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Abstract

Thejmage of the skilled reader which has-;-recently emerged is that of
6 sophisticated problem solver who reads in a f1exi6le, adaptive fashion.

Neville and Pugh.(1 6-1977) provided evidence for thi's view in a study in,

which context util zat was measured l4y comparing performance on a cl d' ,

test in which the complete ssage was 4va1 lable to the reader with performa4
on a cloze tet in which context was restricted. They found that'while good'
readers'benefited substanti.ally from .the context provided by the.passage,
poor readers did no better with.the complete than with the restricted context.

While this finding is 'important, methodological' difficulties with the study
comlicate its .interpretation. The study descrrbed.was conducted to
.reas.sess the results of Neville and Pugh (1976-1977) and to determine whether
the "adaptive" style of good readers applies to both intersentence and
intrasentence contexrr Fourth-grade subjects received a complete_,passage
cloze test and a restricted passage doze te%t which'consisted of either J

z sentence fragments (replicating Nevill and Pugh) or of complete sentences.
The results replicated Neville's and Pugh's findings in that good readers

made better use of context than poor readers. In the present study, this

effect was clearly specific to within-sentence context. However., furthr

research is needed to determine the extent to which intersentence context
facilitates comprehension.

P1P,
g',4 The researcq reported in this paper was conducted while the first author

was at the Center for the Study of Reading and was supported in part by

the National Institute of Education under Contract No. US-NIE-C-400-76-0016

and by the Advanced Research Projects Agency under.Contract,No. N00123-77-C-
- 0622. Requests for reprints should be addressed to Ernest f. Goetz, Department
,of Educationa) Psychology, M. T. Harrington Education Center, Texas A.& M

. 'UniversitY, College Station, Texas, 77843.
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implementation of complex strategies (cf.. Brown, in press; Flavell, 1918)o.

NV'

The*Use of Context by Good and Poor Readers

in a Cloze Test

The image Of the skilled reader which haA emerged recently is .that of

a sophisticated problem solver engaged in the systematic selection and

4' Thus, for example, it is argued that the skilled reader must"be an effective
. , 4

and vigilant comprehension monitor, ever alert to detect comprehension
. .

.
. failures. tFurther, the skilled reader must .possess and apply a repetoire!t,, ..
,

t;
o'Cfix-'up procedures, such as rereading the noncomprehended test segment, or

looking back to releva9t previously read segments (Allessi, Anderson &
Alt

Goetz, .1979), in order to effectively remedy detected failures. The term

metacognition has been coined to describe'such strategic management.of

,c9gni,timr process.

WhiLe many of us have become convinced_of the ct'uCial role of met*
,

cognitive processes in skilled reading, and therefore believe that meta-

cognitive is a.crucial source of difference between good and poor

readers, nearly all of the metacognitive research to date has been directed

at memory tasks (see Brown, 1978, for a review). *As Brown (in press) pointed.

out, "There.is almost no systematic work on this topic in the domain of

effective reading." On the other hand, Perfetti. and Lesgold (e.g., 1971)

%ve argued that differences in the speed and accura,ay of decoding processes

account for most, if not all, of the skill difference betv4een goo and poor /

readers, and can Muster a considerable amount of empirical evi nce for

their position. Clearly the burden of proof rests squarely upon the shoulders

of those af us who have argued for the role of metacognitive skill.
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It is for this reason that we read wit[i such interest the'research;of

Neville and 'Pugh (1976-1977). Nevill.e and Pugh thought that a iflank in a.

cloze test would-provide a situation analoguOus to a comprehenision failure

during normal reading. Their hypothetical analysis of how good and poor

readers wou)d handte such a gap, is clearly in terms of metacognitive skills:

(For the good reader) contexi is used freely; the reader aAticipates-
sometimes waits for further information before filling a

gap; a an adaptive, sampling type of visual strategy; and he'is
aware of seoantic and syntactic contextual conWaints . We would
expect the poor i-eader to perform in a rather different'way, dealing //`"

with each word, or gap, as it appears sequentially ; . (p. 17).

On the basis of this analysis, NevilleAld'Pugh predicted that when

).

performance on a normal written doze test, in which an entire passage is

presented to the reader, was compared with a restricted context cloze test,.

good readers:would show substantial benefits from the context afforded by.

the normal test. Poor readers on the other hand, would beriefi,t. little, .if

St all, from such context. Neville and Pugh employed two- forms of restricted

r- context Ooze tests: a listening te,st in which students listened to a taped

reading of'the text, withra-/10 second pause inserted for each.blank, and a

"booklet" test-in which each blank.appeared on a separate page with only

those words which hmediately precedea it.

Neville and Pugh conducted study in which each of 130 English fifth-

grade a full context doze test and either a booklet or

listening cloze test. The.tests were prepared from the GAP Reading

Comprehension Test (McLeod & Unwin, 1970tch has two equivalent stad-

dardized forms. The students were divided into good and poor reader.s on ,

the basis of4"their performance on the normal cloke test. A summary of

results is presented in Table 1. The good readers performed much better

.4
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'on the.complete context doze test,.than on either the booklet or listening

test*(p. < .001). Poor readers, on the other hand, did no better on Ihe

full context test than on either Of the restricted context tests. Performance
_

dn Uhe twolrestricted context forms was statistically equivalent.

Inert Table 1 about here

Neville and Pugh interpreted their results as confirming their hypothesis
4

that only good readers,strategically utilize context ln reading. We view

their research as being of signal importance because it provrdes one way

of the very few pieces of empirical evidence that supports the metacognitive

analysis of good versus pow reader differences. On closer examination,

however, there are difficulties with the study which seriously impair its

utility. The most serious of,these'is the.mannen in which they designated

good and,poor readers: Partitioning the students on the ipasis of their

performance on the full context Cloze test may have biased their results in

favor of their hypothesis because of regression to the mean. Assignment

to reading levels r9ust be independent of the tests being compared in order

tor good versus poor comparisions ko be valid. A second, less damning,

shortcoming wa5 that even if their study had established that good readers

made better use of conteXt; their design would make' it impossjble to determine

whether thelr advantage was in employinU context within a sentence, across

.

sentences, or both'. .This situation occurredbecau6e the ful.1 context test

differed from the booklet and-listening tests in tbe availability of ipoth

intrasentence and intersentence context.

-A
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' Yhe present study was.designed. to ciorrect these deficienciets. Assign-

ment to'reading levels.was based op standard reading-achievement test scores.

The full context cloze test was compared to-two-restricXed context forms in

-whtch tntersentence and intrasentenge context were separated: (1)-1n

j.
sentence booklets, each page ctf which presented a comPlete sentence, intra-

sentence context was intact, but intersentence egntext.was.disrupted, (2)

in sentence fragment bookletS, which'ret9pcate4Neville's and Pugh's. booklet

test, both intersentence and intrasentence context were disrupted. The

tistening test was dropped in the'interest of simplicity. This Study should

lead to a more:valid test of djfferences between good and poor Teaders

context utilization and a better understanding of such differences, if they

:are fd6nd.

Method

Design

The experiment was a three-way mlxed factOrial design with reading'

.abiljty (good vs. poor readers)and booklet format (sentence presentation

vs. sentence fragment presentation) as between-subjects factors and context

(whoLe vs. partial passage) as-wi in-subjects factor. Stanford Achievement

11:Test scores were obtained and use to partition the subjects into,"good"

and "poor" readers. The Stanford Achievement Test was administered in'

()

September, threemonths befilre the experimentdwas conducted. The mean

grade level equivalents were-4.74'and 2.49 for good and poor readers,

respectively.

vSubjects

The subjeCts.were 78 fourth-grade students in central Illinois.
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Materials 4

The materials used were Forme II and R 6f:the GAP Readimg CoMprehension

Test, which,.though developed in_Australia, has been formed in,the United .4

States'as well as in England. oth forms of the test containiseries

short reading passages with approximately every eighth mord deleted. 'The

passages in each form represent a considerable range of difficulty, with

4.

easier passages occurring first. Form B was not altered andllserved as the

whole passage context materials. Form R was altered' in.two ways to produce

booklets.in Sentence and in sentence fragment foirmats, as illustrated in

Table 2.

Insert Table 2 about here

The sentence booklet was constructed by presenting each of the 3t-

-sentences on a separate page. Th& number of-blanks per page ranged from

0 to 5, with a mean of 1.35'blanks per page.

Ealh page of the sentence fragment bo6klet presen*O1 a single blank,

and its immediately preceding context. Thus, the first pagein these booklets
4.

presented the text up to and including the first blank;* and so on. This

replication,of Neville's and Pugh's (1576-1977) method resulted in booklets

containing 42 pages with an average of 7 words per page. In order ,to avoid

confusion, pages inditating. a new story wer'e inserted be ween all the

passages in both the sentene presentation and fragment esentation booklets.-

Procedure

The tasks were administered to the children in their clasgrooM areas in

an open spade"school. The students in each of the four areas were randomly
,

assigned to sentenpe and fragment groups which were then physically separated.

v3'



Paraphrasing the directions in the GAP test manUal, the experimenters

told the'children that they,would be.tompleting some reading puzzles and

I

gave examples. The chjldren were encouraged to guess when they were not

sure of an answer. This strategy was'stressed throughout the testing

procedure.

The whole passage context cloze test was administered first. 'The

.
7perimenters moved around the room to discoUrage cheating, and no cheating

was observed. After, a brief rest period, subjects received either the

sentence or the fragment booklet; The directions given stressed that looking

back or ahead in .the bdolclets was not allowed and that the children should

try.to gUess Whenever they were not sure of an answer. Praceice examples

*

in the appopriate'booklet format were included in the instructions. Twenty

minutes were allowed for each test.

Results

,11

.

.

Responses were scored for.exact w6rd replacementst as in the study 6y

Neville and Pugh (1976-_1977). In accordance with the GAP test manual,.

misspelled wordswere counted as correct if the scorer could determine that .

the exact word was intended, put changes in tense or number were not accepted.

A 2 x 2 x 2 an'alysis- sf variance on reading ability, booklet format, and

context was carried out. All three main effects.were significant. Good
.

readers scored higher than poor readers (.451 vs'. .273), F(1,74) m'67:k1,

< .001. Students who read sentence bCpdtfets scored higher than those

whq read sentenCe rragment booklets (.391 vs. .333),.F(1.,74) 7.3, k < 201.

Performance was better for the whole than for the part4al passages (.395

vs. .330), F(1,,74) = 31e.2 J
< .001.
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The Booklet Formal x Context interaction was also significant F(1,74) *

13:2, < .001.. Simple maineffects tests revealed that .for,.the partial

.contexts,-subjects who rieceivd.sentence presentation bookletS did -Much,,

better than those who receiftd-fragment'preiergation booklets (.389: vs.

280), F(1,74) * 20.1, El< .00t. For whole passages, booklet format had

no effect,

Altho

(1,74) 1.8; as expected...

h.the Reading Ability x-Context interaction was.not significant

F(1,74) < 1, a priori plans. to analyze simple main effects were carried

out. Both good readers and poor readers did signlficantly betterJ(a < .01)

with the whole than partial context. The Reading Ability x Booklet Format

interaction did not approach significance, F(1,74) < 1,

The.significant Reading Ability x Booklet Format x Context int*eraction,

F(1,74)'= 4.75, 2. <1.05, is of special interest. Cell' means for the

interaction are shown in Table 3 A simple effects 'test proved the Reading

Ability x Context interaction significant F(1,36) * 45.8, Il< .001, for

students who read sentence fragment booklets. This result replicates the

.
finding for Neville and Pugh (197%6-1577).: Whi.le the difference b tween ,

. .

whole pass.ages And:sentence fragments was nearly twice as great or good:

readers, the effect of context was significant'for both good readers,

(whole *..478, partfal *..340), F(1,16) .* 32.4, il< -001, and: for poor

.ereaders (whole'* .251.f., partial . , 20), F(1,20) = 11.5, .2. < .01. Thus, t.

li
f

as Neville and'Pugh fo4nd, the go readers benefited more from the context .
1

, e

provided by, whole.pe,ssages: Unlike Neville's "and Pugh's re,sults, however,

poor readers alo sig6ificantlY benefiteefrom the additional context.

Analysis of semanticallY appopriate responses (i.e., exact words, synonyms,

9



:

:

g,

,. 7

and Other.words which preservec(the meaning 9!.the .sentence, 'regardless. of

number or tense) confirmed this pattern of relAks. Good. Teaders.didmuch
,

V
better than poor readers (2. < .001) with bothlroleAnd partial'results..

For student. who read -sentence booklets,. the Readitti, Abi.lity X Context
A4,.

interactiOnwaso(nlymarginalioignificant,P(1,38)=308. Although

"54K

good, readers scored muchhigher than poor readers (2. < %ODA foKpoth whae
,

. .t.

passages ,and sentence contexts, whole passage contexts-did not sign$Acantly

'Ilkt...

'--- aid good readers (whole = .496, partial =,.487), F(1',2b) < 1. Poor'readAp,

on the other hand, benefited frau the extra-sentence context proVided by thi:

whole passage (whOle = .311, partial = .269), although t e effect was only N,

marginally significant F(1,18) = 3.5, E

The Format x Context interaction was significant (ip < .001) for bothli,

1

k

good 4nd poor readers. The difference between sentence and sentence fragment
t

partial cootexts was-three times as vreat for good as for poor readers.

Consequently, with oartial contexts the effect of booklet foemat was signifi-

oant for good reader4 (senience = .487, fraOment = .340), F(1,36) = 19.1, '

p < .001, but failed significance for poor readers-.(sentence = .269, fragment.=

F(1,38) = 2.Af < .1. As expected of booltet formAtoon

whole passages was obserVed for either ged or poor rea.ders, F's < 1.

or: ' I.
Discussion

1The results of Our study, replicate those of Neville and Pugh (1976-1977)
1

a

on ne crucial point: good readers were better at utilizing the context
.

, .
..

.

.

provided by a complete passage than are poor readers. This finding, which
.

.

'
.

was found vi,!.. the complete passages were compared wig fragmentary contexts
, c

1
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(which replicated Neville's and Puqh's.booklet condition), obtained whether

responses were scor4c1 for exact words or for *semantic accepeabitty. - Thus,
.,

.'y

the hypothesis that good readers are more s011ed at utilizing context, a

,
I . ,

metacognitive skill, was.supported. This regult is impor ant ioecauSe of-t e

eneral,lack of evictence for the metacognitive hygothesis of reading'skill

,

chfferences and because of problems with the. original Neville and Pugh study.

It should be noted, however, that in t,he present Studythe poor readers also

did significantly better.wrth full thad with fragmentary contexts, demonstrating e'

,
?.

coptext utilizatiOn. In contrast, Nevilleland.Pugh.found no benents of

context for pdor readers: We.suspect that their resutt may have been produced

by bias introduced by their method of assigning students to reading levels.

Having established that goodreaders do Make,lbetter use of context, we

94

Can ask whether their advantage-lay 141 utilizing context 'Within a sentence,i_ ,

,

) ,

between sentences, or both. In the present'study, the answer"i's very.clear:*

good readers were better at utilizing context within.the sentence. When tke-

sentence and sentence fragment partial contexts, were contrasted; good.
reders

gained much móre from-the intrasentence context afforCied by the sentence

booklets than did the poor readers. Surprisingly, our results 'seem to

suggest that poor readers make better use.orintersentence context than do

990d readers: while poor readers did marginally better,with completp than

with sentence contexts, good readers showed no difference at Th(6*result,

however, did not hOld up when semantically acceptable responses were scored.
1

,

That eialysis revealed that intersentence co-Ptext produced Ognificant,
t

ci

nearly,equivalent, gains for both good and poor readers.

t . 1
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We wOre'not surprked by'the Sallure, to. demonstrate an jntersentene

context, advantage for good readers in the present study. Examination of

the GAP Test materials strongly,suggested that they wOuld prove. ;In inseWtive
,

measure of intersentential processing for two reasons,' Fl,rst, dirleilond were
V.

made in an essetially blind uevery-di.ghth-word".fashion,.w)thouiregard.to

whe'ther'the contextuar support required by a btank:was supPlied within the

sentence, in-other sentences', or both.. A cloze test in which the deletions

-

are selecteCI because they'require intersentential support should.prove moee

sensitive to inpersentential'processjng. Second, the passagei themserlves
4

. .
. ar

were.qUite brief, and may have containe.d much less contextual-tupport than .

. .

.

. , .. ;
,,-..

, ..

lonserpasSages, encountered in normal reading. In fact, in some cases,the
,

. pasages consisted"of only,two or three sentences,*Oresumably minimizing,
a:

the difference between a singje sentence and the whole passage. Fin411y; a

procedurat feature may hove -lajaSedAhe reSulis against good readers.% in the

present stUdy, aSin the,study by Neville and-Pugh, partial co'ntext'versionsi

'
.presented Ahe passage sequentially. If good eeaders were better at rehlembering

In

the prec%eding pages of the booklet and/or employing that context; then their'

,,

Performance
a

on the pariial context' form would be enhanced; obscuring context

utilizati,on differences. crambling sentences within a passage, or Oven

:

'
better, between pasSages should alleviate'this diffrculty. We have recently

tOmpleted tiNi.o studies on'the utilization orinters'entence context in which

,we have incorporated these refinements. The results, while not yet completely

aulyzed, seem to suggest that good readers are in fact more adept at

.
utilizing context 6eyOnd the sentence level.

A further limitation of the currentresearch, and that of Nev,ille and,

;

Pugh,. is that iqhile it clearly shows that good readers benefit more from-

a,

a I 40
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context proVided, within a entervae, it does not'unequiyocally rt the
.0 . .. . ..

- .

. MetacinnitrVe'skal hypoehesis.. Alternat,ive explanations'are possilaW

0. 1-4".

P
Perhaps poor readers are egually.skilled at

.

bring,169 context to-beal7 when fining lp a'hlank, but the lack the'requiN.

inspecting a sentence And

---,

knowledoe.6f ;the worjd or of.the language for.the.process to succeed. Clear-sty,

. . .. a

. . . .
,

a'ltudent who simply daesn't.know the word dedeted will-be unable to'f&lr'
.

p
..

,
.

it in negardless of the Skill of his or her meycoghitivtil procees. A

J
moIxivation01 hypothesis.could also account forthe result.' Poor readers:may

even rf they were.
. :,) . S . .

. .

be less willing to engage presumablS( effortful strategies,
I . ,

it

in their repetoire. Further research will be req d to resolve these
.f;

like'to close With a reminder that our interest; ih the role

of met4cognktive'skills in reading, an issue,we consider to be of vital

A

thed-ret4,Al and instructional Importance. We have no parti' interest '

. in good Vs. poo'r i.eader differences on doze:tests per se. It is our hópe,.

40

that any knowledge gained Irom doze studies will Meet-with converging

evidence frowother reading relatid-Ipskst-and hopefully from "no,emal!!-

reading itself.

I

,*
,
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Table 1

Proportion Wrrect for Good and Poor Readers

on Vanious Cloze Tests

Readers

. Test

Whole CAtext Booklet Listening

Good. 613,., , .455 o413
:

. ,

Poor .16/ .4.. .289 .286

r ,

Note. Nqvillp and Pugh, 1976-1977.'

a

.
40,7 4

.0.

t

<4. .
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Table 2 -Test Formats

Sente ce Fragment Preseqtation

?

1)

.

Tom went to the airp

big jet airplans at the A

be a jet pilot 'when you g

rt with 11.1s mother. There

rport. "Will

ow VI
4

mother asked Tom. "No," said Tom. "When

'am'a big mati, I will be

space man."

Sentence Presentation
1

Once there was a king who had three sons.

A_ was called Hussein, one was called Ali and

.;.i

third son. was call'ed Ahmed.

The , also had a niece0o lived them in the palace.

Shewas a very beautiful and all three of the king's fell in love with her...

Whole Pass

Juventle delinquency in London is very, largelY a mode week-end

dissipation.. So rong as there neither school nor work, mischief fills the

empty hours. Many of the transgressions, it is true, trifling, such as

playing games at prohibited or.in prohibited places.

1 .

Each lihe represents a separate page of text..
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Table, 3

Proportion Correct for Good and Poor Readers . 0

Booklet
Format

Reading
Ability

Context

Part Whole

S-eqence
Frilbuipnt

Good .340 .478

,4*

Poor - .220 :294.-

Sentence Good
\

PO9r.

.487 496(

.269 .311

f

15

4

I


