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ABSTRACT -
' / A study was undertaken to identifv the strateg‘%
fenders at +he university level use wheh reading a: text
ty-four study strategies were identified based on.
estionnaire g n‘ﬁ ?ﬂd’how they studied that was given
h

good and poor
assignment. F
ansvers to ;”'K

.“

to one Kund ;i untversity fr ¢n enrolled in-an elective reading-

‘and study sjdlls class. Next, a ccmparable sample of 133 freshmen

students wafe given both an gconemics chapter to read and the uu -
ftrateqglesy followed by a seven point.-Likert-type scale to indic!&e

‘strategy L The 133 freshmen were dlvided into good,. average, and poor

the fregancy with which they perceived themselves -usiny each 2’//;7-
4 ¢
X

readers Wtcording to their schres on' the Nelson-Denhy Reading Test(

The good and poor readers' responses to the UlU /question's were
anale;'..Analysis reyealed few sidnificant AVt ferences between s
- responses offfgood and poofy readers.. TWO Of the reported differqnces:

readers! stratdgles
pproach to text reading -

betwedn good and poor resaders yere .that goo
reflected a sense of a serious, sygstematic

- and that good readers reported readinq for an overview more often

thap did poorfreaders. (MKMY - . .
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{ . Research has shown that ¢omprchension ls affected by.the 1nteraqtiqn)6f

[} T

. .. many reador\ngdpflnt factors. Most of the recent-research qttcmptinﬁ to
) _

: . . \
. understand this Interactign has ugad a laboratory setting, and fiﬁtionul
bl . . .0. . . ¢ ..‘
. material's Little rescarch hag. examined thie process studenyts use to.comprehend,

the factual, textbook material they read for university level classes. The 7

purpose of this study was to fdéntify thc'struteﬁies good and poér readers -
4 . v "*.’

1

at the university levdl use when reading a cOxc‘aaélgnméntx
! . . N . . . ) .
Introdugtfon C .

. . ’

"Previous rescarch has studied the effect of the reader on the cofiprehension

Y

-

[} . oo s

@ 2
. process by .compaghingcgpood HHQ poor readers. Savéral studbes have examined
. X , o

. reader performance in a%@%@' that are closely related to readblg sughas per- -

A .

sonality (Beldin, 1976), self esteln (Swget and Burbuch, 19L&, *and the effects
L . ‘ *
. »
of teacher presentation (Judgey 1977; A}k{hgton, 19787 Others have examined
... ' ¥ " ' ! ) ? ' (
. the process by analyzing cognitive and lingule€lc procedgsing (Adams, 19774
- " ' e | - ~
\i <+ ALlkigton apd Strange, 1977;-Guthric apd” Tyler, 1976), ¢ye movements wand rate
v ) e - ' -.v. . . ‘ ] ’ *
N L of pr:oq.ééa,l g (Cohen, 1978; Hdfoddt, 19755 Lmo la, et al., 1976; Sammuclsy . °
I & C
vy Begy and Chen, 1976), orgk reading miscney (Goodman, 1970), retrospective
‘ * ! o l,“ ” ' ' ’ ’ , y '
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'4( *  accounts of the progess (Fareed, 1971; Plekarz, 1956), and protocpla recorded
* “ . ’

during reading (Olshavsky, 1976~1977). ‘These studles Qéhcrall& have boncluded;
, , , }

] a R . A . -

that good 'and poor readers use the same strategles though good readers use .

!

"Btfdteﬁien moyé ffcﬁu@htiy‘nhd“HVU‘more apt to try mrl.tipje ‘approaches. Good

readers also foggw on larger unite of tufl, are more ﬁ}extble'und aréﬁk}tter

.t

) ‘ - w N ! o E
able to adjugt thelr strategles -to fit thetr pyrdoscs. -Poor readers are less
. P * X . o ,' -

A .

*flexible and focus at the word level (Golinﬁo[ﬁ; IOZS—L976).

o

. . i ' . L T
- .+ LExamlnations of the text, as An discqurde analysls, now go beyond the
. : ' 7 : " : .
gsentence to consgider chqractex}ﬁtlcs”of paragraphs and pagsages as well ase. -

a4 .
\ ' ‘ .

relatlons between sentences (Pgﬂpdon, 1978, p. 17), Research has revealed,

v
]

for examplce, that cnusulﬁrblptlnnuhjps between propogitions, cohesion in the . ‘)
o4 , . c ¢ . . . .

r B Al - 14

text, and familiar dcgdctﬁres factlitate comprehenslbn (Thorndyke, 1977).

- ]
+ .. ) . . ‘ * ." .
- Rcsearch*onru}hntegics for studying written dlscourse can make use of :
' . . . * '
. existing meth9€p10;ics. yrangford (1979) found that teaching college students
2 v ; ) \a!, ’ . °
. to make gentences gemant lcally congruent” helped them rememhsy the sentences.
) . »
R ., . A
Y. He-began whth the premigse that memory would involve learning facts and thelr
, ) ) _ } ) g
. relevante. This method of relating new fnformation to prior information may
be a strategy college age realers use. ‘
. . ¢ : »
, ' @
Problem Statement . : '
/ , . \ {
/ : . ’ M .
. Fach of jthe methodologles used hy the. researchers cited above has ofe S
)\ : .
K ‘or more drawbacks. Some focus on reader strategles ln uncharacteristic labora-'
v/ . . > ‘.. ! . . . ‘ ' ' ’
, tory settings while others ‘are AOnstraLned by the need to use a small print
. . A . *
sample that lends itself to,dcﬁailed text analysis. None actually present
. , ‘ ; o .
S readers with a complete textbdok-chapter Ln a sétting that provides extra- '
. ‘ / Lt . g ‘
linguistilc tucs comparable/to the cues encountered in hetual academic textbook
) Lt : ' ' ' M " - , * .
. ‘ ¢ T , . . L
readng oxperiencoes. »
. . i
, , '8 / )
a,) ' i'
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For thig study, the.researchers chose to present subjects with a text- *
. . . .
book chapter In an academic setting. The cues pwedint_in,thlﬁ sharéh\sfperi;
: ‘ LD . ) T A
ence were used to help Lndtiate subjects Into a Mypothetical. assessment)of

the dtrategies and approaches .cach usually employed in similar 8ituations.
: 32 .

Thus, what(ﬁhis study 18 attempted. to measure s the difference between

good and poor reader gelf—perccptions about reading strategicy in a care-

fully .defined ‘textbook reading .L;"Jt‘uutl.ou,}b N .

To Ldentify and explore the strategles good and poor readers at Fhe

university level percelved themselves as using to read a text assignment,

, .
/ - ] W
thrqo hypotheses were tested: .

-

‘ 1. Good readers will hercelve themselves as employing strategles

. more frequently than poor rjﬁdcrs ay evidenced by.a signifi-
. o : .

cantly (p € .05) higher total strategy response score. -

+

A

. » - ) .
2. Good readers' perceptions of purpogs/?qr reading will differ .

M «

significantly (p ¢ .035) from poor’reuders' perceptions of ‘g

purpose for readling.

] oo
3. Poor readers will percelve Interest In material to bé/;:’ C

’ ‘ ’ X
fmportant contributdr to compréhens fon nignificuntlyj(p £ .05)
rmore frequently than good readers. , "y o
s, o g

'

Procedure 4 o . v R
The first step was to fdent1fy study stratcgiga'universlty‘Treshmen usa,

.
A

. ' ' : ] 1 . N
One hundred university freshmen 'enrolled Im aws elective' veading and Btudy -

skillas class wore glven gan economics chapter to examine briefly. Then,
r"' u

without ‘referring to tho chaptery the students were asked to respond to six a .

= L) Y

gonpruf‘queutlona concoerning thois poals In roading the assigmmont; What -
. ’ \ . e

they wanld do flrest, socond, and third;-and what they would do Lf they came L
. ' ' '.' v ' [ .
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~to a word or words they did not know, Based on the responses to this open-
ended questionnaire, 44 strategles were fdentifled by the researchers. - -~

" The, second step was to detgrmine the frequency of strategy usage by -
t . .

the good and poor readers in a comparable sample of 133 freshman studengﬁ.
: A :

'

. ) .
Scores on the Nelson Denny Reading Test, Form A, were used to determine read-

ing proficiency. Good readers were defined®as belng one standard deviation

above the mean LoLa] score and poorjreudelq as belng one denddrd deviation

[
»

below. 'Good rcadors (22 ouL ot Lhc Bﬂmplt of 133) scored between 90- 160 .

poar readers (21), sqored between 25-47, and.average readers (90), Bcored

between 48 and 89. Scores on a cloze test, based on a tenth grade level

N .
, .
passJ@e, adminigtered to twe subjects corrclated with the standardized scores

at r'= .69, 'The sample of 133 freshmen were given the economics chapter and
; \ ' ‘

the 44 strategles followed by a sevek point Likert-type scale to indicate

thie frequency with which they pefcelved themselves using eucL strategy. See

v 4

Table A (hppcﬁdix) for thb questlonnaire. .

Data Analysis »

wBeyen contructed variables from the 44 gtrategles: Reading for Detall;

Results > -

The ‘good andepvor readers' responses to' the 44 questions wegre analyzed
using one-way ANOVA to determine whether to uge pooled or separate variance.
) [

4
' »

Pooled variance wag judged appropriate. .Second, the ;ﬁﬁparchers developed

-
)
- . .

Redding for Specific Purpose; Reading fdr.dn Overview; Comprehenslon Strategies;

Vocabulary SLraLegles’ Notctaking ~and Underllning; and Role of InLercst. These
, .
‘sub=categories’ were reflected by a minimum of [two itcms (Role of InLereaL) and

a fmaximum of‘elgven {towms (Comprehension,Strutcgies)u
\

Avalysis revealed few significant %1fforunccs between responses of good

and poor roaders. The“lotal.Roeading. Strategles mean scores of poor readers




‘ence bptween'good and‘poor readers was found &nly,in)the Reading for an Qver-

(N = 22) X = 188.7.and good readers (N = 21) ®= 194.6 demonstrated a non- : -
: . R £ ' | 5 _— os To

significant t-value of .7, Contrary to thc researchéers' initial hypothesis, ' '

good readers do not seem to petcéLve themgselves as employing more often the

V (‘" ) i ! i

forty-four student generaqu reading goals and strategles. 0f the seven sub-

categories of strategles, a significant ké = 2.3, p <.025) mean score differ-

4

» *

view c%tegory with good readers (N ='21)’demoustrut1ng a mean of 17.2 and. "+ '
L 3 . . ' . . e, ¢

poor readers (N = 22) a mean of 15.2. The three items comprising the, over— ¢

view variable referred to reading "to get main ideas," "to get a general idea,"

' Gootl readers clearly -~

N ’

dbihg tgese things significantly more often than poor

and "to he alle to put the author's words in my own.'

-

percelve thems&lves as

]
-

readers. Other goals, purposes, bnd'straiégies for reading reflected no éuch
differences in reader self-perception. lypothesis two ig thus only partially

accepted and hypothesis three on.Role of Interest is rejected.
. ’ . .
Two cdtegories contained nearly half the student generated ftems (Compre- !
. = * . N ' : :
hension Strategies, 11 items and Vocabulary.Sgrategies, 10 times). Tt was g o

3
I3

reasoned that though wo differénces between groups existed on the sumiged

. .

.sregponscs df these two variables, therc might exist significant differences

in responsegs to particular.comprehens!bn.or vocabulary sgtrategies. Ibn g
_ A _ $

-

order to exlamine for this, a more rigorous post-hoc analysils of individual

L.

comprehensipn and vocabulary items was performed using analysls of variance R

(p € .05), pnd when warranted by the ANOVA results, post-hoc Scheffe” tests R

usiﬁg a 95% confidence interval. ! . ’

I .
Scheff&"tests reévealed significant differences between good and poor g

i ) . S
redding groups for three comprehenslon.strategles and two vocabulary strategles, gt

\ »

. ' . . ) - :
These Ltems, group mean scores, and varlances are digpYayed below: , C
o : IS . . hd

&




AR AL A R

»

\

“Significant Response Differences Between.Good. and Poor Readers

i \/—w:\“: /.
L3S " 3 s i 'p
. s - _ R COOD .. (N = 21) - POOR (N = 22)
' . ' : 2 2 4
¢ . ' . :'.' ' x ﬂ x ! . a"" /_.-‘ \ 1 /).
Give speclal attention to graphd, 5.8 L. 74 4.6 2.49
gub~headings, ltalicd, etc. _ . . X
. R : ¢ l .
Read the chapter to comprehend and 5.8 . 1.2% 439 2.49 :
remember imp qad! information . ‘ / ‘ .,

: ; : C g 1.32 ‘\"/..3 2.99

Skip around to get an idea of the toplc ,” 2.8

. . -

Look up the word in a dictionary : 5.9 1L.36 4.9 2.76

Go on reading and keep on trying to 3.3 1.5 ' 'Aij 3.21
gucss the word SR ) | .
. ﬁ Airm )
B 1 \ ¥ . /
. Conclusions . ' -
e . . j

Intcrpretqtlgn of these results must fdcus on geveral considé?ﬁt]ons.
Subjects ﬁesponded,wlth Fheir»peréeption of thelr own reading behaK}or. Because
textbook gtudy sﬁrhtegiés are employ;d frequently by university stuflents, 1t
was asgumed tﬂut:stﬁdents could report on thelr own typital reaaing behavior.

Second, this study dealt with diffiqult textbook Haterial which 1s'meant'to be
' v : ‘ . \ : k.
_ read and reLnlnLd unlike more casual newspaper or mdgn4lne anterhy A sense
9\1 E 5
. N - N ho g ':J:
of systomatic seriousness asg opposed to random‘bryowslng ls appropriate in
4 * .
such textboal reading sltuations. Results, then, must be quAlificd by the

fact Fhé; students reported thelr self-perceptions of’ how Chéy read téktbqok ;’”“\\\
materlal. T & H.I“ E o ’ . '
, " .
;SeVeral dif ferences ih stu?y approaches appear to diffqrentiate good s
dnd poor readers} déod rea&ére; reported strategigﬁvreflect@d a senge of

. . [

the serious, systematic approach to text reading. :In addition, good readers

as a group were more unified and clear cut in treporting their behavtor. On

)

a Bee a of. 1 Lo 7, good rcadcfn responses indlcated they almost alwayg .

9

\d Lhomeu]ves as ualnb toxt uldu, readlng to rgmvmbcr, and® acnua]ly

j . '
' ot Y

/ -~ .

K . v
4 ‘ .
. I .
' ) . \
. ) '




— , . ) . . e
Ly uslng a dictionary for.vocabulary difficulties in such textbook material, The

’ » good readérs also saw themselves as rarely "skipping around to get- an ddea"

L )

or marely 'trylng to guess the word" inssuch technical texthbook material. ,
v R : . »': l

Poor readers, however, appeared to be less certain of thefr reading behavior

-

as reflected by mean scores which are near the' center of the seven point scale. : .
., | - . : ) - )
The g%gd rcaders' superior sensd of clartty about their reading was further .

' reflectéd in an examination of response varinhilfty (32). Thc'respbnhes of .

good radders, as a group, are quite close together, while poor readers' -
} . v ~ ; : 7 . ’ .
respdises reflected a wider range of virlability; a yarianc%'that was usually .

]
14

doublé that of the good readers. Though cejling'efoCES can in part ekplain ' -

3 .

e the tighter variance, it is Llwportant to note that good readers more clearl
8 | ‘ | y

share the same sélf—per’ceptlons. S o ‘- . a =

: - i e ' . .
( Although few significant differences in the good and popr readers'
. { . ) ) N .
. . : ‘ ' §
‘study agtrategles were identified, the differengces suggest some clear supa’}or— ‘

ities- in the strategles reported by good redders., Good repders sce themselves

2

_ 4
as more often reading for an overview. This is simiyar to Bransford's (1979)

. \ ) a
finding about relating new information to previous informati and to Golinkoff's - ¥~

(1975-1976) conclusion that gooi redders focus pon larger anit
. addition, good, readers se¢em to have o more appropriate sexse that téxtbookm
reading is to be done systematically, using text aids and dictionaries and

‘guessing are |

> ‘<,

trying to reme&ber important information. Skdpblhg around and

. ' eschewed. Poor readers, on the pther hand,.display no clear self perceptdon
on any of these points. s : : .

. . ¥ ' ¥ 4
’ Impalcations : ’ ) . : ’

/‘ : . . 5 R

This study.has implications for further research and Jor teqehiﬁg.

a

. -

) ' Furtler research should examine the study strategiecs employed by readets with

*
4

. . , . .
’ . _ i N o : 4

c?xtéﬁqterial. By GAEying the type of text and purposé\{gr reading, the




[}
- )

could be 1dentffiadt Discbu%se’analysls of the ext ynd.mnalysis of reader

gotocolﬁ could be comblncd Lo sLudy the ways in whlch readers app]y hack-
N SR | Y : -

groundgkloy}odﬁ ito their’ roadlng of cht mgterial, ®

Imﬁulca&lénq of’%his ‘study for tcaching rcvulvc around the concluqion
p«

that good“kca?&%s have‘a Llear and approprlate sense of how chtbook material
] ’ , . '_' . ¢ . .

> o ou&hL Lo be rdpd This clcar sense of strategy could bc sharcad wltﬁ leds

competent readerb Lhrough Lhe use of text discudysion groups that focus not

- .
1‘ v
-

. “dhly upon'what Wa‘m Odd but also how it was rLﬂd loache#g could also
_ R ,

’

g . J ‘
gxs. tosﬂuLé their rondlng{thjnklng str:tegieg by aqkin&

1 WJM*‘W“"IW‘I [REE X mun \-\h
'uftjone ke, “How did you drrlvc at t aL answer?' The

ot

obser‘é good readers readin} for an over-
view and then relaLin ;n ortant yew ‘detalls to the general chypter frame-
B3 ¥ P

4 - ’
.

~lon could benw&it the poo er readers.

. .. . ;,‘. . . v, ‘ .
'rqlatt;;;hip between study problems andvrendcys' problem solving strategies .
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“  Yopu have had a few minutes to exgmine the reading material &n front of -
e you. Assume that this material has bec¢n assigned to you hs part of a class, v
. . " . . 4 : ,‘ . ) '.:
v As accurately and as truthfully as_'yo.u.._c.an, please indicate how.fre- _ BN
" quently each of the following rcading activities describes you. Select ° . ) v

one nupber to answer each question. Your answers will not influence your

- grade *n thls ‘course. o . - . ™
) ) ' ' ) . ¢ - ! o .\\\ L .'1?":
1. Tor an assignment like this, my .real goal(s) woqlci be: * ., . . ), . ! BN
) . .« - . ., ..,)" ’ '.. l - N . - . ' . . ;-. ) - ‘- . .-
' 2 .. L r - almost almost ajfiost ’ . (
' RO never 15 the time” lways
: N T ‘ ‘ ' L o T
to understand each word'’ \"* T 2 3 -4 5 / 6 7« _ .
. Lo R , ' ) : ‘ :
to remember aluWst every 'word in _ o Lo ,
.+ pthe chapter ] : 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7
to read careful and understand , ] _ . o *'*;
. every wqrd _ _ , 1 2 "‘._3‘;‘ 4 5 6 7 ‘
‘ SN
to remepber the details of the "
chapter| Lol 2 3w 4 5 6 7
B , ) : . / .
to i&sw by questions at the ‘end ' s N '
ofwlthe ¢hapter, . Lo sl 2.0 3 b)Y 5 6. 7 g -
b g / ’ - . N IR . 7/ ' )
to prepyre for a’test or quiz ol wﬁ 5 .6 M7 . C
to get fain ideas fm.)!%\_the chapter A 3 b 5 6 7 d
to get 4 general idea of the 0 . . ’
. chapter ' 1 27 3 4t s 6 7 '
to be alille to put the author's words - . ~ -
in my own 1 -2 3 4 5 6 7
2. As ‘you read, which of the activities below might you also do? e '
go over'questiédg‘béfore Yeading A2 3 JZ, 5 6 7 v
give special attention to graphs, f'
italics?,sub headings, etc. | 2 3.4 5. 6 -7
3 p i -
s
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almost

. hever '’
Y A

. adk a friend for hclp ” - L oe2
'-'ask your instructor for help BRI | 2
';Ook.ug’thq yprd in a diéy}onnry : ;L 2

’ éopy down the word if it recurs 1.2
try to pronéunge Lhe word : 1 2

examipe the ﬁhrtg of the word to

see 1if you can undcrstand part of 1t 1 i 2

try to guess. the word from the way
it 1s used v { 2

'\n . [ I o * '.
) . ¥ » - .
read the sentence over several times 1 2

\' \ " L

Bo on reading and keep 1ry1ng to

()

ignome%the word and skip it 1 4

iy

- tL. . AN .
.read topic sentences and skim\ . R
paragraphs S "”‘ ool 2
Bkip arouhd Lo Bétiyydﬂca,of Lhe L
Lopic _ . : N L2
. - ' LY ] . ., .
¢ - . i f
- skim'for matin points and, sutimary r ol 2.
.w .« . LI {t '4 .' o
carefully read the chapLer from >
beglnni g th en(l ' i Q’
T4 * » ]
E 'rcad the chachr Lo comprehend and.
S .rcmcmbar the importﬁnL informatfon ( 1. 2.
| 2
. underline important parts {v' "] 2
_take notes on important parts ® 1 2
v . é .
’ Lk ' o T - ’ . R
outline the chapter . R | “

guess the word 12

Ya

almosgt /'
¥ the time

3 4 5

3 4 .5
‘ . ! B

3 4 5

3 4 "5

3 A) 5

3 4 5

3. What hight YOu do 1f ,you come.to a wq}ﬂ/worda you don't

e
3.4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3. 4, -5
3 4%
»

3 4 5

"I
3 40 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3% 4 5

almost
» dalways
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g, T, ”you wanted to remefﬁ%r the material 4n the Lhuptenq whlch of - Ll se

o ' %Lcivltics mlght you do? o ' H&/} o S

. . ‘/ . > © o almost almost - almost | . /
' o . . . 1 v
. '. .\j never s the time, ,ﬂ.lwaya . \
. _ . % ‘ _—
: kead Lhc Lhupter once : L 2. 3 4 5 6 7 v 4
hl [ A i ' "j . . )
z ,rCreﬁd L“e\ggwpter Lwo or more leea 1 2 3 o 5 6 7 _%_#
. * . by W oo
oA . | . T "A
) kim and rcviewl'stopplng to .. " _ 1
IJA rerecad underlined parts 1 2 3 b N R Lo
‘;}/’5 . . . \ N #\ A3
o skim through’ looking at subheadings, . ' -
ﬁé" ftalics, graphs, charts, ¢tc. l 2 3 b 5 6 7 ,
0 . -
g N ' , ;
rercad toplc gentences LN | 2 3 4 5 6 - 7
.// \ . . . \ ) .
/ﬁ' v look for the ldeus wi;h the most 'ﬁw ’ ; L i
%% examploes o, 2 3 v 5 6 1.
\.d/ o N . ! v . bl
' \\ underline the main idcas i o 2 3 4 5 7 :
’ N , , \ . ‘ i ~
take notes on the main points | 2 3. 4 5 %a 0 7
- f '
outline the chapter . 0 2. 3 4 2 6 7
'try to answer end-of-the chapLer ////
. questions ‘ 1 2 .3 . 4 5 & ]
study 1nformag£pn from the cltapter .. 1 2 3 b 5 6 - 7'
b . . €
discuss the reading with somecone iy .
else” ) 1 2 3 b 5 6 7 N
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; 'S.~ If T'm not intenested'ln something lt‘is difffeult for me to read it.
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6. Even when I'lm not interested, [ ysuallysunderstand and remember what 1 read.il ‘
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