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ABSTRACT

While little empirical research has focused on talented readers, so too is little known about
the relationship between metacognition and critical literacy. This mixed method qualitative study
addresses both of these gaps in the research literature.

One premise inspiring this study has been the declining performance of Australia’s top-end
reading scores in international assessments over the past decade. A recent media release by the
Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) highlighted this disturbing trend from the
Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) conducted every three years by the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) with the finding that
‘Australia’s overall performance declined by 13 score points from 2000 to 2009. The decline (in
reading) is primarily among higher achieving students’ (Masters, 2010, online).

In 2004 a review of the literature on talented readers by Reis et al. found much of it to be
primarily anecdotal in nature with little research showing how to challenge and meet the learning
needs of this group. With a better understanding needed of the self-systems that enable advanced
reading skills clearly needed, this study used observations to explore the metacognitive processes
adopted by young talented readers during critical literacy activities as compared with their typical
peers.

This study had a dual focus. First, to find out if critical literacy requires the employment of
metacognitive strategies for successful analysis, understanding and critiquing of texts; and
second, to discover if young talented readers are more adept at employing metacognition than
their same-age peers, when interacting with critical literacy discourse.

Eleven case studies across the three curriculum stages of Australian primary schools,
presented close discourse analysis of the responses of talented and typical readers from seven to
twelve years of age. Through the development and employment of a discourse analysis
framework tool, data revealed inextricable connections between critical literacy and

metacognition.



This study also uncovered a number of ways in which talented and typical readers differ in
their ability to transfer reading skills and strategies across different contexts, as well as
differences in monitoring, planning and controlling of their responses and problem solving
abilities. The findings of this study support the growing evidence that metacognition and self-
regulation are not late developing skills as previously believed. By comparing popular self-survey
tools designed to measure metacognition with an observational tool, the effectiveness of these
instruments was evaluated with a focus on appropriateness with young children.

Finally, the findings of this research redress previously held beliefs that talented readers
should not be considered gifted students and validates the inclusion of these students in gifted
pedagogy. Based on the data collected by this study, a framework for clearer identification
practices and the development of appropriately challenging learning design was developed based

on the data collected by this study.

Reading furnishes the mind only with materials of knowledge;
it is thinking that makes what we read ours.

John Locke
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Glossary

Cognition: The act or process of knowing including both awareness and judgement.

Comprehension: Comprehension is the process through which understanding is derived through the construction of
an internal representation of a text. It is a process that occurs in parallel at several levels, with a special kind of text
representation being associated with each level and with the outputs of each level interacting in important ways
(Hacker, 2009, p. 170).

Conditional Knowledge: ‘involves knowing when and why to use declarative and procedural knowledge’
(Tarricone, 2011, p. 165).

Critical Literacy: is an analytical process that critiques the language of texts identifying bias, inequitable social
practices and issues of power while encouraging reflection, transformation and action.

Declarative Knowledge: ‘is stable, familiar, constant, established long-term knowledge which involves self-
knowledge, self-awarness and a sensitivy to and evaluation of this knowledge. It also includes knowledge of oneself
and others as cogntive beings, of tasks and task demands, and of strategies ... is knowing when and what you know
and do know know, including what you need to know... (is) reliant uposn reflection and verbalisation, it can be
statable but it can also be fallible as facts known about cognition can be incorrect’ (Tarricone, pp. 156-7).

Discourse analysis: is the study of language-in-use ... the study of language as used in the world, not just to say
thngs, but to do things (Gee, 2011).

ERAS: Elementary Reading Attitude Survey by Michael McKenna and Dennis Kear (1990).

Epistemic Beliefs: An individual’s conceptualisation of knowledge and knowing. How an individual values and
thinks about knowledge in general or subject-specific knowledge. Epistemic beliefs shape a learner’s expectations,
appreciation and motivation towards completing a task.

Knowledge of Cognition: is defined as the knowledge individuals have about their own, and others’ cognition. It
includes knowledge of learning strengths and weaknesses, and the particular strategies required of specific
situations, especially in complex problems. It involves self-awareness relying upon self-knowledge and self-
appraisal through reflectivity. It is affected by the self-system components including self-esteem, attributional
beliefs, and sensitivity to personal beliefs, the task and strategies required. Knowledge of cognition includes
declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge (Tarricone, 2011).

Knowledge of Self and Persons: ‘Knowledge of oneself or self-knowledge and knowledge of others as cognitive
beings’ (Tarricone, 2011, p. 158). It is a variable of declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge.

Knowledge of Strategies: ‘Is the awareness and understanding of the applicability of strategies for a particular task
which addresses task objectives’ (Tarricone, 2011, p. 150). It is a variable of declarative, procedural and conditional
knowledge.

Knowledge of Tasks: ‘Involves knowledge, understanding and awareness of the task including its nature, structure,
goals and objectives. This knowledge supports the selection and application of task-specific strategies, facilitating
task completion and problem solution’ (Tarricone, 2011, p. 150). It is a variable of declarative, procedural and
conditional knowledge.

Procedural Knowledge ‘Refers to knowledge of processes and actions or essentially knowing how (Tarricone,
2011, p. 160).

MARSI: The Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory by Kouider Mokhtari and Carla Reichard
© 2002.

Meta-comprehension: ‘Comprehension monitoring ... entails reflection, self-regulation and monitoring to ensure
ongoing successful comprehension when reading and listening’ (Tarricone, 2011, pp. 180-181).

Meta-memory: Knowledge about one’s own memory processes and contents. Sometimes referred to as theory-of-
mind.

Metacognition: ‘Knowledge of cognition’ or knowing about one’s own cognitive processes, and ‘regulation of
cognition’involving the use of one’s own cognitive processes(Brown, 1978; Dunlosky & Metcalf, 2009; Larkin,
2010; Israel et al., 2005; Pressley, Borkowski & O’Sullivan, 1984; Veenman et al., 2005).

Metacognitive Control: Regulating an aspect of a cognitive process; making decisions about strategies or time to
solve or answer a problem.
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Metacognitive Experiences: ‘Involve metacognitive judgements, feelings or experiences during problem solving
and tend to be person-generated or related ... are considered to be feelings, judgments, reactions and experiences
which occur during a cogntive task or problem solving’ (Tarricone, 2011, p. 172).

Metacognitive Knowledge: Knowledge about how learning operates and how to improve one’s learning.

Metacognitive Monitoring: Judging or assessing how well you are understanding or approaching a problem.

Metacognitive Skilfulness or Metacognitive Strategic Knowledge: The regulation of, and control over one’s
cognitive processes and learning (Veenman, et al., 2005b; 2006). ‘Knowing that’ and ‘knowing how’ are not the
same as ‘using’. Metacognitive Skilfulness is the actual process of using Declarative and Procedural Knowledge.

Metalanguage: The specialist language used to describe language within a field such as literacy.

MSI: Metacomprehension Strategy Index by Schmitt (1990).

Praxis: Practice as opposed to theory.

Reading: ‘Reading is the process of constructing meaning from text, whether written or graphic, paper-based or
digital” (Winch & Holliday 2009, p.3).

The act of reading involves constructing meaning from text through the skills of decoding, semantic pragmatic and
critical competence. Freebody & Luke (1990) described these skills as the four reading resources of code breaker,
meaning maker, text user and text analyst or critic.

Regulation of Cognition: ‘Involves metacognitive processes that facilitate and support the evaluation and control
of the learning process and is especially important to facilitate problem solving ... include(ing) predictng, planning,
congitive monitoring, diagnosing, regulating, checking and evaluating learning processes, difficultes and outcomes
in problem solving situations’ (Tarricone, 2011, p. 166).

Self-regulation: ‘Involves processes such as control, monitoring and regulation of learning processes, planning,
organising, self-instruction, self-monitoring and self-evaluation” (Tarricone, 2022, p. 168).

Signifier: An element that creates any sort of meaning, such as a word, image, symbol, grammatical structure,
figurative device etc.

Situated meaning:‘is an image or pattern that we assemble “on the spot” as we communicate in a given context,
based on our construal of that context and on our past experiences’ (Gee, 1999, p. 47).

Structured learning: The programmed learning opportunities presented in school, sport organisation or
conservatory for example.

Talented Readers (TR): Students who are reading at an advanced level compared with their same-age peers.
Gagné’s DMGT 2.0 model identifies this population as those who are performing in the top 10% of their age peers.
Reis (2006) identifies this population as those who are reading at least 24 months beyond their chronologicial age in
age-appropriate standardised reading tests.

Typical Readers: Students reading at a level commensurate with their chronological age, as determined by
standarised reading tests.






