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FACILITATING READING COMFPREHENSION BY TEACHING TEXT STRUCTURE:

WHAT THE RESEARCH SHOWS
fPatricia L. Carrell

Abstract
Recant research has shown the importance to reading comprehensiqn.of the
reader's knowing and using the top—levéﬂ structure of the text. This effect of
text structure has been demon: trateq +or‘b0th narrative and exp051tory text
(Mandler énq Johnson 1977, Meyer 1975, 1977a, 1977b), and. far dxfferent
measures of comprehgnsion, namely written_?ecall protocols, summaries, orail
retellings, and question—answering (Meyer 19735, Thorndyke 1977, Kintsch gnd
van Di jk 1978). Since this research has further provided evidence ghat knowl e—
dge and use of top-ievel structure discriminaﬁes géqﬁ readers-fromfpoor*readers
(Mever, Bran&t,-and Bluth/l?BO), it is reasbnable to ask whether instructigp
which focuses on text sﬁructure can improve comprehension, especially +6r boon
?eaders. Several recent studies (Bartlett 1978, Gordon 1950, Short 1981, .
Singer and Donlan 1982, Geva 1983) have found that teach1ng various aspects nf
text structure can fac111tate first language reading comprenensxon.

In éécond language reading, relevant researcﬁ is scanty. Some recent
research has begun to;investigate the etfects of rhetorical organizaﬁion on
second laﬁguage reading cnmpréhension ZHinds 1983b, Cornor 1984, Connor and
McCagg 1983a, 1983b, Carrell 1984a, 19B4b5, and some articles have begun to
suagest pedagngical techniques for teaching text structure fJohnson and Sheetz-
Brunetti 1983). However, no research has yét been repérted on whether
explicitly teaching text.strﬁctuFE has a facilitating effecf on ESL reading
comprehension.

Tﬁis paper reviews the relevant research on text structure and on its

effects on reading comprehension in English as a native language and English as
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a second language. It then reviews the studies which have snown facilitating
etfects on first'language réad;ng camprehension of explicitly teaching téxt'
structure. Finally, based on this research, the article discusses a research
project in prograss whicn ;ddresses:the guestion: sCan we facilitate EESL

reading comprehension by teaching text structure?”
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introduction

A Nnumber of re . - studies have empirically shown that the rhetoricail
Jrganization of a *. ‘acts with formal s&hemata possessed by the reader
-—i.e., the reader s b.. sund knowledge of and experience with textual
sorganization——to affect .. ding comprehension. This effect of text structure

an feading‘compfehension 55 been shown to be true of both narrative'and
expository texts. For exﬁmglé, tﬁe work of Thorndyke (1977), Mandler (1978;7
Mandier and Johnson 1377, .‘abnson and Mandler 1980), Rumelhart (19735, 19775,
and Kintsch (1974, Kintsch and van:Dijk 1978) has shown that different patte-ns
of rhetorical organization of English narrative prose affect the way that prose
is understood and recalled by native speakers of English. The Qork,of Meyerv
and her colleagues (1975, 1977a, '1977b, Heyer, Brandt, and Bluth i980, Meyer
and fFreedie 1984) has shown similar ef*eéts on native speaker comprehension of
English expository prose. Fﬁ?thefmore, these effects on reading have been
demonstrated via différing measures of comprehension——fwriften recall proto-—-
Fols, summaries, retellings, and question—answering. Since this latter re-—
search on expositqry prose has provided further evidence that knowledge,and use
of textual organization———sqecifically what Mever calls the "top-level”
organization———discr;minates good readers from pqof readers (Meyer,'Brahdt, and
Bluth 1980), it is reasonable to ask whether instruction which focuses on text
structure improves comprehension for poor comprehenders. SeQéral recent
studies (Singer and Donlan 1982, Gardon 1980, Bartlett 1978, Shorf 1?81, bava
1983) have found that teaching various aspects of text structure can improve
comprehension ?or readers of English as a native language. .

in second language reading, where the situationvis more compiex,_?elevant
research is lacking, Some recent research nas begun to investigate the;effecté
of rheforical organizétion on second languagé reading comprehension.' Carrell

({984a;) shows the effects of narrative rhetorical organizatibn on £SL reading
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-omprenension. Conncr (1984, Connor and McCaga 19§3a, 1383b) has examined the
sffects of one tyoe of English expository organization on Japanese and Spanisn
Z5L readers. Carreil (1984b) has shown the,differingreffects of four types of
axpository ofganization.on ESL readers of Arabic, Sganish, and Oriental back-
grounds. #Hinds (1983§, 1983b) has shown differing effects of a traditional
Japanese organization on Jap;nése ESL readers and native English readers.
Based on this research,. sone papers have begun to suggest a variety of peda-—
gogical tééhniques for teaching various aspects of text structure to improve
reading comprehension (Johnson & Sheetz—Brunetti 1983). However, 60 empirical
research has yet been reported as to whether explicitly teaching text structure.
has a facilitating effect on ESL reading comprehension.

My purposes in this paper aré/foﬁr—fuld. -First,fI shallvréview the
relevant research on the efrfects of tekt struct%re on reading comprehénsion in
English aé a native language. Second, I shall review recen# rgsearcﬁ on the
effects of text.stfucture on reading comprehension in English as‘alsecond
1anguage. Third, I shall review the studies which ha?e shown the facilitating
erfects on first languége reading comprehension,of explicitly teaching sdde‘
aspects of text structure. Fipally, based on All of the foregoing, I shall
describe an e«pefx%ent currently in progress which has been designed to
investigate the question: “Can we fac111tate ESL readxng comprehension by

teaching text structure?”




Zrnglish as Native Languaqge — Evidence that Text Structure Aftfects Reading

Wwithin the theoretical framework of what have been labeled story grammars .

(if looked at from the perspective of a narrative text as a Ilinguistic object) .

or storv schemata (if looked at from the perspective of the mental proceséing
of narrative text), it has been empirically demonstrated that narratives
typically have a nierarchical schématic étructure, that readers are sensitive
+0 such structure, and that when the structure is.used to quide comprehension
and recall, both are facilitated._ #or example, using four different narrative
patterns +or a single-paésage———eaeh one 2xemplifying a simple narrative story
describable by a1gene;ative story grammar af plot structures———-Thorndyke (19773
showéd that'comp}ehensibility and recall were dependent on "the_amount o+t
inherent plot structure in thg story, independent of passage content" (1977:77)
Specifically, he showed that subjects’ ratings of comprehensibiiity, and their
per#ofmance on recall, summarization, and recognition tasks @ere'ali affectad
by the-differences-in the rhetorical organization of narrative passages. He
further found that recall probzbility of individual facts from passages
depended on their relative Jeight in the hierarchical_plog structure of the
_passage:_"subjects>tended to recall facts corresponding to high-level
organizational story elements rather than lower—level details"” (1977:77). In
addition, stdky summafizations produced,#rom mémory tended to “emphasize
general structurai-characteristics rather than specific content™ (1977:57).
Within this same'thecretica{ framework, Kintsch (1974, 1977, Kiﬁtsch,
Mandel, and Kozminsky 1977, Kintsch and Greene 1978) has studied the effects of
story grammars or story schemata on comprehensibility ratings, summarizing, and
retalling tasks, using narrative texts preseﬁted in normal and scrambled
orders, and also using narraiiveé from American Indian culture which violiate
western European/énglo—ﬁmericaﬁ story structure. His regearch has shown that

stories presented in scrambled order are less well rated, recalled, or




summarized than steries presented in normal orger, and also. that certain
fmerican 1ndian stori;s. witich oev;até from the expected story structdre, are
less well recailed andg retoid by Anglo—-fAmericans than stories which meet their
story scheﬁata. —

Buiiding upon Kintsch's (1974) hierarchidal propositional system of text

anaiysis, kKintscn and van Dijk (1978) have propbsed a comprehensi#e model for

text comprenension. Their concept:of the-macrostructure of a text and its
role in a theary of discourse production and comprehension is a direct oﬁt—
growth cf earlier findings on the roie of top-level rhetorical structure in
ﬁemory for tne gist of a story.

in the same theoretical framework of viewing a story grammar as a sciema

o

for simple narratives, Rumelhar=t (1975, 1977) has similarly Shéwn that rules.
which govern #he formation of summaries of narrative téxts may be derived from
rules which describe the uﬁderlying rhetorical organization of a narrétive.

Iin other words, the quéntity and quality of gist recall of a ﬁarrative text
appears to be directly related to the match betaeen rhetorical organizabion of'
the story and the reader 's schema +tor stqries.

Mandler (1978,'Mand1ér and Johnson 1977; thnson and Mandler i980) has
shown the powerful effects of story schemata in first language compréﬁension
for both adults and children; Mandier ‘s data show that not only do aqults use
their knowledge of story structure toyéuide comprehension and recall, but fhat
children as young as first grade have acquired séory schemata and use them to
organize their comprehension and récail (see also Adams and Collins 1979, Adams.

and Bruce 1980, Glenn 1978, Ste=in and Glenn 1979). N

-
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Turning now from narrative prose to exp051tofy prose, the research é% s
EBonnie Mever and her colleagues and students (1473, 1977a, 1977b, 1977c, 197%;:
Mever, Brandt, and Bluth 1980; Mever and Freedle 1984: Mever, Haring, Brandt
and Walker 1980; Mever and Rice 1982) hgs shown similar effects on reading
comprehension ot differences in the rihetorical sctructures of exPosjtorv prose.
In her research on wnat is learned from expository texsts, Meyer has gathered
evidence that what she cails the "content structure” (1577a:307}), or. the way
the information in a passage is organized, {s an important factor in reading
compfehension. Speci%ically, her~resear§h has shown that information located
high or at top levels in the hierarchical organization of a passage is recélled
better than information at lower levels, both immediafelv after reading or - - .7
listening, and also over time. Further, her evidence with delayed chd recall
shows that the greater memurability of top-level information is ﬁat due to
differences in retrievability—-——that is, it 15 not simply a m;ﬁter of high-—
level inforﬁation being more easily fetrieved from memory than lower—ievel

information. Instead, it seems that more top—iével information is actually

!
1

stored in memory.

The top—level information in content structure corresponds to what is
generally regarded as the main ideas of a passage and the interrelationships
.among these main ideas. The top—levei structure carries the central message_o?
a passage. Fearson and Gallagher (1983) call this the author's “central
strategy." By contrast, the‘lower—levels of the content structure correspend
to information generally regarded as detailed information, supporting ideas.
Figure | illustrates some of the different ways Meyer s research has shown

axpository texts may structure their top-level information.

Insert Figure 1 anout here




3y wavy of explaining wny 1t 1s rnat top-lievei intformation should be more
nemorable tran low-lgvel information, Mever hvpotnesizes thar 1n the process of

tomprehending a4 text readers who possess anog utilize the appropriace formal

scnema for a text renearse and subsequenily store 1in long—term memory concepts

and i1nterreiationships most centrally related torthe higher-level organization

1N a passage. As the reader attempts to relate the inceming informaticn from

the text to the main i1deas of the text, this'tdp—levél crganization consequant-—

iy géts renearsed with sach new piece of information the reader attempts to
integrate. ?eripherélly related information gets Feheafsed less 1n memcry;u
each piece of supporting information gets stored in the prbper place in the
hierarchy, out does not get rehearsed over and over again, and is thus more
quicklv faorgotten.)

Mever 's rese%rch has also revealed differential effects on reading recall
among these variaQs patterns of top—-level rh?iorical organizaticn. In two sets
i : : X

of experiments with texts of essentially the'same content but different top-

level organizationsi the collection gi descriptiongs type of organization was
the least effective:in facilitating recall when people read a text for the
purpose of remeambering it. Reéderé o? the comparisen and gausation versions
did better on immediate recall, and on delayed recall and delaygd éﬁestion—
answering, both one week later. Meyer has tained similar regsults for bqth
.ﬁinth—grade level readers (Meyer, Brandt,‘and Bluth 1963) and for adult college

undergraduates (Meyer and Freedle 1984).

i

Meyér's research has further shown that when readers identify and utilize

the top-level organization of a text during>reading ard during recall, they
tend to recall more than readers who -do not. Mever has found that 1f readérs
organize their récgll protocols accerding to the text’'s top-level structure;'

they rememoer far more content--—retaining not only the main rdeas especially

Q , _ '!? .1{)
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well, sven a wesk after reacing, but aiso recovaering more atalis. R0

oo -

G

apil:tw to i1gentify anag wurfilice top-level content STrucTure 10 reading an

recail, Mever nas founag 1S highly correlated with nodoperfgent MEABUres o

readitng skills:  students who demonstrate good reaging compr#nension skiils on

=)

) ” -
starndaraglized tests are the ones who tend o oe anle to identity and util:ize |
roep—ievel structure: poor readers do not -ifleyer, Brandt, and Bluth 1$80) 7 { 7
small return to this difference between gooc and pcor readers when i discuss

’ - - . - - ~

rraining experiments wnich atiempt to teach the igent:rficat:ion and urilization

ot top—ievel ceonrtant structure. . . ~

v‘
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Ganen on Mangloel o CISTEL Manalee 12T, Jennwon ano Manglor

Wit GLOry. Grammars oang simolo mareative cronciursg, Lurrell

i

CiS8dat mas gencpitrated AR essects 2F e1mple narcaT iveINonpmand it rEATing
in Englian 2% 4 socond lLenguage. Lsidg Si1mple Twameplsods stories whion e thee
’ ) _ . . v, R '.'
Aoi s ENSCrarmat oF d 9imDIe sUory grammar SSRAL 1%, foxth =whion Q?WSszeﬁf
e ten Spisgoes seguentially-in standard order) or which svnnematicaliy o,

girotorted that format. (that 14640 Zexts wnich gystematicelly interleaved parts
oF them two opiscdesi’ differences were fDond 1o path the quantity of and .
P2 .- : . : K . I .

s -

vompor sl sequence oF recall. OwggSity oF recall fas onhandet when thRe Story Was

structured wth a rhetprical organization that cenforagd Lo the simple story
arammar-~-that 19, ONEe weil Structured epsscde Folldwed by the gpher———than . . -
FE ‘ - A S : : o A

when The Storys was structured with a rheudrical grganization thet violated the

story grammar. Further, the recalls produgec by thogse. whio read the Gtorias -
; P o - o ) N .

Wwhich viclated .the stary grammar snowed a strong 2fiect of the sto™y grammar 0

the terdency 0f ThE temperal swauencing in those recall protecals ro o reflect

'
. - . h

the story grammar order ratner thas the :opuk orger.  That a5, 5. readars «ho

e

X . . - s . ) . : .
read the interleaved, distortediversions atnIiempted to unﬁcrambﬁﬂathat cruur‘anq

-

use the stangdard crdee tn thele recalls.

Gy now, sgveral studies have been dore showing the ofddcds oo E50 roacing

comprenensiar of diféerences in the rhetorical. organtzation of expository

.

proce.  Hinds {1983a, 19831 rnas compared Japanese and Engls ¢h roaders, reading

v . . . N r . .
in therr respective native 1angudges, on texts with o Typical Japanose .
‘rhetor:cal shructure. His fipmdinga ahow thatl Nt only 1% Ehee JApanene . '

structure gengrally morae diftscule for tne Englian roaders than for the

Japnanese readers, but that particwlar aspecstis oF that rhetorical organs zation

are extranrdinar: iy problematsc <or Englisn readers, sspecially in delaved

recall.  He concludes that the traditional Ki-spg-ton-skotoy Oartern o

P

.
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ronctenporary Japanese expository prose is more difficult for English)readers
e v ' ’ . ’ A
jecause of its absence in English expository prose. That is, native English

- ~ o

:gaméﬁafiack the appropriate formal schema against which to process the

japanese rhetorical pattern, .

The research of Connor is also relevant here (Conpor (984, Connor angd
" . . “ . ( .\;:- &
‘ciCagg 1983a, 1983b). Connor has compared the reading comprehension of 'ﬁ

japanese and Spanish readers of ESL to that o+ a group of native English &

~?aders~un an expository text with ﬂeyerfs problem/soiutign type of t;p~lévalu
SL}ucture. In analyziné the recatl protoéais produced imqediately atter
reading, Connor (1984) found ﬁhat although, in general, the native £nglish .
'e§q§rs racalleqvmcre propositions from the otigxnal text than the non-native
readers, the dif%erence was 1n the numoer’ of low-level ideas rather than the
rumber of top-level ideas. That is, the non—native readers réCalieﬁ about the
samg number of top-level i1deas at the=hativé readers, but recalled far fewer
1ow—level i1deas. The non-natives tendéd not to he able to elaborate on the .
maiﬁ'xdeas wath supporting deta{is.' This . turned ocut to be a significant ”
disadvantage when therr recall prbtoéals were holistically evaluated by ESL .
writing teachafs as repc;;ed 10 anncr and McCagg (1983a). Although not
reported by Connor ana Molagy (1983a) as a écatematic finding, it is

interesting to note that the native and Spanish recall protocols receiving the

hrghest ratings by the ESL writing teacherd reflected the problem/solution

orgapization of the original text; neither the highest-rated, nor the lowest—

’

rated Japannse protocols reflected this top-level content structure.

Fina'ly, a study by Carrell (1984b) shows the effects of four different

English rhetorical pacterns on the reading recall of ESL readers of various

i

nat:ve language backgrounds. That stutly showed that the more tightly organizéd

patterns of comparison, causation, and probiamssolution are generally more

| 9] ~—

1 : e .

O
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racxllfitrve o# recall af sp8c1i:c11deas from a text than .s the more loosely .

~

nrganxhec ccllecnxon of descr:gdlons pattern. In this fxnd1ng,,ESL readers

\

generally appear tc ve s;mzlar to the native readers tested by- Hever (Meyer: and

Freedle 1984). chever, that st&dy also found significant differences among

- - y

the native lanquage groups (Arabic, Spanish, and Oriental) as to which Englisn
‘..‘_-‘—’v

d1scourse types are more or less facxlxtatxve of recall. For'example, the

Rranle group +found the co;lectxon of Mescrzptlohs type equal to the problem/

soiutxon type, and more +ac111tatxve of recall than the causatlon type.

The épanish group found the collection pf descriptions type far less

facilitative of recall than any of the other three. The Oriental group

(predominantly‘Korean, plus a few Chinese) found the causation and

problem/sclution tvpes about equal, and both of these were more facilitative

of recall than the comparison and collection of descriptions, which were about
equal .
. . ,
tawving reviewed the literature which shows that text structure, especially
the top—level rhetorical organization of a text, affects the reading
compretiension of both native English and ESL readers, I shall now move to
cons:der the literature which attempts to answer the gquestion behind the title

O+ my paper: "Can we facilitate reading comprenension by teaching abéut text

structure?”
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Enoiisn as a Native Language = JTraining Studies

There is by now a fairly extensive literature on intelligent benavior aﬁd
th; tra{qzﬁg of intelligence in general (e.g., Detterman and Sternberg 1982),
on the training of general learning strafegies ({Dansereau, Holley,4and Collins
1980)..on the training of metacognitive abilitfés (Brown, éampione, and Day
i981), and also on the training of various reading comprehension skills (Day,
1980, Collins and Smith 1982, Gordon and Pearson 1983, Brown and Palingscar
1982, Bransford, Stein, and Vye 19é2). To review this general literature,
however, would take us beyond my'gﬁrposes tﬁday. 1 shall, therefore, limit my
review to training studies which have been conducted to . show that teachihg,
various aspects of text structure can havé a tacilitating effect on reading
comprehension. '

Singer and Donlan ({982) report a study which showed thaé readers can
imprové in their comprehension of narrative prose by being taught the schema
for simple stories, and by being tauéht a strategy for posihg schema—general
and story—specifié guesti ans to guide their interaction with the text. Singer
and Donlan reasoned that it was not sufficient to teach tﬁe reader about the
story schema (for the reader may very well already possess that knowledgé
anyway: , but that the reader also needs to be'taugnt a strategy far applying
this knowledge to the story. They taught "a éroﬁp of American 11th graders a
general problem—sqlviné schema for short narratives (e.g., that a story
involves a leading charac£er who wants toc accomplish a goals the character
adopts a plan for achieving the goal: on the way to the goal s/he encopnteré i
obstacles wnich the character overcames, circumvents, is defeated by, etc.).
Singer and Donlan then taught these 11th gradérs how to formulate generai
guestions related to this schema (e.g., Who fS’the leading character? What is

the character trying to accomplisn?). Then thev had the students practicg

deriving their own storv—-specific gquestions from these schema—general question

14




{e.g., is this story going to be more‘about the officer or the barber? Will
the barber kill the officer with the razor?). They then tested the readers}
ability to use these tools to comprehend short stories tépically read at thé
high schdol level. Using criterion—referenced test;, they tpmbarEd the Compre—
hension of this,experimental group to a contrbl group, taught to comprehend
short stories fhrough the traditional me;hod of teacher—posed gquestions. Their -
results showed statistically superior perfarmance by thé experimental group.
.In a recent dissertation, Gordon -(1980) compared the etfects of three
&ifferent instructionai strétegies'on the comprehension of narrative selections’
in natural classroom settings. Fifthugkade children of average and above
average reading ability, using the\séﬁé basal reader in one school, were

!

raﬁdomly assigned to one of thrse treatment groups: Content and Structure,

Inference—fawareness, and Control. Each group received daily 10 minutes o+

differential treatment related to each basal reader selection and 20—m1nutes of
the regular basal reading program. During each 10—m1nute perlod, the Content

and Structure group received instruction to improve pre—exlstlng content

schemata and knowledge of the macrostructure of text. The Inference—-Awarengss

group was given training in the use of a metacognitive strategy designeF to

' !
improve their ability to make text-based inferences and to relate prior
1}

knowledge (cantent schemata) to textual elements. With this group’s fécus on

content schemata, we might label this group the/ Content group. The Control
group received differential instruction in language—related literatuﬁe
appreciation or creative actxvxtxes pertxnent\éo the basal reader story. Among-

a number of specific findings:in this study, ordon reparts that tna Content

l

and Structure group significantly exceeded (p<.01) both other groups;on'

{
!

overall written recall on the final test. Thus, a group taugnt both' text

. !
structure and content strategies not only outperformed a control group, tney

2
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also outperformed a éroup taught content strategies only.

Yet another dissertation, this one by Short (1982) designed a sel f—
instructional program for fourth graders to remediate less skilled‘readers:
limited use of story schema. Atter only three training éessinns, Snort fnund
that story grammar strafegy training signi%i;antly-énhanced less skilled
readers’ free and prompted recall performance, with those receiving the
strategy training indistinguishable_from skilled readers. Short observed that
"the marked changes in story reea}l bronght about by three training sessions
indicated strategy training anpearéd to change passive poor readers into
adt1vé strategic learners.” ' (1982: from the abstract)

Turn1ng now to training experiments with exp051tory texts, Geva (1983)
used training in a text—mapping strategy to aid students to understand and
remember text information. Text—-mapping (Pearson and Gallagher 1963,
Armbruster 1979) involves selecting key content from an exposxtory passage and °
representing it in some sort of visual display (boxes, circles, connecting
lines, etc.) in which the relationships among the key ideas are made explicit;'
Geva (1983) reports two studies designed to train less skilled readers to pay
closer attentinn to hierarchical aspects of text. Communiﬁy college'étudents
were_taught to represent prior knowledge and text structure in nodes-relation
flowcharts, which represent the ideas as nodes, and the relations between and
among the ideas as labeled connectors. In the first study, sﬁudents in tne
experimental group receivedFZO hours of insfructinn focused on the identifi—
cation of causation and process desérintions in factual expository texts.
Students in the control group received individualized teaching related to speed
reading, text skimming, look1ng for key words, and identifying conjunctfcns in

texts. At the end of a f1ve—week tra1n1ng period, the experimental group \\\

3

-

showed not .only significant improvement on the flowcharting task, but also on\\\\

the Nelson Denny Reading Comprehension test. Yet, there were no differences
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between the experimental and control groups on the Nelson Denﬁy Reading Compre;
hension test———both groups showed similar gain scores.. In her second study,
Geva showed that less-skilled readers benefitted from the instruction more than

moderately-skilled readers——-—the gain scores of the less—-skilled experimental:

students on the Nelson Denny Reading Comprehension test significantly exceeded

the gain scores of the moderately-skilled experimenfal students and of the
less—skilled éontrol students. Geva spe;ulates that "students with higher
initial reading abilities had at Ieasf an implicit knowledge of text componenté
before the experimental intérventioq" (1983:395); for them, the training pro-
gram may have been redundant as a méahs of improviné reading cnmprehension.
Geva concludes:

"The results seem to support the conjecture that learning to recdgnize

text structure through flowcharting transferred/to more careful reading

of expository texts 5v less ckilled readers." (1983:384)

The-last fraining experiment I shall review was conduttgd by Bartlett
(1978), one of Meyer 's doctoral students. Bartlett spent a week—-—five one-—
hour sessions———teaching a group of ninth graders to identify and use Meyer ‘s
comparison, causation, problem/spolution, and collection of descriptions text
types. This group read/and was tested for the recall of texts on three
occasions: betaore training,’a day-aftgr training, and three weeks after
instruction. A control gfoﬁp pérticipated in all the testing sessions, and
during training was exposed to the same instructor and the samebtexﬁs, for the
same amount of time, but engaged in a punctuation aéfivity as part of a.grammar
progrém.' At the beginning and end of each traiﬁing sessioﬁ, students in the
experihental condition were informed of the objectives of instruction—-—
i.ef, to identity top-level stfuctgre in prosé p;ssages during the reading of

the passage, and to use that top—level structure in organizing written recall
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ot the passage. Bartlett s results showed that the trained group remembered
nearly twice as much content on the post—tésté as on the pre—-tests——both one
day after instruction and persisting until fhree weeks arter. Ffurther, on the
tests after instruction, the trained group didltwiée as well as thglcontrci
group.

In ;n,interesting addendum to Bartlett's-disserfation, a letter +rom the'
regul ar c1assroom teacher of the students in the experxmental group attests to

.

the per51stence and carryover ot the skills thév learned. The teacher says the

students reacted favoraoly to the skills they learned, cons1dered what they
\
learned to be a valuable tool, gained cont+idence 1n themselves as iearners, and

also galned specific skills that ‘carried over to suggequent units of study

through the rest of the school termr.
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English gé Q'Secoﬁa Lanquage — Training Studies

Although some researthers‘héve ;uggested that teaching various aspects of
text structure ought to facilitate £5L reading comprehension (inciuding‘Carrell
1984a), and some have even suggested a variety of pedagogical techniques
whereby this teaching might be most etrfectively accomplished—f—inéluding text-
mapping strategies like Geva’'s flowcharts (Johnsgh and Sheetz-Brunetti 1983), I-
am aware of no reseéarch showing that such training does iﬁdeed énhance ESL
reading comprehension. iﬁ this last part of the paper, I°'d like to briefl;
déscribe a training study cu(rentl; in pfogresé which has been designed to
answer the questibn: “Can we facilitate,ESL readiné comprehension by téaching
text strucgure?"

The éraining geséions weré pilot testedlon1§-1ast week, so all I can

report'at this time.are"aspects of the design of the study, and some very

preiiminary indicatiohé ao¥ what we think our results will be.=*

%I am assisted in this research by three graduate research assistants,
whom I would like to publicly acknéwledge: Pam Griffin, David Miller; and

Takako Dsﬁima.

Subjects. This stﬁdy is being conducted with'anheterogeneous group ﬁf
intensiQe‘E:L students enrolled in Lével 4 (the most advanced regplar_leve;) at
the Center fo; English.as a Seéond Language at SIu-C. These stuéeﬁts are
 gén§fa119 character;zable as high—intermediate‘level in- terms of théir overall
English proficiency. Nétive languége groups represeﬁﬁed ;re: Sﬁanish, Arabic,
Korean, Malaysian, plus a handful of Eurqbeans.

Téaining Procedures; Training is based loosely on Bartlett’s trainingJ:

procedures. Five one—hour sessions, alli within one week, are conducted in the
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students’ regular ESL reading classes."The training covers four of Mever's. - -

major discourse t?pes———the four shown in Figure 1. The:sessions begin simply,
presuming no priorAbackgréund and using lots of short and easy iliuétrative
text passages; the sessions buildlduring the week to longér and more subtle
passages. All text.passages are naturally-bc:urring texts, seiected from a’

variety of sources. Each session begins and ends with reviews of the training

program’s objectives, and each session reviews the previous day’'s main points.

The.teachiné stylg attemﬁtsﬁpo/be highly motivating and engaging for the
students, and involves ‘lots of tuaent ihteractioﬁ with the materials an& lots
of individual corrective feedback. It begins with the teacher doxng mnst of
the talking, demonstrating, etc., but moves qu1ck1y to shlftlnguthe
respon51b111£y for 1earp1ng.tn the students, a ws them to work at their
’own pace. )

The basic objectives of the teéching prograh are éxplicitly communicated
to the students. Specx+1ca11y, ‘we explaln to them that sometimes it doesn’t
matter how they,read-——for example, when they are reading for pleasure. Dther
times, 1t does;; sometimeé;iespecially as students studying English for
atademic purposes and headed féf'the univeésity, they will be called on to read
lots'df information and to remember it———fo? example, in preparing for examsb
and class assignments. We explain that the efflcxency w1th which students can
rgad under such circuﬁstan;eg is 1mpqrtant, that if they can get {Pe necessary
information quickly and effectively, it is likely they will perform well and
feel~bétter about the task. We explain that-over the five—-day training ééribd,
we will be teaching tham a strateéy for reading thqﬁ should improve thgir'
understanding of what they read and their abilify to recéll it. wé eﬁphasize
to them that by teaching them a little aﬁout the ways in which expository texts

are typically organized at the top-level, we hope to be able to tearch them hnow

to use this knowledge fo improve their compfehensicnbof what they read, as well

20

‘g

21 | E




3

as to teach them a Strategy for using thié knowiedge toc improve their recall of
~shat they read.

'During each training session, each student works with a study packet,
which is the focus of that session’s activities. Everyday as ‘they liave the
session,.they are asked to apply what they are learning to all of the reading
they do until the next session. This ie intended to get the stuaents to use
the strétegy outsipe theiE ESL readiﬁg classroom, in other non—-teacher

supported reading situétions.

The lesson plans.are full of de£ai1ed explanations of thé.benefits of
le;rning the strategy, alohg'with chécklisfs so students can éonitor and
regulate their own learning.

Controi Sessions. While the experimental group‘is going-through thg training
éessions, a control group of similar students goes through. the regular CESL
Level 4 reading curriculum; However, during this one week pericd, the control
,studgnts are exposed to‘tﬁe sama text passages as the trﬁining students.

They perform various linguistié_operations with the texts (é.g.,_séntence
combining and gramm;r exercises) and they élso focus on the content of the
texts (e.g., question—anéwering and discussion). These students also,

obviously, undergo thé same pre- and post—testin? as the training students.

Testing Procedures. There are one pre-training and two post—training tests;

one post-test takes plaCé in the class period immediately iollowiqg the final
training session, and a second post-—test takes plaﬁe 3 wéeks a??er training.
The'ﬁre— and post—-tests in;olve testing only two oikﬁeyer’s four discourse
types: comparison and collection gﬁ des&rigfigﬂg, Each test consists of the
students reading texts with these two top-ievel structures, writing an

immediate free recalil, and identifying the text’s overall ocrganization by

answering an open—ended question. The recall protocols are scored for the




number of idea units recailed from the originai text: thev are aiso scored for’
the discourse tvpe used to organize the recall. The questions are scored on
whether the reader correctly identified the discourse tvpe or not.

StddEnts are also pre— and post—tested on independent measufes of their
reaging ability———i.e., a general reading test, independent of this study.
we re interested in seeing the relationship betweern the training and
perfarmance on standardized tests or ESLd:eading_ability. «For example, does
the training improve performance on other,'independent measures of reading

abilitv?)

Erxoected Results. We hope to tind that:
1) There are no difterences detween.the control and trained subjects on the
pre—tests. | '
2) Trained students outperform confroi.students on both the immediate and
del ayed post-tests. (And, since botn groups will have oeen exposed.to the same
texts, we can discount the exnosure to the texts as a factor,'and can conclude’
that the results are due exclusfvely to the training.) »Specifieally, we expeetd
the trained students to=be~able‘to identify and use the discourse type to a
greater extent than the conﬁrol efudents, and we expe:t the trained students to
be able to demonstrate greater recall of the texts than the control.students.
3) Trained students demonstrate greater‘gain scores not only on our ewn
post—tests. but also on the independent measures of reading ébility than
control students.

Dn.our pilot tests last week, the training students showed significant
gain scores in-their ability to identify and use,top—level organizetion e;‘the
coilection of descriptions and comparison discourse types.

(N=F; CofD: Use 777% —— 100Z; Identify 44%, —— 88%;

Comp: Use 44% —— 77%: Identify 447 —— 8B%)
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Jn the post—tests, the students also féad faster and wrote more, but we don 't _°
rave tHe{r recalls scored yet for quantity of ideas recalled. G+ course, since
Ne wéren't piiot testing a centroi group, I can't give you the comparisons
retween trained and control subjects.

Tuture. We wouid like to run tnis training study with sufficient numoers o+
stuoents from dirferent native laﬁguage packgrounds s that we can determine
whether there are any differential é#fects of the trainiﬁg due to Hifterences
1n native language background. Because of tﬁe heterogenous natu;e or CESL
ciasses, however, we may have to rﬁn the study several times.tc h;ve suf#%cient-
representation of certain native language groups. #Also, 1in the future, we hqu
to be able to expand the training to other ESL proficiency levels-—-both-higher
and lower, in order to determine whether the training is more erfective at
different prdficiencyblevels~——e.g.y_at lower levels versus higher levels.
Student Reactions. Student reéctién to our pilot training was extremeiy
positive. Students exp}essed che viek that they had learnéd a helpfuil
technique, and_fhat they felt they hadrbeﬁe+itted from the training. One very
quiet student spoke up and volunteé;e& that most of his 1ife he had hated
reading because he ne§er knew what he was looking for, and that now it madg
sense to him. All the students expressed more confidence in tnemselves as ESL.

readers.
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Conclusion
I 'd like to conciude with a qﬁote from =opert Tierney:
"It 1s easy_tc forget tnat the mastery of tne stractegy should 6ot displace
reaaging for meaning. (1983: %
what this means is thnat, obviously, we view This training on JdisCcourse Types as
* .
oniy one part ot a comprehensive instructieonal program in ESL reading
comprenension wnich shouid also include work in schema ayaxiacxliﬁy' scnema
acrtivation, metacognitive :éé{ning ée.g., inference~awarsness, analogy’ .,
comprenension monitoring skills, décoding skills, atc. See Colliﬁs and Smith
(1982) and‘Péarson and Ballagher (1963) for more on thess matters. Teaching
the prototypical patterns of uii?érebt texts wouid be inapp;obriaté unless
such instruction octurs in conjunction with helpiﬁé students, in a number of

ways, to acquire meaning from text.
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