Running head:  MISCONCEPTIONS IN ENGLISH STUDENTS                                     1
Misconceptions     31

Misconceptions in English Students’ Understanding of Fiction1
Eric Amsel, Adam Johnston, and Robert Goodwin
Weber State University
1 The research was completed by the third author as a senior thesis under the supervision of the first author. The authors would like to thank our colleagues in the English department for their help and support: Ronald Deeter, Gary Doher, Scott Rogers, Victoria Remenez, and Brad Rogaard. The research was supported by a Hemingway Collaborative grant from Weber State University to the first two authors.  
Abstract

The study examines English students’ understanding of Fiction Truth, the notion that fictional information can be intentionally used to understand and alter ones’ beliefs about the real world. Novice (N=65, lower-division English courses) Intermediate (N=47, lower level upper-division-courses) and Advanced (N=22, higher level upper-division courses) students were given a questionnaire which assessed their beliefs about the reality export of fictional information. Participants additionally rated how much they can learn about a real world issue by reading books with titles and descriptions reflecting different literary genres.  Novice English students were more likely than more other students to assert that fiction has no impact on their real world beliefs, a view we characterized as the False-and-Inert account of fiction.  In contrast, Intermediate and Advanced English students were more likely than Novice students to view fiction as having real world import, a view we characterized as the Fiction-as-Relevant account.  While no different in age or gender distribution, those who adopted Fiction-as-Relevant view were more likely than those who adopted the False-but Inert to claim they could learn about a real world issue by reading literary genres, particularly Contemporary Fiction, Fantasy, and Horror. The findings suggest that Novice students hold misconceptions about the nature of fiction which may become revised with training and experience in English.  

Misconceptions in English Students’ Understanding of Fiction

It is widely believed that students enter into college science and mathematics classrooms with strongly held misconceptions about these disciplines (Berinderjeet, Boey, & Peng, 1994; Stavy & Tirosh, 2000; Slotta, Chi, & Joram, 1995).  The misconceptions are students’ everyday beliefs and understandings of phenomena which are at odds with a given disciplinary account (Viennot, 1979; Driver & Easley, 1978).   For example, students in college-level introductory physics classes hold misconceptions about introductory mechanics, particularly the nature of gravity as a force (Amsel, Savoie, Deak & Clark, 1991; Champagne, Gunstone, and Klopfer, 1985; Clement, 1982; Gunstone & White, 1991; Kaiser, Proffitt, & McCloskey, 1985; Reiner, Chi, & Resnick, 1988).  
Of particular interest to educators is that these misconceptions are believed to be an important impediment to successful and effective student learning in the discipline.  Although there exist a number of theoretical accounts for how and why students’ misconceptions impose such a resistance to learning (cf. Limon & Masson, 2002), each assumes that order for students to learn basic ideas of a discipline, they must go beyond their own initial misconceptions. To some, the misconceptions in a given discipline index a cognitive structure (e.g., a framework, theory, or model) which is an organized network of beliefs and concepts that is resistant to change and serves as a conceptual barrier to students’ assimilating new disciplinary appropriate information (c.f., Carey, 2000; Gopnik, 1996; McClosky, 1983; Vosnaidou, 2002). Learning from this perspective involves reflecting on and revising already existing cognitive structures in favor of disciplinary appropriate ones. For others, students’ misconceptions index a more diverse and poorly regulated system of discipline inappropriate perceptual tendencies (diSessa, 2002), background knowledge (Striker & Posner, 1982, Southerland, Johnston, Sowell, 2006), and ontological assumptions (Chi, 2002) which students are motivated (Sinatra, 2002) to defend than revise. Learning in this conception involves a motivated process of reflecting on, revising, and regulating these diverse knowledge structures in discipline appropriate ways.  Finally, student’s misconceptions may reflect their broader lack of immersion in the discipline and training in use of its intellectual tools (Ivarsson, Schoultz, & Saljo, 2002), which includes the means of engaging in disciplinary-appropriate communication and representational activities (Lehrer & Schable, 2002). Learning from this perspective involves being socialized into how to effectively use the intellectual tools of the discipline.
Although the study of misconceptions has been very productive in the areas of math and science, it has not been widely applied to the disciplines in the social sciences and humanities. The central goal of the present research is to apply the misconceptions framework from the domain of science and mathematics to that of English.  Generally, there is no reason to think that college students are less likely to hold misconceptions about English as a discipline than they are misconceptions of math or science.  Despite being exposed to math, science, and English since elementary school, it seems likely that they enter their college courses with potential underlying misconceptions about each discipline. 
To assess college students’ misconceptions about English, we sought to identify a central concept of the discipline, which is so implicit that faculty members themselves might be unaware of their student’s misunderstanding. We decided to focus on the students’ grasp that fictional information can be used to understand the real world. Understanding how literary fiction can provide a perspective on reality is central to the concept of Literary Truth, which refers “to the truths about real human beings and real human doings which are conveyed by a fictional narrative” (Haack, 2005).  Typically fiction is not thought to provide an account of reality and truth, which is often believed to the sole providence of the sciences, social sciences, and philosophy.  However, as Park (1982) noted, literature captures a reality too concrete to be captured by abstract scientific and philosophical discourse.
There were three reasons for the choice of the realty import of fiction as source of college students’ misconceptions.  First, and foremost, we believed that the concept of literary truth may pose some conceptual challenges for students with limited background in the discipline. Research on the psychological representation of fiction has shown that readers represent fictional information as compartmentalized (Potts, & Peterson, 1985; Potts, St. John, & Kirson, 1989) in mental structures called situation models which are distinguished from other mental structures which represent states of affairs that are real or believed to be real (Amsel, Trionfi, & Cambell, 2005; Gerrig, 1998; Zwaan & Radvansky, 1998; Zwaan, 1999).  Although there have been a good deal of research on how fictional information can sometimes inadvertently “leak” into beliefs about the real world (c.f., Gerrig, 1993, Gerrig, & Rupp, 2004; Green  & Brock, 2000; Marsh, Meade, & Roediger, 2003; Marsh, Balota, & Roediger, 2005; Prentice, Gerrig, & Baylis, 1997; Gerrig & Balyis, 1999), there is no research we found on how college students intentionally export fiction information, represented in situational models, and use it to inform their understanding of or beliefs about reality. 
We propose that intentionally using fiction to understand reality requires that students employ sophisticated analogical thinking skills. Cognitive scientists have identified the processes involved in analogically applying knowledge from one domain to another, which is characterized as structure mapping (c.f., Genter & Wolff, 2000).  The structural relations from one domain of knowledge (situational model) are aligned, equated, and mapped into the relational structure of another domain (representation of the real world).  Such mappings occur even if there are no features that are similar between elements in each domain.  For example, Ernest Rutherford’s analogy between the atom and solar system was analyzed by Gentner (1983) as mapping four relations between the domains
 even though there are no physical features similar between the composition of atoms and the solar systems. 
A structure mapping account of literary truth highlights skills to consciously reflect on and relate representations of fictional relations in situational models to relations in real world representations.  For example, there is much to be learned about the angst and alienation of adolescence by reading James Joyce’s fictional account of Stephen Dedalus in, Portrait of an Artist as a Young Man.  To understand the story, an adequate situation model of Stephen’s trials and tribulations of growing up in 19th Century Dublin.  But going beyond merely understanding the story, a motivated reader can use background knowledge about adolescents to align, equate, and map the structure Stephen Dedalus’ relations to faith, family, school, and country to identical relations of a real adolescent in a modern context. In this way, the real world significance of James Joyce’s insights about the true nature of adolescent can be appreciated. 
The second reason for considering the concept of Literary Truth as a focus of English students’ misconceptions of the discpline is that students may have a much more limited understanding of the distinction between fiction and non-fiction than implied by the concept of Literary Truth. That is, not only might college students not grasp the abstract relations necessary for understanding Literary Truth, they may enter the class with a cognitive alternative to the concept.  Students may enter their English classroom holding a hard and sharp distinction between fiction and non-fiction, with the assumption that no bridge between them can be forged.  If students hold a hard and sharp distinction between fiction and nonfiction, then the concept of Literary Truth may pose an unresolvable conceptual paradox. Gerrig and Prentice (1999) discussed the paradox implicit in the concept of Literary Truth. On the one hand, Literary Truth involves recognizing that authors of fiction may invent facts in constructing a plot. On the other hand, the concept also implies that information presented in fictional works can alter real world beliefs. Only by adopting an analogical perspective in how fiction can impact our understanding of reality is the paradox resolved. The structure mapping account of the export of fiction to reality permits fiction to have real world significance but continued distinction in reference and representation of fiction from nonfiction.  

To assess students’ grasp of the concept of Literary Truth, Prentice and Gerrig (1999) posed four questions to college students about the nature and reality import of literary works. The results showed that students embraced both sides of the paradox.  They agreed that fiction can cause them to change their beliefs about the real world but that authors of fiction often invent facts. However, the students were more agnostic (neither accepting nor rejecting) about such global claims as whether all fictional information is invented and is never true of the real world.
While providing evidence of college students’ grasp of the issues implied by the concept of Literary Truth, Prentice and Gerrig did not explore changes in students’ concept of Literary Truth with literary training and experience. In the present research, the same questions used by Prentice and Gerrig (1999) were given to Novice students in Developmental (pre-college classes taught to student with low standardized test scores in English) and General Education (courses required by all university students) English classes, Intermediate students in English courses for beginning majors and minors, and Advanced English courses for advanced majors or minors. If training and experience in English influences students’ concept of literary truth, then their responses to the questions should become increasing more consistent with the Prentice and Gerrig pattern of responses. 
Finally, third reason we decided to focus on Literary Truth is that it may be a relevant misconception which may be overlooked by college faculty teaching English.  A group of English faculty members who we interviewed for the study readily acknowledged that they considered the notion of Literary Truth central to their teaching of literature. Moreover, each acknowledged they did not explicitly teach the concept in their courses because they did not believe students to be challenged by the concept.  However, as noted, the process of structure mapping fictional knowledge to the real world may not be fully grasped even by college students. Such a process requires that the student go beyond merely understanding a novel (for which they are often tested), to intentionally create abstract to apply certain aspects of the story to the real world. 
Participants in the present study responded to the Prentice and Gerrig (1999) questions. Additionally, to collect second measure of their understanding of Literary Truth, participants were given book titles and descriptions which addressed family relations in different fictional genres. Participants then rated each title by whether it could help them learn about real world family relations. It was predicted that that with more experience and exposure to the discipline in college, students will come to better grasp the concept of Literary Truth and come to understand how fiction can be used to understand reality.

Method

Participants

The sample included 134 volunteer students (48.5% Male, 51.5% Female) in lower- and upper-division English courses who completed the required consent form.  All participants completed consent forms. Their average age was 24 years and represented all student statuses: Freshman (23%), Sophomore (19%), Junior (19%), and Senior (39%).  Three students groups were formed based on participants’ class enrollments. Novice English students included those in Developmental (designated as 900-level) and General Education (designated as 1000- and 2000 level) classes (N=65). Intermediate English students included those in 3000-level English courses (N=47). Advanced English students were enrolled in 4000-level English courses (N=22). 
Procedure
Each participant completed an in-class 20-minute questionnaire which requested demographic info (age, sex, and student status) and a literary history. The history included a request that students report the number of English courses they completed (coded as a total number).  They were also asked to assess their reading habits.  They were asked about two novels that had read outside of class which they really liked. They were given 1 point for each novel listed. Participants self-reported literacy skills were assessed, by the question, How would you rate your skills to read fiction and write about it? They responded on a 5-point scale from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high). Finally, participants were also asked about their exposure to various literary genres.  They were asked to identify one book they read fitting the genres of Nonfiction, Science Fiction, Historical Fiction, Fantasy, Horror and Contemporary Fiction.  Again they were given a score of 1 for each novel listed.  

The questionnaire also included the four Prentice and Gerrig (1999) questions.  Participants responded to each question on a 7-point Likert scale labeled as: Very Strongly Agree (1), Neither Agree nor Disagree (4), Very Strongly Disagree (7). The questions are listed below and they were presented in the same order as Prentice and Gerrig.
Question 1:  Information presented in fictional works (for example, novels or movies) can 
make me change my beliefs about the real world. (Change Belief)
Question 2: Information encountered in fictional works should not be assumed to be true 
of the real world. (Never True).
Question 3: Authors of fiction often invent facts that are inconsistent with the real world 
to fulfill the requirements of their plots. (Often Invented Facts)
Question 4:  Information presented in fiction is invented by the author of the fictional 
work (Only Invented Information).
Finally, the last section of the questionnaire presented participants with 6 made-up book titles and descriptions addressing the topic of family relations. The book titles and descriptions reflected different literary genres, including Non-Fiction, Contemporary Fiction, Historical Fiction, Science Fiction, Fantasy, and Horror (see Table 1). For each book, participants were asked, By reading (title of the book), I can learn about family relations in the real world”. Each rating was made on a 7-point Likert scale: Very Strongly Agree (1), Neither Agree nor Disagree (4), Very Strongly Disagree (7). 

__________________
Place Table 1 about here. 
__________________
Results

The three groups differed in demographic variables and literary history in a variety of ways (see Table 2). As expected, the Novice students were different from the other two groups of students in a) the number of English courses taken, b) their self-reported literary skills, and c) exposure to literary genres.  The Novice and Intermediate students were different in Gender Distribution, with there being more men in the Novice than Intermediate Group.  Intermediate students were also on average older than Novice students. Advanced students did not differ from Intermediate ones in any way and were no different than the Novice group in their age and gender distribution.
__________________
Place Table 2 about here. 
__________________

Responses to Fiction Questions 

Participants’ overall mean response to Change Belief (M=3.62) and Often Invent Facts (M=3.61) questions were significantly lower than a score of 4 (a score labeled as neither believe nor disbelieve on the scale), suggesting the claims were believed, ts(133)>3.06, ps<.01. However, the All Invented Information (M=4.01) and Never True (M=3.96) responses were no different from 4, suggesting that participants were agnostic about the claims, ts(133)<.28, ns.  The findings replicate those of Prentice and Gerrig’s (1999).
Changes over English Class Groups 

Participants’ responses to each question were subject to an One-way ANOVA by Groups.  The claim that fiction can change beliefs (Change Belief) was more strongly believed over groups, F(2,131)=4.34, p<.05, from agnostic among the Novice students, t(64) ns, to believed by the Intermediate, t(46) = 2.80, p<.01, and Advanced students, t(21) =4.18, p<.001. Often Invented Facts was less strongly believed over the groups, a finding which approached significance, F(2,131)=2.81, p<.07.  The claim was believed by the Novice students, t(64)=4.02 p < .001, but the Intermediate, t(46)=.57, ns, and Advanced students, t(21)=.68, ns, were agnostic. Only Invented Information, F(2,131)=3.52, p<.05, also showed group differences, but each group were agnostic, all ts<1.83, ns. 
___________________

Place Figure 1 about here.

___________________
Conceptualization of Fiction Understanding
To provide a more complete picture of the change in students’ understanding of fiction from novice to advance status, we categorized students into Fiction Understanding groups based on their responses to the Prentice & Gerrig (1999) questions. Participants were categorized into two Fictional Understanding groups. Participants who believe that reading fiction can indeed alter their beliefs (rating 1-3 on the Change Belief question) were identified. There were 63 (49% of the total sample) participants who were categorized in this manner.  This group was categorized as holding the Fiction-as-Relevant view of fiction and there was an increase over groups in the percentage of students who adopt such a view, F(2,131)=6.55, p<.01, (see Figure 2).  Fewer Novice (M=35%) than Intermediate (M=53%) and fewer Intermediate than Advanced (M=77%) students adopted the Fiction-as-Relevant view, although Fisher's LSD (Least Significant Different) post hoc tests revealed that the effect was statistically marginal, ps=.056 and .055 respectively.  Only the difference in the percentage of Novice and Advanced students adopting the Fiction-as-Relevant view was statistically significant (p<.01)
We also identified participants who held that authors of fiction “often make up facts” (ratings of 1 to 3 on the Often Invented Facts) but who not believe that reading fiction can “alter real world beliefs” (rating of 4 to 7 on Change Belief question).  The 32 (24% of the total sample) participants so identified were characterized as holding the False-and-Inert view of fiction.  There was a decrease over groups in those holding such a view, F(2,131)=4.98, p<.01 (see Figure 2). More Novice (M=35%) than either Intermediate (M=15%) or Advanced (9%) students adopted the False-and-Inert view of fiction, as confirmed by Fisher LSD post hoc tests (ps<.05).
A total of 94 participants (70%) could be categorized into one of the two views of fiction.  The remaining students responded on the questionnaire in patterns than made no systematic sense.  It is worth noting that Novice students, enrolled in the lower division English classes represented the most diverse group in terms of students’ understanding of fiction (see Figure 2).  Of the 65 students from these classrooms, 23 (or 35%) of the students held a False-and-Inert view of fiction, another 23 (35%) students held Fiction-as-Relevant view, and the remaining 19 (29%) showed no systematic pattern. In contrast, the Fiction-as-Relevant view was held by the majority of Intermediate (25/47 or 53%) and Advanced (17/22 or 77%) students. This pattern suggests that English faculty members’ assumption about the significance of fiction and its real world export is held by only a minority of students in their lower-division Developmental and General Educational classes, but a majority of students their advanced classes.  

___________________

Place Figure 2 about here.

___________________
The students who held the two views of fiction did not differ in age or in the distribution of Gender. However, they differed in student status. Moreover, the Fiction Understanding groups were different in all the literary background and experience variables (see Table 4), notably in self-reported literacy skills, literary genres they have read, novels they liked, and the number of English courses taken.  This confirms the prediction that with more experience and exposure to the discipline of English in college, students will come to better grasp the notion that fiction can be used to understand reality.
___________________

Place Table 3 about here.
___________________

Fictional Categories and Learning from Fiction 

To provide greater validity to the measure of students’ understanding of fiction, a set of analyses were performed to explore how students belonging to the two fictional understanding groups evaluated the book titles and descriptions.  A 2 (Fictional Understanding groups) by 6 (Book Titles) mixed-model ANOVA was run on students’ judgments that they can learn from a book of a given title. The results revealed a main Book Title effect, F(5,450)=78.32 p<.001(Greenhouse-Geisser corrected). As expected, participants most strongly agreed that they can learn from Nonfiction (M=2.40), and more strongly agreed that they can learn from Nonfiction than all other fictional genres.  Of the fiction genres, the students agreed that they could learn from Contemporary Fiction (M=3.00), Historical Fiction (M=3.42), the means of which were significantly lower than a neutral score of 4, ts(130)>7.41, ps<.01.  The students were agnostic about Science Fiction (M=4.05), meaning their score was no different from a neutral score of 4 t(129)>.43, ns.  However, the students were dubious about learning from Fantasy (M=4.59) and Horror (M=4.42), with scores that were significantly higher than a neutral score of 4, ts(129)>3.56, ps<.01.  
The ANOVA also revealed a main Fictional Understanding effect, F(1,90)=5.44, p<.05. Participants adopting the Fiction-as-Relevant view more strongly believed (M=3.44, which is significantly lower than a neutral score of 4) that they learn from the book titles than those adopting the False-and-Inert view (M=3.89, which is statistically no different from 4).  Finally, the ANOVA identified a Fictional Understanding group by Book Title interaction effect, F(5,450)=3.49, p<.05 (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected). Follow-up analyses showed a stronger agreement affirming learning among those adopting the Fiction-as-Relevant than False–and-Inert view for Contemporary Fiction (M=2.80 vs. M=3.27), Fantasy (M=4.17 vs. M=5.17) and Horror (M=4.24 vs. M=5.07), with (as expected) no group difference in Nonfiction (M=2.28 vs. M=2.47).  Students’ ratings for each book demonstrated that students adopting the Fiction-as-Relevant view never denied that they could learn from books.  In contrast, students adopting the False-and-Inert view made judgments denying that they can learn from both Fantasy and Horror (see Table 4).

___________________

Place Table 4 about here.
___________________
Discussion

The study examined English students’ concept of Literary Truth by exploring their beliefs that they can acquired knowledge and change their beliefs about the real world by reading fiction. It was hypothesized that students with less experience and exposure in the discipline would be more likely to deny the possibility that fiction can have any reality import. 
Replicating Prentice and Gerrig (1999), students in the present study believed that despite containing made-up facts (Often Inverted Facts), a work of fiction can alter a person’s real world beliefs (Changed Beliefs) (Prentice & Gerrig, 1999).  However, as predicted, students’ background experience and education affected whether they adopted the disciplinary appropriate conception affirming the reality import of fiction. This was demonstrated in three ways. First, Novice English students were more agnostic regarding the belief-altering power of fiction in response to the Changed Belief question compared to other, more advanced English students. Also, Novice English students more strongly embraced the claim that fiction often contains made up facts, compared to the other groups of English students.  
Perhaps Novice English students are more likely than more advanced students to adopt a hard and sharp divide between fiction and nonfiction, making it conceptually challenging to grasp the real word significance of fiction. Such naïve and rigid thinking about matters of truth and reality and is not uncommon among young adults who lack exposure to and have yet to reflect on epistemological issues (c.f., Chandler, Hallett, & Sokol, 2002), Kuhn, Amsel, & O’Loughlin, 1988; Perry, 1968). Moreover, just like their naïve and rigid thinking about epistemology (c.f., Striker & Posner, 1982, Southerland, Johnston, Sowell, 2006), perhaps students’ naïve and rigid thinking about fiction can be considered to be part of their background knowledge, which is a source of their misconceptions about English and a constraint on their learning of disciplinary knowledge. 
Second, evidence of English students’ misconceptions about fiction comes from the analysis of their patterns of responses to Prentice and Gerrig’s (1999) questions. Students were categorized as holding either the disciplinary appropriate Fiction-as-Relevant or the disciplinary inappropriate False-and Inert view, with most students being categorized into one view or another.  

Consistent with some theorists (c.f., Carey, 2000; Gopnik, 1996; McClosky, 1983; Vosnaidou, 2002), perhaps the False-and-Inert view is a misconception indexing is a coherent mental structure which is resistant to change and is a barrier to students learning the appropriate Fiction-as-Relevant view. Evidence for this assumption was the consistent differences in students’ responses to the book titles and descriptions as a function of their understanding of fiction.  Overall, students holding a Fiction-as-Relevant view judged that they can learn from books reflecting different fiction and nonfiction genres. In contrast, those adopting the False-and-Inert view were agnostic about the possibility of such learning. Moreover, there were no genres from which those adopting the Fiction-as-Relevant view denied being able to learn.  But those holding the Fiction-as-Relevant view agreed there were two genres (science fiction and horror) which they could not use to learn about the real world. 
Third, the evidence of differences between students holding different views of fiction support the claim that students’ conception of fiction depends on their experience and exposure to the discipline. About a third of Novice English students did not believed that their real world beliefs can be altered by fiction whereas a majority of Intermediate and Advanced English students adopted such a view. Those adopting the Fiction-as-Relevant view had taken almost twice the number of English classes, had read more different genres, and had higher self-reported literary skills than those adopting the False-and-Inert view, despite both groups being the same age and having the same distribution of gender.  
While perhaps not directly taught, learning to appreciate the reality export of fiction may be the kind of higher-ordered thinking skills acquired by being socialized into the discipline.  While the cognitive capable to create analogical mappings between fictional and real relations, students may learn how, when, and why to create such mappings only by being exposed to those who are expert at do it, do it regularly, and model the process of doing it. 
As with all studies there are specific limitations on the results of the present research.  The results may not generalize beyond the regional open-enrollment university sample from which the data were collected.  One piece of evidence in support of the generalization is that the present results replicated findings from Prentice & Gerrig (1999), who used a sample of students from an in Ivy League university.  Also, the cross-sectional design does not permit an analysis of whether differences between novice and advanced students reflect the effect of exposure and training in the discipline or the self-selection as English majors of students with strong literary background and skills. Follow-up research should longitudinally assess students through lower- and upper-division of English courses and measure changes in their beliefs about fiction and its reality import.  
In summary, the present study demonstrates that college students hold misconceptions about English just as they do for Science and Mathematics.  There results do not present any new insight about the nature of misconceptions.  Indeed, there was reason to think that each the three views of students’ math and science misconceptions, outlined in the introduction, apply to English students as well. The present research reaffirms the value of exploring students’ misconceptions not only for theoretical but for pedagogical reasons as well.  English faculty, particularly those teaching lower-division developmental and General Educational classes may be well advised by being told that only a minority of students in their classes share their view of the real world significance of fiction.  It may be wise to warn faculty members teaching Novice English students to be aware of the gap between their own and their students’ beliefs about the literature they are reading. A major value of the misconceptions work is that it makes faculty members aware of what they may not know about their students’ misconceptions.
Table 1:  Titles and descriptions of books about family relations used in the study.

________________________________________________________________________
A Day in the Life. The story is about a fictional family living in contemporary America.  
With small town Illinois as the setting, the book documents the changes in 
relationships among the family members as they deal with the complexity of rural life 
in modern America.  (Contemporary Fiction).
Families Together.  This is a true account of actual families in three communities in 
contemporary America.  Attention is given to facts addressing the similarities and 
differences between the families in how they cope with changing demands and new 
problems. (Nonfiction).
A Free Sun Will Rise.  This story is about a fictional family that owns the only Pharmacy 
in Colonial Boston.  With visits from such luminaries as Paul Revere and John 
Adams, the story tells of the struggles among family members in the midst of the 
tumultuous changes resulting from the birth of a nation. (Historical Fiction)
2776. The story tells of the trials and tribulations of a fictional family who are forced to 
celebrate America’ millennial Anniversary in seclusion for fear of reprisal from their 
Occupiers.  In their time, America has become dominated by a foreign nation who 
have been backed and supplied with advanced Alien technology. As a result, the once 
great American society is now forcibly kept among the most impoverished on earth. 
(Science Fiction).
Last Days of Moongale. In a world where magic is the greatest power and great armies of 
Golems clash, this story details the adventures of one family of nomads who wander 
the Nine Kingdoms region, which has become dominated by a group of evil Wizards 
and their retainers, and help the various people there fight for their freedom. (Fantasy).
Dead House. This story is about a fictional family who has just moved into a new home 
on the outskirts of a small Southern town. They quickly discover, however, that their 
new retreat is built on an old cemetery, and that evil spirits abound. Their familial 
bonds are tested to the utmost as the dead rise, and evil stalks through their home. 
(Horror).

________________________________________________________________________

Table 2:  Demographic and background information of students in the three Groups

________________________________________________________________________

Characteristic


Novice


Intermediate

Advanced
_______________


________________________________________________

Number of Participants
   65


        47

        22
Age (in years)


   22.82a

        26.45b

         24.18ab
Sex (% females)


    38.5a
                     68.1b

         54.5ab
Student Status1
 
      1.86a 

           3.57b                            3.40b
Number of English Courses 
      2.19a                                 8.08b                            7.74b
Liked Novels (score from 0-2)     1.57a                                 1.94b                            2.00b
Self-reported Literary Skills  
       3.12a 

           3.78b                            3.52b
         (Score from 1-5)
Exposure to Literary Genres
       2.45a                                 3.36b                            3.55b
         (Score from 0-5)

________________________________________________________________________

1 Status refers to students as Freshmen (1), Sophomores (2), Juniors (3) or Seniors (4).
 Note: Different superscripts on a row means that the two values were significantly different in a Least Square Difference post-hoc test (p<.05). The same superscripts mean that the values were not different from each other.
Table 3:  Demographic and Background Information of Students in the two Literacy Groups

________________________________________________________________________

Characteristics


False-but-Inert 


Fiction-as-Relevant

_______________


________________________________________________

N


      63




          22
Age


     25.09a


                       23.48a
Sex (% females)


     50a
                   

                       48a
Student Status1
 
       2.29a 

                                    2.92b                           

Number of English Courses 
       3.48a                                                          6.05b 

Like Novels (score from 0-2)        1.50a                                                          1.85b
Self-reported Literary Skills  
       3.21a 

                                    3.65b

      (score from 1-5)

Exposure to Literary Genres
       2.47a                                                          3.25b
       (score from 0-5)
________________________________________________________________________

1 Status refers to students as Freshmen (1), Sophomores (2), Juniors (3) or Seniors (4).
 Note: Different superscripts on a row means that the two values were significantly different in a t-test (p<.05). The same superscripts mean that the values were not different from each other.
Table 4:  Learning Judgments for Each Literacy Genre by Fiction Understanding Group.
_______________________________________________________________________
Genre



     False-but-Inert 

Fiction-as-Relevant

_______________



__________________________________________

Nonfiction




2.47a<



2.28a<
Contemporary Fiction




3.27a<



2.80b<
Historical Fiction




3.45a<



3.31a<
Science Fiction




3.93a= 



3.83a=                           

Fantasy




5.17a>       


4.17b= 

Horror 




5.07a>              


4.24b=
________________________________________________________________________

1 See Table 1 for a list of book titles and descriptions. 

Note: Different letter superscripts on a row means that the two values were significantly different in a t test (p<.05). A < subscript means that the value was statistically significantly lower than a score of 4 (t-test p < .05), meaning that it is believed that one can learn from the book; a > subscript means that the value was statistically significantly higher than a score of 4 (t-test p < .05), meaning that it is believed that one can not learn from the book; a = subscript means that the value was statistically no different than a score of 4 (t-test p > .05), meaning that participants were agnostic about learning from the book. 
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Table 1: Responses to Change Belief, Often Invent Facts, and Only Invented Facts Questions, by Group Status 





Neutral





Table 3: Percentage of students adopting a False-and-Inert and Fiction-as-Relevant views of fiction
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�  The four structural relations identified by Gentner (1983) are Distance (between sun and planet and between nucleus and electron), Attractive Force (between the sun and planets and nucleus and electrons), Revolves around (planets about the sun and electrons about the nucleus), and More Massive than (the sun relative to planets and the nucleus relative to electrons).
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