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METACOGNITIVE KNOWLEDGE ABOUT READING PROFICIENCY! -
ITS RELATION TO STUDY STRATEGIES AND TASK DEMANDS

Metacognition, according to Flavell (1976), refers to an awareness of
and an ability to capitaiize on one's own knowiedge and thought processes
as these are appiied to some spec1fic task. It is that generai ‘knowledge,
“then, which guides a reader in monitoring his or her comprehenSion processes
through the selection and impiementation of spec1fic strategies to achieve
some predetermined goal. Although the term‘metacognition is rélatively .
new, the reading skills to which'it“referS@have been‘discussedvsince.the, L
turn of the century (Dewey, 1910; Huey, 1908) g - 1 .

‘ “In an effort te separate two (though, not necessariiy independent)
phenomena associated with metacognition, Baker ahd Brown (1980) divided
‘metacognitive activities into different clusters. The first ciuster is

| concerned with'the iearner's awareness of “any incompatibiiity between avaii;
“able knowledge and the compiex1ty of the task at hand. The second cluster
of activities is concerned with the active monitoring of one' s own cognitive

@ t

T processes whiie reading -Directly. reiated to metacognitive awareness of

one's iimitations and effective monitoring is the depioyment of appropriate

-~strategies According to Baker and Brown, the choice of strategies wiii

. vary depending on whether the goai is to read for meaning (comprehen51on) .

or for remembering (studying). Obviously, the latter -involves all the activ- v

ities of . reading for neaning and then some.

e Investigations -that focus on the. metacognitive aspects. of reading for o

remembering comprise. oniy a small portion of the iiterature on effective
o

study techniques (Anderson & Armbruster, in press) “Only recentiy have

0 A’

researchers- begun to take an interest in what study~strategies the reader
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uses dur1ng read1ng that may, or may not, fac111tate remember1ng of text. .
grown and Smiley (1978), for 1nstance, found that s1mp1y extend1ng the 3
"amount of study time resulted in 1mproved reca]] of essent1a1 1nformat1on |
for- students at seventh grade and above. A ser1esoof stud1es by Bransford,
'Ste1n, She]ton, and Owings (1980) also 1nvest1gated the use of study time.
'Resu1ts of these studies showed that 1ess ab]e Students had 11tt1e aware-

ness of the 1nf1ucnce that te/t and task character1st1cs have on effect1ve o

)

AY

studying. However, 1n\subsequent research Bransford et al found that
poor readers, after tra1n1ng, revealed d1fferent1a1 study t1me for con-
gruent and 1ncongruent passades Differences *in good and poor readers'_

monitoring and problem-so1v1ng strategies were also. noted by Hare and

Smith (1982) jn their investigation of-sthh and seventh graders' ability
ta read for remember1ng. 7 0
In these and other studies, however, subJects were class1f1ed—as pro-

r

- f1c1ent or less profic1ent readers on the bas1s of age and/or trad1t1ona1

. reading ability measures. The degree to,wh1ch subjects' metagogn1t1ve )
knowTedge about- their own proficfenbiesras readers&(irrespectiVe;of their
mea sured abi]ities) will interact with comprehension and Strategy.use
) under different criteria] tasks has not been eXp]ored.:fThe present study
was des1gned therefore, to address the fd]]ow1ng quest1ons o
’ (1) Will 7th- and 8th- grade-"average" readers (as defined by a standard-
| 1zed readlng test) accurate1y predwct thewr 1eve1 of profﬁc1ency
(h1gh or 1ow) in- dea11ng with d1fferent task demands (comp]et1ng

e

a mu1t1p1e-cho1ce or comp]etjng an -essay test);

e




a

o

-

-

2)- Will the numo;r of 1dea units fre°1y reca11ed d1ff°v 51nni‘{-

4§ - 3.-cant1y for sel+- perce1ved h1gh- and 1ow-prof1c1ency readers unoer »

a the two task demands? )
3) 'w111 the strategies that students. reported they used dUr1ng read1ng
in order to comp1ete the mu1t1p1e-cho1ce test d1ffer in type or

e e

inc1dence fron those which they reported they used dur1ng read1n0

iy

[

‘to tomplete an essay test? h

4).'AN111 the’ reading. strateg1es reported by students who predlcted
they would perform "h1gh" on the cr1ter1a1 tasks d1ffer in. type o o
or 1nc1dence from those reported by students who predicted they
would perform "low"? ﬂ '

Two assumptjbns form the rationale of.fheistudy and provide a“ frame-

< -work within which the results are interpreted. First, person, ‘strategy,

and;task are essentia1'metacognit%ve variables for exp]aining effective

'1earn1ng (F1ave11 & Wellman, 1977) Second, a. reader’s metaéognitive-

tknow]edge about h1s or her strengths and 11m1tat1ons necessar11y influ-

" ences .the types of strateg1es app11ed to, as well as 1eve1 of performance ‘o

’ on, d1fferent tasks (Brown, 1980). . o
’ | Method v’ _ .
Subjects -

Ninety-eight 7th- and 8th-grade students (51 girls and 47 boys) served

" "as the subjects in ‘this, study. AT had obtained stanine scores of 4, 5,

and 6 on the read1ng subtest of the lowa Tests of Bas1c Sk111s f1ve months

- prior to data co11ect1on The suiJects attended a sma11 Midwestern c1ty

school which drew students: from d1fferent socioeconomic levels and hdd a

minority popu1ationwof 22.7 percent. L . oo

[ ]
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/ A qU“bLTOHHdlre was deve]oped to ascerta1n<§tuoents percept1ons
of the1rab111ty to comp]ete essay and multiple- cho1ce tests To avo1d
the warm-gp "effect noted by Johns and Ellis (1976) and to affirm the

1nvest1gators 1nterest in. students op1n1ons, the first three quest1ons

s

" . merely sought oenera] 1nformat1on about character1st1cs that d1st1nou1sh

] sk111ed and less- sk1]1ed readers. Quest1ons 4, 5, 6, and 7 were modeled
after thosé?of Myers and Par1s (1978) and served as trans1t1ons 1n gett1ng
students to th1nk about person and task var1ab1es re]ated to school reading -
a551gnments* Quest1ons 8” 9, 10, and 11 were cons1dered the target 1tems -
These items sought through hypothet1ca1 reading swfuatrons Tnvolv1no fo]k
ta]es to tap students‘ pred1ct1ons of how they would score (”h1gh" or "low“)
on essay and mu1t1p1e cho1ce tests. Quest1ons 12 and 13 dealt w1th ora]

I's

' versus 511ent'reading preferences* . e o

Fo]k tales were chosen as ‘the st1mu1us mater1aJs for two reasons:

/

,]) students ususa]]y find them interesting, and 2) those in the essay
%e folk tale's. lesson to_their own lives. Thus;

condjtlon_gguld apply
-'“ it was possible to prov1de a common focus for the1r essays and at the ,
same t1me m1n1m1ze prob]ems due to differences in students’ background
'knowledge, such as m1ght have been the case if social stud1es or science
materials had been used. *wo Japanese t!‘es, “The Dragon s Tears" ! d}
"How tb Fool a Cat“ were se]ected on therbas1s of their substantial re-
search history (Brown & Smiley, 1977 Smiley et al. 1977), and for their
Known appea] to atl ages. Both conveyed a mora] featured a tr1ck ending,
i'and were comparab]e in their 1engths (390 vs. 430 words), their reada-‘
~bility levels (5.2 vs. 5.4 on the Dale Chall), and their number of idea

&

units 159 vs. 54).
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A 10-1tem multiple- -choice test was constructed for each of the two

'. folk tales Ebch test cons1sted of § literal and 5 inferent1a1 quest1qns

3

vSample quest1ons from "The Dragon's Tears" fo]]ow

(Literal) ’;2. What event prompted the little- boy to.steal qu1et1y
from his home? :
T ' “a. his upcoming birthday party o
' b. a quarre] with h1s mother
c.. unfr1end1y ne1ghborhood talk
, d. a particu]arly bad nightmare

(Inferential) 5. The dragon Was'overcome'with tears because )

£

»

a. pretty sounding words made him weep

b.- he had'missed the little boy's party'"

o . -~
, 7 . C. people genera]ly misunderstood him . ' 1
. o | d. he was in.a particularly depressed mood
s ' ~ Essay tests were a]so prepared for each of the folk tales. | They

onsisted of two wr1tten sets of direct1ons to the student. The f1rst "

&

set directed the student to write the moral or 1esson that the, folk tale
’ taught.. The second set required a brief description of how the jdentified

f moraT might app]y to the student's life. Essay scor1ng cr1ter1a ranged

S

- 4~we~fromm0-toﬁzejneeachmoisthese,five,areas;eildentlflsailqn,Qfsﬁhgemgféleee-MA
“relationship of the moral to one's life, coherence, length,and degree of -

cgptent match between folK tale and essay. o - . m

3

<

Td illustrate the app]icatiqn,of these scdring criteria,'the essays
i . .

®f subjects #136 and #134 on “How to Fool a Cat" are included. The

<

original spelling, punctuation and grammar have been retainéd' Follow- '

ing these essays is a- comp]eted scoring key
° (Essay #136) "The moral is to really think and not try to be the best,
but be creative and think out what you are doing. On Mothers Day whed my

) . - '
Elil(j o mom opened her presents, you could tell what she liked best because, when - r7

% ,
she’opened the present from me, she said, "Thank you, you are so sweet,”




Y

h - B r

but-when she opened my younger sisters, you.'could real]y see’ the sparkle

in her eyes, because my sister had made her a card. And my ‘mom thought

she .was really n1ce of her to make that. It doesn t mean she doesn' t

Jove me as much.- She just is attracted by someth1hg made by her own ch11d "
A B s o

(Essaj #134) “The mora] is to be c]ever and the more c]ever you are the
more it pays off in the future. when(§oﬁr young and going to schoo],

learn as much'as possib]e Maybe'you don't like 1t, but in the futyre

. you could get a good job and hopeful]y be'happy The one who didn‘t

‘do well in schoo] wou]d have, trouble in co]]ege and’ prdbab]y not end up

as we]] off."

| | ' : Essay.Scores - v\
Scoring Criterfa ' N ' ‘
Identi fied moral - 'f"’f | 2, ‘2, . B

~ Related moral to self r' I a1
Coherence ' N ) ‘ S 2 1 . e
Length - - RPN e 1

Content match between folk ta]e & essay 2 0

. o I . »

Procedure ' ‘ - ' | ' ,
Procedure |

I

The study was conducted in-two phases. Initially, all 7th and 8th

X

graders in the school comp]eted the questionnaire described above. 0n1y

average readers (those scoring at stanines 4, 5, and 6 on the reading sub-

.
1
Y

test of the Iowa Tests of Bas1c Sk111$)formed the poo] of 185 students .

3
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frem which 100 were randomly selected For the study. <£ach' of these 100

students was then aSS1gned to one of four groups based on self- percept1on -

5

of high or 1ow expectedgperformance on essay or: wu1t1p1e choice tests. .

~The groups were ‘balanced insofar as possible for grade level, sex, and
- : \go

-

m1nor1ty representation.

2 L)

One month later, individual sess1ons were held in wh1ch ajil subJects

s11ent1y read one of two fdﬂk tales (folk ta]es rounter baﬂancod across

-

groups). Prior to read1ng, the students were told to read the folk tale
and to prepare for the‘test appropc1ate for Ehe group tovwh1ch;they were.
assigned (either multiple-choice_or essay). 'Fbllowing reading, fhe-seb-,
Jects completed a mu1t1p1e-cho1ce or essay test. The-obta{ned scores‘were )
used as a check on the accuracy of the Stuaents ab111ty to pred1ct their
perfonance,on the differept criterial tasks. Ihe 10 mm1tipje;cQQJCe .ok
qgestionS”Eountee 10 points eaCﬁ; Two independent raters (fnté%rater - -
reliability = .94) judged the essays oﬁ a scale of 0 to 10. Incompletel

\

< .
data on two subjects resulted in a final sampie size of 98.
- ) ] . I\ )

Finally, the investigators interviewed each subject, using a standard-

' ,ized‘interview format, to determine what strategies each rememberéd using
as he or she read the folk tale. Subjects' retrospective reports were

taped and later transcribed. Olshavsky's (1976-77) ‘method of identifying

Y

and categorizihg strategies was emplcyed. _}ince the interview did not

tap specific folk }i}e information, 1t served as an intervening task to

_ ~

v. conEro] for shorf-term memory effects in the free recall‘aciivity.that T
foilqwed. Directions for the free recall simply involved asking studenﬁs .
to Write down aS”much as ‘they could }emembec about the folk tale they had
read. A blank piece of paper with the appropr1afe fo]k ta]e title was
"sepp11ed. Two judges (interrater reliability = 91) scored the writtep

protocols for gist recall, using Brown and Smiley's *(1977) coeed worksheets.

o
' P |
» | 9
D 1
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These worksheets conta1ned the complete text of each folk tale, d1v1ded
1nto 1déa units, following a procedure Efveloped by Johnson (1970). One
geta1ned the g1st of the or1g1na1

&

po1nt was awarpd for each idea unit tha

\

/,“ . texto ’ s e . ’ ’ 2

. 3

X Resu]ts
Pre11m1nary data ana]ys1s suggested no S1gn1f1cant d1fference due
e
to fo]k:ta]e or sex. Nor were there any s1gn1f1cant correlations among the

L}

mu1t1p1e dependent measures, as 111us¢rated in Tab]e 1.

.
L] ° -
~ .

Insert-Table 1 about here ’ ‘ I

Accuracy in Predicting’Proficiencx o

" Essay test scores and multiple-choice test scores for students -
pred1ct1ng high and low performance on . these two cr1ter1a1 tasks were

averaged for each of the four groups The resu1t1ng means and standard

deviations are reported in Table 2. - Separate one-way ana]ys1s of. covariance

procedures | ‘with self- perce1ved prof1c1ency as the between subjects factor
and actual-reading ability (ITBS) as the covariate were performed on both
the essay and'multiple-choiee data sets. Results of the analysis on the

essay measure 1nd1cated that even after adJust1ng for reading’ ab111ty

L4 ‘ o

a significant difference ex1sted between the self-perceived high and low

l groups, F(1, 45) = 8. 71 p <.001. Th1s difference favored the high group.

~ However, once scores on the mu1t1p1e -choice measure were adJusted ‘for

l actua1 reading ab114ty, there was no difference between the se]f—perce1ved

‘»h1gh and Tow groups. o

Insert Tab]e‘Z about here }R « . ' o

a

RS Tt
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0 Tablet .t ¢
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£orrelational Matrix for Mu]tiple'DéBZﬁHént yeasures

.

N X ’ s - j—,
Essay Test ;Mu]tjple—Choicg

. o,

&

e w
Test . Free Recald ikqx

3

Essay Test

Multip]e-‘
Choice Test

Free Recall




! f{- , Table2 =

o

Means and.Standard Deviations for Students Predicting <

) - High and Low'Rrbficiehcy on Essay and Mu]tiple-Choice Tests

" Wigh Essay  Low Essay High Multiple- © * Lo Multiple-

Prediction Prediction Choice Prediction Choice Prediction
Test = . . Mean (SD) Mean (SD) ~ Mean (SD) ~ Mean (SD)

Essay _ . 4.33%(2.07) . 2.60 (1.78)- - |

‘Multiple Choice . . .., 8.08° (11.7) 70.76 (13.82)

C . - - - . . . N
Free Recall .379 (.‘127),‘ «\‘.236 (.]20) v .343 (.127) - .227.(.131)
- . ' . ‘ fs ’ o . ‘
. S v - :
' . . \. . ;‘. ) N
* " @Maximum essay test score =10 | \\- : < 9.
bMaximum. m—[f{'tip]ve-choice test sacore‘\‘= 100 N L ) . _
fIdea upits expressed as proportjions g |
Ve 3. o
s . \ - >o-
.12. . .
Q ] . Q * -
A} )
’ "~ g - { \'0 "
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Effect of Self-Perce1ved Prof1c1ency ‘and Task on Idea Unit Recall

To determ1ne if level of perce1ved prof1C1ency and the demands of

’Af*fstudylnngor—erthenfan~essayforumult1ple”ch01ce_test wouLd have differen-

tial effects on subJects free recall, a two-way analysis'of-covariance

£

was conducted, again us1ng actual read1ng ab1l1ty as the covar1ate As

1nd1cated in Table 2, the results of th1s analys1s conf1nmed a s1gn1f1-,;

,\ cant- ma1n effect for self- perce1ved prof1c1enc\, F(1 93) 14 24 p <.001.

That 1s, regardless of pr1or reading ach1evement, subJects who perce1ved

themselves as hav1ng high prof1c1ency in deallng w1

choice tests recalled more of what they read than those\\ho perce1ved '

1

themselves as hav1ng Tow prof1c1ency in these tasks. F1nally, there was

no ma1n effect for cr1ter1al task. and no 1nteract1on between task and

~

prof1c1ency.-

Class1f1cat1on of Strategies S

An analys1s of strateg1es wh1ch students - reported they used during..

— read1ng resulted 1n 1dent1f1cat1on of the follow1ng seven categor1es

1. Reread I

2. Read carefully/slowly_ff
- 3. .Read for details,

4. Read for main ideac

Personal icentification — =

T

AR

‘6. Imag1ng
7. No spec1f1c strategy

o The first- four categor1es (reread' read carefully/slowly, read for

. deta1ls and ‘read for main 1deas) were easy to dlst1nguish from one another

e

'largely because students used 51M1lar term1nology Examples of strategy

.Astatements in each of these four categor1es follow _Two examples of

- - L . .
R e - . ©

: essay or multiple- .
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multiple strategies are included also. . : B . } .
Reread o J ..

“ "1 read it over - each paragraph twice - until I remembered what,

- 1t said." T W~~w-;‘;rrrw'vi‘ - o ‘{.l;

"I remembered it by go1ng over the story 2 times." o |

“Read carefully/slowLy | - N | L - |

u A

f,v.’ | . "1 read the story very carefully and T thought I won't remember it .

but it always comes back "

oz

. _ - Mult1ple stratnges 'eréad and_read carefully/slowly

- " reread the story and read 1t slowly

‘Read for deta1ls . s .

~

"Read 1t so I could remember in deta1l what the story was about by

ve
-

remembering some of the words. . , o ' | .

Multiple strategies— reread and read for deta1ls

Bl

:"I read Tt once and then I read it over again to make sure

. -
N > .

I didn't miss any deta1ls.

c

Read’ for main.ideas I ' P

-

'"Tr1ed to remember the main 1deas | | .
"1 looked for the most 1mportant parts of the story.’ ?or example,i ‘

the man that collected the carv1ngs of an1mals did not planned (sic)

‘on be1ng fooled. The second“carver planned h1s 1dea out very care-.,> R

b [

fully because ‘he: wanted to get the bag of gold "

- Although alr students d1d not produce such clear-cut answers, it

o T 'was fa1rly easy~to categorize most responses based on the1r descr1pt1ve BEEERE

- nature. For 1nstance, the strategy=statement " ‘hought of how I would m; .
feel 1f I was the dragon" was placed in the personal 1dentif1cat1on cate-

. «gorx‘"whlle "The way I remember a story 1s I put pictures in my head as the
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~ story goes along" was classified. as imaging. Those responses which were

most difficult to c1as<ify initially included statements such as “When I

read I remember 1t in my head" and "y Just read it good and then when I

]

the "no spec1f1p strategy“ category.

- v

4 A single strategy was reported by 55 students, wh11e 30 of the

students reported two or more strategies. Th1rteen students were unable-

- L4

to recall any spec1f1c strategy. Interrater agreement between ‘two inde-

pendent Jjudges who class1f1ed each of the strategy statements was .93..

Comparison of Strateg1es by Task -

The 1nc1dence of strateg1es reported by students read1ng under the
two task cond1t1ons and two prof1c1ency 1eve1s appears in Tab]e 3. This
table presents the proport1on as well as’ the number of students reporting
each strategy since~the four'groups conta1ned unequa] numbers of students

F1sher S eXact probab111ty test was. used to determ1ne the significance.

of d1fferences in conf1gurat1ons of students report1ng and not report1ng

each strategy between. the two task groups and. between the two prof1c1ency

answerequest1onsﬂ1t_comes\backwto me-»e-Eventually these»werewp}aced'Jnm~mj~~w~*

groups This test was se]ected rather than a chi- square to overcome the

problem of Tow cell frequency. o - o J@

e

The strategy "reread1ng“ was reported by 40 students and was the on]y

strategy of the seven which y1e1ded a significant d1fference (F1sher 5
4

" - exact pf 05) between studénts in the two task groups As seen in Table 3

25 of the 48 students who comp]eted the essay test, compared to 15 of, the
50 students who comp]eted the mu1t1p1e-cho1ce test, reported reread1ng as
a strategy Students who read to- comp1ete an essay test reported us1ng
multiple strateg1es near]y tw1ce as .often as students who read for a .

I

-multiple-choice test The -proportion was .40 for the essay group compared. -

-.1155
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to .22 for tne muntxple -choice group : Of those students in the-essay

grodb who reporied mult1ple strategles, 9 had rated themselves as hawing

: h1gn prof1c1ency in deal1ng w1th essay exams, and 10 had rated themselves

-

as .avengnlow-prof1c1en

-

o7 Insert Table 3 about here

B

& ) ) : . °

<

'Comparlson of Scrateg1es by Perce1ved Prof1c1ency
| +The type and number of strateg1es reported by students who pred1cted
' h1gh ‘and low prof1c1ency on the two cr1ter1al ‘tasks also appear in Table
3. The strategy "read carefully/slowly" was reported by s1gn1f1cantly more -
‘_students who pred1cted Tow proftc1ency on both tasks (Fisher's exact, p <
¢

.05). Tnere was no d1fference in ‘the total number of strateg1es reported

by the two groups. o »
Discussion
| According to Baker and Brown (1980), metacognitive activities can
~ be separated into two different though not distinct cluSters' those that
‘focus on the learner s knowledge about his or her own prof1c1ency 1n

4“meet1ng spec1f1c task demands and those that focus on self—regulatory

~ mechanisms, such as planmng, momtormg, and evaluating. The present-— 1

study was “interested in the first of these two clusters, part1cularly
~in the relat1onsh1p between readers self-perce1ved prof1c1ency'and
‘their strateg1c~act1vity under d1fferent task demands
Average 7th- and 8th- grade readers, as def1ned by the read1ng

subtest of the lowa Tests of Bas1c Sk1lls were selected as subJects

By l1m1t1ng our sample to subJects who scored at stan1nes 4, 5, and 6 ) ,?5

- ) .

r./ . . . ’ » . -
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Table 3

o

©

@

Frequency and Percent of Students Reporting Specific Strategiés

Under Two Task Conditions and Two Levels of}Perceivéd'Proficiency

T e

° . » Task a Proficiehcy
_ Essay Mult.-Choice ~ Low ° # High
a oL 3 ‘ 4 . . .
: % of ¢: (n+= 48) (n. = 50) ‘(n =37) - (n=61)
e * total Freq. of g , , L A
Strategy (n = 98) total Perc. Freq. Perc. Freq. Perc. Freq. Perc. ¥req.
Reread S| 40 527 25%° 30 .° 15 .49 18- 36 . 22
Carefully .. 23 23 21 10 26 13 38, l4x 15 9
Details 21 21 15 7. 28 14 . .16 .6 25 15
‘Main Ideas , 16 16 21 . - 10 12, 6. 14 5 18 11
- Personal 10 10 6 3 14 7 ‘s .2, .13 8
' Imaging I 5. 5 8 4 2 -1 5 2 .5 3.
Total :
Strategies : 59 © 56 47 68
- Multiple , : _ . |
" Strategies 31 30 40 © 19 22 111 38 14 26 16
No Strategy 13 13 15 7 12 Y6 11 4 15 9

* . Significant differences determined by

«

a~

-

v

T

-
RN

the’Fisher Test of Exact Probability




16
we hoped to ensure some degree of 51m11ar1ty in reading ablxlty, at“
" least as it is current]y measured by standardleed ach1evement tests.

- Then, any d1fference in performance on one of our three dependent

' ‘scores were adJusted for measured read1ng ab111ty, the se]f-percelved

- measures—wh%eh~eeuld~net;be—expla4ned~by;measured reading ability

m1ght be attributed, in part at 1east to d1fferences in self- perce1ved :

‘ab111ty .

As the resu]ts 1nd1cated, students accurate]y predicted their

level of proficiency in read1ng and studylng for’ the essay test. when

high prof1c1ency essay group st111 exceeded the se]f-percelved low
-prof1c1ency group The same re]atlonshlp d1d not hold in the mu]tlple-'

cholce cond1tlon. A]though students'who had pred1cted high proficiency

in reading for a multlple-cholce test d1d score_higher on the test as

a group. than ‘those who had predicted low prof1c1ency, th1s d1fference

was not slgniflcant‘once pr1or readTng ach1evement had been partialed |
“out Ind1v1dua1 differences beyond those wh1ch cou]d be exp1a1ned by

standardlzed test results however, did ex1st for’ the free recall measure.
. As was true in the essay condltlon a 51gn1f1cant effect was found for —

se]f-perce1ved prof1c1ency, and that .effect favored the se1f~perce1ved
'-'hlgh pmf1c1ency group B , B O '
What these results tentat1ve1y and partlally suggest 1s the jmport-

ance of look1ng at . subJects metacognitive awareness of their ava11ab1e

know]edge 1n add1t1on to standardized test1ng of that know]edge ThlS

-seems particu]ar]y approprlate given that the selection of subJects in

much of the good and poor reader research is typically dependent upon ¢

standardlzed normyreferenced test results (Au]ls,”1981) Perhaps by

s

18
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assess1ng se]f—perce1ved proffciency prior to drawing conc1us1dns about e

\\a\\\g\\_ a reader's competence. we may better define "good and poor“ readers for
U T—pesearch purposes. o | '
E . \\ o ]
.nere T some~ev#dence—+n~the—present—study-thatwstudentf »percep\;ﬂ~~.»»\»

. T N .
s t1ons of prof1c1ency a?fected the1r cho1ce of strateg1c act1v1ty Nameﬁy, \\\\\

\
students who nerre1ved fhemselvés as haV1rg\]nw proficiency in dea11ng
| " \ "
_w1th the cr1ter1a1 tasks reported read1ng carefu]%y/slole \slgn1f1cant1y more

LY

often than those who perceived themselves as having h1gh_prof1c1ency.

e
s

~ Also, an analysis of the effect of criterial task on strategy seiection
-reuealed that students Who read and studied for an essay test "reread"
more frequently than Students who prepared for a mu1t1p1e-cho1ce test *
The fact that "read1ng carefu]ly/slow]y" “and "rereading” were
the strateg1es of cho1ce is somewhat d1sturb1ng because ofathe1r generally
pass1ve nature. Moreover, the results of th1s study suggest that 7th-

and'8thfgrade average readers may have on1y a_11m1ted awareness of the

eptire,rangetofﬁstrategfc activities available. qr;“perhaps of equal

educational significanCe, is the-alternative hypothesis that these students

o revealed the‘nature‘of what ‘they found inherently useful from past reading
| {nstruction“ F1na1]y, the “fact that they: d1d not report using othen |
strateg1es may have been due more to.a fa11ure to recognize the need for
,straceg1c 1ntervent1on than to either ]1m1ted awareness or prior instruc-
”mt1on;‘ Th1s latter 1nterpretat1on would lend support to Brown's (1980)

. contention that merely fhav1ng" knowledge of strategy routines is not

" in itself adequate for’effectfve,study behavidr.
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