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Reading educators' traditional alternative for improving students'
reading comprehension have been to (a) modify the text, (b) augment the.
text,. or éc§ modify the stuaéﬁtg; reading behavior. Each alternative has

words for hard (i.e., long; tééﬁﬁiéalé/ﬁéids; and modifying sentence

. structures; usually be making them more like age-peers' oral sentences or

Sy shortening ar'athéfwisé simplifying base clauses. The results have
/

léﬁgth; word frEddéﬁcy éﬁd seﬁteﬁée sttdétﬁte. o

Effective nor not; making basic changes in the text can be both costiy

ﬁut even putting that cops1derat10n as1de; one wondersvwhether‘rewriting

text ac'c'o'mp'iiéiiéé mich in helping students cope with real-life i'e'aa'iﬁ'g’ tasks.

like advance organizers, obJectives and questions. AdJunct a1ds can be

characterized as orientlng directlons which dispose the reader to reSpond

actively to .certain aspects of the text. In general, the most commoniy
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indeed involve the readcr as an dctive partlcipant wheregs modified text

does little to change the feaders role. At the same time, there is. evi=
o . . ' . ~
dence that the Jmprovcment' in comprehensio’.’n scores is caused by items rela-
/ . n. .

ted to the fDCHb of the adjunct aids, not{increased global "understanding

of the text: Also on the negative side, the provision of adjunct aids is .~

teacher—directed so students may never internalize the 'o'rie'nting' zi'ctivii;
ties sufficiently to become self—dire'cti'n'g. Providing adjunct aids caﬁjiie
like providing crutches w1thout effecting cures.

Attempts to 1mprove comprehension by modifying students' réading

behaviors dﬁ shift the emphas1s from teacher—directed to student directed

r— o

e

activities. ;m§e~ﬁq§§§féqq* le encouraged dctivities include imaging,
- ( y - R -

- :.Q
b .5
paraphrasing, aﬁﬂ

note—taking add outlinihg Studies have demonstrated positive effects for

i

.each of these activitieS' but, in general the positive e?fects have been
3 .

found with older. (i-:e:; high school and college) students who have above-

average ability. Gn the positive side, such activities do inde involve'

students in their own - learﬁing and offer the potential of being internalized
)t

r

On the negative~—or perhaps\mc properly, the realistic——side, the activi~
¥ '

ties typicaliy provide very li%tlé’by way of developing readers abillty to

e - 7.
deai with the structure of textf *Because many of the activities require

- - - '\

to proceed effectively, poor rFaders——the ones who need help the most—iare
|

- héiped the least: / EE. o

P
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| | |
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Reading educators’ ~traditional alternatives share a common flaw:
their focus is too limited: Emphasis is placed either on the text, on the -

- — . ez z

teacher (i.é,; teacher—directed activities), or on the reader (i.e.,

reader imposed behaviors or strategies), and there is 1itt1e inclination

to pay attention to the interactions among all three. Yet the clear

'

- f "

observat?wns and common sense is that attempts to improve readers compre-

hension of text must have concurrent regard for the te?t, the teacher——for ‘

>

the entire instructionai milieu--and the reader. Tp‘have optimai effect, -

then, an effective instructional technique ought to give concurrent cofi~

sidetation to

needs of the reader

- ‘ .
- - .

.. the expectations of the teacher L

: the resources of the instructional milieu
S .7 . . o

. the characteristics (i e.,,facts, concepts,
structure; organIzation) of’the text. -

f - i ot
; _ - — =

¢

together the d1versq aspects of a compiex teachIng 1earning process. And, 3

lest we forget, the technique*wouid also embody the most promi51ng implica-

tions of a vast and expanding bod of related research.

This may be the place to confess that the title of this

paper——'Toward Understanding GomprehenSIon ——does not

describe its focus. What I've been’ talking about and

what 1° 11 éaﬁiiﬁﬁé,to taik about’ is not thesthrust of

sl
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prehension than any person sincerely interested in

-

ding education can understand ) What 1 really mear

’

to Rg»talking about is how we; as reading educators can

AL L. . . .

discover ways to help learners not only to improve their

comprehens:ton of printed material but also; and more im-

portan\ to improve their\abiiity to comprehend; A more

R - —

" proper title, then; might be something like "Understand-

ing Toward GomprehEnsion’"

. I B ;77::‘: i:,, o oI T - i,, z Sl -
. My problem with ‘the title pay be related to a dilemma

" see us facing in reading educatfon: Should the main

research? And,\if the 15EEéE, then what does adequate

_%_ - - - — =

L/ Sl N
interpretation amount ‘to? But more about that later; , ~ <

Lf*hf’ R e STl T IoIlZ .
There is indeed an extensive and rapidly expanding body of research

that appears relevant to reading educators efforts to enhance readers

v

ability to understand reading material. Just as an exampie f can point
4 ¢ o o

out three categories of studie§ that appear to p%omise much to reading

educatunni All of the studies cited were conducted and reported by people

L e

. wﬁa; I am confid nt; would not claimlto be reading educators" in the con-

Ventional sense. “{In fact; I suspect that most, or ailfrof them might take *

-

ﬁoffense at being called reading educators, noblesse obiige notwithstanding )

The Reader--where the focus is on the prior knowiedge

and knowledge structures of readers. Some investigators

have been paying particular attention to readers' cogni-

kA
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tive development (for example Smirnov, l973 Brown,

'

.1975 1977 1979 Chi 1978 Naus & Halasz, 1979) and

to readers' use of prior knowledge, or schemata (for

mple, Norman, Genter, & Stevens, l977 Anderson,

Reynolds, SCHallértf'& caétz, 1977; Rummelhart & .

Ortony, 1977 Kintsch lélé Rummelhart, in pfess) iﬁ

that are involved in effective comprehension.

The Text——where the focus is on the attributes of

. g;intedmmaterial A number of investigators have been

working with the analysis of text (for example, Kintsch

l97ﬁ "Meyer, l975 1979) and . the adaptation of text

Rickards & Hatcher, l978) in order to bettetpunderstand

the characteristics of text and textual modification as
parameters o’f 'ccmp’rehénsidn. _' : g} :
_ i .

on the point of interaction Between reader and ptinted
I - ER
material. Investigators have been exqpining readers'

metacognitive development (for example, Brown, 1977,

in press; Flavell in press‘ Markman in press‘ Baker,
d

1979), the development of study skills and learning

strategies (forcexample, Anderson, 1978 in press,

e, e I

Brown, "n press, Andre & Anders0n, l978), and the

effects Df schooling (for example, Olson, 1977a; 19775i

L1

t

-
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reading educators to provide the systematization and integration that pre—

cedes appiication in the classroom and in the real world. If reading educa-

tors don t do it, nobody will. i

Now piease don t misunderstand I know the challenge is an old one.

"research" and application . But generally the lamenting has been about

nl

as sincere as the wailing of paidimourners; The realities of the tenturé

§§§Eéa and the folkways of the craft effectively force a choice of RESEARCH

or PRACTiﬁE. There is virtually no incentive and consequently, very little

inclination to make an earnest commitment to translating research results‘

into instructionai practice. Those who choose not to make a clear choice

"are likely to develop a schizoid styie: one set of behaviors in the com—L

pany of researchers and another, essentiaily unrelated set of behaviors in

A 8 R k v

the company of practitioners. But the stark fact is that it is very diffi—

cult toulive with one foot in each camp and virtually impossible to exist

in the no-man's-land between them: . . | X

This is the time for another COnfeSSIOﬁ' I'm not sure
.‘

I see a way out of the dilemma. in the manner of aca-
I v
demicians, I find it easier to acknowledge problems then , -

wr

- to come up with soiutions. But.in the manner of schizo- .

-,

Al



pﬁrenicg, I'm willing to sharé an éxperiéncé. Just let
it be ciear that I m sharing an experience, I'm not
Joffering a soiution——and I'm certainly not giving advice.
In our att’em'p't to act as facilitators, fny a'sé‘o‘ciates and 1 settled

We described our purpose “in an article for Reading}PsychologXV(Otto, White

;& Camperell 1980) ", . . on the basis of our observations in the field

our fantasies of how things could be, and our present perceptions of the

i B -
tory text. To qyersimp;ify, we are using marginal and other intfatext nota-
tions—-gloss-—to direct readers attention while they read. Instead of

we are attempting to direct readers aCtive attention to plaqes in text

4 . . s

specific skills),-to instarices where a part1cu1ar strategy could be useful
for extracting@g; and ‘to key i‘:rqrds and i'd'eag; In other w'o”r'd's*, we are
attempting to share mature rea_déi—s‘ percgptions °,f and inéighté into the
reading process With deveioping readers. We 'eic'p"e'ct to matcé use of a w1de

- oo -
sthdy strategies; What we hope to do is to eystematize our glossing pro—

cedures so they can be used with confidence, both formally, in the prepara-

tion of 1nstructiona1 materials, and 1nforma11y, in face-to—face teaching

>
[3

. 8
> ' .
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position statement. While it won't tell you much about the éﬁé;ifié% of

) S, 7 : B
' help students understand content-area texts; and, on the other

« . hand; an extensive aﬁdliaﬁidiy expanding body of rescarch and

.theory that promises to yield facts; Implications and directions
faffaqygiaﬁﬁﬁg the necded instrittional techniqges. The work we
: , , , Ve )

are proposing--development of @ -glossing technique--places us
. 4 ) : ' . - .

-+ éiﬁéiéiy"iﬁ the middle; for we ékﬁéét.té seek implications for

application in the existing research and theory as we develop

i

”

the techrnique. We think théﬁk&ﬁé middle is a viable position

for teacher educators, for it brovides opportunities to build

much needed bridges.

We 'are; then; committed to the middle position; where we

"

First, our approach to developing the glossing technique.
is eclectic. (Wélwédld even go so far as to say it is,; at

least at this early stage, deliberately atheoretical). In

S

other words we are not attempting td\déﬁéiéﬁ the glossing .

{ , - technique in line. with a particular theoretical position--or . -
1 . ‘{‘

&\ to extend any paftiéﬁlaf liﬁé‘6f>te§§aféh.i To the contrary,
S : e o
o ' this eclectic staﬁéémleaJS‘us.to‘seek'implications‘from an

-




psychology-—schema theory, memory develonmcnt} text analysis
adjunct aids, metacognition, study strategies and text process—
ing. We readily acknowledge the relevince and promise of other

areas~~socioiingu15tics is a prime eﬁamﬁié. But éven as we -

as teacher educators, in such an array of subaréas of cognitiVé
S . :
psychology. Hence, last montH we hosted a conference on Reading

Exposito;ygiextr The conference'was one attempt to extend our-

of qualified others. We expect to continue to seek the advice:
Second the glossing techn;que is dcliberately "global" in

nature. That is, the techn1que subsumes a. variety of act1vities

tion of specific skills and strategies, (b) the amplification or

clarification of content; and (c) the internalization of skills

and strategies: 0f course i“glo'b'al gloss‘wis dessy, both when it
|\

comes to Specifying exactly what gloss is or, How to gloss a text

I d

~and when it comes to designing studies that show exaCtly which

1o

activities dE;er'donit'enhanceiwhich readersi aEility to under-

" stand exgository text; But if gloss 1s ta embody the 1ntegrative o

feature we dre seek1ng,it must necessarlly address, simultaneously,

. 3 ) 2&
(b) characteristics of a given text; “and (c) thé-ﬁacts'and canceptsf g

-

L R T S 1:1 e
ST :
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‘¢redible and useful to both teachers and stiudeiits.

area tegcts .

Once we can, reliably put together gl'sé

,.

"works" (i.é.; énhances'understanding Q£ text) With identifi

of a given content.

individuals or groups;-then we can devise studies to find ou

it works.
In othék ﬁofds; we think that for now it is important t

to be ﬁiéﬁiéing and intuitidely devise a technique that is
Ohce we
that we will analyze to fina out'what works best and aith wh

R fhird;'ﬁe expect to develop-two sets of guidelines for

materials.

.iﬁg éiﬁaéiéaéy guidelinesﬁfonfflr:::Ll~glossing,

teachers can use on a day—to—day basis with the textbooks in

materials for demonstration,

""""""" the two sets‘to be simiiar:ii

same time,

tent and substance‘ BuE; they will.differ :

detail.and asﬁiiéétiéﬁ:

Ultimately, teachers need guidelines that they can use i

— - N

COi’iSéC

"3

we want to describe the glossing technique (or, probably more

"perly, technigues for gloss:ng,.for we' exp6ct that certain sp

techniques w1ll be more effectxve with.certain ind1v1duals an

e

Of course such guIdeiines w:ll not

and,should n

v

creating a computer program; They should;

. FEE . L ; o l . : CoLw
d . . . al . L.
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of gloss that work best and with<whom (e. g., that activities

‘which focus on application of specific skills are most helpful
to poor comprehenders, that activities wh1ch focus on inference-

points in a text are most useful to readers who have a good back=

-

‘ground of related,content knowledge),i(b) practical procedures

for analyzing and dealing w1th characterlstics of text (e g
organization, concept- load), (c)_considératioﬁ for stodeﬁts'

b
?

heekgrqund knowiedge related to a given text,’ and (d) sensiti=

vity to the need for helping students move toward internaliza- «

tion of the skills an’d-:s

"ategiesvthat are demoﬁstrated and R

developed through glossing" In other words, we look towérd a

. set of guidelines for teachers that is rooted in facts and

tempered by feelings that cotie from an awareness of situational

cdhstnaints and consideratiOns. \
. Concurrent wi&i‘the development %f guidelines for teachers,

we expect toigevelop prototype gloss for demonstratlon and study.

This means that we must develop more formal guidelines for gloss—

ing materials. Such gUIdelines should a1so be useful to'publish—

ers; both i preparing adJunct materials for content- aregiiext

students generai skiiis and strategies for understanding exposi—

tory texts: The goai we set for "f rmal gloss insofar as its

-

instructionai applications arge concdrned, is to help readers

move from a stage where they rely on gloss to assist their under-

\S

ook |
S
o
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they have acquired are internalized and self—sustalning. In

other words; |

--which is the case with most adjunct a1ds; and text modifica-
tions--to "effecting cures" (i.e., not merely improving compre-

hénsion; but im”rcving readers’ abllity to comprehend)
p

That s what we said. We put ourselves in giat vast and formidable no-man's

practice side: A cynic might say that we put ourselves in an extremely
vulnerable pos1tion; inviting potshots from both sides' On the other hana;

one might say that we put ourselves in exactly the right position; as

teacher educators; to perform a most vixéi and useful function.

and of ééhizéphrenics; You may judge the reduhdéﬁcy of thése claims. But

we're here for the first of many meetings of the Américan Readihg Forum

because we want to engage in open—minded——and at least some of the time,

open—ended-—discussion of issues related to reading education. I've tried

to share with you some of the issues as I see them. I'm iddkihg forward to

the discussion

§!
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