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“Understanding
Expository Text:
More Power to
the Reader

Teachers often feel stymied and frustrated
by the inability of some students to adequately
understand expository text. Admonishments
to 'read it again’ or "‘*keep looking'’ seems to
do little to aid students’ understanding. Many
students, after reading a text in a cursory
fashion, recall only unrelated, disconnected
bits of information. And teachers, who deal
with text confusion daily are left wondering
how main ideas which seem so obvious to
them can somehow remain so elusive for
students.

The research on the comprehension of
expository text is replete with studies
indicating how widespread the difficulties
are. Anderson et al, (1985) for example,
concluded that:

“Subject matter textbooks pose the
biggest challenge for young readers being
weaned from a diet of stories” (p. 67).
Similarly, Thelen (1982) found that many
teachers expressed concern over the fact that
students had difficulties understanding
expository text. In short, elementary students
have been found to have more difficulties
with expository text than the narrative form
(Alverman and Boothby, 1982).

Why is expository text so difficult?

Role of the Text

Researchers, have in the past, looked at
expository text itself, as the root cause of
comprehension problems. Structurally,
expository text is more complex than its
narrative counterpart. The language of
exposition is derived from Latin which is
structurally more complex, and sentences
have a high density of nouns within single
clauses (Slotsky, 1984). Meyer (1975),
elaborated on the concept that there can be
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any one of five different structures operating
in expository text. These top down structures
are the writer's way of organizing topics and
are labeled causation, description,
comparison, collection, problem/solution.
Given these intrinsic complexities of
expository writing, it is easy to see why the
text has been singled out as the culprit.
However, new research in reading has
broadened the context of this issue
dramatically and given the problem an
entirely new focus.

New Role of Reader

Emphasis has now shifted to the
constructive role of the reader in the process
of interacting with text. Flood (1986, p. 784)
cogently states:

“Current studies that look at the text as
the source of the problem reflect
outdated notions of comprehension
because they are based on the principle
that readers comprehend only when
mental models of text are created. This
inaccurate view of comprehension is
potentially harmful because it does not
acknowledge the role of the student or
the teacher in the comprehension act.”

In the interactive model of reading, the
reader constructs meaning using the text only
as a guide or blueprint. The reader integrates
his/her knowledge and life experiences with
the text and this interaction produces a new
text which isunique and personal. The reader
becomes a collaborator with the writer,
adding afresh dimension to the text. This new
concept of the reader’s role has important
implications for how the text and reader are
viewed in the instructional setting.

In the past, the text played the starring



role in the lesson. Students viewed the text as
infallible, never thinking to question its style
or organization. Meaning was thought to lie
in the text, to be extracted. For those students
who couldn't find the meaning, well, they
were told to read it again. The power of the
lesson emanated from the information in the
text and the reader was viewed as a passive
recipient of the author’s message.

The new research has significantly
changed this view. The reader now takes
center stage and is considered the key player
in this comprehension drama. The content
and organization of the text are the script,
and the lines, enlivened only when the reader
is empowered to critique and question the
quality of the script and to consider revisions
when deemed appropriate. This changing
view of comprehension has implications for
not only the reader but the teacher as well.

New Role of Teacher

The teacher is now viewed as playing a
critical role in improving the readers’
comprehension with expository text. The
research makes it clear that teachers can
enhance comprehension by teaching test
structure and comprehension strategies. But
do these represent the most logical place for
teachers to begin instruction?

This paper suggests that there is a more
fundamental place for teachers to begin the
teaching of reading comprehension. What
do readers need to know about reading
before they receive strategy instruction? It is
believed that students first need to understand
the interactive nature of reading and the
authoritative position of the reader over text.

Instructional Activities

The following is a series of instructional
activities which were designed to bring
students to this new level of awareness.
Implicit in these activities were certain basic
assumptions about the reader. First it was
thought that many students considered
reading to be largely passive, that accurate
decoding would lead to comprehension.
Secondly, it was thought that this
overemphasis on the role of decoding acted
as a hindrance to the development of other
interactive strategies. And finally, it was
assumed that without direct teacher
intervention, this passive notion of the
reader’s role would, for many students,
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persist and prevail.

The initial activity asked students to write
a definition of reading which was to be
compared with a post definition of reading
once the activities were completed.

Next, students were given a poorly
organized paragraph to analyze. This type of
paragraph was chosen to demonstrate that:

1. text is not always well organized

2. text organization does affect
comprehension, for better or worse

3. Poorly organized text can be fixed-up in
the reader’s head

Students were asked to read the
following paragraph found in a textbook for
middle school students and to first determine
what was wrong with the paragraph:

How then does the whale manage to
live the life of a mammal in the ocean?
The answer is that is has become
adapted, orfitted, to an ocean life. Take
its shape, for instance. A human cannot
move easily through water. For one
thing, his legs are too heavy. Normally
they must carry his whole body about on
land and work against the pull of
gravity. In water, a human'’s strong legs
will eventually cause him to sink. And
besides, the angles of his body - his
narrow limbs and unwebbed, spreading
fingers and toes - are too awkward and
numerous to cope with resistant water
pressure. For easy traveling in the sea an
animal needs a streamlined shape and
evenly distributed weight.

The following are a few student
comments about what was wrong with the
paragraph:

“Too much about humans and the
paragraph is about whales.”

“The topic sentence doesn't go with the
rest of the paragraph.”

“It talks about too many different
subjects.”

“The paragraph had a question and it
answers it in one sentence and then just
prolongs the paragraph.”

During this phase, students were
encouraged to share their suggestions about
ways to improve the paragraph. The teacher
underscored the idea that there were a
variety of ways to revise the paragraph to
enhance its clarity.




After this discussion, students were asked
what their feelings were about the existence
of such a paragraph in a textbook written for
middle school readers. Here are some
examples of their thoughts:

“Did they put it in on purpose to see if we
could read it2"

“I'm surprised.”

“Most kids, or my friends, believe
everything we read.”

“Well, | think it will convince most kids
and make themselves ask questions.”

“I think its bad because it could teach kids
the wrong organization.”

“l really can't stand to read something
that isn't well done because | have to redo it.”

“Mad, | get really mad.”

“I think it's all right because it even helps
us do good thinking to find out what's
wrong."

"It makes the article harder to understand
and they should make them better before
they give them to us."”

“I think we should write the author and
tell him how to write better.”

“l think authors have to write good
sentences or it's their fault.”

“Reading from a textbook can be
confusing if it's not organized.”

“It makes me feel like even authors and
publishers make mistakes.”

“It makes me feel like real mad because it
really could mess up some person'sreading.”

Most students were surprised to see that
text so poorly organized could ever get into
print. Others, seeing how important text
organization is to comprehension were upset
because now they could understand how
much harder the reader had to work to
achieve meaning.

Next, students were asked what readers
should do whenever they come upon text
which is poorly written. Here are some
examples of their comments.

“We should take it and put it in our own
words to make it easier to understand.”

“Pay more attention to the book and
protest.”

“Read more carefully and watch out for
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what you are reading.”

“Don't let our teacher know because shée
will make us fix it up.”

“If | was a writer, I'd talk to other writers.”
“Fix it in your head.”

“Ask yourself some questions.”
“Rearrange it in your head.”

“Revise it in your head.”

“Correct the mistake in your head.”

In analyzing these comments, it is evident
that when students were given the opportunity
to review the text in a critical fashion they
began to take control. Words such as fix,
rearrange, revise, correct show that students
felt the need to respond to this text in a very
active way.

The next activity involved comparing a
part of an original text with a version revised
for inclusion in an anthology for 7th graders.

The purpose of this activity was first to
demonstrate how even subtle changes in
words and small deletions can seriously affect
meaning and secondly, to show that text is
written with an audience in mind. When the
audience changes or becomes more specific,
the text is changed to match the new set of
readers.

Here is the original:

Often, calves have a “foster mother” or an
“aunt" - a female who looks after them and
protects them whenever their own mother has
to leave them to search for food. The “aunt”
fusses over the calf as if it were her own, and if
the real mother dies, adopts it immediately,
although usually not to the extent of letting it
nurse. In the past, whalers often took
advantage of the Cetaceans' protective
instincts toward their young by capturing a
calf first, knowing that its mother would then
be an easy catch. But now, calves and nursing
mothers are protected by law, although each
year many are harpooned in error;
unfortunately, it is virtually impossible for
whalers to tell if a cow is pregnant.

Here is the revised text:

Often, calves have a ‘‘foster mother" or
an "aunt”. This is a female who looks after
them and protects them whenever their own
mother has to leave them to look for food.
The “aunt’ fusses over the calf as if it were her
own. If the real mother dies, the “aunt”



adopts it immediately, although usually not
to the extent of letting it nurse. In the past,
whalers often took advantage of the
Cetaceans' protective instincts toward their
young by capturing a calf first. The whalers
knew that the calf’'s mother would then be an
easy catch. Now, calves and nursing mothers
are protected by law.

The students became very involved
comparing these two versions. They counted
sentences, noted changes in words and
discussed the possible rationale for deletions.
They were asked to choose the version they
found to be most interesting to read, and the
original text was chosen almost unanimously.
Students thought the original text:

“Told more."”

“Had more exciting words.”
“Was more specific.”
“Was more challenging.”

“Had a lot more info.”
Here are some interesting opinions about the
revised version:

“They made a simple version of the
paragraph.”

“They're acting like we can't understand
the original.”

“They think we can’t read long sentences.”

“Sounds like something | would write."”

The students as aresult of this comparison
became more aware of the importance of
text structure and style. And they also were
able to see how the author’s view of the
audience has an impact on how the text
ultimately is written.

The last activity involved writing post
definitions of “reading” to see if student
knowledge had changed. The following are
samples of pre and post definitions for a few
students in the group.

Pre - "Reading is understanding words you
read.”

Post - ‘Reading is not just understanding, it's
revising.”

Pre - "Reading is understanding written
words and knowing how to comprehend
those words.” -
Post - “Reading is a way of improving
paragraphs in your own mind."

Pre - "Reading is comprehending words on a
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page.”
Post - "Reading involves a lot of thinking, like

analyzing.”

Pre - "Reading is understanding written
words."

Post - 'Reading is being able to understand,
to question.”

Pre - "Reading is looking at letters and
understanding what they mean.”

Post - 'Reading is organizing a thought into a
paragraph to have it make more sense.”

Pre - "Reading is taking words in your brain.”
Post - '‘Reading is something you have to
think about.”

In comparing the pre and post definitions
of individual students, one can see an obvious
change in knowledge about the process of
reading. Students emphasized “words" in
their pre definitions. In the post definitions,
“thinking"”, ‘‘revising” and ‘‘organizing”
were most prevalent.

In a systematic, thoughtful way students
were given the opportunity and permission to
exercise the kind of control over the text good
comprehension requires. In analyzing their
experiences, students became aware of the
limitations of any text in conveying
information. Most importantly they became
sensitive to the active role of the reader in the
comprehension process.

It is likely that students who experience
text analysis in this fashion will be receptive to
the numerous text structure, and
comprehension strategies which are effective
in increasing comprehension and recall. They
will be more open to strategies because they
will have a better idea of what active reading
entails. Students will move into this strategy
phase of their reading development with a
heightened sense of control and power when
reading expository text.

REFERENCES

Alvermann, Donna E., and Paula R. Boothby. “Text
Differences: Children's Perceptions at the Transition
Stage of Reading.” The Reading Teacher, vol. 35
(December 1982), pp. 298.

Anderson, Richard, Elfrieda Hiebert, Judith Scott, and
lan Wilkinson. Becoming a Nation of Readers.
Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education,
1985.

Flood, James. ‘‘The Text, the Student, and the Teacher:
Learning from Exposition in Middle Schools.” The
Reading Teacher, (April, 1986).

continued on page 21




“Understanding
Expository Text:
More Power to the Reader

continued from page 17

Meyer, Bonnie J.F., and Elizabeth G. Rice. ‘‘The Structure -

of Text." In Handbook of Reading Research,
edited by P. David Pearson. New York and London:
Longman Press, 1984, p. 328.

Slotsky, Sandra. *'A Proposal for Improving High School
Students' Ability to Read and Write Expository
Prose.” Journal of Reading, vol. 28 (October
1984), p. 5.

Thelen, Judith. ““Preparing Students for Content Reading
Assignments”’, Journal of Reading, vol. 25,
(March, 1982), p. 544.

Prior Knowledge
and Schema Theory
— What and Why?

continued from page 10

Hansen, Jane, and Ruth Hubbard. “Poor Readers Can
Draw Inferences.” The Reading Teacher, vol. 37
(March 1984), pp. 586-89.

Holmes, Betty C. “The Effect of Prior Knowledge on
the Question Answering of Good and Poor
Readers.” Journal of Reading Behavior, vol. 15, no.
1(1983) pp. 1-18.

Holmes, Betty C., and Nancy L. Roser. “Five Ways to
Assess Readers’ Prior Knowledge.” The Reading
Teacher, vol. 40, no. 7 (March 1987) pp. 646-649.

Kintsch, Walter, E. Kozimsky, W.J. Streby, G. McKoon,
and J.M. Keenan. “Comprehension and Recall of
Text as a Function of Content Variables.”
Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior,
vol. 14 (April 1975), pp. 196-214.

Langer, Judith A. and Victoria Purcell-Gates.
“Knowledge and Comprehension: Helping
Students Use What They Know,” Reading,
Thinking, and Concept Development, editors: T.L.
Harris and E.J. Cooper, College Entrance
Examination Board, N.Y., 1985.

Lipson, Marjorie Youmans. “Some Unexpected Issues
in Prior Knowledge and Comprehension.” The
Reading Teacher, vol. 37, no. 8 (April 1984) pp.
760-764.

McNeil, John D. Reading Comprehension New
Directions for Classroom Practice. Scott,
Foresman and Company, 1984, pp. 2-25, 61-65.

Markham, Ellen M. “Realizing You Don’t Understand
Elementary School Children’s Awareness of
Inconsistencies.” Child Development, vol. 50 (September
1979), pp. 643-55.

Niles, Olive S. “Organization Perceived.” In
Perspectives in Reading: Developing Study Skills in
Secondary Schools, edited by H.H. Hoover,
Newark, Del.: International Reading Assoc., 1965.

Ohlihausen, Marilyn McKenney and Cathy M. Roller.
“Teaching Students to Use a Nation Schema to
Learn About Countries.” Journal of Reading, vol.
30, no. 3 (December 1986), pp. 212-217.

Paris, Scott and Meyer Myers. “Comprehension
Monitoring, Memory. and Study Strategies of

21

Good and Poor Readers.” Journal of Reading
Behavior, vol. 13 (Spring 1981), pp. 5-22.

Pearson, P. David. *Asking Questions About Stories,”
Ginn Occasional Paper Number 15, 1982.

Zakaluk, Beverly, S. Jay Samuels, and Barbara M. Taylor.
“A Simple Technique for Estimating Prior Knowledge:
Word Association.” Journal of Reading, vol. 30,
no. 1 (October 1986), pp. 56-60.

Reading Standards:
The Real “Bottom Line”
is Not the MEAP!

continued from page 5
Becoming Readers in a Complex Society,
National Society for the Study of Education, Part 1,
p. 66.

5. Kirsch, Irwin S. and Jungeblut, Ann (1986), Literacy:
Profiles of America’s Young Adults, National
Assessment of Educational Progress, p. 5.

6. Venezky, Richard, Kaestle, Carl F., Sum, Andrew M.
(1987). The Subtle Danger: Reflections on the
Literacy Abilities of America’s Young Adults, p.
43.

7. Hodgkinson, Harold L. (1987), Michigan: The State
and its Educational System, The Institute for
Educational Leadership, Inc., Washington, D.C.,
back cover.

8. Applebee, Arthur, Langer, Judith, Mullis, Ina (1987)
Learning to be Literate in America: Reading,
Writing, and Reasoning, National Assessment of
Educationl Progress p. 48.

For Using Research and
Effective Instruction to
Improve Reading Literacy

continued from page 20

What Research Says to the Classroom Teacher
About Reading for the Compensatory Education
Student. (Michigan Reading Association, $1.50)

What Research Says to the Classroom Teacher
About Reading for the Second Language
Learner. (Michigan Reading Association, $1.50).

Reading Curriculum Review Process (trainer’s
manual). (Consultant required. Contact Curriculum

Review Committee members or Dr. Elaine Weber,
Michigan Department of Education).

Essential Goals and Objective for Reading Education.
(Michigan Department of Education, single copies
free of charge).

New Decisions About Reading: Instruction. (Michigan
Reading Association, $1.50).

Videotapes of The State of Reading Conference. (REMC,
available free of charge).

Bookmarks from “The State of Reading: Basals”
Conference. (Michigan Reading Association, $4.00).

The Document from The State of Reading: Reading,
Thinking and Learning in the Secondary
Classroom. (Michigan Department of Education,
single copies free of charge while a limited quantity
last).

Reading at a Glance for Michigan Administrators.
(MDE Reading Curriculum Review Committee,
$1.00, c/o Glenowyn Jones, Genessee |.5.D.)




	"Understanding Expository Text: More Power to the Reader
	Recommended Citation

	0017
	0018
	0019
	0020
	0024

