DOCUMENT RESOME

BD 203 301 . . Cs 006 140
"AUTHOR . Bowman, Margie: Gambrell, Linda
TITLE The Effects 6f Story Structure Questioning upon
_ Reading comprehension. '
PUB DATE Apr 81
NOTE S54p,.,: Paper presented 2t the Annual Meeting of the

American Fduca*ional Research Association (Los
Angeles, CA, April 13-17, 1981 .

EDRS PRICE ~ MF01/PC03 Plus Postage. ) ' .
DESCRIPTORS *Cognitive Processes: Grade 6: Intermediate Grades:
S Metacognition: *Questioning Techniques: *Reading

Comprehension: Reading Instruction: *Reading
- Research: *Recall (Psychology)
IDENTIFIERS *¥*Schematas: *Story Grammar

ABSTRACT '
A study investigated the effectiveness of 2 story

structure questioning strategy upon the reading comprehension of
sixth grade students. An alternate questioning strategy was used as a
comparison treatmen:t, and involved more traditional literal,
interpretative, and problem solving gquestions. On the basis of
reading level scores, 100 students were identified as good, average,
or poor readers and randomly assigned to one of the two treatment
groups. The instructional materials were identici:l for both groups:
‘however, instructional methcdology differed as to type of guestions
asked and the manner in which the students were told to think about
the reading cf stories. Half of the subjects fror each *treatment
qroup were administered immediate free recall and cued recall tests
and the rem2ining half were administered delayed recall and cued
recall measures. The results revealed that recall of story
information was enhanced by the use of the story structure
questioning strateay. (FL) ) :

\

)

***********************Q**?********************************************

*  Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the original document. *
s e s e s K e Sl e s e e s s ol S e sl e o st s koo ook e e o o o sk Skl sk stk kKK o ok




-
o

U.S. OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER {ERIC)
This document has been reproduced as
received trom the person ¢f organization
otiginating 1t,
" Minor changes have been made to Improve :
reproduction quality. '

Points of view or opinions stated in Ihis docu-
mant do not necaessatily reprasent otticiol NIE

position 0t pohcy.

ED203301

The Effects of Story Structure Questioning

Upon Reading Comprehension

. “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Margie Bowman
Linda Gambrell

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

Margie Bowman
Hood College

- ‘Linda Gambrell
. . University of Maryland

Paper presented at the American Edycational
Research. Association's convention, 2pril 1981.

P

QR 8306 7£0

—L

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: Al



Recent research has shown the importance of the structure of
'narrative discourse for comprehension and recall of text. These
studiesusugéest.that.good‘readers,recognize and employ this
structure, while poor readers appear to lack this Sklll Guthrie
(1973) found that "disabled readers are def1c1ent 1n the amounL
of comprehension but not qualltatlvely dlfferent from normal in
syntactic processing during silent reading” (p. 298). Guthrie
ysuggested that additional research needs to be conducted so “that
we may better understand and aid in the adequate deveiopment of

reading_comprehension skills. In a more recent article, Guthrie

Fa

(1977) stated, "Comprehension of a story is not comprehension of

haphazard facts or a main idea, but it is comprehension of the
structure. . . (Therefore, we.need_to) use questions that will

help reconstruct the story" (p. 577).

' There is strong evidence that school-age children have

'developed and use, to greater and lesser degrees,~a schemata’ for .

stories (Applebee, 978). The practlcal problem for educators
lies in what to do with the child who either does not have, or
does not appeur td use, a story schema. The present study was
designed’to investigate the effectiveness of a Story Structure
"Questioning Strategy upon the reading comprehension of sixth
‘grade sEudents. The'Story Structure Questions were designed to
highlight and focus uponithe struoture of the story.  The Alter-
nate Questioning Strategy which served as: the comparison treat-
ment in this study consisted of the more traditional literal,
‘interpretive and problem solving questions. It was hypothesized

that students who were consistently exposed to. Story Structure



Questions, which reflect the major elements ofda story, would
become aware of story schema and form a personal set of story
schemata for comprehending and recailing stories. Given that
good readers have an internal scaffolding or story structure
which they apparently use successfully, it was hypothesized that
there would be little or no difference in the perforﬁance of good
readers using the Story Structure or Alternate Questioning
Strategy. In addition, it was hypothesized that the poor readers"
using the Story Structure Questioning Stretegy would benefit more
than average and good readers from questions reflecting story
structure since these questions would provide them with a
stronger ideational scaffolding.

Organizational Strategies and Reading ComprehenSiox S

The process of obtaining meaning from textual material
apparently involves complex organizational strategies on the
reader's part (Levin, 1973). Good readers, with their ability to

comprehend discourse that has varying degrees of structure,

appear to.have a well developed highly accessible, set of s

organizing strategies. However, poor readers, even when given

N

cléarly structured material, still appear to lack the necessary
strategies through which their cognitive schema is able to
Jn:eract meaningfully with the material.

Cromer (1970) "found that some readers were able to improve
their comprehension when sentences were‘grouped into meaningful
phrase units. Other researchers (Glynn &-DiVesta, 1977; Mayer,
1978) have determined that when material is presented in a very

organized fashion, or when the means for organizingwthe material
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lis provided, that some readers'wcomprehension‘can be increasedyf
“whereas'good“readers' comprehension is barely altered. This is
consistent With the belief that good readers have a cognitive
structure which allows them to organize what they read, whether

or not the material itself is well-organized. These findings

also suggest that poor readers are often poor comprehenders
“because of their inability to structure that which they read

Guthrie (1973) found that when fifth-grade good and poor

readers read material that was six to 12 months below'their

tested ability of vocabulary, the poor readers were not able to
remember as much as. their good reader peers,‘nor as much as
second-grade children reading at the level of thevdisabled older
readers. Smiley, 6akley, Worthen,‘Campione[ and Brown (1977),
Kintsch and” Kozminsky (1977), and Coomber (1975) found similar
results with students from fourth—grade to college. Guthrie
(1973) recommended that "if specific comprehension deficiencies
are present it may be that specific remediation in comprehenSion
is necessary" (p. 298). In order to improve student understanding
of discourse, Guthrie (1977) later suggested asking the students
questions'which would enable them to integrate the details and

the structure of a story. This ties in with two areas of related
research, that of schema theory and of”story structure analysis.
Both of these topics need to be examined for their theoretical
and practical implications for creating an instructional strateoy

for helping students to comprehend and to recall stories.

1




Schema Theory -

Coomber (1975) reViewed a study by Perry in which students
at Harvard read a chapter in a history text, answered an
objective test, and wrote summaries of the main ideas presented
"in the chapter.' The students did an excellent job of answaring
the objective questions, yet only about one percent were able to
write a satisfactory summary. To substantiate these findings,A
Coomber (1975) completed a study with college freshmen. He gave
them seven non-fiction selections, each containing from five to
13. paragraphs. After each passage, and being allowed to refer
back to the passages, students answered multiple chOice questions
'asking for -the main idea of specific paragraphs. Each paragraph
guestioned had a topic sentence. Coomber's results were, similar
to those of Perry, thus he concluded:

Wwithout a clear knowledge of thesis and main ideas in
¢ a reading selection, the reader is likely to come

away from a selection with only a collection of
details unrelated to any larger structure.

Furthermore, without an awareness of the structure

that unites the details, the reader will probably

have difficulty remembering details. (p. 265)
The way in which one records and recallsiinformation depends on
one's schema for a particular topic or type of material A 4
schema, according to Tuinnam, (1980), "is an_ abstraction of
reality" -(p. 416). Schemata are used to help chunk incoming
information when encoding, to help one to. predict what shonuld
‘happen next and, in recalling information, to help one remember

information in an orderly fashion so that one knows,if something

important has been omitted.
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Kant (1787) referred to scheﬁata as mental représentations
which provide. an ‘image of a concépt and a theory while aiding our
understanding of that concept. In order to exemplify this
notion, he asserted:

No image could ever be.édequafe to the concept of a
triangle in general. It would never attain that
universality of the concept which renders it valid of

. all triangles.... The schema of a triangle...is a

rule of syntheses of the imagination. (p. 182)

Kant ﬁoted that although schemata can help our understéndingvof
objects and concepts, they can also restrict it. We tend to see
”‘what.&e expect to see, not what in reality is actually presgnt.
This hindering side of schemata is impoftéht té recognizé, and
yet it was not really explored again until the research of
Bartlett in 1932. | ,

Bartlett (1932) believed that the mind acts upon all incoming
data in such a way as to gain understanding:g He cal’ ~»d this
ﬁrocedure "effprt after meaning" and defined it as "the funda-

. mental process of connecting a given pattérn with some settihg or
schema" (p. 201). Supporting Kant's contentiop, Bartlett noted
that 55 soon és the paﬁtern“is assigned a name, or attached to a
schema{.the name "immediately shapés both what is seen and what
is recalled" (p:‘ZO). o ;

Bartlett concluded from his research that people develop
schemata for‘reading stories, that i§,‘a knowledge of pafticular
classes of stories and literary styles. Stories are recalled
through “imaginative reconstructions"” (p. 28) based 6; personal

"schemata for stories. When one can't recall a part of the story,

one uses.-one's past knowledge of classes and styles of stories

v



§
to determine what might have occurred at that particular,
unrecallable, point. This, suggested Bartlett, helps to account
for why recalled stories, over time; tend to resemble the
idealized schema more than the actual literary input. Readers

generally recall what should have occurred in an ideal story,

rather than the actualsevents.

Mandler and Johnson (1977), when reviewing Bartlett's work,
commented that Bartlect's research with schemata, mémory and

narrative prose was important because it was the first in this

area:

However, the description of schemata in Bartlett's ,
analysis necessarily remained very general because his
theory did not account for the internal structure of
stories; he used the term "schema" to include such
notions ias literary "style, mood, and various classes of
stories, which through them could be expected to affect
retrieval, seem less basic than a characterizaticn of
the units from which a story _is constructed.; (p., 112)

- . < _ )

Rumelhart (1975L revived Bartlett's ideaSQFO'create a schema
for storiesjwhich.examined the internal, rather than the
extgrnél, sfructure:of narratiVé discourse. Though no ionger
ﬁsed, Rume;hart's (19753 work piov;ded‘the spark for ;esearch
which studied the structure of textual material and the inflv-~nce
of this stfucture and/or é person's schemata upon oral and |
written recall (Mandler & Johnson,-lQ?f; Piéhert & Andersén}

1977; Stein, 1978; Thorndyke, 1977; van Dijk & Kintsch, 1977).

Thorndyke and'Hayes—Rbﬁh (1979) examined’recen£ schema
theory research for similarities and then developed a learning

model based on memory schemata. They summarized four common

properties of schemata, saying#“that schemata: (1) reflect a

[y




prototypiéal abstraction of the concept they represent, (2) are
induced from ﬁast experiences, (3) caﬁ guidelthe onrganization of
. /incbming information into clusters of knowledge that are "instan-
/ tiations" of the schema, and (4), their features can be inferred
' from "default valuesﬁ_whén one éf the constituent concepts is
missing. They emphasized that how well oné remembers is in part’
due to.the stability' and accessibility of the specific schema.ﬁ
‘The more.a schema is used, the more stable and accqssible it

' becomes.

Thorndyke and Hayes-Roth (1979) synthesized tae development
and empirical testing of the coét and benefits associated with
the ﬁse of schemata in learning and convincingly suggested thé
importance of the soncept of schema in aiding our understanding

of the reading comprehension intake, storage, and recall

processes. Rumelhart and Oxtony (1977) corcurred, asserting,
"(t)he generatign,”modification and instantiation of schemata
seem to us  to characterize both iQformal leérning gnd.formal‘
séhooling" (p; 132). - o
Future research,’suggested Tuinman (1980) and Grabe K1979),
" needs tc examine how we can manipulate schemata so that they mayv
be more easily acquired and enriched. Gradbe (1979) also noted .
that younger and less able readers are not as capable of
appreciating the structure of 'stories and text.' The prese@t- )
;esearch was an attempt to use the knowledge that is avaiiable
about schemé in 6rder to create an instructional strategy for

helping students to comprehend and recall stories.
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Discourse Analysis | 4

. 5
Anderson, Pichert, and Shirey (1979) have defined two types

of schemata which the reader can use to organize and recall
information. One is textual schemata, or the "knowledge of the
.discourse-level conve tion Af text™ (p. 2). The pther( content
schemata, embodies "the reader 'S efisting knowledge of real and
imaginary-worlds" (p. 2). fextual echemata provide the general
outline for material which 'we read.  Readers seem to use their
knowledge of a partiCular narrative form both to bredict what
will follow and to organize incoming . information. Also, gaps in
the‘body‘of igfarmation are noticed if a particular part of the
schema is not filled. \ .

Content schemata is'the prior knowledge whichIOne brings to
the material which ie read. One's beliefs about the’ topic
‘apparently irfluence one's interpretation of the text. This in
turn causes different pieces of information to be remembered,
depending on which pieces are important to the reader's frame of
reference. However, if ah alternate frame of reference is
induced, the bits of information recalled can change.

Story grammars form‘the base for textual schemata when one
is studying narrative discourse. They "exist as an approximation

[ . : ‘
of a reader's internalized grammar for a single protagonist
narrative" (Tierney & Mosenthal, i980, p. 31). Rumelhart (1975),
Maadler}and Johnson'(i977); Stein and Glenn (1977a) and Thorndyke
(1977) are the major researchers in this area who have developed

unique, yet similar story grammars. All of the grammars contain

a setting, a goal for the protagoniet, a. series of episodes to

e
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reach the .goal, an outcomeand a resolutlon. The episodes are

‘usuaily further divided into -initiating event, action, response

and outcome. The purpose of Shurcliff's (1978) research was to
combine and use the best parts of each of the four models in
order to create a more ideal story structure. His resulting

model is shown in Figure 1. ' ) &

Insert Figure l'about here
—y (.
‘Many existing story grammar models have been tested ‘and have

ylelded slmllar results (Kintsch, l977a, l977b Poulsen, Klntsch,

Kintsch, & Premark, 1979). Thorndyke (1977) co cluded:

(I)nsofar as pcople are a le to identify a particular
story as an example of a general, previously learned
organizational framework,|they use that framewoik *oO
comprechend and encode the 1nformatlon in a partloular

text. (p. 79) .
(Therefore), it is clear from the data presented here

+hat any adeguate accounting of discourse compre-

lension consider the high-level structural charac-

teristics of the text and the reader's internal

representatlons of that information. (p. 105) L
There is general agreement that the reader is actually predlctlng
what will happen in the story from hls/her story schema and
filling in, or modifying, the slots with the structure and ‘the
details of the story being read; it is not a passive process.

In order to test the assumption that people expect certain

types of information to occur in a story, Stein and Glenn (1977b)

deleted one of six basic categories from storles read to flrst

”and-fifth graders. The control group heard the well-formed

story, all other subjects heard the“"setting, and then the rest of
the story minus one of the categcries. Summarizing the results,

a

Stein -and Glenn (1977b) reported that first graders "make a

-
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substantlal number of lnferences when mrss g information ocdurs

>

in a storv" (p 11) and they appear to be “Elng the same sort of

schemata to recall storles as are the . older chlldren It seems
u .

that sufficient evidence has been provided to support the

hypotheses that many s;x-year—olds have a strong schema for

ﬂ-nm

stories and that by’age ll, ch1ldren are much more able to

actlvely manipulate their schemata to ald comprehenslon and

~

recall. ‘Additionally, a series of studies des1gned by Applebee

(1978) w1th children from two “to l7-years-old supported the

~

hypothesls that young chlldren have a sense of story. As children

-

develop, this story schema becomes more benef1c1al durlng readlng

and recalling stories. Thus, ‘the theoretical notion of an lnter-_
t‘

nallzed story grammar_appears well founded. From the studies

generated abou; story structure, it appears that story grammars

. provide-an e cient and manageable tool for researchers

However, the story grammars proposed so far are too complex tO\

use as lnstructlonal tools for elementary chlldren

<

Bower (1976) developed a simple plctorlal‘vers1on of story
structure which follows three proposed'rules-

Theaﬂ;rst rule simply defines a story as. consisting of
a settlng, theme, plot, and a resolutlon, which usually
occur in that sequence. The second rule is that the
setting consists of characters artd usually the ‘location
sand time of a story: The third rule is_ that the theme
of a story consists of the main goal of the main
haracter. (Guthrle, l912, p 575)

]

In .Bower's plctorlal representation (see Flgure 2), the: i%fluence

.
ot
B

of the various story grammars is apparent, yet the ease of seelng

.the major/parts of a story and their relatlonshlps is 1ncreased
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S Insert Figure 2 about here

In ordei to use Béwer's version in the classroom,4Cunningham
and Foster (1978) made modifications and developed the model
shown in‘Figure 3. This diagram was used by sixth-grade students

to outline the story structure of short stories. The outline
provided a visual representation of the organization irherent in

most shcrt stories. By using this, it was expecﬁédathat students

\\ . 0 . .
‘would develop an internal schema which would lncrease their. -
By " ) . S.

Insert Figure 3 about here

ability to use the structure of the whole story to enhance their
comprehension. No empirical evidence was reported however, on
the effectiveriess of this strategy.

Questioning as an Advance Organizer

1

Melhik (1968) suppbrted the notion that in order to compre-
; e ' . | -
hend, a reader's content and textual schemata must relate to the =~

_author's pattern of thought.. She stated:
To be selective, the reader must raise significant and
appropriate  questions relevant to the material as a
basis for establishing a purpose for reading. His

. questions determine what he reads, how he reads, and
what he gets out of his reading. 1In short, 'questions
underlie and guide the reader's quest for -under-
stand@hg as he engages in a dialogue with the author. -
(p. 509)

In this manner, the questidhs which a person chooses to ask before
reading any aterial‘aét as an advance organizer. Ti.ls is. consis-
tent with Ausubel’ 1968) statemént that the function of an

.advance‘organizer is "to proVide ideational scaffolding for the
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stabie incorporation.and retention of the more detailed and dif-
ferentiated material that follows" (p. 148). 'Theéefore, advance

J organizers are general statements or guestions which will help
thg reéder to comprehend and interlock the details which are
reaq.» Smith (1978) also noted the»importance of guestions for
prediction and comprehension in a manner guite similar td-Melnik's
(1968) . |

In a related area of research, Rickards (1979) diécussed
adjunct postquestioning. Thkis "consists of intergpersing
qguestions ih a passége,of text contiguous to'the material to
which they relate" fp. 181). One of the hypotheses postulated is
"that the Questions act in a forward manner optimizing mathemagenic
behaviors on passages" (Frase, 1967, p.'270). These questions
can be of two distindt sets (Richa:ds; 1979). One set consists
_of.speéific guestions ‘'which cause £he re;der to attend to the

 particular information>being.requested. The opposite is true for
the sécond éet which is more general and causes increased
attention to all information.

Reseérch by Rickards (1979) sﬁggested the importance ofvwhat
he-refef&ed to as "Meaningful Léarning" postquestions. These are
guestions which require the reader "to organize the specific
details around-the general idea contained in the_topic sentence
of each related parac¢ -aph" (p; 191). "MeaningfullLearning" post-
questiéns were contrasted with "Rote Léarniﬁg of Ideas" post- |
questions. The postquestidns of facts demanded litefal recall
of details. . Idea postquestions asked for the topic éentence of

each paragraph. Results indicated that the "Meaninful Learning"

L 14
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- postgquestions aided the reader in recalling both more related

ideas and facts than those groups asked only factual or thematic

guestions. ‘ .

Research by Restle (1975) also suggested that the type of
questions students'expect to have to answer determines in part
the cognitive structures formed by the students. He gave stu-

" dents a series of practice paragraphs about organizations (such
as the Army or business) and asked students‘questiohs about one
part of the organizational hierarchy each time. After only four
practlce sessions, subjects were readlng paragraphs only to :
obtain the answers to questlons that they thought would be asked.
The author acknowledged the simplistic nature of the research
design, yet asserted that'instructors need to.examine the types
of questions which they ask, to see if they are helping to develop
appropriate cognitive structures. These findihgs are supportive
of the results of research by Crump,11970; Guszak, 1967; Melnik,
1968; and Rogers, 1972 which stated that the type of questions'
asked by classroom teachers stimulated the same type -of thinking.

The research and theories presented here form the theo-
retical foundations for the research presented iu this study.
Following the reading of a folktale, the Story Structure Ques-
tioning Strategy group was asked six guestions which focused upon
the story structure of the folktale whlle the Alternate Ques-
tioning group received a total of 51x literal, interpretative and
problem—solv1ng questlons, The primary hypothesls under lnvestl-

gation was whether Story Structure Questions would provide

[
(ot
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ideational scaffolding which would enhance reading comprehension
and recall. .

Method ’ :
Subjects. A total of lQO sixth-grade students attending two
eleﬁentary schovls in a'puhlic,school'system in -a suburban county
near Washington, D.C._participated in the study. ..Subjects met
the following criteria f@r inclusion in the study: 1) a reading
grade level score betwe‘n 3.0 and 9.0, as tested lndividually by
the school s readlng cpeclallst,_and 2) teacher agreement on the
accuracy of the readlng level test score. On the basis of

reading level scoreh subjects were grouped as follows: good

readers (reading l'vels from 7.5 to 9.0), average readers

/

(reading levels from 5.0 to 7.0), and [Pl readers (reading

levels from 3.0 tp 4.5).

Materials. Folktales were chosen as the narratlve form of

_discourse becausw of their well-structured, highly organized

™

nature. All thq elements in well structured folktales are"m

dependent on ea(h other and the initial situation (Propp, l968\zd'
Also, folktalesmhave been used witll consistent results by other
- researchers 1n the study of narrative dlscourse (Mandler &

Johnson, 1977;;Rumelhart, 1975; Stein & Glenn, 1978; Thorndyke,

'1977) .

,L'P‘. ‘
The storJes chosen for the present study had a setting, a

. main theme, ab least two eplsodes,'and a resolutlon.' Themfolk-

tales used fon the tralnlng sessions orlglnated from different
African tribeﬁ‘and were titled: Tug of War, Throw Mountains;,
Why the Sun and the Moon Live in the Sky, and Kassa, *he Strong

&

i ’ ' :
I . B ¢

o . ﬁ . lf;




"as to the accuracy of the‘parsing; 100 percent agreement was,

g " R . 15

One. The title ofcthe Japanese folktale used in testing was The

Wolf's Reward.

In order to minimize differences due to reading mcterial
which was too difficult or too easy, the folktales were rewritten
by the researcher so that they approrimated the independent
reading level of the good, average and poor readers. The Fry
Readability Formula (1977)}was used to determine the readability

levels of the folktales. The stories: used with the good readers

" were between 6.5 and 7.5 grade level range, the stories used with

the average readers were between 4.5 and 5.5, and the stories
used with the poor readers were between 2.5 and 3.5 |

The free recall assessment instrument was based on
Shurcliff‘s (1978) story—structure model, which was used to parse
the testing .story into its basic elements. -To break the elements
down into scorable units, a varlation of Kintsch's (1974) idea
'unit was developed by the researcher. - The instrument was
reviewed for content validity by a panel of judges and then used

by the researcher to parse the bas1c elements into idea units. A

-
e g
P L4

panel of six judges, after training, was asked to make'decisions
obtained. TRe testing story was divided into 79 idea’units; good,
average and poor.reader variations were‘equalized_for idea units.

The list of idea units was used to score the free recall

responses.

The cued recall instrument consisted of 12 questions' six

story structure, three literal and three interpretive. The

 questions were bound in booklet form with one question per page.

M

J ’ hd



Subjects wrote their answers in:thenbooklet, and were not allowed
to return to a previously answered question, The questions were
circularly permutated so that the order of the gquestions would
not affect the final results. Iowever, the story structure
questions, because of their inter—depeadence, were treattd as a
single unit.

All questions.used in the course of the study for instruction
and assessment were developed by the researchesr, validated by a
panel of judges and field-tested on below average sixth-grade
readers not involved in the research. This procedure was under-
taken to assure that all subjects during testing would be able to
understand and respond to all questions. This was a preliminary
concern because of‘speciiic terminology used in the Story
Structure Questions: (main character, main goal, etc ) . %It was

determined in this pilot that sixth—grade below average readers

had_no difficulty answering the Story Structure Questions.

e hot s

Procedures. Good, average, and poor readers ‘were randomly

ass1gned to one coi two treatment groups. Ope treatment group
received instruction using the Story Structure Questioning
Strategy, and the other group received instruction us1ng the -
" . Blternate Questioning Strategy. In order to be included inﬂthe
final data,'students had to'attend three “instructional session:z
and the testing session(s). ’ |

Instruction was“coﬁductedSWith groups of three to seven
Asubjects: Individual testing sessions followed the last teaching
session and were conducted again one week later. All sessions,
teaching and testing, were scripted; The first teaching session

- " s
-~

\ . Y 1 8 | ‘ : E . o
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for both treatment conditions was 30 minutes long. During. this

time rapport was established, a general overv1ew of the teachlng
sessions was given, the title- and a one sentence 1ntroductlon o
the folktale was given, the students read the story sllentfy and
either the story structure questions“or the alternate questions.
were explained and then answered by the'students. The remaining
three teachind sessions were 15 to 20 minutes long.

The instructional_materials used for instruction remained
identical across both the Story Structure Questioning Strategy
and the Alternate Questioning Strategy treatment conditions.
However, instructional methodology differed as to:. (1) the type
of questions asked, and (2) the subsequsnt thinking about and

. expectancles developed for future readlng of short stories.

Story Structure Questioning Strategy. The 1nstructlon under

s

this treatment condition was based on the use of questions which
focused on the structural elements of a story. |

During, the initial instructionai—session, discussion focused
upon the’ four story parts (settlng, ‘theme, plot and resolutlon),
and sthe fact that these four, story parts are 1nter-related The

«© i}

-amwmstudents—werewthen_shown_a_large_chart”(seerngurerAl”dLV1ded__________

Insert Figure 4-about}here,

into quarters, neaded by the tltle of the folktale selectlon, and .

subheaded at the top of each column by the words setting, theme,

plot, and resolution. - Below each subhéading were the,approprlate

story structure questicns (What was the main goal of the main

character?, Did the ma;n character reach his/her final‘goal?,

ki
c.,:\‘.
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etc.).. Students then eithes recalled, or reread to locate,
answers to each of the QuestiOns; the insﬁiuctcr wrote the
answers on the chart. At the end of this first sessicn, the four
main parts of a story were again revieWed and students were
feminded: (1) that short stories have these four parts, ané'
(2) it is the linking together of_these four parts that creates a
_story. | - | |

_FOr the remaining three instructional‘sessions, subjects
silently read é folktale and then individually filled in an
outline (based upon the model developed by Cunningham end Foster
(1978)) and answered six story questions. At each session, the

. ’ v prm— v , . .
instructor played a smaller role; however, answers were always
reviewed by the group at the ehd of each session. E - .

Alternate Questicning Strategy, The instruction under this

treatment condition was based upon traditionél~questiqns used
during classroom reading,instruction (Guszak, 1967).
During the first 1nst*uct10nal sesslon dlscusslon focused

-mﬁgen the three types of questlons: *(l) llteral, where.the S
ansﬁer is stated dﬁwthe‘text, (2) inferential, where there are -
clues_glyen_ln_the text_but no_ dlrect,answen is stated, and

(3) problem—solv1ng, where the answer requlres something more

than is glven in the. text. After glVlng the subjects a chence to
offer,thelr own deflnltlons for the three classlflcatlons, each

type was defined and e#p1ained The students were then shown a

large chart (see Figure 5) lelded into- thlrds, ‘headed by the

«

¢

Insert Figure 5 about here
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title of the folktalie selection, and subheaded along the side by

" the words literal, 1nterpre+1ve, and problem—=solving. Below each .

subheading were the approprlate questlons for that particular

folktale. Students then either recalled, or reread to locate,

the answers to each of the questions; the instructor wrote the

answers on the chart. At the end of this first session, students
were told that these different types of questions could be aske’
about all short stories. .

For the three remaining teaching sessions, subjects silently
read a folktale and then individually filled in an outline
resembling the literal, inferential and problem-solving chart and
answered three literal, two interpretive and one problem;solving'
question. At each session, the instructor played 2 smaller role,
however, answers were aluays reviewed by the'group at.the'end of

g

each “session. . . & .

4

Testing sessions. ‘Une-half of the subjects from” each

treatment group were randomly selected for the purpose of

asslstlng 1mmed1ate free and cued recall "and the remalnlng one—'

%

half were tested for delayed free and cued recall. . Lok

At tlLe 1n1t1al testlng session subjects were asked to _
\

silently read a folktale, after having the purpose For readlng

the folktale stated ("Read it carefully because I'm g01ng to ask

'.

. you to tell me about it."). After readlng the folktale, subjects

for the second testlng session (delayed recall) were excused.'wA

2 \
tWO or‘three minute countlng exercise was used for the remaining

subjects to minimize the effects of short term memory. Then,

students were asked to tell the examiner the whole story in thelr

. \\\

éi\_
N
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own words. A single prompt was used, "You've mentioned
to me, can you tell me more about that?" Subjects were alloued
30.seconds of silence after prompting before the'retelling was
considered finished. Follouing the retelling, students were
asked to write the answers to the cued recall instrument which
consisted of six story structure questions and six traditional
guestionc (iiteral andé interpretative). Testing for delayed
recall took place one week later with the examiner using the same
scrlpt that was used for those who were tested during the first
session. .
Scoring. As was noted in the free.recall and cued recall
treatment sections, a scoﬁing guide for .each was developed._ Each
subject'sworotocol'uas scored by three'personsr Two of the

three raters had to concur on the score for each question .for the
- . _ . e .

score to be accepted - when necessary,-a fourth rater was used.

Rater A and rater B correlated at .868, B and C at .900, and A

and C at 913

In order to score the free recall, the research transcribed

- / ']

the verbal recall from tapes.f The six Judges Who.developed“the

/': I

llSt of ldea units for the folktale used in the testlng were askedf
to. score the_free”recall protocols. Subjects recelved one p01nt
for every correctlf recalled idea unit. NP point5fwere su?: —

tracted for incorréct ideas_ahé hot one of.the subjects recalled
events in the story out of the correct sequence Each subject s

transcription was scored by three raters, lndependent of. each

A

.other.' The 1nvest1gator then determnned a final free recall

score for each subject. 1In cases where two of the three scores

5

22
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did not concur, the*middle)score was accepted; thus if the scores
were 18, 21, and 27, the sﬁbject received a score of L. Rater A
and B corfelated at .915, raters B.and_C at .891, and A and C
were correlated at .904.

Resdlts

Data were analyzed to test for ﬁean differences on the free
,_\>'recall and the cued recall responses between the Story Structure
| Questioning group and the Alternate Questioning grcdp. Signifi-
cance differences for treatment grotps,~testing sessions and
ccmprehenaion performance was tested by an analysis of co-
vafiance.v Reading level;‘grade'levellequivalent on the reading

comprehension sub-test of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and the

score on the Cognitive Abilities.Test were used as covariates.

" Analysis- of variance ‘was'to determine;if'there were significant
sex differences. |
The first analysis of the data examined the scores of the:
male and female subjects. ‘Because thete were no statistically
>"51gn1f1cant differences, the two sexes were collapsed across all
categorles for all further analyqes.. Another;pfeliminafy'

analy51s of the data was conducted to find the correlatlon among

2 -

E the three covariates: the’ schoo; s reading level placement, the

- i

fifth-grade reading comprehension section of the Iowa Teois of

Basic Skills, and the Cognitive Abilities Test. The correlations

among these three covariates and the dependent variables {free

‘- and cued recall) are reported in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about here
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Multivariate analysis of variance and analysis of covariance

were employed to determine statistical significance at the .05

'level of: the difference in treatments immediately and one we=k

‘later. These procedures weré also used to determine statistical

significance of the difference due to reading level and treatment.

The first hypothesis was that the Story Structure Questioning

r

group would have more correct free and cued recall responses than

i
'

“the group which received the Alternate Questions, during testing

_sessions one and two (subjects were tested only once, at session

one or at session two). Table 2 displays the means of all four
groups. While not statistically significant, the means were in

the expected direction.

Insert Table 2 about here

It was decided to use the school's placement scores and the

Iowa Tests of Basic¢ 3kills reading comprehensicn score as single

3

covariates because they were so highly.correlated. When this'was

done; cued recall performance was statistically significant at the

‘p<£ .05 levél in favor of the - Story Structure Questioning Strategy

group on both the story structnre and the alternater*questions.

These results are displayed in Table 3.

Insert Table 3 about here

»

| The second hypothesis was that the Story Structure Ques~
tioning Strategy group would forget less than the Alterrnate
Questioning Strategy group from testing session one to testing
session tWo for both free and cued recall. The interaction

between treatment and testing session was not statistically

24
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significant for either free or cued recall. For beth of the
treatment groups, reading performance was better during'testing

session one than during testing session two. The results are

noted in Tab;e 4,

Insert Table 4 about here

The third and fourth hypotheses posited that all levels of
zeaders in the Story Structure Questioning Strategy group wouid
perform'eqﬁally well. ‘Since they-wére“all reading material at
their inaependent level, it was anticipéﬁed that -the Storyl
Stfﬁcture Questioning Stratégy-would enhanée storage ahd recall
of information. Secondly, it was expectéd that for theyAlterﬁate
Questioning Strategy group thefe would be a posiﬁlve’re;atiopshié
between the level of reader and their comprehension performance. .

As can be seen in Table 5, for both groups the correlations

- between the Iowa-Tests of Basic Skills reading score and free and

cued recall scores were statistically significant, indicating
that there was a relationship between level of reader_ana

performance. -

Insert Table 5 about heref

In order to more clusely examine the interaction of reading
level with treatment, subjec£5'were classified either good,,

average or poor readers By +heir Iowa Tests of Basic Skills score

placement in the upper, middle or lower third of the treatment '
group. A multilvariate analysis of variance was performed using
’ . 13 ) ‘

the three reading levels as a ovariate. The F-ratio (1,67) of

treatment for free recall was 2.391. This was not statisﬁically

)

2O
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s1gnificant at the p <’ .05 level, ‘although it approached signifi-

cand/ The F—ratio (l 67) of~treatment for cued recalr was 4.632i

and was statistically s1gnificant at the E <, 05:lewela This
trongly suggests that- the level of reazder *orrelated with the

- . - -
v 1

cued recall performance. ‘t o " . ’

In order to more closely approx1mate a typical school
.exercise; those studente who ‘were tested during the first testing
session were also tested on the same material in the second
sessior, without being allowed to reView the material. Subjects ‘
were agcin asked to retell ‘the story and to answer the same set
of questions It was hypothesized that the subjects in the Story

\
-Structure Questioning Strategy grouo would retain more infor=- -1 .

mation from” testing session one to testing session two. -The
5 < -
mearns and standard deviations of the two groups are prezanted in

"Table . 6. While not‘statistically significant, the means were in

the expected direction. -, T - ]

Insert Table 6 about here

4 ¥

The findings from a repeated measures analysis of variance
indicated that the differences were not statistically significant;
The g—ration (i,34) of trea%ment for free recall was .7767%; for
cned recallp.it was 3!49865, neither of whichQWas‘statistically
Significant at the .05 level. The F-ratio (1.34)'for the inter-
ac ‘on of treatment and testing for free recall was 1. 65552, for.

ve

cuc . recall it was .95606, again, neither was statisticaliy

significant.

~
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Limitat:ions

A poFSible limitation of this study lies With the instrument
employed to score the free recall responses. It may be that
though students remembered the story, the, instrument was not
sensitive enough"to"record this fact..’During,the'interpretation
of the results, an inferential leap wais made in saying that
recall reflects comprehension.‘ What must be recognized is that
probably the students comprehended more than they were able to.,
verbalize; so recall is only an indication, rather than an exact
score, of how well the students understand and remember what they
read. ‘Students are frequently required to respond to questiOns -

after they finish reading a story, however few teachers Ask

_ students to retell stories orally.' The data were limited by the

amount of retelling which was obtained - O

\

The materials selected for use Eith sixth-graders whose
reading levels spanned six years (3 0 - 9.0) constituted another;
limitation. Traditionally, the same material is used for all .,
students; thus being too difficult for some to read, and too easy
for others. Yet by using identical material, the subjects are
all exposed to the same.content, concepts, sentencewstructure,
etc.’ It was decided to rewréte stories for this study to the .-
appropriate level so that all students would feel ?éither
frustrated nor bored. It was "felt that it was mofe important to
have students concentrate.on comprehension skills, rather than be -
..distracted by difficult vocabulary. ln an-attempt to minimizen )
the problems associated with using different materials, the

o~

number of propositions in the test passage and the‘content
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remained the same for all three levels of the story. Although
the adaptations appear to be valid, the limitations noted

herein need to be recognized.

Discussion
If one believes that the purpose of education is to transmit

to students the ability to become independent learners, then we

must help students build cognitive structures which enable them
. to select, process, retain, and recall incoming information. In

" order to teach more effectively, we need to learn: (1) to

structure the reading material which students use sd that it is
meaningful, and (2) to help learners develop cognitive structures’
which enhance the meaningfulness of material (Ausubel, 1968).

In discussion'the teaching of reading with teachers, princi-
pals, and reading SpeClallSts, the problem most often voiced is

that children can remember isolated details, yet are apparently

-unable to connect the detalls'in a’ meaningful fashion. Recent

research had begun to address this concern. - Guszak's (1967)

study examining .teachers' questioning behaVior seems to indicate

»,

.that part uf our present pProblem may be ‘due to the overwhelming

percentage of llteral guestions that are asked in classrooms ~ He
suggested that literal guestions produce thinking at the same

level and thereby reinforce children S excellent recall of

J— -

isolated details. In comparing good*and poor readers, Guthrie

(1973) concluded that even when poor’ readers use material which
is at their level, ‘they still lack the comprehension strategies
that good readers appear to emplay. Later, Guthrie (1977) sug-

gested that'we need to ask questions which will cause students to

b4
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integrate the details and the structure of a story. Therefore[

-

the dominance of literal, factual guesticns and resulting
thinking needs'altering.

As the ‘field oflstudy about narrative discourse has
expanded sevmral researchers have found parallel results when
manipulating tne structure of stories (Mandler & Johnson, 1977'
Stein & Nezworske, 1978; Thorndyke, 1977). It appears that some
parts of stories are more readily remembered than others and that
the overallnorganization is quite important. Also, average and
good readers seem to have a developed sense as to how stories are
structured, yhereas‘poor readers lack the use of this critical
X knowlzdge (Smiley et al., 1977). . It is possible this information
.void negatively effects many readers' comprehension andlrecali
of stories for which they have concepts, and which they can decode.

To moveifrom basic research to the classroom, we need to

 find techniques which can be used to help readers develop awareness
. of story structure. _If we can find one relatively successful means
of teaching and deveioping an internal schema for reading and
recalling narrative discourse, then, from it we can develop -
variations to meet the needs' of differing groups. The results of
this study support Guthrie's (1977) contentioﬁ that it may be
important to ask questions which focus on elements of story
structure. This study indicates1that recall of story information

was enhanced by the use of the Story Structure Questioning Strategy.

-
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'Many.reeenthreading researehers have chosenlto use free
recall as a research tool ‘in order to avoid biasing and limiting
the subjects':responses, as well as to eliminate the clues which

are given when one asﬁs questions about the reading material
(Brown & Smiley, 1977; ‘John & Berney, 1967; Pickert & Chase,
1978; Stein & Glenn, 1978). The belief is ‘that what a child
retells in an organlzed and approprlate fashion slgnals for the
researcher the points of the story whlch were important to and
meaningful f:r the child (as the inaporopriate recollections |
s1gnal failure either tohcomprehend or to recall). All this, of
course,‘ls taken with the ‘caution that through free recall we do
not l:now what the child may have remembered, yet'chose not to
verbalize. Perhaps, some of the data being. collected via
retelling are not reflective of the reading skills of some

readers, especially those who are low-risk takers and those with

)
i 1
1

poor oral language.skills.. It seems that if we believe that
| . '
story retell%ng is generally a better way to test comprehension

than the tradltlonal questlonlng -which segments blts of knowledge,

|
then we need jto glve children practice and experience in retelling

in non-test;ng situations el ' .
¢

|
The present 1nvest1gat10n found no statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant
differences 1n the treatment by readlng level interaction. The
results of thks study suggest that the two treatments affected

the high, average,‘and low readers equally. This is not in
; l ¢
agreement with research that has suggested’that the significant

l

difference 1n cued recall performance is due to an increase 1n

the scores of | the lower—level readers and that hlgh -level readers

|

v

\

\
\

1

<h)
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ha&e simiiér results no matter what the ihstructional strategy,
Because of their sophisticétéd’devélopment of personal organi-m
zational strategie; (Levin, 1973). As expected, even though poor
readers wéfe’reading material at their approximate ihdependent
level, they still’performed less well than the good readers,
indiCatiné perhaps, specific comprehension deficits (Guthrie,

1977) .

Research has shown that for many\children listening to and
readiﬁg stories enables them to internélize the basic structural?
elements of a story -- its story grémmar (Mandier &lJohnSOn,
1977; Steih & Glenn, 1978; Thorndyke, 1977). These children then
',seem'to use this grammar to help them encode, organize, under-
.sténd, anq recall sﬁories, This story grammar acts as a pre-
dicting tool‘to key children in to what should happen and acts as
‘a guide for retelling the story. However,. it appears that some
‘children do not internalize the basic strﬁcturé'ofvstories spon-
tanéously, and that these,ch;ldfen are generally poor cbmpre-i
' henders. The Story Structufe Questioning Straﬁegy appears to be
a promising iﬁstructional tool for developing éwareness offstbry

grammar ‘and, thereby, has'iotential for enhancing comprehension

and recall of narrative discourse.

[\
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TABLE 1

Summary of Correlational Data

/
I

| / “ “ . School
“Variable " Placement ’. Towa CAT JTREE CUED
School Placement 1,0000
Towa | S0 3000
o T 9 L0000
FREF “‘ 14488 | 2758 2438 "'1.9000
CURD: S T .47;1 o . 5650 ! om

gg



o TABRLE2.

¢ : ' j ‘
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations :
Treatment . Tested- - School Placement ~ Towa CAT - PREE CUED
- M SD M 8D M 8D M S | ¥ 3§
- Story Structure ! 5.9 L2 6.1 LAS | TL6L 29.69] 19.22 .53 | 1hudd 5.20
Mteraate P 583 Ll 5.9 L.41 | 58,78 13.19| 18.72 5.63| 12.33 3.97
CStoryStructwre 2| 5% LM | 621 149 | 70.89 3075|972 5.76| 1101 4.1z
Alternate 2 o600 LIS 613 126 | 66,117 2683} 5.78 5.96 | 9.28 4.03
| y
o / . !
3 |
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/
/
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TABLE 3

oy | . | '
TreagmenthNOVA Surmary

ANOVA ! | Dependent
Source. ~ Covariates Variable D. F. M. 3. F o
Treatment Iova, School | free recall ,},65 69,975 "{1.572"

‘ Placement, CAT cued recall . 51.888. 3.640

. | .
freatnent ~ School Placement  free recall . 1,67 0.980  2.257
' - cued recall o 63.979 3.961%

Treatment o lggg , free'recall 1,67 13.207 2,232

©cued recall 56,047 - 4,038%

% F significant at p £ .05

8¢€




TABLE, 4 |
A\

Treatnent by Test Session Interaction

" ANOVA Summaty

Test Session

AOVA \ Devenc ant |
Source .. Covariates Variable D. F. MS. F

‘ Z

/Treatmentx Iows, School  free recall 1,65 56.200 - LI68
Test Session - Macenent, CAT cued recall 309 022
‘Treatmené\x School Placement free recall 1,67 60.629 1.610
Test Session | cued recall 015 . .001
Treatment § - Towa free recall 1,67 56.328 1715

cued recall 238 .020

[
(g |
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TABLE 5

Correlation Matrix By Group

Trgat&en; Tested o I;Igyg/Free = Tova/cued
Story Structore | | 63 | 8021
Story Structure 2 o JA729 L3126
‘Alternate ! 1‘ | 5850 o 3076
Alternate ‘ 2 " - 729 3126

. oOF



" - TABLE 6

Cell Means_and Standard Deviations

- | Denendent .
Treatment ; Variable Session 1 Session 2

| ‘ M SD M SD
Story Siructure ~TFree |  . 19.222: 7.527 1 15.333  5.499
Alternate T Pree 18.722  5.63% 12.722  4.212
Storv Structure " Cued T 14444 5.204 ~14.888 5.204
Alternate . Cued 12.333 3.970 11.888  3.628
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Figure 1 ‘ ‘ Co N

Representation of a Story

Shurciiff, 1978

. Nine Elements of & story © FElement ° . The Farmer Story —

Protaginist L I J Theré_once was an old farmer
' ‘ who owned a very stubborn
donkey.

Event which sets un a II One day it started to rain
goal or noses a nroblem ‘ ' (assumption: donkeys must not
. get wet). )
Protzgonist has an interval = II1I ' "Oh, oh, it's faining,"
response or reation : ~ thought the farmer.
‘Protaconist sets 4 goal . IV ‘ " "I must put the donkey into
o its shed."
Protagonist decides how to T \Y ’ "I will try pulling it in witn
-reach the goal : a halter."
'Protaqonist solves pre- o VI o The farmer put the. halter on
exlsting connitions ' . . the donkey, :

if necessary

‘Protagonist attempts to v " VIT " and pulled as hard as he could;
~reach goal '

W o

Result of attempt ' VIIT " and at last pulled the donkev
' : into the shed

e

General conlusion of the -~ ' IX : And so the donkey ended up
story _ . : safely in the shed, and the
‘ farmer was happy.

S
w0
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Figure 2
///”/S”‘”\\ -
Setting i ~ Theme Plot . . Resolution
A Location, 1 Events, 5-Goal, 7-8 8 EPISODE A: State, 22

Subgoal,. 11

Attempt, 1Z2-Outcome, 13

B\, 2-3-4 6 9 | . EPISODE B: 23
. " Subgoal, 14
Attempt, 15-0Dutcome, 20
c _ i - 16-17 21 2
.- » ¥ . i \
D .. S o 18 f : 25-26
&




Figure 3

=

Storv

\

Srtt-ng Themé Plot Resolution .
A. 1. Location _A&. .Main goal of A. 1. Subgoal A. Does the main
2. Time the main character’ . 2. Attempt to character accomplis
3. Characters : ‘ accomplish his/her goal?
‘subgoal Exylain.
3.. Outcome of
attempt
B. 1. B. 1
2. 2 L3
3. 3.
C. etc. ' C. etc.

>



Figure 4 BRI

STORY TITLE
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- SETTING THEME | PLOT | mesofurzon s L4
= | e o
1. Who are the 4, What was the (5Q What happened in 6.'Did,the main chaﬁhcte( e |
characters? main goél of the story?  ° , reacﬁ‘hié/%er,boal?
| | - the main - (List the events | - (Explain you answer
2. Where did' the. character? .|, in the correct ' in.one?;éntence.)‘ ;
story take " order.) ’ ' |
place? \
. 3. When did the . | P R
. story take | 3 ./// :
place? C B | - |
;o 3
B : ]
" |
)
.

r
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- FPigure 5

STORY TITLE
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INTERPRETIVE
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