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e ’ . Abstract’ o : _ .

K
-

This -study examined the poss}bility that some ei}ghth-graders,l difficulties .

with the task of summar ization may be llnked to deficits gn strateglc

‘ +

e 'skills. A systematlc examinatior was made of the students tntrospectlve -

-

s
v

3

-~y .

Wb awareness of the summarlzatlon task ability-to 1dentlfy impartant 'elements

- . 'in the text, and ablhlty to transform the text into its gnst . ey .
<. . - " -
Results |nd|cated ;hat most of the elghth ‘graders ‘were aware of the
\

task’ demands‘of summarization. However, good and poor readers“dld differ, . ]

-

s’

1n'what they considered lmportant, |n what they incliuded |n their summaries,

‘and in how they transformed the orlgLna] text, Sensitivity to importance

* and efficient use of .the transformations were significantly related to the

cantly relatéd to the ablknty to comprehend what had been read The study

1
J
. : ' ' K . .
abnllty to produce summaries. Sensitivity to importance was also signifi- o
suggests that when comprehensnon dlfflcultles are encouhtered teachers

should'assess the students' use of strategic skills ‘and provide appropriate

’
»

. ' training- if necessary. - . J

.

e

]
-
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. » ' * Strategic Difficulties in Summarizing Texts .
- . , . - . .
. In the past few years researchers have bggun tohlearn more abo#t the

hlgher order comprehension J:oblems that may contribute to some chilhren s
frustratipn with reading. The phrase 'higher-order' refers to those .
: problems that are not caused by inaéequate decoding skills or problems
._in lexical’access (Golinko%f” 1975-76). Recent research has emphasized a

number of possible sources of such difficulties including those that may

Ll

be nelqted to differential lkanguage experiences, the lack of prior.knowledge,
L

.or the lack of strategic skills (Collins & Haviland, 1979). It i's the

. ' thfrd possibility,.a lack of strategie skills, whichlyas the focus of this

.
. .
f -

study.
fhe purpose of this study was to systematically examine the strategy -
. differences between good and poor readers as they 5ummariaed what they ha&
read. Three aspects of the use of strategie§ were of partiéular ihterest} .
ﬁaf the awareness, of.the task demands involved in producing summaries,
(b).the ability to identify impertant elementslin the text, and (c) the
ability to transform ana réduce the full heaning of a text into'its gist.
. ’\. These aspecte provided the gasis for three‘experimental hypqtheses about o '

12 P .

why poor readers might have difflculty in prpducnng adequate summaries:

‘)

o ~

' -(I) .poor readers are-not aware that the purpose of Summaf|2lng B

'

is to conpvey the :mportant ‘ideas in a conclse manner.

> . » ‘ '
~ (2) Poor readers fail to identify the |nformatlon which should - o N
‘ ‘ i by adult standards,‘be included in .a 5ummary. )
) Co. - R
(3) Poor readers fail to-use, or use. ineffectively, those ~ » f . ‘ '

-

transformations used by their'more‘fluent/peers.'

o . ] ‘
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For éach of these hypotheses there were three éoals: {a) to identify

and chafacterize possible stretegy deficits .evidenced by poor readers,

(b) to examine the influence that such deficits might have on the ability

{ ; : ) ) Y

to perform the-tesk of .summarizing, and Jc) to examine the influence that
Lot i
v e - i
such deficits might have on the ability to comprehend what has been read,

in order to determing whether the use of the stratégy extends beyond the

task of summarizing. . ’ ,

7/ . ’

, For'this study the abjlity to summarize.is defined as the ability to

e

“convey the main points concisely" (Webster's Third Hew International

Dictionary,1196h) The main points are operationally defined as those ‘ideas
. . that were speclflcally ldentlfled as lmportant in a ratnng or seIectuon task
A . b {
by fluent adult readers or those |deas that were lncluded most often in

4 »

. the summaries of fluent adult readets. ;

. Summarlzatlon was selected as the experlmental task for a number of

' reasons. Flrst the ability to get the gist of what one reads is of

\

' ‘/_ paranount inportance and many-students experience dlfflpulty 'with the’ task

- -

-{Kennedy, 1971). Second, sufficient research has focused on the strategies

& J: involved in summarization.to provide the basis for a detailed task analysis
- ' " f ) .
“(Brown & Day, Note 1; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). Third, althouygh the
et . .. . ~ . - * .
relationship i's unclear, some of -the strategies usea,in summarization may

a

- ) also be used’Fn.comprehension so that_information derived from studying

,summarization may inform us about comprehension processes in general

~

A 4
(Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978 Johnson, 1978; Johnston, 1981) ;

¥

The mode| proposed by Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) .was “selected as the

conceptudl framework for this study since“it attempts to show how individual
propositions in the text are transformed and condensed into the gist. *The |

I4
.

\
. ' B t
-
. e
c . 1 - .
" . ) .
) .
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+  essential components of this model are the reader's schema, the micro=

. structure, the macrostructure, and the macro-rules. According to ‘this ’

model readers progress through’a text reducing and organizing its _ T -‘

. .
.

nxcrostructure 1nto a macrostructure through the appllcatnon of a series of _

»

transformations known as macro-rules. ' .o .

= .

|
\ , - : . J
These macro-rules are not applied ifn'a random manner, rather they are i
|
I

.
v

g constrained by the reader's goals.\ The reader's goals determine which

- ! elements in the text are ' considered relevant\an&.dhich.areﬂﬁhnsidered-

irrelevant. Elements may be assigned relevance according to two criteria

.

_ (van Dijk, 1979). The first is textual relevanee in which importance is -

defined in terms of what the author considers imbertantz‘ Such relevance is:

-

usually sngnaled through’ var|Ous cues in.the text structure. The “second

-~

is contextual relevance where importance is based upon personal interests

¢
’

“a

or background knowledge. Fluent readers are able to make Use of both

textual and contextual crlterla ) that 1mportance is assigned to elements .

* »

) that are personally relevant and to élements the author intended to be o
—"' L] . -, . ) . P

refevant.

The research presented here is concerned with three interrelafygd

aspects ef the Kintsch and wvan Dijk'modeﬁ: -(a) thg'apprOpriateness of -

the reader's goa]s, (b) the identification of those elements in the text

¢\ ’,

\- ' . whnch are most 1mportant and (c) she use of the macro-rules. These aspects
|
|

were selected because evidence in the literature suggests "that these three
| ‘ dimeng'ions may be partigularly‘difficult.for'poor readers.
l' ' - ) ) ‘ f .
*, First, studies indicate that some children's reading difficulties. -

~  may .be iinked to.their confusion about the appropriate goals of various

tasks in reading‘(e.g",:Baker & Brown, 1980; Downing, 1979): Most of the

o -




. Bridge, 1979) have demonstrated that good and poor readers differ in their
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supporting research has focused on the acquisition of ea;ﬂy readlng skills

Ae. g-, Clay, 1969,.Denhy & Welntraub,,i963,_Ehrl 1979; Johns, 1980; :

-
a

jReid, 1966). HoweVEr,ﬁwork by several researchers (e.g., Canney & Winograd,

s . S

1979; Meyers & Paris, 1978) has indicated that, even'older’students may also

be confused about, some task demgnds of readnng " Thus, some poor readers'

difficulties in summarizing may S|m|JarIy be due to thelr misconceptlons.

* . .
about the task demands. © . ' \
v “ -

Second' studies have aIso demonstrated that good and poor readers
differ in thelr sensitiv1t; to importance (e.g., Dunn, Mathews, Bieger,
1979; Eamon, 1978-79; Meyer, Brandt, €& Bluth, 1980; Sniley,'OakIey, Worthen,®
Campione, & Brown, 1977). However'-important questions about the nature .

and effects of these differences remain unanswered. Do poor readers differ
» .

1n a systematic manner from good readers in what they consider |mportant

‘. 1

in texts? Thls is an -important questlon because, to paraphrase Brown and _
- . . A
Smlley (1977), judgments of importance could differ because the poor - .

. " -t

readers have a different conception of what is |mportant or because they. .

Iack sensntJV|ty to impcrtance. The reIat|onsh|p between sensntlvity to

- . s A
importance and reading comprehension performance is also unresolved, The

4 , ,

issue here i$ whether or not sensitivity to importance accounts for indi-

v:dual differences in compréhensuon beyond that accounted for by Iower- .

level decoding problems (Berger & Perfetti, I977, Perfetti & Lesgold 1977}

-

»

" Pichert, 1979)f . . - o ,

[l

“Third, recent studles (Brown & Day, ‘Note 1; Day, 1980' Tierney & .

. 0

_ability to apply the varlous rules of summarization. 'Here too, questions ,

4 . -
- N .

- . ' : - " ) )

=
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3 v
remain about thé&-nature and effects of these .differences. Which of the

3
.

transformatlons aye most difficult? How do dnfferences in the aanlty to

use the transformatlons relate to the abllnty to summarize what has been

.

read or,to comprehend what has been read?

fn conclusnon, a1though the literatyre Suggests that good and poor

d <

readers differ along the dimensibns of task awareness, sensitivity to

N -

-

importance, and use of the Summarization rules, many_questions remain
- . ¥ . )

unanswered. Moreover, no previous study has been made of all three
—~~

dimensions using the same population. Thus, the task of summarizing and

i .
‘ . - K

Kintsch and van Dijk's conceptuaf:frameWOrk provide a unique opportunity to

.
.

systematicall tudy the strategic difficulties of poor readers.

' . Method ' )

4 The |n|t1al subJeCt pool conS|sted of elghty eighth graders and forty *

- - .

adults. Poor readers were defined as those -children who scored below the
50th perqentile on the Reading Comprehension.Subtest of the Stanford‘

Achievement Test. -The 'mean score on this test for ‘the poor readers was
v * N —
26.94 (sD =9.84). Good neaders ‘were defined as those children who scored
4

_above the 59th‘percentile on the same test. The mean score on this test

@ ‘ v ; ¢ . .
for the good readers was 66.28 (sb = 9.59). The adu}ts were all associated

with.the University of Illinois, ?ithenggs undergraduates, graduate ‘students,

A

or, recent graduates at the doctoral level. Absences and incomphete data

sets reduced the fi%al ndmbers to thirty-six poor.readers:'thirty-nine

good readers, and thirty-seven adults. - .

POV . 1 e e
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" Materials .

- The first set of materials consisted ©f a series of multiple-cheice

”

R . . e
and short answer interview questions designed to assess the subject's

knowledge about.the task of summarization. Questions #1 through #4 were

»

asked before any of the other experimental tasks were administered. .
. L - ) * -
© (1) How often are you asked to summarize what you read Fn school?
- 4 X ~

¢ N . ~

(2) Has anyone ever taudht you how to summarize what you read?

-

(3) If the answer to Question #2 is yes, what did they teach you

. to do? -' o ‘ T .
Lo '( i (4) What does it mean to summarize an arficle?
y The next three questions were asked after all thé task;.were completed.
N © Question #b waS'reBeated‘ip order to assess anrlpossible effects of the )

’ .t . ® > * [4
experiment itself. ‘ ° -

(5) What does it mean to summarize an article? ?

t (6) List at least 3 ways you decite which ideas From the article Lo

-
V.

should be put in a summary.

. . 4 ’ ~
I v o .
(7) - List at least 3 ways that your summaries are different from : .
* - » .
’ o e . . 4 . - S . »
- the original articles.
The next set of experimental,ﬁaterials consisted of eight expository - I -

LI

passages adapted from trade books and e]ementary social studles, science,
and readlng texts (Educatron Development Center, 1970 Glnn BaS|c Reader,
B 1967; Holt Databank System, 1976a, 1976b; Noble & Mobie, 197h; Wright, e

. s = 1971). All of the passages were approximatel?“equal in word length = - )
| (M= 34k, SD = 18 35) and. they" ranged from the-upper third grade to the
‘ ?

r

lower sixth grade in difficulty (Fry, 1977)
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. . a T
The eight passages were the basis for several 'of the-other expérl-

.

mental materials.f First, a five question multiple-chpoice test'was

~
~ -

C: ’ developed for each passage. All five questions were designed)to test

. »

comprehenS|on of specific. lnformatlon nn the’ passage The stem and the:;i

' correct answer-were taken from lnformatuon expllcltly stated in the text.
o
- Next, a word list was developed whlch cdntatned lOOtrandomly seleCted

unique words from the passages (excludlng proper nouns). This list wab

.

desigped to provide decoding rate,and accuracy medsures for each of the

o -
eighth-grade subjects. ’ ‘ . S o
. ._.f The last set of materials was developed by taking eash.passage_and C

S|mply l|sthg its |nd|V|dual sentences. The seritences weré then numbered'

4 -

consecutlvely and each was followed by a five poznt rating scale SO that

- *

the,subjects co\\d rate how’ important the sentence was td’ the total passage
R i ) . ¢ . s -,
. . ' . . 3y
Proceduré ’ : ' o . L.
v Ue * . s .

Each of the elghth graders was randomly assngned to one of four equal

4

sized groups Wlth the restriction of having equal numbers of good and poor- . o

2 ~
i

readers in each group. The order of the passages was c0unterbalanced for

each group. . ~ ) ) .
» ‘ ¢ -, * . o
A The initial data on the eighth graders were ‘collected in two stages ° !

B

over a three week period.’ Each child was involved in‘approximately'eight " -

sessiohs which usually ran about forty minutes‘in length‘ During the first

stage, the-chlldren were |ndIV|dually tested to obtann meaSures of their

-

decodlng accuracy, and Speed. During th|s time they also answered’ the flrst
- s . )

! . set of written interview questions and completed ‘the IPAT Culture’ Falr IQ : '

" . .test (Cattell & Cattell, 1960). - . 2 :
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During. the second stage, tHe eighth-grade ~students completed the.

' i majority of theféiperimgntal tasks. The general order of the tasks was
[ 4 3 % v : . ’ ~ ‘ = ’
* \the same for all of.the eighth-grade subjects. First, the children read

.
L4

amarticle and recorded thejr reading time. Next they answered the five

’

- ‘ - : .
multinlejchoice'questions without access to the article. When they had- /

. . .
finished\ answering the questions, they wrote a sixty vord summary of the

.

,article. ‘They were given access to the article wh'ile .they were writing -

1 - . .
‘ the summary. ollowing a brief interpolated task, the subjec}s rated the

-
-

relative importance of eaéh sentence.to the passage as a wholé. During -

~ thg final ‘task, the\subjects turned back to the numbered sentences and = .

+ .. selected the five mos important sentences in the whole article.* »

o N i L
/ After the last|step) the childrenere given a fiyﬂmoments‘ro relax

3

. 4
before going on tg/the next\ passage and repeating the process. Each child

. 4 -

S T
.. .worked with a total of six of\the eight~passages»aqg\i?ual numbers of
*subjects' read each of the eight \passages. In addition, the sgmﬁarization

task and the. rating and selection \tasks were counterbalanced so that the

v

. '> children summarized and then identified importince for the firet three

’

passages and theh reversed the order for the last three, passages.  When
¢ N ! [ x

‘ L $ o . N ! . .0
the firal.summary had been written, the children answered the reémaining

questions for the task awareness interview. All answers to the questions
: . : . R A} A
AN : . . ! : . e ' ’
f%! ,_ were written:/ :
. Y [ . .
) Six monqhs*laterr the final data were collected on a subset of the
y . ) - R , . - )

)
0

| 3

good (N =.12) and poor (N = 12) readers. These children were asked to
~. = ! A'. . . ! ) - / ).
-2 rate and 'select the important information from two passages they hE% P :

" ~encountered earlier./fTHe purpose of this final task was to obtain a measure
. .. . P

) - of the long-term reliahility of the.children's imgoftance ratfngs.

“a

.
. .
. . . .
.
- . [ 4
. .

- . . 12,
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. N The data on the adults wete collected durlng a stngle two “hour session:,

]
Y

Y ' ach adult worked wnth all elgh: passages and all of the tasks were the

. same, except that they were not ggven the IPAT Culture Fair 1Q test, the
’ ~ ,

decoding measures, or the'delayed importance rating task.
) N Vd - - < ’ "

. Scoring the Suimmary Protocols , . .

- ’
’

The summary protocols were scored using a system which made it possible’

“to ldentlfy which ideas from the orlglnal passage were included in the

- [}
SUmmary, as well as to record what transformations d been performed on
e '

1 - . .
~ those ideas. \Fourteen,kinds of transfgrmations were, identified'in_the,. -

‘ b : . . ]
- summary protocols. These fourteen transformations were then collapsed into

four broad categories: reppsoductionsy comtri nati ons 4 run-on combinations, —

, and inventions. e : . -
. .- . - . ) <
i . Reproductions refer to instances where subjects reprod%ced individual *
] . ' a. ' N '
T sentences in the original passage, usually through the use of paraphrase

-

s otlword for word copying.. Combinations were transformations where subjects
’ » - - .
L had comblned two or more sentences in the‘§r1ginal passage into'one senténce -

in the SUmmary protocol. An example fromfone of the adult's® protocols was:

o The river otter is very ‘much like the sea:otter but it is,

o smal ler, eats flsh frogs, and, snakES andytravels overland.

v
. * - .

*Run=-on. comblnattons refer to |n§tances where elements ‘from several sentences

N

in the orlgtnal passage had .been |ncluded in the protocol but in a less

o . - LY +
organlzed fashion than those transformatlons scored as comblnatlons. Thls

. |

. . |
|

\

T cagegory was deyeloped because it was necessary to dlStlngulSh between well- C

.
Y

formed comblnatlons and those produced by SUbJeCtS who included words in a

‘e o

less organlzed yet linear. fashlon across. sentences, An example from one of

*"\; ’ . ] 4




|
|
:
|
|
l
:
i
|

Strategic Difficulties’

-

A8

- *
T

the summaries produced by ja poor reader will help clarify the distinction

between run-on and regular combinations: ' ;

’

rd

Sea otters have low bodies short legs tails are thick and flat
\ “shape’ hedp them swim deep they eat from the sea eat fish frog
- ' N snakes in water river otter smaller and not so heavy bend front

3 legs and push back play slide doWnlthe river bank .

- . F “

lnventIOns refer to instances where.subJects prodq;ed.nndividual sentences

which conveyed the meaning of a paragraph, several paragraphs, or éven’ the .
. . v . :

-t

L . Vad . ’ .
whole passage. While these sentences did relate to the passage, It was very

difficult to tie them to any-specific elements in the surface 'structure of

"the original séntences. These inventions were often topic sentences which
v T . ,‘ »

. covered the information.in a general way. - o .- . ‘

_As a check on the reliability of the scoring system, a second rater. °'

-,

checked* 20% of the summary protocols produced by the three groups. + The

. rellahility figures for identifying‘which ideas in the original passages
were included in the summaries Qere:’ .96 for the poor readers,o.éh for .
the good readers and .89 for the adults. The'interrater reliabllity figures

~for agreement over which of the fourteen subcategories of transformations
. | had been used was sllghtly~less. .93 for the poor readers, .91 for the
good readers, and .84 for the adults. ‘ ‘ -
This .scoring system di ffers from others currently in use (Brown'& Day, .
Note 1; van Dijk, l977) in a number of ways. The most important’ dlfference _
is’that, in this system, transformations were categorlaed simply on the basis

1]

of how the original information was modlfled to produce the summary No

Rl TS

s deC|s10ns were made, at. this point, about the relative importance of the

X
informatlon that_was modlfled as Brown and Day (Note 1) and van Di jk (1977)

\ . . . .-
] ‘ . - .
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have done. For example, Brown and Day (N?te 1) use the .term Invention to

refer to the production of a topic sentence for a paragraph which lacks one.
In the present system, however, ng- determination was made about whether or
not the transformation has resulted in a new topic sentence. The new

]

. : . ‘
sentence was scored eithep as a combination or as an invention depending on

whether or not its elements could be linked to specific elements in the

- v N

- . “\ .

- original passage.

Altﬁough the scoriﬁg system used in-~this study draws heayily upon the
work of van Di jk (1977) and Brown and Day (Note 1), it is simpler to ase on

summaries produced from naturally occurring texts because raters have only
< g 5

to- decide which transformation has occurred. Later, in a separate analysis,
. - i /

* .t

decisions can be rade about the relative importance of the ‘informatign which

" was modified.

Results - . .
—_— S e - ‘

.
.

Analyses were performed*on three sets of data. ‘The first setlcdhsisted

s

of the subjects' responses to the interview questions. Thé second set

Y
¢ 4

consisted of the subjects' ratings and selection of the important items in

-

the eight passages. The third set consisted of the, symmaries themselves.

A —

-

Major findings are summarized below.

Fisher Z transformed correlation coefficients were used in all -appro-

priate analyses. However, untransformed correlation coeffhcigpts are

reported to ease communication and interpretation, Post hoc tests were

. *

Scheffe' with a'significance level éf .05. Tests of simple’main~effects

were performed for all significant interactions using the procedure’

recommended by Kirk (1968). In particular, the significance levels were"

‘
o
1 . ¢
-

. .o " .

.

0 . .

- .

. e . ~ v
o

. s ,
. . .
i . ™
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determined by dividiog thi\overal] alpha for the main-effect test eveh]y

Task Awareness

" All subjects were asked a series.of questions in an dttempt to assess
Y

R

their awareness about the task of summarizing. The first two questions were

multiple choice and were easily aﬁalyzed. For all the ooen-ended questdons,

I ad

the answers were analyzed by identifying responses given by more than ofe

subject and then rank ordering those responses by the proportion of subjects

-

- who produced them. These rank-oydered responses\were then further examined

'osing the Goodman-Kruskal tau (Blalock, 1979). N

Details‘regarding the subjéct’'s responses to ‘individual questions can

‘be found in WInograd (1982).- However, 88% of the poor readers, 92% of the

good readers, and 894 of the adults claimed that-they are at least sometimes

asked to produce summaries in schoo]. In addition, 7h4 of xhe poor readers,

. 72% of the good readers; and 54% of the adqlts repor ted that they had beenm

., L d
|
v e . i

taught how to summarize.

A

.
a

nt ’

Recall that the question, 'What does it mean to summarize an art;:le?“,g
¢ . hd ’ P

was asked twice in order to assess any possible effects of the experi

»
> [ 4

itself. The rather small changes in the proportlonal reductlon of error

between the f|rst tlme and second t|me the questlon was askéd rndlcated a
relatlvely stable response pattern. _ . .
The analysns most pertinent to this study was conducted |n the

following manner. Theoretlcally, the most sallent feature of a summary

is that it.contains the most lmportant ideas in the original passage.

Therefore, if a subJect expl|CItly mentioned |mportant points or main |deas

« N\
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at least once in a response to any of the questlons he or she was assigned
'y »
B P .
a score of 1 indicafing an awareness of this ‘aspect of summarlzlng If the

— = © -

subject never expl|c|tly made reference to lmportance, but. made more vague

responses about what the artncle was . about, he or she was a;sngned a score

»

of 2. This distinction was made so that |t was possible to see if the more

explicit reference to importance was an indication of a more developed

metacognitive awareness of .the task demands. If a subject never referred .
to importance or what the passage.was about in response to any of the
questions, he or she was.assigned a score of 3. These scores are based on

. ' e S {.
a nominal scale and were later used in multiple regresslon analyses to ,

examine the possible effects of(task awareness on various dependent measufes.
Results |nd|cated that 69% of the poor readers and 69% of the good
/" readers were assrgned response level scores of 1. Another l74 of the poor

readers and 28% of the good readers were assigned response ievel scoresrof

N .

- 2. The remaining children, 14% of the poor readérs and 3% of the good

readers, received response'level scores of 3. Since so many of the students - .

Q\*' ,made-expllcit referencés to |nclud|ng |mportant ideas as an aspect of
: © _summarizing or at least stated that a §ummary indicated what the article
was about, it can be concluded tha\ conquIon about the task goal was not a‘

.

maJor problem for these eighth graders. , o

- t ) lt should be noted however, that the task used to collect “the data
\ ’” ’

) ﬁﬂrltten interview questlons) can only measure task awareness on a crude-

: scaéﬁh That is to ‘say, although mOSt of the chlldreng:ndlcated that they

knew what the general purpose of a Summary was, a more sensitive measure \

" may have detected subtle differences”in the children's level of task’

’
. o, v’ .

awareness. ' /
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-Sensitivity to Imbortance - ) “

The nextvset of analyses examined the subjects' ability to identify

the important elemebts:in the passages. <Correlations were computed between

_the various &xperimental tasks at the within-individual level, Between the

’

12dividual and the aggregated group, and at the aggregated group level.

Since ,the pattérm df results was similar across all levels, most of the

H

correlations discussed in this section-are those computed between a{ the -

aggregated group level.
/ M
A prellmlnary1compar1son of the d|str|but|ons of the poor readers'
: 1
ratlngs with’ the distribution of the good readers ratnngs indicated that

L

both groups were using the full range of the five point rating ssale and
: ) , - v
that _.the shapes off both distributions approximated the normal curve.
) ' . :
Moreover, the wnt&nn subJect var;atlon for poor readers was about equal tev

that of the—good~readers. Fof example, after a six month lapse, the test*
. >

. *
retest‘reliabili}y'coefficient for the poor readers equaled that of the

&

goodvreadersf The mean correlation between individuals' ffrst'and'secomd .

ratings was 526 for both good and poor readers. Other evidence comes from'

point b|ser|al correlatlomf computed between each nndlvidual s importance:

Il
A . P

ratings and importance selections. The mean ponnt blserlal correlatlons

~

were .52k %or}the ooor.readers;..h85 for the good readers, ‘and .567 for

the adultsg fhus, aiven that .the poor readers had made some judgments

"about the rélative fmportance of the ideas in the.passages and that these |

judgments were somewhat consistent, the issues surrounding poor ‘readers’

sensitivity to .importance could be addressed. .

The first major finding from this set of analyses was not.unexpeoted:

\ .
Good readers were better judges of importance than were poqr readers when

*

L
"
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that importance was defined in adult terms. -Consider first the correlations
computed between each group's mean importance ratings which are presented
in Table 1. The correlation-bétween the poor readers and.the.adults is .459;

. between the good readers and.thé adults it is,:708;“ The correlations. between

the good and poor readers' mean importance ratings and the propdrtion of

adults who selected the sentence as one of the most important reveals a

similar pattern. Poor readers agree less with adults (.353) thaq'do good

> . »

readers (.625).

- ’ Insert Table 1 about here.

The second major finding wa;’that,,although poor readers' judgments

of i@portance were not highly related to those of adults, poor readers

- -

did show some consistency in what they considered important. Some of the

‘ . data to support this conclusion come from the correlations which were’ ‘
computed between the individual's ratings of importance and the mean ratings

-

and .616, for, the poor readeés;.good reéders, and adults, respectively.

.
.

Considep also the correlation between each group's mean iMpoHtance ratin
gs .

.

|
. - 7 ;
of importance of his or her peers. The mean corrélations are .337,,.370, '
. - : ‘

. > . N ‘
|

\

|

\

|

|

and the.proportion of that same group who 'selected the sentences as one of

Il

.the five most fﬁportant. These coefficients, which are presented in Table LIPS

"are .770 for the poor readérs, .808 for the gobd readers, and .838 for the ) :

»

adults. ’ oo

The'evidence argues strongly that poor readers. in the eighth grade
are not id%osyncratic A their judgmeﬁts of jmportance: Given that poor ‘ a‘
readers have some consistent ideas about what is important in texts;:the

I's : ‘ i . . .

o 19
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next questfon is, '"What kinds of information do poor readers consider

important?'. .

In order to answer this question, a set of sentences which poor readers

v

tended to select as important but which adults and good readers did not

was identified using the Chi-square test. ThI; analysis revealed signifi-

AY

cant differences (p < .05) between the groups for sixty-five (29%) of thes

two hundréd and twenty-Four sentences in the eight passages. These sixty-

. L
fiye sentences could be classified into four groups: (a) sixteen sentences

et

‘ selected by more fluent readers (good readers and adults) than by poor'
. - . .
readers, (b) severteen sentences selected-by more children than adults,

(c) seventeen sentences selected by more adults than children and,

- (q) fifteen sentences selected by more poor readers than fluent readers.

These last fifteen sentences are the most pertinent to this study.
In examining the sentences chosen most often by poor readers, it is
difficult to identify one bverwhelming characteristic. However, the

sentences do prov:de a sense of what appea}s to the interests of the poor

readers in this study. ' Consider, for example, ‘the sentences selected by

a

Strategic Difficulties;. &,

- sngnlflcannly more poor readers in the artlcle entitled Cities in the 1800'

2

It would appear that these sentences are full of highiy visual detail. It *

seems that for poor readers, importance may have been based on factors which

~

captured their interest. "In contrast, significantly more flyent readers
choose the sentences marked by a asterisk. Fluent readers seem to be

defining ihportance mofe.inlterms of textual importance.

Bl

[
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A third majar finding/&as that the relationship betmeen‘tﬁe information

that poor readers judged to be important end the 1nf9rmat{qn that they
incliuded in the?r summanies'mas not ver& stfeng. -That reletionship Q;s -3 .

R stronger'?er the éood readers end stromger sé}ll for the eéu1fs. Some of .
the evndence for ehls concluslon comes from point- blserlal coefflcnents

'
)

obtalned by correlating each |nd|V|dual s lmportance ratlng wnth a l or, O

\ - .. 7 ’

\ .depending on whether or not*the ideas in that sentence were included in that
\ individual's summary. Other evidence comes from phi coefficients obtained by
b

. correlatlng the dlchotomous data for summary |nCIUS|on wuth the dichotomous

data for |mportance silectlon\(l or O dependlng on whether or not the . .
- sentence was selected as one of the five most- |mportant) The ponnt- . -
b}serlal coefflcnents.are .097, 161, and .357, for the poor readers, good
readers, and adults respectively. The phi coefflctents are .087, .155, - !
and .331 for the poor reade?s; good readers; and adults respegtivel .

‘Still qther'evidence comes frém the.correlatiqns presented inf Table 1.

-

) . . : . . ‘ 3
The correlation between the poor readers' ratings and the poor readers’

fregueney of includimg infgrmation in a-summary is .186. The parallel
coefficients fer.the\good)readers and 'thé adults were much higher, .598‘

and .750, respectivelyﬂ' Thus, while poor readers showed a level of ' "

. .
AR \ . N

~ '+ consistency among themselves in what was Tegaraed as- important that

approached that of .the good readers, this Tevel of judged importance had
much less influence in determining what:pooF readers included in their

x

summary. , o .. ;’

-

< -~ - .
The_ preceding results raise the question of why the correlation
between |mportance and SUmmary 1nCIUS|on should be so low for poor readers.
<4 .
tn order to ansWer this question,.several analyses were performed. The

\‘l : . ‘. ! ¢ ! . *
" F » ‘ ~
M v
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first examined the possibility that serial position effects had a strong .

lnfluence on Whlch ldeas/were |ncluded nn the summaries. The sentences of

each-passage were divided into quartales on the basis of their serial N

I~
{

position with approximately equal numbers of sentences in each quartile.
Next, the proportion of ideas included in th€ 'summaries was determined for

each quartile. The results of this analysfshaﬁgfshOWn in Figurg L; T

Insert Figure 1 about here.

Al

. [

The fluent adult readers display a characteristic curve which indicates

that over a, third (.34) of the ideas in their summaries came from the first

[ D

quartile, then decreas}ng amounts from the‘second ‘(,23)* and third (.18)
/

quartlles, and then an increase in the flnal quartlle (.23)-. This curve

is almost identical to the one obtanned by. Klntsch and Kosmnnsky (1977)

-

their work with summaries produced by college students. Godd’readers tended

2 v

to approxlmate the pattern produced by adults, but wnth less tendency to

%

1nclude lnformatlon from the end of the passage.. Tf2|r proportlons for S .
the four quartiles were-.35, .26, .20, and .17, respectively.

Contrast the adult and good readers curves with that produced by

<o
.

the poor readers. Poor readers get almost half (.@4) of their ideas from .
. . ) . ce °, ’ ' ;
the first-quartile, tnen steadily decreasing amounts from the second (.25)

- o

and third (.16) quartiles. Poor readers get, .13 of their information from

. o : .
- the final quartile whereas adults get .23 and good readers get .17.

Given these patterns for.inclusion,of information 1n the SUmmaries;

it is instructive to look at a parallel analysis ﬁnich examines serial .

. Position effects on which ideas the subjects selected as being the most C.

-




“were found.for Soth’dépendent‘VaTiabfegfaaﬁhenethe dependent variable-was

]

. . Strategic Difficulties
A ’ . ’ . ) . .

- : \ _ 20
. v

important onés in the passages.' These results are displayed in F?gure-z.

Again, note the characteristic curve for both the adults and good readers.

- - - -

¥
Insert Firgure 2 about here

The figurescfor the four quartiles for the adults are: .35, .22, *:19, and
.22, For the good readers, the figures, for the four quart|les are: .29,
.22, .21, and .2&: The poor readers, however, selected about a quarter of
their-ideas from each of the four quartiles.

when the -data displayed in Figures l.and 2 were subjected to a 3 (Group)

by 4 (Quartile? repeated measures analysigwof variance, significant.effects
N i - .

proportion of ideas included in the summary, the Quartile effect and the
. b d ©

‘ Group X Quartile effeéts were ‘both significant, F(3,327) = 84.59,
- [4

p < .0001, and F(6 327) 6.81, p < .0001, res ectively. When the dependent

b Y]
var:able was proportlon of important selectlons, the Quartlle effect and ¢

.

the Group X Quartlle effects were both hlghly significant, ( 3ih7
14.75, p < 00] and F(6,327) = 3. 97, p < .001, respectlvely Specnflc -

details on the tests of s:mple main-effects can be found in WInograd (1982)
These data 5uggest that poor readers are using two unrelated strategles,

'one forfdec1d|ng what should be included in the SUmmarnes, and another .for

selectlng WhICh sentences are the most important. The _patterns produced

- s

by the good readers and adults, however, suggests that they are us:ng L

‘their sensitivity to |mportance to guide them in both the’ lnclus1on and

selectxon tasks. ' . o

o Y. 7/
Y

This lnterpretatlon of the data is supported by. further analyses The

© e et e Ao, o 2 i s e Attt 3 )

N

indnvndual s mean “importance ratnng for the ideas 1n each quarter of the
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passage that he-or she included in the summaries was computed. Next, each

-

individual's mean importance rating for the ideas not included. was computed

for each quaFtile.‘ These data are given in Table 3., Adults consistgntly

2 e eaecmames e -- - anasas .

Insert Table 3 about here.

include. in ﬁhejr sammaries information that they rate as important. Good ,

N

readers also‘included information that they,rated as important .in their

’

’ A}

summarles, and they dgleted the information that they rated as less important.

Poor readers, in contrast, choose higher rated information ‘to include in

- their summaries only in the flrst three quartules. As they progressed

through the passage, the mean dlfferences between the rating for in clu5|ons
and‘deletioﬁs became smallen and smaller until, in the last quartile,

the information included in the summaries had a mean importance rating

’ -

below that given to gﬁe Information that was deleted.

o -

. These results are further evidence that fluegt readers do rely on

. ~ '
-

their sensditivity to importance in order to construct summaries. Less
. ¢ '
fluent readers, however, show much less consistency between what they

N include in a summary and what they rate as important. In addition, poor

-

»

readers are much mqre prone to the adverse effects of serial position.
That is to say, poor readers include less information from the latter gbft

of the passage'in their summaries and that which they d6 include is less

-

important based en, their own judgments.

.

i L ittt

N {‘
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Use of the Summarization Rules . L

The third set<ot analyses examined the possibi]ity that poor readers .’

. ‘ . -

. failed to use, or used ineffectively, those summarization rules used by

A

their more fluent peers. .
——" (,'
Preliminary analyses rgvealed that the three groups did not differ

I3
in the number of Words they used in their summaries, F(2,109) = 1. .2,

p>.1. They did, howevér, differ sngnlflcantly in the proportion of ideas

A -
each deleted from the original passages, F(2,109) "= 10.39, p < .0005. Post

hoc tests revealed that.the good and poor readers deleted siénificant]y
- . P

more of the original passage ideas than did the dults. _The'mean proportTon

’ of original passage ideas deleted by the~poor~readers;49ood'uedders; and
adults were .78, .78, and .72, respectively. These data are an indication
”' of the adults'’ superlor ability to convey more i deas without using more

v

words. Furthermore, the fact that the good and poor, readers do not dlffer

/ ’ in the number.of'}deas deleted makes the comparison of which ideas are o~
- ' ;inpluded more fnﬁeresting ] - . - ‘
N g " The majors finding for the third data set’ was that there were clear
’ ’developmental trends in the use of each of the rules., Th|s pattern lS‘ .

o

clearly displayed in Figure 3. The proportional means for the adults were

- L6, 1, 25, and .00 for comblnatlons, |nvent|ons feproductlons and

run-on combinatlons *espective]y FoF the. good readers the means.were -

.38, .06, 39, and lf For the poor readers they were .25 .04, .58
- : ’
. - 4,23, - Note that lncreased readlng Skl]] led to fewer reproductlons and

o

run-on combinatiofs and more combnnatlons and lnventlons

+
N .

N .
v U memge v o o - o 0 0 0 0 0 s s G 0 g 0 p .

. ’ 4/”:1 . Insgrt F:gure 3 about here._ . .
, . .. .  mememe- ot e e o e o 0 e o 0 e e 4.,3-..- ¢ .
- | /—', : ’ ‘. -

Lo "-. . & -~ “‘n
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4 This pattern was confirmed by statistical tests. A 3. (Group) by 4

fﬁecf;‘?br
60.99, p <

(Rule Use) repeated measure?’analysis produced significant

*Rule Use and the Group X Rule Use lnteractloﬁ F(3 327)

Follbw-up tests
/
xndlcated that poor readers used S|gn|f|cantly fewer comb { at:ons thanfdld

15.18, p.< .000}, respectlvely

\0001, and F(6, 327)

35 5 p < 005-

‘ " good readers, Ejz,h36) Thls is important because combi-

. In addition,

o

' p nations were the dominant transformations used by the adults.

~

Sa . . e 7
s while the differences were not significant, developmental trends were

.- evident in each of'the_pther rules. The.hypothesis that poor readers fail

N

to use, or use less effectively, those rutles gﬁed by more fluent readers

A o
3 Y i,

¢ ~

_ has been.supported.

The Link Between.StraQ gy Use and Performance i
, . . .

" - The last set of ani1yses examlned what |nf1uence di fferences in

strategy use had on the ablllty to perform the task of summarlzlng and on

~

~ I s .
the ability to comprehend what has been read. Hlerarchgcal multiple

regression (Cohen & Cohen, 1975) was used ‘to construct and test a model

using summarization and comprehension performance
-~ . . . |
variable. Since hierarchical regression assumes That variables are entered

anto the equation in a theory-governed manner, -some explanation for the

4

order of the -variables is requiréd: ’ .
The first variable entered into ‘the equé}ion was the IPAT Culture

Falr 10 score. This measure of nonverbaJ IO was |ne}uded to account for

-

the p0551b|l|ty that di fferences in performance were mainly due to

'dlfférences in |ntell|gence. : - -

measures as the dependent:

‘e



-

. . ’_ ‘: * . ’ ? ' . v N .
. ‘ ' " Strategic DiffiQUlties

. L

. . o 24 -
R ) . . . ) . -
g - : . ) . rt

.
- ® . . ~

- épeed and accuracy of decoding were the néxt variahles to be entered

. +-" into the equations. .These two measures were obtained for'each child when

Speed of

»

- © he or she read the-word list aloud to one of the eiperimentenz.

. decodnng was the time in second‘g:t took the chlld to read all one-hundred

v

words. . Accuracy of decoding was s1mply the number of words mlssed.

. -

Decoding speed and accuracy were entered second and th|rd because theoreti-

ey are a necessary prerequisite. for comprehension.

decodlng abrllty |s often cited as the maJor source ofgtndividual

-

. differences in comprehensuon.

entered before the variables of interest and are allowed to “account - for .
_+7 " -as much of the variance‘as ﬁé??mble provides for a stronger test of the *
v ‘. .

hypotheses presented in this study.

-cally In addition,

The fact that IQ and decod|ng ability are

.

< The fourth and fifth varlables in the model were orthogonal contrasts

.
» -

based upon the level of .response glven to ‘the interview questlons deallng

with task awareness. The first contrast compared Response Level 1 with’

. Response Level 2 and the second compared Response Levels 1 and 2'with
e, sroe TN .
#N>* pesponse Level 3., ' -

Sl

‘

The sixth varlable entered lnto the equatlon was a measure oF each

'
« . P

.child's sensitivity totnmportance. This measure was obtaTned by computlng

the correlatiOn between that.individual's ratings of |mportance and the

y

-~

» W T
mean adult "“taﬁgs*of~1mportance. i I

.

- The seventh varlable in the model was a measure of effectlve rule .

-

.‘ ‘ ‘

{‘ . use. Thns mea5ure was obtained by computnng "the pnoportlon of combinations_

i

a

and inyentions'out of the total transformatlons each jndnvndual used..

-

s

Since fluent adult$ tended to use these two kinds of transformations most

s

o .

.
: - r
) . . ‘ ;
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often, it was thought that children who used a higher proportion of
. ~—

¢ LI P4
combinations and inventions were exhibiting a more mature pattern of rule

~

use. . _ . .
. ' c 7

' » ‘ - P .
The remainder of the variables entered into the equations were two-

Way'interactidns between each of the'main-effects. i B o

S (.

[>)

The order of the varrables meaSUrlng task awareness, sensitivity to

importange, and rule use was based on* the comprehenSIon model presented

by Klntschﬁa‘_#van Dijk (1978, p. 3"72) They stated that:
The reader's goals in read|ng control the application of the
macro-operators. The,formal representation of these goals is ,
e the schema. The schema determines which micropositions or
generalizatians of micropropositions are relevant and, thus,

which parts of the text will forn its gist.
For the purposes of the regression analys[s it was assumed that a fluent
q i <reader comes to the task WIth ‘the awagreness that to summarize an ,article

' is to reduce it to its grst. Next, "he or she |dent|f1es the ideas to be -
included, -and by necessity those which can be deleted. Then a5 the reader

identifies elements as relevant or irrelevast, the macro-rules are used®’

1 . . .
. . ’

to transform the passage into a summary. : ,
Iy - :

e ‘

"Now that the rationa]e‘hnderlying the model has been discussedg the-

e

results can be presented The first. regression equatTGn'examined the
v relationshlp between strategy dlfferences and the quality of the chtldren s
¢

summaries. The measure selected to assess the quallty of each child's

summary was a summarization score obtalned by computlng the p0|nt-blseria1

Fe

correlation between the sentences the ch|ld included in his or her summary
and the proportion of adults who also included the sentences in thelr

summaries, Thus, those chlldren who .included sentences in their summaries

>
-~

S8 R
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that were also included by a higher proportion of adplts woJld,have

A

correlations approaching 1. Conversely, those children whose summafies’

were based on sentences not included by a large proportion of\adulté”would"

have correlations approaching 0.

N

tThe ;esults froM the hierarchical regfqgsion equati?n,using this
correlation ;s the dependént‘variable are given in Table 4. The IPAT
Culture'Féif 1Q test accounts,for a significant probofiion ;f the variance,’ .
16.94%. Neither of the decodiﬁg=méa§yres'reéched significance, nor did
either of the contrasf§ invo[ving the fevel of task'awarqusé. Sensitivity
to importance did account for a sizeable 6ropor£iqn‘of the variance, 16.4%.
Proportion of ef;géfive rule use also accounted fgr a significant p[gpértidn

of the variénce,'ﬁ!lS%. None of the interactions reached signi ficance.

(2
. ’
------------ - o o o - '

Insert Table,h’aboufvherg.

o e L L T X 2
v

:
.

' . . , o -

|

|

|

. , . o |
-

The second régression gqusijon examined the relatfonsﬁip betWeeq

. . R
“strategy differences and.comprehension of the passages, These data are
‘ ” ‘ -

| gfvén in Table 5. The'dep‘hdent vapiable is the.average number of multfﬁlf' "!‘,
chpiée questions the ;hjldreh answefed cor?ecfly. The fPAT‘(ﬁlture Fair 1Q ‘ ) _¢;
1fest,accounts for a significaég proportion of»the‘varfanée,:9.36%. '
. Accuracy of decoding also .accounted for a sigpificant proportion of fhéf
vaFi?nce, 4.982.__Neitﬁer.c6ntrasf involving leve! 6? tésk.aQarenqss . .

- . ,

reached significance. HpWever, the next variable,’sensitivity to
' ; 2. ’
imporiénce, accounted for 5.31% of the variance.” Effective rule use
‘ ) / ‘

accounted for an édditioha[ 3.55%.0f -the variance, a proportion which. o

approached signtficancem . X\ ) . o i».‘ ”




Jwo interactions did reach significenee. The IPAT 1Q X Decoding”

« . ” - ' . . iy , /
Accuracy interaction accounted for 6.27% and the Decoding ‘Speed X Response

N /
Level Contrast 2 accounted for 5.80% of the. variance. An examination
"of .these two interactions fndicated that they were proBably»thefrE?ﬂlts
of ceiling effects since most of the children did very well on the multiple

choice questions. This was certainly the case for the 1Q X Decoding
DU . g : B . .
Accuracy interaction. -However, the interaction between Response Level

= ‘.

Contrast 2 and §peeq,of beching did produce an intérestieg f}nding, An
examination of £hé deta-reveaied one ouelfec who was’ almost two standard
deviations above (elower than) that group's meén for speed of decoding'

- and whose reepenses to the intirview questions indicated that he thougbt

' that to summarize'an article meant to memorize it.. Apparently, this

oo -

-subject's view_of the experimental task and his slow speed in decoding had
interacted to such an extent that answering the comprehension questions

at the end of the passages became very difficult. His mean gomprehenéfen

.. score was 2 out of a possible 5'when the average for all subjects was

402, j .

The last regression equation exémiped the relationéhip between strategy

.. ,

'di fferences and a dependent variable with no restriction’on range--the

.

children's score on the’ Readlng Comprehensnon Subtest of the Stanford

Achievement Test. These results are reported int Table 6 The IPAT 5Ulture

N 5.
P T ke -----:---_

lnsert Table 6 about here.

e °
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~\\ Fair 1Q. test accounts for a large proporfion of the variance, .20.08%. In

.
»

. contrast to the results of the previous regression analysis, speed of -

decoding, ﬁot accuracy of Aecoding, accouptéd for a signif;ganx broport?é;
of the vari‘ance, 817123 Neither of thé contrasts invo\vjné fevel of tagk
awareness approached signiffcanée. HOWeve:: senéitivity to importance.did!
account for a sign}gicant proﬁéztion of the variance iA the childrenfg

.

~

standardized reading scores, 5.4%, which was aBout'ghe same proportion of

the 'variance that sensitivity to importance accounted for in the regression

analysis with passage comprehension as the dependent variable. Neither

effective rule use nor any of the interactiond achiéved significance.

".In considering the results from all three régréssion.equations; the,

-
.

most striking result is that the ability to identi fy’ important elements
n - A ral ' - -

’

<

0

: 3 . o
in a text accounts for a significant proportion of the wariance in all
three dependent measures even after 1Q and decbding‘ability are taken into

account. This is strong evidence that .higher-order comprehension diffi-
, ; ) .
culties may be linked to strategy deficits. This also indicates that the
A Lo 3 N co . -
ability to identify important elemgnts in a text is a strategic skill that

_underlies bbth comprehension and summarization.

’

 Second; effective use of*the rules seems to be;g/strategic~skill that’

. e - . / . - . ‘
is more task specific. That is to say,rlhe ab.i-lity to reduce a passage.
R . / N .
N i - s .- o~
_into a summary throudh the uSe.ijéhE”t nsfbrmatiﬁns identified in this ~
C N o .

.

study does not relate /significantly to the‘abiiity to comdrehend that

- #

passage. This conclusion s based on the fact that rule use only accounted

. for .a significant'proportion of the variance in the regréssion which*uééq

¢
B
L4

" the s@mmarization score as the dependgnf variable.

£ .
, s

‘ ;31 DR
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- in either producing summaries or understanding what was read. This is

_ the importance of linking measures based on introspective data to measures

: ’, ’ . Ne 3 . o S
: understandlng or summarizing a passage. It is worth repeatnng, however, ,
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~

Thivd, for the most part, task awareness was fiot a significant problem

not surprising given that most’ of the children ?eVea]ed.that they were -

2
- -~

avare that one aspect of the task of summarizing‘was to include the main

idea. Jhe non-significance of the task awareness ;attor also emphasizes

of performance (Ryan, 1981). It otherwise would not have been difficult to

assuzs,tﬁa:.differences in the explicitness of the ch?]dren‘s responses mav_

have been indicative of underlying strategy differences.

- . .ot
- . «

) h o Summary and Conclusions

¥

Overail the data did not support the first hypothesns that some poor

readers' problems with summarlzation stem from confusion about the demands

%

of the task. Results indicated that most eighth graders in this study

kfew .that a summary should include the important ideas from a passage.
o

¢ -

The results also indjcated that the level of explicitness in their definitions )

-

1

of Summarizing‘was related little, if at all, to their performance in

Ll

that a more sensltive measure than written interview quest|ons might _have

\

resulted in a dlfferent conCIUS|on i

.

-

The data did support the second hypothesxs that some poor readers ‘..

have dlfflculty in tdentlfylng the lnformatlon that adults conSIder

important. Good readers were more in agreemept with adults in their -

‘conceptions of importance than were poor readers. Poor readers were, .

however,_ghout’as consistent in their juddments of impohtange as were good

readers. Thus, the problem was not that poor readers were idiosyncratic o

~ g . .
. .
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b and.lacked sensitivity to importance, but: rather, that poor readers had
| ‘ ’ ) .

©
“ - . -
. v

di fferent vieiws about which idéas in a text were .important.

Based on these results, one can speculate that fluent readers were N

- v

- able to identify importance based on judgments of coatextual and textual -

constraints. |In other words, even thopgh they may "have found some

passage elements important because of their particular interests and

T .

backgrounds, they were also able to identify what the author considered

readers were more likely to base thelr selections of lmportant lnformatlon

v

. based on contextual..constraints only. The kinds of lnformatnon they chose

-

_as important seemed to be those that were of high personal interest, not
the kinds of information the author staged as more important in the
passage. An smportant goal for future stud:es wnll be to identsfy more

specrflcally the factors that influenced the poor readers' choices.

z

Another strtklng dlfference between good and poor readers was the
degree of relationship between what the SUbJects |dent|f1ed as important’
and what they included in their SUmmaries. One explanation for the low’

correlations for the poor readers is that the fluent readers were‘including .
- - -t

|deas in their summaries based on what they percelved to be |mportant

!

important through the use of textual cues. In contrast, the less fluent
:

!

| to |nclude were. adversely affected by ser|al posntlon. It may be that,
\

. - as the poor readers proceeded thrOugh the passage and the processing load

’, ' became heavner, they became less adept at usnng their perceptrons of -

v

A ] importance to guide them in choosnhg whlch ideas to include in their

.
i

‘

summaries.

3

thrOughout the passage, whlle the poor readers" choices of which |deas . §
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Another important flndingaconcerning sensitivity to importances was

that It accounted for significant proportions of the.variance in the

summarization scores and in both measures of comprehension ability even

These results provide reasonable evidence that higher-erder cemprehension.
difficulties may be linked to strategy_deficits: These resu1ts also indicate
that the ability to identify important elements in a passage is a strategic
skill that underlies both summarization and cpmprehension. ' ,
Consuder why sensutuvuty to tmportance is so vntal Qhen fluent
readers ready, they are able to use textual cues and background knowledge
to help identify important ‘elements in the teth\,These important elements

are then used to construct an internal representation of the‘author’s'

' message (Klntsch & van Dijk, 1978). Evidence'presented earlFer indicates

L] s

that poor readers seem to have dnffnculty in usmng“textual cUes. Without,

such guidance it must be very dlfflcult to construct an accurate, organized

representation of what the author intended to communicate. Furthermore,
given the importance of opganization in memory, the lack of such a repre-

**Sentatlon should make it less likely that information will be remembered

in'tially, more likely that it will be forgotten in the interim, and less
Tikely that it-will be retrleved when needed (Meyer, 1977).

The data presented in this study also provnded\support for the third
hypothesis that poor readers fail to use, or use ineffectively, those
summarizatLon rules used by more ?iuent readers.' Thése'data replicate and -
extend the results réported by Day (1986), Marshall and Glock (1978-79),

and Tierney and Bridge (1979) whlch indicated that poor readers have

- »
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difficulty integratihg individual propositions into larger units. In

addition, the finding that effectiye rule use accountéd for a significant

proportion of the variance in the summarization scores but not the' compre~ °

; ) hension scores indicates that this strategic skill is-more relevant to °
the task of summarizing than it is to the more global process of compre-

.

hension.’ . L o
The fact that effective rule use was more related to the summarization {
o e ! _

scores fthan to the comprehension scores may'help clarify'the;relationshib ]
be tween summarization and compreherision. One expfanation is that the task
of summarizing not only requires a reader to construct an internal l s
'representation of the ‘author's meéssage, as is required for.cohprehension

but also requires that other, secondary‘decisions be made about the relative
4 - -«

importance of the elements in the internal representation (Brown & Day,
14 .

Note 1 Johnson, l978) Moreover, it seems that these secondary operations

- ¢

require the active.control of the reader to a much greater exteﬁt than do
the comprehension processes which resulted in the internal representatlon

“initially. Poor: readers run into difficulty with both stages of this task.

.Not only do they have dlfflculty in constructlng an rnternal representatlon
of the author's message, but they. also have dlffnculty in the secondary

operations required to produce a summary.

What educational implications can be drawn from this study?  The

b4

ST , first comes from the finding that sensitivity to importancg accounts for T

significant proportions of the variation in the children's comprehension . .

'scores. Teachers may wish to assess children's sensitivity to importance-

when there is evidence of comprehension difficulties. The methods for this

~




.to or instead of treining on decoding skills.» It is important to stress
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assessment can be informal or formal. For example, simply asking the .

children about which information .in the Passgge;is the mdst<1mpontant and

why they think so may prov}de useful diagnostic information. A more formal
method of evaluation might involve preeedures similar to those used in this r
study where children could be asked to iqenti%y the” most important

sentences in a carefully selected test passage. The children's choices'

v

could then be compared with norms based on the choices of more fluent ‘ .

readers, or on results obtained from a theoretically based analysis of the

<

text structure. 1In any case, teachers may fina that some poor readers-may
, @ )

need explicit training in higher-order comprehension strategies in addition

this ponnt because, unt|I recently, it has always been easier to focus on .

decodlng problems since we have had a clearer. understandlng of what decoding
an.. ,

skills need to -be taught. This is not to imply that fluent decodlng is not

important; certainly, it is. However, addntlonal skills, partlcularly

«

those that deal with understanding large units of text, need to be taught. .
/

The findings presented in this study argue strongly that the ablllty to

identify the lmportant elements in a passage should be 1ncluded as one of .

-«

those skflls. An lmportant question for future research wnll be to find

7 . -

some effective instructional strategies for accompllshlng this goal. -

1

A second implication, closely related to:the first, comes from the
finding that poor readers did show some consistency in the.kinds of -
sentences that'they chose as importent. Thjs impiies4that while the
sentences poor reeders tended to select as important differed from those

P

of adult and good readers, the selections were' not necessarily idiosyncratic.

< o

Y

-
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summarization than adequate comprehension.
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Rather, they seemed to be based on triteria ather than those used by fluent

readers., |t may be necessary to Jead poor readers to develop different

~
; ®

and possibly more discriminating criterla for deciding what is important

In a Passage. Teachers may better faC|l|tate this transition by shownng

5&
greater sensitivity to the fact that what appears to be an incorrect

( "
selection given the perspectrve of the fluent reader, may in fact be a

quite reasonable ¢hoice given the perspective of the Tess”fluent or young

reader
o

The third implication 1s based on the data which |nd|cate that the
task of, summarizing involves some_strategzes in addition to those,requlred

for comprehension. Therefore, when.children have trouble summarizing what

they have read, teachers should not aqtomatically assume that the children

.are having difficulty in understanding @hat they have read. Although

difficulties with the task of SUmmarizatiEn may be symptomatic of compre-

hension problems, summarization difficulties are fiot necessarily confined
Pl - ) ; ‘ -2, <

to comprehension problems. It may be that some children's difficulties in

summarization lie in the secondary operations used to condense and transform

o /

a passage into its gist. Thus, tralning these students in an attempt to

-

_improve their geheral comprehension abilities may not improve their

performance on the specific task requnrements of summarlzing.

“In conclusnon, this study has prOVIded lnformatlon which should be i
useful in d termining some of the sources of higher-order comprehension,
problems evidenced by many poor readers. The results reported here should

s -

also help to emphasize the notlon that there is more to reading comprehensnon

~r

'l

3
4

-

difticulties than inadequate decoding ski11s and.that there is more to. , o

1) . . -
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. Table 1 - * -
Mean Correlations Between Group Mean Scores ’ s T :
N . < for Various Tasks . ’ oLk
% . « - B -
T , . ' ’ ) Group . p
- . Poor Readers ' Good Readers L. Adults . . O
Group - s — ] R S
- Hean - . Mean - . Mean - ; L ) SoLn
. Importance  Importance Summary * Importancé  Importance Summary Importance tmportance Summary . cEc
! v . Rating Selection inelusion Rating Selection Inclusion Rating - Sélectlon inclusfon N
- Yy N T - PR - - .
Poor Readérs L ’ R . O J
Hean Importance Rating .. .770 .186 .660 .562 ' .368 .hs59 ©..383 %301 oo T \
Importance Selection .257 . .557° 575 380 .366 -326 28
i . Summary Inclusion - 2ho7 " .hk3 741 b6, h79 +587 = T g
Good Readers ) ' . ) ) - R : vy
< Hean tmportanée Rating , ) , 808  .598 708 .625 .579 .
Importance Selection . i ) . o .591 To.626 | .659. - 515,
Summary Incluysion . . 628 ©..603 -, -772:& _— .
Agults - . o - ‘ : - . CL N R
. R ¢ £y - =4 B
. Hean Importance Rating . ] ; : . . L 838 .  .750 cE L
.Importance Selection” . . . N Co N . 729 . g
3 . - - (=]
« Note. Correiations are based on 2214 sentences. i ' P e
Note v _ . ) Y
Group Importahce ratings.are the mean ratlng gliven to each sentence ' - ’ 2 S P
Group importance selection ls the proportion of subjects who selected the sentence as one of thy flve most important,, ,"_ .'.',: "
Group summary inciusion is the proportioh of subjects who lncluded the sentence in & summary. ", . . 3 A
' ‘ L’ o 5
- ) v . . - B =4 “
/] . . = .7
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] 'v{,’
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o - -~ .
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Table 2

Sentences Which Showed Slgnlflcanfly

Different lmportance Selection Patterns

for Fluent and Less Fluent Readers

CITIES lN THE 1800'S

*ln the last years of the l800 S, cities in the Unnted States were.
grownng faster than anyone had ever dreamed was posslble. But as the

cities grew, so did the problems.

One problem was slums, with crowded dirty apartment buildings called .

tenements. In the slums, diseases spread qulckly when people got slck in

-crowded slums, people- threw their garbage out the wlndows, where it grew

into huge heaps ln the streets and alleys Insects and Fats in the garbage

caused more s:ckness in the slums

With so.many people in CltleS, garbage suddenly became a problem *

outside the slums. No one guessed that cities would ever have to find ways
to collect the garbage. Why, even in New York the biggest city in the
country, garbagé had always been eaten by plgs in the streets.

New buildings went up almost overnight. Many. were poorly’made‘and

b d

Jammed close together Most were made at least partly from wood. The
danger of fire increased. Cltles began to suffer from terrlble fires ‘that

qulckly burned down entire nelghborhoods Chlcago had one of the worst
fires. Most of the city was destroyed and hundreds of people wére killed

or hurt. |If cities were golng to be made safe, buildings had to be made

-

better, and good fire departments wefe needed.'

*Crime was another city problem. Oh, there had always been cr|m|nals.'

But like other people, cnlm{nals seemed to be especially attracted to ‘the
city. The only difference was that the criminals came for different
reasons. Large numbers of people ‘and businesses provided more targets for

thieves. And great crowds made crinlnals hard to catch. Sometimes a gang

1

{ Y
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Table 2 (cont.)

\ .

would take over a neighborhood in the city and even the policé were afraid

‘ to go there. T .
. Nearly everyone could see that.the new cities needed hélp. *But many .

people believed that it was not the job gf the city governmént to solve the

new problems like slums or garbage or'crimg.'

»

Note. Underlined sentences were selected as important by significantfy
(p < .05) more poor readers than by good readers and adults.
L . . : .
‘Sentences with asterisks were selected as important by significantly -
. (g.< .05) more good readers and adults than by poor readers.
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Table 3 '

& \ Mean \Ratings by Passage Quartile for Sentences e 4
‘ \ N ] .l . “ ' R -

‘ Included in Shmmaries and for Sgntences Deleted

-

Passage Quartile

» Group : - —
1 2 3 4
Inclusions 4,16 (.37) ,2.95 (.44)  b4.02-(.81) 4.06 (;ho)'
ADULTS Deletions 3.38 (.36) 3.33 (.38) 3.25 (.43) .3.34 (.42)

Difference” .79 (.30) .63 (.29) .77 (.73)- .72 (.29)
i Inclusicns .69 (.56) 3.56 (.56) 3-67 (.56) 3.56 (.73)
GOOD READERS ' Deletions 3.32 (.49) 3.30 (.46) 3.23.(.47) 3.36 (.45)
’ Di fference® .37 (49) .26 (.31) , .b4 (.50) .20 (.70)

w

CInclusions  3.3% (.60) °3.35 (.85) 3.38 (1.09) 3.12 (1.34)
POOR READERS Deletions 3.14 (.58)  3.19 (.49)  3.28. (.49) 3,30 (.54) °
‘Difference® .20 (.37) .16 (.84) .11 (.95) ~.18 (1.33)

Note. N of cases: adults = 37;‘good'readers'= 39; poor readers = 37.
Numbers in patenthesis are standard deyiétionsﬁ

3These are mean differences.

48
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" Table
E Partitioning of Variahce'6f'Summarizat]oh" ' L -
y Scores and Tests of ngh]ficance .
5 '
X \
{ vartabte L e
‘ IPAT Culture Fair 10 ) | 17.29%kx | 16.94-
Decoding Speed oL <1 7 _ .05
Decoding Accuracy - 1.50 1,47 - -
Response Level Contrast 1 : - 1.66 ) - 1.62
| Resucnse Leyel Contrast 2 )) <1 . :04
- Sensitivity to lmportance ' 16.73%%% L 16.40 :
[‘ Proportion of Effective Rule Use 4,23% L.1s. '
| IPAT x Decoding Spegd : . <l , . .08
{ IPAT x Decodlhg Accuracy AL ' .0k
[ﬁ IPAT x Contrast 1 ' TR 8
| IPAT x Contrast 2 . ‘ < ' . .02 .
\ IPAT x Sensitivity to lmportance’ . - <] . ‘“ -- . 3
{ | “IPAT x Proportlon of Effective Rule Use <] : ..20 ’ — o
| Decoding Speed x Decoding Accuracy ' <Y , Jdg 7 . x
; Decoding Speed x Contrast | <1 s I .02 o E
E Decoding Speed x Contrast 2 1.48 1.45
E Decoding Speed Q Sensitivity to. ) / e
% Importance, ) . <] . . .79
% Decoding Speed X Proportnon of _t o .
, Effectlve Rule Use .. ) <1 R -
; t Decoding Accuracy x Contrast I <l ' ' .85 ) S
| - Decoding Accuracy x Contrast 2 ' <1~ .63, ' o
| .Decodlng Accuracy X Sensxtnvuty to . ' ' ' )
| . Importance . <1 - .94
} Decodlng Accyracy x Proportnon of . Lo
| Effective Rule Use ' <1 ' .97 ° ' L7
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Table h‘(eonf.) ‘

v 4

T

* - Percentage of

|

l

. 1

. . . . . |
Variable- ‘ o E - ¢ Variance, . . 3 -

Contrast 1 x Sensitivity ta ' ' .
Importance . <] . .36 ) :

.

\

|

|

f

. Contrast 1 x Proportion of Effective _ :
Rule Use <l ’ -~ ) -
’ .

|

|

\

|

Contrast 2 x Sensntnvnty to lmportance 3.23 . 3.16

Contrast 2 x Proportion of Effective

Rule Use 2.33 . 2.28
Sensitivity to Importance X Effective l o ‘

Rule Use . 1.14 T ]1.09

Note. N = 74, R% = .55. » -

‘ All tndependent variables have one degree of freedom. ‘

*E < .—905- s <" ) .
s #kp < .005. d
. #ikp < ,0005. o o : )

* L6l




<  “strategic Difficulties L
47

Table 5§

Partitioning of Variance of Mean Passage

’

Comp{ehension Scores and fests of Significance

i Variable. E ' Percentage .of
T - Varlance
- _. 1PAT Culture Fair_IQ ) ’ 9,.09%% ' 9.36 o )
Decoding Speed _ <1 7 A
Decoding Accuracy .ﬁ.83* . _ b.98 -
Response ‘Level: Contrast 1 <1 “ ‘ ..ol
Response Level Contrast 2 Co2.23 ] 2.29
Sensitivfty to Importance - - 5.16% . . ..15.31 S L
Proportidn of Effective Rule Use 3.4 o, 3.55 _ ;fw
IPAT x-Decoding Speed . oo T o
IPAT x Decoding Accuracy ) . 6.09% - ’ 6.27 - '1
IPAT x Contrast I, L ' a " .05 e
- " IPAT x Contrast 2 - A .35 : ﬁi
IPAT x Sensitivity to Importance <1 B . .13 “ iJ
IPAT x Proportion of Effective o ‘ . : . i
Rule Use’ . <l ’ - o '
Decoding Speed x Decoding Accuracy 2.65 ’ . 2.73 y o 'a}
Decoding Speed x Contrg;; A 2:79 ' B 2.87‘ l'H. S :%
Decoding Speed x Contrast 2 ‘ 5.6 : 5.80 . s

becoding Speed x Sensitivity to °
Importance ’ . 1.53 . ) 1.57 ’ T,

. Decéding Speed x Proportion of

Effective Rule Use - ' <1 -~ s
Decoding Accuracy x Comtrast 1 3.83 3.94 R
Decodipg Accuracy x Contrast 2 <l : - ) _:t '73

Decoding Accuracy x Sensitivity to ' . L -
Importance ' . ] . <l . .01 T




‘ f‘, . Table 5 (cont.)

L]

{

Variable

3

Percentage of
Varjance

Decoding Accuracy x-Proportion of
Effective Rule Use

Contrast | x Sensitivity to Importarnce

Contrast 1 x Proportion of Effective
Rule Use

.Contrast 2 x Sensitivity to Importance

Contrast'2 x Proportion of Effective
. Rule Use

Sen%itivity to lmportance x Effective
Rule Use

.

<]

<}

<]

<l

<]

<]

.76
.28

.27

.93

«27

-33

Note. N = 7h, R® = .53.

*E_ < .05.
*%‘:E_ < .bOS.

All independent variabtes have one degree of freedom.
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Partition{ng of Variance of Stanford Achievement Reading

. / 7
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5‘Comprehensjon Subtest Scores and Tests of’S?gnificanEe' S,

~

" Percentage of.

Vari;ng' L Variante
JPAT Culture Falr I1Q 21,018k, - 20.08
Decoding Speed ' 9.1 1% 8.71
Decoding Accuracy p F { 3.71 3.55
Response Level Contrast V "< .26
Response Level Contrast 2 " 2:23 ‘o 2.13
_Sensitivity to lﬁportance ' 5.65% 5.40
Proportion of Effective Rule Use 1.83 1.75
IPAT g 6ecodipg Speed 1.93 1.84 t
I PAT 2 Decoding Accuracy fl’ -
IPAT x Contrast 1 1.69 . .62
IPAT x Contrast 2 "<l .67
IPAT. x Sensitivity to Importance ~ <1 .64
APAT x Proport}ﬁn of Effective Rule Use, 1.60 . 1.53
6ecoding Sbeed x‘Décoging Accuracy <l o 19
Decoding.Speed X Céntrastll <1’ 69'
DecSding Speed x Contrast 2 & < -
Decdding Speed x Sdnsitivity to . .
importance . ’ ? 2:23, 2.13
Decoding Speed x Proportion of ‘ ’ ’
Effective Rule Use , <l T 14
Decoding Accuragy X Contrast 1 » <1 .ob
Decoding Accuracy x Contrast 2 . <17 : .13
Decoding Accuracf X Sensiti&ity to ‘ o
ﬂ-lmpo%ignce ‘ <l .87
Decoding Accuracy x Proportion of ‘
Effettive Rule Use ‘ 1.92 = 1.84:

93

-
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‘ . Variable |, - . : ) F Percentage of.
’ ' ' - - . . Variance

N . - .
v 7 i o f v -

Contrast 1 ‘'x Sensitivity to Importance Y - , .31 .

Y Rule Use ’ © o<l

‘Contrast 1 x Proportion &f Effective o C L,
Ve ~_ .08

O Contrast 2 x Sensitivity to Importance <1 Lot .09

/ "Cont.rast 2 x Proportion of Effective

Rule Use : ' . <L G-

L R *
Sensitivity to Importance x Effective
Rule Use . . 1.17

w .

v < ﬁote. _bi= 7[," .&2 - .56. . , '
Coe ! A1l independent Va%iables have one degree of freedom.

S 4p <..05: .- | g ¥ J . .

#*%p <,,&JQS,. LI T
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Figure Captions A )
- Figure 1. ~The proportion gf sentences from each passage quartile
T L ) : o T vl
) which were included in the summaries, ,
Figure 2. The~gfroportion of sentences from each passage quartile which .. |
' was selectéd 3s the five hosf?important. ) L e
. § - .
' Figure 3. Relative proportion of the use of the transformatibns.‘; -
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