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Major Area: Ethical Leadership Number of Words011
This study investigates the comprehension monigoskills of first-year readers at both a
two-year institution and a four-year institutiontire Midwest. The Metacognitive
Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARS3 wsed to assess skills. The
MARSI, developed by Mokhtari and Reichard (2008sesses reading strategies in the
areas of problem-solving, support reading, andalodading. Simplé-tests were used to
compare the items on the survey relating to undedshg and comprehension
monitoring. Results reveal no statistical differemetween the students at the two

institutions; however, the MARSI was able to sholeve instructors need to begin

instruction to help adult readers deficient in coel@nsion monitoring strategies.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Postsecondary students come in a variety of typisdiverse levels of academic
preparation and learning needs. Some are contirauireglucation immediately following
high school graduation; others are returning tmethfter work experiences that prompt
a need for continuing education, additional tragnior advanced degrees. These adult
students will enroll in a traditional four-year fitstion or a two-year community college.
Each of these groups of adult students may have igapeir understanding of (a) how
they learn and (b) the extent to which their béesaening skills, particularly their
academic reading skills, have developed. Most aesvare that how they learn as adults
differs greatly from how they learned as elementargecondary students.

In the early 1970s the concept that adults andliednl learn differently was first
introduced in the United States by Malcolm Know(eslton, Swanson, & Knowles,
1998). Flavell, an American developmental psychislpgoted that elementary students
do not necessarily learn the same way as secostagnts when they are given
identical instructions (Jenkins, 1979). Dusan Sawi a Yugoslavian adult educator,
first introduced the concept of andragogy intoAmeerican culture in 1967
(Reischmann, 2005). Andragogy can be defined a$ af €ore adult learning principles
that apply to all adult learning situations. Hol{d®98) further outlines adult learning as
inextricably intertwined with adult developmentcacaing along multiple paths and

multiple dimensions, varying primarily with stagefscognitive development, and



varying with motivation and readiness to learn pauity according to the stage of life-
span. These adult learning characteristics areritapbfor helping adult students
understand their learning skills in general andrumg their academic reading skills in
particular.

Traditionally, the six essential threads of reading readiness/phonemic
awareness, phonics and decoding, fluency, vocabatat word recognition,
comprehension, and higher-order thinking (Tankgrs2003). Obviously, adults
returning to school for advanced training have evast readiness, phonics, decoding
skills, and most likely fluency. Vocabulary and waecognition skills taught to children
include learning new words from class discussionsyersations, words encountered in
reading, and those they hear read to them. Compsedreskills include interpreting the
text at a literal level, making inferences from teet along with creating meaning that
goes beyond the printed word, and elaboration ertehkt so that the meanings acquired
in one context can be applied to other similaragions. Higher-order thinking skills
include comprehension monitoring: checking for usténding, knowing what one does
and does not know, and knowing how to apply a fixstrategy to material not
understood (Bell & McCallum, 2008).

In all likelihood there are gaps between what igjtd today to elementary and
secondary students and what adult students knowt &teir higher order reading skills.
Many college learners may have missed out on sdrtiedannovative reading techniques

developed since they were in school.



New research indicates that metacognitive strasefiereafter referred to as
comprehension monitoring skills, are important dbuotors to reading comprehension,
above and beyond basic skills such as word redogn@nd that evaluating and
regulating comprehension are associated with beggeling comprehension than
evaluating alone (Baker, 2008). Baker further dssbat new research is needed to
determine the most critical metacognitive strate¢eteach. The knowledge that there
are gaps in understanding which prevent furthexdalitional understanding is an
important key to literacy development. Not only slitepermit teachers to find out how
students think about reading and writing, it alsonpits students to have control over
reading processes. Confidence and control ovee thexesses help to ensure that
students become lifelong learners who use theiaday to learn.

According to Rhodes and Shanklin (1993) “Studergshat always
metacognitively aware of what they do. But thos@ahe aware of what they do as
literacy users have greater control of the proceasd are more likely to make use of
their resources in solving the problems they entsatifp. 112). Many studies (Block,
2005; Pang, 2008; Schmitt, 1990; Schraw & Dennid884) have developed
metacognitive assessments for elementary and sagostidents, but little has been
done to study the needs of the adult student. Tingose of this study was to (a) assess
the comprehension monitoring skills of college exad(b) compare the comprehension
monitoring skills of first-year college studentsaafour-year school with first-year
college students at a two-year school, and (cadbe extent to which using the
Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Iltorgr(MARSI) may enhance the

comprehension monitoring abilities of first-yeatlege students in reading classes.



Statement of the Problem

There are essentially two streams of studentsas@nrolling in colleges and
universities today. College students may atterfteeiraditional four-year colleges or
two-year colleges. There have been changes in adinrg has been taught in recent
years with more emphasis on comprehension and hayder thinking and reading
skills. More emphasis has been put on linking cahpnsion monitoring and the
development of reading skills. A problem exist$hiat some college students may have
gaps in their understanding of how they learn eirtanderstanding of the mastery of
their executive function skills.

There are numerous metacognitive assessment teesnayailable, some
involving informal classroom questions to ask shidend some involving more formal
techniques. Modern research has identified the rapoe of metacognitive processes,
specifically comprehension monitoring skills, feaders to comprehend text (Baker,
2001; Block & Pressley, 2002). Comprehension meimitpis an important key to
literacy development. Not only does it permit teasito find out how students think
about reading and writing, it also permits studémtsave control over the processes.
Confidence and control over these processes h&pgore that students become lifelong
learners who use their literacy to learn (RhodeSh&anklin 1993). The research
challenge of this study was to determine the extemthich two groups of students
demonstrate comprehension monitoring skills: fys&r college readers at four-year
schools and first-year college readers at commuwaitieges. Further, the purpose of this
study was to measure differences between collegiests at four-year schools and

college students at two-year schools.



Background

There is no gene for reading and, though thereiteace that humans are
hardwired to listen and speak, reading is not arabprocess (Fisher, Frey, & Lapp,
2009). Developmental models of reading show readewglopment beginning with early
skills such as awareness of print and progressiwvgrd reading for higher-order
comprehension (Bell & McCallum, 2008). Chall's (B39nodel of reading development
contains six stages: (a) birth to grade one or gamiliteracy where written language,
alphabet, and phonemic awareness are learnededinjrbing grade one or decoding
where letter-sound correspondences are learnedn{cdf grade one to end of grade
three or confirmation and fluency where automaticdumecognition and use of context
are learned; (d) grades four to five or learninglew single viewpoint where learning
from text, vocabulary knowledge, and strategiedeamed; (e) high school and early
college or multiple viewpoints where reconcilingdifferent views is learned; and (f)
late college and graduate school or world view wldsgveloping a well-founded view of
the world is learned. It is most likely within thellege levels that comprehension
monitoring, a higher order thinking skill, is dewpéd.

An informational processing model of reading reseahere the higher-order
thinking processes come to play in the readinggsecStimuli (sensory information such
as text) come in from the environment initiallydbgh receptors (such as the ears and
eyes). This information then interacts with infotima in memory so that new
knowledge can be produced in working memory thrahghinteraction of incoming
information and information stored in memory (B&IMcCallum, 2008). Gagne,

Yekovich and Yekovich (1993) stated that the wogkinemory contains the ideas that



are in the awareness. This working memory coneistiso fundamental memory stores:
declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge lddative knowledge is the knowing
about something, and this is the part that is eeieto reading. Procedural knowledge is
knowing how to do something such as knowing hoexivact meaning from the printed
text.

Comprehension is developed as a student learrestgmnize what he does not
know and figures out how to overcome the unknowstakding to Pressley (2002),
awareness of one’s thinking is necessary for aestiid be able to monitor his
comprehension. If students do not know they arg the directions will not help them.
The purpose and aim of comprehension instructidéa isach students to find their way
by giving them directions on how to get to the gnolduct. A possible gap may exist
between what students are taught about comprelren®aitoring in the elementary
school and what college learners know about th®iityato monitor their
comprehension.

It has long been known that the teaching of metaitiog skills is important in
reading instruction. Rhodes and Shanklin (1993htpout that according to a summary of
the research by the Institute for Research on Tiegch

Students in low reading groups who receive sucuogon

[in metacognition] demonstrate better awarenessaahstvement

than students of teachers who do not provide susthuction. . . .

These students demonstrate higher achievemenvariedy of

traditional and non-traditional reading achievenrmaeasures than

do other students. (p. 110)



“An important theoretical assumption is that thegasses used when reading
easy text are different (e.g., more automatic) thase used when reading challenging
text (e.g., deliberate)” (Pressley & Afflerbach959p. 136). Elementary students or
readers reading easier texts then will use diffgpencesses than adult learners who are
using more challenging texts. The assessmentsubeshfor the easy texts should not be
the same as those used for the more challengitg tex

Research Questions

The research questions for this study are asvistio

1. To what extent do first-year college readersfauayear college report an
awareness of their comprehension monitoring skills?

2. To what extent do first-year college readerstat@year college report an
awareness of their comprehension monitoring skills?

3. Are there differences in the extent to which cadlegaders at a four-year school
and college readers at a two-year school repoainareness of their
comprehension monitoring?

Description of Terms

Adult learnersAdult learners are students of college age or oMy have
returned to school (Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 1998

AndragogyAndragogy is a set of core adult learning pringgleat apply to all
adult learning situations (Reischmann, 2005).

Assessmentassessments are devices used to measure learrefigk(B
McCallum, 2008).

Clusters.Clusters are reading skills with similar charadtcs (Pressley, 2006).



Cognition.Cognition is the process of acquiring a consciougraness;
perception; mental ability (Bell & McCallum, 2008).

Cognitive knowledgeCognitive knowledge is a person’s stored informaadout
human thinking, especially about the features sfdwn thinking (Kluwe, 2000).

Community collegeA community college is an institution of higher ieeng that
typically instructs students for two years beyorghtschool (Lach, 1998).

ComprehensiorComprehension is the process of constructing mganam
what is read and relies on all reading sub-skBksll(& McCallum, 2008).

Comprehension monitoring.omprehension monitoring is regularly reviewing
what has been read so the reader is able to redukabwn thinking processes in order to
copy with changing situational demands. (Hacke88)9

Criterion. Criterion is a standard for comparison or judgmes®d to assess skills
within a particular area of content (Spear-Swer8n§ternberg, 1998).

Declarative knowledgéeclarative knowledge is knowing about something or
knowing that something is the case (Bell & McCal|#a08).

Decoding.Decoding is the process or associating written $ysfe.g., letters)
with sounds to create words (Bell & McCallum, 2008)

Domain.A domain is a sphere of action or knowledge of nregfnl patterns in
long-term memory (Chi, 1987).

Elementary student&lementary students are those in grades presdmmaigh
eighth grade—ages 4-13 (lllinois State Board of &&dion, 2008).

Fix-up strategyA fix-up strategy is a reading strategy used byrdzler to help

comprehend a difficult passage or word (Bell & Mé@a, 2008).



Fluency.Fluency is the ability to read efficiently, accuwlgt easily, and with
appropriate inflection, rhythm, intonation, and eegsion (Bell & McCallum, 2008).

Higher-order thinking skillsHigher-order thinking skills are sophisticated
thinking skills toward the top of Bloom’s taxonor{§984) including comprehension,
synthesis, and creativity (Torff, 2003).

KMA. The Knowledge Monitoring Assessment (KMA) is a syrthat evaluates
the discrepancy between a student’s estimatedyahiid the actual demonstrated
knowledge (Tobias and Everson, 2002).

Literacy. Literacy is the ability to read and write and iscetinuously developing
skill (Adams, 1990).

MAI. The Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (MAI) is aitedm self-report
scale measuring different aspects of students’ cogtative processes (Schraw &
Dennison, 1994).

MARCI.The Memory and Reasoning Competence Inventory (MARCG 16-
item self-report that requires a Likert-type sixrgescale (Kleitman & Stankov, 2007).

MARSI.The Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategiesritory (MARSI)
is a 30-item self-report using a five-point scalokhtari & Reichard, 2002).

Memory.Memory is the mental capacity of retaining and ving impressions;
remembrance; recollection (Gagne, Yekovich, & Ye&by1993).

Metacognition Metacognition is the understanding that therega@in your
understanding which prevents further or completdeustanding (Weinert & Kluwe,

1987).



ME-AT.The Metacognitive Expertise Assessment Tool (ME-ATg 50-item
Likert metacognitive assessment tool ( Pang, 2008).

Metacognitive assessmentéetacognitive assessments are tests or measums use
to determine if a student comprehends what is bedad (Israel, et al., 2005).

Monitor. To monitor means to set a goal, check to see iftfa is being reached,
and implement remedial strategies if the goal isheing reached (Gagne, Yekovich, &
Yekovich, 1993).

MPI. The Metacognitive Process Inventory (MPI) is areasment tool developed
to assess 11 metacognitive processes (Block, 2005).

Phonics.Phonics is the knowledge of the relationship betwsminds and letters
(Bell & McCallum, 2008).

Phonemic awarenesBhonemic awareness is the ability to appreciaferéifices
in individual speech sounds (Bell & McCallum, 2008)

Postsecondary studem.postsecondary student is one who has completdd hi
school and is pursuing further education (lllinBtate Board of Education, 2007).

Procedural knowledgd?rocedural knowledge is knowing how to do something
in reading, knowing how to engage the processesssacy to extract meaning from
printed text (Bell & McCallum, 2008).

ProcessingProcessing involves always changing a responseett as it is read.
(Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995).

Proposition.A proposition is the basic unit of declarative kiedge which
expresses or proposes relationships among con@agse, Yekovich & Yekovich,

1993).
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ReceptorsReceptors are sensory nerve ending organs sugfea®eears (Bell
& McCallum, 2008).

RegulationRegulation means to direct or keep in good ordggisky, 1978).

SchemaSchema is the mechanism by which readers accesghveysknow and
match it to the information in a text (Farstrup &fuels, 2002).

Secondary studentSecondary students are those in high school cegmH-ages
14-22 (Illinois State Board of Education, 2008).

Skills. Skills are a coordination of higher-order processes lower-order
processes (Pressley, 2006).

Short-term memongBhort-term memory refers to things not stored mgkterm
memory; things of lesser importance such as grdcgsyand directions to places
attended only once (Bell & McCallum, 2008).

Stimuli. Stimuli are sensory information such as a textl(&eMcCallum. 2008).

Word recognitionWord recognition is the ability to recognize andlerstand
new words and their meanings in text while consgni@w mental resources (Spear-
Swerling & Sternberg, 1998).

Working memoryWorking memory contains the two fundamental menstoyes
called procedural knowledge and declarative knogée@ell & McCallum, 2008).

Significance of the Study

Comprehension monitoring is an important key tieréicy development, and as
such it not only permits teachers “to find out hstwdents think about reading and
writing, it also permits students to have contnéiothe processes. Confidence and

control over these processes help to insure thdests become lifelong learners who use

11



their literacy to learn” (Rhodes & Shanklin 1993,143). Becoming lifelong learners is
the goal of education as many schools’ missiorestants recognize. Educators need to
be able to meet the needs of all students, inatpddult learners. For this to happen,
comprehension monitoring skills specifically forudtd need to be studied. Most of the
current studies have involved elementary or higtoststudents. Little has been done to
study comprehension monitoring in adults or asseasrthat measure comprehension
monitoring for this group of learners.

“Too many students have reading assessment ddhertg or for them. Only
reading assessment that is done with studentsveemdually by students can foster true
independence and success in reading” (Afflerba@B22p. 99). Comprehension
monitoring is understanding what is not known, arahy adult learners return to school
because they do not know specific knowledge or Ispeeific skills and realize that
education is the key to bettering themselves. Thessaers are more likely to realize the
importance of comprehension monitoring assessnagrt$e in a better position than
younger learners to help with this self-assessnwhether or not there is a difference in
the comprehension monitoring abilities of first-yetudents at a four-year institution and
the first-year students at a two-year communityega was the purpose of this study.

Procedure to Accomplish

This study was accomplished by reviewing theditigre on metacognitive reading
skills in adult college students and selecting sacegnitive assessment for use with two
categories of postsecondary students: (a) first-geemlents from a four-year institution
and (b) first-year students from a two-year comriyucwllege. Two college reading

instructors were recruited: a first-year collegadiag instructor from a four-year college

12



and a first-year college reading instructor frotwa-year school. Permission was sought
and granted to assess the comprehension moniskiltg of the students in their
respective classrooms in the fall 2009 term. Noaegtedit or course credit was offered
for students participating in the survey. A seceatlof students was recruited from the
same instructors for the fall of 2010 to give twougps of students per category for
comparison. The MARSI was developed by Mokhtari &idRard (2004) and was
administered to the initial group of students affbiastructors in the fall of 2009. In the
fall of 2010 subsequent groups of first-year stuslevith the same instructors were also
given the MARSI. (Permission was granted from théhar to use the MARSI for the
study.) Students’ responses from each data setaggregated and data were analyzed
using SPSS statistical software.

Descriptive statistics (i.e., means and stand devis) were computed to describe
student responses by category. Inferential stegigtie. t-tests) were computed to look
for statistically significant differences betwe&sponses from the first-year students
from the four-year institution and responses fromfirst-year students from the two-
year college. Means were compared between theithaivsurvey number items and
between the two different groups. Standard dewviatlzetween the survey number items
and the two groups were also compared.

Comprehension monitoring, a higher order thinkikifj,shelps students
understand what they have read. Students who &d¢mbnderstand what they do not
know and are able to apply a fix-up strategy togéythe situation are in a better
position to learn and understand. This monitorikij extends into the areas of reading,

listening, and writing as well. Improvement withngorehension monitoring in one area

13



extends into other areas of students’ learningigiog overlapping improvements. It is
hoped that by studying the comprehension monitasiredult readers and comparing the
first-year readers from four-year institutions wilie first-year readers from two-year
community colleges that the adult segment of learoan be better served and that adult
learners will have a better chance to become betégrared for postsecondary learning

opportunities.
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

The academic success of postsecondary collegergtig dependent, in part, on
the academic skills students have developed ineziéamy and secondary education.
College and university professors expect collegdestts who enroll in postsecondary
education to have mastered more than basic skilisath, writing, and reading; however,
it is likely that such professorial presumptionsuaiithe readiness of college students for
college level learning are erroneous. Another exoois assumption is that students enter
postsecondary education directly from stellar lighool programs that prepare students
for college learning.

The reality is that often students beginning tleeitege experience are ill-
prepared to handle the rigor of college-level leagmparticularly if their reading skills
are not developed enough for the student to betabtenitor how well he comprehends
what has been read. A review of the literaturetiradeto the reading preparation of adult
readers suggested that college readers (a) @itege from different educational
backgrounds and experiences, (b) may be produdivefse approaches to reading
instruction, (c) learn differently than children) (have not always developed higher order
reading skills, and (e) sometimes lack the skidleded to monitor their reading
comprehension, (Rattin, 2001). Assessing studabifities to monitor their reading
comprehension is an important first step in devielgja curricular model for improving

comprehension monitoring in adult learners. Ihis purpose of this study to determine
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what gaps might be missing in the previous readimeriences of college students in
four-year and two-year institutions.
Educational Backgrounds of Postsecondary Readers

The educational backgrounds of postsecondary reawnlay not always reflect the
same experiences especially with regard to reaskitig acquired due to the fact that
there is no universally required curriculum taugghhigh school students entering
college. Postsecondary students may be definegjasthool graduatemnrolled in two-
year or four-year degree granting colleges or usities. About half (54%) of first-time
bachelor's degree recipients begin their postsesgretiucation at a public four-year
institution while 16% begin at a public two-yeatlege. Of those, 30% completed an
associate’s degree prior to earning a bachelogsege(Knepper, 1996).

According to the lllinois College Board the comntyraolleges of lllinois
enrolled approximately 64.4% of all students wheraded public college or university
during the fall of 2004 (Data and Characteristitthe Illinois Community College
Board, 2005). Horn (2006) reported that communitijeges represent about 7.6 million
students nationwide, most of whom were likely tdfdrale, older, Black or Hispanic,
and from lower socioeconomic status. Communityeg#l students also tended to be
independent financially as compared to studenfisustyear institutions who were
funded by family; community college students oftasrked full or part time and were
parents or single parents. The majority of comnyueailege students younger than 24
were committed to attending regularly and wererinta transferring to a four-year

school to complete a degree.
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Studies of the reading habits and practices oégellstudents are quite limited
and results are often inconsistent (Mokhtari, R&idh& Gardner, 2009). In a report
from the Alliance for Excellent Education, Bianesaia& Snow (as cited in Wise, 2009)
suggested that adult students were not fully pegptr “succeed in their courses because
they had only partially mastered the more advameading capabilities increasingly
needed for challenging high school work” (p. 3@3rge numbers of high school
graduates are unprepared for college work; onkragetcollege freshmen take at least one
remedial course in reading. In urban communityegek that percentage can be about
three in every four new students with minoritiesslevell-prepared than their white peers
(Pennington, 2004). In addition, Rao (2005) suggke#tat students who have the option
to skip developmental classes had lower persistetes while those who took and
passed remedial reading courses had greater sunaaskege over the long term.

Models of Reading Instruction

Postsecondary students’ reading skills are shapgrt, by the reading
instruction in the curriculum they have in elemeyntand secondary school. Elementary
and secondary schools around the country empl@yiaty of models for reading
instruction. The purpose of a reading model isg®e the reader’s mind at work (Ruddell
& Unrau, 2004). Models give us a deeper understanadf the reading process and show
us where comprehension is lacking. Models alsoigeoperspective and context to
enhance understanding (Bell & McCallum, 2008). Msdge based on research and
come from language processing, social and cultaatexts of literacy, literacy
development, comprehension and comprehension #soeader response and

engagement or instructional effects on literacyatigyment. For the purposes of this
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study only developmental, cognitive, and informatgyocessing models are discussed in
order to focus the study on the models that maysety link and support the
development of comprehension monitoring.

Developmental Reading Models

Chall's (1996) reading model covers the developréneading skills from early
childhood through adulthood. The stages for thislehanclude (a) stage 0 which covers
birth to grade one or emergent literacy where amitanguage, alphabet, and phonemic
awareness are learned; (b) stage 1 is beginnirg gnae or decoding where letter-sound
correspondences are learned; (c) stage 2 is egiddé one to end of grade three or
confirmation and fluency where automatic word regbgn and use of context are
learned; (d) stage 3 is grades four to five omiry the new single viewpoint where
learning from text, vocabulary knowledge, and sigas are learned; (e) stage 4 is high
school and early college or multiple viewpoints veheeconciling of different views are
learned; and (f) stage 5 is late college and gradsehool or world view where
developing a well-founded view of the world arerfess. This model gives a picture of
what happens developmentally as a reader worksghrthe various stages of reading
development.

Chall (1983) stated that the stages are less ttaatynore a model for reading
stages and that the focus should be on the readdha environment which has an effect
on the individual reader. Theoretical foundatiomsdach of the developmental stages
were drawn from Piaget, Wolff, Freud, and Perrydiged in Chall). Successive stages
within the model are characterized by growth, drereader’s responses become more

general and more inferential and critical throughbe successive stages. Chall also
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noted that if a reader persists in techniques bithavithin one stage for too long, it may
delay the transition to the next stage. The readattitudes toward reading are related to
those of his or her family, culture, and school”1R).

The first stage of the Chall (1983) model covegseat deal of time and reveals
the greatest series of changes from all the othges. The reader gains control over
syntax, words, rhyme, alliteration, and blends agnother skills. Often the concepts
gained during this stage are predictive of fute@ding success and cover the initial
learning of the alphabet and cognitive knowledgaeualbeading. Insights are gained in
this stage about the nature of spelling patterss. &Because it is difficult to hear the
same sounds when they are in different positiorzsword or in different contexts, a
capacity for abstraction seems to be important) éveStage 1” ( p. 16). Biemiller's
(1970) study gave three phases correspondingée ttiranges in oral reading errors that
coincided with increasing ability in reading. Thaéselude a first phase characterized by
word-substitution errors, a second phase charaetéby increased no response with
more errors of a graphic resemblance to the priwtad and a loss of some of the
semantic acceptability, and a third phase charaettby concern with graphic exactness
and a greater semantic acceptability. The studgchthtat all readers seemed to move
through the phases in the same order, and it wigsadren they “let go of the ‘meaning’
substitutions and worked instead on what the woo#téd and sounded like that they
made substantial progress” (p. 17). Biemiller nateat the second phase with its greater
emphasis on graphic accuracy seemed necessamytfanee into the seemingly easier
third phase. Chall explained it as having to “knewough about the print in order to

leave the print” (p. 18).
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Stage two involves increased fluency and confiromatf what was learned in
stage one. There is increased attention to higiuecy words, and complex phonic
elements and generalizations were learned durisgtage. Chall (1983) noted that it is
possible that stage two continued throughout #fe] those adults who read fiction,
magazines, mysteries, etc. were confirming andfyatg their reading ability. Readers
in this stage used decoding knowledge and the dahaies in the language as they
gained skill and learned to use context to gaierfty and speed. Reading of familiar
books along with greater practice set the stagéhtomore difficult challenges of stage
three.

New knowledge, information, and experience marégesthree, which relates
print to ideas. By the end of this stage readinghmequal or surpass learning by
listening as growing importance of word meanings anor knowledge become more
prominent. Stage three is also marked by the ghdifind information in a paragraph,
chapter, or book. The reader begins to go beyomeldgmental and common experiences
of the unschooled to more abstract words and loageémore complex sentences.
Mastering ideas and concepts are apparent asatierrdevelops the ability to read
beyond egocentric purposes and to read about cbamahknowledge. This stage is
characteristic of the adult reader who has thetalbd analyze what is read and to react
critically to different viewpoints.

Stage four involves dealing with more than one pofrview as it developed the
ability to deal with layers of facts and conceptquared earlier. The basic knowledge
acquired in stage three makes the reading of nadgewith multiple viewpoints possible.

Most of stage four is acquired through formal edioceand requires the ability to
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comprehend ever-more difficult concepts and newtsmf view gained through the
reading.

Stage five is the most mature stage where the réea®s to read for specific
purposes and decides whether or not to read oalipelinning, middle or end of a work.
It is open to discussion as to whether all peopdeable to achieve stage five which is
essentially constructive. The reader constructsvieage for himself or herself by
analyzing, synthesizing, and judging as he or sth@ntes comprehension of ideas read
with one’s analysis of those ideas along with omsis ideas. The reader is able in this
stage to construct knowledge on a “higher levellidtraction and generality and to
create one’s own ‘truth’ from the ‘truths’ of otlséfChall, 1983, p. 24). Chall noted that
each stage presupposes skills acquired in thequewgtages, but that does not mean that
the reader cannot learn to read without the fuljeaof pre-reading abilities and skills.

Another developmental model is that of Spear-Swer& Sternberg (1998). In
this model the reader progresses through vari@agestranging from the visual cue
recognition stage to the strategic reading stagadBrs at the beginning stages have very
little comprehension and progress to the stratetgige where higher-order thinking and
comprehension take place. This model shows thelal@went of comprehension and
constructing meaning from what is read as the meadees through the stages. The
Spear-Swerling & Sternberg model includes the foilg stages ranging from non-
alphabetic readers to high proficient readers:alisue word recognition, alphabetic
insight, phonetic cue word recognition, controleord recognition, automatic word
recognition, strategic reading, and highly profitieeading. This model is an additional

way of looking at developmental reading where staageopposed to ages are used. Part
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of Spear-Swerling & Sternberg’s model comes fromknmn psychology known as
information-processing research (Spear-Swerling&riberg, 1998). An interactive

view of reading was taken; in other words, readioguisition came about as a result of
intrinsic characteristics and factors in the enwinent and was not merely the appearance
and development of innate aptitudes. Readers goaghrcognitive phases, which appear
linked to age, as they learn to read; the sequefites phases is similar to others

although some variances might appear.

Word recognition skills, which are tied to the dieygnent of phonological-
processing skills, are so much a part of the Speaarling & Sternberg (1998) reading
model. The authors even state that “progress iimgas tied to the development of
word-recognition and phonological skills” (Spear€ing & Sternberg, p. 82) and
describe four phonological processes: phonologieareness, phonological reading,
phonological coding in working memory, and phonatagprocesses in lexical access.
Spear-Swerling & Sternberg noted that readers dmbdermal reading instruction with
their own individual phonological processing systehich may be different from other
readers.

The phonological awareness system is based on areagss of the sound
structure of spoken language according to Spearidg& Sternberg (1998). The
phonological reading system measures the phonalbgiading of written words in
isolation. The phonological coding of working mem@ concerned with the information
that is mentally represented such as a speech-badeddr phonological code; this
appears especially important during reading. Thal fsystem mentioned by Spear-

Swerling & Sternberg is the phonological processdsxical access system in which the
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focus is not on reading for comprehension but adieg words in isolation. “Lexical
access means accessing the mental representagonaytl in memory” (p. 84). This
process measures both the recognition of a stfitgjters as a word and the rapid
naming of pictures of objects, numbers, wordsetets. This recognition may be either
by a mental pathway for recognition or by a phogalal route according to the authors,
though other researchers view the dual route d&iait

It is evident that readers do begin formal readnsgruction with different
phonological processing systems (Spear-Swerlinge8r®erg, 1998), and the authors
note that not all reading development unfolded radiuand automatically even though
exposure to literacy experiences was provided, fior example, not possible to isolate
the phonemes of the word big in normal speecH| ffronemes were pronounced, our
language would be altered unnaturally, and it waaks excessive time to converse.
Awareness then of phonemes is not a natural prdegsme that exists below the level
of conscious awareness. It is also a process thst Ine achieved to some degree in order
for a reader to decode and make meaning from worgsnt, a similarity that exists in a
variety of alphabetic languages including Englistench, Russian, Italian, and Swedish.

In the visual-cue word recognition phase the reades some kind of salient
visual cue such as the shape of the word or thetlognake meaning. The reader
recognizes the visual-cue word but does not yetgmize that the letters comprise the
information to make the word. This phase doeseguire total alphabetic knowledge or
sounds in order to implement. The reader at tlaigeshas difficulty deducing the
alphabetic principle from his whole-word instructad approach (Spear-Swerling &

Sternberg, 1998). The authors note that SeymouE&tet (1986) concluded that
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deducing the alphabetic principle from the wholeraviechnique alone is extremely
difficult.

During the phonetic-cue word recognition phaseréiagler begins to use partial
phonetic cues to recognize words, often involvingt Or last letters. This phase requires
reliance on context to facilitate word recogniteomd requires alphabetic insight, which in
turn requires memory of at least some letter-soefationships and a rudimentary level
of phonological knowledge (Spear-Swerling & Stenghd998). Phonological
knowledge is bidirectional; in other words, it mused by both awareness of sound-letter
relationships and reading skill. Stahl and Murray ¢ited in Spear-Swerling &
Sternberg, 1998) noted that onset-rime awarengs=saagd to be essential to early
reading acquisition.

The third phase of controlled word recognition rieggiaccurate word recognition
skills. The reader has to be able to use all ttterkein the word in order to make meaning
even though this might be a difficult process andat yet automatic. Orthographic
knowledge, knowledge about spelling patterns withemlanguage, is critical in order to
attain controlled word recognition at this phasentéxt is important to make meaning,
and exposure to text helps to influence the devety of orthographic knowledge.

Automatic word recognition or reading and recogmgzivords with little effort
occur in the next phase. This sets the stage ¢oeased rapid reading comprehension.
The reader begins to spend more time on undersiguige text and less time on
deciphering the words (Spear-Swerling & Sternb&8§8). The authors defined
automatic word recognition as word recognition t@isumed few mental resources (p.

100). Word recognition is not defined by prior kiedge or by context and can vary
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depending on the type of words being read. Prautitteout mistakes seems to be
particularly important in development of automaticrd recognition.

Strategic reading involves the use of strategiesdon reading comprehension.
When the reader does not understand, he useaip Bkategy. These strategies are
general strategies that can be applied acrossawaidety of tasks and domains. This
stage is marked by development of automatic wordgeition, increasing metacognitive
development, and increased demand for the unddistaof text read. Strategies needed
are of less demand if a strong prior knowledgetextrategies might be revealed in one
situation but not in another, being less likelshmw up in an unfamiliar setting.
Transition to strategic reader might occur quidkly continues to expand throughout life
(Spear-Swerling & Sternberg, 1998).

The proficient adult reader stage involves theafsasightful, analytical, and
reflective knowledge from a variety of sources.slisiaccomplished with maturation,
increased knowledge base, and better vocabulamrsiahding. Increased exposure to
reading as well as specific comprehension demaxugrienced by the reader seems to
make a difference as to when this stage is rea@@ear-Swerling & Sternberg, 1998).

Frith’'s developmental phase model organizes divierading predictors for
success into a logical hierarchical developmente phases of reading were identified
and the types of skills to be acquired and conatdidin each phase were listed. These
basic phases were logographic phase, early alghaibetse, late alphabetic phase, early
orthographic phase, and late orthographic phade. TEnnessee Center for the Study and
Treatment of Dyslexia created a checklist of compeies within each phase which can

be used as a valuable tool to target an approperaty point for remediation for early
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readers because the elements listed in each phasele the skills to be attained within
that particular phase (Sawyer, Kim, & Lipa-WadeQ@0p. 88).

Gough & Juel (1991) developed a partial readingehoo/olving the first stages
of word recognition. The authors divide the prodess three stages. The first stage is
called selective association and involves a respassociated with a cue the learner
noticed in relationship to the word. The readerhigue in on a letter, matching letters,
or the entire property of the word and ignore tloednitself. As the cueing system begins
to become saturated, it becomes harder and hardiedta new cue for each new word.
In order for the system to work, the reader muselseen the word before and selected
an identifying cue for each word. The context inakiithe word is found may or may not
help the reader identify the word meaning.

The second stage for Gough & Juel’'s (1991) mod®lecarhen the first phase was
saturated and no longer worked due to volume. Séiend stage is called the cipher and
is related to orthography. However, the rules efc¢ipher are many more than those
found in phonics and the rules are implicit. Magt&irthe cipher can be seen in the
pronunciation of pseudowords. The cipher interealia process called cryptanalysis (p.
51) which requires cryptanalytic intent or a graggnowledge of a system of
correspondence, awareness of letters in correspoade sounds, awareness of the
corresponding sounds, and data in the form of @dimtords paired with spoken
equivalents. Phonemic awareness seems to begdpgertfor the transition to the cipher
stage. “Mastery of the cipher alters the readexh@nges how he recognizes words, and it

changes how he spells them” (p. 54) making it dssldhat readers learn to decode early
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in the reading process. “The early mastery of thher is the critical step in reading
acquisition” (p. 56). Following this step, the chitarns to read.

Ehri (1991) also had a partial reading model thabived spelling, recoding, and
sight words. According to this model readers wiNarious sources of knowledge that
are stored in the memory in order to process wandsread. Individual word recognition
has three successive phases: first, unfamiliar svard recognized with increasing
accuracy as readers attended to letter-soundaesatvhile reading; second, words
become familiar enough to be recognized autométieala result of more practice; third,
words become recognized with increasing speedaegses are consolidated in the
memory. Stage one is the initial reading and dewpdiage, stage two is where the
reader acquires fluency in reading, and stage iere®en the reader emerges with the
ability to acquire new information from the textifestated that “learning to process
graphemic cues accurately, automatically, and hascne of the hardest parts of
learning to read” (p. 58).

Ehri (1979) stated that movement into Chall's (1)9&age one or decoding phase
required letter knowledge and phonemic awarenesweMer, Ehri disagreed with
Gough’s two-stage conception of word reading reqgia visual cue stage followed by a
cipher word stage and believed instead in a thisgeprocess with a phonetic cue
reading stage inserted between Gough’s visual cdei@her stages. This phonetic cue
reading is seen as a primitive form of deciphebegause “phonetic cue readers use
letter-sound relations to read words just as cipbaders do” (Ehri, 1979, p. 63). The
difference lays in the fact that phonetic cue readeake associations from only some of

the letters and can only read words they have Befeme and stored in their memory.
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Learning the spelling system helps the reader nodait®® phoneme constituents and
provides visual symbols of pronunciations. Prereatieen use visual or context cues to
identify words while later decoding skills allowitige reader to analyze phonemic
symbols for pronunciations that are stored in tleenary.

Cognitive Reading Models

A cognitive model of reading is helpful to identiynderlying mental processes
that take place as the reader processes meanmgnfritten text. Adams’ (1990)
cognitive model of reading includes four major caments. Information is taken in
either through orthographic processing (print) lmoqological processing
(speech/sounds). Meaning processing determinesthisahformation means, and
context processing determines how the informatsdates to context. The context
processor helps create meaning based on the situatwhich the word is used or on its
context (Bell & McCallum, 2008). Basically stimaome in through the eyes and ears,
interacted with information in the memory, and timenv insights are produced in the
working memory by the interaction of the incomindprmation and the information
stored in the memory. Output in the form of thirkkispeech, or movement are produced.
Processing speed, memory, and environmental sufsportpeer or teachers all influence
this output.

Orthographic processing requires that the readableeto accurately recognize
individual letters for it is through the excitation stimulus with the other letters within
the word that associations and recognition capacgystrengthened. In order for word
recognition to become proficient, the reader hdsetable to recognize individual letters

relatively quickly. The reader needs also to faitiend to the ordered sequence of letters
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within the word in order to make meaning; this rieggiphonics or some system of word
by sound. Adams (1990) suggested that readersbewtaged from skipping or glossing
over words they do not immediately recognize. Tést Instructional strategy is to
induce readers to “focus on the likely sequencasdbmprise syllables, words, and
frequent blends and digraphs” (p. 134). Once thdeebecomes familiar with spelling
patterns, he begins to recognize syllables and svord

Adams (1990) stated that even though readers didepend on phonological
processing in order to recognize familiar wordsytdid seem to automatically use the
process. Phonological translations add a degresdohdancy to the learning process
which aid in fluency and comprehension. The phogicll encoding serves as an
alphabetic backup system to increase speed andiemm@ss of meaning in unfamiliar
words. It also expands the reader's memory of werbaords and thus supports
comprehension. Phonological processing “adds malriiegree of insurance and
efficiency to the reading system” (p. 191). It gusanformation from the outside
(speech) and uses the information to activate astineate sounds or speech of its own.

The context processor constructs a coherent ancirmpterpretation of the text
(Adams, 1990). It sends excitation units to the meaprocessor in amounts depending
on how predictable the meaning units are. Strorngatons gave a head start toward
consciousness and meaning. The context processnselects the correct meaning from
among many and facilitates the reader’s awarerfabe @appropriate word’s meaning.
The context processor does not prevent inapprepaiaswers but quickly settles on one
particular answer. The context processor helpsdaéer across orthographic difficulties

and thus increases the capacity to comprehenexthéeing read.
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The meaning processor receives input from the giteressors and is influenced
by the speed and accuracy and precision of albtiher processors (Adams, 1990). Inputs
from the other processors give the system a degnestiability: one might be misleading
whereas several would detect incompatibility. B theaning processor is unable to
produce a coherent response, the meaning of the witdmot be established. The
meaning processor is the system that regulateggpenses of the system as a whole.
Context reinforces the system’s understandingwéi’s meaning, and the quality and
completeness of the orthographic and phonologmgaltiaides the meaning processor in
doing its work of making meaning from text. Reméidiafor any problems found in the
meaning processor is more learning.

Information Processing Model

In a general information-processing model, infoiorats received and then
working memory works with the new information. Tinéormation is stored in long-term
memory where it can later be retrieved. Then, tii@mation is communicated via
writing or speech. Such information processing nedecur at a conscious level and are
helpful to characterize mental processes that dgetomuch attention (Gagne,
Yekovich, & Yekovich, 1993). “Information-procesgianalysis is the process of
analyzing the cognitive elements underlying intgll@l performances. . . and involves
identifying the essential processes and mentaésemtations and then specifying the
sequence in which the processes occur” (p. 26).

Gagne, et al., (1993) developed a significant msicgg model reflecting the
reading process. This model starts with stimulhsas text and concludes with

comprehension which might include such complicatextesses as thinking or other
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internal responses. Between the input and the batpLa series of complicated activities
including the memory system which consists of tto@@ponents: short-term memory,
long-term memory, and working memory. Short-ternmmagy involves rote
memorization and is often not moved into long-tenemory but is lost after a short
period of time, whereas long-term memory involves ability to successfully retrieve
information after a longer period of time. Workimgmory holds thoughts and ideas in
the mind so they can be used or transformed baddéion of new thoughts. It is used in
performing conscious mental work. Long-term menaogsists of two memory storages:
declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge.

Declarative knowledge is knowledge that somethsnipé case. This includes
facts, theories, events, and objects. Procedumdleuge is knowing how to do
something; it includes motor skills, cognitive $kiland cognitive strategies (Gagne, et
al., 1993). “Areader’s schema, or organized kmolge of the world, provides much of
the basis for comprehending, learning, and remeimdpéne ideas in stories and texts”
(Anderson, 1984, p. 243). A reader understandssasage when he is able to recall a
schema that fits with the account of the objectsewents of the message given.
Comprehension occurs when “a schema is activatdgtbvides a coherent explanation
of the objects and events mentioned in the dised\ps 247). Gagne built on
Anderson’s ideas and theories of human intelligendbe informational processing
model.

The basic unit of declarative knowledge is the psifion which expresses or
proposes relationships among concepts; it correisptmour ideas. A proposition is

further broken down into a relation and one or nayguments. Relations have narrow
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focus and might contain one or more arguments. WEgus are broken down into five
types: subjects, objects, goals, instruments, acigients. Words, phrases, and sentences
are ways of expressing ideas; propositions reptésendeas themselves because they
are more abstract. Propositions that share the slaments are said to be related in
networks which store bits of information that alesely related (Gagne, et al., 1993).

Declarative knowledge can also be in the form addes or linear orderings.
Images are units of knowledge about perceptudiesitiinear orderings represent
sequential or rank order information. Images asfuldo represent special information,
while linear orders are useful for sorting andiesing order information. Propositions
can be useful for thinking about abstract ideagséltthree types of declarative
knowledge (images, linear orderings, and propossii@afford an economical
representation in a limited capacity working mem@wagne, et al., 1993).

Procedural knowledge is knowledge of how to do gbing; its acquisition
depended upon one’s experiences. While declariativevledge is static, procedural
knowledge is active and represented in productiGagne, et al,, 1993). A production is
represented in a condition-action rule which hast lam if portion and a then portion. The
conditions can be external or internal/mental ®itidividual as can actions. Productions
produce purposive actions or behaviors, and cagnftows from one production to
another. “This flow-of-control idea essentiallytsgthat in areas where we have
acquired procedural knowledge, the control of aterband cognitive behavior resides
within this knowledge” (p. 97). As a result, théarmation processing system does not
need to be under a separate executive control. pomcedural knowledge can be used

across domains; for example, knowledge of the orgéion of reading expository text
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can be used to recreate a written work that indt#fte organization of the material read.
Such knowledge helps the student to become expérskilled. Thinking skills are
referred to as procedural knowledge; they are uodescious control of the thinker.
Other procedures are automatic. “Reading skika&ly comprised of numerous sets of
complicated procedures, some of which are autonatddthers of which are more
controlled” (p. 105).

Both declarative and procedural knowledge are syster economical storage of
knowledge and experiences, and they both represlkestthat control our behavior.
Procedural knowledge, however, reduces working nngiop controlling cognition and
by becoming automated. Declarative knowledge ipfhkfor reflection, while
procedural knowledge provides rapid performangaratticed skills. Declarative
knowledge cannot be activated until a productidirésl, whereas procedural knowledge
is dynamic. Declarative knowledge can be learneckgguwhile procedural knowledge is
slower because it does not produce or control iehdwrectly. Procedural knowledge
can be modified in the early stages but once setamory, it is very difficult to change.
Both procedural and declarative knowledge run tghailhe working memory (Gagne, et
al., 1993).

Working memory is where new knowledge is addedddoowledge which is
made up of a very active schema. New propositinggers retrieval of related prior
knowledge which stimulates the generation of newppsitions that are stored close to
the related prior knowledge activated during leagniA connection is established
between the old and new knowledge. If a connedtioot established, little is learned. In

construction of new learning, cues of related infation operate on the new information
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to generate answers. Elaboration facilitates natiby providing alternate pathways
along which activation can travel, and it aidsiestal by providing additional
information from which an answer may be chosen @gadn, 1983). Although
information is organized spontaneously, elaboragioiances the memorability of the
material and helps to improve recall by providiiggt connections to relevant
information already in long-term memory. Imagery @malogies may also aid in recall
and retrieval of knowledge.

According to Gagne, readers used procedural knaelédsummarization and
integration of text (Gagne, et al., 1993). “Pragad knowledge appears to have an
impact on the component processes associated edthimg comprehension” (p. 301).
Yekovich, Walker, Ogle, and Thompson (as cited ag&e, et al.) indicated an existing
relationship between declarative knowledge andinggskill. According to Bell and
McCallum (2008) in Gagne’s model the declarativeledge base, which included
decoding sounds, letters, and words, stimulatedlior inferential comprehension. This
comprehension requires integration of ideas, sunzatésn or combining of ideas, and
elaboration or logical consistencies from the négas. This complex processing of
information, which is guided by comprehension maiitg or strategy-building
components, implies that reading is a thinking psschat requires higher-order thinking
skills which includes comprehension monitoring.

Learning Characteristics of Adult Readers

Adult readers have different needs and learnindelines than children. Holton

and Swanson (1998) stated that andragogy, the sfuatyult learning principles that

apply to all adult learning situations, consistégir principles: (a), the learner’'s need to
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know, (b,) self-concept of the learner, (c), peaperience of the learner, (d), readiness to
learn, (e), orientation to learning, and (f), matien to learn. Knowles (1978) listed the
characteristics of the adult learners as (1) mttwuao learn as needs are experienced,
(2) learning as life-centered, (3) experience agithest resource of learning, and (4)
need for self-direction. Scales (1984) noted teataly as 1926 Lindeman had isolated
key assumptions about adult learners: they werévatet to learn as they experienced
needs and interests that learning will satisfyirtbeentation to learning was life-
centered, their experiences were the richest sdardbeir learning, they had a deep
need to be self-directing, and individual differes@mong people increased with age.

Education as a life-long process was identifiethadack as 1930 by the
president of Bennington College (Holton & Swanst®98). Thomas (1939) stated that
“adult education is as different from ordinary sclog as adult life. . . Adult education,
accordingly, makes special allowance for individcahtributions from the students” (p.
365). In other words, adult education takes intasoderation the learner’s past
experience and implements different techniquessfiiction than might be used with
younger learners. This might include gaps in tlagrier's experience or strategies not
learned at a younger age. Important contributiorthe theory of adult learning have
come from the field of psychotherapy where Eriksagight ages of man include the
adult years in the last three stages: young adodthadulthood, and the final stage
(Boeree, n.d.).

Houle (1961) conducted a study to isolate the mremgdy adults engaged in
continuing education. He found three basic typasditiduals: goal-oriented learners

who possess clear-cut objectives, activity-orieéagners who seek social contact, and
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learning-oriented learners who seek knowledgetfoown sake. Tough (as cited in
Holton & Swanson, 1998) noted that most adultsrddsi keep learning and developing
but that these desires are often blocked by sunggtas negative concepts, lack of
opportunities, time constraints, or poor programs.

Cranton (1989) also noted four basic assumptior&lolt learners and listed
some implications that are commonly practicedaanimg climate that makes adults feel
at ease, taking into consideration the studentfsdéected tendencies, involving learners
in their own learning, providing mutual responstiifor learning, practical applications
of learning, and problem solving as a learningvétgti Gagne (as cited in Cranton, 1989)
identified seven types of learning (stimulus reggmotor and verbal chaining, multiple
discrimination, concept learning, rule learningylgem solving and signal learning) from
a hierarchy of learning types that can be useddaits.

Rogers (1969) emphasized the self-actualizatidhefearner as a goal of
education. He incorporated six characteristicsxpeeential learning as typical of adult
education: perception of the subject matter avaele changes in self-perception, a non-
threatening atmosphere for learning, facilitatigndioing as a learning aide, learning as
facilitated by active participation, and self-dited learning involving the whole person.

Brundage and Mackeracher (1980) conducted a volhwmsisearch of adult
learning and created a set of learning principbestiucators. A total of 36 learning
principles cited in the work include: self-esteeasé&d on past experience, past
experience presenting the adult learner with adua¢@n the learning situation, the

solutions for personal problems implemented byitidesidual, transforming previous
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experience takes time and energy, adults learnidest they can set their own pace, and
each individual adult has an individual learningest
Higher Order Reading Skills

Reading skills develop along a progression begopmiith sound recognition at
just a few months of age to assimilation and prtéidnof complex thought processes
into adulthood. Traditionally, the six essentiaktds of reading are readiness/phonemic
awareness, phonics and decoding, fluency, vocabatad word recognition,
comprehension, and higher-order thinking (Tankgrs2003). Higher order thinking
skills include evaluation, synthesis, analysis, swerpretation. Bloom (1984) listed
higher order thinking skills at the top of the laierhy, which also includes analysis
(separating, distinguishing, and discriminatinghtiesis (combining, creating,
explaining, organizing, and summarizing), and eatdun (appraising, contrasting,
critiquing, defending, justifying, and supporting).

Duke and Pearson (2002) identified six higher-lestedtegies that readers use:
(a), prediction/activation of prior knowledge, (losing think-aloud strategies to monitor
comprehension, (c), using text structures, (dpagisind constructing visual models such
as graphic organizers and imagery, (e), summarizaing (f), questioning and answering
guestions while reading. These six strategies telpeader take meaning off the page.
Rosenblatt (1965) noted that readers use prior lediye and experience to make
meaning from the text, and it was this backgroumoMkedge that helped the reader
understand. Anderson (1984) saw the connectiondstwackground and understanding
and named it “schemata” noting that the readeedutheaning from a certain framework

or picture and that a different background migluviae a different meaning or set of
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understanding. According to this theory, each rebdags a different set of unique
experiences and background information sets, kresvischemata”, to the individual
reading experience (Tankersley, 2003) making baekgt information or prior
knowledge of importance in the ability to displaghrer-order thinking skills.

Allington (2006) cited thoughtful literacy as dissions about literature that
involved text to text, text to self, and text tondoconnections but went beyond simply
making connections with the text. Literate talkolwes summarizing, analyzing, and
evaluating the ideas read from the text. Summaygimiay include references to one’s
own experiences (text to self) or references terothings read (test to text).
Summarizing is rarely a mere collection of factarirwhat is read. The reader often
displays an analysis of the speaker’s stance oisslies cited. Analysis is often a
connection of other experiences from text to woddhparisons the reader rejects or
accepts using summary and synthesis to come upavatance. Text to text similarities
may be noted and text to self analysis made asetger works through the text.
Synthesis combines multiple sources to form a eattdramework which may involve
analysis of some kind. This involves text to téekt to self, and text to world
comparisons. Evaluation requires connections tméseand topics studied previously
and involves comprehension, understanding, andaa aea of what is read.
Summarizing, analyzing, synthesizing, and evalggdire all part of higher order thinking
skills needed to make meaning from the page.

Higher order thinking skills (HOTS) were descrikasithe learner going above
and beyond the information read to engage in peasesuch as discovery learning,

reasoning, and organizing (Torff, 2003). Mansi28@8) noted that learners must be
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agents of their “own learning, critical inquireadjle to collaborate, able to apply higher
order thinking skills to real-life problems, to neaye cultural complexity and to make
meaningful connections across disciplines.” (pl2pther words, Mansilla believed that
higher-order thinking skills are needed for studentbe a success in today’s society and
to live lives that contribute to a society thatdtians well.

Since our knowledge base doubles every 18 monthisiiRld, 2004), it is
important for educated individuals to be able tovdwre than just memorize facts.
Today’s educators need to emphasize educatioratitpees that involve problem
solving where students will take the facts andrgguand use the information to think
(Boone, Boone, & Gartin, 2005). Critical thinkingsts indicate instruction in higher-
order thinking skills and the understanding of kimig itself shows gaps in inference,
analysis, and evaluation skills (Young, 1992). Kimg skills can be defined as several
generic terms: skillful thinking, critical thinkingnd higher-order thinking skills all of
which can be affected by instruction.

Current educators are beginning to look at Bloaim®nomy as “interactive
rather than a series of discrete, hierarchal estitknowledge, comprehension,
application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluatiemat necessarily regarded as
consequential steps” (Young, 1992, p. 48). A ratheent look at Vygotsky’s stages of
sign use/concept development reveals stages fletdtrihe stages of self-
regulatory/mastery of one’s own thinking. Thes@ssaculminate in the development of
higher mental functions (Gredler, 2009). This firglis a rather new development
stemming from the fact that Vygotsky’s writings werot properly translated into

English until the late 1990s. Vygotsky labeledsteges as two premastery stages, a
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stage of external regulation of one’s thinking, andnternal regulation stage which
usually occurred in adolescence. The first premastage is called the primitive stage;
students rely on natural processes, and thissfiegfe is characterized by attempts to
address complex structures with primitive waysharfiking. This is followed by the
premastery stage called the naive psychology stagee a student is guided by concrete
characteristics observed at the moment. The extergalation stage follows and is
characteristic of the early school years. Thisesiag bridge of ideas in the child’s mind
between concrete and abstract thinking. The foatege is one of internal regulation and
two major changes are noted here: (a) entire newexiions, and (b) internal processes.
This final stage is what Vygotsky described as tmeceptual thinking where the
individual begins to think in concepts that leadlé®p discovery and connections. This is
the area of higher-order thinking skills where linghest level of mastery is attained and
where self-regulation that involves a system o$ attthinking and the mastery of one’s
own thinking is at the highest level (Vygotsky, 897

Glade and Rossa (1985) listed thinking skills ude thing making,
qualification, classification, operation analysieeing analogies, and structure analysis.
Matthews (1989) asserted that many of the poputagrams that promise to teach
students to analyze, synthesize, and evaluateftere monspecific and adaptable to an
established curriculum. Ennis (1985) and otherebetl higher-order thinking skills
were teachable because intelligence includes tigngkills and cognitive abilities that
are teachable. Matthews’ 1989 study concluded‘thtailigence, as measured by scores
on tests of cognitive ability, can be increased! #rat “higher order thinking tests can be

affected by instruction” (p. 204).
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Marzano’s system (as cited in Grice and Jones, )1i&88Rided 21 thinking skills
divided into the components of focusing, informatgathering, remembering,
organizing, analyzing, generating, integrating, emdluating. Chuska’s (1986) system
grouped 27 thinking skills into five categories.€Be five categories include creative or
inventive skills, logical skills, experimental anestigative skills, analytical or critical
skills, and reflective skills. The literature releeuch overlapping in the area of what is
considered a thinking skill pointing to a healtlyeement on what should be taught. Still
many students lack thinking skills even though marganizations have endorsed its
inclusion in their curricula.

The literature classifies higher order thinkinglskinto broad categories: critical
thinking and creative thinking (Grice & Jones, 1988 his book deBono (1986) named
“generative thinking” and “lateral thinking” as atéve thinking skills with lateral
thinking as a description of the process. Enni8$)3isted Bloom'’s skills of analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation as higher order skitisnofonsidered essential for critical
thinking. This gives a broad base on which to bthidking skills or higher-order
thinking skills.

Metacognition is a broad term that includes knowgkedf thinking processes in
the here and now and in the long term (Pressle§2RFor the here and now a student
might question knowledge of an introduction or kitexge of an individual concept or
word. Long term includes such thinking as planrimgrite or revise a piece of writing.
Comprehension monitoring, however, is more spetifm metacognition and includes
specific strategies that an individual might conssly use to figure out a present

assignment. “Metacognition, which is needed toasaprehension (monitoring)
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strategies well, can begin during direct teach@famations and modeling of strategies
but develops most completely when students praosoeg comprehension strategies as
they read” (p. 292).
Comprehension Monitoring

Higher-order thinking skills often require the statlto make an assessment of
what he or she knows or does not know about higeotearning. This comprehension
monitoring is a critical skill adult readers needdevelop in order to succeed at a two-
year or a four-year institution of higher learniisgveral models of comprehension
monitoring have evolved over the past thirty ye&tavell, Brown, Kluwe, and Tobias
and Everson (as cited in Pang, 2008) serve as soglglesentative of the latest literature
cited and the most widely recognized for expounding clarifying the general
definitions of comprehension monitoring. Flavel®{B) coined the term metacognition
and claimed that cognitive enterprises occur thinaihg actions of and interactions
among four classes of phenomena: metacognitive lkeug&, metacognitive experience,
goals or tasks, and actions or strategies (p. délacognitive knowledge was further
broken down into three major categories: persak, @nd strategy (p. 907). Flavell
believed the four classes needed to be considegedher and not as separate items
functioning independently of each other.

Brown’s (1987) model divided the process into twaimcategories: reflection on
cognitive abilities and self-regulation during arkeing task. A learner needed to be
aware of his cognitive abilities in order to perfoa self-regulation assessment during the

learning process. Brown (1978) introduced the tefexecutive control to explain the
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regulation of the cognitive abilities the learnged. This control oversaw planning,
monitoring, checking, and revising done at the tieaning took place.

Hacker (1998) stated that a definition of metactignishould include at least
knowledge of one’s knowledge, processes, and degnitonitoring as well as regulation
of this knowledge and processes. In addition, RaxtsWinograd (1990) noted that most
researchers recognize a definition of metacognmiocomprehension monitoring that
includes self-appraisal and self-management ofitiogn(p. 17). Hacker divided the
research into studies of cognitive monitoring, sgadocused on “regulation of one’s
own thinking processes in order to cope with chaggituational demands”, studies
involving both monitoring and regulation, and seglwith a strong focus on educational
application (p. 12).

Kluwe (2000) based his model on Flavell and Brodsa result he came up with
the two areas of metacognitive knowledge storddng-term memory, and
metacognitive strategies or skills that have tavitb procedural knowledge. Information
processing requires both data and processing.daatde either domain knowledge such
as educational or physical knowledge or cognitinevidedge such as stored assumptions
and beliefs about thinking. Kluwe assumed thatestdnowledge about cognition did not
differ from other stored information about the damseof reality. Cognitive knowledge is
stored, organized, and processed in the same wathasknowledge. An individual has
some knowledge about cognitive states and actvitiel some knowledge about ways to
change those states and activities. Kluwe cameitlipsix categories of cognitive
knowledge: general cognitive knowledge, diagnosbignitive knowledge about oneself,

diagnostic cognitive knowledge about others, knogéeabout cognitive subject affairs,
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and knowledge about means to transform cognitibagests and affairs. Kluwe
maintained that most studies were concerned witlerge cognitive knowledge and
developmental problems. He saw the monitoring @& ®pwn cognitive processes as an
executive process with executive control being bro#fown into executive monitoring
and executive regulation.

Tobias and Everson (2002) emphasized knowledgetorong in their model.
Their plan divided metacognitive processes integlsomponents: knowledge about
metacognition, monitoring one’s learning procesaas, the control of those processes.
Tobias and Everson believed that accurate knowletggtoring was critical for
learning in school and training in business, industnd government. Individuals who
are able to see the difference between what thes learned and what they need to learn
are able to focus on the task of learning the naternal. In a 2002 report of 11 studies
on knowledge monitoring, Tobias and Everson stttat“the ability to differentiate
between what is known (learned) and what is unkn@wmfearned) is an important
ingredient in all learning activities for successall academic settings” (p. 21). Their
information on the metacognitive skill of knowledg®nitoring is based on an
assessment developed by Tobias and Everson aallied the Knowledge Monitoring
assessment (KMA). The KMA is a 34-item word listes learners indicate the words
they think they know and the ones they think theyndt know. Their knowledge is then
tested by a follow-up, multiple-choice vocabulaggtt

In addition, Block (2005) identified eleven metaniitye processes that could be
pulled from the various models of metacognitione3d include semantic, syntactic,

fusion of semantic and syntactic, internal consigis, external consistencies,
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propositional cohesiveness, structural cohesivem&ssmational processes, character’s
personality development, personal reflections, methcognitive coherence. Little
research has been done to determine if these gexean be measured accurately
(Bauserman, 2005).

Schraw and Dennison (1994) devised an easily adtanmed test of
comprehension monitoring suitable for adolescedtaults. The researchers divided
metacognitive understanding into two basic areaswkedge about cognition and
regulation of cognition. Knowledge about cognitieriurther subdivided into the areas of
declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge, amtlitmnal knowledge. These areas
correspond to knowledge about self and stratejeesic strategies, and when and why to
use strategies. The area of regulation of cognitiativided into planning, information
management, comprehension monitoring, debuggiatesfies, and evaluation. Results
of Schraw & Dennison’s study showed that the twsibareas of knowledge about
cognition and regulation of cognition reveal aistatally significant relationship;
however, results did not support the multiple sugonents view of metacognition.

Jenkins (1979) argued that human cognitive prosemsevery complex and
depend on four types of variables in interacti@):subject characteristics: knowledge,
short-term memory capacity, spatial ability, agefiwation, and so on; (b) orienting
tasks provided to the subject: instructions, apparaeading goal, modality, and so on;
(c) materials, being processed: genre, lengthicdiffy, topic, and so on; and (d) criterion
task: free recall, recognition, question answergwmmarization, and so on. Flavell,
Friedrichs, and Hoyt (1970) showed that youngeldoin and older children do not

always respond the same way when given the sartradtiens. Hypothetically, if there
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is a difference in the way older and younger cihdinterpret instructions on a given
assignment, there will be a difference betweemtaig elementary students and adult
students interpret instructions to a given assigriniealso follows that their
comprehension monitoring abilities may be differaatvell.

Kleitman and Stankow (2007) defined metacognitim@e’s awareness of one’s
own cognitive processes. They referred to metatiognas the assessment of one’s own
ability, knowledge, and understanding of task-ratévfactors and define metacognition
as an essential aspect of information processielitrtkan & Stankow stated that most
theories of metacognition distinguish between kmolgk of cognition (i.e., knowledge
about one’s own cognitive processes or capabiliissvell as knowledge about how,
when, and why to use strategies and allocate degni#sources), and regulation of
cognition (i.e., the control aspect of learning)eTauthors cited three processes of
metacognitive regulation: planning, monitoring, @awaluation. It is this regulation of
processes in this theory that falls into the afe@mprehension monitoring. An
assessment of the comprehension monitory skilfpsfsecondary readers is important
for helping adult learners attain the college-leeading skills need for academic
success.

Assessing Comprehension Monitoring Skills

The Learning and Study Skills Inventory (LASSI) wesreloped in the 70s by
Weistein (Murray, 1998). It quizzed students aldbetlearning-related thoughts and
behaviors that predict their academic performah8&Sl is a 177-item assessment used
in high school study skills workshops and collegasition programs. LASSI is divided

into a skill section involving strategies such agertaking, listening effectively in class,
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and reading for main ideas; a will section invotymotivation, curiosity, and
commitment to high achievement; and a self-regahasiection involving concentration,
reflection, and goal setting.

The Metacognitive Strategy Index (MSI) is a muhibce questionnaire used to
evaluate middle and upper elementary students’ lediye of strategic reading processes
(Schmitt, 1990). It was originally developed to m@e strategic awareness of students
who participated in a metacomprehension trainingys{p. 454) and covered predicting
and verifying, previewing, purpose setting, selésgtioning, drawing from background
knowledge, and summarizing and applying fix-uptstgyges. This assessment is a 25-
item, 4-option, multiple-choice questionnaire thaestioned students about their reading
behaviors before, during, and after reading a taeraelection. MSI has been shown to
be a reliable measure of metacomprehension strate@ggeness according to Lonberger
(1988). Validity came from a comparison of MSI thellndex of Reading Awareness
(IRA; as cited by Schmitt, 1990). MSI can be ustdifiterpret qualitatively the kinds of
strategies students consider to be important aeddtuate their awareness of the need to
match strategies to the appropriate reading ph§se458).

The Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategiesritory (MARSI) was
developed by Mokhtari and Reichard (2002). The sy consists of a 30-item Likert
assessment of reading strategies used by a leardewas developed to be used by
students from sixth grade through adult. The puepddMARSI is to “assess the degree
to which a student is or is not aware of the vagiptocesses involved in reading and . . .
to learn about the goals and intentions he or sh#stwhen coping with academic

reading tasks” (p. 251).
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Initially a pool of 100 questions was generatedfieressley and Afflerbach’s
(1995) thumbnail sketch of conscious constructesponses to text. These included
overviewing before reading, looking for importantarmation in text and paying greater
attention to it than other information, attempttogelate important points in text to one
another in order to understand the text as a whatejating and using prior knowledge
to interpret text, relating text content to priookvledge, especially as part of
constructing interpretations of text, reconsideidmg/or revising hypotheses about the
meaning of text based on text content, reconsideaim/or revising prior knowledge
based on text content, attempting to infer infoiorahot explicitly stated in text when
the information is critical to comprehension of tegt, attempting to determine the
meaning of words not understood or recognized,a@alhewhen a word seems critical to
meaning construction, using strategies to remer@x¢r changing reading strategies
when comprehension is perceived not to be procgesimoothly, evaluating the qualities
of text, with these evaluations in part affectinigether text has impact on reader’s
knowledge, attitudes, behavior, and so on, refigotin and processing text additionally
after a part of text has been read or after a ngadicompleted, carrying on responsive
conversation with the author, and anticipatinglanping for the use of knowledge
gained from the reading, (p. 105).

MARSI measures three broad categories of strategielsal reading strategies,
problem solving strategies, and support readirggesgies. Global reading strategies are
generalized or global strategies that set the stageading. These might include setting
a purpose for reading, previewing the text, préactvhat the text is about, and other

global strategies. Problem solving strategies @ralized, focused problem-solving or
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repair strategies that can be used when probleise iarunderstanding of textual
information. These strategies might include chegkor understanding upon
encountering conflicting information, reading agiinbetter understanding, and other
problem solving strategies. Support reading stragegse support mechanisms or tools
that sustain responsiveness to reading. Thesegigatmight include use of reference
materials, asking a peer, or asking an instructohé&lp. The internal consistency
reliability coefficients for the three documenterdbscales ranged from 0.89 to 0.93 with
reliability for the total sample was 0.93. Thisicated that MARSI is a reasonable
dependable instrument for measuring the compretemsonitoring skills of readers
(Mokhtari & Reichard, 2004).

Since metacognitive awareness distinguishes amaitggdsand unskilled readers
(Paris and Jacobs, 1984), metacognitive awarehesgesl the differences between these
two types of readers.

Skilled readers often engage in deliberate aatiwithat require

planful [strategic] thinking, flexible strategiemnd periodic self-monitoring.

They think about the topic, look forward and backivia the passage,

and check their own understanding as they readovice readers

often seem oblivious to these strategies and thd teeuse them. (p. 2083)

Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) stated that “readingtsgies can and should be
learned to the point of automaticity, after whibley become skills, and that learners
must know not only what strategies to use but adsen, where, and how to use them.”
(p. 250). With this in mind, they developed MARSI“assess Bthrough 13' grade

students’ awareness and perceived use of readeitggtes, particularly comprehension
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monitoring, while reading academic or school-relateaterials.” (p. 251). The purpose
of MARSI was to assess whether students were agvaret aware of the various
processes involved in reading and to learn abaustidents’ intentions and goals as they
worked through the academic reading tasks. MokhatatiReichard were guided by the
premise that “constructed meaning from text isrderitional, deliberate, and purposeful
act” (p. 251). This assessment can also be usédpegtsecondary college readers to
assess the extent to which college students mahiarcomprehension while reading.
Conclusion

Reading and language experts have compared tead@diong to rocket science
(Moats, 1999) because of the depth of learning eg¢a teach and diagnose difficulties
that may come up along the way. It is a processtétk@s many years and much practice
to perfect. When students have not learned thedasielementary and secondary
school, it sets the stage for problems in coll@&gzause the populations in four-year
universities are different from the populationgwm-year community colleges, students
may not be at the same place with their readinigsskissessing where these students are
along the learning continuum is a first step towaetping to illuminate the differences.
Honing in on comprehension monitoring proficienaas be done by means of MARSI.
This assessment can further help point out diffeeerbetween the two populations and

show us where remediation needs to begin.
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CHAPTER 11l
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

Learning to read is a comprehensive and extengillelsthe basics are taught
well in elementary and high school, the processfaliow smoothly into college;
however, often there are gaps in students’ edutatexperience. A comparison of
comprehension monitoring skills of college studentfour year universities and two-year
colleges may show evidence as to which readin¢ssiéled to be targeted and where
developmental instruction needs to begin. Finding® this study may contribute to the
development of an approach to teaching readingdibege students that improves their
comprehension monitoring abilities.

The purpose of this study was to (a) assess themdransion monitoring skills
of college readers, (b) compare the comprehensamitoring skills of first-year college
students at a two-year institution with first-yeatlege students at a four-year institution,
and (c) assess the extent to which using MARSI emnance the comprehension
monitoring abilities of first-year college studemgeading classes. With that in mind the
purpose of this chapter is to describe the resa#eslign, population, data collection,
analytical methods, and limitations of this stu@gigned to assess the comprehension
monitoring skills of first-year college students.

Research Design
Three research questions guided thisysilitey are as follows:
» To what extent do first-year college readers atua-ffear college report

an awareness of their comprehension monitorinds8kil
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* To what extent do first-year college readers at@year college report an
awareness of their comprehension monitoring skills?

» Are there differences in the extent to which cadlegaders at a four-year
school and college readers at a two-year schooltrep awareness of
their comprehension monitoring?

As noted in the research questions, this studydeagyned to compare the
comprehension monitoring skills of students at a-y«ar institution to the
comprehension monitoring skills of students atwidgear institution. In addition to
collecting demographic data, students were askeesfmond to a survey instrument
designed to facilitate students’ assessments af¢hmprehension monitoring skills. Both
descriptive and inferential statistics were comg@utecompare student responses.

Population

The sample population consisted of students abayar community college in
the Midwest and a neighboring four-year universitthe same area. The two-year school
was recognized by its state and accredited by trer@ission on Institutions of Higher
Education of the North Central Association of cgde and schools. It awarded associate
degrees, associate in Applied Science degreegatificates of completion. Students
who attended the two-year institution did so botpitepare to transfer to four-year
institutions and to prepare to enter the job madketctly from the institution. At the two-
year school the fall 2009 enrollment totaled 7,&&&Ients with 4,027 in the credit
division. Class size average was 22 with most rapgiom 15 to 25 students. Females
accounted for 60% of the population and male stisdeade up 40%. The average student

age for the credit division was 28 years old.
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The four-year institution was a private liberakagollege offering associates,
bachelors, masters, and doctoral degrees. Thersitivevas organized into four schools
and one college and offered more than 100 arestsidy. The four-year institution held
the accreditation and approval of the nation'sasgciations, including the Higher
Learning Commission of the North Central Associaid Colleges and Schools.

Data Collection

MARSI was developed in 2001 as a means to asdetssaent and adult readers’
metacognitive awareness or reading strategies wal@éing academic material (Mokhtari
& Reichard, 2002). According to Mokhtari and Reiché2002) “the psychometric data
demonstrate that the instrument is a reliable atid vneasure for assessing students’
metacognitive awareness and perceived use of igatliategies while reading for
academic purposes” (p. 254). MARSI was the instninshosen to be given to students at
both a two-year and a four-year institution in erbecompare comprehension monitoring
in students.

Permission was obtained from Mokhtari and Reichangse MARSI survey for
research comparing two-year institutional studemfsur-year institutional students in
this particular study. MARSI is a 30-item Likertrgay used to assess the strategies used
in comprehension monitoring. IRB approval was aigdifrom a two-year institution in
the Midwest and a four-year institution nearby itcegVIARSI to students enrolled in
reading classes for credit. Surveys were givehaend of September in 2009, which was
the beginning of the term for both institutionsn&ys were also given at the same time in

the fall of 2010.
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The two-year institution class was taught by aregiemced instructor who had
been with the facility for ten years. The room waght and cheerful with a bank of
windows that covered the north wall of the roome Thass met at 8:30 in the morning and
most students arrived on time. Students were quiétmost had already arrived when the
researcher and instructor arrived. The researchsrimtroduced at the beginning of class
after attendance was taken. The consent form walaiard to the students as well as the
purpose of the research. Students were made aWdre fact that lack of participation
would not affect their grade in the class in anyWd4ARSI was distributed and directions
were read to the students. Students began theysair@10 A. M. and the last survey was
turned in at 9:13 A. M. Many of the 21 studentssived at approximately the same time
so papers were numbered on the back as they weetin. After the final paper was
turned in, the researcher collected materials aftd |

MARSI was given the following day to a four-yeastitution nearby. There were
22 students in this class which met at noon orihind floor of an older building. The
room, which faced south and had tall windows, wasally a computer lab where the
class met for that particular day. Students wergingain the hall for the instructor to
unlock the door and let them in. None were latdal@gawith computers ran along the
north and the south of the room allowing a widecsdar the instructor to walk around in
the middle. The instructor introduced the researahe took attendance while the
research was explained to the students. The cofmemivas explained along with a brief
history of MARSI and its purpose. Students werd tbht they did not have to participate
and that not doing so would not adversely affeeirtgrades. Students began taking the

MARSI at 12:08 P. M. and finished at 12:12 P. Mp&a were numbered on the back as

54



to which ones were turned in first, second, andrsdAfter the last survey was turned it,
the researcher collected the papers and left.

The same procedure was followed the following yedhe fall of 2010. At that
time the total of students in the class at the y&ar institute numbered 22. The instructor
at the two-year institution was the same as the lyefmre. The instructor at the four-year
institution was the same as the year before. Tia¢ noamber of students in class at the
four-year institution was 28.

Analytical Methods

The analytical methods used can be divided intogections: (a) description of
the population differences based on the varialfiés@year institutions and four-year
institutions, and (b) inferential statistics. Thambgraphics collected included age,
gender, number of credits attempted, high schod\,@Rd ACT reading score. The
variables included the two-year institution and fingr-year institution. The frequency of
each individual demographic for each institutiorswan and then comparisons were
viewed from each institution making it possiblectimpare the two institutions according
to the various demographics used. Additionally¢csithe same research was collected the
following year, it was possible to compare the inatitutions from year to year.

Inferential statistics are used to generalizeréiselts of research based on a
sample to a population (Salkind, 2005, p. 384). Jémaple collected from the two-year
and the four-year institutions was used to makererfces to the general population of
college students throughout the United StatesisBtatl methods run through the SPSS
program showed differences between the scoresenintitution as opposed to the scores

of the other institution. Then a conclusion washea about the relationship between the
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sample and the general population. Statistics teallbwed a determination as to whether
the sample differences might be due to chancetaaly contained a statistical
significance.

Inferential statistics are the “numerical techmigjfior making conclusions about a
population based on the information obtained frorarelom sample drawn from that
population” (Argyrous, 2005, p. 380). Three sepassdts of numbers helped to achieve
this. Raw data was obtained from the individual MAResults, which included a total of
80 students. Descriptive statistics were then tsestimmarize the raw data (mean,
standard deviation, and frequency distributionfally, inferential statistics were
computed to assess differences between respoonsestudents at four-year institutions
and students from two-year institutions

Limitations

Limitations to this study include self report ofarmation on MARSI.

Participants may have felt that a positive repartiid help them in their reading course
even though they were assured that the informatmuid be anonymous. Also, self
reports depend on the mood of the individual atgikien time. The same survey given a
week later might have resulted in different assesdsnof the same items. Items could be
misinterpreted also or read in a different way thas originally intended by the survey
creators or interpreted differently than by the onigy of other survey takers. “When
human subjects are involved in research, therg¢agadency for them either to resist and
hide data that they feel defensive about or to geegge in order to impress the

researcher” (Schein, 2004, p. 204).
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Students were told that the survey was anonymodsheat they were not to put
their names on the survey; however, some may teithat information could in some
way be traced back to them. This might have preacestudents with poorer
comprehension monitoring from reporting and hawséd the results for those students
who are academically doing well or who might haveh&d to respond in a favorable
manner.

Additionally, students could have misinterpretedtam on the survey or read it
in a different intent than was originally meanteTtrief, 30-item MARSI did not allow
for lengthy explanation of any one particular iteso, no students requested additional
information about the survey as could have beenestgd from information provided on
the consent forms.

The survey was administered to students in the Mgiern section of the United
States only. Results of these students might nutrgdize to other sections of the country
or other countries of the world. Also, ethnicitysuaot taken into consideration. A group
of survey participants, such as those from a paaity low ethnic group, could have
provided very different results. In general, thetipgppants were white Caucasian although
this demographic information was not requested filoenparticipants or the institutions

from which the survey was taken.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction

The purpose of reading is to gain understandingn@ehension monitoring is an
important skill for any reader to have in ordeg#on that understanding. When a reader
realizes that understanding has been lost, he smeamprehension monitoring strategies
he has learned to find his way back to comprehenaimd making meaning from the text.
Becoming aware of the loss of comprehension idweabde first step in developing good
reading skills as inexperienced readers often doeadize that what they are reading is
not making sense. Readers who can quickly graspdba and apply a fix-up strategy
will be able to immediately move back to a placeemthey can comprehend what they
are reading.

The successful postsecondary college student depemart, on academic skills
developed in elementary and secondary educatidiedgeoand university professors
expect college students who enroll in postseconddungation to have mastered more
than mere basic skills in reading; however, itkslly that such assumptions about the
readiness of college students for college levalirepskills are erroneous. It is also often
assumed that students enter postsecondary edudatatly from stellar high school
programs that prepare students for college lear@rfign students entering college are
ill-prepared to handle the rigor of college-levedining particularly if their reading skills
are not developed to monitor their comprehensiontadt has been read. A review of the
literature relative to the reading preparationdilareaders suggested that college

readers (a) enteollege from different educational backgrounds experiences, (b)
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may be products of diverse approaches to readstguction, (c) learn differently than
children, (d) have not always developed higher ordading skills, and (e) sometimes
lack the skills needed to monitor their reading poghension, (Rattin, 2001).

Reading is a skill that requires diagnosis andldeptearning and has been
likened to rocket science (Moats, 1999) becauskeodifficulties required to figure out
and understand material. The development of caltegeading skilllakes many years
and much practice to perfect. When students hatkeamed the basics in elementary
and secondary school, it sets the stage for prabieroollege. College students, whether
they attend two-year or four-year institutions, negk the requisite comprehension
monitoring skills necessary for successful collegi@ading. Therefore, it is important to
know students' capabilities early in their colleg@erience.

Assessing where these students are along therigarontinuum can be done by
means of the MARSI. This assessment can informgrestices in reading instruction
and help practitioners improve reading programsftih two-year college students and
students who attend four-year institutions. Thislgtwas conducted by administering the
MARSI to first-year students at both a two-yeatita§on and a four-year institution in
the Midwest. Students were assessed in the faf) 20d fall 2010 terms at each
institution respectively. At both institutions dents were assessed in the same course
from year to year. Data from both institutions &#ren aggregated. Students were
nearly equal in distributed between the two schoél®m 2009 to 2010 the four-year
school students totalet= 41 (49%) and the two-year students totdNed 43 (51%) of

the participants.
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Students were given the assessment with the uaddiag that lack of
participation would not in any way harm their graData was kept separate by classes,
and demographic information consisting of age, gen8lCT reading score, high school
GPA, and credit hours attempted was collected #aoh institution.

The purpose of this study was (@) to find out tatwxtent first-year college
readers at community colleges report an awarerfébgio comprehension monitoring
skills, (b) to find out to what extent first-yeasliege readers at four-year schools report
an awareness of their comprehension monitorindsskihd (c) to find out if there are
differences in the extent to which community colegaders and four-year college
readers report an awareness of their comprehensaitoring. With that in mind the
intention of this chapter is to describe the resoftthe research data collection, make
conclusions, and report the limitations and recomaagons from this study of the
assessment of the comprehension monitoring sKifissb-year college students.

Findings from the Metacognitive Awareness of Rea&itntategy (MARSI)

One purpose of this study was to assess the coemsigm monitoring skills of
first-year college readers. Comprehension monigpréfers to knowing whether or not
what you have read makes sense and is associdted wariety of individual skills such
as having a purpose when reading and using cociiges to help figure out the meaning
of the text. Good readers summarize, analyze, eald&e the ideas read from the text.
They also make use of Bloom’s (1984) lists of highreler thinking skills, which
includes analysis (separating, distinguishing, @sdriminating), synthesis (combining,
creating, explaining, organizing, and summarizigyl evaluation (appraising,

contrasting, critiquing, defending, justifying, asdpporting). Block (2005) identified
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eleven metacognitive processes that can be pulhed the various models of
metacognition which include semantic, syntactisjdn of semantic and syntactic,
internal consistencies, external consistencieqgsitional cohesiveness, structural
cohesiveness, informational processes, charagersnality development, personal
reflections, and metacognitive coherence. The assd used in this study attempted to
measure how well the first-year college studentukese higher order thinking skills
while reading.

The MARSI was developed by Mokhtari & Reichard (2D0rhe inventory
consists of a 30-item Likert assessment of reastirggegies used by a learner and was
developed to be used by students from sixth gladeigh adult. The MARSI was
developed with the help of three expert judges egpeed in teaching and assessing
reading strategies and was distilled down from U€stjons. MARSI has been
demonstrated as a valid and reliable measure $asagg student comprehension
monitoring (Mokhtari and Reichard, 2002). The msp of MARSI was to “assess the
degree to which a student is or is not aware of/#i@®us processes involved in reading
and . . . to learn about the goals and intenti@nsrtshe holds when coping with
academic reading tasks” (p. 251).

Each item on MARSI can be answered with a numbevéden one and five with
one meaning “l never or almost never do this”, tmeaning “l do this only
occasionally”, three meaning “I sometimes do thiketd 50% of the time”, four
meaning “I usually do this”, and five meaning “halys or almost always do this”. It can

be expected that a “three” would be the midpoin&io answer to each item and that a
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number above this point could be interpreted aebase of the skill and a score of less

than three representing a skill that needs moeattin.

Findings

The MARSI has been documented as a reasonabledbdgennstrument for
measuring the comprehension monitoring skills atiers (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2004)
and as such measures three broad categoriestefggtsa Global reading strategies,
problem solving strategies, and support readirggesgies. Global reading strategies set
the stage for reading. These might include setipgrpose for reading, previewing the
text, or predicting what the text is about. Sirfee focus of this study is on the
comprehension monitoring abilities of two-year doar-year college students, only
items related to comprehension monitoring from MARSre reported.
Global Reading

Table 1 presents comprehension monitoring residta the Global Reading
portion of the survey. Global reading strategiesraeasured by numbers 1, 3, 4, 7, 10,

14, 17, 19, 22, 23, 25, 26, and 29, (Mokhtari &dRerd, 2002).
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Table 1

Analysis of Global Reading Items from MARSI

Survey Item Two-year Students  Four-ydadénts
n=43 n=41
M SD M SD p

Think about what | know

to help understand (3) 3.5 1.2 3.51.3 1.00
Use tables, figures, and pictures

to understand (17) 3.7 1.2 3.6 1.0.92
Use context clues to understand (19) 4.1 11 34 1.0 0.10
Check understanding when | find

conflicts (25) 3.7 1.1 3.2 0.80.82

p<.05

T-tests conducted on the mean scores of two-yeafoamg/ear student responses
to global reading items on MARSI indicated thatréheere no statistically significant
differences between responses between the two grQgmparisons of two-year and
four-year student responses to global reading i@mglARSI indicated that two-year
students usually use context clues to understslree 4.1,SD = 1.1) whereas four-year
students report that they use context clues torstated only about 50% of the timi (
= 3.4,SD=1.0). Both two-year studentsl = 3.5,SD= 1.2) and four-year studentd &
3.5,SD=1.3) reported that they thought about what #regw to help understand

slightly more than half the time.
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Problem Solving

Problem solving strategies are localized, focysethlem-solving or repair
strategies that can be used when problems arigedierstanding of textual information
such as checking for understanding upon encougtennflicting information or re-
reading for better understanding. Problem solvingtsgies are measured by numbers 8,
11, 13, 16, 18, 21, 27, and 30. Table 2 presentiest response to comprehension
monitoring items from the problem solving itemsMARSI.
Table 2

Analysis of Problem Solving Items from the MARSI

Survey Item Two-year Students  Four-year Sttglen

n=43 n=41
M SD M  SD p

Read slowly to understand (8) 4.1 1.0 400 0.73
When text difficult, reread to understand (27) 34. 10 3.7 12 091
Try to guess meaning of unknown words

and phrases (30) 4.7 0.9 3.61.1 0.08

p<.05

T-tests conducted on the mean scores of two-yeafoame/ear student responses
to problem solving items on MARSI indicated thatrénwere no statistically significant
differences between responses between the two grote two-year students reported
their lowest score on reading slowly to underst@id 4.1,SD= 1.0) and the highest

score on trying to guess meaning of unknown wondsprasesM = 4.7,SD= 0.9)
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even though the results are things they usuallyftle.four-year students reported that
they sometimes try to guess meaning of unknown svaral phrased/= 3.6,SD=1.1)
and that they usually read slowly to understavid=(4.0,SD= 1.0).
Support Reading

Support reading strategies use support mechamstosls that sustain
responsiveness to reading. Examples would be uss#esEnce materials, asking a peer,
or asking an instructor for help. Support readingtsgies are measured by numbers 2, 5,
6,9, 12, 15, 20, 24, and 28 on MARSI. Table 3 gmés student response to
comprehension monitoring strategies from the supgading items on the MARSI.
Table 3

Analysis of Support Reading Items from the MARSI

Survey ltem Two-year Students Four-year &ttsl
n=43 n=41
M SD M SD p
Take notes to understand (2) 2.7 1.2.8 1.3 0.71
Read aloud to help understand (5) 33 4 138 1.2 0.07

Discuss what | read with others to help

understand (9) 27 12 25 1.1 1.00
Use reference materials to help understand (15) 0 3. 14 2.6 1.2 081
Paraphrase to better understand (20) 3.8 134 1.0 0.70

p<.05

T-tests conducted on the mean scores of two-yeafoame/ear student responses

to support reading items on MARSI indicated tharéhwere no statistically significant
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differences between responses between the two grotie two-year students reported
that they only occasionally take notes to undecs{th= 2.7,SD= 1.3) and discuss what
has been read with others to help understithd 2.7,SD= 1.2). They report that they
sometimes paraphrase to better understiihe 8.8,SD= 1.0). The four-year students
reported that they sometimes discuss what hasreaenwith others to help understand
(M =2.5,SD=1.1) and that they sometimes read aloud to hatierstandN1 = 3.8,SD
=1.2).
Comprehension Monitoring

The focus of this study was primarily on the coety@nsion monitoring abilities
of college students; therefore, particular attenti@as paid to those variables on MARSI
that were in direct association with student undeiding. Table 4 presents a summary of
student response to comprehension monitoring ifesns the global reading, problem
solving, and support reading on MARSI.
Table 4

Analysis of Comprehension Monitoring Items fromNAA&R S

Survey Item Two-year Students  Four-yead&tis
n=43 n=41
M SD M SD p
Take notes to understand (2) 2.7 1.3 28 13 071

Think about what | know to help

understand (3) 3.5 12 35 13 1.00
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Read aloud to help understand (5) 3.314 3.8 1.2 0.07
Read slowly to understand (8) 4.1 1.0 40 10 0.73
Discuss what | read with others to help

understand (9) 2.7 1.2 25 1.1 oda.
Use reference materials to understand (15) 0 3. 1.4 26 1.2 0.81

Use tables, figures, and pictures to

understand (17) 3.7 1.2 36 1.2 0.92
Use context clues to understand (19) 411.1 34 1.0 0.12
Paraphrase to better understand (20) 3.81.0 34 1.0 0.73

Check understanding when | find conflicts in

info (25) 3.7 1.1 3.2 0.80.82
When text difficult, reread to understand (27) 4.3 1.0 3.7 1.2 0.91
Try to guess meaning of unknown words &

phrases (30) 4.7 0.9 3.6 1.10.08

p<.05

T-tests conducted on the mean scores of two-yeafoame/ear student responses
to support reading items on MARSI indicated tharéhwere no statistically significant
differences between responses between the two gréuplings from MARSI seem to
indicate that the first-year students, at both fw@ar and four-year institutions in the
Midwest, are generally aware of their comprehensiomitoring skills. The two-year
students see themselves as doing well with “Tryuess meaning of unknown words &

phrases” ¥ = 4.7,SD= 0.9), while the four-year students see themsetoasy well with
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“Read slowly to understandM = 4.0,SD= 1.0). Both the two-year and the four-year
institutions agree that their lowest score is insttiss what | read with others to help
understand” = 2.7,SD= 1.2, andM = 2.5,SD= 1.1 respectively). In addition, both
institutions report one of their lowest scoresTaKe notes to understandi(= 2.7,SD

= 1.3 for two-yearM = 2.8,SD= 1.3 for four-year). Though not statistically sigrant,
there is a substantial difference in the repothefscores between the two-year and the
four-year institutions for “Use reference material$ielp understandM = 3.0,SD=

1.4;M = 2.6,SD= 1.2), for “Use context clues to understanil’£ 4.1,SD=1.1;M =
3.4,SD=1.0), and for “When text difficult, reread to werdtand” M = 4.3,SD= 1/0;M
=3.7,SD=1.2).

In summaryt-tests were computed and alpha was set at theveb Results
suggested that there were no statistically sigaificlifferences between any of the mean
scores collected from the students from the twao-yestitution and the mean scores of
students from the four-year institution for anytled comprehension monitoring items
from the global reading, problem solving, or suppeading items on MARSI. These
findings suggest that subsequent conclusions, aafpdins, and recommendations from
the study have utility for reading programs at bwth-year and four-year colleges or
universities.

Conclusions

A comparison of the comprehension monitoring skifléirst-year college readers
at a two-year institution to readers at a four-yaatitution shows no statistical
differences in responses from students in the twams. Basically the students from both

institutions reported that their comprehension nayinig skills were practiced about 50%
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or more of the time and that they practiced thé&gks sis they read. The two-year
students self-reported slightly higher over allresdfor items on comprehension
monitoring indicating that they feel they are doanlittle better in the areas surveyed
than the four-year students.

The survey can give us valuable information abbatttabits of first-year college
readers as self-reported on MARSI. Lower mean sdodicate areas of weakness, while
high mean scores would indicate that students pse&fg reading skills more often.
Students generally rated themselves lowest in d&8og what they had read indicating a
curricular need for skill development.

With regard to curriculum development, MARSI canused as a tool to make
students and instructors aware of gaps and missiatggies in students' comprehension
monitoring skills. Because MARSI measures threenrstriategies of global reading
strategies, problem solving strategies, and suppading strategies, it may be an
effective pre and posttest measure. As a preteasune, MARSI results may affect
practitioners' curriculum plans to address wealewssthese group strategies generally
or comprehension monitoring skills specifically ertbe responses from MARSI have
been recorded. MARSI can also be used later iy¢he as a posttest to determine if the
students are progressing with regard to obtainorgprehension monitoring skills or to
determine which strategies or group of stratedgiisnseed work. The assessment can be
used in conjunction with individuals and their gmral comprehension monitoring
strategies or results can be used to give theuictsir a general idea of where the class is
deficient and where remediation needs to take pMe&dRSI is specific enough to

address individual or group needs.
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Limitations

Limitations exist in the form of whether or nos@f-assessment is valid and
reliable. Students might not answer the questiamestly when asked about their
comprehension monitoring habits either becauseitifiate their scores or under report
them. Some might fail to see a discrepancy in ¢ipenting of their scores. Such
problems always exist with a self-report surveye Tésearcher is dependent on the
participants giving honest and knowing answerfiéosturvey items. Some students might
have thought that participating in the survey wcdde helped their grade. Others might
have thought that they were not qualified to pgéte due to lowered grades or poor
self-image and so might not have done as good agdbey could have had their frame
of mind been more positive.

An additional limitation can be seen in that coeteldemographic information
from each of the student groups was not availdbleas not possible from the
demographic information obtained from the instdos to provide information on the
ethnic backgrounds of students without expresdemipermission from the students. The
researcher felt that obtaining that particular pietinformation would have hampered
getting answers to the survey in general as it dbale required specific individual
information and tagging the survey with the papéeit, which might have made the
participants feel that the survey was less thamyamous even though they were told the
results would be reported anonymously. Some staduaight have been held back by the

thought of the answers being easily traced batkemn.
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It is also possible that students might have rtespreted or even misread some
of the survey items. No questions were asked duhegurvey, and no participants
sought clarification later by phone or email thodigat information was provided. It is
possible that some or many students might haventakeétem interpretation in a different
meaning than their peers did.

Only two institutions in the Midwest were surveyétiis limits the results which
might not generalize to other schools in other suddhe United States. The limited
number of participants (84 total) hampers the sttiityugh the idea of giving the survey
over a two-year period strengthens the findings.

Implications and Recommendations

Developing reading curriculum can be extrapoldteoh the data given in
MARSI. The authors themselves recommend the sureaysed as “a tool for helping
students increase metacognitive awareness andgtrase while reading” (Mokhtari &
Reichard, 2002, p. 255). They further recommendtheey be used as a supplement
along with other assessments. Pressley, Beardjriarp and Brown (1992) suggested
that it may take as long as one year or longestislents to become strategic readers.
MARSI can be used as a tool to help students remaare of the strategies they are
trying to develop. The assessment serves as adenof the strategies and skills
students are developing. MARSI needs to be givere@addic times throughout a reading
course to make students aware of what strategigsate applying and what strategies
they still need to work at to become more profitien

Further research needs to be done with adult rggrdivgrams that make students

aware of their comprehension monitoring stratedSRSI is a good beginning place
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for making students aware of comprehension momigpiut programs that specifically
target the strategies identified within MARSI neede introduced into the curriculum.
Findings from this study suggest that the compreioenmonitoring skills of the first-
year students from both two-year and four-yeaitutgdns appear to be about the same;
therefore, MARSI has utility for college readinguese instructors at both two-year and
four-year institutions for measuring the efficadye@ading curriculum designed to
improve the comprehension monitoring skills of imegng college readers. MARSI is
also is a good way to inform students of their pesg in skill development.

Additional research needs to be done to deternhic@mprehension monitoring
skills are developed more in high school or inegdl. Also, research is needed to follow
the students' comprehension monitoring skill degmelent from elementary school,
through high school, and to college. It is possibl comprehension monitoring
strategies may be developed at younger ages andvetpat earlier stages if tools like
MARSI are used systematically to assess studdnititiess and monitor skill
development. Additional study is needed to deteeneixactly where in the educational
span comprehension monitoring skills are mostyikkeldevelop. Finally, further study
might investigate the effect of ethnicity or gendeother demographic variables on the
comprehension monitoring skills of college readers.

Advice for future researchers includes listingedagiven for each MARSI,
instructor’'s name, class location, and class ifieation numbers with the separate
classes and keeping each class in a separate. fNidebering surveys with who finished
first to last is of no value. It might be interestito redo this particular survey with the

individual demographic information linked to eaeimsey participant. Linking the survey
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to demographics might further tell if high schod®&and ACT reading scores had any
effect on the results. This would give a truer gietof the connection between GPA and
ACT reading scores and comprehension monitoringpemat out if there is a connection.

Comprehension monitoring can be a valuable taolifmlerstanding reading when
used by first-year college readers. Few studies haen conducted for this age and
population though a study of the literature makeseiar that this population learns
differently than younger students. The literatungtfer points to the benefits derived
from learning comprehension monitoring strategidsch include the development of
higher order learning skills as well as the usmsightful, analytical, and reflective
knowledge from a variety of sources. The purposhisfstudy was to compare the
comprehension monitoring of first-year readersathka four-year institution and a two-
year institution and to note the differences ingktent to which they practice
comprehension monitoring skills. MARSI was usedha&ssurvey instrument, and the
survey results indicate that there is no statistddéerence between the first-year college
readers at a four-year institution as opposedt¥aayear institution in the Midwestern
institutions surveyed. First-year students indieateeed to be instructed in
comprehension monitoring as pertaining to discumsgiibh others of what they have read
after the reading, taking notes to understand gusference materials to help

understand, using context clues to understandreredding difficult passages.
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APPENDIX A
Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Itorgn

85



Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies ltorgr{MARSI, Version 1.0)

Directions: Listed below are statements about ylkeaple do when they read academic
or school-related materials such as textbooksaoarty books. Five numbers follow each
statement (1, 2, 3, 4, 5), and each number mearsitowing:

. 1 means “I never or almost never do this.”

. 2 means “I do this only occasionally.”

. 3 means “l sometimes do this” (about 50% of tirej.
. 4 means “l usually do this.”

. 5 means “| always or almost alwaystus.”

After reading each statement, circle the numbe2 (38, 4, 5) that applies to you using the
scale provided. Please note that there are noeightong answers to the statements in
this inventory.

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THIS PAPER. PLEASE COMPLEBOTH SIDES
OF THE SURVEY.

tréfeqy Scale
. | have a purpose in mind when | read. 1 2 3
. | take notes while reading to help understandtwhiead. 1 2 3
. | think about what | know to help me understait | read. 1 2 3
. | preview the text to see what it's about bef@ading. 1 2 3
. When text becomes difficult, | read aloud tophele understand what
| read. 1 23 45
6. | summarize what | read to reflect on importafdrmation
in the text. 1 23 45
7. | think about whether the content of the tetd fny reading purpose. 1 2
8. | read slowly but carefully to be sure | undanst what I'm reading. 1 2
9 12
1

GO~ WOWNPRF

345
345
. I discuss what | read with others to check mgarstanding. 3 45
0. I skim the text first by noting characteristigé® length and
organization. 1 23405
11. I try to get back on track when | lose concaidn. 1 2345
12. I underline or circle information in the tegthelp me rememberit. 1 2 3 4 5
13. | adjust my reading speed according to whathéiping. 1 23405
14. | decide what to read closely and what to ignor 1 23405
15. I use reference materials such as diction&iéglp me understand
what | read. 1 2345
16. When text becomes difficult, | pay closer aitamto what I'm
reading. 1 23405
17. | use tables, figures, and pictures in texhtoease my understanding. 1 2 3 4 5

18. | stop from time to time and think about what teading. 1 23405
19. | use context clues to help me better undedstdrat I'm reading. 1 2345
20. | paraphrase (restate ideas in my own wordbgtter understand

what I'm reading. 1 23405
21. | try to picture or visualize information tolpgemember whatlread. 1 2 3 4 5

22. 1 use typographical aids like boldface andasalo identify key
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information.

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

| critically analyze and evaluate the inforroatpresented in the text.
| go back and forth in the text to find relathips among ideas in it.
| check my understanding when | come acros8icting information.
| try to guess what the material is about whiesad.

When text becomes difficult, | reread to inseay understanding.

| ask myself questions I like to have answénetie text.

| check to see if my guesses about the textigneor wrong.

| try to guess the meaning of unknown words @mases.

(K. Mokhtarici€. Reichard, 2002)
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