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[ optimize reception) and are cross-classified as stage-setting (those
~-that prepare the learfer for upcoming prose informatiom) or
(storage- -retrieval oriented (those that can be brought into play .
during passage presentation). In the main section of the paper,
selected strategies that.'seem to hold promise for improving
children's prose learning are descr bed, and supporting research
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¢ f prose~dependent, staqe-setting strategies; processor-dependent, ’:
' stage-setting strategies; prose-dependent, storage/retrieval
strategies; and processor—dependent, storage/retrieval strategies. It
" is concluded-that, in order to be effective, prose-learning
strategies require clever delivery on the part of an instructor
- (including the matching of strategies to materials and students) and
. -conscientious application on the part of the student. (GW)

1} N . o

a
\

. tt##*##tttt##t#t##tt###tt#t*##t##ttt#t#*#####t#t##ttttttt###ttt##tt*##*
* Reprodugtions supplied by EDRS are the-best that can be made - *

L frow the original document. *
A P I I I O I T T T T R T

\)‘ ‘ . - . ) .. - ' . - .




po b 3/

'S

ERI

PAruntext provided oy enic I

@)

. s 5. v
f "

. .
. . US OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,' . - &
. . GDUCATION 8 WELFARE Lo
] NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF VS -t
- €OUCATION ‘

‘ . THIS, DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRD.-
. DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZIATIOM ORIGIN-
VoL PYING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIDNS
SYAYED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENTY OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF”
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

*y . o ,

A

Theoretical Paper No. 72 *

JIMPROVING CHILDREN'S PROSE COMPREHENSION:
~ SELECTED STRATEGIES THAT SEEM TO, SUCCEED

Lw . \ , .
r . 4
. by
1l i ‘. -y.
. Joel R. Levin and Michael Pressley
v N . Vs a
™ J ‘

. . - ’
v L
f v

Report from the Project on

l * s studies in Language: Reading and Communication

o

Joel R. Levin
Faculty Associate W ot

#

- %/;‘ ' FE

) wisgonsin‘Research and "Developmert

. Centgr for Individualized Schooling
The University of Wisconsin

Madison, Wisconsin,

L Y
.\
R /

. August 1978

’ ‘Fk#tnv ‘

-~/



. St
. R ; : .
[ Ve . . .
Y N \/ . p
i . S °
. o vt L !
PO v L ,( PR
. N o j‘ﬁ‘ﬂ‘ "
. s,
’ AP ' ) v
.
B 1 .
hd .
\
v v N
L - d s -
¢ . | 0
~ ? N » . [N “
. - .
. . \ - ,i
PN v
. - i
‘ - e N
L
|
¢ A S “
- [ b ,
[} ' d
- 4
. o !
v i
- . - ; t
B !
- ~ \‘
‘ ;
. - | P4
L . ¥4 ‘\\ W
- |
N 1
’ :
K i
- o ‘ i
Y R
N AN
Py .
-
. -
1
e :
RN . . - . ow- 1
. . .y ,
L '
’ s
\ r
- - P
13 < ‘
'
N / »
\
N ’
¢ e s
< ¢ " ,
- ~
. .
\ .
. . - . A v
+ N v - v
.
- -
Al .
. ) . /‘,_/
&
L S ]
- .

. ’
The project presgﬁted or reported hereln was performed pursuant to a grantsfrom the

National Institute of Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
the opinions expressed herein do

National Institute of Education,
of

Hohever; ’
not necessarily reflect the position or policy of,the

5 and no official endorsement by the National Institute °
ucaiiqp should be inferred. : . ' /i
. ) . v,
o < ' . .

Center Contract NY. NIE-0-78-0217

| | a R
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



U .

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"schools. The Center pursues its mlss1on-by

The .mission of the Wisconsin Reseprch and Development Center
is to lmprove the quality of edu ion by addre551ng the full

range of issues and problems related to 1nd1v1dua11zed schooling.

Teaching, learnlng, and the pro s of 1nd1v1duallzatlon are
given concurrent attention in the Center s eﬁforts to discover
processes and develop strategies and materlahs for use 1n the

.

« 1

e conducting and synthesizing résearch to clarlfy(the
. proceéses of school -age children's learnlng and ' )
development - ) ! ) . T

~ I8

® conducting and synthesizing research&t&‘glarlfy effectlve /’f

‘approaches to teaching students baslc SklllS and’concepts

v
® developlng E§; demonstratlng 1mproved 1nstructlona1 strategies,

proc¢esses, d materials for students, teachers, and school

administrators - T ‘ . .

- - -
- ’

‘'® providing asslstance to educators whlch helps transfer/the I

outcomes of research -and development to. improved practlce
in - lom>l schools and tether education -institutions '

-y . ‘ O R o
The Wisconsin Research and Development Center 1is supported
ith funds from the National Instltute of Education and the
Un1vers1ty of Wisconsin. . . . o
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While stru gling to find just the right"aofds to goﬁmunicate what
N . ] ) . -

.

- N . N

~ in a' recent article on what if takes to understandig story Since his

’ (,,this,ghaptérlis about, &e‘came acrass Gordbﬁ/Bower'é introduétéryfremarks

("

;Eords reflect our thOughts, we will apply the "1aW'of 1eas; effort" ah&.

R .‘ ., Loe- \ -

PN simply reproduce tHem here' v, S, RN N
- ‘\ '4 - \ v
= . Let us begin with the familiar observatioﬁ fbat texts ' '

P' - :
" ‘ we read diﬁfqr,a trependous amount in thei: compreheq- £
siﬁility and in their memorability. In fagt; some are
- T L so diféicult that the only memorable thing about them

T is how 1ncom§rehensibie they were, I recéil taking
a 1iterature course in s,llege whete we read James v

Jqup s\{znnegan 8 Nhke [Slcl ; althOugh 1 enjoyed the
-
flow of words” and images, I could nbt remember  enough'* .

. ‘A abOut what, ¥’ had-read in ofder tordiscuss it wHen T . ‘

ar ~

B ’j , went_to class the mext day; The same”is true today if ‘
. "1 read exper}hental—fiction.writers such as.John Hawkes. -
. ) SR .4. - . Zl! ‘
THe'lan%réée'and imagery is often stunning and beautiful,
[l (o4 VT

o« - . -

. I3 - ’ N ‘to k t ik
- ) B but,f/§arely fememberiéngqu< , no?\qhere oyp c \u
~1.my peading again iﬁ ease L lose-my bookmarkw One might s

attribute all, this to my” poor memory But on the otheé‘?
‘1/ N ¥ ~
o hand, I find I have very good memor& fon adven:ure stortes

-

. . and, folktales, Q stories like those in Canterbury: Tales',

- -The Deaamgron,\for detectlve thrlll??s on»slmpYe Western-
- 3 o

s, _ . cowboy Stories. Most readers ér qpvie-goers have similgr:*

%
. experiefces. . It is such obsgfvations that cause psycholo-

AT , ' ) .
» k\ N gists to become interestéd in how people undefstand and
e ™
. quiipb”} slmple stories.JBow;r, 1976, p. '511).° \
- . 2 ; :

S S L ‘ )

/"~: ~An aside to the highbrow:«q What s, wTong with this title7 ‘(Answer
to be provid%d later in this chapter )

.
»

- i 3 . . . ' ‘a (\S
\‘1 . - ' - - -t N " IQ .
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. Why is it that certain prose passages are easy to folloy and reqﬂil t;
<

whereas others are virtually unintelligible7’ Factors including passage
. ¢ [ *

.

content and‘copic interest are obviously important and‘cannot be' ignored.

. S ‘
be more or less comprehensible simply as a function of the way in which

iy 3 .

the author formats, organizes, and/or‘presents the pr0se content. The

.
-

3 A ‘

M///effect of .these Upresentation"'factors on. the comprehensibility of ‘text
e o

.

*a

will be/discus here.” Of equal,. if not more, importance from a
Y ) . . . 9

practical standpoint is what a.learner can do to increase tHe f{kelihood

»
.-
t

‘ - ‘ .
that a prose passage will be‘comprsheand and recalled. Possibilities i

this domain w{ll be'discussed here as well.. Thus, we will, focus on,two

. -
’ - <

- Q‘ ’ ! . . .
geheral classes of prose-learning strategies: (a) those. ha{ authors gﬂ
1 .- ° S . ‘ p
“ o, - . . Y {

can use to optimize communication (ife.,'prOSe—dependent'strategies;

P -

and (h) those that learners ,can use to optimize reception C&,e » processor- .

Woe
»

dependent strategies) ‘ : o S

-ofaGagne (in press) and” Reder (19775.5

—_\middle school years (i.e. onvchildr

The expaasive prbse learning’literature has. been dealt witR in seve
e @ »
previous reviews, twq,of the most recent and mest thoughtful being th0se

. 1 : ’ [ 1 -

. . . . - ! .

steps here. Rather, we have selected from some of $hat literatﬁre and
, ‘ . ] R o ' . o / o B ‘ ‘ .
elsewhere research that .we believe has. implﬁcations for enhancing the
. . . » . ;

ary focus will be on the
E £

. . * ‘ -
prose Iearning of children: Althoug:;jur pr

between ages 9 and 14), selected

Even if such factors are 1ld constant, hpwever,'prose passages can still

n

?

ral -

\

There is no needto‘ retrace the same

2
research findings derived fram - both older apd youngeY populations wfll)be

e
included. Such Findings will be cited chiefly’ for purposes_Qf,develop—
. - . 7 . #

[4

. '.< 11 N ' ‘ 1l
mental comparison and!contrast, or because research condutted using
> ‘ ..’ - he _‘

children - within our targeted,age‘rangelis lacking. o o ' :

L}

v

Iy
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¢ Why did we choose to focus. on the prose_learning oféghildren?' Our ™ ,.

ﬂ \ -
\ ’ <

- - p ilhary conaideration was ‘that the work d13cussed her\is to 'be included A4
! . \ i AP 1
l"l /., in a volume published by the InternationalUReading Assbciation, ‘that de.als o

. ) v A

with children s cmmpreheqsion skills and - comprehension—relat‘d curricular '
materials.l Although a ‘veritable plethora of prose-learninz spfauegies,

//}’have ‘been: inVestigated in adolescent and adylt populafions’(primatily » .
high school and college i,tudents)z there ‘are obvious cognitive—deveiop-

. [4
. mental‘Lifﬁgrences between oldet and younger students. Because‘bf these

s e " 1. : .
S differences, we believe if unwise to conclude that strategies -found to
/ ! \
be effective at one developmental LeVel will be similarly effeot!ve at
L 7 - rd - . v "- ®

ano'therw > . L - ' L LT

- . : ' ¢ 7 - P\ﬁhn
: - S ) \% . ) - 4 X R

, > Consider, for example,, the strategy of having students focus on
' . . . , R ’ - g , .‘ . . ‘ 4 .
0 topic-gelated questions whike reading a prqQse passage. This particular -

‘ strategy has commanded'considefable researth atténtion in.the last décade, ~

4 .. !

, and ‘its potentqal for enhancing the prose. comprehension of older students
s . 2 >

et} d :
_has been amply detailed (see, for e%ample, Andersop & Biddle, 1975; .
é ‘Frase, 19755 and‘Rothkopf 1972). A ﬁimila conclusion is ‘ot Justified

N - b

from.the small amount of question—askipgcrezzarch that has’ been’ gonducted N

VL w{;h childfen, however. For- example, th& typical adult finding that /

Py
N squuestions placed just after a portien® of text facil&tate students asubse—

- ! T
quent recall of prose gonteht (including material‘not explicitly questioped) K

,r .
s has not: consistently emerged in studies involving children (e.g., Fischer,
R / .
1973,/Ri hmond, 19763 Rowls; 1975}\Watts, 1973) . ‘}
- SN
oo Analogous developmental differences may be«found 1n«4{udies where

~

> :
subject-generated vlsual imagery constitutes the-proseQEearning strategy

.. ’4"’. . - ’ N . . - ] . ' :-
B
. T /"'- k ' : . L a
[ : > ., ’ . S ’ . ~ - -
Q . . L Ao 4 ) 4—5% . e Y




- By ) ' 7
. X . 1Y K
7 of inferest. Alt;bugh there is good\reason to believe that such a strategy {

“

BroduceSvproseéﬂomprehension gains in children 8 years of age and older ‘:' \

e ,(SEe Lévin, 1976; and Pressley, l977), .on the basis of reseaf!h conducted

T": . in aur laboratory ‘over the 1asthew years (e;ﬂﬁ Dunham & ﬂevin, 1978; e

' Guttmann, Levin, ;\Pressdey, 1977‘ Ruch & Levin, l978), the same candpﬁ//jL‘:/’

, be concluded for chlldrenJyounger than this. Thus, we believe that \

v "‘
.- %infefgncésx\:out the effect of various prose—learJ/ng’strategies must be

lfA' .~ made with re-erence to the age ran%e on which the_research was based ./: .
. e , v
; v f‘AS far as‘fur present orlentation is” éonclxned, one‘is simply not justified )
SN in extrapolating downward ot upward to students.i. theamiddle schooliyears
from,studies conductéd wich,olderxand younger students respecf"vely (see
) ) L - R
also Levin & LeSgold in»press) l" . . f ) /f," '
"‘ . In summary, then, in- this dh/pter we report on strategies that seem~~
. . gto hold promise f facilitating children sfxiose\learning. Our‘basicw-" o
T emphases may be L:iterated in the following two dbestions ‘ l‘f' ‘f\

B ‘ ) -

e O 1. What stra}egies can be applied by an' authdr or instruétor‘fofgnhance

- (
. N L L “ .
‘ the comprehensibllity and memprabllity of the’ information in a prose :
‘ ! " : . k ‘ Y R )
‘ p‘assage. ? L - . ’ . . . - ;o
g ¢ . o L..-?/ . . T, T
2. What strategies can be applied by child who is reading,or -
B -1 .
- TN 11stening to the passagé in. order to accomplish the same thing?- 5
o [ . -”
L e .These two quebtions should sound famillar,t,/zh who are acquainted

/Lh our, prevxous writings (e g., Levin, 1972‘ 1976 Pressley, 1977),. V

inasmuch as Lhey serve o tvoke the dlstinctfon bet”En»wh;b;we have.qalled T %

L4 4 . L.

Y .

ZBﬁQQ and ingugedrIearnrng/strategies. This distinction will provide érﬁx
e 'v‘\'« ‘ ¢ . - ‘~ ‘ . ' ~ 7 “ )




’ . .GENERAL FRAMEWORK FOR_THEaSTRATEGIES CONSIDERED - ) i

. & . N
: .
,{ . Facilitative/prose—learning strategies can be imposed by a communi—
I B A
¥ v~y
cator (Question 1 above), induced in’ a'processor (QuestiQn 2), or both

. v \(

5 e A
. ) and, indeed certadn stzategf@s that we will consider -contain- elements e
- 14 :

’ of" each.. For example, an author may include a summary at the endfof .

v . ‘ ’—\
“ 'a‘Chapter tp ‘help. the reader consolidate)the previously presented infor- S
. ~ . w - N

,vmation. This would be an imposed atrategy or, ‘ih the presént context
what we eaxlier referred to as a prose{dependent st On the other
- - : B . - . : " : p)

-~

,hand, a.reader pmy be;required to write a brfef synopsig d@&what-was just :
. C ) v < v . ‘\ ‘
e Pread,wsummarﬂte it‘in'his or her own words, revjiew mentally the most

. N ) ) o y . .
important informat%on, etcn. Such-strategies are induced in that they

nt o

- require some kind of. relevant cognitive activity generatqﬂ from«within

-

-
oy, .

’ . ‘the learner. With these processor dependent strategies, the‘onus is"

, . . - N >

on the reader to perfqrm——d/ give and not just to receive. Finally, as

. -

. o .
. 'ﬁwas implied above, certain stra‘egies may be’ both prose— and pr6cessor— Ve

v

K o dependent. Con51der for example, a prose passage that- ts fo lowed by
2 A

short-answer review questions. The ques ns are prose dependent inasmuch

. " - '. . ~ ) ) ' -~

as they are_externally provided adjuncts to. the written prdse'and, presum—_
ot . ) Ny s .

.Y 'ably, they are structured to consolidate in the reader's memory the infor—
- - ™ B
-

matﬁ#?pmeviOUSly presented. At the ‘same time, however, review questions

.are processor dependent since it is clear that whether or: not they function -

-

as intended_depends on the use made of »them by the reader. ‘That is,,the ' '
. ' . N . ) «
author's objective in including. such questions would obviously be frustrated

if the reader dfd notxexpend the effort necessary to arswer them (correctly).’
’ L ]

A \ .7 [

\\'

~n

k-
)
AN
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Many, if not most, prose 1earning strategies are both prose~ and

processor—dépendent .and this should be realized at the outset. In olr
\ g . . / \

attempt to c0mpartmentalize them however, we  are forced to make qome

- » \
2
a

"either-or" decisions about.strategies;‘based on whether a particular
. ;- .

. strategy appears to us as either predpminantly prose dependent‘of

- v

processor dependﬁgtﬂ‘ Although we are reluctant to dichotomize strategies
in this fashidﬁ, by ing so our strategy classifications anc discuésion’

become more manageabl

We turn, then,({o(Table.l where exemplars of our present emphases o

‘

»

are pfesehted; The row labels of pourse re’feseqt the two classes_df

proseslearning strategies just considered. A second dimension to our ;y/

framework is afforded by the two column labels. That 1is, strategy Eypes

‘(prose- or processor-dependent) can be further broken down according to

their assumed primary function in prose-learning context. As will
AN . Lo

- be seen, these functions loosely correspond to the particular point in

-

time that the strategy is applied: priof to,- as opposed to during,
L2 y
passage presentations

We are inclined to view the general class of prose-learning strategies

i
’

that are activated RH}OY to passage presentation as serving primarr |

context- or §tage—settiqg function. That is, they sensitize the ﬁf 5 nt

- to what the passage is.about, what should be learned from it, what existing

. 2
information the student already possesses concerning thé material, and the

v
-

2Time—tied classifications of prose-learning adjuncts and activities
have been adopted by others as well (e.g., Andersong in press; Carroll,
1971;. Gagné, in press). Moreover, there are effective informatidn¥
consolidation activities that can be applied following asprosey passage,
such as review quizzes of various kinds and with various types of infor-
mation feedback (see, for example, Anderson & Biddle, 1975; and Kulhavy,
1977). Test-taking "strategies' will not be considered here, however,
and activities such as summarizing or reviewing a prose passage-will be
regarded as du§gng prose strategies for present puUrposes.

A

)

~
LN

~



. . Table 1
- \
5 Four Classes-of Prose-Comprehension Strategy, as Represented'
’ by Assumed Primary Function and Type _
. ‘ . o u
. ' a
— 7
- . >
R , : s
Primary Function of Strategy. )
. S 3 . &
“ Stage-é’ettfhg ™. Storage/Retrieval
- )
L4 ) . ks ) \
o Prose ' 2 ' . PN ’ T
> : .
&% - Dependent oo .
i
& ,“j o
- u >
w
U
Z ~ Processor \ A - ' J
) =9 Dependent ' o :
>~ . . .
£~
¢ ,
4{?
' ’
5,
X
@ . . !
‘ « , A
1 .
L S I
",’ . ) . ; 4
¥ .- + !

O
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T like. In contrast, prose-learning strategies activatéd dering pasgage
S B ‘ . ) - ' .

\

N ‘ - . N Ed . P
¢« presentation will be regarded as serving an'information-storage/yetrieval

. ~ - : 3 g
(' function. Alt50ugh both strategy types discussed here are, to gome extent;
' ] d . M v /

} o : ) ~N
"-concderned with storaqe and retrieval (and, in particular, with/ facilitating

3

\ storage and retrieval), those applied during passage present#fion opefate

~ -

. . ) - ‘/ .
' + on prose informatioh directly and in its présence;» Examples' include:
alternative structural ‘and logical text organizationSx(see~ﬁaker & Stein|,
: ' . j
y & N . el e P9 s » 5
<;<in prass), the p;pﬁision of content-clarifying auxiliary mdterlals,_
A\/; i ) ) . ) , ;1 . )
‘» 'and student-generated cognitive elaborations and transform?tions of passage

/
v

‘content.

~

-

. . - ”
As mentioned earlier, our general plam in this chapter is to provide
the reader with examples of children's prose-comprehension strategies’that

"seem fo succeed." These examplés are just that: illustrations and not

- -A N oy A-
exhaustive'listings.3 Our presentation of the various examples will now
{ = follow from the four cells represented’## Ta@le 1.
EXAMPLES OF SEEMINGLY SUCCESSFUL CHILDREN'S P?OSE-COMPREHENSION STRATEGIES

Stage-setting Strategles

4

quse-dependen:L Stage-setting Stratéé&éé

1'1‘)ﬂad

' wr 2 . L
Whether contained in the prose materials oY provided by an instructor,

’ 2
-

our stage-setting strategies encompass the kindSiof "preinstructional

strategies' receutly reviewed by Hartley and Davﬁgs (1976). Included are

. )
T E
L)

3. <. " " N "
The term il ustrations

s used here in both,the{literal and figurative
sense, If the reader  will emguse an inverted doubl§ pun. '"Literal' il]us-
trations will be taken from children's prose-learning studies in which the,

_strategies’ consist.of prose-dependent pictures and brocessor-dependent

visual imagery. On the other hand, "figurative" tlfustrations will be taken
. from the same sort of studies, but in which the strabegies are nonpictorial-
° like in nature. We-alert the reader that as a consequence of our owm -

v experiences (and biases) associated with children's pﬁpse—learnﬁng research,

our emphasis in this chapter will clearly be on the fo%mer (literal) type of?
illustrations. . } B

1o : a

Qo : . ' : B

S | %

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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destion answering’ (pretests), lustructional objectives ( 'goals™ and "pur- E
~poses 9, overviews, and: Ausubelian advance d!%anizers" (e g., Ausubel, 1963).
o \U . [ :

,‘The first two'straEEgies may be regarded as primarily sensitizing or“““w“"“
= \\ ’ '
"orienting” (Frase, 1976) in nature, in that they may 1ntroduce terms or -
hint at to- be Yearmed content and skills, but they do not inform-‘per ge.

of c urse, the- hope is that when such sensitizers are combined with ‘the

subfefuent prose content, learning will be enhanced' (possibly as a mesult i
) 7 . .

of increased attention paid to.particular terms and ideas when they are

encountefed in the text) The suAEEES of s%nsitization strategies, with
~ —

respect to the specific” material sensitized, has been fairly well established

~ - v

~with studénts of all ages. 1In short, alerting students to exactly wHat it

; - is they are to learn is generally more effective'than_"leaving them in

N

* the darkf——not very_surprising, perhaps, but.often overlooked in-instruc-

s

tional pract;ce - ' . e , ) i

f' The second two of the Hartley and Davies (1976) preinstructlonal -dé§

o strategies are basically content-clarifying,and, therefore, infbrma;ional

f - in thei{'own right. It is worth mentioning that previods distiggéions‘
(and arguments about dlstinctions) between overviews and advance organizers

appear throughout the literature (e g., Barnes & Clawson, l975 Lawton &

wanska, 1977), and we do not wish to fuel the fire here. That 1s, we N
: . B : . T

will not debate what the salient characteristics of a good advance organizer,
H r . ) . i .
> 1 . - ;
as-conceived by Ausubel, are (e.g.; consists of a higher "level of BN

" etc.), in con-

‘dabstraction;” prov1dés a needed "ideationaI scaffolding,

i
i
|
|

trast to those of a good overview. . Rather than belabdr the issye, we - will

N

B L] N
regard both overviews and organizers, as content*élarifying preinstructional

# i L - o . }

rd
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. . . - -
* strategies, and use the terms m... .1 less interchangeably. Certainly as
. . % ! . - - . . . «. J
far as the prose comprehension of children is con%erned, we subscribe to - %

the wijew ghat: -(a)_content—clarifying prelnstructional strategies (of
q:t/l}chever type) should bejrelatively simple and concrete., We further

elteve that: “(b),such simplification or concretization strategies will
G‘
exhibit thei? greatest payofﬁs on prqse passag%s whose content is far from
. ‘ ’
“ simple'or concrete., We wfll return -to both of these points following an

'ﬂ‘illqstration‘éf the k;nd of strategy we have in mind. . - - ‘
covh ) ‘ S Ty i o ,
: Arnold .and Brooks ' (197b6): A number of adult.'stddies have demonstﬂated
,r~:; that pvose learning proceeds much more efficiently once an approprlate -
" »

) Organlzing context has been estabk1shed (i.e., once‘the stage has been
o - N s
fi properly set).‘ of part1cular‘slgn1f}cance to the‘present discusslon,
Bransford‘and Johnsdn\(l§73) have found that stndents'iﬁndefstanding and.
~"recall of ankotherwlse difficult—to—comprehend prose passage was helped
" cons1derably by the prcvrslon df either a stage—setting visual 1llustfatldn
or’a verhal title. Arnold and Brooks. sought to replicate and extend the . -

7.

4§ .Bransford and Johnson findings usingifecond—xand fifth—grade children

QMat follows is one of-the eight short passages created by Arnold and

‘ o I
3' |

L

Jimmy was hanging‘hy his knees ‘and his legs were

5

beginning tu uclic, but he still hung on. The swan Q?f
&%as flying very fast towards Jimmy's home%® The \ ‘ O, 4
A i = ’ \ )
. [ »
wind was blowing through Jimmy's hair and jacket g \ -

and he was getting cold. The_other‘children

) “ .
" wére having a good time. Jimmy wished the trip

wege over. Lisa had fallen asleep on the white
feather Wbttress and Joey was singing a song °

(Arnold & Brooks, 1976, p. 7121,,'1

v ’ * : i » ’ - . . v { .
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" >’~ Although ‘each individual senterlice is eas11y comprehended——even by a child--
'

the passage formed by the collection of sentences is not likely to be~-

even by an adult. What seems to be missing/is a meaningful con;ext, or
. . BN ’

theme, withindhhich the individual sentences can be embedded. S -

Just prior‘to 1istening to‘each passage, children in one conditdion

¢ 2

‘ ¢ uene provided With a theme,.in the:formloﬁ a stage—setting illustration.

- .

) . One‘such 111ustrat10n 1s-pr0v1ded her as Panel A of Figure 1. (How does

_this 1nformation_a{iect your aeinte retatinn oi the above passa;ef) In a
) . control condition, children were sHown a random arrangement ef the’same
"\_elements of thelillustration (Panel B ef Figure 1) JUSt prior ta- the :tf

Ai' ‘:presﬁnta;lo_:Of therstdry. This condition Was derived from Bransf;rd and
i - i

fJohnSon (197?)_ anQQWas designe | to eontrol for everything except the

explicit context i the experim Btal condition. ey N
" . N N . p :

If an appropriate context; s related to qomprehension and recall of

a prose passage (as suggestgd y the adult reSearch), then perforﬁance

differences between the two'ég,ditions would be expected -Based Qn a

“'-fv ”‘

subsequent free recall neasur of information derived'exclusively ~he.

“
’

passage, this was indeed foun to be t. ;ase for_fifth-grade chi:

k]

Those who received.the integrated context recalled almost one-third
s N - he < T
more passage content‘than did .control students. Thus, the same 'sort
v . » .
of stage-setting illustrations that improve the prose learning of adults

'
-

(Bransford & Johnson, 1972) also seem to subceed with children as young
» : ) : ' :
“as fifth'graders. The Arnold and Brooks data do not permit tﬁ?}%onclusion

-

that children younger than this will exhibit-similar improvement$, since

© in that study_the second graders did not appear to benefit from the

< ~ | 4

N

o
fu
-
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~ Figure 1. _Iixample of Otganized "(1’&) and Control (B) Pictorial

S\tage—sétting Contexts. (Taken from Arnold & Brooks, 1976; copyright

R 3

1976 by the Americ,:’n “Psynchological Association; reprinted by permission.)
‘ B

.
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that it was about ''two boys and a girl'and a swan".(Control). Based on

- .x - J
T : ‘
preinstructional organizer.4 This latter, finding is but one instance of

/

our introductory caution . against making blanket across-age generalizations.
' Related remarks. ,ﬂn additaon to the two pictoqial.conditions described

‘

in -the preceding section, Arnold and Brooks (1976) included two similar

(though less specific) purély verbal conditions in. their experiment. ;These

(%
. -

consisted of infqrmingjstudents just prior to passage presentation either

o > - * s

N . . . . ] o X
_ that the stpry-yas about "two boys and a girl riding a ‘swan’ (Context) or

& .

\ .
] \ L

) | )
the passage—regall measure discussed previously, ho significant increase -

"in the performance ‘of context students, relative to cohtrols, was® apparent
.,

.

at either grade level (the increase was enly ab0ut 6/ among fifth graders)

Why should the pictorial organizer be effective and. the verbal organizer .

not, «when it comes to re 1g passage content7 Surely these ‘two organizer-

4

types diffbr in many respects (including the greater'specificity of the -

pictorial .organizer, as may be appreciated from a look at Figure 1), but

Vo

it- cannot be denied that the provgded 1rlustration affords a very sibgie,
{

N .
concrete’framework for organizing the incoming passage content. As we

| . - . o
argued before concerning centent-clarifying preinstructional str%tegies, .

they*should be easy to'follow and concrete. One of the,besilways\to satisfy

these criteria’is to provide a comp&if pictorial organizer. Although we
l '

,'AThese conclusions are based on the ‘summary data supplied by Arnold and

Brooks (1976), and it is clear that our intérpretation of their data
differs from their. own. Without going into the specifics here, this .
is due to the fact that Arnold and Brooks' discugsion was based pri- - \
marily on_analyses of what we consider to be an inappropriate perfor- '
mance, measure. Th&i%measure ("inferences') included as correct
responses certain information which was not explicitly ‘contained in
the passage .and which serves unjustifiably to bias the recall data /
in favor of context-provided students. whet? one. focusses strictly
on students' correct recall bf passage-derived content, about all
that can be said is that fif;h graders who are provided. with stage-=
‘setting illustrations display a significant performance increment '
relattve to appropriate controls. >;- o o

‘

- +

.J'. f')r
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» are not denying the possibility of deviSing‘iimilarlyseffecéive verbal . .

+

A t . ’

organizers, it seems' unlikely that even the ultimate "thpusand rd" - - ‘ ?i'
- y
; - TR RN
treatise will be worth" perceptibly moré than(a compdct "qhe-picture -
c"" . ' ¥ : ' % S - .
organizer By c i o . 2 ] EPR

v 3 ’ T ‘ ’ ya
‘Our sétond previous&y sta 55 belief about content clariﬁming preinstruc—

-

tional strategies is that they should become particuLarly effectivelwheni

—

L4

»

the going getg rough What this means is that the benefits derivied from - .‘ .
; content clarifying organlzers should be greatestvwith dit}icult to- compre—’.r: 4'
,‘1»'; hendvpassages.' ”Diffiqult " as applied here, is only vafuely defined, bué;.
&' is a:;:oncept that can be easily operationalized 111‘ /relat'ive terms. For _ y

=

example,kthe them\tically barren passages of Arnold and Brooks (1976) could

Qe mixed w1th comparable, though thematically rich, passages and read to -

- ' T e [
.f students for comprehension difﬁiculty ratings (seeﬁhfor example Qﬁransford:&, -
' Johnson, l972). If,our speculations’about'organiZer effectiyeness are

E . - - ’ : x

on target,’ then it should be the case that'cpntent-clarifying organizers

» - ' R ¥ R -

would be comparatively more beneficial for the subSequent'recall of passages |

S0 5 , . . ‘ s
rated more difficult to comprehend. An alternative way to.evaluate these

" . 4 a
\V 'speculations would;be to examine the effectiveness of content clarifying
/ .
organizers using prose passages of varying;abstractness. : '”&’

It is fa1rly well es&ablished that 1earning materials (prose passages

included) which deal primarily with abstﬂact referents/and events are less
well comprehended and recalled in comparison to learning materials focussing
_— ¥ (RN -
on concrete referents and events (e.g., Jolnson, Bransford, Nyberg. &
. 3 .

Y-

Cleary, 1972' Joinson, 1974). . (We are using thé{ﬂerms‘vconcrete“

]

~and ”abstract” in the tontemporary psychologicalisense here to refer

BN

\to Stimull that are rated as beingfmore and leSs tangible/visuallzable,
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. ' ' . .. . . . o

clarifying organizer would be esp ja l&\helpful‘for children_in\“ -

_'situati%ns where the passage content was\relatively abstract. Although
little, if aﬁy,.systematic data bearing irectlz on this prediction

< seem to be available, a few studies basey/én adult$ 1end indirect

-

o - support to it (see, for example, Dauidson, 1976 and Royer & Cable, 1976)

' In these studies students comprehension of very abstract prose passages

3

' y
was helped by insprucfor provided concrete organizers. ‘ -
! - e V 3 \S TR ' : ’
Prgcessor—dependent,,Stage setting trategies E T - '
© AT T ~ -V ' . S
. We turn’ now-tOythe second of our stage-setting strategies as represented
’(‘. k) - ‘

in Téble l v Here,~organizing information relevant to the upcoming passage

v

.

must be called into play by the prose processor him— or herself The most

Il
4

usual apilication of this strategy then, is for a’ student to relate what

P ﬁ (sﬁhe anicipates the passage wili be about to what (s)he already knows.

In a phras relevant "knowledge of the world" ib activated by the student
i .

in,order to comprehend better (or even at all) the to-be—learned prose
. i

!-\1 v

. material
:§< * Consider, 'as a simple’ analogical manifestation ‘of this kind of strategy,

the OUstnnding television game show, ”The $20,000 Pyramid " which we
watcbgregularly to get ideas about comprehension, communication, and

}
how people think. 1In the first segment.of each contest, the plz?er

must identify category members when given clues about those members by -

his- or her partner. For example, suppose the category.were "French things"
’:andﬁfne's’partner were.to say;' ”A very tall structure, trademarh of Paris,

built for a World_Fair”” (Ofogburse the answer desiredpis.Eiffel Tower.)

During the time allotted'for d- given game.(30 seconds),. a contestant

mus€§identify seven different exemplars from a given category (e.g.,

~ sy

. © 0N '

| . =5
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. seven d%iferent "Erench’thi"s")f Thus, time is at a premium It turns -
. out‘that a’Very good-(and'ver§.obvions) pregame, stage—setting'strafegy
- thﬁt contestan?s tan employ is to, focus their atteption on the ) \f’ . o

‘ partLCular category, and to start activating their existing knowledge
I

structures within that category in order to anticipate exemﬂlars that

5 { .’ )

might'be requested What follows is a strategic contestant s plaﬁsible

— ‘ N

self dialogue (exaggerated o% course, since‘only a few/seconds oggprepara—

°
X

tion time are allowed); . ' ST o e
o . 1 « ' . Q— A ‘ . < ’ Ve _
" g
Now let 5 see, the category is "French things " What
; Tt do I know that 's \French? Food things (a popular first "

-
choice): _French fries, French onion soup, vichyssoise,

maitre d', cabernet sauvignon, escargots, quiche
lorraine, Cuisinart. *What else around here? Renaults,

‘French poodles, Brigitte Barﬂbt, Truffaut, Jacques 5

Cousteau, Jean Claude Killy, the French Alps. What

about in France? .The“Rivérnseine; Paris, Arc ofs .
’Triuhph, Eiffel Tower, Notre Dame, The Louvre,.
Toulouse Lautrec, impressionism. what else? Napoleon
. ) - Bonaparte, Joan of Arc, et (’, let's go.

" A similar type of strategic anticipation can come into.play when
processingktext’and, to paraphrase a tamiliar~saying: What one brlings
into a prose pagsage often determines what one will take out'of it.
(Just take a crack at Finnegans Wake, for example-—see also- Footgage 1.)
However,*the prOcessor—dependent, stage- setting strategy cell of Table 1

is a maverick of sogts. Frankly, it was born purely ott of "slot—filling”

Biccessity in order {o provide some‘(literal) balance to our prose-~compre-

A
gbﬂ"\.ﬂ
ke
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N, hension framework.” - We will how attémpt to explain why we view this :
- ‘ ,. - T X . .
- \ghitiéulax_cell 3§2a forced entry, but, a fo;ced entry that is important
. ’ ! : “" |. ,‘ "-.." v
; -to consider when.disg&ésing prerfleargihg'strategieél . e
ﬂﬁ. ~/ " ..First, it isften the ciferwizh prose that no stage-setting-clues

' . . - . = N ’ ’ ~ e .
ate provided dqn;erning pagsage/tgpic content, an@,even_w?eﬁﬁ?heY.aEe ﬁﬁey
'. A /v. o " r y . . . . ) . . L" e
VB f. may be too vague qur a student to opemate on 'them effecti&éiy) or
N . ) <o - Tl ’ .
/w s . el .o - . LD . . i
oo ugb;lbful ({f the stage-setting clues do not trigger off the student's
. . A L t uEs ae g A -
' ' ' ’ L coC ' ' . k.
pre-existing related knowledge). Second, and.ﬁa:tly because oI the above,
. ) ) . . ’ . . ¥ Ky N . , :. - - ) .
- the stage-setting strategies applied by a progcessor are bduhd to be much,
NS ‘ © i L o : ‘ T : o
. less purposive (%ag,,\ayplied with less imtention) than is congpeted
. : . - - A -
. i .. . R .
‘by our ‘use of the term "strategy' throughout this chapter. Thus, .we

- !,

-

apply the term "strateg&" to the processor-dependént; stage—settihg cell

of Table 1liwith some reluctance.

A few prelimigary\remarks are in oxder., There is ample theoretical ,

_— 3 N - 3
discuskion, and corroborative empirical evidence, relevant to the notion
. _ ‘ . .

that one's prior knowledge predicts one's percéption, comprehension,

and }eca1¥/of "new'" information (see, for example, the Anderson et al.,
R // . A ‘ I
1977, volume cited in Footnote 5). Brief mention of an interesting

. 5"giot filling" is a term purposely borrowed from schema theory. since
that best elucidates the nature of the processor—dependentf%ﬁ;dge—
setting strategy cell. Anderson, Spiro, and Montague's (1977%* volume 4
is devoted to schema,thebry and is highly recommended. "Not only is -
the theory's basis cf®arly articulated throughout ,wbut ‘specific edu-

catio implications of the theory follow directly from much of the
work! rieported there‘(see_ang Baker & Stein, in pwess). :

6

On the: other hand, there are reading authorities who expli&itly advotate

the use of processor-dependent, stage—setting ‘strategies. *For indtance,

’ in reviewing texts on how .to teach reading, we found numerous recomhenda-
tions that teachers ought to prompt children to apply what Ehey already
_know in order to improve their comprehension of upcoming text (e.g.,
Dechant, 1970; Spache & Spache, 1977; Stauffer, 1969; and Zintz, 1970).
When ‘viewed from this perspective, the term “strategy' might not be.as

.+ 4]l1-guited to our processor-dependent, stagersettiﬁgﬁEE}}fgb’one‘might<.
think. ; , . . ‘
e ] o o | N : . .

Q y . o h 8 ) At A : " ,s"
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L ' reLeut qtudy by Loqdon, Hunsen, and Pearson (1978) wilt~suffice to mako

¢

thé'point here. lhese authors f/undgghat yohng (second grade) childt:g

who had some prior knowledge about,a given topic ("spidets") learned more

L ) \ R
' from those portionf of a spider passage. where that prior’ kngwle_ge /@ﬁﬁ

. B \Y
! qh'\ could'be applied, relative to'children who had little or éo inor "spider
= . kn ’ledge. In contrast .for information?expllcitlyrstate ;in the passagg
(W gfr and for whi¢h no prior ' spider 'knowledge was necessary)‘ he'two groups
) - 'df children d1d pot differ significantlp with respect‘to agyunt learne&&
1;:;M:<J As far as processor—dependent strategies are qoncerned; it.is easy-to.'
L DAL

make a Wockery | of the prior- knowledge predicts present learning principle.

Simply provideXStudents with as much backg;ound knowledge as possible--. .
B o . . : [ — 3~

. everything they ever needed Yo know about “a giwen topic, to borrow from
) Ed McMahon's "Tonight Show" rputine——before‘giving them additional related

«

) .
material to learn (Levin, 1978). But surely }he less extreme recommendation

that folloks from the principle is not so ridiculous: Simply provide students
.

with as nuch background knowledge as is necessary to facilitate comprehension

’
» - -

* of the to-beilearned material. This less extreme prescription has'in fact
been proffered'to reading practitioners (e.g.,' Betts, 1957, p. 494), and is
well illustrated, we believe, in an experiment reported.by‘Brown, Smiley,

' ]
‘Day, Townsend, & Lawton (1977, Experiment 2).

Brown et al (1977). 1In this experiment second, fourth and 51xth

-l

graders were asked to llsten to a passage about a hunter from the fict1t10us

‘. "Targa tribe. Although certain details of the passage were %eft unspecified,
the passage itself was perfectly comprehensible in its presented form

(unlike that.of Arnold & Brooks, 1976). However, in an attempt to in-

v
fluence students' interpretation of the passage, Brown et al. ‘manipulated
LY

the children s background knowledge of the Targa the week before the




—

passage.

" e o U

S, - = o -
\ - ) > ,t

passage”was actually presented /One group 6f children was informeﬁ t at jr .

-~

Targas were of th@ cefui Eskimo wvariety, and detaiIs 'both pictorial

'and'verbal) SuCh as snow—relateg settings, polar wildlMf amfl all the

—

tyappiqgs were provided for students to emb\llish this orientation. “ﬁ;
A second groug of- children was givén a warring Indian orientation, along

with burn1ng deserts, water and animal shortages, etc. A third- (cqntrol)

-

Ed

group was given information about Spanis:/people the week before, which'

was. og course irrelevant to-th® ensuing Targa-target passage.' (Eor - \\ - %
4 e ~ v . : A

i, - \

further description of this experiméht see Baker & Btein, in press): ’

- p <

K P "& ‘

Two fndings are of particular note. First, the two groups with pre—

established background,knowledge about the Targa recalled over 25% more -} .
v N . . \"cx . .
- passage content than controls. ~Second, convincing evidence was provided i 2

to show that thecdifferent kinds of relevant background information

(Eskimo vs. Indian) did influence.students' processing of the passage.- o
. il , . ) i
In particular, the recall errors that were made were consistent with
. - . D ) ¥
children's pre-established backgrounds: About two—thirds of all recall

errors consisted of appropriate background information that was not

e . :
< h) - L
~ . &
-in fact mentioned in the passage, that is, Eskimo oriented students

~ -
'recalled" Eskimo-related'information that_was not there::ghereas as’ v ..
unmentioned Indian-related background information was "recalledh by
lndian-oriented studepts. ,The same pattern was apparent in‘some follow-
up questions designed to dete;n{%e whether_or not specific background

information did in fact influence the children's interpretation of the

Related remarks. Gordon et al.'s (1978) research has demonstrated

that young children's éxisting knowledge about a particular topic may

determine what and how much they will learn from a prose passage con-
N : . . »

Fal

* ' ) I -
. ~ . -
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taining new topic—related information. From a methodological standpoint
e _ this ia.,importanc inasmuch as it highlights the claims of others (e 8oy :

"Levin & L%sgold in press' Royer & Cunningham) l978) that if one 18 inter- :“

esﬂed in aEBessing strictly what a student has lea‘he& from a prose passage,'
then what'the,saudent already knows——or what (s)he cant?educe withqut,

» -

. even reading the passager—must first be taﬁen 1nto account. From a e -}

AR ' . -
. 4

‘Asubstantive standpoint the finding suggests that if- relevant knowlédge '
structures are well established learning willtprocQEd more efficieﬁtIy.
_ - . 4
Fi ‘Brown et al.'s (1977, Experiment 2) experimental demongtration is in accord
with this-position,.as is a study with auults reported by ﬁavidson (1976)
The Davidson study will: be described here‘ﬁn some detail since it is a good'

2

example of how prior knowledge can make comprehensible otherwise very’
* W,

' difficult to- comprehend matefial

N b )
Davidson selected "The Mat Maker" chapter from Melville s Moby Dick Dick

L

I °

,;as the to-be-learned prose content.. Given our earlier comments about

b

4 - -

zstage—setting strategies likely'be pful for comparatively

difficult and/or dbstract passages, "The Mat ker

certainly is a prime '
# , R

candidate for facilitation Ag,the reader ma _recall from his or her own

s [

gxperiences with this pass%ge, a number of abstract concepts (such as

fate, ehagce, and free w111) are intertelated to each other as well as

& {
metaphorically to various concrete parts of a 1oom (sﬁch as the warp,

N v

the woof, and the shuttle) It goes without saying——but will be said

P §x

2

anyway-—that one's background familarity w{th looms should predict howl_'
4we11 Melville's analogies should "work" (as with the Gordon et4a1 k l978 ‘

"spider" study) .’ - . ~”4 su o _",}%7"

: . Realizing this, and by seledting Iearners with gresumably "loomless

I

backgro&nds (in contrast to, say, weavers-—see Anderson Vgeynolds,

F




Anphase. o

;ioomrknowleé%e and control’ conditions. Loom—knowledge~students were

vfacilitate students' comprehension of difficult to—comprehend (abstract,

21

I
. R

' Schallert: & Goetz, 1977, for an interesting variation on this‘theméy,

Davidson attempted to fill. in' the needed “loom network by preinstructing
ofe group of students as to the nature of the loom and its working pa¥ts.

Both pictures and verbal descriptions were used in this loonrknowledgq

. I
ces

On the Subsequent passage, Davidson found that the students'wiﬁh o
. I .- '
builéLup loom backgrounds outperformed two groups of control students on

_a'true;false assertion test. Compared to the two control groups combined

‘loom;knowledge students correctly identified almost SOZ more items. In

addition, Qualitative analyses of free—recall protocols of the students

‘revealed Quite different structurings of passagggiaformation in - the >

found to be much more likely to xelate abstract concepts from the passage

to concrete loom. parts, relative tp control students who tended to maintain

separate abstract and- concrete concept clusters..
LN

‘In reviewing the literature on content—clarifying strategies in the
Y ¢ .
stage—setting domain (e.g., Arnold & Brooks, 1976;°Brown et al.% 1977;
Davidson, 1976), the present authors have come,. to believe in ‘the utility o

of such strategies——but within limits. A few of these limits were specified

earlier.” For example, it appears that organizers and backgrOund knowledgé_

unfamiliar, or ambiguqus) material., This is intuitively pleasing and

" seem8 to have modest empirical Support. After all, why'should stage-

-

‘oetty7é information be needed if the upcoming passage is conctete, familiar, .

~

and straightforward’ At the same time, it 1is, reasonable to suppose that -
extremelx difficult -to- comprehend passages‘(and/or organizers) would -

e

diminish stage—setting effects. Moreover, this supposition may be of

P ' ‘ LD Ta TN : .v
* ' / ». < ~L) .

— . - NE
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special ilmportance when the students are cognitively less  advanced, as i

evidenced by reported facilitation bregkdowns when elementary school I
chw—m P ( - N . }\. v
-children hqﬁe been presented with preinstructional organizeré for difficult ~\

3

Ye 8., the second graders of Arnold*& Brooks, 19765 Hawkins, 1971) '\&

. passagea

\

S Storage/Retrieval Strategies

As Was mentioned in the introduction, storage/retrievql strategies
v .  § T L : _ )
. (as we aveidefined them) encompass thé class of adjuncts and information-

'prOcessihg activfties that cgn be brought_into play during passage

-.presentation (1.e., in the'company of the to—he—learned text). dur initial

|
i .

.reference to bower's (1976) introspective excursions with Chaucer in’ con-
¥

‘trast to. Jameﬂ Joyce could serve as a- testimony to the v%ry different

perceived means by which a text s strutture—and/or content can be organized

e ™

A B"er and Stein (in press) and Shimmerlik (1978) provide necent reviews'_ ‘
<
- of relevant passage—organization variébles, and these will not be duplicated
here. Suffice it to say that: (a)'better—organized prose passages are

: generally-better learned'as well; and (b)\howra passage,is organized
generallv determines'what‘prose cq?tent a student will learn and how (s)he
will;organize that.content., In this section we?consider ilIustraFive o

strategies that seem&to render a given prose content and/or_structure morek~

memorable for children

’ ,‘ Prose—d;pendent tSqégsge/Retrieval Strategies

Apart from providing an efficient structuring of the prose content

4 “
that is there, a communicator can %iter or.-add to the'form in which that

. ‘ s N\
content is presented. Altering the form of ‘a prose passage includes

'typographical/formatting changes (e. g., Frase, 1977) and modality/media
.-:‘j A‘y *
alternatives to reading per se, such as listening to a live lecture or a

e 2y &7
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- : 2

. 4 ™ j C . . S Y
tape, watching almovie or dramatization, and various Mmultimedia explora- °
o - - [ 5 . o e T e

., oo ’ . ) ',_.,‘,?‘,.,*
~ tions {gee, for example, almost any issu¢ of the AV' Communication Review

» .3 ”

’{ﬁ? ovet ihe last‘seQéral years). Adaiﬁgﬁto a.prose passage's‘firm'inclﬁheg-f

‘ J L . ' - o o : . [ :

‘communicator-inserted aids designed.to facilitate stﬁ{:gér;nd retrieval -
oo { : . TN e R

4 . -

! ) - N ,*‘ ' ..
st . of the prose content, sﬁch as Ehe use of ngic senfences, appropriate . .
o iy . Sk = - pic Bentenc a 2
hfadings and emphases, and marginal comments (e.ge., Browéing, 1976; Dee- ’

\

Lucas & Di Vesta, 1978; Doctorow, Wittroak, & Marks, 1978; Wilkie,.1978). '

-A'pgréonal trilogy (1977-78); We wish'to_idclude as a (literal) ; - TJJ
illustration of a prose-dependerft; stbrage/ret:ieval skrategy'onq.that N

N defihiteiy;seems to ‘succeed with childpeni(gnd, for that matter, with °
adults as well). This is the é@rategy_of inqgrting visual- illustrations -
v : , : ' -

- ' . & e, . N
(pictures) into a prose passage to convey the essence of the content

! -y .

i v v .
(for recent reviews documenting the success of this-strategy, see Levin &

' Lesgdid} in press; Pressley, 1972;\and Schallert, in‘press). The
% T -
"personal trilogy" aspect of ‘this illustration comes from the fact that

s

we.will cite three recent studies érom,our own.laboraébry which adequately =~

i

: ) 4 .
représent the strategy (Bender & Levin, 1978; Guttmann et al., 1977;

e -

. L' -~ . .
and Ruch &-Levin, 1977). ‘ / ' -
;F'>v¥Iﬂ each of these:sﬁuéﬂés, chilQrenxwére read 10- to 20-sentence

- narrative passagess either in the coﬁpany or absence of content-capturing

colored- line drawings. Each sentence of the passage had ‘its own assdciatedg

picture! that was displayed while the sentence was read. Following passage

presentation, the children were asked a series of short-answer ("Wh'") -

questions, constructed so as.to be highly 'passage dependent" (Tuinman,

1973-74). By this is meant that it was very unlikely that students could

respond correctly to the qﬁéstions without having first been exposed to

- 30
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i
S

WV,

. - the psssage‘ Thus,.we dan be quite certain that the data from these
ﬂstudies represent learning from text, ‘rather than’ pure prior knowledge of

the world or test-w1seness. ) ' N 4, : ’ o

.-

. To make'the preceding comments more conc te,,consider the initiali .

.

sentence(from one of the passages (Guttmann ft al., 1977): Ong evening

.
L®

“'Sue's famihy sat down to eat a §§ turkey ‘for dinner.\ The picture

accompanthAhis sentence-is shown as Panel A of Figure\Z. and a question

4

related to the,content is: What did Sue's family eat” for dinner one

4evening It cdn be stated that the cprrect answer, turke ,z, is not likely
. K Co ¢ * ' ';':_ k4 :
to be-suppliedfby students who are asked the question without thém first -

having heard the passage, since sentences and questions were constructed

-on the basis of- just such "norming" 1nformstion.\ ‘That is, students who
]
/are asked to provide a xeasonable answer to this question out of context ﬁ7

" typically respond with ‘hamburgers, hotdog_, or s p. Nonetheless,

whether or not, students who heard -the passage and correctly answered the

.

question actually compréhended whai they ‘heard-is a matter we will coﬁsider
> " S b
shortly. I : T :5"”"?7h ’ Ny L, ' .
. . B D
Thevbasic datum of present interest is Ehat in™- each of these studies,
children who heard the sgory "in 'the company of pictures recalled sub—
] LA
stantially,more prose information in comparison to ildren who simply
s . ) - ) ’ ' .
heard the story without pictures. In the Guttmann et al.'(1977) study,.
[ )
'kindergartners, first graders, and third graders experienced gains due

- A 4

_to‘pictures of about 43%, 367%, and 39A, respectively. From these figures,-

it can be seen that the intuitive notion that pictures are’likely to be
: R L - ’ : .

'
-

relatiuely more helpful for younger children than for older children is not
B . . ~ " ik 3 - PR ,
. ) , o » .
supported, since the facilitation percentages are <omparable at all ‘grade
N : N : “m ]
levels (see Levin's, 1976, discussion related to picture effects in general

3
e ! 2

X . . - o~ 3 4
. . .
o . 2, -

-

).

-



T Figure 2. Examples of Complete (A) and Partial (B) Pictures,
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2 . X | .
!,1- ‘ tA— - L
3 In the Bender anddLevin (in press) study using a 1onger passage, ‘
} third gradershinczelsed their recall by over 252 when pictures-werer
? r

pro?ided’ and for the main target group of that study--educable ment;}

~ -

retardates betveen ages 10 and 16--the increase was 89%', Clearly, !

: - -~
v , H

E penformance gains ‘of this magnitude cannot be regarded as trivial ‘

] - = .

These studies appear to be signigicant in at least two other ]
respects. First), it will be noted from PanelfA of Figure 2. that

_the information asked for in the question (1. e., turkey) is physically

preseqt fn the pidture. In contrast, because of their interest in !

) -

, visual imagery and its pr/‘umed developﬁent in prose—learning situa—' )
i @
tions, Guttﬂann t‘al (1977) and Ruch and Levin. (1977) fashij;ed T
¥ ' wr

illustrated contexts ("partial pictures") in which the to—be—supplied ¥

f information was strongly suggested by, though'not physically preseﬁt

! > . ) e
”i in, the provided picture. (See, for,examp1e3 Panel B of Figure -2, . ' ¢f
: : . - : R .
where a perspective blocking tactic was adOpted ) ,Students who were . °
. \\

\presented these partial pictures were told to use what was ﬁisplayed '

»

ih the picture to. help tﬁem construct an image of what was not displayed.
- — ' / ! '

. . . el ] : .
As was previously noted for text-embedded questions, such » strateg:

can' be seen to involvefhbth prose-dependent elements (here, author- - ‘
:\ . ] o . . ‘ ‘ﬁ:‘; |
. . ~1illustrated contexts) and processor-dependent elements (listener-

. . ¢ - ’ - . .
imagined content). In the.case of partial pictures it is assumed .that

‘2 the pi;torial contexts "prompt" (Rohw%r,'1973) the appropriate wisual .
é imagery. ’nterestingly’f6r present purposes,hpartialvpictures were
R RN . : N
found to increase chiddrep's prose recall (by about 30%). As/far as
f o s . \‘\ ] ) . . —

.“

€ L . | . . ’ o ) " )
i prose-dependent~strat%gies per se srefcogperned, the important point ’
; f;g | o g
i L .
. ! \‘; > ‘
;r % . . % [} -~
i . - : i , . '
n i _ fg . :3;} )
ERIC ': < /
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e

measuring comprehension*rather than simple rote recall (Anderson, l972)
. / .

Thus, in contrast to th@ earlier given verbatim question about what Suef ‘?',

‘ /This "appropria¢ely constructed" proviso was motivate¢d by the failure |

is dhat even less than-complete pi\tures (ff appropriately constructed)

can funetion ‘as effective children 8 prose-lLarning aids (see also ot _
'Ridi\:ng& shere, 1974). - Ty Gy
' The second significant aspect of the ?tudies'being considered here l
iis SOme evidence provided concerning the‘nature of ipformation processing
;

/ Pe

.

, {- S
asspciated with communicator—provided pictutes. It has been argued $oone N

H 2

previously Eﬁﬁt short—answer questions should consist of garaghrases of

the original passage content in order to increa&e one's chances of ': L

* ) '

SR - T Vol v e

- and her family were eating for dinmer, a pargphrdse question dould be 7 -
, - ™~ ; S SIS L
stated as: What food Was\served at the giri's house.at s%ppertime? -”~;'~f

ST .-).

1 K

Consistent wtxh theoretical\notions about the verbatim—paraphrase distincj
' — |
tion, it has been found that simple rote repetition of passage content ;
: ' s , {

is sufficient to produce facilifated performance on verbatim-vorded _ ; .

1
1 i
) !

questions (e.g., Blank & ¥rank, l97l Eévin, Bender, & Lesgold 1976) i

On the othef hand provided pictures and/partial pictures have been dOT .

\ g !
found to facilitate performance with both verbatim and par phrase ques- -/. . -

. . ,}
tions (BeE%er & Levin, in press, Levin et al., 1976 Peng Levin, 19775

!

Ruch & Levin, 1977). 1In the {evin et al. (1976) study, f r example,

»

" C1Y

4

of other studies to detect positive effects due to
-can be characterized by .their use of pictures that

ctures. The studie
ere either irrelevanﬁ

& Lesgold in press).

:‘

€O
[N
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) . . - . N . . T ) . .
? L . PR . PO
B . . ;3:,. - . ’ rd d K

’ } } N . : . :
verbq’tlm and paraphrase questireas simple repetition was effec- -

} o
tivg¢ only for the former (presum
- ] o

) comprqbension-demanding) questionf
o S [

P . ~ . :
_vayidtion; and in the Bender and 'Levin (in press) study, pictures: fgacili-

./ / ) v R .ﬂ'\'/ e

) tated retardates performance.again om both question variations, nhereﬁs
) D . . N .
) ‘s%mple'repetition;did not_facilitate performance on4either:type. fspcp‘
P :ndings_are important'inéofar as‘theg lendhsupport toﬁthe argumenttthat,
éictureS'do more than sinple rEpetition in thelu 'of promoting'incréased\\\; -

I -

e

meprehension of prose content" (See Levin and Lesgold in press, for

. ﬁadditional comments about whﬁt pictures in prose’ can and cannot .e expected
&o accomplish ) . : - v : T .

4

}rocessor—dependentlfStorage/Retrieval Strategies mj /‘

. . -

v

. - The final cell of Table 1 is the one in wh ch there ie ongging ,’4?

a tivity on the part of the;p}ose;processor to store the paasage informa; .
- . = R
tion in a manner that.is effective for subsequent retrieval Based on a
) ' > ‘

r view of the relevant empirical literature, it seems safe to conclude ST
R ¥ —_ »

that the-kind -of activities iikely—fo—be-Successful prose—comprehension
3 . .

s rategies are those which .™équire personal ! cognitive constructionw

Al--though cogni

e constructions have been variOusly referred to by?
2 . @

the prose co tent. Strategies such as constructing imaginal representa-

7 . ) X
/ * tions of textual information, responding.to Questions that require
comprehension—level processing of the prose content,-andﬁgenerating
}' paraphrases of the informa€lgn Just processed have all been identified

A i

as effective strategies wyfh children (e .y Doctorow et al,, 1978,

-~

Gutgmann et al., 1977;'Yost Avila, & Vexler,tl977) Other cognitive-

e -
gt =

< . ~ ’)"’ | . P - .
UL) . R .
S . ’ ) 5 - ‘ y L .
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constructive*aétivity such as underlin}ng of gerceived important content

3
and note - taking could also be considered but they are<neither well-

. 'established successes‘nor well-studied with children (e:g., Anderson,
. in press, Brown & Smiley, 1977 Browning, 1976) 8 Let ‘us. consider here

v_an example of a processor-dep nd nt, storage/retrieval strategy that has:

o o
been app,ied by elementary s hool c ildren to yi d handsome reading K g

r“comprehension returns. o : N _

* » * . - . -

Doctorow et al (1978b In this soudy, sixth;grade students were“

given fairly complex passa etho read (high and low readersfwere given

. &ifferent passages, apprqfriate for their reading level) : Indluded in

. -

o | t e several experinental onditioﬁs were two of concern ﬁor pregent.
tapurposes. Students\in a araphrase c0ndition were rehuired to-write a
sentence'summarizing the‘content of each paragraph as they readlit. It
- was thoughf that this ty e of activity wou1d induce students to process
- f the story information wi. h greater comprehension in comparison to
- , ;

control students who wer{ exposéﬂ’fo the _passage for the ‘same aqpunt

of time but with no paraphrasing instructions. A commendable feature
6f-this experiment that should be:highlighted is the equivaient\aﬁount
 of passégp;enposure time gcross‘treatment conditions. As'a result,

performan!e differences b)tween,conditions cannot be attrihuted to .

time and/or content:repetition;differences‘per-se,,as has been argued

for other adjunct—tOrtext'experiments-(e.g.; Ladas, 1973; Levin &
Lesgold “in press) . {\ o e ,§ ' .

i

* It was found that constructing paragraph paféphrases was an, eminently
manageable task for children of this age since they could dg 80 about
" »

4 . i 2 N “ >
4 : <

~ - e

f ’ 8The reader activities of previewing (skimming) and reviewing relevant
portions of ‘text could be included here as well. Lo
o )

N } ' )

“ >° ‘ ’ ~ PO ag ' > .- 4
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f;<“ 802 of the time-(no content analysis of the "quality" of the paraphrase Ce
[ - ~ 4 N ’—. ’ . ! * . “ . -
vas provided, however).. ' Moréover, consistent'wdth the hypothesizehﬁ 5

T . comprehension—inducing chaxafter of this activity, pataphtase students

~

dutperformed controls on ‘both ‘an immediate multiple—choice test and a.

K ~ ]

delayed (by one week) modified cloze test. This was true*for both high

- [
R

]\ . . snd low reading groups. Averaged across reading groups (and thus, across
passages) paraphrasing incr sed gtudents' _pverformance by over 50% on : }
both tests.//— — | ) .
Related remarks. Recent wdrk with high school and collegevstudents "1%

supports. the notion that paraphrasing (e g., Pio & Andre, 1977) and other
7 \
~ forms of cognitive—constructive activity (e g., DeerLucas & DiVesta, 1978;

da

Shimmerlik & Nolan, 1976) are effective prose—learning strategies. “In= .

~

. cluded here is the activity of" responding to text—embedded questions . Lo

°

while reading.~ Given our obvious affinity for pictorial comprehension
,aids, an interesting study is that of Snowman and Cunningham (1975) inA

which it wag folnd that both student generated verbal rESponses and

3 \

student—generated 1ine drawiqgs (in response to communicator—p;pvided

A
¢

questions) functioned effectiVely ind equal“y to imﬁéoﬁe performance.‘

with younger students (7th,graders), Host etAal. (1917) found that"’

v 4
B 1’ - 2 ; . .
a question is not,a question*is not a question.’ Consistent with what
- Lot

could have been anticipated from the earlier sent?hce—learning findings of

Y

Watts and Anderson (1971), as well as the 1evels—of—processing framework J
] P
of Craik and Lockhart (1972), these authors demonstrated that questions a

!

prompting more -élaborate cognitive constructions\on the part of the student

- ]

(l e., questions whose answers, rgquired greater integration ard synthesis

of text content) produced greater 1earning gains in comparison to questions

o .~ . N A : =
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prompting\simpler iignitfve co\ltructionq Students responding tofhigher_

level questions als expended ‘more time, However, which must be considered

st O . R
- when interpreting the Yost et al.. reBuhts._ v oL

- FinalIy, a study by Brown and Smiley (1977) serves to illustrate_.

Yy
.

o anjimportant chigkenﬂand—egg problem that must fﬂaquently be wrestled with -

.

by researchers in this domain{ 'Potentially effective prOBe-learning

L
-

. atrategios are often discovered either on the basis of ‘a researcher 8
intuition or fromkg trospec ve reports su%plied by effective prose
. ¢
A w —““s V.
';.learners (e. g., oo}lege students and precocious children) It For example,
-\

. 'in one of thEi}‘Experiments with fifth—, seventh—, and eighth—grade .

1 .

\> students Brown and Smiley found that ‘the most proficient prOse,learners
=~ were those who elected spontaneously tod take qotes ané/or underline

—
*while they were readipg It might therefore be predicted that if less

s : .
’ ptoficient prose learners were instghcted\to engage in the same Ling -
- Co. of cognitive-constructive activitylytheir prose—learning‘gerformance

‘ would e hibit an incrnase.b Instructing students to generate visual ‘
-images to f%present the content of concrete narrative passages h:s,f - f

r -l it - ’
P ) proven sucifssful in this regard (see, for example, Levin, 1972, 1976 )
S ﬁand’Pressley, 1977). In the Brown &nd Smiléy experiment, however, "‘-

the lees proficient prose‘learnersddid not benefit from a preinstruc—

\

ti’onal sugdesti\on to take notes and/or underline. This is not -

]

-

-
-3

»

surprising given that such students were'found to ptoduce notes and .- ,'i
underbiningsfof inferior quality. Fihus,'the experiment helps to make the
pointdthat simply:instructing'a less proficient‘prose learner to adopt
a.strategy spontaneOusly_applied'by‘a more proficient prose learner

will not always be safficient to effect a comprehension increase. In
) . — . : e .
fairness to note tdking and underlining, however, it should be mentioned

o - . 20 - .
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L -\ s Lo e o
: thé; in the Brcjwn and Smiley ekperiment no explicit instruction was_
: 'p'ro,vid‘édi concerning how “to take notes amd underline effectively. Indeed,’

¥

[l

mbré'thén a 'ﬁint\t 'At it would be permissible for them to

the request for students to apply the strategies was given'as '1it’t'1e,..
; -8 : 7 , \ R
do so. .

~ "

b .
. ) . . ” ) ‘. . 1
AN @ S e
» =
. . - 1x .
. - .
.
¢ > h . ° . *
N . v \
A ' .,
¢
K4 .
. o ' ‘

-
5
¢ [ »
> ¥ i
4 ¢ v
t . . . . -, :
. D .
- ™ R ‘
- & ; -
< P i
v - . 4 |
a / -
/ N
: / ; ,
’ _ ' !
. d 'Y Y f
) » I
v - -t i
. ’ T
"%
. Lo . !
I v o~
— A
" ) N ' .-
. .
B R -
4 -
~
¥ ¥ d
~ 7 N \ o _/fa ” I
. .
s

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



S A

‘r . N : , i

e L REFLECTIONS ON RESEARCH INTO CHILDREN'S B
N . < ) | o ;

. . "qn PROSE-COMPREHENSION STRATEGIES : i . 0 {
: A L, . - ' -‘ . . . . ‘
4'J S We conclude thié chapter by reflecting on a couple of general feelingﬁ

l

7.‘Ehat were evoked during the c0urse of‘our perusal of the_children.slproser \

; : . . ! ) . ’ E
S learning literature. One general'feeling we had was that-a vast number 1

~

‘- -

AN

of prose-processing activities have the potential to. be’ effective A" li

strategies for children.. Whether or not a particular strategy realizes

.w
3

K its potential however, depends on a host of situational factors. These"

; ' factors include bdth prose characteristics (e g.,i?ffficulty and” concrete-
. P “u - » ’
- : ness, as discussed earlier in this‘chapber) and ?rocessor characteristics
l'..[ - 3 5 e \ " - P S
2N ‘ - =

(e g., the student s cognitive-developmental level) ‘UnfortunaIely,; L

however; resear{hers typically select the specific prose passages and ' f
] ,".-,- . . C .

sg;dengs for their experiments on the basid of convenience rather than on

§

the basis of substantive ox: tE?qLetical considerations.v An informed

' gdess is that the mixed results ;nd///nreplications ghat crop up in the

( '

prose—learning literature may be\traced to{QMSt .such unconsidered choices.
.o - 3 " A
- _{ For these reasons we believe that quests for the single "best"

P \

prose 1earning strategy are not-likely to” be productive. nBecause of the

o P T

situational constraints al%uded to above,.it is'not athall surprising‘

-

.. that one researcher's "champ" turns out to-be another's 'chump"-as far as

v
.

o effgctive,prgge—learning strategies go. lWe want to reiterate our'earlierd‘

. comments (ﬂncluding Footpote 25 that we have th exhaustively Surveyed B

A N

the many prose—learning strategies that have been studied by educational
. \

reseancberSi\ In paﬁpicular we ara well aware that other researchers

believﬁ‘in "champs" that differ from thoseRincluded here (e/g., the

Ausubelians’and the many_researchers in the Rothkopf, 1970?/"mathemagenics"
. o Per g o LTI .
: » "l‘ ) . A » -/

Q (T ' 33 :




. v

- tradition). We regret that we were unableito give their candidates
v ) ' ’ . )

more attention in this chapter. Nonetheless, we are convinced that_the

. . . R - " i . R ] .

strategies illustrated here will prove to be importént educationally.

N ' o _ : L T R
"Another general feeling we walked away from the literature with |

Y o4 L N ,
' was that‘there is tremendous variability in the apparent effectiveness |

.> - S 7 v

‘of strategy i@plementation from one study to the. next. By'tnis is

AL A S

meant that one'must pay close attention»to the th ghtfulness and.
thoroughness with which a particular strategy is administered in anyl
particular study. Tonsay that a paraphrase or note—taking strategy
was emplpyed by so and so et al. is simply not sufficient. .Attentidn
to implementation details is”nandatory. In the case of prose-dependent
‘strategies,'one should ask how crudely or how elaborately they were
represented, and whether in fact they cenyeyed'what‘they purported fo
conyey..’(We'are reminded here of the Arnold and Brooks, 1976? verbal
organizer, among others.) 'In the ease of processor-depepndent strategies,
vm'dne should: ask what and now much syétematic instruction (including |
practibe and examples) was provided”forfstudents prior to allowing them +
to launch out on their own. (We are'reninded here of the'grown.and
’ 1

Smiley, 1977, bint to take notes and/or underline, anong others.)';As

has been argued previously in the c0ntext of evaluating innovative'gduca-"

Vo
hs

tional programs, one must be careful not to confuse the issue of whether‘
a_program "worked" with whether it was implemented as intended. Obviously,

failure of the latter would preclude success of ‘the former.

¥ B Y
. .

In this sense, it must also be realized"thaté{r0sehlearning strategies

.of the processor variety are surely not going to 1fil1l their promise
| : : . P

ynless a fair amount of dedication and old-fashioned hard work are

f A

>
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ihvested by the studént who is employing them. For example, the few
’ ‘ T . o . ) . i
-attempts to provide children with extended instruction in the use of
~- i e . . o N
. . . ‘;/ . - N ., N B
a vi8ual imagery strategy have not yielded overly impressive returns

(e. g., Pressley, 1976), especially when the children ére transferred.

T S -

'_to.slightly'different contexts (e.g., Lesgold, McCormick, & Golinkoff;
s — . 7 .

-, 1975;, Triplett, 1978‘)".9 Aithough“We remain hopeful that training

programs designed to improve children's prose learning will constitute

a)viablev(and perhaps even vital) prescriptipn for many children and

other inefficieﬁt prose. processors, what must be considered more
L 3
/carefully are the boundary conditions associated‘with a particular‘
: { o
: strategy s effectiveness. The questions of when and with whom any

e |
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given strategy will be effective are_terriblyfimportant ones. We have

. . 4
alluded to numerous likely bowndary conditions throughout this chapter.

-

In the final analysis, potentially effective prose-learning

o

strategies require clever delivery on the part of an instructor
(including.the matching of strategles to materials and studepts),'and
. < " ) S : i “ B

cbnscientious application of the selected dtrategy on the part of the

°

student. .Only Ehen'will the"pain of learning bring about the joy of

-—

_having learned. ; T N : . -

IThe multiple strateg} approaches Dansereau and his colleagues

(e.g., Dangereau, Collins, McDona , Diekhoff, Garland, & Holley, 1978)
and of Weinstein-and her colleagues (e 8., Weiny}éin,;l978) with' older

students may ultimately prove successful, but s
to evaluate them are presently eithet . unavailable or compromised by

inadequate controls Similar comments apply to other multicomponent
reading comprehension strategies, such as SQ3R (e.g., Robinson, 1961)

tematic data on which
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