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An Instructional Study:

Improving the Irnferential Comprehension

o

of * -

&

Good,aﬁd Poor Fourth-Grade Readers .

L

Inferential comprehension is more difficutt for children than literal s
T ) Coe .
comprehension; this asseriion has been validated in a wide range of studies,

using~a variety of measures (Guszak, 1967; Paarson, Hansen & Gordon, 1979; . A ¢

Raphael, 1980; NAEP, 1981). One interesting question is whether

EN

the gap represents a simpte fact about ﬁétu(al variation in task difficulty

N . .-'-- \

(inference is simply harder) or_an accident of instructional history (stu- .

’ - rl 5 » v b . ’
dents practice litéral tasks more frequently). Some evidence &xists for
o . .- Pl - a - . . ce N

~ 7 » A
’

-’
LS

the instructional history aréumghtﬁ Hansen (1981) found that staﬂ readet -

ques;ions émphasized literal xésks, and Guszak (1967) found that tegchers

o .
v

asked lft§ral questions more often. Yet other evidence indicates that stu- -

° -

dents ,have greater difficulty generating information from prior knowledge .
b ‘ 1 - N
to answer a question thgh they do recognizing the pléusibility*of siimilar by '

’ . .

sensible information when it.is presented in a text “(Pearson, Hansen, & - ° -
- “ . . o .

° <

o ¢

Gordon, 1979). ' A - A

. .

Nonetheless,\even if inferential tasks are inﬂekqntly more difficult, .

a . . -
Al , ¢ -

it is possible that the gap betwetn lité}q] and inferential compréhe9§709 .
performance could be narrowed if inferential tasks received more Tnétructiog?

- © . y

o

emphasis. Hansen (198]1) set out to invegtigate pﬁécise]y:that %ssgg.;

) L4

Working with average ability second grade student’, she devised two treat-

ERIC
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ments to improve comprehension. The first was .a ''‘practice only' approach
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in the sense that the only difference between it and a "business as usual'!

control group--which received the traditional digt of 80% literal to Q%
' « . ‘ ‘ .
inferential questions typically :found among huestions suggested ,in basal
? . :

*
. @

manuals~-was that the students in this treatment were asked only inferenice
. SALLE A :

et
-

questions during storw discussions. The second was more'of a strategy :

N °

! . . Do . ".
é - ‘training treatmeht. The students in this group received theAsame discussion
g . . - r
A questions as the control group; however, “the tradut\ona] building back-
, ) . -
/ ground for the story section of the basa]‘manua].was’rep]aced by a technique
. { - . s . -

s

involving three steps deslgned to orlent theé students Joward "an .inferential

set'! for\readlng - (a) Students were asked three questions which tappeﬁ‘
\ ’ . v < -

; R :
.. thelr prior experiences regarding sngnlflcant aspects of the upcomnng%story .
7, l >
. (characters' prob]ems, goals or motives, key actions or problem rquTUtuons)
- . ! = ” S d
(b) Students vere asked to predict what story characters might do in similar

x

. R R . R . .. N
cnrtﬁnstances, and (c) Having written their answers to the experience .and .

IS -

prediction tasks on strips of pad@r, students wove together their1strjﬁs

’: - ‘° N - » A . ° ) .
in order .to emphasize the notion that’, when reading, a reader must weave
- . L ‘1

together text information with prior knowledge in order to understand,the

~ .
’

text. . . -

>

\~ “t . 1Y . . ahc.
B

» . [N

S Hanseﬁ found, using a varuety of |nferent|a1 measures ranglng from;
o 1 \
new duestuons a7ked about the stories ,in whnch the instruction was embedded
. S~ s T
to questions about ‘new stories for which no instruction was provided to 3
r . C oy . T
_ standardized tests, that either approach (changing,question emphasis or, .
. - - : . "‘1;
- (R . ~ 3 - . “

providing students with an inferential set) improved compreﬂension .iores~x

4

. . o, ¢ . -,
. . general ly and inference questions scores specifically. However, her ddta
- L ) R ‘<, R ‘ . . ’ "
i ¢ ~ . » * -
- R - . Al - Y
) 4 r\ 2 - - L’/ = : - 1R
- ' J. “ El
Q o “

. 5
r - L)
s 2 . . :
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could not di%criminate betweeﬁ'thg two approaches Hence |t remafns un-

. -
')-

. >

]
w o " practicing and app]ygng or a more complex (and instructionally more

. <t ' - stingpe- N .
- expensive--in terms of teacher time) reordfentation.toward sreading ''set"

€

is more beneficial. 4 i -t
. . ~ : . . e
. : Now other researchers working on either inference tasks. ﬁordon ‘1980)
. * ’ R /

. ) , > N
“- or°other. ecomprehension tasks (Raphael 1980; Day, 1980; Brown &.Pallncsar,

. ¢

. in press) have ‘conducted tra|n|ng 'studies from which™ they concluded that the

‘ provnsnon of a specific strategy students could use to go about performing

A . . ~ -

‘the comprehenslon task, ‘coupled with teacher medellng of the desnred ;e-

. I ’ [ — '

s« havifor and lots of“interactive d|scus5|on and feedback about student per-
j _ ‘formance on:the same type -of behavnor, has led to, superuor levels of per-"

Sl formance when- students are gnvén new opportunltles to apply‘the strategy

. N ® . ;. : ’ .

Unfortunate]y, many of these studies havetcgnfounded the‘pnovision of direct
<

Y s, - A .
P teachidg (the modellng and the feedback) wnth |ncreased'opportun|ty to
~ & 4 LI . v F

LRI

L

. g apply the strategy. -However, Day (1980) Separated out ‘heer practn:;/// '
———fé <
1

- ‘ from practlce aecompanled by strategy tralnnng and'found the additi
N 2 f “ o, - -
. -~ ﬁ - M - ¢ Y
strategy tra|n|ng to be beneflclal‘ .

. - ~ ’

. Whlle no causal links. cgh He inferred, it is nonetheless |nterest$ng
' , 7 ~ - ‘ > ,' . ‘
. ‘tonote that rejei:cpers investigating comprehension instruction in elass-
. . \ 4
. . e )

' ‘rodms (Durkln 1978-79; Duffy ¢ Mclntyre, 1980) ot in basal manuals (Durkin,

N .

’
~, .
v Ny -

[N .
> -

1981) have found " plenty of’ pracglce (E:g.,-Worksheet and quéstlon-answerfng.

» ’ N .

. .. opportunltles) but llttle direct and specific strategy:instruction. ce

0 v e - . . «
[} PERY < o

.clear as go whether a slmple change in the tasks children spend their t|me‘

. ) . ‘ ‘ .
ERIC T - BT L .
8 K v PR 6 ¢ T 4
s . - * . ’ - . '
.
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One explicit purpose of the present resegréﬁ was to _evaluate the bene-

N ]

ficia)l éffect;'of an approach to teaching inference skills that tilized

both an explicit attempt to sensitize children to wHy and *hoit onte should

~ . . .
-

._draw inferences to prior knowledge and substantial practice in drawing such
. ~ Al v\
inferences during story discussions. A second major purpose of this study

'

»

. was .to determine whether or not teachers could be trained to administerffhe
> A - . - * .

tame kind of train?ng that experimenters had in the studies cited earlier,

. 1 .. o, ..
. in“reference to strdtegy training«v _Because of the design, the issue of
LN .Y .. ot
the power of separate components (stratégy. training versus practice) cannot
. ” + ’

be evaldated. Noﬁetheless, ;h? need to replicate beneficia]\findings using

. N ¢ g S
a combined approach and the need to determine whether teachers“could be

N

@ L., - . ) ,
Lo " . “trainéd to use the approach seemed sufficient justification for .completing
[y . . . . ';"’ R J: ’ g'
s, the work. * - . -
5 a -
': ‘ The present research is best viewed as an extension of.the.worﬁ~on '
\ - inference training conducted by Hansen (1981). It differs from her earlier

. .

-
2 \ N

the strategy trainiﬁg story~1ntrod0ction§ plus’ heavy.dose of;!%ory dis-~
’ cussion quest{ohs requiring inferences to prior know]:dge with traditional

, . introductions Plus a traditional mix of 30%/20% literal/iqferéntfal dis- ¢
Aﬁcus§19n qugﬁthné. Sécond, we dechedato'évé}u§te the technique wjth older N

-3 Y 3 . e
[ . ‘ . . .
. ¢ students (fouptﬁ\?ather than second grade). This change was motivated by . -
4'.’ ) - - . 7 “ r. .. rd : v - % .‘ * v' . . v $'. >
. our .curi@sity about the possibility that, ovér; three and one-hakf years
2 . . . B '
e 40 N - N ) . ' >
PR RS N e A ) vy
= - Y =
AR - , , _
§ hk.... . ? K 1 - . N o \'7 .-
‘ Q - P ’ . . *
E l L ' o . ) . - 7 - ' - .
oo o , , o - .o R

~ . . . .. - . . ’_ -
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.

of schooling, even a 20% frequéncy of, inference questions is sufficient

L3

-

Eo allow children to discove:/tgw/ko answer such questions effectively., . If.

- such a possibility were trueq then we ekpec;ed to find no effect for the

+ <

treatment. Third,.we applied the combined treatment to both good and poor

.
~ . . N

readers, with the'expectation that we might .find an aptitude by treatment

-— . . ..

¢
% v

interaction suggesting that good readérﬁ had atready di§cove9ed the rulese
X \ N

¢ [
of inference game (and hence would not benefit from the experimental

\

i .
approach) while poof_readef?‘had not (and herice would benefit)., Fourth, we
. decided to train teachers to apply the treatment ip typical classroom

environments rather thah to conduct the lessons ourselves. The rationale

behind {his alteration is_ﬁrénsparéﬁ%?

. L

It is one thiny for an experimenter

S

. ‘steeped *in the infefence literature and convinced of the efficacy, of the

approé%h to appl*xit; it is quite another to train others perhaps not
e

similarly Yncline4 (and concerned with so many other curriEqu? demands)

to davelop strategies Fon‘helping students improve_thgi} inferential capa-

[ .t .

bilities. A strategy no one could be expected to use, we reasoned, was

.

v//ha¢dly I}kﬁﬁy to become a candidate for {nsgructional chanég.

]

- . - - L T -
o . ..
.

n E ) Method , )
. ] l .
Subjects . ) ) : Coee

N -

’ ¥
¢ * .

Y Lo
The subjects were 40 fourth-grade students who were selecg%p randomly
from an ayailable "group of 125.

. . . gff

_town in, Maine that included diverse SES‘*levels. Twenty werjﬁWabgled good

73 2 4
readers ands 20, poor readers baseq_ﬁpon comprehension subt%di,scores of

- - -

All attended elementary scho%ﬂ'in a smallv:

Q

ERIC
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-7

\

(SAT) and teacher judgment.. The ﬁean SAT

.- the Stanfo}g Achievement Test

L4

equivalents were .6.3 for-the good readers and 3.2 for the poor.

Students

A\

o

within each ability group were assigned randonl]ly into either gxperimental

or contirol treatments.

-

‘Instructional Procedure
N

S

-

L

B
.

~

- L. ),
"All instruction’whs provided during the second semester by the four
- * ‘ . .
R certified fourth-grade ‘teachers in that school. The teachers were switched

from experimental and control conditions or vice-versa to coritrol for any

L 4 *

. RN
teacher differences. Instruction continued for 10 consecutive weeks, covering

the next 10 stories_thét the children would have read anyway. A 2-week
\ » ’ .

training perjod preceded the actual project. ~

Project-rela%gd activities constituted 2 instructional days each week.

For the othep 3 days the teachers provided thes regular vocabulary and s&fll'

‘actfvi;ies which followdd the basal programs and school curriculum. Of

= the 2 prgject-related days, one was devoted to introducing the‘gfb{iss aqg‘

-
-

- the other was devoted

to discussing the stories after they had been read. °*
\ ’

s )

On the day when the stories were introduced, each teacher followed a

' N ]g550n plan provided by the experimeters. For the exberimental groups
1 ‘these were, the strategy-training sessions. The lessons began with a dis-
[ 5\ cussion the virtues of using ''your own life' (a phrase which the children

-

coined after repeatedly hearing the phrase ''your _previbus experiences') to

help you unﬁg:stang what you read. The students discussed thé ihportance
- -

0' .. -
» o : ' ) . ~ .
L4 v L)
' <.
. . . ' 1 « .
» ‘» * L L,
) \ 7 T _
. 1 .
RRIC [ Ly - “

‘ ' . ! . )
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¢ v ’ L) L.
, of continuously comparing their own eriences -to those in-a text in order
. . ‘ ) R
- to help their comprehension. For example: ' .. .
. - . . \ . .'
- Teacher: L

[ B8 - ® .-

What is it that we have been doing before we talk about eaéh_sto}y?
&

1
Focus of responses: ’ - i

\

.

We talk about our }ivé§ and we predict what will happen in the
; stories, . . ’ l ,
. I

Teacher: * ¢

Why do we make these comparisons?

) \ .
. .

Focus of responses:

- . - . -

These comparisons will help us understand the stories.

’ » -
L4 . - @

Teacher: .
o R~ b <
1 . - . \ o
Last week | asked you to think about a social studies lesson on

Japan. Today, pretend that you'are reading a science article

about conversation. What might. you be thinking about while you

LY . - - ’
are reading the article? .

3 ) -

Gist of responses: :

Students relate personal experiences with.conservation and’

a

explain how the experiences would be related to a text.

A ) -

, After this E{jef general discussion, six questions were‘q5Red y¢fch

he‘lped-the students to capitalize on the use of '"their own lives' in or*

-

to draw inferences that would be helpful when interpreting the upcoming

. story. These questions were based on a model of inferencing which claims
° » .-

. ~
— e

.

O

ERIC
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’” ' .
f . 4 { \. ﬁ’\ -
that persons understand new information by relating tt to old (Pearson & .

.
-

based upon thﬁee important ideas

which had been selected from the story, For each idea twq qdestions were
- ’ -~ *

] - -
A - .\ N Y /-, N
'formg]ated, The first required th® readers to relate pertinent. personal T

JohnSpn,:l9Z8). The six questiens were

.

LR |

exper?ences‘and‘the secodﬂ required them to hypothesize what miéht happen .

L N

under similar circumstances jn’the story. .Ejther one of the two'questioﬁ
) ot . PE ’ )
types is commonly'TBund in suggestedﬁiptrdduc;ionsrto\stories in teachers'

> A -

‘

guides, but the notion of combining the two in order. to more reéﬁily model .
. ’ . 7 ~ -
the, inferential process in such a graphic manner is_a slightly new approach

~ -
F

- - s
to story introductions.: An example of a story introduction used in the"

present study follows: ‘ o ) -

’

An idea selected for development from one story: : .o

' . N K] " K N .
; . ¢ v
Sometimes people

*

! I3
are embarrassed by their personal appearance.

< . L
- L
N - .
“The related previous experience question: ’ R 3} ‘

Tell us about a time when you were embarrassed about the way you. ~

. laoked. | got a short.haircut. I'm *

(Various responses were:

tpo short. 1 hawe a suit with a.big pocketiin front. | wore .

somé short pants.) "

. . . Dy

. - 4 ¢
-

This discussion Jed -into the following hypothesis situation:

In our next stor9 there is an old man whd is embarrassed about °

.

the way he looks. What do you think is the thing that embarrasses =

him? (Various answers were: Rigged tlothes. Cane. Gray hajr. T

Vrinkles.) : . ’_ - . .

ERIC
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~ related previous experience or notrbé able to generate an hypothesis. The

‘A-D. . ) ,

, ! -~ » N
. .
N - - - ‘ \‘
¥ L4
. M [ . ‘
. . An Instructional Study
: A P , 10
oy ! A : ' ‘ . .
AN N - . Y <

E
.

v . . . . : -~
An- importapt’ function of-these questions was to stimylate interaction*

« » .

among the -students, ‘Often ap Indivifual®iwould not be able to remember 'a

. - .
- . - .

- g WD, U

L]
~ . s ] < LS -

. . . . = LN « . 2 e .': Y
interaction within the.group often-triggered the recall of similar éx-
N - 3 ‘- N . 4

periences on the part of an individual and helgedito stimulate possible .

ﬁypotheses. " Also, following’the discussion of each question the students
: . >

.

“wrote down their own answers to the questions. Examples of materials used

in all phases-of the e&peridental group's trdining appear in Appendices.

. A . .
. f ~ B s

The lesson plans for the control grougs.followed suggestions in the: \

teachers' manuals for introductions tq the stories. For gxampfe, ,

1. fhe'stpry ybu're going to read today is a true story about a

~

youngigirl wHo saved the- lives of many people.

2. Turn $ pagd 265 now. y . .’
. 3. This story took'place about 100.years agoj ’ ‘
v - T D

.

4, VWhat ‘is the title of the story?

a

5. MHow read pages 265:27]. s

- 4 ~
> .

N

~

(from Hanser, 1931) was used with the experimental groups. Théy participat

.

in a discussion cqmposed enti}ely of “inferential questions. For all

-questions some reference needed to be made to information not stated in -
d .

the story in order to provide an adequate.answer., ¥n elaboration upon the -

-
“ -

atory was necessary .in order to answer the guestion thoroughly. These |
. e &

' questions characteristically afforded several children opportunities to

-
* » ~

i f . . ¢

interact in answering any one question. For example: . ‘

‘ . . \ . ,

[ 4

<

>

On the day when the stories were discusséd,.the'praqtice-ghly épproacﬁ s e

Q

ERIC
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. . ) o
. ) In a discussion of a basa\\vers:on of 'Charlotte's Web,'' the
follownng question was asked: D
// . What kind of person do you think Templeton would be if i
he were human? . ' - ¥ ' :
THe discussion amoflg the studefts transpired as follows: .
) ' Mean. Nasty. Cruel. Greedy. ‘No. {If Templeton were"

humén he would be-different than he was aé a rat because he ¢
*&Jﬂggld have money and cauld buy foad. Yes, | think so too, then

he wouldn't have to be mean.

- .

’

e *
Niice how the interaction among the students afforded one student's B
variapt (but plausible) interpretation to enhance the possible inferences

\ .
the group might draw after reading the stdry. One purpose of these dis-

cussions was to develop within the students & mindset toward divergence
when answering questions. It was hoped that by experiencing repeated
/ . . ' i v .
situations of this sort, they would learn to view text as something to inter-

- pret rather than remember. !

°

For their discussions, the control g}oups received a diet of lditeral:

v ! 7 .
inferential question% in the ratio of 4:1. This ratio reflects teacher

.questioning pattqﬁn% most commonly found in elementary reading discussions
. 0 - P ; _ .

-
*

i;hnd'basal reader teachers' ménuala (Cuézak,iﬁ967; Hansen, 1981).

R Dependent Measures ' ' .

. ~

- L\
- Comprehension worksheets. Follownng the dlSCUSSIOﬂ of eachb tory

- ~

~

. all students compléted worksheets coﬁtaédlng 10 open-ended questlons

(students had to write answers). Six of the questions were used in later

analyses, three literal and three Inferengiai. (The answers to the o%her

[N . -

Q . ' . ; .

ERIC . | 13 '
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L] . * - . .
four questions were not analyzed because these questions were not common
* & * ~

-

across groups.) The literal questions could be answered by verbatim sub- :

¢ . \)

stitution of words from the text. The inferential questions could only be
. b ]

answered by using some world knowledge to interpret the tEXt;'the answer
3+ N L N .
~ . [ 8 -
could not be found in the print. (An example of each question type is

given iin the following section.) All responses were scored as either

correct or incorrect by the researchers. In cases of disagreement, the

“ '

researchers resolved their differences in discussion. A positive comment -
____—:,i T iy : . I
was written on each student's paper by the classroom teacher. When the

s . ! /
worksheet$ were retyrned to tHe children; the teachers always expressed

satisfaction with the performdnce of the group. F§¥ the experimental groups

A

-

’
» n

the teachers always _connected the students' success ﬁi&h the experimental
. 4 ‘ £ .

‘

method by stating, in various ways, that relating the stories to their own

lives seemed to be helping Ehem understand the stories. .
. - [N .‘\" rd L4
< Transfer stories at each reading level. - Two stories were selected

from basal materials not used in the participafing school (Rand McNaily .
. A +9

and MéGraw-Hill), at the reading levels appropriate for the two levels of

- o,

readers (good/poor). Although direct comparisons were not made between the

good and poor readers, prior knowledge assessments were taken, and the two
stories were judged to be o§>simrlar familiarity. These assessments con-

. 3 o
sisted of open-ended question of the type used in a previous study (Pearson, *

Hansen, G.Gordon,-]§79).’ At thé conclusion of the study, each student read
: 8 .

the one story appropriate for hfs/he{ reading level. Students met indi-
4 LR -
v . o .
vidually with one of two examiners, at which time the student read the

L7
. .
e -
.

)
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~ . . - . . . ‘ /

. story silently and answered 16 open-ended comprehension questions, 8 of
. r L L . .
which were Jiteral and. 8 inferential. These questions were.presented and <.

&

v

. l‘ ’ ) ' 4 c ? ' \'.
.dnswered orally.' ! . _ »

. -
]

Se
[

.

The answers to the [6 questions were %cored using two different sers

. N - . °

of cri@e?ia: For the first analysis’all answers were coded as being either,

. @

e . . > . L .
oo correct or incorrect. Thé secorid analysis involved only the answers to the
- N LY - ' -~ T -

. J N . .7 [4 - - - * -

inferential quéstions and was a weighted scoring-scheme which reflected -the

~
. \

+ " 'quality of the answers to these inferential questions. It was based upon

- ’ ., - - ‘e e Y ' [
the following method of generating the inferential itéms: (a) Text segmefrits
N » ' ' ¢ ) . L s, »

. e . AN . 3 .
. were identified for which the two examiners agreed that the gext did not

‘ . TR

3 e

provide “an explanqtjpn‘fbr a situation. {b) Based uﬁéﬁ their, own know[edge.
. . 2 . <
of -the topic, they generated what ‘they ¥elt .was a useful explanatien. .

. (c) A question wa§‘thén w%itteng;hét explicitly tapped the information in

e h I e * L T .

\,, , . . ‘e . R , 3 - Lt . i
the explanation. +(These explatations were not shown to the students; -

" . ' ’ - -

. . A ﬁ g ) ) - A-
they were,only written 'so that there would be a basis for question genera-

o . ~ . )

o . . . a aw

tion.) g o e . ] g

®

. " The literal and inferential items are exemplified below with a section
N i .

.
.
. ' 1

¥ (¥). of sthe story tSkpn from the‘Rand-McNa[Iy series. The italicized portion .

. ~
" R

. . ‘ ~ £ :
“.xepresénts the exb{fnation added to the text in order to create inferential

-1 t - “

itéﬁ?. Question (2) is a literal question and (3) is an inferential
U A : : |
quest?gﬁl ) . ' . ,
. 'L'.'-‘ - ¢ . ’
J§‘)~'5 cat's paws are also interesting. Each paw has soft pads

o e\

>

ron4t. Thi's helps the cat walk'very quietly. The claws are

~ -

ES . 3
usually drawn up inside the paws: This way, the claws are kept
*

hiddem and sharp, and they.don't make any noise when the cat

© -
<

ERIC : o Tt i5. -
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~ N

pans. When- it climbssor jumps on a mouse or rat, the cat's

claws come out, ready for business, so they can grab the mouse

, J

-
or rat. PN , N

> . .
2) Why doh't a cat's claws make any noise when the cat runs?
S ¢ u >

. N [}

(3) What does it mean to say that a cat's claws eome out "ready

for business?" T ’ ‘ ‘ . :

-

The followind.five-ppint 'scale was used. to weight the quality, of the

' T A N )
{ responses to these inferential questions.” The italicized portions in
N /’ ‘s . . 4
parentheses are examples of students' responses to question (3).

N .

4 - A correct answer: The answer is a reproduction of, or is

synonymous to, th#finserted inference statement. (ready to tear

something apart) .

LS

3 - A correct answer: The answer is based upon the inserted in-
s . ) s .

ference statement Eut is*somewhat broad, specific, or incomplete.

It relies too heavily on either text or prior knpwledge, rather

than a balanced integrat}on of the two. (ready for enemies)

.

i . ( :
“ " w@ - An incorregg\fnswer: The answer is related to the inserted
inference: statement but totally omits reference to either prior

knowledge or text; i.e., no inference was drawn. (comes out of

. their paws). '
\ - 1

1 - An incorrect answer: Such as copying from other parts of the

'} text or a '"wild guess."" "(they come right out like a bullet)
7

o

“ 0 - No responhse. . * . .
4
~\

Common story. A tommon story containing 285 words was read by al? ’

Y

students. This story was at a second-grade, second-sehester'reading level

»
'

to ensure that it-was readable by all students. The sburce of the étory

P e
)
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L .

was second-grade instructiona) materials (Open Court Basic Readers). The

+ -
. S ’ . ‘.

. testing format was identical to those used for the reading level stories. ///

. Ve ~—
’ . B

N Y . - X~ . o

~ - < '

‘ - Results ' ‘

—

. The results were analyzed'using MANOVA and ANOVA procedures. All out- - o

~

e

& -
colne measures were a

y ‘o~

nalyzed separately and will be presented as independeﬂt

'

sources of data. °_ . ‘ T

ER . R

[ \ ‘:- L]

- . .

"Comprehension=WOrRshéets ' . .

- . € - .

, N .
. . The data from the worksheets accompanying *he stories in which the
instruction Was.embéddéd‘weFe analyzed separately forwfhe good and poor

hd o

re€aders because the two groups of students were.reading from different =~ 4 ¢

\ -
~ P
a

basals. o

o : ' * !
For the poos readers the multivariate analysis revealed a treatment

»
‘

' effect on the question types, 5(2;17)’='§.875, p <:.01, Bc = .63 (see
Cy . T.& .

. Table T for means and standard deviations). . The two measures were signifi-
S ey . . .

. cantly correlated (pooled within cell r = .66, p«< .025), but the multi- -

. . . . .
variate effect was due to the inferential variable only, as supported by

’ A - .

the ANOVA results, F(1,18) =-11.556, p < .0l and the staﬁda{dized dis-

, criminant function.coefficient (Literal = -6.353;”Inferential = 1.196). ,

. - ,

Thus, the experimental treatment, which focused-on inferential thinking,

\

vas helpful to the poor readers when they were confronted with additional

o inferential questions from the instructional stories.

N D e mmmmmm——————- et ——-——

. Insert Table 1 about here. . ;///

&
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The experimentat instruction did not fécilitate)the perfor ahce of

the poor, readers on -the Iitergl questions, _f 18) ¥/2 310, p
. ) l

.05 How=

[ N o

Titeral

t ever, the experimental treatment did not |nduce a decrement in

students even though t?e& did ,not practice this task frequentiy P

Tahe multivariate anaIysns for the good readerJ revealed/an overai] .
/ . ] ’
o "+ treatment effect, F(2,17) = 4 005, p < /65 R = .57. The infefential and.

~

-

ntly correlated'(poeled‘

3\_ . I|teral measures were not sngnlfl ithin cell

v

r=.39, p > .05 and the multivar ate effect was due \to the literal

M N3
-

o ) variable, as supported by the AN A'results, gjl,réé 6.612, p < .05 and
N the standardized dlscrlmlnant functnqu_coeffncnent (theral‘- 1.082,
v . / . .
InferentlaL =770, SIO) Thus, traditional method§ were~successful in

accompllshlng traditional goals of factual ‘memory for good readers

Y -
The experlmental treatment did not affect the performance of the good

readers an the inféerential questions, _f 18) 064 £_> 05 The . N

-

’lnstructlon was fhot effectlve for |ncrea5|ng the |nferenC|ng power ofs

the gogd readers, . - .. . . .
B - e L T P
I Results on these worksheets indicate that neither the traditional nor * .

S . ) S P . K
experimental technique is universally ‘more effective than the *dther. The;>
!

. ¢
» 1 -

experimental method enhanced the inferential comprehension of the poor .
. t 2 - T '

readers. The control method enhanced the.-literal comprehension of the good /
g ~ . L)

- -

readers. ) ) BN

-~ N !

3 / Stories at Each Reading Level ) N '

~

For this series of data the studénts read a,transfer stery (i.e., re=

*

ceived instruction of any kind) at their own reading level; hence, “there ° .

’
{ °

Q ‘ T !
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were separate analyses for gbod and poor rgaderg. The following sets of

scores were analyzed: responses to inferential questions (scored as

correct/ifncorrect and scored with the weighted scheme) and responses to

\

literal questions (scored, as cprrect/incorrect). ‘MANOVA and ANOVA pro--

v .

¢

cecures were applied to correct/incorrect scores; only ANOVA procedureé,

' . .

to the weighted inference_scores.

\
.

Within the poor readers the multivariate analysis revealed a treatment
. v .

- - \\ " - ' . - -
effect on the quéstion types when scored with the correct/inc@®rect cri-

terion, F(2,17) = 6.417, p < .Olytgc = .TE. The two question ty?es were
€ L3 ‘

correlated (pooled within cell £.=‘.62, p < .05), but the multivariate

-effect was mainly due to the literal variable, 4s supported by the ANOVA ~

results, F(1,18) = 13,487, p < .01 {see Table 2 for means and standafd

.

deviations) and the standardized discriminate function coefficient (Literal =

1.084, Inferential = :O.IIO). The results from the literal question .

.

analysis did favor the experimental group.

- . » »
¢ P e e " - ————

Insert Table 2 about here, .

.

N .

For the inferential questions the correct/incorrect scores did no
4 . . . . . .' . . e
indicate a difference between treatments for these poor readers at a con——=

ventioﬁal?léVel.of significance, EKI,L§) = 4.085; p = .058. However, for -

'< ‘ ‘ . ' ¢ »

the weighted inference scores there was a significant effect favoring the .
[ 4 . :

e ! )

experimental group, fﬁl;lg) = 5.275, p < .05. The‘différence within the

i

- v - - - “, .
poor readers which had been nearly significant or the correct/incorrect

" o Yoo v .
resoonses becaime signific¢ant when these inferential responses were coded
' . ’ ).. +
according to the weighted scheme. a . ~. . .
.., - . \ P ) . . .
- L .
. d .t 4 N %, 5" . .
’ : 19 T S
2 . . «‘lA 't . -
. . ’
» x

() ’
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vof s > t 2
: i‘b ) - ‘ ' ' <
. .

Within the good readers the mu)tivariate analysis indicated no treat-
. , "

ment effect for the correct/incorrect scores on the questiops, F(2,17) = -~
. 093, E_>'.05, R. = .l0. Theig literal and inferential measures wére.not °
. FE : N . I

only'highly correlated (p&oled within cell r=.73, p< fbl), but ne[ﬁher'f -

was affected by eithef treatment: The ANOVA performed on’ the weighted

* F . 'y

inference scores still did not indicate a treatment effect, E(l,l8)(= ‘.

.

~

. .230, p > .05, ’ - ’

1

The data from these stories at egch reading level indicate that the

«

.

poor readers who ‘received the inferential instruction benefited from it

.

Their-answers to both inferential and' literal questions were superior to
k3

.3 . Ce
those of the*students in the control group. For the good readers, there
. i ]
* : a N .
were no treatment effects. - s 0
' § v
Common Story . K -

o 1] - -

The story read by all‘reade[§ produced the same sets of scores as
¢ LY ’ : > ! ' -
did the stories at each reading level: corréct/incorrect responses for\\\\
V ’ v‘{’ . % . X
the literal/inferéntial questions and weighted scores for the responses’

to the inferential  questions. For eath-set of scores the analysis examined
2 ‘; 12 ’ \
the main effects of ability and treatment and the interaction of the two."~
, .

For sthe correct/incorrect responses to the questions a two-way MANOVA

-

5
-

produced significant main effects for both abillty, fﬁi,35) = 8.213, .

»

£ < .001, R = .57, and treatment, F(2,35) = 6.537, p < .01, R =.52;

A3

the good readers and the students in the experimental-groups receivqp

\!.hlgheg scores. There was no interaction, F(2,35) =1.789, p> '05’.Bc =

.31 (see Table 3 for means and standard deviations).

.

. Q ‘ . . » Sy B .
EMC . ,;U ’ . <
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i .
The fol'lqw-up univariate tests revealed the same main effects for the
'\ . -

' -

inferenitial-questions usnng;correct/lncorrect scoring;:’ ability, F( 36)
q ‘

- b, r .
15.283, g < .001, and treatment, F(1,36) = 11.479, p < .01. There Was no

'
- ~

..cintéraction, F(1,36) = 0.000 p = 1.000. High ability students performed.

- -

better than"low ability students; experlmental students —better than

M . » N 3
&

\control students. It is worth notrng (see Table 3) that the’ students in
- . o

) tHe poor expellmental group performed nearly as weII as-~the good control (/i\\ ’

students. The ANOVA results for the_weighted inferenéeiscores reveajed sig-
. . . . & ]
.nificant effects for ability, F(1,36) = 6.88, p < .05, and treatment,

s
-

F(1,36) = 13.162, p = .001, but not for their interaction, F(I,35) = 292 i

< ’ ¢

P> .05. .The table of means (see Table 3) suggests that the experlmental

treatment was about as effectlve for both the gxxﬂand poor readers, It is

/

|nterest|ng to note that the mean fqr the poor experlmental readers was
) . N '

sllghtly higher than the fieans for the good conttol readers. .
. . - LI

.

-

The ANOVA tests brought forthﬂgﬁs]fghtly different_patterd for the .

literal questions: there was an ect for ability, Efl,36)_5 10,286;

-

p < .01, but not fof eitner treatment; F(1,36) = .472, p > '.05, or the T
' . - = B t.

- Jinteraction of ability and, treatmént, F(1,36) = 2.571, p> .05,

In summarQ, for the™common story the results suggested that the exper-

imental readers performed remarkably well on the inferential questjons.,

.

Especiall? interesting was thd fact that the poor experrmental group could

answer such questions about as well as either group of good readens;_
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Discussion o
This training in inferential comprehension is better suited to poor o

\]

intermedﬁafé—grgde readerJ than to good réaders in thesé érades. Of. the

3
e,

. AN
. . . > L ° ¥, -
five analyses comparing good readers’ ¢n |nferent|aL prope§'fWorgsheet data

. g A S TS k
plus two scoring:’procedures for each'of the otherﬁ}yp assessments), only -

. - ot

v - . 2 . “ ‘. . Lt
two (on the common story) produced a treatment ‘effdct fagoring-the experj-

So i ° N

mental 'group. On tHe other handlzdn the same five analyses- for poor
.- -, ’ N

4 N o N

5
readers, *four of*the five favored .the treatment graup. Furthermore, ihe'

N

RS

: D .o v
poor experimental students gig not differ substantially from the good

k) Ay

[

readers when ahswering the inferential questions on the common sfory~eVéa
. .o l;o'( ~ ;
though they had SAT grade—equiva]én; scores 3.l Years below these good

S LN e

Yo s - S o g
readers. \{inal]y, on one of the three analyses of lité?al-B}obes; the ex-
‘ & beem D o
perimental pobr readers outperformed. theiv cofftryl group pegrs. -By = |
) ¢ '

2

virtually any /standard, then, the poor reagg S within the experimeftal :group

El - -

benefited~frQh the treatment.

4 o
\ o 0;

Why was'ﬁt possible to improve low ability student§'~ipfeféﬁce drawing

+

» «

-ability? Other researchers had found that young children a :/or elementary

students are nof*only_éapable of drawing ‘inferences but do so reqularly in. -
; Rl

. v ? AN .

jtheir daily 1iVé§ (e.g.,,Péris & Upton, 1976; Paris & .Lindauer, 1976). We

would specutate that drawing inferences underlies most human learning.
. ) i NS ,
However, wherr children are observed in-schools it quickly'becomes apparent
. b . .

, b

that they have difficulty drawihg inferences based upon théir;reqding ~

\ . 7 I n PR
assignments. In addition, observational ‘studies (e.g.’, .Guszak, -1957; Harser .
- v v e

P - » s
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. 1 .
Ig%l)‘reveal that little ihstructional time is devoted to infer-

>

‘Agnfjai thiﬁking. Therefore, the difficulty children may have with

St' answering inferential questions in reading classes may stem from a dis<
e -

tinction they have drawn betweenm%yfryday life and life in reading classes~
< v ‘ ‘ PRt .

+ P 4 ~ . . .
Our experimental approach, then, may have legitimized a behavior that they

’

. -

(29 .
have Jearned ‘and use in other environments but avoid in encounters 'with
Y “ C . . )
' text. As oné stydent volunteeredsto us, 'l didn't know it was 03K. to use

o

my head taganswer questions." L N - \

! “ 2 . . . )

But the question oﬁ'the treatment's peculiar benefits for poor readers
) v - (4]

.

&

. persists. Perhaps teachers use differential teaching methods witth good and
) N [y ‘ ’ M . . . v
poor readers. Thgse students typically receive more instructional emphasis
~ ’ :

on various decoding skills and accurate word identification, with less

- = -

\ ’
time devpt;d to comprehension “in general, let alone so-called higher level

v

comprehension. Furtheapore, it is not difficult. to imagine differential

emphasis on the kinds of qugstiong asked of -good versus %bor readers.’ :\

‘
3

. . .-
Poor readers are more likely candidates for an emphasis on getting the facts

- °

psqujght; Whatever thé, reasons; when the instruction was provided, they

3

quickly absorbed it ang used it to their advantage.‘ _
. ° - v .. . .
More specifically, the combination of training and practice in infer-

s M ential thinking were provided. The introduction® providéd the’appoftunity

e

to relate personal experiences and make predictions which served to make

the story events more readily identhLaHIe when students ‘engountered them.

v

One must remember that the’predictions were often not accurate, but even

50 they could have served as véhiclgs through which students could compare

-
~

.
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A}

and contrast prior‘&rowledge with text situations. It was within these’

S e

-

-

'

. introductions that the students, were trained to use an inferential modgl

’ -~ of thinking. «The.inferential questions asked after the stories encouraged

discussion and debate by eliciting multiple responses from the group. This
’ - Vi . .
allowed the] interact with eachother and to benefit from various view-
~ - *

points. Another ja’tor WhICh encouraged participation was the mindset .

- - creéted toward divergent thinking. When&more than’one answer is not only

3 . -

acceptable, but actually expected, mote students may have been willing to
«
- . answer because ‘the risk of being. wrong was decreased. This mindset may

have stayed with ‘them when they had to generate responses in the more test-

~ -

. like conditjons ithposed by the posttests. "Experimental students were
RES . . . ‘ .

~ .

N * indeed more accustomed to fumping in and generating plausible answers.

The less impressive,results for the treatmen; with the good readers
- . T . ’
. emay have stemmed from the hypothetical set of circumstahces suggested

- . earlier. Gogqd readers, because they are good, demand less att&tion to *

'

- . v &

; &ecoding and word identification.v Also they mey receive more emphasis
r !z 1€

ER .
- . . o * .

‘ on questions that require going‘beyond the text. Furthermore, -good readers,
. -

again because they are good, may need llttle moré€ than sheer exposure in -
. /“ \

. ordérﬁtoefigure out how to deal with a particular cognitive task. In short,
. e “ * - A .

'fne good readers in this study may have already figured ouE/“the rules of

‘ the infefence game' on their/own. One other expTanation is oossibleT These

~ good readers were scoring at sixth grade levels 6% standardized tests while

.
.

they were placed in fourth grade reading materials. Perhaps if they had
. A -
$ . < .
been using more chattenging and/or more upfamiliar material, the treatment

# o pI I

,El{lC IR ‘ 5 24 -
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. might have had a more profound effect. These possibilﬁfies await further
investigation. / \ K . e

v

Another aspect of, the study which became apparent during observations
’ * .
was a‘motivaz

ional factor. Poor readers who are in fourth grade knqw they
» ‘

~ -~ ‘ o .
arehpoor readers. They may have learned that;the activities they are using. *.

®

in reading do not get them very far. Perhaps they tuned in to ;herbening
Pl . -~ .
comments which emphasized that this method would help their comprehehsion.

These same opening comments may not have landed on such receptive eéﬁ in

t o
the case of the good readers. (who knowing they are good readers, ma#lnot

%ave been impressed by the‘expectat' that this method would help Qheir

&
»
¢

_comprehension). - .

»
“

Other observational notes wnderline.the possibility that motiy
¢ N N
playéd an_important role for the poor reader§. The students inth

mental group were much more involved.in thein s introductions/! than the

Pt
® 3

N ¢
students in the control group. The% noticeably enjoyed talking §Lout them-,
. . o = R | ,
selves and venturing forth some possibiligges about events in tHl stories.

M -

This created a higher level of interest*in ‘the®stories than was usual for

Ed & * . s
-~

these normally reludtant readers. Imagine how impre§§gd we as researchers

-

were to hear ‘the foflowing interchange between teacher and students just

as the introduction to a story was ending: The teacher uttetfed the .

usuall; fatefuw! comment, ¢'Now go and read the story.''- ”Gdod}”lexclaimed

i
{

threexof the boys as they rGshed from the group. /

.

. Thé’writhg element built into the introductions appeared to help

-

the typigally resfless poor readers to foRus on the important ideas. f
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- theil minds wandered they had to at least focus for a while on each ° \ A
* - ' ‘ : - . .
- question in.order to write a response‘?cr it. This writing was net done Cx

b ¢

-~ * ' ’
. . - -

\ in a pressure 'situation, so they wrote tHeir short aquers,WIllingly, knpwrng ;s

/7 LA

- o it was acceptable tF\Write a contribution given by any group member |ﬁdthey
8oL L4 -

- cou]q%net think of an original answer of their own. Because they.had to .- .
[ i PR ,

.write these answers, they all made at least som® connections® between prior
, . ; N

. " knowledge and text before beginning to read.: . ’ -
“ - . -~ - a-“ . s
We stated earlier that one of th® major reggons for conducting this y

«
—

study was to detemene;Whether this teaching method is practical. We .

" \" S . ’-O ; .
. wamted to know if this.is a method that classfoom teachers cam use as part
< of their daily lesson plans.. We have concluded that they can. The teachers o
. ) . 4
believed in the necesSsity of improving inferential thinking skills and

.
- ~-

.
L

‘ ¢ ot . . 4
. (" ¢ became advocates of both portions of the experimental meapod. _The teachers

o~

indicated that they had known they were\supposed to asB inferential questions
M - - & . . K
¢ ' . ‘ . , . e -
. frequently but that they found it more difficult to generate-inferential '
v - ’

e
I3 .

. than literal questions. Even though %cripts 6f questions were provided, ¢

o . ’ ' . /
- sometimes it was not easy for the teachers to senge just how much time . -

Y
L] . N

to devote to a particular question. Inferential questioning skills may -

need to be practiced Due to the training, the&teachers sealized the

theoretical significance of assisting the students in relatihg ithe tex{— . J
. to their own lives through the introductions. Observations inaicated'that~\\
* T L] [ ’ 2 v
e B . . . N v AN - .
. /’conducting the introductions was easier than cpnrducting the Inferential
° ¢ ' - . )
. $
- .. - discussions. : ‘ et g s -
. ’ fan
.o . b - ’
o * ‘el e’ v “
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The motivational factor was also important to the teachers. They

abprqciated the higher-than-usual interest level of the students and the

- -4 ¢

students' willingne<s to banlicipate in the group interactions. As one

teacher said, '"With this method you don't have to stand on your head to keep

o

their attentiqp.”

=

We are engouraged by this line of research because it seems to work

[ ]
and becguse it seems to have rather direct applicatiof to -practice.. Also,.

- -~

becausefsur experimental methods are grounded in theoretical research, our

endedvors can be intefpyeted as an effort to bridge the gép between basic

resegrch and the needs of students.

O

. ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Footnote
<

For purposes of this exﬁériment, we

between literal and inferential probes (i
PR

answer stated in the text while an inferential one does not) even though

*
other analyses would suggest that some of these literal probes require a

. _.text-connecting inference (Pearson & Johison, 1978).

-

v Y
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used the common distinction

.e., a literal guestion has an

oC

O

ERIC:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




a

Table 1

An Instructional Study

29

Scores on P

‘Qﬁ/ffzns and Standard Deviations fg¥
estions Taken from the Instrucfional Worksheets

0

*' —_—
* >
' . Treatment
Ability = —
. Experimental Control
. - : -
. Literal Inferential Literal Inferential
Good M 18.90 . ° 22.6 22.90 22.30
’ s.d. 4, 25 © 12,72 2.47 2.58
"Poor M 21.60 17.60 17.90 11.80
" s.d. 3.69 3,.20 6.76 L .3k
. . Zf y .
’ N
\ ‘\) ‘
A
. L .-
/
7 a
-4
1 g »
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'ﬁé Table 2 |
\ Means and Standard Deviations for Scores on Questions é;gweréd ) L.

After Reading a Story Appropriate to One’’s Reéhing Level

rd

) "\\ X Treatment
Ability _ e .
- < . Experimental . Control
A . \ - -
Score Score
Lit.  Inf. ,,Weigﬁted " Lit.  Inf.  Weighted
o ',‘, ' 4 . .
Good M 7.0 4.80 . 21.90\,~ 7.00  4.90 20. 60
s.d. 1.29  1.69 ‘5.04 .82 2.03 6.93
Poor M 5,90  6,.00 25.20 3.60 - L.40 19.4%0
‘ : ' s.d. ; :
. . . 1.70 1.4 3(55 ' 1.65 2,07 7.15 ‘
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1 - Tab]e 3
. . -
Means and Standard Deviations for the Common Story .
' Treatment ' '
Ability Experimental , - Control
Good Poor ﬂe . Good Poor gc
L(im M . 500 430 4.35 s.lu\ g30 435
s.d. * .94 .25 1.7, 1.49 C,
- . 1
Inferential™ M 6.70  5.20 °5.95 5.0  3.90 4.65
) ) «
s.d. 1.06 1.03 1.26 1.45
Weighted M 25.6:0 22.90 24,25 21.60 17.50 19485
lnferencefo )
s.d.  3.34  3,5] N 3.95 ° 5.30 \‘
14 \' . '
» \ ,
' 7
- LS '
. N
1 - —
. ‘ ~ &
- . - N ~"
. \ . , o . L
_ < - —, e — N
. : L
4 . -
' 33 |
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. . APPENDIX A___
de'Exampl;s-of Discussijons. ¥ ke

- Wherein the Students Focused on the * X
‘ . Value of Us}ng the Inferencing Process -

-

Examglé ] . .

o

What is it that we have been doing before we talk- about each
story? - ?

(Responses: We talk about our lTives and we'prediét what will
happen in the stories.)

2
-

-

Why do’we make these comparisons?

.~ (Focus of response: These comparjsons will help, us understand
the stories.) -

, ™ .
Last week_l asked yoy to think about a social studies lesson on
Japan. Today, pretend that you are reading a science article
about conversation. What might you be thinking about while
. you are reading the article?
[Students relate personal experlences with conversation and
explain how the experiences would be related to-a text. )

'

Example 2 . . . 3
™
. If. you were reading a story about some'experiences o some fourth
graders on a beach party, what might you be thlnklng about .
E - while you were reqdlng about their party? i
a * .~ (Students relate personal experiences with beach partles -and
. , . exp]a|n how the experlences could be re]ated to a story, )
% na . e
° Now we'll begin to think about our next story. :
. - AN ) a
~ . . . —~ '
v g «
P ‘ .-
- [
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APPENDIX B ' L
. . An Example of a Story Introduction ) L7
' * * J .“ ) ‘. ~ g'.g o
. Used with an Experimental Group .
R . . / i ‘ . -
- M . s v hd i [y £
. Important ldea Number One: . . T )
Even adults can be afra|d of‘tthgs . . .
Sy R b - L
\ 1. Previous Expen[pnce Question: v - — , ‘
. ) Tell about something an adult you know is afraid of. ) "Na
2. Predlctlon Question: ° ’
. In the story, Cousnp—Aﬂma is afraid of something even
. ‘though she is an adult. WhHat do*you think it is?
L] ~ - . i
1. Important ldea Number Two: ‘ L e
People sometimes act more bravely than they feel. - B
., . - S we s ’ <
. X ‘ 1. Previous Experience Question: , ’ .
.- . Tell about how you acted sometime when you were ‘
. - airasﬁ and tried not to show it. o .
. - 2. Predlctlon Question:” i v
: o How do you think that Fats, the boy in the story, will )
. ) . act when he is afraid and tries not to show it? ' - ’
I11.  Important Idea’ Number Fhree: N s
. Our experiences sometimes convince us that we are capable of? -
doing thlngs e thought we cou]dn t do. ! T .

xperience Question: e, -

about a‘time that you were able to do something
thought you couldn'!t do. - :

‘1. ?revnous
Tel

\ 2. Prediction Question: C. [
: . In %he story, what do you, think Cousin Alma is _able to -
_do that she thought she couldn‘t do? __#
] ’ . N ' .a

/ ce - ° .
. 7 - - . ) . . -
Seeking Adventure. A Njght at Cousin Alma's. Glenview, IL: Scott,
Foresman, 1973. © .o . v
‘ . 7. ’ 4 ! )
’, N - ‘ -
-
u‘_.
N o

LW
954
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with an Experlmental Group

3 ) -

-

I

1. What does Mr. Kidwell mean when he says that %dhs
hired girl "about as much ag she needs 3 legs“?

2. What‘gld Mr. Kidwell think of Liizie Hicks?

An Instructional Study

An E;ayple of ‘a Discussion Used

-

&
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v

in A]ma needs a

»

fale)

3. About how old did Fats think Cousin Alma was when he flrst asked

" to stay %ﬁ her house? .
‘ 4. What makes you "think Fats was part of a large family? v
5.. What-makes you think Cousin A]ma.waé scared when she ggzned‘the
door for the boys? - . :

6. How does COUSIn Alma feel about cooklng?

’

R T

=] N ¢

7.© Why do you think Cousin Alma came in and tFled the doors and windows?

did Fats make himself feel brave?

’

8.
\ .
9. 7ﬁ§§ did Cousnn A]ma act when Lriile came home‘jn the middle of the night?

9
'

a
°

o
°

“ A}

IL: Scott,

‘\a‘ ,,9/'
10.  How do you  thipk Cousnn Alma will act dlfferently in the future?(// ’
- .
s
‘A - S ] . :
_‘ - ~ & . i
o " . ‘
. Seeking Adventure. A Night at Cousin Alma's. Glenwiew,
Foresman, 1973. '
! bt
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. ' APPENDIX D
. An Example of the Two Versions of Worksheet Questions
Completed by Students Following Each Story
. o S
L . "Version for Experimental Group )
*Literal 1. Where did the children always skate? |
‘ “.*Literal 2. What happens to the wooden skates as soon as they
_ ' become damp?
Strategy 3. When people are embarrassed, they often try to
: “® hide it. Tell about a time you were embarrassed
. and tried not to show it.
. Strategy . In our stary, two children are embarrassed. When were
Hans and Gretel %embarrassed and tried not to show' jt?
_*Inferential Mhy did Hilda and Petersask Hans to carve the
’ | necklaces for them?
Inferential 6. - Why did Dame Brinker insist that both children buy
. skates with the money?
) . *Inferential 7. Why didn't Carl want the Brinker chlldjen to W|n?
“Literal 8. Before the race began, why did. Peter sdy the
Brinkers deserved to win?
‘ *Infefential 9. Why,did Hans insist that_Peter take his strap?
. Inferential 10. What did Dame Brinker mean when she said that Hans
" had won morg®than a pair of silver skates?
Ill.l‘VerSIOn for Control Group
. L 2
N “Literal 1. What happens to the woodeh skates as saon as they
~ become damp? ’
*Inferential "2. Why did Hi'lda afid Peter ask Haps to carve the
neck1dces for them?
Literal 3. At first, Hans said he would go without skates.
. What did he say the money would be spent for?
*Inferential 4. Why didn't Carl want the Brinker children to win?
*Literal 5. 'Before the,race began, why-did Peter say the
., . Brinker ‘chjldren deserved to win the race?
* *Inferential 6. Why did Hans insist that Peter take Ris strap?
Literal 7. Which race was delayed? - .
, *Literdl 8. WHePe did the children always skate?
Li'teral 9. Why did Gretel say Hans was the best brother 1n
< ' ¢ * the world? Tl :
* Literal 10, How did Dame Feel about Hans because he gave * \
- ~ his 'skate strap to Peter? ° <
» : LThesé*questtons appear on both sheasts and weTe used as posttest data.
i Kaleldoscoge A Gift for Hans Brinker. Boston, Mass: Houghton,»Mifflin, 1973.
, . . R
Q e
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