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ABSTRACT
] b total of 168 fourth and sixth grade “students
participated in a study tc exanmine two aspects of childrents ability
. %0 apply structtre while reading. The first part of the study
investigated the amount of detail that must be provided in order for
students to apply successfully a desired perspective (schemal.
Students were identified as either gocd or poor readers and placed
into ccntrol or experimental groups. All students were given a shart
passage to read. with readers in the control groups asked to
highlight any material they thought to be important and readers in
the experimental group asked to highlight material related to a
prescribed tcpic. They were also administered a recall fask. 'The
results showed that both fourth and sixth grade students recalled
more perspective-related material when diven a perspective. Thed
second part of the study examined age and neading ability differences
in student awareness of an idea unitts st:;%bﬁral inportance. The
methodology used was the same as in the first’ experiment, with the
exception that students also completed a recognition task in which
they chose frcm a group of sentences those that had appeared in the
passage, Reading abilitv was fcund *o interact with idea unit '
ingortance c¢n both recall and highlighting measures. Both measures
shoved dcod readers tc be more sensitive to the structural gelevance
of the material they were reading. (FL)
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# Abllity to Take a Perspective
: 1

Abstract

Fourth and sixth grade students grouped as good or poor readers were asked
to read a story from a certsin perspective or with instructions to read
carefully. Tﬁe ability'to take a perspective, as measured by skill in
differentiating important material on a highlighting task or in reproducing
it on a later recall test, was present in both age g;bups. Reading skill
was found to produce significant differences on both types of dependenc.
measures. Further analysis indicated that reading ability differences in
recall were related to, but could not be totally accounted for, by the
ability to identify importaﬁc material. A model is proposed c¢laiming that
poot teaders are too overburdened by lower level reéding skills CO‘engage

+ in this type of cognitive processing.
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Abllity to Take a Perspective
. 2
The Impact of Reading Competence and Grade Level on the

Ability to .Take and Utilize-a Perspective

A substantial literature has recéntly accumulated demonstrating that
retention of a specific jitem of information from a prose passage Is at least
partly a function of the place that item holds 1in the cognitive organiza-
tional structure the reader applles in attempting to comprehend the passage.
Although the same basic principles are probably operating in each case, the
nature of cognitive structure varies to some extent across several areas of
reseafch. It may represent the idealized structure of a common prose form B
(kintqch, 1977; Mandler & Johmson, 1977), the unique logical struceure of a
given passage (Meyer & McConkie, 1973) or an externally imposed schema (Pichert
& Anderson, 1977). While the exact mechanism by which a structure influences
retention in any of these areas of reéﬁarch is not well understood, it has
been argued that a structure either ales storage, retrieval or the distribu-
tion of a2 reader's attention (Pichert & Anderson, 1977).

Given the demonstrated relationship between structure and retention, the
ability to utilize structure becomes a skill warranting closer scrutiny. Per-
haps the development of this skill is important in attaining a mature reader's
approach ro prose comprehension. €~ specilal interest would be a careful ex-
amination of potential age or reading competence differences in the use of an
available organizational structure. Most previous developmental studies of
prose retention (Brown, 1975; Brown & Smiley, 1977a; Christie & Schumacher,

1975; Mandler & Johnson, 1977; Dent & Throndyke, Note 1) seem to indicate that

children, from even the early elementary grades are sensitive to prose structure,

These studles do show that retention of prose material improves with age. How-
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.ever, the regearch also demonstrates superlor recall of informatiom high in
structural importance to be a constant effect across age levels. Studies
demonstrating an age difference in sensitivity to structure have adopted
procedures emphasizing some outcome'meaSure other than immediate reééll.
Brown and Smiley (1977a) were able to demonstgate that age was relat;d to
the ability to separate prose idea unite By level of structural importance.
Brown and Smiley (1977b) found that when given extra study time mature
readers differentially increase their recall across different lévels of rated
importance. Material of greatest structural significance shﬁwed the greatest
gains. This response pattkrn was not observed among a group of fifth graders.
An adequate reconciliation of the results froﬁ this entire group of studies
is not obviocus. //w/,,

In comparison to the developmental research, studies relating reading
competence to the ability to utilize structure have been much less prevalent.
Smiley, Dakley, Worthen, Campiqpe and Brown (1977) have shown that good and
poor readers differ not only in total recall, but in the pattern of recall
across level of 1dea unit Importance. Using basically the same methodélogy
that was previously shown to demonstrate the lack of an age difference in sensi-
tivity to structure, these researchers found that good readers were jarticu-
larly adept at recglling informacion judged to be of high importance to the
story. Grabe and Prentice (in press) have essentially demonstrated the same
effect using the Pichert and Anderson (1977) imposed perspective technique with
sixEQJéfﬁders. In this study, students grouperd as good or poor readers were
asked to read a story from a certaln perspective or with instructicns to just

read carefully. The perspective involved Imagining chat the student was inter-

ested in buying the home described in the story and wanted to know as much as

5
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possible before making the purchase. Not only did the good readers recall

m&rq information from the story, but when asked to take the homebuyer per-

spective, proportionally more of the total information they recalled was

related to this topic. It is unclear from these studies exactly what de-

ficiency the poor readers possess. The students may have béen less aﬁle to

discriminate the important material when it was first encountered or may have
_ been less adept qq_ﬁsing the structure provided in storing or retrieving

structufe-related information.

In ordsr to interpret individual differences in the ability to utilize
structure, one must first have some understanding of how cognitive structure
influences reading. The model being proposed is that structure provides the
reader with a decision making mechanism for distributing the reader's attent—

/ ional resources. $tudies demonstrating that viewing time (Reynolds, Standi-
fprd & Anderson, 1978; Rothkopf & Billington, 1979) and the pattern of eye
\' T ’movemencs (Rothkopf & Billington, 1979) vary within a prose passage according
to the importance of the material being read may provide tangible evidence
of the reader's allocation of attention. Perhaps these external indicators
also provide evidence of what Craik and Lockhart (1972} refer to as differ-
ences 1n the depth of processing. The reader’'s structure therefore may diff-
erentiate certain material for special attention resulting in deeper process-
ing. '

This study uses the imposed structure methodology developed by Anderson
and his colleagues {(Anderson, Reynolds, Schallert & Goetz, 1977; Pichert &
Anderson, 1977). Anderson has conceptualized the reader's knowledge structure
in a manner similar to Barctlett's (1932) use of the term schema: an abstract

and general structure with placeholders for specific items of relevant infor-

ERIC 6
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mation. As an example from this research, a subject's burglary schema might
contain general categories related to entering the premises, avoiding detection,
finding loot and making a getaway. Anderson was able to d-monstrate that
factual information which could logicall:- be related to some aspect of the
reader's perspective (schema) was more likely than irrelevant material to be
retained, The present study seeks both to replicate the basic age and reading-
ability results using the imposed structure methodology and to examine possi-

i ble group differences in the ability to apply structure while reading. Two
aspects of the ability tc apply structure will be examined. The first con-
cerns the amount of detail that must be provided readers in order‘for them
to successfully apply the desired perspective. Readers were given a general
perspective (what a burglar would want to know) or a more detailed perspective
(how a burglar would get into the house, what things he would take, and how

b ]
he would avoid getting caught). It was predicted that the more specific

perspective would be especially helpful to ydunger and less able reader;fmhfﬁe
second issue involved an examination of possible group differences in the aware-
ness of an idea unit's structural Importance during the reading process. Thé
reade?*g ability to highlight relevant material wa2s employed as the measure
of structural iwareness. Like study time and eye movements, highlighting be-
havior provides a direct look at reading procesges unattainable through analysis
of the information retained. Tnd highlighting data can be used to determine
whether the presence of structure facilitates a child’s derection of idea unit
relevance or simply the retrieval of previously detected idea units.

. Experiment 1

Method

Subjects. The 120 students involved in this study were fourth and sixth

Q '7
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graders from the Northwood and Kelly elementary schools. One school was
located in a smell rural community and the other in a small city. The
vast majority of students attending each gchool were white and of middle
socloeconomic status. The experiment was conducted during the final month
of the school year. Because the experimental trestments required rather un-
asual instructions apd thg experimanter wanted to be able to respond verbally
to any questions, intact classes we;e cubjected to the different’treatments.
Differences in class size and possible differences in class ability (no
systematic attempt had been employed to ability group the classes) necessi~
tated the following procedure for assigning students to the good and poer
reader groups. First the smallesc'class was ldentified with each grade level.
Subjects were randomly eliminated from the larger of these classes to attain
groups of equal size. Subjects-from the other classes within a2 grade le§e1
were then selected to closely match the ability level of individual subjects
within the smallest classes. Finally, a medzgh split was employed to identify
10 good and poor readers within each grade and rreatment combinition (class).
Students were classified using scores from the vocabulary subtest of the Iowa

Silent Reading Tests — Level 1 Form E. The vocabulary subtest correlates

.84 with the comprehension subtest (Farr, 1973) and was selected for use in
this research because of its brevity. The good and poor sixth grade students
averaged Bé.é and 17.6. The average scores for the fourth graders were 23.2
and 13.6.

Materials. The reading passage was & wodified and eépanded version of
the Pichert and Anderson (1977) story describing the experiences of two béys
as they skip cholr practice and visit one of the boy's home. The story was

originally constructed to contain equal amounts of information of interest to

I
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a reader asked to take either a burglar or homebuyer perspective. Although
the burglar perspective was the only schema readers were asked to adopt in
this experiment, the stoxry in its expanded form still reflects at least two
general areas of information. The étory used in this study contained 660
words. Readabllity was computed to be at the fourth grade level (Gilliland,
1974), but this methodemay slightly underestimate the difficulty level be~
cause much of the passage contains dialogue. The passage was divided into
80 idea units by the author and an assoclate. Twenty college students then
rated the importance of each idea uni. to the burglar perspective on a five
point scale. A median split on average rated importance was usqd to label
an idea unit as high or low 1in importance.

%rocedure. A1l material was presented to the students in' the form of a
self-contained booklet. A preliminary task was utilized to familiarize stud-
ents with highlighting. Each reader was presented a four sentence paragraﬁh.
Readers in the control groups were asked to mark any material they thought to
be important. Readers in the perspective groups were asked to mark the
material related to a prescribed topilc. The experimenter then spent a few
minutes asking about and discussing what the students marked.

Students next spent seven minutes reading and highlighting the story.
Students assigned to the control condition were told to read the following
story carefully, underline what you think is important and try to remember
as much as you can. The general perspective group was Instructed go read the
following story paying special attention to and highlighting information that
would be important to a burglar. To ensure that each reader understood the
instructions they were asked to list three things a burglar would want to know

before the student was allowed to read the passage. The specific perspective

Y/
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group was aaked to pay special attention to and highl.ght information which
described what a burglar might Fake. how the burglar would get into the_house
and how the burglar would keep from getting caught. Agal . the reader was
asked to list one example for each area of interest before reading. Follow~

)
ing the reading task, seven minutes yere allowed for the vocabulary test.

Finally, the subjects were Instructed to write down everything they could
remerber about the story. Perspective subjects were told very clearly that
all material in the passage was to be recalied. Subjects were told to pro»‘
vide as much specific ingirmatiou as possible and that they did not have to
worrty about the order in whach the information was written downm.

The author, blind to the assigned treatment of each subject, scored the
recall protocols leniently fok glst. A random sample of 10 protocols when

1

scored by a second individual| produced 2 réilability coefficient in exceas
of .90. The number of perspective relevant and irrelevant 1dea units recalled
was analyzed using a 2 x 2 X 2 % 3 mixed deaign analyeis of variance. The
specific factors were Grade (4 or 6), Reading Ability (high or low), Ides'
Unit Importance (relevant or ir;elevant) and Instructions (general perspective,
specific perspective or control). dfade. Instructions and Reading Abllity yere
between-subject factors. Hith the exception of the Instructiona condition {no
control group was Included}, the same analysils wgs conducted with highlighting
;éores. In this case, an ldea unit was judged to be high;ighted 1f any portion
of the idez unit h?d been marked by the subject.

A second type of analyals was performed to determine 1f age or reading
ability differences in recall could be accounted for by the atudent's ability

to ldentify relevant material while reading. 1In ¢rder to accomplizh this

analysis, the number of high rélevance idea units that were both recalled and
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highlighted were summed for eaéﬁ reader. A propoftion was then calculated

relating the total just described to the total number of high importance idea

units highl;ghted. ‘This value was analyzed using a 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of
’,varia;ge with the specific “factors being Grade (4 or 6), Readin%,Ability

(high or low) and Instructions (general ‘perspective or specific perspéctive)?

Results \’ﬂ o *
Tﬁe analysis of recall résults demonstrated significant2 maln effects for
grade, EF(i, 108} = 12,17, reading ability;.g (1: 108) = 19.19, and idea unit
importance, (1, 108) = 6?.25.‘ The older and more competent reade;s were
able to recall more 1nforma%ion. In additioﬁ, the

informat{on strongly !}

related to the-burglar perspective was founé to be easier to recall.-

L

All significant interactions involved idea up t importance. Instructions -

- Al

interacted with idea unit importance, F (2, 108) = 14.60. Tukey tests indi-
i .

cated glgnificant differences between high and low 1deé unit recall for the

1

two perspactive groups, but not the control group. Reading ability inter-
acted with idea unit importanée, E.(l, 108y = 5.94.“ Tukey tests 1nd1cated—that
good and poor reﬁders differed significantly in the recall of perspéctive
relevant, but not irrelevant idea units. As shown in Table 1, the three way
interaction of‘ability, instructions and idea unit importance was aigo signifi-:
cant, i_(Z,»lOB) = 3,03. Tukey tests comparing the r;call of high and low
relevant fdea units within each gr~up indicated significant differences within
all perspective groups. However, the size of the difference varied with the
ability of the reader. The recall differences for ghe good readers in the
general and specific perspective groups wﬁre 5.25 and 4.65 respectivé&y. The

same differences for the poor readers were 3.50 and 1.75.

11
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Insert Table 1 apout here
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The highlighting analysis demonstrated éignificant main effects for read-
fl 4 a

ing abilicy, F (1, '72) = 4.14, instructions, F (1, 72) = 22,10,.and idea unit °

*

i

importance, F (1, 72) = 1}15.90. High ability readers and students given N

the general perspective instructions highlighted more idea units. As might

be}exﬁected, relevant idea units were highlighted much more frequently than

!
irrelevant idea unics. Again, both significant interactions involved idesa

unit impprtance. Instructions interacted significantly with idea unit im%“f

\ . - :
portance, 7 (1, 22) = 11,06, Tukey post hoc comparisons showed that the’
' . \ : !
general instruction groups highlighted significantly more idea units, of pigh

. i
relevance than the specif’c perspective groups, but that this comparison was

¥

, . &
not significant for idea units of low perspective relevance. The interaction

¢\
of reading ability and idea unit importance is shown in Table 2. Again, Tukdy °

LY . °
tests Indicated significant differences on tﬁe material of reievance to the

burglar perspective, but not on the other materizl. ¢

~

Insert Tzb'e 2 about here

> \‘\
- . . ,
The analysis examining the proportion ¢f the relevant information recalled

to the relevant Information highlighted proddced siénificant effects for gradé,
F (1, 72) = 5.16, and reading ability, F (1, 72) = 7.50. Surprisingly, the
fourth graders re:élle{ a higher propoction of the highlighted material (38% vs.
;30%). Gocd readers also r;c:iled a higaet proportion (39%) than ppor readers

>
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' (29%). "There ‘were no significant interactions.
. Discus®ion é,
The results of this experiment clearly replicéte_earlier work. The re-

. call data demonstraﬁing that both fourth and sixth gradefs recall more per-

- -

y ! . -

épe%pive related material when given a perspective support the developmental
research claiming that even younger children use struéture in retaining prose.

‘The unique aspect of thig developmental comparison was that structure in this

case involved an imposed perspective rather than a2 commgn story format or

the internal structure of the passage. The ability to use an-external structure
)

independenély of and probably ip addition to the intérnal structure of the

passage demonstrates that a tremendous flexibility in cognitive process%ng

ON
¢xists at these grade levels. This ability rodcontrol cognitive %rocessing

seems very close to the metacognitive skills discussed by Flavell (1977).

The three way interaction of readirg ability, type of instfuctions and idea

A

unit importance also clearl+ supports?the earlier work off'Grabe and Prentice —
H

- []

(in press). While it seemed~that all groups asked to take a perspective were

avle to some extent to do so, the mote able readers did show a stronger reaction
1 -

to the perspective instructions.

\%. The highlighting procedure was diffetent from Farlier attempts to measure
s¢ructural awareness.(e.g., Bro;n & Smilex, 1977a) because the task required
simultaneous atteutign to chephighlighting task and reading for retention. i
While this procedure may obscure the investigation of structural Awareness as
an independent issue, the procédure d;es provide a more realistic view of
sg}uctural awareness while readiﬁg. Tﬁe hiéﬁlighfing results clearly demon-
- strated that young readers were able to discri§inate between perspectire rele- j
vant and irrelevant mqnerial. While th%s sk%ll did not vary with grade level, ‘ i

& .o ‘153 "“imm

0 Y
- ~ ] lr?
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it did depeﬁ&~tqﬁ§3me degree on reading ability. Ome_pluusible explanation
might be that poor rédders are overburdened by the processing demands. of the
highlighting and readiﬁg tasks and are unable to attend as carefully to the
highlighting requirements. Processing demands do not refer to the time con-
straints on the to;ai readlné‘fask, but racher to the effic%ent use of 3hort
term memory (Perfettl & Lesgoldg 1977; Dent & Thorndyke, Note }} in perform-

ing the various cognitive tasks assoclated with rgadiﬁg. When processiﬁg

capacity 1s beihg overloaded, the poor reader may be fbund to be attending -

to more basic requirements than those produced by the external perspective

task. This 1s not to cfaim, as Perfettl and Lesgold (1977) have argued,

that structural utilization 1§ not a sxill differentiating good and poo; read-
ers. Obviously, reading ability was an important factor 1n both the recall
and highlighting results. -

An unexpected finding in the highlighting analysis and to a lesser‘extent
in the recall analysis involved the comparisoq of the general and specific
perspective Ereatments. The general perspective proved superior in its effect
.on both dependent measures. While this aqthor believes that'all relevant
idea units could be associated with one of the specific perspective components,
the younger readers may not have resp;néed in the same manner. A second ex=-
planation for these results may be that the specific perspective is more com-
plex than the general perspective and 1n some cases may override the process~

I

ing capacity of the recder. \ N

The final major analysis involved a comparison of the retention rates for

_ information previously ijdentified as relative to the 1lmposed perspective.

If retention was solely determined by the awareness of structural importance,

i
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dne would expect the retention rates for good and poor readers to be similar.

The basis for Such;aﬁ expéctatign lies in the assumed importance of the
ability to devote attention to importaqt material. If the reader were unaware
of what was ¥#porpant, then there would be no basis Ear differential attention.
The tesults show ghat once an item has been 1dentifiedhas relevant by both.

good and poor readers, the good readers are still more likely to retain it.

A possible explanation, consistent with some ideas advanced“%arlier. is that

-
LY

poor readers not only lack thé processing capacity to detect relevant materi-

al, but aldo have less opportunity to attend, to the relevent material once ~
it has been isolated. However, other explanations are also possible and with-
out further experimentatiqn he p;BpQQed explanation must be considered some~-
what arbitrary. N : s

One péssible-probiem with the retention measure of the first experiment
was the reliance on recall.. It has been claimed that a measure of expository
skT11 (Brown, 1975) or one blased by recall editirg (Fass & Schumacher, Note
3) may give misleading information about the impact of structure. The second
experiment attempted to reglicate the reading abil .y difference in perspective
taking skill usiﬁg a aentenﬁe recognition procedure. In addition, a regression
procedure was used to determine if highlighting aécjzacy accounted for a
significaqF amount of pergpectgve relevant recall beyond that accounted for
by vocabulary skill.

.

Experiment 2
s [

Method ’ ] ' Lot

Subjects. The 48 students involved in this study were fourth and sixth

* %
graders from the Midway elementary school. The students were similar in back-

15
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y ground to those described in Expcviment 1. The procedure for classifying
students as “~ood and zoOr readsys was also identical.

Materials. The prose passage used in the first experiment was also
employed here: & recognition test was constructed by selecting six sentences
either high or low in perspective relevance. This was accomplished by identi-
fying the sentences containing either exclusively high or low perspective
relevant idea units and'then selecting from this set the six sentences with
the highest and lowest average idea unit importance ratiﬁgs. Twelve discfacto;s
were generated by constructing sentences which fit the homebuyer or burglar
perspectives. While these sentences were consistent with the ?tory theme,
none was a modification of any existing sentgznce.4

Procedare. ‘With the exception of the recognition task, the ﬁrocedure was
an exact replication of the specific perspective condition described in the
first experiment. The recognition task followed the free recall task. Stud- »,
ents were asked to indicate whether each sentence had been taken from the
story they had read. They responded to each sentence by circling either yes,
maybe or no. ‘

The nuwber of perspective réiévant and irrelevant idea units both highlight-
ed and recalleé were analyzed using a 2 x 2 x 2 mixed design analysis of vari-
ance. The specific factors were Grade (4 or 6), Reading Ability (high or low)'
and Idea Unit Importance (re{evant or irrelevant). Grade and Qéading Abilicy
were between-subject factors.x |

The ricognition items were scored by assigning a value Qg 2 to a yas, a }l

to a maybe and a O for a no. These values were then summed for the six sent-

ences of a gi.en type producing a possible range in scores ?rom 0 to 12. The
el

16
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,recognition scores were analyzed using a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 mixed design analysis

of varifance. The specific factors were Grade (4 or 6), Reading Ability
(high or low), Perspective Relevance (high or low) and Sentence Presence
(present or not present). Grade and Reading Ability were between-subject
factors.

Ar R2 improvement technique (Kerlinger & Padhazur, 1973) was used to
determine the variﬁbility in perspective relevant recall accounted for by
highlighting skill after the impact of vocabula?y was removed. Highlighting
skill was assessed as the gpmber of perspective relevant idea units marked.
Results .

The analysis of recall results demonstrated significant main effects for
grade, F (1, 44) = 11.22, reading ability, ¥ (1, 44) = 17.89, and 1&&& unit
importance, (1, 44) = 20.00. Older and more competent readers were able to
recall more idea units. In addition, perspective relevant 1dea‘units were
recalled more frequently than less relevant information. Reading ability
also interacted with idea unit importance, F (1, 44) = 4.60. Tukey tegts indi-

cated that only the good readers demonstrated a significant difference between

important and unimportant idea units (see Table 3).

—— k- . 2 -

Insert Table 3 about here

The highlighting results closely parallel those from the recall analysis.
Perspective relevant idea units were highlighted more frequently than irrele-
vant idea units, F (1, 44) = 5710.24. More able readers also indicated that
more idea units were Important, F (1, 44) = 20.26. A significant reading ability

by idea unit importance interaction, F (1, 44) = 24.12, indicated that the

17




Abllity to Take a Pefspective

16 X
P
greater highlighting by the more able readers was confined to the relevant
material (see Table 3). Tukey tests showed that the good and poor readers
differed only in their Hﬁghlighting of the perspective relevant material.
The analysis of recognition scores producsd significant main - ffects

for perspective relevance, F (1, 44) = 31.68, and sentence presence, F
(1, 44) = 320.20. As would be expected, sentences related to the assigned
perspective and sentences that were actually presented were more likely to -
be rated by the students as being taken from the original passage. The analysis
;150 vielded significant interactions for reading ability by sentence presence,
F (1, 44) = 8.72, and perspective relevance by séntence presence, F (1, 44) =
1?.41. Tukey tests comparing the mean recognition values for perspective
r;}gvant and irrelevant sentences indicated a significant difference only for
the s-ntences that actually were present. The means from the reading ability
by sentence presence interaction are shown in Table 4. Although post hoc comp-
arisons indicated that good amd poor readers differed significantly only in

their recognition of sentences that were actually present, note that the Inter-

action 1is clearly disordinal in form.

Insert Table 4 about here

The final analysis involved an R2 improvement régression procedure. High-
lighting accuracy was found to significantly augment the variability accounted
for by vocabulary differences, F (1, 45) = 4.29. The highlighting variability
increased the variabilit; accounted for by 6% to a total value of 35%, Zero-
order correlation coefficients calculated between vocabulary, highlighting

skill and the dependent variable indicated a2 correlation of .54 for the vocabu-
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lary score and .50 for highlighting.

Discussion

These results clearly repiicate the findings reported in Experiment 1.
Most notably, reading ability was found to interact with iIdea unit Importance
on both the recali and highlighting measures. Both dependent measures showed
the good readers tb be more sensitiv; to the structural relevance of the
material they were reading. Again, grade level was not found to interact
with idea unit importance. Readers from both age groups were abli to resp ~d
to the perspective instructions with the expected sensitivity to gﬁg relevant
material. \\

A recognition measure was inclnded in this study to validate the results
found with the recall task. Perhaps good readers, being more adept at c?gnitive
tasks In general, are able to bias their recall by concentrating only on out-
putting perspective relevant material. Because the model being developed
implies that utilizing the structure of a perspective results in real memory
differences, it is important to rule out possible group differences in exposi-~
tory power. A recognition task requires the veader to makg a response for each
sentence and therefore is not subject to an output bias. Theé recognition task
provided a much more Impressive look at the reader's retention capabilities
than was provided by the recall measure. lwhile subjects were only able to write
down about 13% of the idea units they readk they were able to recognize sent-

'ences with a much higher degree of accurac&. However, the results still showed
‘the reader's greater sensitivity to sentences containing material related Eo
the imposed perspective. The better readers did respon. «ith better recogni-

“tion accuracy, but reading ability failed to interact with perspective relevance.

The fact that means were in the correct direction and both reading abilicy

13




T e .

o

]

Ability to Take a Perspective
18

groups responded with a very high degree of accuracy suggest a possibla
celling effect. It should alsoc be noted that the recognition study does not
have the proper control groups to conclusively answer certain questions.
Because groups gilven a perspective are not compared with groups given no
perspective, there exists the possibility that perspective relevant and irr-
elevant sentences differ in some unknown way In addition to their relationship
to the perspective. While the sgentences used in this experiment were gelect-
ed Iin a rationale fashion, the possible biases just described warrant further
investigation with more careful attention being given to proper task diffi-
culty and appropriate experimental contrels.

Taken In conjunction with the first experiment’'s analysis of the préﬁor-
tion of highlighted information recalled, the present regression analysis
warrants speculation regarding the relationship between awareness of structu-
ral relevance and recall probability. The regression and correlation prqced-

ures from this study seemingly indicate that knowledge of idea unit importance

is both related to retention as strongly as vocabulary and that it also acceunts

for a significant proportion of retention beyond that accounted for by vocabu-
lary. These findings are of sﬁecia} importance because vocabulary 1s such a
good measure of general reading competence at this age level. However, be-
cause the results of rhe first experiment make it clear that the poor -reader

[

must do more than detect relevant material to be able Lo remember it as well

as the good reader, a critical link in the interpretive model is still missing.

While the present research cannot supply the missing information, this re-

.searcher would like to speculate that both the highlighting and retention results

\ ' o
stem from a common source. This source concerns the veader's ability to com-

]

\

plete basic reading functions (2.g., Perferti & Lesgold, 1977) withoutr jeopard-

izing the processing capacity necessary to engage in the metacognitive skillé

N 20




Ability to Take a Perspective

19

necessary for struct;re utilization. A reader may fail to differentially
process information for several reasons. First, the reader may_be unaware

of the structural relevance of the material. This difficulty may stem from
the lack of an appropriate structure or a failure in using an*éxisting
structure. One reason for failing in the use of an existing structure would
be the prior comgitmen: of cognitive resources to more rudimentary reading
skills. Secondly, even when priority material-has been identiféed there is
no guarantee that the reader will process it in any speciallmanner. Aga?n,
limited cognitive capacity may restrict the special att;ngion this material
receives, Perhaps future research could utilize the impose& perspective
technique to compare good and poor readers presented a passage either.visually
or aurally. The present explanation would predict larger ability group diff-~

erences with the material the student would have ta read.

21
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Reference Notes

Dent, C. & Thorndyke, P. Childreun's use of schemata in comprehension
and recall of narrative texts. Paper presented at the 86th Annual
Convention of the American Psychological Assoclation, Toronto, 1978.
Results will be reported as significant when p < .03,

Fass, W. & Schumacher, G. Sentence-recognition errors and perspective.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwestern Psychological

Asgoclaticen, Chicago, 1979. -,

All materials are available upon request.

————
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'Y
Recalled by Treatment Groups

AN
Idea Unit Type
Instructions - Abijity Relevant = Irrelevant
Control | Low 5.00 4.30
High 6.75 6.90
« General Low 6.85 3.35.
High 9.25 \\/ \ 4.00
Specific Low 5.00 ' 3.25
High 8.40 3.75
(\).
rJ_
\
o~
2
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Table 2

Mean Number of Relevant and Irrelevant Idea Units

Highlighted by Ability Groupe 2~
Idea U?it Type
_Ability Level J Relevant Irrelevant
— Low - ~15.68 2.58 ‘
High . 918,43 2.65
A
P
v
A
B o
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Mean Number of Relevant and Irrelevant Idea Units ,

Recalled and Highlighted by Ability Groups ~

] #

LY

Abklity Group

Law_‘

Idea Unit Importance

Irvelevant

- Relevant
AR » 2,96
8.13 4,33
12.33 1.54
18.25 . 1.88
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Recall
Highlight
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Table 4
Mean Reccgnition Scores for Sentences that were

Present or Absen* in the Original Passage

~

' Sentence Type

’
~

Ability Level Present

Absent
Low ' 8.69 2,63
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