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Abstract
A common goal of Intelligent Tutoring Systems (ITS) is to provide learning environments
that adapt to the varying abilities and characteristics of users. This type of adaptivity is
possible only if the ITS has information that characterizes the learning behaviors of its users
and can adjust its pedagogy accordingly. This study investigated an intelligent tutoring
system with computer agents (AutoTutor) designed to improve comprehension skills in
adults with low reading literacy. One goal of this study was to classify adults into different
clusters based on their behavioral patterns (accuracy and response time to answer questions)
while they interacted with AutoTutor to help them improve their reading comprehension
skills. A second goal was to investigate whether adults’ behaviors were associated with
different reading components. A third goal was to assess improvements in reading compre-
hension skills, based on psychometric tests, of different clusters of readers. Performance on
AutoTutor was collected in a targeted 100-hour hybrid intervention for adult readers (n =
252) that included both human teachers and the AutoTutor system. The adults’ average
accuracy and response time inAutoTutor were used to cluster the adults into four categories:
higher performers (comparatively fast and accurate), conscientious readers (slow but accu-
rate), under-engaged readers (fast at the expense of somewhat lower accuracy) and strug-
gling readers (slow and inaccurate). Two psychometric tests of comprehension were used to
assess comprehension. Gains in comprehension scores were highest for conscientious
readers, lowest for struggling readers, with higher performing readers and under-engaged
readers in between. The results provide guidance to enhance the adaptivity of AutoTutor.
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Introduction

Approximately one in five adults aged 16 or older in 33 OECD (Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development) countries have literacy skills at a low level
of proficiency (OECD, 2016). Adults with low literacy skills are heterogeneous in
characteristics, such as age, race/ethnicity, country of origin, educational level, literacy
skills, interests, and goals (Elish-Piper, 2007). Population diversity makes it difficult for
a single instructor to optimize learning in groups or classrooms of students, even when
there are attempts to differentiate instruction among subgroups. A computer program,
on the other hand, can offer personalized tutoring and adapt instruction to the individual
learner based on the learner’s responses to tasks (Fletcher, 2003; Graesser et al., 2017a;
Woolf, 2009). In the United States, 1200 federally funded adult literacy programs were
surveyed between 2001 and 2002, and results indicated that 80% of the programs used
computers in some capacity with adult learners (Tamassia et al., 2007). The growth in
computer usage makes it likely this number is even higher today. As part of the effort to
increase computer-based instruction, an intelligent tutoring system (ITS), AutoTutor,
was developed to help adult learners improve reading comprehension skills (Graesser
et al., 2016, 2019).

The present study has three goals: (a) identify clusters of adult readers with low
literacy skills who exhibited particular behavior profiles while using AutoTutor, (b)
investigate whether adults’ behaviors are associated with different reading components
represented by different theoretical levels of reading comprehension, and (c) assess the
extent to which each cluster of readers shows improvements in two psychometric
measures of comprehension skill. We analyzed adult readers’ performance data col-
lected online in AutoTutor, which was part of a reading comprehension intervention
where students learned through a combination of teacher-led and AutoTutor sessions.
We conducted a clustering analysis that classified the adults on the basis of perfor-
mance patterns, namely the accuracy and time to answer questions asked by AutoTutor.
We next explored how the adult clusters’ behaviors varied across different theoretical
levels of reading comprehension. We also examined the association between these
clusters of adults and gains on psychometrically validated comprehension tests that
were administered before and after the intervention. The results of these analyses were
expected to inform next steps in improving the adaptivity of AutoTutor for use by adult
readers.

AutoTutor

AutoTutor is a conversation-based intelligent tutoring system (ITS) that has promoted
learning on a wide range of topics such as reading comprehension, computer literacy,
physics and critical thinking in science (Graesser, 2016; Nye et al., 2014). The system
has shown learning gains of 0.4 to 0.8 standard deviation units on average across topics
compared to more traditional methods of learning and teaching (Graesser, 2016; Nye
et al., 2014; VanLehn et al., 2007). Most of the AutoTutor systems implement dialogue
conversations that model interactions occuring between a single human tutor and
human student. More recent versions of AutoTutor often employ trialogues, which
are tutorial conversations between three actors: a teacher agent, a peer agent, and the
human student (Graesser et al., 2017b). Trialogues offer several affordances over
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dialogues. For example, in a trialogue setting, the human student can observe produc-
tive interactions between the two agents and mimic this behavior. The peer agent may
also express misconceptions that the human students often share. When these miscon-
ceptions of the agent are expressed, the tutor agent directs undesirable feedback to the
peer agent instead of the human student. This serves to minimize the amount of
negative feedback human students receive which could potentially lower their self-
esteem. Struggling adult readers’ self-esteem can also be bolstered in game-like
scenarios that trialogues afford. These games or competitions occur between the human
student and the peer agent and are programmed in ways that ensure the human student
never loses.

Agent trialogues are implemented in AutoTutor for CSAL, an ITS developed in the
Center for the Study of Adult Literacy (CSAL, Graesser et al., 2016; Graesser et al.,
2019). This web-based system is designed to help adults with low literacy acquire
strategies for comprehending text at multiple levels of language and discourse. The
system implements trialogues in which two computer agents (a teacher agent and a peer
agent) have conversations with adult learners and between themselves. The three-way
conversations are designed to (a) provide instruction on reading comprehension strat-
egies, (b) help the adults apply these strategies to particular texts and sentences, (c)
assess the adults’ performance on applying these strategies, and (d) guide the adults in
using the computer.

The lessons in AutoTutor typically start with a 2–3 min video that reviews a
comprehension strategy. After the review, the computer agents scaffold adult learning
by (a) asking questions woven into the conversation about texts, sentence, words, or
images, (b) providing short feedback, (c) explaining how the answers are right or
wrong, and (d) providing correct responses to questions. Figure 1 is an example of a
“game mode” lesson in AutoTutor where the human student and peer agent compete to
earn points by correctly answering questions about lesson material. The teacher agent
(on the left) is asking both the adult and the peer agent (on the right) to find out the
correct affix for the word “check” in the given context. The scores of both the student
and peer agent are shown under their names. The student chooses the answer by
clicking whereas the peer agent gives his answer by talking.

(1) Cristina (Teacher Agent): Can you use the context of the sentence to figure out the
correct affix? Sam, do you have an answer for this question?

(2) Sam (Human Student): [Click the answer “ing”]
(3) Cristina: Jordan, do you know which is the right answer?
(4) Jordan (Computer Peer Agent): I am not sure. I think the correct affix for this one

is “able”.
(5) Cristina: Jordan, your answer is incorrect. Sam, exactly, you are right. In this case,

the correct affix is “ing”.
(6) System: [Sam is correct and is given a point, Jordan is wrong and is awarded no

points.]

AutoTutor lessons can be viewed on the general AutoTutor web site on multiple
applications (sites.autotutor.org) and on the web site focusing on AutoTutor-ARC
(Adult Reading Comprehension) for adult literacy instructors (adulted.autotutor.org).
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Theoretical Framework of Comprehension

The 30 lessons within AutoTutor align with Graesser and McNamara’s (2011) multi-
level theoretical framework of comprehension. Six levels of comprehension were
identified in this framework: word, syntax, the explicit textbase, the referential situation
model, the genre/rhetorical structure, and the pragmatic communication level. The
word and syntax levels represent the basic reading components that include morphol-
ogy, word decoding, and syntax (Perfetti, 2007; Rayner et al., 2001; Sabatini et al.,
2019). The textbase level focuses on the explicit ideas in the text, but not the precise

Fig. 1 Example trialogue with competition that focuses on the affix of words in context
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wording and syntax. These explicit idea units are often connected by co-reference
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Kintsch, 1998). That is, referential cohesion occurs when a
noun, pronoun or a noun-phrase refers to another constituent in the text. A referential
cohesion gap occurs when the words in a sentence or clause do not connect to other
sentences in the text. These cohesion gaps at the textbase level increase reading time
(Haberlandt & Graesser, 1985; Just & Carpenter, 1987) and run the risk of disrupting
comprehension (Kintsch, 1998).

The situation model refers to the subject matter content described in the text,
including inferences activated by the explicit text (Kintsch, 1998; Zwaan &
Radvansky, 1998). The situation model depends on the text genre. In narrative text,
for example, the situation model includes the characters, objects, settings, goals,
actions, and events that unfold over time in the plot. In informational text, such as an
encyclopedia article, the situation model corresponds to the substantive subject matter
described or explained. Zwaan and Radvansky (1998) proposed five dimensions of
situation model, namely, causation, intentionality, time, space and people. The cohe-
sion of situation model decreases when there is a discontinuity on one or more
dimension (Zwaan et al., 1995; Zwaan & Radvansky, 1998). Cohesion breaks result
in increased reading time and sometimes disrupt comprehension (O'brien et al., 1998;
Rapp et al., 2007; Zwaan & Radvansky, 1998).

The genre and rhetorical structure focus on the category of text and its composition.
Genre refers to category of text such as narration, exposition, persuasion, description, as
well as the subcategories of these genres. The rhetorical structure provides the func-
tional organization of paragraphs that involve various rhetorical frames, such as
compare–contrast, cause–effect, claim–evidence, and problem–solution (Meyer et al.,
2010). Readers without sufficient mastery of genres and rhetorical structures have more
difficulties reading, comprehending, and recalling texts (Deane et al., 2006; Eason
et al., 2012; Meyer et al., 2010; Williams et al., 2009).

The Pragmatic communication involves context-sensitive exchanges between
speaker and listener, or writer and reader. Just as a speaker in a conversation has a
purpose of conveying a message to the listener (Clark, 1996), the writer tries to convey
a message to the reader (Rouet, 2006). Designers of AutoTutor did not directly
implement the pragmatic communication level because this level is highly constrained
by contexts that are difficult to stage reliably in the computer environment.

The word and syntax levels correspond to the lower-level basic reading components,
whereas the textbase, situation model and rhetorical structure levels cover higher-level
semantic and discourse components that presumably are more difficult to process
(Millis et al., 2019). According to some theories, lack of mastery of basic components
will have negative repercussions on deeper comprehension (Cain, 2010; Van den Broek
et al., 2009; Vaughn et al., 2008).

Approaches to Modeling Learners

The architecture of intelligent tutoring systems (ITS) has four major components
(Graesser et al., 2017a; Woolf, 2009): the domain model, the student model, the
pedagogical model, and the user interface. The domain model contains the knowledge,
skills and strategies being tutored; it includes ideal expert knowledge as well as
anticipated errors and misconceptions of students. The student model contains the
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cognitive, motivational, affective and psychological states of students that are captured
from their behaviors and performance during learning. The pedagogical model uses
information from the domain and student models to select learning materials, tutoring
strategies, actions and steps on what the tutor should do next. The user interface
produces output in various media (e.g., texts, pictures, speech, sounds, animations,
agents) after interpreting students’ contributions through input media (e.g., typing,
clicking, speech).

The four ITS components do not function in isolation. The student model enables the
ITS to be adaptive by guiding the pedagogical model to select strategies, actions, and
steps that are sensitive to the student’s knowledge, skills, and abilities. VanLehn (2006)
proposed twoways intelligent tutoring systems are configured to adapt to student model:
the outer loop and the inner loop. The outer loop has macro-adaptation whereas the inner
loop has micro-adaptation. The outer loop is the problem selection loop that decides
what problem (e.g., task, main question, item) to present next for the student to work on.
Problems are selected to fill gaps between the student model and the domain model. The
inner loop refers to the tutoring actions and steps within a problem that are sensitive to
the student performance. In AutoTutor, the outer loop consists of selecting the next
sentence or text to work on and asking the adult a question about it. For example, in the
first turn in Fig. 1, Cristina asks: “Can you use the context of the sentence to figure out
the correct affix?” and the sentence is displayed on the screen. In contrast, the inner loop
consists of the individual speech acts and feedback of Cristina in the conversation turns 1
through 6 in Fig. 1. For example, Cristina makes a request in turn 1 (Sam, do you have
an answer for this question?) and gives feedback in turn 5 (Sam, exactly, you are right. In
this case the correct affix is “ing.”). The system interface also gives feedback with
highlighting, color and points scored.

Data mining approaches are often used to compute the knowledge, skills, and
abilities of individual students that get stored in the student model. For example, the
ITS Cognitive Tutor employed a classifier to detect “gaming-the-system” behavior.
This behavior occurs when students intentionally misuse features of an ITS (such as
quickly asking for hints and help until the computer solves the problem) in order to
progress through the content without learning or thinking about the material (Baker
et al., 2008).

We conducted data mining in the present study by analyzing the log files of the
AutoTutor student model. The student model data focused on the accuracy and time to
answer questions during the conversation-based interaction with AutoTutor. Prior
studies have suggested that the relationship between time/duration and performance
is non-linear (Chounta & Carvalho, 2019; Daniel & Broida, 2004), and that time plus
accuracy during training is found to provide a better classifier than time alone in
predicting learning outcome measures (Carvalho et al., 2018). Therefore, we took both
time and accuracy into consideration when we clustered the students. The accuracy and
response time were recorded by AutoTutor for each question asked by Cristina to be
answered by the adult student. The lessons and questions were categorized by whether
they targeted the word, textbase, situation model, or genre/rhetorical structure levels of
the multilevel theoretical framework. Note that we did not analyze syntax because there
was only one lesson that focused on syntax. The two performance measures (accuracy
and response time) for each of the four theoretical levels provided the data for
clustering students.
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Reading Instruction in Current Study

The current study analyzed data from a reading intervention in which adult
literacy students participated in blended classes consisting of two types of instruc-
tion: conventional teacher-led classroom instruction and computer-based
AutoTutor instruction. The teacher-led instruction covered both basic level read-
ing skills and deeper level comprehension skills. The basic level skills included
morphology, word decoding, vocabulary, and syntax (Perfetti, 2007; Rayner et al.,
2001). The instruction for basic level reading was called Phonological and Strat-
egy Training (PHAST), which was a remedial reading program to help disabled
readers achieve independent reading skills at the basic level. The focus of the
program was on teaching word identification and independent decoding strategies
(Lovett et al., 2000). The instruction for semantic and other deeper levels of
comprehension was aligned with an instructional curriculum that was successful
in helping struggling readers in middle and high school (Lovett et al., 2012). More
specifically, there were both teacher-led and AutoTutor instruction on each of the
five strategies that make up the curriculum named PACES: (1) Predicting topic
and writer’s purpose with text signals and key information, (2) Acquiring new
vocabulary with context clues, (3) Clarifying common sources of confusion about
the text with clarifying questions, (4) Evaluating, elaborating, and explaining
through questioning, and (5) Summarizing, identifying and constructing text
structures. The PACES curriculum covered the word, textbase, situation model,
and genre & rhetorical structure levels of the multilevel theoretical framework.
The word level lessons in the PACES curriculum were different from a focus on
basic level training; instead, they aimed to teach students how link the basic level
components to deeper semantic comprehension. The AutoTutor sessions were
mainly aligned with the scope and sequence of PACES, with modest variations
to tailor the curriculum to the adult readers. Table 1 shows AutoTutor lessons and
their alignment with PACES and the theoretical levels. All participants were also
assessed before and after the instruction on standardized tests of comprehension
that are described in the Methods section. These pretest and posttest scores are
reported in order to see whether different clusters of readers obtained different
posttest results.

Method

Participants

The blended intervention with teacher-led sessions and AutoTutor included 252 adults
(188 female, 64 male) who were recruited from adult literacy classes in Atlanta (n =
134) and Toronto (n = 118). All participants were selected for the intervention if they
read between the 3rd and 8th grade levels as determined by their literacy program.
Participants ranged in age from 18 to 74, with a mean of 42.4 years (SD = 13.9).
African American was the largest ethnic group (59.5%), followed by multiracial
(17.5%), white (11.5%), and Asian (9.5%). The majority of the participants were native
English speakers in both Atlanta (59.0%) and Toronto (50.8%) literacy classes.
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Measures of Reading Comprehension

Reading skills assessments were administered one-on-one to participants in quiet
environments at their adult literacy centers over multiple sessions. In total, adults were
assessed on 37 measures that tested four categories of knowledge, skills, ability, and
other psychological characteristics: (1) basic reading skills, including phonology,
morphology, decoding, vocabulary, and fluency; (2) comprehension and cognitive

Table 1 AutoTutor Lessons and Alignment of Theoretical Levels and PACES Curriculum

AutoTutor Lesson Theoretical Level PACES intervention

Digital Literacy Orientation

Text Signal SM P

Purpose of Texts RS P

Complex Texts RS,SM P

Word Parts W A

Punctuation TB,SM A

Word Meaning Clues W A

Learning New Words W A

Multiple Meaning Words W, TB C

Pronouns TB,W C

Non-Literal Language SM C

Review 1 SM,W P-A-C

Key Information TB,SM E

Main Ideas TB, RS E

Connecting Ideas SM,TB, RS E

Story Maps SM,RS S

Stories 1 SM,TB,RS E,S

Persuasion 1 TB,RS E

Review 2 SM,TB, RS P-A-C-E

Claims versus Support RS,SM S

Problems and Solutions RS,TB,SM S

Cause and Effect RS,TB,SM S

Describe Things RS,TB,SM S

Compare and Contrast RS,TB,SM S

Time and Order RS,TB,SM S

Steps in Procedures RS,TB,SM S

Review 3 RS,TB,SM P-A-C-E-S

Stories 2 SM,TB E

Inferences from Texts SM,TB E

Persuasion 2 SM,TB E

Forms and Documents SM,TB E

Note: W=word, TB = textbase, SM= situation model, RS = rhetorical structure;

P = predicting, A = acquiring, C = clarifying, E = evaluating, S = summarizing
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skills and abilities, such as reading comprehension, general knowledge, reasoning, oral
and written communication, short-, working- and long-term memory; (3) motivation,
such as self-reported motivation for-, breadth of-, and depth-of-reading, intrinsic
motivation toward reading, expectancy for reading success, and prior experiences with
reading; and (4) self-report data, including student demographics, computer familiarity,
and frequency of reading different types of print. In this study, we focused on two
measures from the comprehension category that were collected both before intervention
(pretest) and after intervention (posttest): Woodcock-Johnson III Passage Comprehen-
sion subtest (Woodcock et al., 2007) and the Reading Assessment for Prescriptive
Instructional Data (RAPID) Passage Comprehension subtest developed by Lexia
Learning (Foorman et al., 2017). Each battery consists of multiple subtests. For this
study, we focused on subtests that measure overall reading comprehension skill.
RAPID was added after an initial wave of data collection so the number of participants
who completed it is smaller than WJ-III.

The Passage Comprehension subtest of the Woodcock-Johnson III was administered
by a human tester. The items were texts with one or two sentences with missing words
indicated by blanks. The participant silently read each item and filled in the blank by
speaking the missing word out loud. Items were administered by completing pages in
the testing booklet until the participant provided incorrect responses to six consecutive
items. Participants’ performance on Woodcock-Johnson III was analyzed using the raw
scores (ranging from 0 to 47).

The Reading Comprehension subtest of the RAPID was a web-based test adminis-
tered on a computer. All items had a multiple-choice format and participants selected
answers by mouse clicks. The participant saw passages ranging from approximately
200 to 1300 words. With the passage still in view, the participant then answered
questions by selecting one out of four choices for each question. The performance
scores (ranging from 0 to 1000), which provided an estimate of a student’s develop-
ment in reading comprehension, was analyzed in this study as an outcome measure.

Measures Used for Clustering Analysis

When students interacted with AutoTutor, the computer recorded both the time to
answer the question and accuracy of the response to each question. Time was measured
from the onset of the question (i.e., the question was shown on the computer screen) to
the click on an option indicating the participant’s answer. Accuracy was measured as
the answer being correct or incorrect. Time and accuracy are referred to as performance
measures. The lessons and questions were categorized by whether they targeted the
word, textbase, situation model, or genre/rhetorical structure levels of the multilevel
theoretical framework. The averaged performance measures (time and accuracy) for
each of the four theoretical levels of a student were the inputs for the cluster analysis.

AutoTutor Lessons

There were 29 AutoTutor lessons assigned to the adult participants in the intervention
study. Many of the lessons had two texts with several sentences and 10–12 multiple-
choice questions associated with each text. Other lessons focused on sentences or
words, with 10–35 questions per lesson. There were two types of lessons in AutoTutor:
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(1) lessons with a fixed sequence of questions where every student had the opportunity
to answer all the questions, and (2) lessons adaptive to the performance of the adult
students based on the early phase of the lesson. For example, there were lessons that
started with medium-level difficulty texts and corresponding questions. Halfway
through the lesson, the system would branch to easier or more difficult texts depending
on the adult’s proportion of correct responses for the initial text of medium difficulty.
When an adult’s proportion of correct responses met or exceeded a threshold (i.e., 0.67
in most lessons, where 0.33 was chance performance), the student would be assigned
the more difficult text or reading material (i.e., “the difficult path”). Otherwise, the
student received an easier text (i.e., “the easy path”).

The difficulty of texts was scaled on objective measures computed by Coh-Metrix
(Graesser et al., 2014). Coh-Metrix is a system that scales texts on difficulty with
respect to multiple levels of language and discourse by analyzing characteristics of
words, syntax, discourse cohesion and text genre. There are five major dimensions that
Coh-Metrix uses to scale a text: word concreteness, syntactic simplicity, referential
cohesion, deep cohesion, and narrativity. The dimensions are aligned with the word,
syntax, textbase, situation model, and genre/rhetorical structure levels of the multilevel
theoretical framework (Graesser & McNamara, 2011). A composite measure called
formality is based on the five dimensions and was used as a single approximate index
of text difficulty. Graesser et al. (2014) reported that text formality score from Coh-
Metrix correlated highly (0.66 to 0.72) with other standard metrics of text difficulty,
such as Flesch-Kincaid grade levels scores (Klare, 1974) and Lexile scores (Stenner,
1996). Coh-Metrix formality score was used as the measure of text difficulty to scale
the texts; the difficulty level (i.e., easy, medium, difficult) of the texts within each
lesson was coded based on the formality scores.

In some lessons, there is a fixed sequence of outer-loop questions that all students
receive. However, in most of the lessons, the set of outer-loop AutoTutor questions is
adaptive to the performance of the adults in the early phase of a lesson. Consequently,
students receive a somewhat different sample of texts, sentences and questions in the
later phase of these adaptive lessons. For these adaptive lessons, all adults start out on
materials that are medium in difficulty. These items were the focus in the present study
when we classified the participants in clustering analyses. Specifically, we limited our
analysis to the items in the lessons with fixed sequences of questions, and items
associated with the medium-level texts. We restricted our clustering and follow-up
analyses to these constant items, because all the participants who were present for the
lesson would be certain to receive these questions during AutoTutor sessions. The
contingent items in the later phases were excluded because not every adult had the
opportunity to work on them.

Design and Procedure

The data covered three waves of an intervention that had modest changes between data
collection cycles in order to make adjustments in the intervention. Modifications are
customary in interventions and cycles were annotated in data analyses. The interven-
tions covered the time span of January 2015 to December 2016, and each intervention
lasted for approximately 4 months. All waves followed a similar procedure. Before
beginning the intervention, participants took pretests that measured their prior reading
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skills as well as other cognitive and psychological characteristics (see Section 2.2).
During the intervention, participants attended adult literacy classes that consisted of
both a teacher-led classroom component and an AutoTutor component. Teachers
selected an assignment for each AutoTutor session which specified the lesson to
complete on a specific day. The AutoTutor lesson was aligned with the human-led
PACES component on most days, but sometimes the group ran out of time, so
AutoTutor was completed at the beginning of the next session. Session duration varied
from 1.5 to 3 h, with 2–3 sessions per week. A typical session was composed of
approximately 25% AutoTutor interactions, with the remainder human-led instruction.

After the 4-month intervention, the participants completed posttests that assessed
their reading comprehension skills. In all three waves, Woodcock-Johnson (WJ) III
Passage Comprehension measures were used in the pretest and posttest. In waves 2 and
3, the RAPID Comprehension subtest was used together with Woodcock-Johnson (WJ)
Passage Comprehension III measures to evaluate students’ reading comprehension
skills.

Data Coding and Data Preprocessing

Performance measures on the 29 AutoTutor lessons were collected. To explore how
learning behaviors varied by theoretical levels, we first coded each lesson in terms of
the one or more theoretical levels it covered. Each lesson tapped 1–3 of the four
theoretical levels (i.e., word, textbase, situation model, and rhetorical structure). A
group of researchers collaboratively constructed a Q-matrix that assigned a measure of
the relevance of each of the four theoretical components to each of the lessons when the
AutoTutor system was being designed. The relevance of a theoretical level to a lesson
was the extent to which the level was tapped in the lesson. The expert-assigned codes
were primary, secondary, tertiary or no relevance of a component to a lesson. In the
analyses reported in this article, the theoretical levels of the lessons were based on their
primary theoretical level.

The AutoTutor data was a log file that included 252 adults’ learning records. We
removed the incomplete and non-discriminating items (i.e., items that all the students
answered correctly). We also removed 3% of the observations with times that are more
than 3 times the interquartile range below the first quartile or above the third quartile.
The log file ended up having 42,288 observations, with each observation consisting of
an attempt a student made at answering a question. All students attempted multiple
lessons. Within each lesson there were 10–35 questions, so each student had multiple
observations in the log file. As described, each lesson was coded with a specific
theoretical level and each question within a lesson received the same coding. For
example, we coded questions as textbase if they had the question and alternative
answers directed at textbase considerations. It was important to examine how adult
performance varied with theoretical level, so we aggregated the data and calculated
each student’s time and accuracy for each theoretical level when averaged across
lessons. As a consequence of this aggregation, the observations for each adult consisted
of eight values, namely the average time and accuracy at the word, textbase, situation
model and rhetorical structure levels. Time was measured in seconds, which was a
continuous variable. Accuracy was measured as being correct or incorrect, which was a
binary variable (i.e., 1 or 0). After aggregation, accuracy represented proportion of
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correct answers, which was a continuous variable. The cluster analysis was based on
this aggregated data for each subject.

Data Analysis

Cluster Analysis

We performed clustering analyses to address our first goal. Namely, we wanted
to know whether AutoTutor data would reveal distinct behavioral patterns in
adults with low literacy skills. Cluster analysis partitions objects into clusters so
that the objects in the same cluster are more similar to each other than to those
in other clusters. We used an R package clValid (Brock et al., 2011) to compare
the solutions based on k-means clustering algorithm with those solutions based
on a hierarchical clustering algorithm using Ward’s method (Ward Jr, 1963). We
computed the scores of different solutions on three measures, namely connectiv-
ity, Silhouette Width, and Dunn Index. Connectivity measures the degree of
connectedness of the clusters. Silhouette Width and the Dunn Index measure
the compactness and separation of the clusters.

Mixed-Effects Modelling

Our second goal was to determine whether adult readers’ learning behaviors are
associated with different reading comprehension levels. To this end, we performed
linear mixed-effects regressions to analyze the effect of clusters and theoretical level on
both time per question and proportion correct scores using the lme4 package in R
(Bates et al., 2014). We added clusters into the linear mixed models as an independent
variable to assess its association with time per question and proportion correct scores
for confirmatory purposes. In both models, we specified subjects as a random factor to
adjust for the subject variance.

General Linear Model

We conducted general linear regression analyses to address the third goal, which is to
examine whether the learning gains vary for different adult clusters. More specifically,
we tried to predict the posttest scores as a function of pretest scores and adult clusters.
We performed this procedure on the two reading comprehension measures: Woodcock
Johnson III Passage Comprehension subtest scores and the RAPID Reading Compre-
hension subtest scores, separately.

Results

Time and Accuracy at Four Theoretical Levels

Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations of time and accuracy for each of the
four theoretical levels. We conducted a mixed-effects linear regression analysis to
predict response time as a function of theoretical level to test the association between
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response time and theoretical levels. The subjects were specified as a random-effect
factor to adjust for the subject variance. The fixed effect of theoretical level was
statistically significant (F (3, 666) = 19.56, p < .001), indicating that time varied across
the four levels. The average response time for questions at textbase level was longer
than word (t (669) = 2.51, p < .01), situation model (t (660) = 6.92, p < .001), and
rhetorical structure (t (661) = 5.24, p < .001). The average time adults spend on an-
swering word level questions was longer than that of situation model (t (671) = 4.46,
p < .001) and rhetorical structure questions (t (672) = 3.19, p < .01). Similarly, we
performed a mixed-effects linear regression to predict accuracy as the function of
theoretical level to test the association between accuracy and theoretical levels. The
results were statistically significant for the fixed effect of theoretical level (F (3, 673) =
2.88, p = .04). The average accuracy on questions at the rhetorical structure level was
higher than word (t (681) = 2.57, p = .01) and textbase (t (667) = 2.30, p = .02). The
accuracy differences between other theoretical levels were not statistically significant.
Since the differences found in response time and accuracy were small and did not show
any meaningful patterns, we decided to group the adults through clustering to inves-
tigate whether theoretical levels influenced adults in a more nuanced way.

Four Clusters with Distinct Patterns

For the number of clusters, we started with k = 4 guided by previous research. That is, a
recent study using a smaller dataset from the first wave of the same intervention
reported four types of performance profiles for the items: correctly and quickly
completed, incorrectly and quickly completed, correctly and slowly completed, and
incorrectly and slowly completed (Graesser et al., 2018). Our assumption is that there
are students whose dominant behavioral pattern falls into the four categories. Therefore,
we started with k = 4. We also experimented with k = 3 and k = 5 and made compar-
isons between these solutions. Compared to the 4-cluster solution, the 3-cluster solution
combined two distinctive clusters (i.e., under-engaged readers and struggling readers)
into one cluster and lost some meaningful information about time and accuracy. In the
5-cluster solution, Cluster 1 (i.e., higher performers) was further split into two clusters.
One cluster was the most accurate among all the clusters; their mean response time was
longer than the other cluster but was still short compared to the rest of the clusters. The
other cluster spent the least amount of time answering questions, and their accuracy
was the second highest across the theoretical levels. These two clusters were both fast
and accurate compared to the other three clusters, so we decided not to split them.

Table 2 Means and standard deviations of response time in seconds and accuracy (proportion correct) at four
theoretical levels

Time Mean (SD) Accuracy Mean (SD)

Word 33.8 (12.6) 0.67 (0.16)

Textbase 35.8 (10.9) 0.68 (0.16)

Situation Model 30.8 (9.21) 0.69 (0.11)

Rhetorical Structure 32.0 (10.0) 0.70 (0.10)
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Therefore, the 4-cluster solution was selected as the (locally) optimum solution. The 4-
cluster, 3-cluster and 5-cluster solutions are shown in Tables 3, 4 and 5, respectively.

Next, we compared 4-cluster solutions using k-means clustering with hierarchical
clustering. Hierarchical clustering outperformed k-means clustering on connectivity,
Silhouette Width, and Dunn Index. Therefore, the final solution we selected was the 4-
cluster solution based on the hierarchical clustering algorithm. The means and standard
deviations of each cluster on the eight clustering variables (the labels of the clusters are
introduced in section 3.2), and the demographics of the four clusters are shown in
Table 3 and Table 6, respectively. Overall, there is no statistically significant difference
between clusters regarding age, gender, ethnicity, or first language.

We applied linear mixed-effects models to compare accuracy and time across
clusters at different theoretical levels. In both models, the predictors were cluster,
theoretical level and their interaction. Subjects were specified as a random-effect factor
to adjust for the subject variance. For proportion correct scores, there was a statistically
significant interaction between cluster and theoretical level, F (9, 65) = 4.04, p < 0.001.
For time per question, there also was a statistically significant interaction between
cluster and theoretical level, F (9, 651) =11.41, p < 0.001. Given these interactions, we
will discuss the patterns of each cluster separately. The average time per question and
proportion correct for the four clusters are shown in Figs. 2 and 3, respectively. The
pairwise contrasts (i.e., multiple comparison tests adjusted by Tukey’s method) be-
tween clusters at each categorical level are shown in Table 7.

Cluster 1: Higher Performers

Cluster 1 is the largest cluster with 39% (n = 97) of the study sample. These adults can
be distinguished by their comparatively short response times and higher accuracy. The
response time of Cluster 1 was shorter than the other three clusters for situation model
questions. At the other three theoretical levels, there was no significant difference
between the response time of Cluster 1 and Cluster 3, whereas Cluster 1 was faster

Table 3 Means and standard deviations of response time in seconds and proportion correct for four clusters

Cluster 1 (n=97)
(Higher
Performer)
M (SD)

Cluster 2 (n=31)
(Conscientious
Reader)
M (SD)

Cluster 3 (n=93)
(Under-engaged
Reader)
M (SD)

Cluster 4 (n=31)
(Struggling
Reader)
M (SD)

Time (W) 31.46 (10.52) 38.16 (9.59) 30.94 (10.58) 45.65 (17.95)

Time (T) 31.63 (7.90) 54.79 (9.54) 32.85 (7.47) 38.61 (8.52)

Time (SM) 26.04 (5.70) 42.98 (7.93) 28.90 (7.17) 39.18 (8.67)

Time (RS) 27.65 (7.36) 45.92 (10.83) 29.44 (6.89) 39.41 (7.98)

Accuracy (W) 0.77 (0.11) 0.69 (0.13) 0.61 (0.15) 0.52 (0.17)

Accuracy (T) 0.75 (0.13) 0.73 (0.16) 0.65 (0.14) 0.50 (0.13)

Accuracy (SM) 0.77 (0.08) 0.65 (0.06) 0.66 (0.10) 0.58 (0.10)

Accuracy (RS) 0.76 (0.07) 0.72 (0.11) 0.67 (0.08) 0.61 (0.10)

Note. W=word, T = textbase, SM= situation model, RS = rhetorical structure
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than Cluster 2 and Cluster 4. Meanwhile, Cluster 1 achieved the highest proportion
correct scores across all theoretical levels. Because of the students’ high accuracy and
short response time, we named this cluster “higher performers.” The accuracy of higher
performers did not seem to be affected by theoretical level, since they did equally well
in lessons across different levels.

Cluster 2: Conscientious Readers

Cluster 2 had 12% of the study sample (n = 31). The adults in Cluster 2 worked slowly
and they achieved comparatively high accuracy. The response times of Cluster 2 were
the longest among the four clusters for three of the four comprehension levels. Contrary
to struggling readers who also worked slowly, Cluster 2 had the second highest
accuracy. We named this cluster “conscientious readers” because they put in the most
effort and achieved comparatively high accuracy. Similar to struggling readers, the
conscientious readers’ performance was associated with theoretical level. The results of

Table 4 Means and standard deviations of response time in seconds and proportion correct for three clusters

Cluster 1 M (SD)
(n=97)

Cluster 2 M (SD)
(n=62)

Cluster 3 M (SD)
(n=93)

Time (W) 31.46 (10.52) 41.90 (14.76) 30.94 (10.58)

Time (T) 31.63 (7.90) 46.70 (12.12) 32.85 (7.47)

Time (SM) 26.04 (5.70) 41.08 (8.46) 28.90 (7.17)

Time (RS) 27.65 (7.36) 42.66 (9.99) 29.44 (6.89)

Accuracy (W) 0.77 (0.11) 0.61 (0.17) 0.61 (0.15)

Accuracy (T) 0.75 (0.13) 0.61 (0.19) 0.65 (0.14)

Accuracy (SM) 0.77 (0.08) 0.62 (0.09) 0.66 (0.10)

Accuracy (RS) 0.76 (0.07) 0.67 (0.12) 0.67 (0.08)

Note. W=word, T = textbase, SM= situation model, RS = rhetorical structure

Table 5 Means and standard deviations of response time in seconds and proportion correct for five clusters

Cluster 1
M (SD)
(n=60)

Cluster 2
M (SD)
(n=31)

Cluster 3
M (SD)
(n=93)

Cluster 4
M (SD)
(n=31)

Cluster 5
M (SD)
(n=37)

Time (W) 27.70 (7.91) 38.16 (9.59) 30.94 (10.58) 45.65 (17.95) 37.55 (11.43)

Time (T) 27.85 (6.08) 54.79 (9.54) 32.85 (7.47) 38.81 (8.79) 37.76 (6.58)

Time (SM) 23.67 (4.12) 42.98 (7.93) 28.90 (7.17) 39.46 (8.00) 29.89 (5.85)

Time (RS) 24.39 (5.86) 45.92 (10.83) 29.44 (6.89) 39.65 (7.98) 32.93(6.46)

Accuracy (W) 0.72 (0.10) 0.69 (0.13) 0.61 (0.15) 0.52 (0.17) 0.85 (0.08)

Accuracy (T) 0.70 (0.12) 0.73 (0.16) 0.65 (0.14) 0.49 (0.13) 0.82 (0.11)

Accuracy (SM) 0.75 (0.09) 0.65 (0.06) 0.66 (0.10) 0.58 (0.10) 0.80 (0.07)

Accuracy (RS) 0.75 (0.07) 0.72 (0.11) 0.67 (0.08) 0.61 (0.10) 0.76 (0.08)

Note. W=word, T = textbase, SM= situation model, RS = rhetorical structure
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mixed-effects models indicated that their performance at the textbase level was better
than other levels. This result suggests they had a close reading of the explicit text.

Cluster 3: Under-engaged Readers

Cluster 3 is another large group representing 37% (n = 93) of the study sample. The
adults in this cluster were almost as fast as the higher performers, but their accuracy was
lower than higher performers and conscientious readers. The response times of Cluster
3 were as short as higher performers at the word, textbase and rhetorical structure
levels. At the situation model level, the response time of Cluster 3 was the second
shortest. However, there was a large gap between the performance of Cluster 3 and
Cluster 1. The adults in Cluster 1 and Cluster 3 differed in their proportion correct
scores, and this difference ranged from 0.11 to 0.16 depending on the theoretical level.
We named the adults in Cluster 3 “under-engaged readers” because of their short

Table 6 Age, gender, race and first language status of the four clusters

Cluster 1 (n=97)
Higher Performer

Cluster 2 (n=31)
Conscientious Reader

Cluster 3 (n=93)
Under-engaged Reader

Cluster 4 (n=31)
Struggling Reader

Age (in years) 40.20
(SD=13.40)

45.00
(SD=13.27)

41.87
(SD=14.08)

48.61
(SD=13.61)

Gender

Female 72 23 70 24

Male 25 8 23 7

Race/Ethnicity

African American 43 24 59 25

White 16 1 10 2

Multiracial 25 3 12 3

Other 13 3 12 1

First Language

English 57 14 48 20

Non English 40 17 45 11

Fig. 2 Mean and standard errors of time per question for four clusters at four theoretical levels
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response time and comparatively poor performance. Theoretical level also affected
under-engaged readers, in that they performed worse on the word level lessons
compared to textbase, situational model and rhetorical structure level lessons.

Cluster 4: Struggling Readers

Cluster 4 is a smaller cluster with 12% of the study sample (n = 31). The response times
of the adults in this cluster were comparatively long, and their accuracy was lower than
the other clusters. The response time of Cluster 4 on word level questions was the
longest, but the accuracy was the lowest among the four clusters. For textbase, situation
model and rhetorical structure level questions, the response time of Cluster 4 was the
second longest, yet their accuracy remained the lowest among the four clusters. Due to
the poor performance and long response time, we called this cluster “struggling
readers.” Unlike higher performers who had stable performance across different

Fig. 3 Mean and standard errors of proportion correct for four clusters at four theoretical levels

Table 7 Pairwise contrast of time in seconds and proportion correct between clusters

Word Textbase Situation Model Rhetorical Structure

Cluster 1-Clutser 2 Time −8.11* −24.75*** −18.77*** −18.76***
Accuracy 0.07** 0.02 0.12*** 0.04

Cluster 1-Clutser 3 Time 0.30 −1.13 −2.88* −1.67
Accuracy 0.16*** 0.11*** 0.12*** 0.11***

Cluster 1-Clutser 4 Time −14.41*** −7.01*** −13.99*** −12.83***
Accuracy 0.25*** 0.27*** 0.19*** 0.16***

Cluster 2-Clutser 3 Time 8.41* 23.62*** 15.89*** 17.10***

Accuracy 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.00 0.07**

Cluster 2-Clutser 4 Time −6.29* 17.73*** 4.78* 5.94*

Accuracy 0.17*** 0.25*** 0.07* 0.12***

Cluster 3-Clutser 4 Time −14.71*** −5.89** −11.10*** −11.16***
Accuracy 0.09*** 0.16*** 0.07** 0.05*

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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theoretical levels, struggling readers did better in situation model and rhetorical struc-
ture lessons than word and textbase lessons. Perhaps they were using world knowledge
and experience to compensate for their deficits at the word and textbase levels.

Reading Comprehension Skill Improvement of the Four Clusters of Readers

To compare the improvement of reading skills between the clusters, we examined their
pretest and posttest performance for the two reading comprehension measures. Table 8
shows the pretest and posttest scores of the four clusters on the two reading compre-
hension measures. We further computed the effect sizes (Cohen’s d) of the four clusters
using the two measures, which are shown in Fig. 4.

A general linear regression analysis was conducted to predict the posttest scores of
Woodcock Johnson III as a function of the pretest scores, clusters and their interaction. The
assumption of homogeneity of variance was met according to Levene’s Test (p = 0.54), and
the residuals were normally distributed based on the Shapiro-Wilk test (p = 0.40). The results
of the model indicated a statistically nonsignificant interaction between clusters and pretest
scores, so we removed the interaction term from the model. The model with the two main
effects was statistically significant (F (4, 207) = 113.8, p < 0.001), with R2 of 0.68. Themain
effect of pretest was statistically significant (p< 0.001). The main effect of cluster was also
statistically significant (p = 0.04). The R2 accounted for by pretest and cluster were .67 and
.01, respectively. The pairwise comparison with Tukey’s method indicated that higher
performers performed better than struggling readers (t (207) = 2.84, p = 0.02). The
differences between other groups were not statistically significant. A similar procedure
was conducted using RAPID reading comprehension subtest scores. The pretest and
posttest scores were both right-skewed, so we used log-transformed data for the model.
The assumption of homogeneity of variance was met according to Levene’s Test (p = 0.49),
and the residuals were normally distributed based on Shapiro-Wilk test (p= 0.14). The
general linear model that predicts posttest scores of RAPID with pretest scores and cluster
was found to be statistically significant (F (4, 155) = 65.59, p< 0.001), with R2 of 0.62. The
main effect of pretest and cluster were both statistically significant (ppretest < 0.001; pcluster =
0.01). The R2 explained by pretest and cluster were .59 and .03, respectively. The pairwise
comparison using Tukey’s method indicated that higher performers scored significantly
better than struggling readers (t (155) = 3.31, p= 0.01) and under-engaged readers (t (155) =
2.75, p = 0.03) on the posttest. The contrasts among other groups were not statistically
significant. We also computed the effect sizes (Cohen’s d) of the four clusters using the two
measures, which are shown in Fig. 4.

Table 8 Means and standard deviations of the four clusters’ scores in reading comprehension tests

Higher Performer Conscientious Reader Under-engaged Reader Struggling Reader

WJ Pretest 28.06 (4.20) 23.63 (4.87) 25.29 (3.55) 23.43 (4.04)

WJ Posttest 29.37 (4.48) 25.78 (4.81) 26.92 (4.14) 24.32 (3.78)

RAPID Pretest 470.60 (102.62) 387.63 (71.23) 401.24 (78.33) 363.89 (74.90)

RAPID Posttest 487.78 (106.14) 411.12 (66.72) 402.41 (70.42) 361.26 (70.98)

Note. WJ=Woodcock-Johnson III
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Discussion

There were three major goals in the analyses. Our first goal was to classify adults’
behavior patterns while they interacted with AutoTutor. Our second goal was to
investigate whether adults’ behaviors were associated with different reading compo-
nents represented by the four theoretical levels of reading comprehension. Our third
goal was to explore the extent to which the clusters showed improvement from pretest
to posttest using well-established psychometric measures.

With respect to the first goal, the cluster analyses unveiled four clusters that capture
distinctive behavioral patterns of adults with low literacy skills using AutoTutor. We
named the four clusters higher performers, conscientious readers, under-engaged
readers, and struggling readers. Higher performers worked fast and accurately. Their
response time was the shortest and their accuracy was the highest across theoretical
levels. On the opposite end of the spectrum were struggling readers who worked slowly
and inaccurately. Their response time was either the longest or the second longest over
different theoretical levels, and they had the lowest overall accuracy on questions.
Conscientious readers also worked slowly, but unlike struggling readers, they were
much more accurate. The response time of conscientious readers varied across the
theoretical levels, but they consistently achieved comparatively high accuracy across all
the theoretical levels. These adults might be sensitive to their own skill level and
extended the effort they would need to master each lesson. Similar to higher per-
formers, under-engaged readers answered questions quickly. However, they were less
accurate than both high performers and conscientious readers. It appears these adults
tried to get through lessons quickly without paying sufficient attention to the content.
Prior research has identified various clusters with different reading competencies
(Strucker et al., 2007; Talwar et al., 2020). These studies classified adults based upon
their scores on reading measures such as vocabulary, word reading and spelling, which
need to be collected through reading tests. In contrast, the behavioral data can be
collected automatically when adults interact with AutoTutor during their learning. As
such, our approach provides a way to classify adult readers without requiring them to
take extra tests.

Regarding the second goal, we found learning behaviors of adults in the four clusters
varied across theoretical levels in different ways. Higher performers performed equally
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Fig. 4 Effect sizes of four clusters with two reading comprehension tests
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well at different theoretical levels, but they spent less time on situation model and
rhetorical structure level questions than the questions at other theoretical levels. One
possible explanation for the variation in time across theoretical levels is that situation
model and rhetorical structure lessons have many questions associated with each text.
We expected the time per question to decrease after the first few questions associated
with a text, since it was during these initial questions that adults built their mental
models of the subject matter being discussed in the text. Once the mental model is in
place, it can be more readily accessed and lead to shorter response times. We performed
a follow-up mixed-effects linear regression analysis to predict higher performers’
response time as a function of question number in situation model and rhetorical
structure lessons. The subjects were specified as a random-effect factor to adjust for
the subject variance. The results indicated that the response time decreased with the
increase of question number (B = −.31, p < 0.001), which confirmed our assumption. In
word lessons, however, each question is associated with its particular single sentence or
short text, so there was no cumulative effect as in the situation model and rhetorical
structure lessons. Textbase lessons are similar to situation model and rhetorical struc-
ture lessons in that one text is associated with multiple questions. However, the textbase
questions focus on explicit ideas in the text, so the questions are associated with details
that are independent from others in different parts of a text. In such cases, learners are
accessing unique information that is less dependent on an integrated global represen-
tation of the text compared with the situation model and rhetorical structure text level
questions. Another possible explanation for the comparatively longer response times of
higher performers at the textbase level compared to other levels is that they had a
standard of comprehension to focus carefully on the explicit text (Baker, 1989; Van den
Broek et al., 2009). They achieved high accuracy across all lessons, but they spent more
time on textbase lessons because the questions were based on a close reading of the
explicit text.

Conscientious readers exhibited distinctive behavior on textbase lessons. These
adults spent much more time on textbase level questions than other levels, and as a
result, they achieved higher accuracy on these questions than questions addressing
other theoretical levels. Similar to higher performers, conscientious readers may also
have a standard of comprehension to focus on the explicit text. They spent time reading
the texts closely and achieved high accuracy. The performance of conscientious readers
on situation model and rhetorical structure questions was not as good as on textbase
lessons but still quite impressive. Overall, the conscientious readers spent longer time
on the texts and questions at the discourse comprehension components (i.e., textbase,
situational model, rhetorical structure) and achieved comparatively higher accuracy
than two of the other clusters, thereby suggesting better comprehension.

Under-engaged readers performed better on discourse level questions than on word
level questions, although the average time they spent on word level questions was
longer than that on situation model and rhetorical structure. Similar to struggling
readers, under-engaged readers showed asymmetry between low-level and high-level
reading skills. Landi (2005) found two patterns of asymmetry between lexical and
comprehension components (i.e., high-lexical/ low-comprehension pattern, low-lexical/
high-comprehension pattern), but the under-engaged readers’ performance mainly fell
into the low-lexical/high comprehension category. It is possible the background knowl-
edge of these adults helped them build coherent mental models in lessons tapping high-
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level comprehension components (Kendeou et al., 2014; O’Reilly et al., 2019), but
such knowledge was not as useful for lower level components such as word decoding.
Overall, the learning behaviors of the four clusters varied across theoretical levels,
which suggests that these levels represent distinguishable components of comprehen-
sion. This finding also supports previous studies of AutoTutor that reported the three
discourse levels were separable since they were not highly correlated (Graesser et al.,
2019).

Struggling readers’ performance was poor overall, but they performed better on
situation model and rhetorical structure level items than on word and textbase level
items. They also spent longer time on word lessons than they did on lessons at the other
levels. These results seem counterintuitive since word level items correspond to basic
reading components and presumably are easier to process than textbase, situation
model and rhetorical structure items that cover discourse components (Millis et al.,
2019). There is some evidence for a general dissociation between comprehension and
low-level basic reading skills (Landi, 2010; Perfetti, 2007), which could help explain
why adults’ performance on these two skill types would dissociate. Adults could
potentially do better on higher level components because they can draw upon their
world knowledge to answer questions, but this strategy is not as useful for lower level
components such as word decoding.

Regarding the third goal, namely, exploring the extent to which the clusters
showed improvement from pretest to posttest, we found a relationship between
adult learners’ improvement in reading comprehension and their behavior patterns
in AutoTutor. The higher performers achieved the highest learning gains among the
four clusters. The higher learning gains of this cluster were expected, given that this
group showed the highest accuracy in the AutoTutor lessons. In contrast, struggling
readers showed the least improvement among all groups, and this was also reflected
in their poor accuracy and longer time spent on AutoTutor lessons. For struggling
readers, the lessons might be too difficult, so they spent considerable time in
AutoTutor making efforts to comprehend but not making progress, a signal of
“wheel spinning” (Beck & Gong, 2013; Fang et al., 2017). Surprisingly, the
performance of under-engaged readers was not significantly different from that of
conscientious readers for the two reading comprehension tests. One possibility is
that the 100-h intervention was not long enough for the conscientious readers to
improve significantly more than the under-engaged readers. Given the trend shown
in the results, the difference between conscientious readers and under-engaged
readers might be shown with a longer intervention duration. The under-engaged
readers’ scores were significantly lower in RAPID, but not Woodcock-Johnson III
when compared to the higher performers. One possibility of the difference might be
attributed to the different samples included in RAPID and Woodcock-Johnson III.
RAPID was only used in waves two and three, but Woodcock-Johnson III was used
in all three waves. Therefore, we conducted a follow-up general linear model
analysis to compare the improvement in Woodcock-Johnson III scores of the four
clusters limiting the data to waves two and three. The results indicated nonsignif-
icant differences between clusters. As such, the finding that under-engaged readers’
scores were significantly lower than higher performers only in RAPID was consis-
tent using different samples. One explanation of these results is that only RAPID
was sensitive enough to pick under-engagement and penalized it accordingly.
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Implications and Limitations

This study suggests that clustering methods can be used to enhance the adaptivity of
ITS in future studies. Differences in time and accuracy on theoretical levels indicate
that an ITS that provides feedback on accuracy alone or on response time alone would
be misguided. Instead, feedback and assessment that take into account trends in
accuracy, time, and their interaction can better target the adult profile of reading
comprehension. Assessments and feedback can be personalized to assist different
groups of adults who exhibit particular patterns of learning behavior.

When the readers are classified into one of the four clusters, AutoTutor can be
designed to select materials, items and trialogue moves that are sensitive to the
characteristics of different clusters. For instance, struggling readers can be given more
practice on basic level reading skills (i.e., word decoding and vocabulary), given that
the intervention was apparently too difficult for them. Under-engaged readers need to
be encouraged to spend more time concentrating on the explicit text and concentrating
on the instructional interventions. High performers may be encouraged to increase
reading activities on topics that interest them so they read more, or they can be assigned
challenging texts that are useful to advance their careers and life. Conscientious readers
can be granted freedom to proceed at their own pace. As such, students’ strengths and
weaknesses detected by an ITS can help the ITS improve adaptivity, as well as provide
suggestions to human instructors who assist adult readers using the technology.

Although clustering analyses of the students’ learning behavioral data can
benefit both ITS and human instruction, the analysis is contingent on a sufficient
amount of data being collected. That is, the system needs to collect students’
behavioral data (i.e., response time and accuracy) for a sufficient amount of time
or over a certain number of lessons in order to cluster the students into different
groups reliably. We are not sure about the minimum time or number of lessons
required for reliable clustering without validating the results with other datasets.
Currently, we are proceeding with AutoTutor data collection on larger samples of
adults with low literacy skills. The next step is to validate the findings with the new
data and to estimate how many observations are needed for a reliable assignment of
an adult to a particular cluster. Another limitation of this study is that Woodcock-
Johnson III was developed for individuals of all ages, and RAPID was developed
for K-12 students. Neither test has been specifically validated on adult literacy
students. The differences between the two tests might be related to the discrepancy
in students’ reading improvement shown by the two reading measures.
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