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,.1gxicai standard was more likely to be adopted spontaneously than the other

Standards of E¥mluation

| Abstrast

Fourth and sixth gr; de children differlng in reading praflciengy read and
commented on brief exp@sita?y passages cgnpaining three d’fferent types of
embedded problems (nonsense words, prior kﬁawledga viélatiénsi and iﬁternal
incaﬁsisteﬂaiESJ. Half of the children were speeiflcslly ;nstructed as to the
types of standards they should apply. in order to detect the problems (1exieal,
ex ternal con51steney. and internal eansisteney); the rema;ning children were

simply instruéted tg’lcok for problems. Both quantitative aﬂd-quslitativE»

‘differences in standard use were revealed by the children's comments about all

parts of the paSsagegg Older and better readers used more different standards’

and they used them more frequen;ly than younger and p@éﬁé? readers. The

two standards and it was the only standard used by a substantial pPQPGFti§ﬂ4éf

both younger and poorer resdersi The results demcnstrate that ghlldren dlffer

in their ability tD declde fcr themselves whether or not they understand but

that their performunce dependg in part on the amount of guidance they are

given. ’
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A common paradlgm in research on camprehen51an monitoring has been to
ﬂ -

examlne children®s ability to 1dentify a particular type of problem embedded

-t

in a text (e.g., Garner, 1980, Garner & Kraus, 1981=82; Harris, Kruithof,

o - :
Terwogt, & Visser, 1981; Markman 1979). A difficulty with this approach is
kthat it has fastéred ‘a cgnceptlan of enmprehens on monitoring as a unitary

phenomenon rather than as a multid;mens;gnal process. Consider, for example,
T : '

*a .typieal stugy in Hhiéh children are tested fcr théit detection of
cantrédfctary infermation embedded within a passage. If the children fail to
natiéé éhé inéansisteneies, the researcher concludes that the children were
poor at mﬂﬂiéariﬂg thé1r compi'ehension. What the séudf in fact has shown,
hguever. is that Lhe children were poor at evaluat;ng their understandlng with
respect to ;gterns; consistency. In other words, the study reve eals a

diffieculty in using one particular standard of evaluation; 1t says nothing
. ) £ ! - .

about the use of other standards.
The purpcge of this paper is to present evidence for a richer
conceptualization of comprehension monitoring. Just as we have come to

*

_Fealize that comprehension is a cémpléximulti—faget§d péceésg {ef. Spiro.
Erucel & Brewer, 1980), so: too must we realize that effective evaluation of
that .comprehension is multidimensional (cf. Baker, in press; Markman, 1981).

There are many different standards or criteria that readers mﬁstltaké into .

. . *, . :
account when they decide whether or not they understand, a fact that much of
the existing research has failed to recognize. Moreover, there may be

pplied,

]

differences in the likelihood that particular standards will be
_ differences which may account foi some of the apparent contradictions in the =
literature. For example, ong s;ﬁdy méy show that ten year aids are

_—

5
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exceptionally good at noticing embedded nonsernse words while another may show

that . ten year olds are very paor at netlclng 1ncgnsls;en21es. In both
4 <
studies, general conclusicns are, drawn about comprehension monitoring as a

unitary phenomenon; in° one case comprehension monitoring is concluded to be
& - . N

good, in the ether poor . The discrepancy can be better understood when we
consider “that two diff&rent ¢! -andards of evsluatl@n were requifed.:

The study ta be FEPOFt%é - zamined children's use of multiple standards of

evaluaticn while reading expository text. Three standards were selected for.

investigation: “lexieal, ginﬁernél eonsistEﬁey. and external c0ﬁsistencyt‘;

The lexical standard invo 1 es sideratlgn of indlv;duai word mean;ngs and

can be appiiéd without regard to surrounding context. The 1nthrnal

éénsisteﬁgy standard involves evaluation of the consistency of different
. &
propositions within the text. The external consistency standard involves

evaluation of the consistency of a propa31tiaﬁ in the text with respect to’
priﬁr kriowlednge.  The stgndaﬁds gbviausly differ in their processing demands

= - .and so are llkely to differ in their ease of plication. For’exampié. use of

the internal cnn51stency atsndard entails several steps: accessing a memary

A

representation if the prapasftions are dely separated integrating the

propqsitiénsilané co mparing them. Use Qf the iéxical standard, in ébntrast.

EFEquTEE anly a check that the word is present in.one's iﬁfernal lexicon. .
Prgblemg were embedded within the psssages to ensure that there would be

at 1east some OQCESanS when each type of standard cguld be used.

"Accordingly, some passag@s contained nonsense words, some eénbained internal

ineansisteneiés and some ‘contained prior knowledge violations. But there was

no assumption that these pro blé s were the only aspects of the passages that

Q ;5 | o g{%ﬁ%ﬁ :
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pfsElgmaticvhy individual children. Although problem

1g be 1
naL._. - ion . erved as one dependent measure; of mére interest were the
tyaes of 4t ., “ards subjects ‘used aﬁd their patterns of use. Therefare. all af

&

mme=" . made about the entire pasqages were coded as to the type of
ke 7 5 .ney reflected and these data provided the basis for sevgral
tior.al depeéégnt measurea:‘gi | B
“-rtieipants in the stﬁdyiwere fourth and sixth graders, iden;ified as
@liher better or poorer readers on the basis of standardized test ségrgs, The
chlldren 5 task wasﬂta read each passage silently, underlinlng anything that is
_appeared problematxc snd then explaining why they had“done so. Half of the ¥
. ehildren were specifically t@ld that three d;fferent types of, problems would
be present in ,the passages and they were given examples of each type. The
Eemaining children were simply informed that problems Hould be present.  The
speeifi; instrucééén condition was designed to pﬁb%ide information about ﬁhe

use of the difféféﬂt standards when subjects are induced ta use them. The -

thersubgeets,spaﬁtaﬁecusly sdabt when giveﬁ instructions to evaluate their
underStanding carefully. Note that this condition does not cargespgné to an
uninformed ccnﬁ%él group: Theregis too much évidénce that ;eaders frequently
will ﬁot identify_embedded prableﬁs if they. are not told that pfablems-are
present, in line with Grices's (1975) eaoperative prineiple.

It was expected that Lhe speclficity of the instructions would have a.
stronhg effect on overall standard use, consistent with previous év1dence that
ahlldren identlfy mor e problems when expllcltly told what to laok for (e.g.,

Baker, Note 1; Harkman & Gnrln. 1981). of partlgular.interest was whether the
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instruction manlpulation Hauld have differentlal effeets deperdlng on age,
reading level. and type of gtandard Fsr example. perhaps alder and/nr better .
reade;s 5p@ﬂtaﬂeously adopt several different standarés for evaluating their
comprehens;an. 1f so, there should . ittle dlfferenae between general and .
specific instructions for tﬁe more mature FEEdEPS. Alternatlvely. perhaps ‘the
poorer readers will have diffieulty applying the standards when they are told
'tg do so, sSo only the better readers will benefit fram speaific 1nstruet;ons-
it 15 dlso pDSSible that EErtaln standards are more 1ikely to be adopted
spontaneously than others. A 1ikely'candidate-is the lexical standard

which, because it is 6né,th§t thldrﬂn are frequently exhorted to apply; may

be used equally often by chlldren receiving general and specific-instructions.

-$gbjects
A total of lDB chlld;éﬂ participated in the study. The ch;ldren were
enrolled in the faurth and sixth grades of three suburban publlc schools.
There were 54 fourth graders (29 girls), Hith a mean age of 9 46 years
(s.d.=.37). There were 54 glxth graders (27 glrls). with a mean age of 11.51
& years Cs;dEEEAD), Candidates for participation in the atudy were pre-selected
on the bas!s of t%eiﬁ reading scores on the California Achievement Test.
Children were selected for the bétter reading group if they had stanine scores
of 7..8, or Qgsnd far thé poorer reaqing graﬁp if they had stanine scores of

3, 4, or 5. (Although a score af 5 is normatively average based on the. entlrE

\|—m

U.S. sample. wlthln this particular county,: the mean was 6.5. ) The f;
'sampie ccn51sted of 31 better and 23 pccrer~fﬂurth grade readers (mean stanine
scores = 7.77 and 4,09, s.d, = .76 and .75, respectively), and 32 better and
22 poarerraixth grade féadefs (mean stanine scores :;7;38 and 4.26, =.d. =-.49




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. . = ,", : N
.o Standards of Evaluation

i 7 ) . V- : 5

= =

=

., . ]
. N 2

and .70, respectively). The two .3exes were evenly represented within each

.group. The subgects within groups were randomly assigned to one of two

2

" instructional cahditicns, with the*cénstraiﬁt that there be equal numbers of

'boys and girls in each condition. (Note that gender was not treated as a

factor in this study because the pumber of subjects per cell would have been

- too smélli} . ’ .

Materials . 7 - ‘ ; .

"The first step in developing the passages was to consult three,nbnsficfign

bocks written for elementary school children. .One book dealt with the

weather, a second with the planets, and the third with geographical regions in .

the United States. The books served as the source of information for the
paasages, but the passages bore little structural similarity to the books.

Five passages wWere constructed dealing with each topic. The passages were

very similar in overall length (mean number of words ;-49-25,'sid. =1l.42,

_Vrange = 47-51) and all consizted of six sentences. Across passages, the

length of each sentence occupying the same serial position was the same (i.e.,

sentence number cne had eight ﬁérds. sentence 2 had 10 words, ete). The
opening sentence of each passage introduced the topie and subsequent senterces

provided relevant facts about the Egﬁie. The number of pﬁap@sitisns was

'comparable across paséagéé (mean = 11.96, s.d. = 1.16). The passages Were

checked for readability using the Harris-Jacebsen formula CHarris_& Sipay,

F

1980). This formula, which takes both sentence length and vocabulary

diffieulty into agéountg;yielded‘a mean readability level of 3.22 (s.d. = .13,

.7
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After the passages were writtén. 12 of the passages weré mad® problematie,

by replagingaa single word with aﬁathef. Four of the modified passages

T

contalned tuazsyliaﬁlé nonsgnae words which fo 1iawéd standard rules of English:-

Qrthsgrapﬁy- An éxamplﬁsgz a nonsense word appears in the fallaw ng ;eace.,

presented information that vialated'éammaq world kn@glédge. An- example is:
"They used sand fréﬁ the trees to make ményithiﬁgé.“: The third type of

problem, embedded in the remaining f@UfJEéssages. was :7tEFﬁ§l 1ncan51sten;y,

created by making one sentence:in tﬁé'péssage cg,f Lict w;th a prev;éusly

presented sentence. One sentence intervened between these two target

sentences. An example follows: "The temperature on Venus iz much higher than.
: A . -

boiling water. - Venus is about the same size as Earth. But it is much too

. : - &

cold for us to live there." The nonsense words and the prior knowledge

violations were always embedded within the middle of the fourth sentence and
they always replaced nouns. " The interﬁélfingansisﬁeneies always involved

. o ] . N
information contained in sentences two and four; the substitution appeared in

thP middle af sentence U4 and was always an adjeative;

In order to enaure that the pro@lems would be perﬂe1\ed as such- by adult

readers, the passges were first presented to 20 undergraduates who-were asked- -’

to identify the problems. They were explicitly informed théﬁ three different

types of problems would be present in the passages and were givén'exampigs of

each type. Subjegts:carréétiy identified 96% of the nonsense words, 87% of

the inconsisten iesi and 855 of the prlar knawledge vioiatlgnsi In a few

. 1ns$aﬁces, several students were in agreement that there was a problem in a

sentEﬂee that was not intended to be prgblematle and so these sentences were

1

rewritten.
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The materiéls Were then'subjected to a second screening test with a "%

=

passages that had thé critical word deleted (ive., the word that ehangéﬂ the&

passage frem n@n—prablemstic’tg problemati¢)i The subjects were inS%ructed to
try to fill in the missing word by USlng the gurrou: ding. eantexﬁ or céncgrn

was ékéthér the context would constrain the word choices:to the same extent H
sfér,thé,differe;t problem types, since difgerenees in deféeticn cou 1& result
if the spprapriaﬁé iords ﬁere highly canstraiﬁéé fo; one type (gnd 30 sﬁﬁjecta

need not process the word very deeply), but not for others.  However, .

-

]

contextual constraints were high for ‘gll problem types, with subjects

%

supglying the correct word or a reasonable substi;utionfgsslﬁDi oI the time.

The final versions of the §as§ages géﬁe sembled into backlets. =Eaeh
passage was typed on ‘a separate sheet of paper and was headed by a descriptlve
title. At the bottcm of each page was a set of four .schiematic faces with
expreségéns ranging from very happy Cfuil smile) to 3&#& sad (full frown).
‘These féces;werg used byiihe dhildren to indicate whether the passage was
prﬂblematié, and if so0, ta what extent it affected comprehen51b ty (see
'PFgCEdBEE section). THe same threg’pasééges appeared in first, -second, and
third positions in each booklet andzeoﬂtaiﬁed a nonsense. word, an

1

inconsiatency, and a prior knowledge vioclatibn, respectively. These passages

_ served as warm-up pas é (i.e. altﬁaugh no feedback was provided, o
childﬁen's responsea were not scored). The remaining 12 paasagés were
arranged {n a ganstraineaﬁvpaétialiy randomized, order. The constraint was
that a particular problém type had to appear in a particular ppsltlonﬁécﬁﬁ;s

? booklets. but the p sage contzining that problem was randomly selected from
: . ) #
- o ) xé(}' ] . °
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!thefﬁaalg For é;gmplé. the first experimental . passage was nonprcblematic. for,

. . AT e

=, . . A

- any given child it could be any an; 5% the three'nanprablemafie passages. The

secaﬁd!p gé aiways :antained a prigr knowledge viclatlen, and it too could

be any one of three, etc, &

[} =7 . = i ) i : . s

Procedure - o ) : .

A1l sﬁbjééts-wére seen individually. In order to preclude the poisibiity

. of inadvertent bias. the expérimenter was “bljnd" as to the. subject's reading

level during testing. At the beginning of each sessian, the children_ﬂgrg

given a-booklet containing the passages and were asked to £i11 -in théir names,

. ages, and dates of birth on the cover sheet. °“At the bottom of the pagé.weré

four sehema ie faces that the childrén;wiré asked to refer:- to while they

1istened;t& the relevant p@fiians of the instructions. : .

e instructions were presented on tape, recorded by the experimenter.

2 ;

8
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Cﬁildren in both conditions were lnstructéd’that their task was to try,tc find

the problems in some short passages dealing with thingsﬁthey learn about in

school. A préblem was defined as “somethingethSE might'eonfuse people or .-

’somethlng that pegple might have trouble understandlng., Chiidren in the

speeifiec instruection c@nditiag were given further information about the exact
nature of tHe problems and twa;examples'af éa_ typé, The examples of the
used by Markman and-Gorin (1981); the ﬁaﬂsense word gxamples féllcwed the same
format. The terms used to describe the three problem types were: 1) two
parts of the paragraph that don't make sense together; 2) tﬁings that aren't

5 > ]

true; and 3) words that aren'tifeally words.

L

k'

N
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Chlldren in bath é@ﬁd1t10n§fwere instructed to underline anything they

thaught was a problem as they Here reading. Then. when they flnlshed they

= - %

were to rate the camprehensibi}ity of the pazsage by cireling. one of the faces -

at the batt@m of therpaggi If -they circled the face with thé big smile, that
méaﬁt the passage did not have any problem%*and was éasy to undEFstand. The

ifaee with tng smafi smike ‘meant there migh have begn a little prablem. but

=

 the passage was still “easy to understandg; The face w%th the small frown meant
there Was a 1itt1& ptabigm and thegpasségé was a little hard to understand.

And the faee with theablg froun meant there was a big prﬁblem which made the

passage very hard1ﬁc gnderstand. (As it turnad out. subjeets rarely eircled

-either ‘of the frowning fages; instead, they used the Eig Smilé to' indicate né

problem an&fshe small smile to indicate a prabJem! For - this ?eason. thé
rating data prpvidéd by‘thé f ces were nét‘supjectédita any statistjcal
. analyses.) ihé‘éﬁbjects were further informed that after they circled a face,

] ! = - ) ’ . B ‘ ,E . R ,,_;z";
they were to~ explain why they made that choice and alsc why they underlined
s any words or phrases.” o

‘. After the instructions were presented, thé children were asked to turn to

'tﬁe fiﬁét?(practice) pasaage,and,réad:it siléntly to themselves. Care was

-

taken tc ensure thgt the c¢hildren understood- the tagk by reminding them, f

ﬂ'
necesséry. to undérline prablematia 1ﬁformaticn as soon as they eneountered it

and by p@lnting=gut any lack of EOﬁréspandgnee_between Fa@ings and underlinlng’
o ' : i i L
" (e.g., the face with the small smile was circled but no sentences were . .-

uﬁﬁéflinea)-_'The children were not given féedbagk‘as to whether or not they’

v N o v 7
s had agrrectly 1dentif1?d the lntendeq;problgms. Aftéf completing the thrée
N s
practlce pas g es, the éhi]dren went on ta the 12 Experlmenﬁal passages. For,
‘ . a Y .
- = gf % ) T = .
= - . . ‘; =

=Y
Do
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gach passage, the children read it silently at their own pace, underlining any
problematic sections aé they went along. When they finished reading the 4

passage, they circled one of the faces and then expleined why they had done

Uponﬂcémplétiéﬁ of the task, the children were asked a standard set of

questions designed to reveal how they had interpreted any problems they did

not rep@rti Before asking each question, the’ experimenter turned to the
appropriate passage and placed it in fr@nt of the ehild, who was éncauragedvta
reread it to find the answer. If the child did not spontaneously indicate
awareness of the problem after answeri- - the question, the e;périmenter”asked;
"Does tﬁat make sense to’you?” If the child still did not iégicate problem

aﬁarégessi a second prepared question was asked. To illustrate, the questions
for the prior knowledge problem embedded in thé&sentenee. "They used sand from

-,

the trees to make many things" were as follows: What part of the tree did the

settlers use for making thirn7s? and Does sand come from trees? The questions

were only a.ked for those problems the child did not initially identify, zo0
P :

the number of questions asked varied from child to child.

All sessions were tape recorded and the tapes were subsequently -

% : .

per child, with a raﬁgé of 10 to 45 minutes.:

Scoring

Probiem7Tant}fi§%tioq;é Responses were scored as problem identifications

if éné child uriderlined the target information and gave an adequate

not necessary for the child

o
L]

explanation of the nature of the problem. It w
e s B ' ) g
to specify the problem type. So, for example, if a child underlined the

=
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nonsense word brugens and then said, "I don't know what that word means," the

responsc was scored as a correct identification. Similarly, if a child

explained that she underlined the phrase, "sand from trees" because she didn't

think you could get sand from trees, this was scored as correct. There was

knowledge violations as to whether the éhilé noticed the intendedjérablém!
However, there was occasionally some ambiguity in the initizl response to
internal inconsistencies which necessitated further questioning. Most of the
’hildren_gﬁly underlined. the second target sentence of th~ inconsisteney, and
—----when asked- to- explain why they underlined that sertence, some did not mention
the first target sentence. For example, if a child underlined Venus is much

too cold for us to live there and exXplained only that he knew Venus wasn't too

cold, it was necessary to &sR-him how hé knew that. At this point, most of

the children identified the relev§§§ infoermation in the first target sentence.

However, on 24 of the 3§M ﬁassible occasions (3 inconsistencieslx io08 -

subjeets), the children indicated that they knew éomégning was not true —

béeéuse. for example, they had learned it i% school. These ehiléreﬁ were then
asked if théié was anything in the passage that supported this iéea. If they
é%?tiuned thé first target sentence, they were given credit fqr identifying
tge inEODSiEtEﬂEY; but if they did not, their respansés were nét scored as

" gcorrect. :Fiée percent ofy the résp@ﬁses fell‘in this latter category.

Standard application. Once the response protocols were fully. transeribed,

" the children's responses to "non—problematic" segments of tuxt were coded as
to the type of standard they revealed. The coding scheme used was that

established by Baker (in presé) and included SEGen categories: the three

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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which were the main focus of the present study: léexical, external
consisteney, and internal consistency: plus syntax; informational elarity and
completeness (e.g., "They should tell you more about how you get medicine from
tree barkV); propositional cohesiveneas (e.g., "Does the word ﬂit“ refer to

.. Here it says

e

]

the desert or the weather?") and structural cohesiveness (e.
it's hot and then it says it again down hefe: why are they repeating
themselves?"). It is impartant t§ note that no judgments were made astta
whether the comments reflect valid problems. For example, if a subject

misunderstood a particular sentence and so said that the following sentence

was inconsistent, this was scored as an application of the internal .

consistency standard just as if the two sentences Were in fact inconsistent.

,,,,,,,,

classify all but 6% of the comments into one of the seven categgriesi
Inter-judge agreement was high and the few disgfépancies were régclved through
discussgbn. However, the latter four standards were seléémvuSEé: only the
informational ccmpiéten;és éﬁandard was reported by more than four children
(14 children used this standard). Most of the data analyses therefore will
focus only on the three most commonly used standards: lexical, iﬁternai
‘consistency and external consistency.

Responses to follow-up questions. Children's responses Were scored for

the extent to which they revealed problem awareness and/or resolution. A
child received a score of 1 if he @rrshe spontanecusly mentioned, on first
being questioned, that there was a problem. A score of 2 was awarded if the
child reported the problem when asked, "Does that make sense to y@&?“. and a

score of 3 was gi?én if the child agkncwledgeé the problem when being asked

et
e
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directly about the problematic iﬁf@rmati@n, The maximum score of 4 was given
on the rare o;casicns when the child still failed to see the problem.
Results »

This sedtion of the paper is divided into three sections. The first
section presents the results for the problem identification task. The data
analyses included both analysis cof variance and multiple ;egression
procedures. The second, most important seetianrfoeuses on the application of

the various standards throughout the entire testing session. Several

different dependent measures will be examined: 1) frequency of use; 2)

failures to use particular standards; 3) exclusive use of single standards; 4)
number of different standards used; and 5) the relationship of standard use to
problem identification. The third section presents the results of the
analysis of the subjects® responses to the follow—up questions.

Problem Identification

The mean number of problems of each type identified by the children as a

funetion of gfadéi reading proficiency, and instruction condition iS:pFESEﬂted

in Table 1. Note first of all the low levels of identificaticn of all three

i T

Insert Table 1 about here

. prcblem types. These levels were affected, however, by each of the factors of

interest, as revealed by a mixed-model analysis of variance. Sixth graders
identified more problems than fourth graders (53% vs. 34%), F(1,92)=14.44, p<
.001 and better readers identified more problems than poorer readers (54% vs.

2953a45(1;92)=34}19, p<-001. Children receiving specific information about

i6
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the nature of the problems identified more problems than children told cnly

L=

generally that problems would be present (55% vs. 32%), F(1,92)=26.81, p<.00l.

Finally, children identified more nonsense words than either prior knowledge
violations or internal inconsistencies (53% vs. 39% and 38%, respectively),
F(2,184)=6.95, p=.001.%

Contrary to expectations, problem type did not interact with grade,

) A G s s i i e oy e Fis T
reading proficiency, or instruction condition. However, “there were reliable

‘interactions of reading proficiency with age, F{1,92)=7.31, p<.0l, and of

. reading proficiency with instruction condition, F(1,92)=4.36, p<05. Although

sixth graders identified more problems than fourth graders, this effect was

argely attributable to children in the better reader group. The older better

b=t
]

A=

“eaders identified 68% cof the problems as compared . to the U0% identified by

-y

the younger better readers. Among the poorer readers, the sixth grédérs
identified 31% of the problems and the fourth-graders 26%, = n@nSignifigant
differenge; Thus, although there is sutstantial imprcvement with development
aéang children who are effzctive readers, the less effective readers do not
show significant gains. This pattern is consistent Hiﬁé the conventional
wisdom that paorer-readérs tend to fall further behiné as they go through
school.

Childreh receiving .specific instructions identified mnére problems than
those receiving general instructions, but tﬁis effect too was mediated by
reading leveié Among the better readers, problem identification went fEQEVBSi
Hith general instructions té T0% with specific instruétjﬂﬁs. The improvement
for the poorer readers wa: umJch less Substaﬁtiéli(23i to 34%). though 5tili ﬁ
statistiga;1§ reliable., Thus, the better .readers were mucﬁ more successful at

=

i7
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adepting the experimenter-provided criteria for evaluating the passages.
suggests that the difficulty poorer readers experience in evaluating their
understanding is not simply the result of their not knowing what criteria
to use. Nevertheless, the fact that 'tney did show modest gains is
encog?agang: in faet, their ideﬁtifiéatian-?age under specifie instructions

was not significantly different from thzt observed for the better readers

under genéréi instructi§ps. 7

The anélysié of variance was baseé on a dichotemous glassificaﬁién of the
children as being better or poorer readers. The reliable main effect of
reading proficienecy indicates that-the two groups did indeed differ. But it
does not indicate how much of %he variance in problem identification is
attributable to reading prg?igiency, To answer tﬁis question, multiple
regression analyses were éarriéd out using the subjects' actual stanine scores

as predictor variables. A second predictor viriable was the subject's age in

years and months. Because instruction condition was a qualitative variable, ..

the data were ‘analyzed-separately 555”25;42;5 égnéitians. The total number of
pr@flems iden?ified served as the dependent variable.

We will consider first tie regression analysis for subjects in the
specifie iﬁstr;ctiqn condition. The predictor vafiables Were entered into the
Pzéréssign equation through a forward Stepping algorithm. Stanine score was
the first variable F@ énter;the regression equation, (i to enter = 25.05)
accounting for 33% of the variance (r=.57). The age variable entered the
equation on the second step (F to entér = 3.91). The mﬁltiple correlation was
.62 and the combined proportion of the variance accounted for by the two

variables was ,38. Thg analysis indicates, then, that when subjects were

. 18
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specifieally instructed as té the types of prublems they should seek, reading
proficiency was a much stronger prediction of problem detecticn than
chronolcgical aze.

The regression equation for sggjééts receiving general instiuctions

was age (F to enter—=—11<33), accounting for 18 percent of the variance
(r=.42). OStanine score entered second (ggté;enter = 7.07), accounting for an
additional 10% of the variance. The multiple correlation was .52 and the
multiple r-square was .28. This analysis indicates that age is a better
predictor of problem identification than reading proficiency when subjects are
lefit to select trne standards on their ouﬁ. HQHEVEF,VthE two variables

subjects who received specific instructions.

Application of Standards Throughout the I§5i1é2"5§55i9ﬁ

As noted earlier, the gntréggction of problems intaépassagesvis one way to
assess readers' use of different 5Eanéards of evaluéiiéngr However, the
uédéfizi;g assumption ié.tﬁat effective readers routinely apply certain
standards to evgluaté their understanding; therefere, ﬁhe use of these
s$andards can be revealed through gg; évaluative comment made about the text.
This secticon of the papé; will present information gleaned from anaiysis of
the complete response protocols.

Frequency of application. Table 2 presents the mean number of times

children applied the lexical, éxtérnai,cénsisteney. and internal consistency

standards. These data reflect standard application both in the service of

P

identifying the various pfoblemsfand in comments about text that wasz not



intended to be problematic. Remember, no judgment was made as to whether the

standard was used appropriately or inappropriately from an adult perspective.

Insert Table 2 about here

Wwith respect to a particular standard. An analysis of variance was carried
out, With age, reading profieciency, and instructicn conditon as between
subjects factors and type of standard as a within-subjects factor.

The analysis ravealed that neither the"main effects of age nor reading
proficiency HE;E reliable (F's < 1.C) but the two factors interacted,

F(1,92)=5.29, p{,DSQV This interaction differs from the age by proficiency
interaction reported earlier for problem defection in the cell garresp9ﬁding
.tc fourth grade poorer readers. Children in this group abplied the Stéﬁdards
more fréquehtiy than either the fourth grade better readers or the sixth grade
pobrér readers (means = 2.84 vs. 2.1§ and Eigk, respectively). In faect, theif
frequency of standard application did not differ from that of the sixth grade

better réadéfs (mean = 3.09). There is a difference, of course, in the
effectiveness with whicﬁ the'stanﬁaras were applied, as the four th grade poor
readers identified fewest actual problems. The ﬁresent data indicate,

however, that their low levels of problem identification cannot be attributed

",

~ignorance.

-

Children reaeiving’speeificlinstruetigns applied the three standards more

frequently than those receiving general instructions, F(1,92)=22.95, p<.001.

20
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A reliable grade by instruction condi tion interactien, F(1,92)=3.92, p=.05,

indicated that fourth and sixth graders did not differ in the mean number of

standard applications under specific instructions {(32.46 vs. 3.27), but the
older children spontaneously applied the standards more of ten under general

instructions than did the younger (2 Eé vs. 1. 47). Recall that grade did not

interact with irstruction :ondltlon in the analys;s af prablem ldeﬂtlficatlan,
both fourth and sixth graders showed conparéble improvements from general to
?Spééifiﬂ instructions, with the sixth graders better overallg;?Thusi the
present data indicate that the fourth Ergdcrsrc@mplied Hi£h task demsnds to

use the standards of evsluat;oni but they were appl;ed less ef&actlvely than

der

m
m

were those used by the sixth

The three standards were appi ied with different frequancy, F{2, 184);17 88,

“U

N

p<.001. The most frquent1§ used standard was that of external consistency
{mean =3.63), next was the lexical 3§andafdv(mean = 2574};and 1Easﬁ=f?équéntly
gseé was the internal consistency standard (mean = 1.u44). p11 differences
beﬁween means were statistically reliable. These figures indicate-that téé
external consistency sténdard in pérticular was appiied,in many situations
other than those intended by the experimenter. (Rec 11 that prier knowledge
problems were detected ét the same rate a% inconsistencies; and both were less
often idéntifieé than nonsense Hcrdsi) An interacticnvof standard type with
reading praficieneyvahgws an interesting crossover effect, F(2,184)=3.33,

‘x‘, p{.DE. Hhereas the p@arér Fegdefs used the lexical and external consistency
standards more often than the better readers. they used the 1ntern31

cans;stencg standard dramatiecally 1353 often. Thus, althaugh the pr@blem

O
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interaction, the present data do indicate that poorer readers are much less
likely o evaluate text for internal consistency than they are to evaluate for

either external consistency or word understanding.

The frequency with which the different types c¢f standards were used also:

varied with the nature of the instructions, F(2,184)=4.84, p<.0l. Children

specifically instructed to apply the standards used the external consisteney

and internal QD?EiStéﬁéy standards more than twice as often as children who

received only general instructions. The data also indicate phét children are

i sxic

more likely tc adopt external con standards when required

[t
i
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to select their own ¢riteria for evaluating text than they'é}e to adopt
internal consistency standards.

Failures_to use particular standards. Additional information about

differences in children's standard use was obtained by classifying the
subjects as to whether they ever used a specific standard or not. The data

base for this classification was again the total number of standards used, not
simply those involved in identifying a problem. The classification is lenient

in that it is.based on the assumption that a single instance of standard use

indicates that the standard is available in the child's repertoire. Table 3

shows the proportion of subjects who never used a specified standard. Visual
. . ' i
inspection of the table makes it quite clear that these prépoﬁtiand differed
Insert Table 3 About Here

systematically, separate multiway freguency tables Wwere created for each of

the thrée types of standards and tests of association were carried out using a

h . = =

log-linéar model.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Standards cf Evaluation

20

Let us consider the lexical standard first. Ov erall, the proportion of
children who never used the standard is small, (.18) as one would expect given
the relatively good identification of nonsense words. Tests of association

revealed that more subjects i= the genesral instruction condition never used

9

the standard than subjécts in the speclflc (X =7.75, p{ Dl) Hewever. an

interaction with readlng profchEﬁcy showed that poorer readers were less
likely to use the standard under specific irstructions, (E;EE,Di, p<.05).
Additionally, a grade by reading proficiency interaction indicated that a
substantizl proportion of sixth ﬁrade_ya rer readers never used the standard,
(X7:3;7§. p=.05). This latter flndlng is intriguing because it suggests that
poorer readers become less willing to acknowledge word level comprehensinn
problems as they grow older, having learned, perhaps, that there is a’stigma

ass iated with such admissions. Even when specifically told that nonsense

" words would be present, close to a third of the children failed to identify a

R 2

single word as problematic.

Consider now the cell frequenciés for childréﬁ who never used an externzl -
consistency standard. Tests of association revealed a véry strong effeéf of
instruction (X =23.71, p<.001); not surprisingly, more subjegts failed to use
the standard if they ﬁere,not specifically told to evaluate for externél

consistency. In addition, there were many more fourth graders who never

- -adopted the standard than sixth gFEdEFSV(E?:ngBSQ p<.001). none of the other

f association were reliable. .In particular, better readers were no

tests o
more or less likely to use the standard than poorer readers. Ny
- With FeSPEEtVtD the internal consistency standard, we find that grade,

reading proficiency, and instruections all inflﬁénce the likelihood of.,

23
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aZoption. lMore children used the standard under specific instructions than
f,f*‘a“x

general, as one Would expect ngzlu,lD, giiDD1); Hore betf&zﬁigadé?§€USEd the
standard than poorer readers (é?zlh_Sa, Ei,DDl); and more older children usead

2 -

1ﬁ thgn younger (X’:T 11, p<.001). HNone of the higher order interactions were

reliable.
Finzlly, some comments about Table 3 as & whole can be made on the bésis
of visual inspection. First, note that among Lhe sixth grade better readers

wihio received specific instructions, there wos not = :lﬁglé instance of failure

‘to uzppiy any standard at least once. No other groups showed Lhis pattern.

Among the fourth grade better readers witn specifie instruction, only lne
lexicsl standard was applied by &ll: students. Note alse the differenres

across standerds. Oversall, 18% of tihe children. never used & lexical standard,

53% ver used an external consistency standsrd, and a full 45% never used tﬁe

[

w

internal consistency standard. The relative ordering suggests that lexical
standards are mﬁfellikely to be adopted than exteénal consistency standards,
whiech in turﬁfare more likely to be adopted than internal consistency
standards. !

Exclusive use of a single standard. The proportion of children who used

only one particular standard of evaiuation throughout the testing session is

_shown in Table 4. With the exception of one child, the internal consistency

standard was never used execlu 5% vely. This is gaﬁsisient with the view that it
is & relatively more SéphiSLiEat&d standardEéndvhenge is unlik:iy';a be Lhe
only one available in & child's repertc;r;; The external cuﬁ lSEtﬁCy btuﬁdafd
similarly wds r%rely used exclusively. Fewer. than 5% of’ the znéidren aia so,

=4 L .
all of whom, lﬂtEFEStlngly, were less effective readers. The lexical

™o
TN
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standerd, in contrast, was used exclusively by a substantial proportion (.28)

of the subjects. The incidence diffe;ed considerably sCross cells and so tests
- Insert Table 4 About H?re

of association using a log-iin agkmadgliéére carried cut. Results revealed ’

that exclusive use of the lexical standard Hés more freguent in the general

instruction condition than the =peecific (i f, 0.25, p<.001), that it was more

frequent among poorer resders thsan béELéf (é'sé.AE. p<.01; and that it was

more frequent among the fourtnh graders than the sixth graders (gzza_qgi
: p<.0l). HNone of the higner order interactions showed 51gn1;;§§nL

v
associztionS. Thus, these findings suggest tnat younger and-poorer readers

are more liﬁély to evaluate their understanding at the word level only, an

‘outcome consistent with other studies suggesting over-reliance on a lexical

standard (e.g., Garner, 1081). . 5 N

Number of dlff,[r,  standards applied. An indication of the variety of

= =

standards in a ghild'i ”éé rtoire is provided by analysis of the number of

different standards used. For this analysis we again consider all of the

re;pcnses the children made, classified as to the type of standard they

revealed. The coding sche e identifies 3 maxlmum of seven different-

standards; in actuality, ro child used more than five. T%QLE’S sbcws the mean

number of different standards used by the children as z Sunction of grade,

= -

reading proficiency and instruction condition. An-.analysis of variance with
B 4
these three betWween-subjects factors revealed rel ble main effects of each,

as well as a grade.by 1n5Lruc§;c; iﬂEEFEEtiQﬁ; .‘alxt} iz graders used nﬁgre

different standards than the fourth graders (2. 5 vs 2.0), F(1,92)= 8 58 ﬁi Ol .

Eetter readers used more different st dﬁrds than poorer readers (2.57 vs

- i ( . . 3
- . -
= -
* ~ a Ed
\ 29 .
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instruections (2.72

not surprisingly used more different étanéafds than those not given séezifie

-

fourth gragers wno re231ved specific 1n5t

. Standards of Evaluation

vs 1.79), E(LSE)z;D.JE- p<. 001, Finally,: the gra

X g

[

e by

who received general instrugticnsgspéﬂtanééésly adepted fewer aifferent.

standards than did their sixth grade courterparts.

Rélat;onsnlp Gf standard use  to pro

Insert Table 5 About Here : -

blem detection. It has been assumed

that any comments reflecting the use of a partiéulaf standard indicate .that

that standard is in the child's repertoire and that she can use it

e

- 1.93), F(1,92)=14.44, p<.001. And children receiving specifie instructions

the sixth graders who receivea Specific instruction; however, f@urth graders

effectively. If this is true, then use of a particulsr staﬁdarﬁ Sheuldibe!

accompanied by detection of at 1i st some of the cgrrespcndlné probleﬁs.

child used a standard but did not détect zny of the problems,

indicate that the child was simply raspaﬂding to demand characteristics of the-

s L)

F
.,

this could ’

ir

ctions did not ﬂlffer Féllgbly from~

a

task. The.proportion of children who usged & particular standerd at least once

but did not identify any of the corresponding problems was ggiculateq_

almost half of the 24 cells, the proportion was 0, and in &ll but iwo,

proportion was .l or less, indicating

productively. The remainipg two cells

consistency standard by poorer readers

: ’
Overall,- 425 of the fourth graders and 0%

groups challenged- the truth of various

any of the prior knowledge violations.

E

correspond to the use-.of the external

P

hat the standards typically were usea.

in

the

eceiving specific .instructions.

This pattern, which serves to

26

of the sixth graders .,in these

‘explain

passage statements but did not identify
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tne dlaEFEPéﬂCy mentioned earlier between problem detection and standard use,

indleates that these less suceessful readers attempted to comply with the task

=démands but could not apply the external consistency standard effectively

enough to identify thé intended problsms.

Héspanses to FGllQHEUP Qu%stlons

Ln;ldren's respanses ta the quastlana Lﬁey wWere asked EBQut missed -
i
y

‘prcblems were scored -as deseribed in tne Method section. Each child's mean

scorey averaged over prablem types, was entered into an analysis-of variance

with grade, réadlng praflclency, and 1n5tructlan cardltlan as. between-subjects

faetors. The anly reliable effects were for grade, F(1, 83) =16.69, p{.Dol and

réading prgficiency F(1,83)=11.98, p{-DDliE It made no dlfféFEnEE whether the

nitial instructions had been general or Sﬁeﬁlflc.: Sixth graders had lower

[

scores than fourth gracders, (1.77 vs 2.10), indicating that they pérééivéd the

nature of tha prcblems more qu1ck1y- Similarly, better readers had lower

scores than poorer readers (1.79 vs 2.07).
The fact that the younger und poorer readers had trouble perceiving the

nature of the prablems even when they were dlreztly confronted with tnei’

relevani 1nfcrmatlan is consistent with results repqrted by Gdrner;and Iaylar

(1y82). 1t Suggests that problem 1dentlflchlan is 1nf1u¢néed by - factors

otner than reading experience and proficiency. For example, lo g cal FEaSGnin%'
skills seem to play an important role in the detection of internal . &
inconsistencies. [The main effect of grade implicates developmental

differ EHEES in these skills. while the effect of reading level probably

reflects the effect of general intelligence.
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Discussion
Tns pF&SEﬂtVSLUQY has provided a number of important insights into the
ways chilaren evaluate their underngﬁding 45 Lhey read. althougn previous
studies have orovided some evidence regarding eniidren's use of specific
ariteria, none have focused on mu;tiple stzndards.  HMoreover, the r%sﬁ;ts have
typlaa;ly been interpreted as thouzh compr enension mcnltarlng were a global”
k]

entity, something at which a child is either effectlve or ineffective., This

tic conception of comprehension monitoring must be abandoned if we are

[y

impli

]

to effect any changes in children’'s ability to decide for themselves whether

‘or not they understand.

The present study shows quité clearly thsﬁ'thereﬁgre children who in fact
are limited in their evalusti.a skills. These limitations are reflected in
several different dimensions of the data. Consider, for example, children's
idén;ificatian of the intentionally-introduced problems. Poorer readers were

less sugaessful at identifying the problems than better readers, consistent

" with several other studies (e.g., Garner & Kfausi 1981-82; Paris & Myers,

&
19&l). 'Addltlcnally. younger childrén were 1&55 sliccessful than older

children, but the agefrelated change was found @nigvamang the better readers.
Tne.faét that the older poorer readgfs identified no more ﬁrobiems than_the
younger poorer readers has important implications. One interpretation of the
findding is not that the élder students fail to JAmprove in their ability to
evaluate their understanding, as the results might;s&égeét, but rather that
they exhibit aﬁ increasing lack of‘caﬁfidene; or incentive to do so. Some

support for thlsfsypath351s is provided by the flnd;ng that all of the poorer

readers benefitted from lnstrugtians specifying the types of prgblems they



"

w

should seex, even though the benefit was not as great as for tne betler
readers. But 3 more telling argument is that a substantial proportion of the
older poorer readers never used the lexical standard of evaluation, even
ghaugh th;s was theestandard most likely to be adopted by the majority of the
children. Hhether-this apparent reluctance té admit Word comprehension
failures characterizes the way the students tynically respond internally to
the demands of r ad ng or whether it only occurs externally in interactions .
with other people is an important empirical question.

Differences among the children were also apparent in the size and

‘U‘

&émpasitianfcf their repertoire of standsrds. Better readers used more i
different standards than poorer readers, regardless of whether they wéfe
instructed as to the kinds of standards they should use. This suggests that .
they routinely evaluate their understanding with respect to more different
criteria than the ggorér readers. Additionally, although fourth graders who
received speeific iﬂstructians did not differ fromAsixtn graders in the number
Vﬂf standards used, fourth graders who were left té adbpé whatever criteria
they chose had a more limited repertoire tnan their sixth grade cggntérpartsg
Note in pertic.lar that the faurth grad pacrer*regdérs used an average of
only 1.02 different standards under general instructions. In other words,
ﬁhey~tEﬁdEd to rely exclusively on a single standard.

Among those children who used a single standard, it was virtually always
the lexical standard that was adopted. This.fiﬁding is consistent with the
of ten-reported emphasis on word understanding among younger and péare% readers
(égg;, Gérnér; 1981 ; Myers & Paris{ 1978). Even when specifically told to use
other standards, close to 25% of the younger readers did not. Recall that all

B
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ehildren did in fact know that the passages contained problems that were
efined as things that might confuse people or that they might have trouble
unaerstanding. The children did not seem to realize that there Were other

possible sources of comprehe It seems, then, that the way
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many children typically

to make sure individual word meanings are known.

Despite this higher incidence of reliance on the lexical standard among
younger and poorer readers, there were alsc many children in these same groups

who never used the standard As noted earlier, this pattern was most

pronounced among the sixth grade poorer resders. Quiterclearly. there are
individual differences in the standards used by less effective readers.

Failures to qﬁestian word understanding at all may be just as detrimental as

failures to consider anything but word understsnding. Although & number of

good readers also never used the lexical standard, responses to the follow-up
e S ~
‘questions revealed & different pattern of dealing with the nonsense words.

The better readers tended to have figured out during reading a plausible

@eaning for the nonsense words on the basis of surrdunding context, while the.
poorer readers, even at the time of questioning, had difficulty coming up with
' o R .

a plausible meaning.

Children's use of the extérnal ccﬁSistenéy standard also varied with age

nd Feading proficiency. Exclu51ve use of the standard was rare, but it was

W

1

someyhat more common among poorer readers. Among the children who DEVEF used

thehstandardi there were more fourth graders than sixth gradeﬁs. Althaugh

Epcorer readers were no less likely to use the stgndard than better readers,

they tended to use it more frequently and less effagtively_ Note in

1



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

identify any inconsistencies. ’ o

Stendarus-of Evaluation

o]

M2

pafticular that the younger poorer readers Who received specific instructions

challenged the truth of 8.58 propositions on the average yet the mean number

readers who used the standard failed to identify any of the embedded
problems.

The internal consistency standard was present in only 55% of the subjects'

repertoires; in other words 45% of the chidlren never questioned the

consistency of any @f the ideas within the passages. More younger and poorer
readers fell into this grouping, as did those receiving general instructions.
Tne fact that so many children never used the standard at all -accounts for the
low détec;ian of intermnal inconsistencies in the presont study =nd 1t also
suggests an explanation for the paér inconsistency detection reported in other

Harkman, 1979). iany

studies (e.g., Garner, 1961 ; Garner & Kraus, 195i-82;

cnildren do not think to evaluate their understanding with respect to internal

consistency, and even when they are instructed to adopt such a standard, they

still d

o

not use it freguently, let alone effectively. Consider, for example,
the fourth grade poorer readers: on the average, thej used the internal
consistency standard less than once throughout the entire session. Evaluation

-»f. internal. consistency requires careful processing of the text. 1In contrast

[¥]

to the external stgndard. its use cannot be "faked," as evidenced by the fact

that only two of the 108 subjécts'used the stzndard at least once but did not
Although the ﬁrimary focus of the study was on children's use of three
specific standards for evaluating their understanding, the siugdy provides some

evidence of the use of other standards as well. Tne most frequ=antly ugsd

31
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non-target standard was informational completeness and clarity. A total of 14
children used the standard at least once, 11 of whom were more proficient
readers. Specificity of the instru=tions didAﬁat influence its use. Although
the proportion of children using the standard wss small, tha reading -
proficiency difference suggests that better readers are more likely to
Spontaneously consider whether the text contains sufficient-information to
enable them to grasp the main ideas. Gémments indicating that other standards
had been applied were more ;nfreque;t. probably because the passaEES%had,been

screened by adult resders for the presence of other problems. rour chiidren

R

used the structural cohesiveness Standard, one the propositional cohesiveness
standard, and five the syntactiec. Additional research_ i3 needed to examine

more directly the extent to which children evaluate their understanding with

_respect to these other standards .. = .1, vawe-wiah“t@”imprave“rsadé%S‘

O

abilities to decide for themselves when they understand and when they do not,

we must have a thorough ﬁnderstanding of the kinds @f'cr%éeria they do and do

not use.

32
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Reference Notes

Baker, L. ?h;idr§§i§7§f552§i§grqs;_gf multiple standards -for- evaluating

their comprehension. Unpublished manuscript. University of Maryland,

Baltimore County, 1983.
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Tne resesrch repor-ted 1n this paper Wss supportzd 1in pert by the National

institute or Education under Grant WIE-G-81-0100. 1 am grateful to the

students znd staff of the Baltimore County Public Schools for their
cooperation and parilcipgtién.< i thank Susan Sonnenschein for her comments orn,

the manuseript. Address reprint requests to the author at the Department of

, 1. Since there were only three examples of each problem type, it is.

important to know the extent of variablity among items, even though an

snalysﬁs treating items as a random. effect is inappropriate. Therefore; the
frequency with which each specific problem was identified was compared to the
&

frequencies for other problems of the same ‘type and different types. Despite

some varisbility; «1l of the nonsense word problems were identified more of ten

than any of the prior knowledge or internal inconsistency problems (p Et%iTi

59, .60). All of tns prior Kuowledge problems had similar identifiestion e

did the internal inconsistencies (.33, .33, -43).

o
tn

Additionully, within conditions, there were no SPEGifié items which had
detection rates grossly different from th- overall pattern.

2. Since the means were based only on missed problems. a child who did not

“miss - any problems would have no score. — Seven cnild}enffellﬁint;,this o

'categmryi In addition, the taped protocols for three of the children wWere

incomplete and so their scores could not be calculated. This reduction in

sample size accounts for the reduced degrees of freedom. -
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Mean Humber of Intestionally-Introduced Problems Ifdentifiea

Grade  Reading  Instruction

- Proficiency

Fourth Better
Poorer
Sixth Better

Poorer

Note--Maximum in each cell is 3.
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Specifie
General
Specific
General
Specifie
General
Specific

General

Nonsense ~

Yord

Iype of Problem

Prior Knowledge Internal

Viplation Inconsistency

1.54 1.57
LU .62
1.11 .90
.29 .14
2'?5, 2.56
1.54 1.42
1.00 1.20
.éﬁ « 34
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-Grade Proficiency

Fourth Better

Sixth

Poorer
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Mesn Number

Times Standards Were Applied

Standaras or

Threughout Testing Session

Type of Standard

s,

cvalu.tion
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Table 3
Proportion of Children Who Never Used
A Particular Standard of Evaluation
Type of. Standard

Reading External Internal

Grade Profieciency Instruations Lexieal -— -Consistency Gansiétéﬁeg
Fourth Better Specific : .00 .20 .27
General s .69 | .56

Poorer $pezific .06 -,25 . .20 -
' - General PEN.) - 02 L9l
Sixth  “Better Spégific .00 ' .00 7 .00

General 13 .25 31

Poorer ~ Specifie .30 210 ’ ©.bo

General .33 w33 0T et

Ly

Q
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. Table 4
Proportion of Children Who Only Used | .

One Particular Standard of Evaluation

N ' Type of Standard

~ Reading T — — Extgrnél'”‘”W;ﬁté%ﬁélé

Grade Pfaficienzy . Instructions Lexiczl C@ns%siehcy Consistency .
Fourth  Better Specific - .20 .00 . .00
: General Y .00 © 06

<Poorer Specific = .25 .08 .00
Sixth  Better Specific .00 .00 . .00 .

Poorer -~ Specific .. 410 - .20 .00 s

) = . General .2 .. .08 .00

F -
2 = a7
. et
. =
] -

O
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Mean Number of Different Standards Usged
Tnroughout Testing 3ession
Keading Proficiency Instructions Four th Sixth

ic £.58 5.13

Lol

Beiter . Speci

enerzl 1.67 ' 2.62

o

o

Poorer Specific 2.46 2.40

General . 1.02 1.85

41
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