from the position
of "received knowledge" (Belenky, Clinchy,
Goldberger, & Tartu le, 1987) to that of "con-
structing knowledge" from a variety of opin-
ions and sources, as Wineburg (1991a, b)
found historians do, requires both different
uses for text and different teaching techniques.

One technique proposed to develop disci-
plinary knowledge is the use of multiple texts.
In a series of studies, Stahl, Hynd, and their
colleagues (Stahl, Hynd, Britton, Mc Nish, &
Bosquet, 1996; Hynd, Stahl, & Mc Nish, 1996)
found that high school students are not effec-
tive at using multiple texts to learn historical
information. They focused on the Gulf of
Tonkin incident and the subsequent Senate
resolution that became President Johnson's
justification for escalating the Vietnam War.
They found that students did gain in the consis-
tency of their mental models after reading at
least two documents, but did not make any
further gains after that. When compared to lay
experts, they failed to make any growth after a
first reading. Examining their notes, we found
that students tended to take literal notes, re-
gardless of the final task, suggesting that they
were using the initial readings to garner the
facts about the incident or the resolution. If
students were asked for a description, they
tended to stay close to the text. If asked for an
opinion, however, they tended to ignore the
information in the texts they read, even though
they may have taken copious notes. The re-
searchers' observations suggest that high
school students may not be able to profit from
multiple texts, especially those presenting

NATIONAL READING RESEARCH CENTER, READING RESEARCH REPORT NO. 82

13



6 Stahl, Hynd, Montgomery, & McClain

conflicting opinions, without some additional
instruction.

The purpose of this paper is to replicate the
Stahl, Hynd, Britton et al. (1996) study, using
the topic of Christopher Columbus. Columbus
represents a different problem than the Gulf of
Tonkin incident. The Gulf of Tonkin incident
(and indeed the Vietnam War) were largely
unknown to these students; students' knowl-
edge of Columbus is extensive, but full of
misconceptions. Questions remain about what
really happened in the Gulf of Tonkin incident.
The facts about Columbus are clearer. There-
fore, the study of Columbus represents an
interesting contrast to the Stahl et al. study.

Method

Participants. The participants in the study
were 111 ninth-graders drawn from four social
studies classrooms in two separate north Geor-
gia high schools. Both schools were in the
same small college-town community and, due
to a vigorous busing policy, had very similar
student bodies.

Three of the classes were from a school that
was experimenting with a team teaching con-
cept in which the three classes were kept intact
and rotated among the same interdisciplinary
team of teachers for at least these three subjects
per day: language arts, science, and social
studies. This part of the sample consisted of 84
students, 28 in each of the three classes, who
had been placed either by virtue of being
classified as advanced or by parental request.
The overall composition of these participants,
as well as those at the other high school, was
roughly 65 % Caucasian and 35% African

American, nearly all of middle to upper socio-
economic standing. The remaining 27 partici-
pants, at the other high school, were in an
average class and not in a team teaching situa-
tion. But in every other way they were similar
to those at the other location.

Only students who participated in all three
sessions were included in the study. Because of
attrition due to absenteeism over the duration
of the study, the sample size diminished from
the original 111 to 85.

Materials. Materials for the study consisted
of two parts: a fairly extensive preassessment,
which examined participants' attitudes toward
Christopher Columbus and the indigenous
peoples he discovered in the New World; and
the three sequenced text readings themselves,
along with their accompanying assessment
items.

Preassessment. Consisting of three main
sections, the preassessment was administered
to each of the participants during a single class
period. The preassessment was composed of
three short parts. Part one asked the partici-
pants to supply three adjectives that they
thought characterized Christopher Columbus
and to tell why they thought so. Part two was
the Attitude scale, which included items assess-
ing students' attitudes toward Columbus and
Native Americans. The third part was the
Misconceptions scale and was composed of six
statements about Columbus measured on a six-
point response range from Definitely False to
Definitely True. These statements were all
common misconceptions about Columbus, such
as "Columbus was the first to believe that the
world was round" or "Columbus was regarded
as a great man during his time."
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Figure I. Mean adjective ratings before and after the first reading, by selection.

Sequenced text readings. Some days after
the administration of the preassessment, each
participant was presented with a packet of three
readings chosen at random from four possible
texts: one straightforward encyclopedia entry;'
articles from Newsweek and Time, presenting
both positive and negative views of Columbus,
written for the quintcentennial; a revisionist
article by Kirkpatrick Sale (1992) taken from

'Although this article was intended to be neutral in
tone, it did contain some of the revisionist information
about Columbus's voyages and their negative effect on
indigenous peoples.

After
Third

Reading

The Nation; and a counter-revisionist article
written by Arthur Schlesinger (1992) taken
from The Atlantic Monthly in which Schle-
singer attempted to counter the arguments made
by Sale and others. The order in which the
three texts were presented within participants'
packets was also randomized.

The articles were read one per day over
three consecutive days. Each of the three
readings was accompanied by the same short
Columbus/Native American attitude measures
and the six misconception items the partici-
pants had responded to in the preassessment
described above.
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Table 1
Attitudes Toward Columbus Before and After Readings

Mean Standard Deviation

Positive Attitudes Toward Columbus

Before Reading 4.04 0.83

After 1 Reading 3.69 0.86

After 2 Readings 3.62 0.88

After 3 Readings 3.68 0.85

Negative Attitudes Toward Columbus

Before Reading 2.93 1.29

After 1 Reading 4.04 1.33

After 2 Readings 4.27 1.35

After 3 Readings 4.56 1.35

Results

Attitude measure. The results from the Atti-
tude toward Columbus measure are shown in
Figure 1. As shown on this figure, students'
attitudes toward Columbus were reasonably
positive at the pretest. They gave an average
rating of 4.04 out of a possible 6 on the seven
items reflecting positive attributes. They also
gave a considerably lower rating (2.93 out of a
possible 6) on those items reflecting negative
attributes. These ratings underwent a marked
change after one reading. As shown in Table 1,
students' ratings of Columbus on the positive
attributes were significantly lower (F(3,219) =
7.77, p < .001) after one reading and stayed at
that level through subsequent readings. Their
ratings on the negative items mirrored those on

the positive items. Their negative perceptions
of Columbus rose significantly (F(3,219) =
38.33, p < .001) after one reading and contin-
ued to rise slightly after subsequent readings.

Because the effects were found only after
the first reading, we analyzed the changes
between the pretest and first readings for each
different article (or sets of articles) read. This
analysis is shown on Figure 1. As noted in that
figure, the articles from Newsweek and Time
produced the strongest effects on both negative
and positive attitudes toward Columbus. Sur-
prisingly, the article from The Nation, which
has the strongest negative tone, produced the
least change in negative attitudes.

There were no significant changes in atti-
tudes toward Native Americans as a result of
reading the articles.
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Adjectives. Our ratings of the adjectives'
that students used to describe Columbus prior
to the readings and after each reading con-
firmed the trends found on the knowledge and
attitude measures. There were 780 total respon-
ses, using 225 different adjectives. Of this
number, the two most popular were "Adven-
turous" and "Greedy" (82 responses apiece,
10.5% of the total), followed by "Brave" (30
responses), "Determined" (25 responses),
"Smart" and "Wise" (22 responses apiece).
Two of the authors rated each adjective on a
five point scale: +2 (Very Positive, e.g.,
"Brave," "Wise"), +1 (Positive, e.g., "Ad-
venturous," "Religious"), 0 (Neutral, "Sailor,"
"Wanderer"), -1 (Negative, "Greedy," "Self-
ish"), and -2 (Very Negative, "Cruel," "Mur-
derer"). We had a 93% interrater agreement.
All disagreements were resolved by taking the
higher of the two ratings. These ratings were
used to track students' changing attitudes
toward Columbus as they read each selection.

The adjective data were analyzed in two
steps. First, we compared the ratings after the
pretest and after each reading. Students' ratings
of Columbus were generally positive on the
pretest (Mean = .927, s.d. = .726), but
dropped markedly after the first reading (Mean
= -.015, s.d. = .935). They stayed low
after the second reading (Mean = -.1932,
s.d. = .904) and after the third reading (Mean
= -.129, s.d. = .902). A Repeated Measures
Analysis of Variance found that the overall
effect for Time was statistically significant (F

'Students did include other parts of speech, but the
vast majority were adjectives.

(3,177) = 28.45, p5 < .001). A series of
Bonferroni-adjusted t-tests found significant
differences between the pretest and the subse-
quent readings, but the differences between the
ratings after the first, second, and third read-
ings were not significant. Because the first
reading had the largest impact on students'
attitudes toward Columbus, as in the analysis
of the attitude statements, we analyzed the
changes between the pretest and first readings
for each different article (or sets of articles)
read. Again, the Newsweek and Time articles
had the largest effect on students' perceptions
of Columbus. This effect was more dramatic
on this measure than on the Attitude state-
ments, with the group first reading the News-
week and Time articles the only group dropping
from Positive adjectives to Negative adjectives
after a single reading.

Misconception measure. The responses to
the Misconception statements following each
passage showed a different pattern. All the
statements were discussed as being false in the
articles. A repeated measures Analysis of
Variance found a significant growth in stu-
dents' acceptance of the falsity of four of the
six statements"Columbus was the first to
believe that the world was round" (F(3, 213)
= 4.75, p < .005), "Columbus was regarded
as a great man during his time" (F(3, 207) =
3.07, p < .05), "Columbus was Spanish"
(F(3, 210) = 3.33, p < .05), and "Columbus
knew he discovered a new world" (F(3, 210)
= 2.88, p < .05). For the first three of these
statements, a significant linear trend was also
found, suggesting that students' acceptance of
the falsity of these misconceptions grew after
each reading. These trends are shown in Figure
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3. An analysis of the effects of individual texts
on these questions did not find any effects on
students' learning about Columbus due to the
texts.

Discussion

There were three basic findings in this
study. First, students' attitudes toward Colum-
bus changed initially after the first reading and
tended to remain stable after that. Students'
attitudes toward Native Americans were unaf-
fected by the text reading, but tended to be
generally positive and remain so. Second, the
articles from Newsweek and Time had the
greatest impact on students' attitudes toward
Columbus, and the Sale (1990) text with its
outright negative tone had the least impact.
Third, students' misconceptions about Colum-
bus tended to change slowly after each text
reading, in contrast to their attitudes. These
will be discussed in turn.

We had anticipated that students' attitudes
toward Columbus would change gradually as
they read more. This did not prove to be the
case. Instead, their attitudes changed after one
reading, but remained stable after that. There
are several possible explanations for this pat-
tern. One explanation is that students realized
that we expected a more negative view and
changed their attitudes in accordance with that
view. This is a possibility, but we did not find
a similar pattern on the Misconception mea-
sure. We asked students whether each reading
changed their view of Columbus. Their written
comments suggest that students did not seem to
want to change their mind. It may be that

students cannot accommodate too much re-
structuring in a short period of time.

The lack of an effect of the Sale (1992)
article was also surprising. Again, the written
comments suggested that students recognized
its more strident tone and rejected his argu-
ments because of their stridency. The News-
week and Time articles were more like the
refutational texts that Guzzetti et al. (1993)
found to be effective in helping children over-
come misconceptions in science text. In this
study, refutational texts proved best at chang-
ing students' attitudes toward Columbus be-
cause of their perceived fairness. By presenting
both the positive and negative facts about
Columbus, the Newsweek and Time articles
were better able to lead to restructuring of
students' attitudes, from the Columbus of the
children's rhyme to the Columbus who brought
European hegemony (and all it entailed) to the
Americas. Since the most balanced texts pre-
sented a view of Columbus that was more
negative than that which is conventionally
presented, students had less difficulty in chang-
ing their attitudes.

Such refutational texts did not have any
greater effect on students' misconceptions than
did other texts. Instead, all of the texts had
similar effects on misconceptions, which
changed slowly over the course of multiple
readings.

Misconceptions in history and misconcep-
tions in science differ in significant ways. One
can reliably measure the trajectory of a ball
following Newton's laws of motion. Miscon-
ceptions in social science, however, are less
clear. Much of social science is opinion, albeit
opinion backed by facts. But social scientists
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Figure 2. Mean responses to misconception statements.
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differ on the relevancy of certain facts and how
those facts are put together to make an argu-
ment.

Changing a preconception involves the
difficulty of restructuring a schema; therefore,
it is not surprising that restructuring precon-
ceptions requires more exposure to different
texts than changing attitudes. It appears to take
continued exposure to facts, presented in dif-
ferent contexts, to change students' precon-
ceptions. For example, in the Tonkin Gulf
study (Stahl, Hynd, Britton et al., 1996),
students' conceptions did not change much
after a single reading. But in that study, stu-
dents had little idea about the Tonkin Gulf
incident in specific or about the Vietnam War
in general. The initial reading gave them the
basic information about the topic; subsequent
readings did not make as large an impression.
In the present study, students knew the basic
information about Columbus (1492, Ferdinand
and Isabella, the three ships, the four voyages,
etc.), but much of it was different than the
views of the contemporary historians used in
this study. These pre-existing schemas took
more time to change, since they were more em-
bedded.

Study of the growth of disciplinary knowl-
edge in history through the reading of multiple
documents requires multiple studies, using
different sets of documents. The sets of materi-
als used here differed from the earlier studies
of Stahl, Hynd, Britton et al. (1996) who used
the Tonkin Gulf Incident as a topic, and Per-
fetti et al. (1995) who used the signing of the
Panama Canal treaty. Students had little pre-
existing knowledge of these historical events
and thus had little to change. We found it more

difficult to change students' conceptions about
Columbus than did Stahl et al. or Perfetti et al.
to change preconceptions about less well-
known events. Attitudes, however, seemed to
change rapidly. We need to further vary the
text types, the perceived partiality of the docu-
ments, the length of the documents, and so on
to get a view of the effects of reading multiple-
text documents on students' learning of his-
tory.

Hoffman (1992) suggests an approach to
teaching elementary school students to think
critically about Columbus. He suggests that
students generate guiding questions and exam-
ine how different sources treat these different
questions. Hoffman uses a graphic organizer to
integrate this information. Such a procedure
might be a useful approach to teaching students
to integrate material such as this.

Multiple-source documents can be a supple-
ment or an alternative to conventional history
texts, and increasingly are being used as such.
The effects that studying source documents
have on students' learning and attitudes may
depend on their prior knowledge and the nature
of the texts used. Research on how useful this
practice is will depend on multiple replications,
using different topics and different texts with
students of diverse abilities and preconcep-
tions.
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