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Background

-t
\

The study discussed hefe used a "text semantic" approachk to investigate
~ - } .

the processes readers use to constrlict an understanding ‘of test items selec~

»

ted from among the norm referénced standardized reading comprehension tests
. ( . ) . A
most frequently used by schools across the United Statés“(note 1) .. The»broad

goalg of our project were 1) to 1dent1fy aspects of- test language and struc-' ‘
ture that might interfere with eomprehens1o% 2) to descr1be the skills and -

-

know]edge necessarx:;dr a reader to comprehend each passage and 3) to
examine the extent to which young readers havd that knowledge and those
'isk1]1s. .EVer aspect of’ our project -- the formulation of our reskarch"

~ questions, oUr‘system of - text analysis, and our intergretation of the data --

was deeply in?}uenced by our view of reading comprehension as .a dynamically

constructive process (Anderson, 1977; Bartlett, 1982; Goodman ‘& Goodman, - ‘

1978;- Polanyi, 19663 Schank & Abelsorl, 1977; Rumelhart, 1977).

We conducted our, 1nqu1ry‘1n two phases..- The f1rst phase focussed on-
- the de;e]opment of" a systemat1c procedure for the text semant1c analysis of
rtest items. Qur ana]ys1s godifies. the ]ex1ca], syntact1c and rhetorical
structures occurr1ng in a specific text as well.as <&he ]1ngu1st1c and con-
ceptual demands these structures prei&mab]y pose for a reader (F11]more,
. ]98]b) It also Yracks the manner in which the genre, the content, and the ‘
linguistic material Qf the text shape the developing meaning.

b h1s,system of text analysis served as the basis for the next phase of

N, an investigation‘of readers' comprehens1on and question- answer1ng

strategies. Us1ng a var1ety of interview procedures and metacogn1t1ve probes,

ﬁe‘gathered,data which permitted us to analyze aspects of test items (each

bonsistingto 1a paragraph and accompanying multiple-choice questions) that

!
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posed difficulties for actual readers. We compared readers as’ meaning-
integraters with readers as question- nswerers in order to determine whether

the test items we examined identif ed as high scorers the same students we

¢

identified as successful meaning-mak rs. ’ .
- - 4

The project itself Ca"19? characterized as-a series of descriptive

studies carried outin the tradition of ]inQUistic inqu1ry whereby our ob-
3 ‘J
servations of readers' performance were used o inform our deve]oping ana=i

a
?, .

]yses of texts and readers, and these in turn were va]idated USing other

test items and other readers /ﬁA]] our generaiizations, therefore are an

outgrowth of these repeated, in depth observations

Ideal and eptuai Readers ¢ « !

’ o —~
The analysis of a particular text proceeds ]ineariy, traCing the changing
;-
interpretations that an "ideaJ reader couLd\yustifiabiy make in the process

'of comprehending the text The system conveys a dynamic and idea]ized

version of reader-text interaction in that it codifies a finite number of

. R .
cognitive(pxpectatigns and integrations warranteq by a particu]ar text; these

interpretations constitute a comprehenSivehy dew’ﬂoping enViSionment of text

~

meaning up to any speCific paint within theﬁ}Q\P " S L

The ideal reader, then, is an abstraction pf that know]edge and those
o~
ski]]s reqUired “for a particu]ar interpretation of 2 particular text The'

-

[ 4
idea] reader s equipped with thé‘array of schématic know]edge that the text.
presupposes for its interpretation,, and iacks (bt is/prepa‘gﬁ\to learn) the ’

material that the text introduces -- materia] that the reader is not yet

\ £

presumed to know. The kinds of schemata or know]edge structures uti]ized

by the ideal reader: for any. particu]ar text are evoked by T) the con€epts

- or deas expressed, 2) theloveraJJ-structure,and organization which‘may




[}
rely on, such devices as conversational inference, indirect speech acts,

. 1

and a'storf grammar, and 3) the internal ]anguage (the gramhar in its -
broadest sense, ineluding the ]ex1con) 0ur ana]ys1s of the env1s1onment

" constructed by the ideal reader portrays the manner 1n wh1ch these knowledge
\
- structures operate and 1nteract‘1n the developing mganing- of a passtge.

-

Th1s nqj1on of 1dea] reader is not to be confused with a "mature"'
/

or."real" reader., Every.read1ng experience, even among fully compﬁtent
readers, is somewhat 1d1Osyncrat1c especially sﬁnce good readers may use
-somewhat d1fferenﬁ process1ng operations to arrive at a range of acceptab]e
1nterpretat1ons Real ]1fe reading’ experiences also d1ffer from our “ideal™
in that readers have varying waysKof 1nteract1ng-w1th.tegt depending on' their -~ . )
purpose for readjng. For example, an actua]‘reader does not necessarily :

want to nake a comp]ete~interpretation when quickly reading a "whodunnit" PR

. , ’ .
mystery, but most- certainly does want~to make a fuljer interpretation when

preparing for an essay examination. OQur analysis does not account for stch

Wt

a1ternat1ve purposes for read1ng (a]though theoret1ca]]y it cou]d) The

1dea] reader we have created for th1s projﬁct‘1s a very spec1f1c idealized N
reader des1gned to eXemp]1Fy the k1nds of cogn1t1ve operat1ons deemed ap- s

propriate and useful in process1ng spec1f1c texts (For a more, complete ex-
amination of the ideal reader concept see F1]1more 1981a and Kay %881

. Our procedures for text ana]ys1s focus on the ]ex1ca1, syntact1c, and ,

»

rhetor1ca1 structures that occur in consecutive mean1ng segments, the struc- .

-

tures that contr1bute to the deve]op&ng(ﬂenvas1onmentﬂ of the mean1ng~of~1 ,

=that_part1cu]ar‘%assage, Codification pergits us to locate the schemata

~ . -
s . . , L

dnd the schematic links an ideal reader draws upon:or needs to, construct. in

order- to envision what is happenindaat any point in the text. Throughithisq

+ -
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procedure we are also able to see where these processes are 1nterrupted <7

or thwarted by the text. When the ideal reader is ]eft with unanswered *
‘}") 4
quest1ons, our theory judges the text to be defective -- in some way in-

I

coherent or inadvertently misleading. In turn, we can usegour analysis

to compare hoW real readers depart from the ideal rgader in‘devéloping an
envisipnment of the meahihg of a particular passage;'we can identify gaps N
in a reader's world knowledge or strategic xhoW}édge - gaps.that have in-

\
inhibited comprehension of the text.

The System of Analysis - co S

~‘ As a passage is processed schemata are evoked an? then integrated, as

the process1ng continues. *Meaning derived from any g1ven port1on of the .
text is-shaped by how earlier segments were interpreted and cént?nues to
develop and change in light of ?3ter segments._ These chang1ng “enV1s1onments“
are a_ regord of the "text 1nterna1" world thats1s gonstructed by the reader
wh1]e process1ng the text These enV1s1onments are the pr1mar¥ "dynam1cs"

through wh1ch the reader exper1ences the "message " Qur system of analysis

keeps track of the env1s1onments throughout the reading exper1ence It aiso

«

BT keeps track of the cogn1t1ve processes executed Lp the reader's effort to - \

'y

’ p0551b]e in categor121ng +levels of enV1s1oament we have most recent1y been -

v

construct these env1stonments \\ .

‘2
- 0 4

. S1nce any text 1nc]udes some concepts that are‘expT%citly stated and .

3
S LA ~

many others that reqU1re vary1ng degrees of- 1nference we d1st1ngu1sh among ’
. a variety of 1eve]s of enV1s1onment that correspond to the degree of text-

.based or readerrbased 1nf]uence A]thobgh greater of fewer d1st1nct1ons are-

Qg
’ » - v

ra

P g
work1ng W1xh four ]eve1s . Do R . - ,
= & . ‘¢‘ h .‘
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—_— Eo’- The most Titeral Tevel of the'envisionaent, includingvonly those

elements that 'are directﬂy warranted by what the text Says;
,'E] - That level which, requ1res text-based inferences to be made,

E2 - That level wh1ch requ1res 1nferences triggered: by the text, but

s

which is Based on personal kndwledge or assumpt1ons,
s . ‘
E3 - Thatﬁ]eve? of the neader s "text-world" that'ts not warranted by

L]

the text but represents the idiosyncratic embe]11shments of an actual

reader, (E3 by def1n7t1on does .not occur in our ana]ys1s of the 1dea]

. ;@ i
‘reader. )- . . . L

. ¢ ' ‘ ..
Our ‘analysis of 'a text keeps track 6f.the changing levels of envisionment

. ¢
constructed by the ideal reader. Tt also spec1f1es the schemata an 1dea1

reader*h1ght use to construct at a part1cu]ar point 1in t1me,*an ac&eptab]e
env1s1onment We can also follow the env1s1onments by actual readers to -

’ ]
compare these yith idea]*readerg’ c0nstructions ) 3 -

Domains of analysis. For our ana]ys1s we have d1st1ngu1shed three

sources wh1ch s1mu]taneousJy 1nf]uence the deve]op1ng énvisionment: genre,
content and- text ' , ’ ) : ; T~ _' o
Genre (Gn) concerns 1tse]f with readers hypotheses.about the kind of

text they are reading. A genre hypothes1s is generally made.earﬁy in. the

read1ng exper1ence (as ear]y as the f1rst sentence) and in%]uehces a reader's

~
expectat1ons about what the text will "say“ and how it witl "end."

v

< Content (Co) refers to the’ eVOIV1ng base of 1nformat1on and events-

Text (Tx) refers to the grammat1ca} and rhetor1ca] aspects of the text

these features create re]at1onsh1ps tbat he]p reade[s raise quest10ns and

e

resolve hypotheses.

—.,:tv\
’




a7 . - In responding to elements,in these three domains, readers perform

‘gk- a nquer of different types of cogﬁitive operations-in the process of gen-

> erating meaning.”, Qur ‘system of anaﬁysis tracks six general oﬁerafions:
Q].' Questions (Q) -- uncertainties the reader has at any point
’ during reading. - \ - ' , .
5 '2. Hypo;heses (HY) -- pred1ct1ons the reader makes about what the
. © . genre is, about what the function of a part1cu]ar p1ece of text 1s, or about
the answer to a question, based on a specific port1on of the: text.
. . ‘(H-’)';: predictions the reader makes about wﬁat will ég}"ﬁaid"
i in succeed1ng port1ons of the text. | ’
© 3, Assumptions (Ass) -- meanings the reader takes for granted w1thout
* textual evidence. . ‘ ~ §
4. Schemaga.(Séz) -- basic memory sv%uctﬁres evokea about genre!icon-
tent, or text. | ¢ : : ‘ ~ :
5. Concjus;Sn (Con)k-- information which substantiates a hypothe;is;
6. Vafidq:?gn (val) -;_prgof that a hypothesis (HY) was correct br a
(H) fulfilled. - VAR /[ :' .
5 Additional brocess;s wene~idéﬁtified in some of our notationé’aﬁd our system
J

was refined as the project progressed. (For a detailed presentation of our

system o¥'qﬁa]ysis and notation see Fillnore and Kay; 1980 and ]982:)

Figure 1 contains an abbreviated example of thé opening segment of one

tést-paséage annotated using our system (note 2). The left column presents

\ -
. .

o
.t e e . .-, e m .. == - - .
L)

»

' our ideal reader analysis of the text segment, trécfng;in detail the sources

» ©oe

-7
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9 - R . |
oo -'BRONCO BUSTER |
(1) "If a bronco jbuster wants to win a rodeo contest, .
L ~LO(7) If-c]ause, present tense, 1ndef1n1te articles ~
.fext Ana]ys1s ' o ' “Related Interview Questions
. Sch (Co) CONTEST 1. What do you think happens in
PARTICIPANTS, DESIRE TO WIN, COMPETITION a contest?
RULES CRITERIA FOR- DECID!NG ON WINNERS.. i
' 2..Sch (Co) RODEO - ! 2. What kinds of th1ngs happen
CONTESTANTS, "AUDIENCE, EVENTS, RIDING, in a rodeo? ,
ROPING, TYING
3. SCHEMATIC LINKS ) *. - . g -3
a RODEO presents a number of CONTESTS ' . )
N ,
4. Soh (Tx) N+N COMPOUND 2 , 4. What do you think they meant \
identifies a type of N ‘ * by "rodeo contest?"
"+ 5. Sch (Co) BRONCO BUSTING ' 5. What is a bronco-buster?

HORSE: WHEN WILD WILL TRY TO THROW RIDER . What does a bronco buster do?
. ‘RIDER: RIDES WITHOUT GETTING THROWN, BY .
? . BREAKING,WILL OF HORSE RENDERS HORSE . i )
~ TRAINABLE . ‘ -
6. SCHEMATIC LINKS
BRONCO BUSTING is -one of- the kinds of
-events in a RODEO

-— - . o

7. Sch (Tx) N+V-er COMPOUND - { 7. ("What does somebody who is a
compound des1gnates someone who pig-washer do? What about a .
V s and’N's . ) - -mail}box painter?") . -
8. Sch (Tx) CONDITIONAL SENTENCE . .
ANTECEDENT, CONSEQUENT -, {
9. Hyp (Gn) GENRE-EXPOS PROSE y | 9. What kind of passage do yom o~
I ) w ‘think this is?Do you think.it

. . ' ‘ ‘ o might be the kind of thing you
: . . . might read in a story book?..etc...

\ o . ) : o
10. Hypd¥ (Th) THEME=WINNING RODEQ CONTEST ~ 10. What do you think this passage

- % \ is gping to be about?
. -, o | going ~

11. Hyp—=(Tx) - 11. What do-you th1nk the next
the next clause will be a.modal c]ause, couple ‘of wotds are going to
express1ng obTigation , , be?

12. Hypd {Tx) ¥ - 12: From what we know so far, is
the two noun phrases "a bronco buster" . this.story going to-be about
and "a rodeo contest" are to be e how to be a bronco, buster or
interpreted as generic ) W about one bronco buster in

» particular?
. . O * ¢ N .

- © 13, Ass (Co) E] ’ 13. If bronco busters decide to be
when bronco busters ehoose to enter rodeos, "in a rodeo contest do you think
they o so because they want to win - they want to #in, or doesn't ﬁt

/ make a d1fference7

3
Figure 1 .

d
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of the developing envisionments.. In turn, th1s detail a]]owed e to develop
_a comprehensive set of quest1ons to probe fhe deve]op1ng env1s1onments of .

real readers confronted with these texts. The quest1ons ‘Generated for th1s

-

part1cu1ar segment are listedein the r1ght hand co]umn in figure AR
s . X4 ,

- Procedures
Subjects . J

During the two years of this study, many’texts were Selected from an

v

array of standard1zed tests and ana]yzed using the procedures deScribed .

'

above. Readers of a variety of ages were then 1nterV1ewed fOIIOW1ng the

L 4

genera] format described below. Over the course of the study, a continuing )

.pattern of teéxt analysis fo]]owed by observat1on of rea] readers was used

’ to ref1ne both the text. ana]ys1s system and the 1nterv1ew procedures This .

effort also prOV1ded us w1th a wide range of examples of how enV1S1onments
develop (or go astray) across a text these shaped our 1nterpretat1on of
the speC1f1c set of data reported be]ow, and will be drawn upon in some

détail in the general discussion of results. T

Y

A

The major analyses. to be reported here are based on 1ntens1ve study
of the developing envisjonments of 26 th1rd graders in response to the

test item "Bronco Buster" (figure 2). The students were. selected from a

i
m1dd]e c]ass e]ementary school in Oakland, California and have a varied

ethnic_and home language background. Because our focus was on comprehension
* - n . N

-

' .
.of test items, students with decoding problems were not included in our
L / . . -

sample. Results of the Californga Test of Basic Ski]]s, Grade 3, Were

available for a]]~students. Their percentife mean for the vocabu]arf“shba
< ‘ R

»

.

-




‘= . ,
- If a%pronco buster wants to win a rodeo contest, he

-
must observe the contest rules. One of these rules-is that ~
the rider must keep one hand in the air. ‘A rider who does .
not do this is disqualified.
" 1. A bronco buster who ignores the rulles is .
A. skillful | B. disqualified C. chosen D. winner
rs F
2. In'a rodeo contest a Bronto”buster must keep one hand
A. under B. still G free D. hold K
' ~ -
. . ) )
Figure 2: Bronco Buster - }
Q@ o - “
L] « . ‘ -
a N , | I}
: . N
I' ’
o - \ - . . R .




test was 70.5% their comprehension mean was 73.3.,

, Interv1ews

7

-

The text was presented to students in meaning segments correspond1ng
to those used in descr1b1ng the deve]op1ng env1s1onment‘o%'the ideal reader
After a student had read a segment, ques§§ons such as- those in the right
hand column of, figure 1 were asked. Because readers derive some'meaning
from clues in the prior text, and from such features as sentence ]ength '
paragrgph length; and text ]ength each segment appeared w1th all prev1ous]y
read segments showing, and unread segments dndicated buf\concea]ed When

read1ng the second segment qf Bronco Buster, for examp]e the students were )

presented with the item 111ustrated in figure 3. Th1s procedure nece551tated

that each shert text be presénted in a packet of several pages before it
could be completely revealed. .. : ; -
Since text ségmentation'of,this‘type'may introduce, variables that differ -

from those a student might encounter when reading the same text in an un-

-

mutilated version, two different interyiew proceduies were’deve]bped. Half
. - . :

. " g /
the students began by reading ar® unmutilated versipn of the text, followed

by an oral retelling. They were then presented with 'the mutilated version'

- { .
. and its accompanying questions, segment-by—segment The other ha]f of the )

-

students began w1th tﬁe segmented text and accompany1ng quest1ons W1thout

the opportunity to read and.retel1 the text as a whole. Interviews for ~

both-groups began w1th a training session to ﬁam1]1ar1ze the students with
the mutilated text format and ended with 'a general quest1on about the "main_

_point" of the story Results from the two procedures were essentially

+ ° " —
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. .If a bronco buster wants to win a rodeo contest, he

must observe the contest rules. W

N

. N - 3 . . m e
» ) .
id . " : -
, 1. -'__-'-_-_-_%
] ] ' ¢
’ 2. J' [y ¢
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1dent1ca1 and will be discussed together in the sections be]ow .

@

Each 1nterv1ew session lasted between 45 minutes and one hour. ’Each

session was taped and transcribed. The transcgipts were coded in terms

.

of specific aspects of the reader's developing envisionment, and evalua-

4

»

ted to determ1ne each student s overall ability to construct a reasonab]e,

°

ev01V1ng enV1s1onment of the mean1ng of the’ text. These analyses per-

mitted us to make comparisons across groups of children as well-as to-
. . ( ’

.

describeein depth the performance of individuals. , ‘/
. ' ) Results and Discussion .

ﬂThe.data will be, reported and discussed under two genera] headingsi
i) observations dgeut tgit takers; and 2) obserQétions ebout tests. - A

f1na1 section will h&gh]qght~some problems to consider whEn writing:or

~ ‘

Y

taking tests, or u51ng their resu]ts
Responses to Questions;

* This section will contain a review of the Bronco Bbster duestipns nd
responses; what answers the students expected, what answers they chose3 ;?a

and why (see figure 2 for the complete test item). After reading ‘each
. . ¢ ‘*\
passage segment-by—segment, students were askey{.to réad and answer the

first quest1on without be1ng shown the multiple-choice se]ect1ons Tney
were then shown the cho1ces and ed to make a selection. Also, they

were requested to exp]a1n y they h]ikeq" the word they se]ected and did

~

_not "1ike" the words they did not select. (For an Ena1ysis of how-test

£ ) RS
questions relate (or do not relate) to the, passage, see Coleman, 1982.)

L. 3

Responses to the two Bronco Buster questions present an interesting

contrast: 20 of the 26 students eventua]ly selected the correct answer

-£/g; among the four a]ternat1ves in each item, but the answers thex

u




-

" (54%) ant1c1pated that "d1squa11£ned” wou]d be the correct response, : " .

. anticipated "disqualifjed" also selected it ad the correct response, as
: »

12- ; .

; ~ t . -~ 4
» ¢ ) :
expected before 'seeing the choices were quite different.

Question 1: A bronco buster who 1gnores the rules is

4

A. ski]lful— B disqualified C. chosen D. winngr . g

For the fnrst quest1on even before see1ng the choices, 14 students T,

i

e1ght were ungble to answer, ahd four gave other responses. Al1'14 whof

did another six students who had not bfiginally anticipaied that response.
Of the six who selected'incorrect responses to this item, four chose
"winner" and two chose "skillful." . , AP

Because our inferview'questions are keyed to important aspects&of the

A .
reader's developing envisionment, we can Tocate quite precisely the

{ . - -

comprehension processes that led some readers to select the-wrong responses.
LN ©

L4

In this case, most of the prob]ems'stemmed from lack™of knowledge of two

: wordS° "d1squah1’1ed‘l (wh1ch appears in this passage and 1n the quest1on) LK

and "ignores" (which appears gu]y in the question). A]though,the f(,
children who anticipated,“disqualified" were familiar with its meening,

those who selected 1t’?rom among the other choices had d1ff1cu1ty pronouncing

_it, were uncerta1n of 1ts mean1ng, and selected it either because it seemed

o

to be a key word in the passage or-simply due to the visual match frafi —
passage to response. Of the four sfudents whé E%ose "winneﬁ,“ two ex-
p]a1ned that if you do. not follow tgedru]es you'11 cheat and thereby increase
your ]1ke11hood of wnnn1ng . Although theydid not know what "disqualified"

meant, a combination of context clues and world knowledge leg them to con- ‘._S;\\

‘struct a reasonable rationale for "winner" as the correct response. The

o
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. rema1n1ng four students were not familiar w1th either "ignore" or "dis-
b .

g
qua]1f1ed" and chose "sk111fu]“ or "winner" based on their knowledge of

EN

¢, @ bronco buster's prowess. For at least those four readers, uncertainty

* about the neaning of the question was an obvious impediment to their

se]ection of the corréht response. .

If the test-maker intended the quegtion to measure students' ability

to gain the meaning of a difficult word ("disqualified") from the context '
of the passage, the inclusion of another difficult word ("1gnores") in tﬁe
question thwarted this goal. .

Questign 2{ In a rodeo coptest a bronco buster must keep one hand
A under B.still C.free D. hold |

After reading the stem to the second quest1on, 17 students (65%) ant1c1pated

that "in the a1r" would be the response, - p]aus1b]e conc]us1on to the stem

“ +

a1though it does not appear as one of the cho1ces F1ve students who
anticipated "in the air" got this question wrong when forced td select from

‘the alternatives given; four chose "hold" and one chose "still." (The,

° *

other incorrect response was also "hold" -- by a student ,who did not offer

&

any- anticipated response.)
For this test item, the students"exblanatjons abdut the plausibility-,

of each response are espetial]y revea]ing. Although finally rejecting it,

two chi]dren egp]a{ned that "under" wai a ]odical response, Ceasoning that

: /
., the bronco buster has to keep(pne hand "in_the air and the other hand under

the rope. .Four children considered selecting the word "still,"_reasoning
that if.you do not hold your hand still you willofagl off. One child

stated that if you hold one hand In the air the other one has to be still.

L]
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7 E1ght students considered the word "hold" .at some point because if you don t

ho]d you*11 fall off Two youngsters reasoned that if you keep one hand in

the air you 11 have to ho]d with the other one. The 26 réaders did not all
°:have a complete env151onment of .the passage. Soﬁe did not know what a‘

bronco buster was (interpreting bronco as a model namesfor an automobile),

»

. some confused the person with the animal, and still others were uncertain.

as tofthe kind of animal (cow, bull) a bronco was. However, all younggters

*

« + demonstrated some understanding that a bronco buster keeps one hand in the

air and, ho]ds on to someth1ng w1th the other hand (in the interview they

R

were asked to act th1s out) All of their explanations of possible re-

spbnses indicated an understand1ng of thJs concept, even\when they got

- the quest1on itself wrong., ¢ |

o It seems, in this'case, that the~youngsters who selected an incorrect

.

Qesponse did -so for reasons ref]ect1ng an accurate construction of the s
/;pean1ng of this part ‘of the passage The range of poSS1b1e responses per-
mitted R Jeast three semantically defensible select1ons. Of course, -the
issue of grammaticality needs to be addressed. In choosing among the a]-‘

)
% ternatives provided the readers we observed in this study focussed more

of their attention.on se]ect1ng a word with appropr1atejmean1ng than on .
appropr1ate grammat1ca]1ty within the sentence. &tudents:somet1mes ad—
‘ mrited the1r seléctions didn't "sound right" but se]ected them.anyway
because they had the ”right meaning." ‘Fi]ﬂmore (Note 2) suggests tha;
young ch1]dren ahd b111ngua1 1nd1V1dua]s may be accustomed to hearing

2. construct1ons with which they are unfamiliar and therefore, even when

aware of the "ungrammaticality". of a response, may be less inhibited by
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»

v that aspect thah by imp ec1se mean1ng 1n chogs.ing a response

' Afterthe taped 1nterv1ews were transcr1bed and ana]yzed a cod1ng

»

sheet was completed for each,student At Teast two raters rev1ewed the
o oategor1es to which each response was ass1gne! and also supp11ed a holistic
rat1ng of each student's env1s1onment on a four point sca1e Table -1

compares these envisionment ratings (based on deta1]ed understand1ng of

the pasgage$) with performance on the quest1ons that followed. The

.
N Ll R = = = = -
‘.’ . . . - )
.
| -

' & -resuits suggest that there is a fairly hiqh association betwee:\bood en-

B visionment and ‘Yesponse acehracy as we]] as between poor envisionment
. | and-poqr.test performance; the trind/is%in the right direction.’

From these aﬁa]yses it becomes apbarent that individua] readers may
select #ncorrect test item responses based on interpretations that are
contextua]]y acceptable; these readers never have the opportunity ‘to
t demonstrate the1r understand1ng of the passage. Sometimes’ this is because
| the questions*miss central aspects of the envisionment; in other cases it

is a funct1on of the 1d1psyncrat1c ‘array of response items. However, thosé
readers who are better meaning 1ntegrators also tend to be those who select
. the predeterm1ngd correct responses F1nd1ngs from our analyses suggest
that a]though the test questions themselves do not measure the 1ntegrat1on

. of mean1ng, the ab1]1ty to deve]op a good envisionment and the ability to

//Select a correct response are in some way related.




Mean
_ Number with % incorrect
Envisionment . Number of students incorrect wésponses responses
] V' . 2] .

S u

good ¢ . 9 6
okay . . ) _ : o ‘ 23
fai;
poor

«t

) ' ’

.. “Relationship between incorrect test responses and.envisiagment rating

* -
> - -
'




" Considerate and Inconsiderate Test Items ‘ T

£

A test item is incomsiderate if it makes unwarranted demands on a
: ) p

: J . ) - . )
- reader, if it creates great cognitive demands without correspond1ng con-

. . , @ - »
ceptual payoff. This is not .to suggest that all difficult texts are incon-

siderate and all easy ones ponsiderate, but‘that the effdrt put forth in

. reading a hard text needs to be rewarded. It also suggests that the cog-v

-«

S
nitive demands must be reasqnab]e for the intended aud1ence. the implied

IS

purpose, and the part1cu1ar topic This section will present five aspects
. — N

r
of ¥nconsiderate tests, aspects that have been apparent in both our “ideal.

reader" text analyses and our ana]yses of real -readers read1ng real test

e

items. -In genera1, 1ncondeerate test iitems create gaps between the reader
and the text that are not directh re1ated to'how well the readér constrdcts
meaning, but are inherent 1nstead 1n the way the test- makeﬁ'composed the'
passage or presented the question. A1though the five factors are presented
as discrete categor1es, in actua] tests any number of them may be 1nter-

[

WOVen; one 1ncon51derate feature often leads to the emergence of another.’

“1. Density of Ideas . ‘ s

L

Test items can be inconsiderate in the number of ideas that are pre-

“sented and the frequency with which these ideas change. The Brief passages

. used, in test itemsqsometimes provide too 1ittle elaboration of one concept

before another concept is 1ntr§duced.N The ideas are too'shortf11ved and
change too quickly for the reader to deyalop any adequate envisionment.
Skrange Machine (figure 4) is an example of such a text (Note 4). The ideal

/ -, -
reader analysis of this item portrays a rapid succession of new schemata




&

.
“guess the name of thissstrange new machine?

» In 1877 a machine appeered‘which surprised many people. “Can you
- ' ’ .

o

. As you spoke into the mouthp1ece and turned the hand]e a tube .

" covered with a thin p1ece of tin moved arundt As ‘the tube moVedﬁga
[

needle ¥pressed deep lines 1nto the tin. As you turned thﬁ handle’

07ce more, the need]e touched. aga1nst the same lines and played back

[y
. Pl

your words L, @ ) LT '

' This .was the first phonograph!. Héw different frdm tht.HiiFj'of
today! a2
NS STTTTTom e <
9 About how many years agq did the machine finst appear? .

. ‘u&_ » -
1) s25 2) 50 3). 100 4) 200

- -’

10 How did peop]e feel when they saw this new machine? ey
5) angry - \.6)' astonished
<, ]
7) worried ) ©oo8) fr1ghtened

1 Aséthe hand]e was turned, wh1ch part of@the mach1ne moved7 :

A1) tube ) _ - 2) needle .
. 3) press ¢ : 1 ~4) mouthpiece _ R
12 As the dgéd]e pressed.Tines into the ting it was c :
5) giving a shot , ‘ v
,  6) ‘recording a voice ‘ g P . ’
\7)f painting a«picture <\ L ;~ o “
8) ;eding a-piece of miterial i S 1

Figure 4: The"Stnange'Maéhine




introduced without any integration ?nto‘a'larger schematic whole, This
A )

a den51ty is de]}berate 1n this passage, 1nherent in the riddle format and

postponed answer about the identity of the strangf mach1ne The reader
. r

N is asked to. enV1S1on a mouthp1ece wﬁ1ch is associated with a range of

L VN
poss1b]e schémata. Before the schema relevant to this text can be in-

stant1ated, another concept, "hand]e,t is 1ntrodUced’ The-ideal reader

quest1ons ‘the array of/posS1b]e "meanings" QéCo ) and forms a rap1d succes- -

2 I

sibn of hypotheses (HJCo) about the re]at10nsh1ps between the parts of the
machine, Rathen than f1nd1ng reso]ut1ons to\these hypotheses and quest1ons,

/
the dens1ty of the text conthues to build. and the "r1dd]e" rema1ns un-*
¢ ?:

so]ved until the answer is prov1ded at the end of the passage.

.
e

«  HWhile the idéal reader notation portrays a series of unreso]ved

questions and hypotheses, rea].readers make judgments more rapidly even
N, : . ‘ ’

when little assistance is provided by the text. In our interviews, some

ildren (third-graders) developed an jnitial envisionment of the "mouth-
: T 1 X : . -
piece” and clung to i}, forcing-each bit of newlinformatdon into thejr

s eg e o s L RER . . K
initial envisionment. One reader-envisioned a cpke machine with a "mouth-)

o

piece" for the coins and a "handle" as the drink :selector.- The "tobeﬁ .

(introduced next in theepassage) became the round slot from which ‘the tin
* : LR )

coke can was ejected. Others tried to change their envisionments to accom-

N

%

modate the new concepts, but created a ser1es of d1§connected images instead.

.
¥, « B

One reader envisibned a mailbox, ‘then turn;d it 1nto a garage ‘mail slot

‘ (w1th the slot as mouthp1ece), and wher th1s no ]onoer worked, -envisioned
a lawnmower w1th the grass catcher as mouthpiece, the SW1tch‘as-the handle,
and the b]ades as the tube‘and;ﬁeed?g. StiJﬁ,others moved from concept to
concept without even attemptiné,to integrate the content. ’

By . . -

e




product1ve to the deve]opment of a cohesive env151onment Hypotheses

- Y

r B
[4 - ' ]
& .

-

The density of the 1deas 1ntroduced without e]aborat1on 1s counter- -
about the naturé of the strange machine (which wou]d 1ntegrate the various
separate(scheﬁa) are thwarted by another aspect gf the® text.” The 1dea] ‘

reader assumes, when the r1dd]e is posed at/the end of the second sentence,

\ 1

that the "strange mach1ne" will be similar enough to its modern version to

be gue$sable (Ass., Genre). In fact the early vers1on of the mach1ne is

not at all like.the present version, as the last ]1ne of the passage em-

.  phasizes. The assumptibneof similarity contr1butes to a series of resolu-

tions (Res) which invalidate earlier hypotheses, e.g., that the strange

machine 'is a tape recorder, since.the machine recorded and played back

your words. This particular test item was inconsiderate due to the density

LN

,,

of 1deas, and the lack of resemblance between the early prototype and pres-
\
ent phonograph rendered the passage even more difficult for the reader.
2. Over>e11ance on Assumptions and Hypotheses

During our 1nvest1gat1on we encountered several test 1tems wh1ch re-

" quired the ideal reatler’ to make a large number of assumptions (Ass), (Co),

(Tx) and hypotheses (H-o}, (H¥), (Co), (Tx) without corroborating textual

.-
; evidence to permit their validation. The-envisionment is constructed from

¢
implications drawn. from the ideal reader's instdptiation of unarticulated

referents and knowledge BT social conventions. While -this can be a poweerL§

stylistic defice that works welT for texts such as mysteries and\gothic
remances, the device/rzquires“space as well as a hospitab]e'setting. When
many assumptions and unresolved hypotheses are presented in #leéxt, uncer-

-~

tainty builds as new suppositions are linked with o1d_ones, and the reader

is induced to conjure up a strained envisionment of vague images.

o>

-
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_ InsErt figure 5 about here o ) R .
» P - =l e e e e e e e e - e - - - - ¢ /
simple for a fiften year- o]d to 1ntegrate- ‘Yet, to” bu11d an enviskonment

of the- mean1ng of this passage!, the reader must rely on many asSumpt1ons

and unreso1Ved\h¥potheses. The ideal reader must maké hypothesés_ab t
the,antecedenfs/for many referents throughout the oassage beginnin ip the’
very first sentence w1th “a voice," in the second sentence with "the reader"
and “her listener," and SO on throughout the text. An assumption must be =

r

% .
made, based on soc1a1 convention§, that the teenage girls were reading a

)
H

‘ '"dﬁrty" book, of. wh1ch they feared the mother would E#Sapprove An assump-

tion must a]so be made ‘that the girl and her mother are’ taTk]ng across

s

eachoother, each concerned with d;fferent issues: the™ g1r1 w1th her for-
bidden book, and the mother w1th her forbidden f]oor-s1tt1ng The reader
‘ must also infer that the g1r1 1s about f]fteen The,aetions (reading the
book,h1d1ng it, rising, g]anc1ng at the bed) are all W]nked by inference.

Th1s text type is 1ncons1derate due to the many premature hypotheses the

reader must make; usual and appropr1ate 1nference strategies become tentative

~

. and ‘strained. ‘ \ . '

3. Imitation Genre - - ~

There are a variety of genre that consistently ‘appeared in thé stand- °
ardized reading tests we reviewed: stories, personal accounts, folk tales,
letters, poems, and expository passages containing information about social

stddies, sc1ence, or health. Their inclusion seems based on the v1ew that

v
. a read?ng comprehens1on test shoulq include items from the var1ety of text

' types that students normally encounter in school. However, our ana]ys1s




»

’

¢l

"Alice!" called a voic{. .
' The effect on the~réader ‘and her listener, both of whom

were 51tt1ng'on the floor, .was 1nstantaneous Each Etarted and

., sat r1g1d1y intent for a moment; then, as the sound of approach-

ing footsteps was heard, one g1r] hast11y slipped a ]1tt1e
vo]ume under the coverlet of the bed, while the other sprang .

to her feet and in a‘hurr1ed, f]usterea way pretended to be getting

. something out of a tall wardrobe. - ! y \
. o / «.

Before the one who hid the book had time to r1se a woman
/ .
of f1fty entered the room and, after a glance,’cf1ed "Alice!

How often have I told you not to sit on the “floor?"

LA Ve

"Very often, Mommy," said Alice, rising meekly, meantime

-
r

casting a-quick g]ance #t the bed to see how Ffar its smoothness .

<

had been disturbed.

-~ A 4

"And still you continue siuch unbecoming behavior."

. "Oh, Mommy, but it is Sd\“iQ33" cried’ the girl., "Didn't

you like to sit_on the floor when you were fifteen?" ~

1. Alice's companibn-was
A girl . -
Her brothey e

A
B.
C. The family dog.
D. A doll

» Figure 5

o5 | ' S
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of the itéms d1sc1osed that the passages sometimes v1o]ated the conceptua]

’ a3l

or structura1 patterns E{Elfa]]y assoc1ated with the’ genres they were meant ., gf“

‘4 &g§g~12g;;g
to reflect.- In our analyses both of the 1dea1 reader and of real readers,..;«§§7 sy

[ 4 .
this 'led to genre-ba ed hypotheses (Hyp: )txhat were later invalidated.

AlthougR sometimes th& effects on the envisionnent were mjnor, in other

- . cases\the'devia ¥ons from expected genre patterns caused major interference.

' s

. . - For example, a short humorous story genera]]y ends with its punchline. If ’
? any,wr1tten material fo]lows the punchline, it is likely to elaborate the ) <;
; "joke;" it can be read qu1ck1y, for émbellishment. The reader fam1]1ar o
° “ 5 -
X

:', with thjs'genre knows this convention and, does not expect important infor-

-

mation td follow, However, some tess:ems place key information after
i

. with what may take place afterwards, .
S‘.. D N

‘;the punchline, or ask questioEt*deal
K because this violates a convention of the genre, the reader w1th knbw]edge
. 3

A &
},

of that sconvention is p]aced at a d1sadvantage F1gure 6 is an example

"z‘z *

. [;i of this test and/quest1on.type (Note'6). Instead of comp]et1ng the act1on

1N
3

° ‘\.

- . l( ‘:""r ---------- - VY >
T . . r .ot
SR - Insert figure 6 about here o .

with the punchline, this test items requires the reader to prediet*yhat >

. - . ) » b
) *Fritz will do next. This caused some readers to doubt their interpretation

-

of the punchiine and therefore to seTéct”response A‘instead of B. .

4 L) '
N . A

-

\\ : Thexpassage in figure 7 (Nate 7) is another ‘example of a test itém . ",
o constyucted to‘imitate a real genre, in this case expository prose. Un-"

é. - °
- . like the genre the’passa&g is imitating,.however, there-is no introduction o
. n \ ) . - - ’
| . T - © SRR

: ' Insert figure 7 about here ' - '

P - ' . . 4
. - N r e °

to help the reader make a link from personal knowledge to new jnformation; o

\
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Fr1tz lived 1n a ne1ghborhood w1thfmany 1nterest1ng
, *  people. But Fritz fe]t out of place. He fe]t that he
. \ was ordinary. In fact, he felt so ordTnary that he thought
‘nobody noticed him. Today I'l1 be d1fferent, he thought.
I'11 wear an extra_hat.
%henahe went for a w;]k. 'Peop]e smiled af him.. But no
.one spok;. At last he asked a neighbor, "Don't you see some-f

. ' tﬁing unusual about me today?"

"Yes," the neighbor said, "You're wearing three hats
¢ . .

. .instead of your usual two." T . e
- i ~e s
IR What will Fritz probably do next? " v
! ' ' A. Ask more people if they think his hat looks different?

B. Rea11ze that peoplé have a]ways noticed him
C. Go to fhe storq and. buy some more hats ~
- D. Stop going for walks in his neighborhood

}igure 6 -

o

4", . - - N .
. .
EMC . LI -
i . v .
Ao v L - ¢ . ‘ . .

b v e s “A. . . - - . S .
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-25-

o !
The nose cone of ‘a frocket carries the payload. The
payload is anything men’wish to send into space.
The payload can be'a satellite. A satellite is a small
object that travels around a larger-object in space. The
. ’ ) ‘ »
" rocket travels fast to carry, the satellite away from the
. earth. N ) ;1
The payload can be a camera.. It can take pictures of .
) the earth or the moon. The payload may be a man, shooting
througﬁ space.
- 16 Which of the following can a space camera be used for? t
5) to ‘take picture of friends
6). to measure the temperature
7) to take pictukes of the moon -
8) to.measure the speed of rockets
. M ' .
17 . The nose cone carried the **= - -
N 1) fuel ) . ’ *
2) payload , . °
3). rocket ' . S :
. 4) airplane T
8. 18 A small object that travels around a larger one is called a
5) camera | |
~ 6; satellite
o 7) payload , '
' 8) nose cone . )
2-
N
v ' Figure 7
. ~ -
LY (\




and the passage ends abruptly without a statement tying the passdge together --
alk conventions of informational genre. Here the departures from normal

£ ! ¢
genre convéntions do not mis]ead.readers, but leave them without needed

. e N P .
context for constructing an envisionment. The reader must begin with some
Y )
quickly accessible knowledge about nose cones and rockets in order to even
R .

°

attempt to develop a cohesive envisionment. There is not a sharing of in-

—_—

formation about rockets from writer to reager; but a simple “Jisting" of
key points. The reader who is familiar with the topic will be ab]e to
recognize these poﬁnts, elaborate and connect them, and make sense of the
passage, while the reader who'is not\alreaﬁg/fam1]1ar with the topic will
be at a loss. (Here we see again how one kind of prob]em, based on the
- a

use of an abbreViated genre form creates another, the kind of density of

% !

ideas discussed earlier.} ° ’ /
We can see how this(can interfere with a developing envisionment ih

the responses of a th1rd grader 1nterV1ewed as he read the passage jn‘the

« -

first sentence, he knew what rockets looked like (from television) and |
thought he knewrwhat a\nose cone was He was not certain, but expected
that 1t would be elaborated later 1n the text. _He' had no schematic links

between rockets and payload, a]though he kiew from the sentence structure

‘(Q\

that they must have some connection. In the third sentence: he recognifed

™~

q,the word satellite and knew it had‘something to do with outer space, but

., he had no further know]edge of it. 'The fourth sentence did not help h1m

a -~

because he couLd not env1s1on what an object in outer space wou]d be ]1ke
hough this student was trying to make meaning from the passage
and had. a good idea’of/the informatjon he would'need to know in order to
. <<

comprehend, in this case the text was oncooperative; it did mot cantain

. v -
Sye B o .
. » ki

£ L4 . . -

I3
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the k1nds of ~ structure and elaboration genera]ly provided in 1nformat1ona]
texts.” It could make sense only to a reader who already knew enough about

rockets, satellites, and pay]bads to make the relevant connections among

them. :
. ) { , _ 0 '
A test item is not a literary work nor an actual piece of informational -

writing. Test writers seem to have other goals in.mind than trade book

authors;” the1r purposes and constraints are d1fferent Test 1tems must

comply with a part1cu]ar reading ]eve] be top1ca]]y appropriate for specific

age groups, conta1n information wh1ch can be answered, by specific quest1ons,_
be 1noffens1ve to all poss1b]e groups, and 50 on. In an attempt to mimic

the var1ety of genre encountered in school and also to meet these "testing"

3

constra1nts, test passages m1ght be thought of as "1m1tat1on" genre, almost -

genre unto themse]ves with convent1ons of ‘their own. It is this "imitation"
8 - L.
which renders them inconsiderate: they invoke conventions which they do not

>

follow. ‘

4, }Assertions Contrary fo Readers‘ Beliefs

Yet another aspect of inconsiderate text occurs when test items make -
assertions contrary to readers' beliefs without acknowledging differences or
providing schemat1c links from reader know]edge to textual content. Instead,
. some texts we»ana]yzed required the 1dea1 réader to make 1mmed1ate ‘hypo-.

theses (HJ, HLﬁ based on an acceptance of the d1scordant assertion.

!

Figure 8 (Note 8) is an example of such a test item,"from a fifth grade
test. In the! ideal reader notation of the text segment "while attendance
at baseba]l games has been fa1]1ng off " there is a content hypothesis Hyp

(Co) that fa]]wng attendance 1mp]1es Toss 1n»popu]ar1ty There_is also a

-
-3

Insert figure 8 about here
-------- W = o e w m o= - ‘
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v
Games of great speed and constant motion, such as footbai],°~
basketbai], and icq-hockey; h een gaining in popufarity,
while attendance at baseball games has been:falling off. This
is largely because the game of baseball is slower and\its action
irregular. That is, the game alternates Petween grégt moments =
of high)drama and excitemept -- such as Whe thé bases are’ .
» loaded and the batter hits a homqaruﬁ - and Axtended: periods
of comparative inactivity, such as when a battek takes fu]]
count, two strikes, and three ba]is, and thqg is’ alked on the
last pitch, Many'ideas are being exp]é;eé-for mak\ng basebai]
. a faster game., One possjbi]ity,_for example, might vé to in- ‘
crease the di;ténce between ‘the pitcher and the batter\ .thereby
,aTlowindva sp]it'second more for the batter to judge the pitéh

and connect with the ball. This could produce more hits, \there-

by making baseball more of a running rather than é pitching \game.

Figure 8

J

-
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-

text hypothesis Hypl(Tx) that "while" contrasts baseball's falling P

attendance with football, basketball, and jce hockey which are gaining
. ‘ . - ' )
L. in popularity. ' There dre neither sthematic nor text links elaborating

o

this idea. The next text segment ("This is Targely because!) goes on to

. explore explapations of the loss in popularity. In this segment the ideal

reader makes two hypotheses: Hypd(Tx) that "this" refers to baseball's
falling attendance, and Hpr(Ix) that "lange]y" ;uggests more than one
reason for the falling attendance. Th1s is followed by a hypothesis
Hpr(Tx) in the next text segmént that baseball is "slower" than other

/

games:, )

= Real readers 1nterv1ewed with th1s text found the assertion about .
baseba?l s loss inspopularity jarring. Since chi]dren see baseball games
and baseba]l p]ayers in a wide variety of media contexts, they assume it
is a very popu]ar game. During an 1n;erv1ew, one fifth grader reader
. exhibited we]]-deve]oped_passage envisionment. However, when choosing the
response te a question about the decrease in baseball’ s attendance, he *
said angr11y, "I know peop]e are going to come to basebal] games. I've _

-

gone to other people’ s houses and they watch. And I've seen the stands -
Just stuffed. They can bare]y.cram another _person in. Another reader
knew the 1nd1v1dua1 word meanings of "popular1ty" (1ike a movie star, very
common), "fal]]ng of f¥ (not coming to), and "attendance" (to come to).
Desp1te this, his env1s1onment was poorly 1ntegrated ‘ It wavered between '
baseball's gaining and not gaining in popularity, and therefore baseball's )
relation to the other Sghes also wavered, Both readers appeared unable, on
thejrlown, to.consistently link the tekt assention with their persomal:

LY
.




’ bg]ief?.abbdt,ba;ebal] attendance. %his form of #nconsiderate text re-
sults when-the author fails to acknowledge the conflicting ideas that

v .. :
might arise, and the text fails to encourage the reader to question per-

A Y

-

. -~
sonally held ideas or beliefs that are con&gany to those assumed in the

.

texi. ‘ .

-

5. bontextual Discontinuity by Deceptive Simp]icify —

rd R N , .
The fifth type of inconsiderate text occurs when a concept with which

" a'reader is unfamiliar is presented bit-by-bit in a sequence of seeming]y

familiar details. 1In the ideal reader analysis, integration‘of the details

leads to an envisionment of the whole concept. The notation of the Strange -

4

Machine test item (see Figure 4) is an example). In ihi; passage, the

. . . Y hd . .
strange machine is described bit-by-bit-and the parts can be integrated as
‘ 4 4 .

follows (partial notation): . B “

As you spoke into the mgchiné and tgrngd the handle,

e] - the clause describes the use of the machine in 1877
Sch(Co) mouthpiece: "part ef machiné té do with the voice
Sch(Co) handle: part of machine.- helps it to funcfion when turned
Schematic Tink - machjne. with mouthpiece and handle, something
' to do with voice communication

s %

a_tube covered with a thin piece of.tin moved around.

Q (Co) what is relationship of tube to,mouthpiece and handle?
* Q (Tx) how is the tube moving around? ;

Ho(Co) the tube is also part of the machine : :
" e - in the strange machine, as you speak into the mouthpiece
. and turn she handle, the'tube turns, ‘

-

. ‘ , i B
As the tube moved, a needle pressed deep 1Thes into the tin.

H(Co) the deep lines are related to the voice function P
Schematic 1inks - the machine has a needle, mouthpiece, handle, -

. . and a voice-related function .
H(Co) the lines are pressed to,record a message




o

~As you turned the handle once more

Cg) the, machine does more than press 11nes
e to make the machine work properly the handle must Be
. turned at ledst tw1ce

e needle touched against the same lines and”p1ayed back your words.
v -

h(Co) voice recording _
Val - a voice recording is made
Val - _tke,lines have a rp]e in. the machine's funct1on1ng
“.Con E” - this strange machine allowed peop]e in 1877 to
reco eir voices
H(Co) this was a tape recorder? record player?

This was the first phonograph'

Con - the parts.described are similar enough to the modern day
. phonograph to call it the first phonograph - i

How different from the hi fi of today!

-

Con - both the phonograph and hi fi .play back sounds and are
" thereby reldted to the “strange machine

As we have alread seen in 1scuss1ng dbnSIty of ideas, this passage

®

. leaves the reader with a h1gh level of un1ntegrated deta11 To further

complicate: the matter, the vocabulary/is kept deceptively s1mp1e, deceptively

’
[

because the concepts introduced have~a wide range of possible referents

(e.é.,‘crank, bar, switch, 1ip‘for handle) and cih\therefore bé attributed

to'a large. humber of schemata. Begause_the cBnceptuaﬁ who]e is not pro- .
vided by the text, the reader must Jeve10p ag envis1onment by relating the
* bits to attr1butes wh1ch are part of an existing textua11y p]aus1b1e schema.

_However, an ‘integration prob]em occurs 1f-the ‘reader does not a]ready have

o

(or is unab]e to access) an appropriate schema, if, the text, concept is SO

- » ~

remote that it cannot reasonab]y be related to known schemata, or if the

- text doesn't provide clueg to help the reader select among the possible
A - 3 . ’ t B ' A -

schematic choices.

AJ

*




This prob]em'was evident in-ourcinterviews when it became apparent
‘that a]though the students were fam1]1ar with tape recorders, the hand]e,

tube, and needle did not fit into the1r not1on of a prototype tape res

corder. And a]th0ugh they were fam1]1ar with Qecord p]ayer( their

notion of a- prototype record p]ayer d1d notx1nc1ude a personal vo1ce- .
record1ng fﬁnct1on Further, the th1rd graders we 1nterv1ewed were not
fam111ar with either phonographs or hi fi's although they were quite know]-

edgeablé about stereos and record p]ayers In the absence of an apparent]y

accommodating |, .

usefu] schematic structure, many studengs c]ung to their first image,/as
necessary to new information. For exampf% one student env1s1oned (e 3) a
robot with a mouth (mouthpiece), hands (handles), and a tube with whee]s

to move. The tube was covered with tin "so ydh won't get a shock." It

<also pressed Tines "so you can see what he says. He draws ]etters " In

3 B

- this instance these apparent]y simple text ‘segments evoked schemata which «
were tota]]y reader-based This reader did not have the benef1t of either

. 7 &
text or know]edge.structuresito vaiidate his'hypotheses Therefore, lack -

of familiarity with the larger whole to wh1ch the "simple" parts re]ate -

prec]udes know]edgeab]e selection of appropriate:schemata from among the.

f-) . - o‘ ‘\ R e
array of those which, in an abstract sense, are potentially possiBle.

Discussion

This study has examined some of the consequences of test']anguage~and
sjre1ationship to c0mprehens{on.' It has also analyzed test passages in
terms of the demands test items make on raders. -The two preCéeding sectiOns

1dent1fy some of the comp]ex1t1es wh1ch may severe]y confaund the results

obta1ned from standardized tests, comp]ex1t1es wh1ch pose process1ng or

s




W

_d1y1dua1 S ab1]1ty to manage those processes.

44
A

question-answering.prob]ems unrelated to students’ abi]ity’to construct
IS

meaﬁtng. RO : .’“///

.

. These data suggest the need'(or‘caution when consioering the pur- = -
S e _

poses for the‘adm1n1strat1on of tests and what 1t is that 15‘/9?ﬂ9 tested.

]

If the goa] is to make large sca]e d1scr1m1nat1ons Between better and
—
poorer school achiévers, reliance on linguistic and, conceptual "puzzles"
v s ‘. . ¢

may suffice. However, if the purpose is to measure Ygading compréhension;

to d1scr1m1nate among the range*of more and less successfu] users of

*

mearting construct1qn strateg1es, a test spec1f1ca]]y des1gned to exam

these strategies must be dev1sed Our data indicate that a]though the ‘{’

«

read1ng comprehens1on tests we examined do discriminate good from poor

<Y . ‘o

read1ng, the strategies requ1re% for. success on. these items do not bear

a strong relation to the processes 1nvo]Ved in constructive meaning--

-

- Ay

mak1ng. Standard1ieﬂ readﬁng tests do not measure the processes 1nvo]ved

‘ « "

.in the construct1on ofﬁnean1ng from a text nor do they eva]uate an in-

LN ’ .

.
. - -
: . %
e
. . . , rd
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