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Abstract
Domain perspective reasoning refers both to students’ recognition of authors’ domain per-
spectives during reading and students’ abilities to draw on varied domain perspectives to 
reason about and understand a complex social issue. Two instructional manipulations were 
examined in this study. First, students were asked to identify authors’ domain perspec-
tives during reading (i.e., DP-ID condition) or not (i.e., with authors’ domain perspectives 
instead supplied in texts). Second students were provided with a Palette of Perspectives 
as an instructional scaffold to support their inferencing regarding how a common issue, 
that of immigration, may be examined through a variety of diverse domain perspectives. 
Although students’ assignment to the DP-ID condition was not associated with the number 
of domain perspectives they included in writing, both DP-ID condition and being provided 
with a Palette of Perspectives were associated with students’ performance on a domain 
perspective application task. Implications for domain perspective reasoning are discussed.

Keywords Domain perspectives · Reasoning · Source evaluation · Learning from multiple 
texts

When learning about complex, policy-relevant issues, like gene therapy (Zohar & Nemet, 
2002), water distribution (Vahey et  al., 2012), or overpopulation (List, 2019), students 
often need to consider information from multiple sources, with each of these potentially 
representing a distinct domain or subject area perspective on a common issue. For instance, 
reasoning about the topic of immigration—as students were asked to do in this study—may 
require considering its economic, political, and social implications. Yet despite the com-
monality with which students are asked to understand and reason about various domain 
perspectives (List, 2020; Iordanou, 2022; Sadler et al., 2007), little work has examined how 
they may do so when learning about complex social issues. Thus, the aim of this study is to 
examine how students reason about varied domain perspectives, introduced across multiple 
texts, and to examine the extent to which such reasoning may be fostered.
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Defining domain perspectives

Domain perspectives are lenses on the world and content in text(s), informed by domain-
specific conceptions of how knowledge is established (e.g., subjects/objects of study, meth-
ods of inquiry) and how knowledge claims are evaluated (List, 2020; Barzilai & Wein-
stock, 2020). In this way, domain perspective is an aspect of source (i.e., information about 
text origin, Wineburg, 1991), linking author characteristics to epistemic or knowledge-
establishment practices (Barzilai & Weinstock, 2020). Domain perspective, then, extends 
beyond a source’s authority or expertise to consider how such expertise manifests in the 
information introduced and the methods of inquiry whereby such information was derived 
and substantiated.

For academic experts, domain perspectives are intrinsic to their reading of disciplinary 
texts (Shanahan et al., 2011) and to their composition of such texts, reflected in both texts’ 
content (e.g., results of an experiment) and form (e.g., journal article). This is because 
experts’ domain perspectives are a feature of them as authoritative sources (i.e., progeni-
tors of information). That is, their expertise is nested within academic domains and derives 
from individuals’ engagement in “particular techniques of inquiry” and participation in 
academic organizations (Becher & Parry, 2005, p. 134), the sum-total of which result in 
experts’ intrinsically making use of their domain perspectives when reading and writing.

For students, with considerably more limited domain expertise, domain perspectives 
may be recognized when reading (e.g., identifying an economic or an ecological perspec-
tive on an issue) and used to aid in inferencing, interpretation, and evaluation, as well as 
in inter-perspective corroboration and integration (Barzilai & Weinstock, 2020). Students 
may also seek out and consider various domain perspectives when trying to think critically 
or multidimensionally about a particular issue; indeed, engaging students in doing so is an 
important interim step in fostering interdisciplinary learning (List, 2020; Ivanitskaya et al., 
2002). Iordanou (2022) defined such reasoning as reflecting students being multi-factor 
thinkers or possessing “both the skill to identify different dimensions of an issue – e.g., 
ethic, moral, social, scientific, and economic dimensions – and the appreciation of diver-
gent perspectives within a particular dimension” (p. 95). Students’ recognition of domain 
perspectives and use of domain perspectives as a basis for critical reasoning are the focus 
of this investigation.

Studies of domain perspective reasoning

Students’ reasoning about varied domain perspectives has only been investigated to a lim-
ited extent in prior work. Sadler et al. (2007) examined how students reasoned about two 
socio-scientific issues (SSI, i.e., determining the source of water quality problems and 
deciding whether or not to construct a nuclear power plant), with SSIs defined, in part, 
by their complexity and by the multitude of perspectives on a common problem that they 
require learners to consider (Sadler & Zeidler, 2005). Across both scenarios, sixth grad-
ers were found to be able to consider multiple perspectives, but only when explicitly 
prompted to do so (i.e., not doing so spontaneously in the reasoning approaches they ini-
tially adopted). In particular, no students were found to, without prompting, reason using 
multiple perspectives for the water quality scenario, with just over 10% of students found 
to be able to do so for the nuclear power plant scenario. Importantly, in the Sadler et al. 
(2007) study, students were presented with fairly limited information in association with 
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each scenario and the perspectives necessary for students to consider were not expressly 
identified or associated with particular domains. This leaves open the question of how stu-
dents may identify, evaluate, and reason about domain perspectives when these are more 
expressly and elaboratively introduced via multiple texts.

Examining students’ reasoning about a socio-scientific issue, within a richer informa-
tion context, Barzilai and Eshet-Alkalai (2015) presented university students with four 
blogposts introducing conflicting or converging viewpoints on seawater desalination, with 
viewpoints attributed to experts in either economics or hydrology. Students were found to 
demonstrate limited performance on a viewpoint identification measure, asking them to 
match novel statements to authors’ disciplinary (i.e., economics or hydrology) and posi-
tional (i.e., for or against desalination) perspectives, with students, on average, correctly 
matching only 6.70, out of a total of 16, statements provided. Likewise, when prompted 
to describe authors’ disciplinary and positional perspectives, students were only moder-
ately successful in doing so, earning scores of 4.38 out of 8, suggesting that, on average, 
students could describe only half of each author’s point of view (i.e., positionality or disci-
plinary perspective); and when asked to answer an evaluative question about blogpost reli-
ability, students spontaneously referred to authors’ viewpoints rarely, doing so, an average, 
for only 0.85 of the four blogposts introduced. Finding more optimistic results, Baytelman 
et al. (2022) asked university students to reason about three public health issues, based on 
texts describing the two sides of each controversy and evidentiary leaflets presenting vari-
ous “social, scientific, ethical, economic, and ecological” perspectives on these issues (p. 
50). Although the number of arguments that students produced within each domain varied 
a great deal (e.g., students introduced between 0 and 10 social arguments and between 0 
and 15 scientific arguments in their writing), responses were found to demonstrate strong 
argument diversity. In particular, average response diversity scores were 4.5, on a five-point 
scale. These somewhat inconsistent results (Barzilai & Eshet-Alkalai, 2015; Baytelman 
et al., 2022) suggest the need to further examine how effective students are at incorporating 
various domain perspectives into their writing when these are introduced across multiple 
texts.

Interventions to improve domain perspective reasoning

Iordanou (2022) examined the effectiveness of a 12-session dialogic argumentation inter-
vention at increasing 6th graders’ argumentation quality on the topic of genetically modi-
fied foods (GMFs). Iordanou found the number of arguments that students included in their 
essays to be higher at post-test (M = 4.60) than at pre-test (M = 2.35), with these means 
corresponding to the number of different argument categories that students introduced. In 
particular, at post-test, students’ essays featured greater considerations of poverty, as well 
as discussing bioethical issues and issues of food availability and preservation—argument 
categories not considered at pre-test. Although these results regarding students’ abilities to 
engage in domain perspective reasoning are promising, these emerged only after substantial 
intervention. This study considers whether two easily implemented instructional scaffolds 
can likewise deliver benefits for students’ domain perspective reasoning. In particular, this 
study examines whether expressly cuing students to identify authors’ domain perspectives 
or not during reading can improve performance, as well as the extent to which students are 
able to consider domain perspectives, beyond those introduced in texts, when reasoning 
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about a complex social issue—with the latter competency examined, to my knowledge, in 
only one other study (Coiro et al., 2014).

Coiro et al. (2014) developed an online inquiry tool to aid students in writing arguments 
based on multiple texts, introducing multiple perspectives on controversial issues. This 
tool supported a variety of multiple text use processes (i.e., planning, locating information, 
evaluating sources, identifying arguments, synthesizing information, and composing argu-
mentative texts) and was implemented by teachers in the USA and Finland, across a num-
ber of tasks and with different degrees of scaffolding provided. For instance, one teacher 
explicitly identified for students the perspectives relevant to understanding the controver-
sial issue of detonating the atomic bomb, with the perspectives of politicians, military lead-
ers, and scientists needing to be considered; other teachers did not, requiring that students 
infer the relevant perspectives needing to be considered when researching controversial 
issues. Examining written responses, across topics, students included only between 1.1 and 
2.2 perspectives on target issues when writing. Given these low numbers, Kiili et al. (2016) 
further developed a scaffold to aid students in reasoning using multiple perspectives—the 
Palette of Perspectives. The Palette of Perspectives provides students with an array of both 
domain-based (e.g., psychological, political, judicial perspectives) and values-based (e.g., 
equality and multicultural perspectives) perspectives that they can draw on when searching 
for and evaluating, and synthesizing and writing about online texts. Although constituting a 
promising instructional scaffold, the effectiveness of the Palette of Perspectives for foster-
ing students’ multiple perspective reasoning has, to my knowledge, not yet been evaluated, 
as I aim to do in this study.

Domain perspective‑based reasoning

Studies seeking to be examine (e.g., Barzilai & Eshet-Alkalai, 2015; Baytelman et  al., 
2022) and improve (e.g., Iordanou, 2022; Kiili et al., 2016) students’ domain perspective 
reasoning have identified a number of processes involved. These include students (a) rec-
ognizing authors’ domain perspectives during reading, explicitly or implicitly reflected in 
text(s), and (b) using these for interpretation and evaluation (e.g., Barzilai & Eshet-Alkalai, 
2015), (c) representing and integrating diverse domain perspectives through writing (e.g., 
Iordanou, 2022), and (d) seeking out and drawing on additional domain perspectives, 
beyond those introduced in text(s), to investigate complex issues, multi-dimensionally 
(e.g., Coiro et al., 2014). These aspects of domain perspective-based reasoning are exam-
ined here.

Importantly, such domain perspective reasoning often occurs within the context of stu-
dents’ learning from multiple texts, with different domain perspectives introduced across 
these (e.g., Barzilai & Eshet-Alkalai, 2015; Coiro et al., 2014). Thus, the literature on mul-
tiple text learning can be used to further understand some of the processes implicated in 
domain perspective reasoning.

Identification Much of the literature on multiple text learning has examined students’ 
attendance to source, or available information about document origin (e.g., author, pub-
lisher) during reading (Brante & Strømsø, 2018; Wineburg, 1991). Such attendance or 
sourcing supports both students’ interpretation and evaluation of information in texts (i.e., 
with trustworthy sources expected to provide quality information, Bråten et al., 2019) and, 
more fundamentally, students’ cognitive representation of information within a text, as 
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coming from a particular source (i.e., with this encoded as a document node, Saux et al., 
2021). The salience of a source (i.e., its distinctive features or identifying characteristics) 
has been examined as impacting its cognitive representation only to a limited extent (Saux 
et al., 2018). This study considers whether identifying an author’s domain perspective may 
facilitate encoding (i.e., by providing more elaborated information about author) and serve 
as a rich retrieval cue, supporting recall. In particular, students in this study were either 
provided with authors’ domain perspectives during reading (i.e., control group) or asked to 
infer these (i.e., experimental group), with inferencing intended to support students’ better 
representation of author information.

Integration Core to students’ learning about complex topics using multiple texts (repre-
senting multiple domain perspectives) is students’ abilities to integrate these. Students’ 
abilities to integrate disparate sources of information have been most robustly described 
in the Documents Model Framework (DMF, Britt et al., 1999; Perfetti et al., 1999). In par-
ticular, the DMF explains the various ways that students may cognitively represent infor-
mation from multiple texts. The ideal representation for novice learners to constructed is a 
documents model, or a cognitive representation of multiple texts that simultaneously inte-
grates the content introduced across texts and separately associates particular content with 
sources of origin, so as to map the inter-relations among them, with sources identified as 
agreeing, disagreeing or otherwise related to one another. Thus, constructing a documents 
model requires students to simultaneously engage in content integration and source sepa-
ration (Britt et al., 1999). In this study, as has been commonly done in prior work (List, 
2019; Barzilai et  al., 2021), students’ abilities to integrate content from across multiple 
texts, each introducing a different domain perspective, will be assessed through writing. 
Additionally, an objective measure will be used to capture the extent to which students are 
able to accurately track “who said what,” or demonstrate source separation in their recall 
of information from multiple texts.

Moreover, the domain perspective identification manipulation, in this study, will be used 
to determine whether attendance to domain perspectives during reading may help learn-
ers to better represent sources and their content. That is, this study examines the extent to 
which students’ attendance to authors’ domains may function as a sign-post supporting the 
richer association of information with sources of origin, and with such improved separate 
representation, then, supporting inter-textual linking. Put another way, integrating multiple 
texts requires students to attend to and remember information about source, something that 
they often have been found to struggle to do in prior work (Brante & Strømsø, 2018; Britt 
& Aglinskas, 2002). While it is likely that many of the sources that readers encounter day-
to-day are not particularly memorable, learners’ attendance to the domain perspectives of 
sources may provide them with a more elaborated way of representing these (and their con-
tent) in memory (Salmerón et al., 2016). Indeed, Barzilai and Eshet-Alkalai (2015) found 
the accuracy of students’ author viewpoint identification, when reading, to predict the qual-
ity of their argumentative writing, including the number of sources (representing differ-
ent domain perspectives) that students elected to include. Here, too, writing and a dedi-
cated measure of source separation are used to assess the effectiveness of an experimental 
manipulation supporting domain perspective identification.

Evaluation Beyond integration, reasoning about information introduced across multiple 
texts requires students to evaluate or judge the quality of this information, as well. Within 
the literature on learning from multiple texts, such evaluation has most commonly been 
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examined as based on source, or author, trustworthiness (List et  al., 2022; Bråten et  al., 
2009; Hendriks et al., 2015). Students’ attendance to and recognition of domain perspec-
tives during reading may be an important contribute to such evaluation, as such attendance 
and recognition may serve an epistemic or knowledge establishment function. That is, rec-
ognizing domain perspectives in text(s) requires students to have elaborated schema about 
domains, including what subject/objects particular domains study, what methods of inquiry 
they use, and what evaluative standards they apply (List, 2020). This means that recog-
nizing a domain perspective in text(s) can support students’ inferencing about the knowl-
edge establishment methods that authors may have used and foster students’ evaluation of 
these methods and their outcomes. For example, whether reading a sociologist describing 
modern changes in family structures, an economist estimating women’s wage losses after 
childbirth, or a psychologist providing evidence of pregnancy discrimination, students’ 
domain understandings may lead them to critically consider the processes or methods used 
for determining these knowledge claims and their potential strengths and limitations. In 
this way, students’ reasoning about domain perspectives during reading is distinct from 
their only recognizing authors’ viewpoints (i.e., supporting, opposing) on particular issues, 
further supporting students’ evaluation of information quality during reading. Here, evalu-
ation is assessed among students (in the control group) not asked to engage in domain per-
spective identification. These students, rather, were asked to rate the quality of each text 
introduced.

In addition to supporting the evaluation of individual domain-based texts, students’ 
recognition of domain perspective during reading may foster perspective comparison and 
integration. That is, students may use domain-specific evaluative standards to compare the 
relative quality of information provided by different authors (representing different domain 
perspectives), on a common issue, as a way of balancing or weighing the perspectives that 
they introduce (List, 2020).

Evaluating and comparing the quality of information coming from multiple domain per-
spectives may be expected to present particular challenges for learners. That is, the litera-
ture on epistemic cognition, examining students’ information use as guided by their beliefs 
regarding how knowledge is established and justified (e.g., by authority, by authors’ use of 
reliable scientific processes), has long established domain-specific dimensions to students’ 
reasoning (Greene & Yu, 2014; Iordanou, 2016). For instance, Barzilai and Weinstock 
(2015) assessed university students’ epistemic thinking in response to reading conflicting 
texts addressing science (i.e., deformed frogs) or history (i.e., Livian war) scenarios. Stu-
dents rated absolutist beliefs (e.g., that knowledge is certain and can be definitively identi-
fied as right or wrong) significantly higher in response to the science, rather than the his-
tory, scenario. Conversely, students’ multiplist beliefs (i.e., that there are always multiple, 
subjective perspectives on knowledge issues and that it is impossible to select among these) 
were rated higher in response to the history, rather than the science, scenario. Moreover, 
Iordanou (2016) found evidence that students’ epistemic beliefs when reasoning about the 
same scientific topic (i.e., deformed frogs) may, potentially, be less malleable than their 
beliefs when reasoning about the historical issue, as demonstrated by students completing 
a dialogic argumentation intervention addressing each of these topics. Importantly, across 
these studies, domain differences in learners’ epistemic beliefs following text-based rea-
soning were found across science and social science domains, most commonly biology 
and history (Barzilai & Weinstock, 2015; Greene & Yu, 2014). In this study, the epistemic 
challenge of evaluating and integrating information from multiple domain perspectives is 
side-stepped, somewhat, as students were introduced to five social science domain perspec-
tives (e.g., criminology, political science) on the issue of immigration.
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Critique While the reasoning processes of integration and evaluation have been exten-
sively explored with the context of students’ learning from multiple texts, critique has been 
investigated much less so. Critique refers students’ content evaluation, with an attend-
ance to what is inaccurate, implied, absent, or incomplete in the information introduced in 
text(s), as well as students’ inferencing regarding where any inaccuracies or omissions may 
stem from (List & Campos Oaxaca, 2022; Song et al., 2017). As suggested by Coiro et al. 
(2014), students’ knowledge of domain perspectives may play a role in critique, wherein 
students can seek out additional domain perspectives, beyond those introduced in texts, 
to generate critiques or additional perspectives on the information provided. For instance, 
after reading about the economic and political dimensions of immigration, students seek-
ing out of additional ethical or human rights perspectives on the issue may serve as a basis 
for critique. In this way critique can be distinguished from evaluation. That is, while evalu-
ation asks students to principally judge and critically consider that domain-based infor-
mation that is already provided, critique further asks students to reason beyond informa-
tion expressly introduced to consider absent, but necessary, (domain-based) points of view. 
Thus, seeking out additional (relevant) domain-based lenses or perspectives on complex 
issues not only allows students to understand topics in multidimensional ways (Bråten 
et al., 2013; Iordanou, 2022), but also supports critique formulation. Kiili et al. (2016) sug-
gest that the Palette of Perspectives may be used as a tool to foster students’ more expan-
sive identification of domain perspectives. The extent to which this is the case is experi-
mentally investigated in this study.

Present study

In sum, reasoning about domain perspectives during reading functions in a number of 
ways to support learning. Four such functions are examined in this study. In particular, 
learners’ abilities to (a) identify and (b) evaluate domain perspectives during reading, (c) 
draw on and integrate various domain perspectives during writing, and (d) engage addi-
tional domain perspectives, beyond those introduced in texts, to reason about a complex 
social issue—that of immigration to the USA—are investigated. In addition, while prior 
work examining students’ domain perspective reasoning has adopted a largely descrip-
tive approach (e.g., Baytelman et al., 2022; Coiro et al., 2014; Sadler et al., 2007), here, 
expressly asking students to infer authors’ domain perspectives, or not, during reading and 
providing students with a Palette of Perspectives or not, when completing a Domain-Per-
spective Application task (i.e., asking students to identify additional domain perspectives 
on immigration), are expressly manipulated to examine the extent to which these can be 
used as mechanisms to foster domain perspective reasoning. This study investigates the fol-
lowing research questions:

1. Does cuing students to identify domain perspectives during reading or not result in dif-
ferences in students’ writing performance and source separation performance?

  It was expected that students assigned to the DP-ID condition (i.e., asked to infer 
authors’ domain perspectives during reading) would have both better writing and source 
separation performance. That is, according to the Documents Model Framework (Britt 
et al., 1999; Perfetti et al., 1999), a key aspect of documents model formation and 
effective multiple text representation is the formation of documents nodes representing 
“who said what,” or linking sources and content. Here, expressly asking students to infer 
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authors’ domain perspectives was expected to produce richer representations of source, 
translating to improved writing integration and source separation performance.

2. Does cuing students to identify domain perspectives during reading or not and providing 
students with a Palette of Perspectives or not improve students’ abilities to use diverse 
domain perspectives to specify novel domain-specific views on a complex social issue?

  The goal of the second research question was to determine the extent to which students 
were able to expansively and multidimensionally consider a complex issue, drawing 
on additional domain perspectives, beyond those introduced in texts, in doing so, or to 
demonstrate what Iordanou (2022) referred to as multi-factor thinking. It was expected 
that both students assigned to the DP-ID condition and those provided with the Palette 
of Perspectives (Kiili et al., 2016) would be able to specify more domain perspectives 
relevant to understanding immigration and more elaboratively speculate regarding the 
contribution of these. Both of these scaffolds were expected to advantage domain per-
spective reasoning, as they supported students’ attendance to and analysis of various 
domain perspectives.

3. To what extent does asking students to identify domain perspectives during reading, 
students’ inclusion of domain perspectives in writing, and the presentation of the Palette 
of Perspectives predict students’ performance on a domain perspective application task?

Consistent with hypotheses for RQ1 and RQ2, it was expected that all of these predic-
tors, corresponding to various aspects of domain perspective reasoning, would positively 
predict performance on a domain perspective application task.

Methods

Participants

Participants (N = 137) were recruited through Prolific, an online recruiting website (age: 
M = 25.92, SD = 8.54), and were screened to be students and to live in the USA. All par-
ticipants successfully completed three attention checks throughout the study. The sam-
ple was 49.64% (n = 68) female, 46.72% (n = 64) male, and 3.65% (n = 5) non-binary. In 
the sample, 50.74% (n = 69) of students identified as White, 19.12% (n = 26) identified as 
Asian, 13.24% (n = 18) identified as Black or African-American, 8.09% (n = 11) identified 
as Hispanic or Latino, 6.62% (n = 9) identified as biracial or mixed-race, and 2.21% (n = 3) 
of students described their race/ethnicity as “human” or “American”; one student did not 
report race/ethnicity. In the sample, 62.77% (n = 86) of students reported being native-born 
Americans, 5.84% (n = 8) of the sample reported that they were immigrants, and 31.39% 
(n = 43) of the sample reported being native born, while having one or both parents born 
outside of the USA.

The sample included undergraduate and graduate students. In particular, 5.84% (n = 8) 
of the sample were first-year students, 15.33% (n = 21) were second-year students, 22.63% 
(n = 31) were third-year students, 21.90% (n = 30) were fourth-year students, 29.20% 
(n = 40) were graduate students. Additionally, 5.11% (n = 7) described their enrollment 
status as other (e.g., recent graduates). Students’ majors were coded as representing the 
natural sciences (e.g., medicine, biology, engineering, 40.15%, n = 55), the social sciences 
(e.g., sociology, political business, psychology, 37.96%, n = 52), or humanities (philosophy, 
music, theater studies, e.g., 13.87%, n = 19). Students’ major was coded as other if they 



Demonstrating the effectiveness of two scaffolds for fostering…

1 3

were majoring across domain areas (e.g., psychology and theatre; environmental studies 
and anthropology) or if they had not yet declared a major (e.g., liberal arts/undecided). 
This was the case for 8.03% of students (n = 11). See Appendix 1 for an analysis of stu-
dents’ performance across majors and class standings.

Undergraduate and graduate students were the sample of interest as post-secondary 
students have been found to develop differentiated conceptions of domains and associ-
ated epistemic beliefs throughout their undergraduate and graduate schooling (Buehl et al., 
2002; Muis et al., 2006). Indeed, undergraduate education, at least in the USA, is struc-
tured, in part, to introduce students to knowledge across a variety of domains, with special-
ization within a domain emerging throughout undergraduate and graduate study (Berelson, 
1960; Bok, 1974; Graff et al., 1997).

Sample size was determined through an a-priori power analysis using G*Power (Erd-
felder et al., 1996). In particular, 128 participants were determined to be the requisite sam-
ple size needed to identify a medium effect (f = 0.25) for a two-way ANOVA, with � = 
0.05, 1-�=0.80, and with two levels for each main effect. The sample size needed to detect 
a medium effect was estimated, by convention. A sample of 787 students would have been 
needed to detect a small effect (f = 0.10), with gathering a sample of that size considered to 
be not feasible; a sample of 52 participants was sufficient to detect a large effect.

Design

This study adopted a fully crossed 2 (domain perspective identification: yes/no) × 2 (Palette 
of Perspectives scaffold: yes/no) design. Participants were asked to (a) read a series of five 
texts on immigration, while identifying domain perspectives or not, (b) complete a writ-
ing assignment based on the five texts read, and (c) complete a domain perspective appli-
cation task (DPA). Students were randomly assigned to domain perspective identification 
condition prior to their completing the multiple text task or asked to identify domain per-
spectives (i.e., DP-ID) or not during reading. After reading, students composed a research 
report. Finally, students were asked to complete an additional outcome measure—the DPA 
task—and were randomly assigned to receive the Palette of Perspectives scaffold or not to 
aid them in doing so.

Materials

Multiple text task

Task The multiple text task included a reading and a writing phase. During the reading 
phase, students were presented with five texts discussing immigration from five distinct 
domain perspectives. During the writing phase, students were asked to write a research 
report about the information they read. Students received the following instructions before 
starting the multiple text task: “We will now ask you to read five different texts about U.S. 
immigration. Please read each text to write a research report on U.S. immigration. Please 
do not take notes.” Students were instructed not to take notes as the writing assessment was 
intended to function as a recall task, capturing both the number of perspectives that stu-
dents recalled from reading and their ability to construct a holistic cognitive representation 
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of these. Additionally, instructing students not to take notes was intended to increase the 
comparability of study-taking conditions across participants, as individuals were complet-
ing the study online, at a location of their choosing.

Texts Five texts were developed based on analyses of immigration published in scholarly 
works (i.e., Garcia & Schmalzbauer, 2017; Light et  al., 2020; Walker & Leitner, 2011) 
and in the popular press (e.g., Gallup, 2020), and using publicly available data (e.g., from 
the U.S. Census Bureau). The topic of immigration was specifically chosen because it was 
expected to be at least somewhat interesting for readers and because it has been much dis-
cussed, from a variety of domain perspectives, in the popular press.

Each text was developed to discuss a unique facet of immigration, considering its eco-
nomic, criminological, political, legal, and sociological/anthropological implications. Each 
text included a distinct type of evidence (e.g., survey/public opinion; interview data), with 
three of the texts introducing quantitative data and two of the texts including qualitative 
data. With the exception of the anthropology text, each text also included a data visualiza-
tion, corresponding to the evidence introduced in-text. Texts were similarly structured to 
introduce an issue related to immigration, describe a methodology used to investigate this 
issue, and present comparative results. For example, the criminology text compared arrest 
rates across US-born citizens and documented and undocumented immigrants; the anthro-
pology text compared the experiences of immigrants settling in urban vis-à-vis rural areas. 
While only one type of evidence (e.g., quantitative or qualitative) was presented in associa-
tion with each domain perspective, it is important to note that both quantitative and qualita-
tive methods, as well as a variety of additional empirical approaches, are used within all of 
these domains; thus the texts presented to students, in each case, introduced only a limited 
picture of each domain. That is, these texts exemplified, rather than represented, scholar-
ship within each area of study.

The texts introduced were all complementary and discussed immigration in neutral, aca-
demic terms. More information about the content of each text is included in Table 1. Texts 
were first piloted to ensure students (n = 33) considered these to be of sufficient quality. 
Quality ratings were all above 3, on a five-point scale, ranging from M = 3.58 (SD = 1.03) 
for the anthropology text, to M = 4.18, (SD = 0.58) for the political science text, indicating 
that students perceived each text to be of sufficient merit. Additionally, pilot students were 
asked to complete an 11-item multiple text integration measure, based on the five texts 
read. Average scores were 7.88 (SD = 2.09), indicating that students were answering, on 
average, 71.63% of items correctly. Given comparable performance found on similar, prior 
measures of integration (e.g., List, 2021), the texts were determined to be sufficiently com-
prehensible to use in this study. Texts were presented to participants in a random order. All 
texts are included in Appendix 2.

DP‑ID experimental manipulation Students were randomly assigned to read all five texts 
according to one of two conditions. In the no perspective identification (i.e., non-DP-ID) 
condition, source information (i.e., title, author, author affiliation with a prominent US uni-
versity), along with each author’s domain perspective (e.g., Professor of Economics, Pro-
fessor of Criminology), was presented to students at the top of each text. Students were 
asked to: please rate the quality of the information in this text, on a five-point Likert scale, 
after reading. In the perspective identification condition (i.e., DP-ID), students received 
identical source information in association with each text as students in the non-DP-ID 
group, with only the author’s domain perspective missing. After reading, rather than rating 
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text quality, students were instead asked to infer each author’s domain perspective. For 
instance, students were asked to respond to the question: This text was written by Dr. Lee 
at the University of Virginia. Dr. Lee is most likely a professor in which subject area (e.g., 
English, biology)?

Students were able to identify domain perspectives represented by each text based on 
the topics that authors investigated and the means they employed in doing so. For exam-
ple, the political science text presented polling information capturing public opinion on 
immigration, while the criminology text analyzed crime rates using arrest records. Domain 
perspective identifications were scored as correct or incorrect; with correct scores assigned 
quite liberally if a plausible domain perspective was inferred (e.g., assigning the criminol-
ogy text to a sociologist). See Fig. 1.

The DP-ID manipulation was introduced to determine whether cuing students to infer, 
and therefore explicitly consider, authors’ domain perspectives would improve students’ 
representation of these in memory.

Research report After being presented with all five texts, students were asked to write 
a research report based on the information they read. Participants received the following 
directions prior to writing: Please use the information you read to write a research report 
about the state of immigration in the United States. In particular, consider  the potential 
benefits of immigration and what factors may impact immigrants’ experiences in the U.S. 
Participants were further instructed to: Please include as much information from the texts 
provided as you can. If possible, please make specific reference to (i.e., cite) the texts you 
read.

Domain perspective application task

DPA task assignment Students were also asked to complete a domain perspective applica-
tion task. This task asked students to consider whether and how the topic of immigration 
could be analyzed using other domain perspectives, in addition to those introduced in texts. 
In particular, the following task instructions were provided:

In this study, you were presented with a variety of subject area perspectives on immi-
gration (e.g., from criminology, political science, etc). What additional subject 
area perspectives could be used to understand immigration? Please explain, in as 
much detail as possible, how other subject areas might approach studying immigra-
tion. What would they study? What methods would they use? Please identify as many 
subject area perspectives as you can.

To the extent that critique, in part, includes students’ abilities to identify points-of-view 
or perspectives on a target issue omitted or needing to be further considered, the DPA task 
was intended to capture the extent to which students could draw on varied domain perspec-
tives as a basis for critique.

Palette of Perspectives experimental manipulation In completing the DPA task, stu-
dents were assigned to either a no scaffold condition (i.e., receiving only the task instruc-
tions) or to a scaffold condition. Students in the scaffold condition were also provided 
with a Palette of Perspectives (Fig. 2), as an aid to support domain perspective reasoning. 
The Palette of Perspectives was drawn from Kiili et al. (2016), but was formatted to only 
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Non-DP-ID

 DP-ID 

Fig. 1  DP-ID manipulation
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include domain perspectives (i.e., rather than values-based perspectives), representing sub-
ject areas in the social sciences. A total of 16 domains were introduced (e.g., geography, 
history, psychology, philosophy).

Procedures

This study had three primary parts. First, students completed a prior knowledge measure. 
Second, students were asked to complete a multiple text task. This involved reading five 
texts, describing different aspects of immigration from different domain perspectives, and 
writing a research report based on the information in texts. Prior to reading and writing, 
students were randomly assigned either to have authors’ domain perspectives introduced, 
alongside other source information (e.g., title, author affiliation; non-DP-ID condition), or 
to be asked to infer authors’ domain perspectives after reading (DP-ID condition). Finally, 
students completed a number of post-task assessments, including a source separation meas-
ure and a domain perspective application task. In completing the DPA task, students were 
either presented with a Palette of Perspectives, or not, as an instructional scaffold to aid in 
task completion. Participants completed all study measures using the Qualtrics platform. 
The study took participants, on average, 39.05 (SD = 21.52) minutes to complete.

Measures

Measures used in this study captured identification, integration, evaluation, and critique 
as aspects of domain perspective reasoning. In particular, students in the DP-ID experi-
mental group, asked to infer authors’ domain perspectives during reading, were engaged in 
identification. Students in the control group (rather than assigned to the DP-ID condition) 
were asked to rate each domain perspective introduced, as a measure of evaluation. Stu-
dents’ written responses were used to capture both content connection and source separa-
tion, aspects of domain perspective integration, as reflected in the written representation 

Fig. 2  Palette of perspectives
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of multiple documents (and multiple domain perspectives) that students produced; an 
additional, objective measure of source separation was also included. Finally, the domain 
perspective application task was used to assess critique, or the richness of students’ repre-
sentations of domain perspectives, relevant to understanding immigration but not expressly 
considered among the multiple texts introduced. Table 2 summarizes the mapping between 
reasoning processes examined and measures used.

Prior knowledge

Prior knowledge was assessed using seven multiple choice items. Four items were taken 
from Grigorieff, Roth, and Ubfal’s (2020) assessment of immigration innumeracy, while 
three additional items were developed based on key statistics about US immigration (Budi-
man, 2020). A coefficient of internal consistency was not able to be determined, as a nega-
tive average covariance among items emerged, both when all seven prior knowledge items 
were analyzed as a single scale and when only the four items from Grigorieff et al. (2020) 
were used; Grigorieff et al. (2020) did not report reliability. Still, prior knowledge did not 
differ across DP-ID (p = 0.76) or scaffold (p = 0.28) conditions. Due to a lack of internal 
consistency for this measure and because no differences emerged across experimental con-
ditions, prior knowledge was not included in further analyses.

Written response scoring

Written responses were first scored for the number of domain perspectives they included, 
with students’ inclusion of information from each of the five study texts binary scored as 
present or absent. This scoring was based only on whether domain perspectives were rep-
resented in students’ responses or not, regardless of whether students explicitly referred to 
authors or domain perspectives or not (e.g., via citation). Thus, this constituted a measure 
of domain perspective recall, rather than sourcing. Second, students’ responses were scored 
holistically, for the type of representation of multiple texts (and multiple domain perspec-
tives) these reflected, consistent with the Documents Model Framework (List et al., 2019; 
Britt et al., 1999; Perfetti et al., 1999). In particular, responses that integrated or connected 
information from across texts were scored as representing a mush model. Responses dis-
cussing information from each text, discretely, with no cross-textual connections formed, 

Table 2  Mapping between reasoning processes and study measures

Reasoning processes Key measures in the study

Domain perspective identification  
(and recall)

DP-ID (i.e., experimental condition)
Number of domain perspectives included in writing

Domain perspective evaluation DP-ID control condition (i.e., students asked to rate document 
quality)

Domain perspective integration  
(including content connection  
and source separation)

Type of documents model reflected in students’ writing, based 
on cross-domain connections formed and citations included

Source separate measure
Domain perspective critique DPA task performance, with total and average DPA scores, 

capturing students’ abilities to specify and elaborate upon 
additional perspectives or lenses relevant to understanding 
immigration 
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were coded as representing a separate representation of multiple texts, either with or 
without citations. And, responses that demonstrated both content integration and citation 
were coded as reflecting a documents model of multiple texts. Two raters coded 37 student 
responses (27.01%), with an average interclass correlation coefficient of 0.92 found. Sam-
ple responses are included in Table 3.

Source separation

Source separation, or students’ abilities to link content from text(s) with sources of ori-
gin, was assessed by asking students to match seven statements to the texts they originated 
from. Cronbach’s alpha reliability was 0.91.

Domain perspective application task scoring

Students’ responses to the DPA task were scored according to the number of domain per-
spectives identified and their degree of elaboration. In particular, students received one 

Table 3  Sample responses corresponding to each representation of multiple texts

The domain perspective of each text was added by the author, bolded and in parentheses; student-included 
citation information is in bold; instances of integration are italicized and underlined

Representation Sample response

Mush model …Foreign-born citizens bring certain benefits to their new home. Studies have shown that 
roughly 25% of immigrants have less than a high school degree, which is a much lower 
rate than that of native-born citizens. This suggests that immigrants are likely taking jobs 
that are considered undesirable since their lack of formal education may prevent them from 
being hired in other professions (Economics Text)….Benefits such as these may explain why 
favorability in increasing the amount of immigration in the United States has been grown in 
recent years. (Political Science Text)

Separate representations 
model, no citations

…Foreign immigrants are not stealing jobs from Americans but taking jobs that american peo-
ple don’t want to take. They are essential in filling jobs that are important to society but have 
little people willing to do them. (Economics Text) There is also a low crime rate among 
undocumented immigrants, man people are against immigration as they believe it will bring 
a new wave of crime bit there is more crime done my natural born american citizens than 
undocumented immigrants. Most undocumented immigrants live righteously and cause no 
harm to the general public. (Criminology Text)…

Separate representations 
model, with citations

Dr. Anderson, A professor of criminology states that immigrants are less violent than native 
born Americans. He claims that immigrants moving into an area can make it safer, whether 
or not the immigrants are documented or undocumented. This is important because many 
people believe that immigrants are dangerous and should be kept from entering the country. 
Immigrants to this country take jobs that others would not want to take, which can increase 
the economy, according to a professor of economics

Documents model …Some may argue that immigrants pose a threat to the safety and culture of American cities, 
however, this is not true according to studies from Dr. Robert Anderson and Dr. Oscar 
Hernandez. Primarily, Dr. Robert Anderson explains that undocumented immigrants are 
arrested at a lower rate than US born citizens, meaning that US citizens pose a more direct 
risk to society than undocumented immigrants. (Criminology Text) Additionally, as Dr. 
Oscar Hernandez points out, the native born’s perspective on what constitutes American 
culture is becoming increasingly more accepting of foreign-borns. (Political Science Text)

Although the general US population is becoming more accepting of immigrants there are a 
couple direct factors that impact immigrants’ experiences in the states.Primarily, as dis-
cussed by Dr. Jose Marinez in some states where immigration percentage is low immigrants 
face prejudice and judgement for not being native borns. Some places are not as integrated 
as California or Texas and have an extremely population of foreign borns…(Anthropology 
Text)
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point for each domain perspective they introduced, two points if a domain perspective was 
both identified and the types of questions or conclusions that it could be used to advance 
introduced, and three points if a domain perspective was identified, elaborated, and a spe-
cific methodological or data collection approach, associated with that domain perspective, 
identified. For example, a response receiving a score of two was: “The history of immigra-
tion can be used to a great advantage when talking about immigration today. Not only are 
there some very clear parallels to the past, we can historically showcase our immigration 
policies that were downright immoral and unethical…”; a response receiving a score of 
three was: “History could be used to analyze immigration views and trends as we look 
at all the surges of immigration…By analyzing primary documents relating to concepts 
like Ellis Island, tenement housing for immigrants, the Chinese Exclusion Act, etc. which 
all compare how immigrants were treated and viewed throughout history.” While both of 
these responses addressed the domain of history, these responses are distinguishable as the 
response receiving a score of two (i.e., elaborated) only identified questions for investiga-
tion, while the response receiving a score of three specified a methodological or inquiry 
approach (i.e., analyzing primary documents) able to be used.

DPA scores were computed in two ways. First, total scores reflected how many perspec-
tives students introduced and the extent to which these were elaborated, with each perspec-
tive forwarded receiving an elaborativeness score ranging from one to three. Furthermore, 
to better take into account not only the number of domain perspectives that students could 
generate, but also how sophisticated students were in reasoning about each of these, aver-
age DPA scores were also computed. These reflected students’ average degree of elabora-
tion, regardless of how many perspectives students were able to introduce. Thus, for a stu-
dent listing three domain perspectives, without any further elaboration (i.e., such that each 
perspective introduced received a score of 1), their total DPA score would be three, while 
their average DPA score would be one. Two raters scored 61 students’ DPA task responses 
(44.53% of the sample), with an average interclass correlation coefficient of 0.98 found. 
Sample responses are in Table 4.

Table 4  Responses to the domain perspective application task

Performance level Sample response

Identification A study on the ecological/environmental impact of immigrants would be useful
Some other subject areas perspectives that would allow for a greater understanding 

surrounding the topic of immigration would be economics of immigration,  
philosophy of immigrants, and public policies

Elaboration Economics can be used to study wealth differences between native-born Americans 
and immigrants

Public Policy can study how our legal system treats immigrants and study our  
immigration policy in general

Investigation Psychology—social psychology could be used to understand the us versus them 
dynamic that many Americans have adopted towards immigrants. Maybe use that 
knowledge to get Americans to immigrants as a part of their ingroup as opposed 
to their outgroup. This research would require quantitative and mixed methods 
approaches to determine attitudes and behaviors and how these have come about
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Results

During reading, between 62.69% (n = 42, criminology text) and 79.10% (n = 53, law and 
anthropology texts) of students, assigned to the DP-ID condition, correctly identified 
authors’ domain perspectives when cued to do so. For students in the non-DP-ID group, 
ratings of text quality ranged from 3.66 (SD = 0.93), on a five-point scale, for the anthro-
pology text, to 4.19 (SD = 0.79) for the criminology text. Descriptive information for stu-
dents’ domain perspective identification and ratings across texts is presented in Table 5.

Research Question 1: Writing and source separation performance across DP‑ID 
condition

Research Question 1 examined whether students’ writing performance differed in associ-
ation with assigned domain identification condition (i.e., DP-ID condition or not). First, 
neither students’ total response scores, capturing the number of domain perspectives 
included in their writing [F(1, 134) = 1.90, p = 0.17, nor source separation performance 
F(1, 135) = 0.02, p = 0.88], differed in association with domain perspective identification 
condition. Moreover, the type of documents model featured in students’ writing was not 
associated with DP-ID condition, as determined by a chi-squared test of association [� 
2(4) = 6.37, p = 0.17].

Research Question 2: DPA task performance across DP‑ID and scaffold conditions

Research Question 2 examined whether students’ performance on the domain perspective 
application task differed in association with identification condition (i.e., DP-ID condition 
or not) or scaffold condition (i.e., no scaffold or Palette of Perspectives). First, a two-way 
ANOVA was used to examine the effects of experimental conditions on students’ total 
DPA scores. A significant main effect for both identification condition, F(1, 130) = 6.68, 
p = 0.01, � 2 = 0.05, and scaffold condition, F(1, 130) = 29.65, p < 0.001, � 2 = 0.19, was 

Table 5  Descriptives of students’ performance across DP-ID experimental and control groups

A Cochran’s Q, the non-parametric alternative to the repeated measures ANOVA for binary data, did 
not find the accuracy of students’ domain perspective identification to differ across domains, Cochran’s 
Q(4) = 8.00, p = 0.09
A repeated measures ANOVA found students’ ratings of different texts, including different domain perspec-
tives, to significantly vary, F(4, 276) = 7.04, p < 0.001, � 2 = 0.09. Significant differences are denoted with 
superscripts. Students seemed to rate texts presenting quantitative evidence (e.g., economics text, criminol-
ogy text) higher than those texts presenting qualitative evidence (i.e., law and anthropology texts)

Domain perspective Percent of students correctly identifying each 
domain perspective (DP-ID condition)

Students’ average quality 
rating (DP-ID control)

Economics 74.24% (n = 49) M = 4.17 (SD = 0.74)ab

Criminology 62.69% (n = 42) M = 4.19 (SD = 0.79)cd

Political Science 67.16% (n = 45) M = 4.01 (SD = 0.84)e

Law 79.10% (n = 53) M = 3.83 (SD = 0.74)ac

Anthropology 79.10% (n = 53) M = 3.66 (SD = 0.93)bde
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found, with no significant interaction effect identified (p = 0.74). In particular, students 
assigned to the DP-ID condition during reading had significantly higher DPA scores 
(M = 6.27, SD = 6.72) than students in the non-DP-ID group (M = 3.66, SD = 4.51). Moreo-
ver, students presented with a Palette of Perspectives, as a scaffold during task completion, 
had significantly higher DPA scores (M = 7.46, SD = 6.03) than students not provided with 
this instructional scaffold (M = 2.43, SD = 4.39).

The same pattern of effects was found when students’ average, rather than total scores, 
was considered, with these reflecting, on average, how much elaboration students provided 
in association with each domain perspective identified, regardless of the total number of 
perspectives introduced. Again, there was a significant main effect for identification con-
dition, F(1, 130) = 4.79, p < 0.05, � 2 = 0.04, with students in the DP-ID condition having 
significantly higher average DPA scores (M = 1.65, SD = 0.91) than students in the non-DP-
ID group (M = 1.26, SD = 1.05). There was also a significant effect for scaffold condition, 
F(1, 130) = 25.05, p < 0.001, � 2 = 0.16; students receiving the Palette of Perspectives as 
an instructional scaffold elaborated domain perspectives to a significantly greater extent 
(M = 1.86, SD = 0.73) than students not receiving this scaffold (M = 1.05, SD = 1.07). No 
significant interaction was identified, p = 0.16.

Research Question 3: Predicting DPA performance based on DP‑ID and scaffold 
conditions and writing quality

Finally, Research Question 3 analyzed whether students’ performance on the multiple text 
task, as assessed via writing quality and source separation performance, predicted total 
scores on the DPA task, when task condition was controlled for. In particular, a model 
with DP-ID condition entered in step 1, the number of domain perspectives reflected in 
students’ writing and source separation performance entered in step 2, and instructional 
scaffold condition entered in step 3 was run, with total DPA scores constituting the depend-
ent variable. Variables were entered in this order since writing and source separation per-
formance reflected students’ learning from the domain-based texts introduced, while DPA 
performance captured students using such learning to complete an application or transfer 
task. Tolerance and VIF statistics indicated no issues with collinearity (Tolerance > 0.85, 
VIF < 1.18). Correlations among variables of interest are in Table 6.

The final model was significant, F(4, 128) = 13.56, p < 0.001, R2
adj = 0.28. Moreover, 

both step 1 (p < 0.01) and step 2 of the model (p < 0.001) were individually significant, 
with Δ R2 tests indicating that each successive step improve model fit [step 1 to step 2: Δ 
F(2, 129) = 7.95, p < 0.001, Δ R2 = 0.10; step 2 to step 3: Δ F(1, 128) = 25.55, p < 0.001, 
Δ R2 = 0.14]. Individually significant predictors in the final model included membership 
in the DP-ID condition ( �=0.18, p < 0.05), writing score ( �=0.28, p < 0.001), and instruc-
tional scaffold condition ( �=0.38, p < 0.001). See Table 7.

Table 6  Correlation table among 
key variables of interest

1 2 3 4

1. Total Writing Scores 1.00
2. Source Separation Total 0.34*** 1.00
3. Total DPA 0.34*** 0.05 1.00
4. Average DPA 0.23** 0.14 0.51*** 1.00
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Discussion

This study examined domain perspective reasoning in two ways. First, it considered the 
extent to which students’ recognition of domain perspectives during reading was then 
reflected in the mental models of texts that they constructed, as assessed via the number 
of domain perspectives included in their writing and students’ performance on a source 
separation measure. Second, this study examined the extent to which students were able to 
reason beyond the particular domain perspectives introduced in texts, to elaboratively con-
sider what other domain perspectives may have a bearing on understanding immigration, as 
a complex social issue. In addition to examining these two aspects of domain perspective 
reasoning, this study further considered whether asking students to infer domain perspec-
tives during reading (i.e., rather than having these supplied in texts) and providing students 
with a Palette of Perspectives, as a scaffold to support domain perspective reasoning, could 
improve students’ multiple text writing and domain perspective application performance. 
At least three key sets of findings emerged from this study. First, while domain perspec-
tive identification was not associated with writing and source separation performance, it 
was associated with DPA performance. Second, introducing the Palette of Perspectives was 
associated with helping students more comprehensively and multi-disciplinarily consider 
immigration, as a complex social issue. Third, students’ performance on the writing task, 
as a measure of students’ recall of the different domain perspectives introduced in texts, 
was associated with their performance on the DPA task.

Domain perspective identification and task performance

Asking students to identify domain perspectives during reading, rather than supply-
ing these in texts, was not found to improve the number of perspectives included in stu-
dents’ writing nor students’ performance on a source separation measure, completed after 

Table 7  Regression model 
summary

Predictor B SE(B) � Sig.

Step 1
  DP-ID condition 2.69 0.99 0.23 0.007

F(1, 131) = 7.39, p < 0.01, R2
adj = 0.05

Step 2
  DP-ID condition 2.26 0.98 0.19 0.02
  Total writing score 1.46 0.37 0.34  < 0.001
  Source separation performance  − 0.19 0.29  − 0.06 0.51

F(3, 129) = 8.03, p < 0.001, R2
adj = 0.14

Δ R2 = 0.10: F(2, 129) = 7.95, p < 0.001
Step 3
  DP-ID condition 2.04 0.87 0.18 0.02
  Total writing score 1.19 0.35 0.28  < 0.001
  Source separation performance  − 0.07 0.27  − 0.02 0.789
  Scaffold condition 4.43 0.88 0.38  < 0.001

F(4, 128) = 13.56, p < 0.001, R2
adj = 0.28

Δ R2 = 0.14: F(1, 128) = 25.55, p < 0.001
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reading. This was unexpected as this manipulation was intended to cue students to the need 
to attend to and elaborate upon domain perspectives, supporting their better representa-
tion in memory. This lack of an effect may have emerged for at least three reasons. First, 
the domain perspective identification manipulation may have been unsuccessful because 
students were only asked to supply domain perspectives during reading and were not pro-
vided with any feedback on their accuracy. Second, while prior work has found students to 
attend to texts’ author or source information insufficiently (List et al., 2017; Britt & Aglins-
kas, 2002; Bråten et al., 2009), conflict or the presentation of discrepant information across 
texts has been found to draw students’ attention to features of source (Braasch et al., 2012; 
Rouet et al., 2016; Saux et al., 2018). However, the texts used in this study were all com-
plementary and non-overlapping in nature; this may have reduced students’ attendance to 
domain perspectives and other source information during reading. More simply, this lack 
of an association may have emerged because students were inconsistent in the accuracy 
of their domain perspective identifications (i.e., correctly identifying between 63 and 79% 
of domain perspectives introduced across texts). This last interpretation requires further 
examination given that, for example, students constructing different documents models did 
not significantly differ in the number of domains they correctly identified during reading, 
F(4, 60) = 1.58, p = 0.19; however, means were in the expected direction (e.g., students 
constructing mush models: M = 3.68, SD = 1.20; separate representations model, with no 
citations: M = 3.43, SD = 1.36; documents model: M = 4.33, SD = 1.07).

Domain perspective application task performance

At the same time, students’ performance on the domain perspective application task was 
predicted both by identification condition, assigned before reading, and by the provision of 
the Palette of Perspective, as a scaffold to support students’ domain perspective reasoning. 
Results from this study suggest that both cuing students to attend to different domain per-
spectives in text(s) and cuing students to consider additional domain perspectives, which 
may have a bearing on a complex issue, are promising instructional strategies for foster-
ing domain perspective reasoning. While the utility of these instructional strategies has 
been alluded to in prior work (List, 2020; Kiili et al., 2016), this study provides empiri-
cal evidence supporting their effectiveness. These findings are notable due to the impor-
tance of the DPA task as an outcome of interest. In particular, this task captured students’ 
inferential reasoning or ability to consider complex topics from a variety of domain per-
spectives. Such inferential reasoning is needed to guide students’ searching for additional 
information when trying to comprehensively understand a complex issue and to support 
students’ critique of information provided in texts. For instance, in this study, students’ 
completion of the DPA task may have spurred them to consider the historic, geographic, or 
demographic dimensions of immigration to the USA. Identification condition and scaffold 
condition were found to manifest two sets of effects in this study—improving both the total 
number of domain perspectives that students were able to identify and students’ average 
DPA scores. This latter finding, in particular, suggests that rather than causing students 
to simply name more domain perspective, in a superficial manner, the two instructional 
manipulations introduced were effective in helping students to understand domain per-
spectives elaboratively, considering the types of questions and methodological approaches 
that these domain perspectives may use. Identifying the specific mechanisms involved in 
domain perspective identification, and scaffold provision improving students’ DPA perfor-
mance requires further investigation, using methods like think-alouds; nevertheless, at the 
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least, these scaffolds served to direct students’ attention to the role of various domain per-
spectives in framing the topic of immigration.

Predicting performance on the DPA task

In addition to the two instructional manipulations used in this study, students’ performance 
on the writing measure, capturing the number of domain perspectives from texts that stu-
dents were able to recall, predicted performance on the DPA task. This finding is consistent 
with those students more richly encoding domain perspectives during reading, then, better 
recalling these in writing and thus being better able to apply diverse domain perspectives in 
subsequent reasoning. These findings more generally support a link between comprehen-
sion and critical reasoning, the association between which has only begun to be explored 
in work on learning from multiple texts (List & Campos Oaxaca, 2022; Christodoulou & 
Diakidoy, 2020; Tarchi & Mason, 2020).

Impact

This study contributes to prior research in three main ways. First, it is among the first 
empirical investigations of domain perspective reasoning (see also Barzilai & Eshet-
Alkalai, 2015); an essential competency that students are required to engage to understand 
complex social issues. Second, this study provides empirical evidence for the usefulness 
of two instructional scaffolds in fostering domain perspective reasoning. Third, this study 
shows students’ capacities for and limitations in domain perspective reasoning. That is, 
compared to prior work examining students’ inclusion of varied perspectives in writing, 
undergraduate and graduate students were found to, on average, include only a fraction 
more domain perspectives in writing (M = 2.74) than students in younger grades (Kiili 
et al., 2016). Moreover, students’ integration of various domain perspectives was found to 
be limited, overall. At the same time, students were fairly effective at inferring how various 
domain perspectives might examine the topic of immigration, if more limited in consider-
ing the methods they may use in doing so. This suggests both a promising entry point and a 
need to further develop students’ domain perspective reasoning.

Limitations and future directions

Despite the strengths of this study, a number of limitations must be acknowledged. First, 
a variety of individual difference factors, including students’ epistemic beliefs and knowl-
edge of the different domains introduced, were not assessed in this study. Attitudes, in par-
ticular, were only assessed via a single item in the demographics portion of this study, 
after all of the main measures of interest were completed, with participants holding quite 
favorable views toward immigration (M = 4.27, SD = 0.86, on a five-point scale). Although, 
in this study, texts were written in a neutral, factual tone intended to downplay the contro-
versial nature of the topic of immigration in the USA, there is a need to further consider the 
role of attitudes in students’ reasoning. Moreover, Baytelman et al. (2022) found students’ 
epistemic beliefs, reflecting their understanding of knowledge as simple or more complex, 
to predict the diversity of arguments, representing different domains, they included in writ-
ing. Given this and other work linking students’ epistemic beliefs to multiple text evalua-
tion more generally (Bråten et al., 2011), the role of students’ epistemic beliefs in domain 
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perspective reasoning represents an essential area for future investigation. Furthermore, 
the prior knowledge measure in this study did not demonstrate internal consistency, thus 
including more robust measures of prior knowledge also represents a critical area for future 
research, particularly as Baytelman et  al. (2022) also found prior knowledge to predict 
argument diversity, when this was assessed as a concept map, but not when assessed via a 
series of open-ended questions.

Second, in this study students were either provided with authors’ domain affiliations in-
text or asked to infer these during reading (i.e., in the DP-ID condition). A stronger manip-
ulation, more narrowly tapping the role of domain perspective inferencing, would have 
been to exclude domain perspectives for all students, with only the experimental group 
asked to infer domain perspectives. This was not done in this study, as I was interested in 
simulating typical reading conditions for the control group—wherein a domain perspective 
was provided, as well as in asking the control group to evaluate texts. Nevertheless, exclud-
ing domain perspectives for all students and cuing inferencing in only one of the groups 
remain a direction for future work. Likewise, the DPA task used was likely unfamiliar to 
students and may have been quite challenging for them to complete, as evidenced by the 
low average DPA scores found for students in both the Palette of Perspectives and the no 
scaffold task conditions. Nevertheless, to the extent that developing epistemically differ-
entiated conceptions of domains has been identified as a focal goal of secondary and post-
secondary instruction (Hofer, 2000; Marra & Palmer, 2008; Palmer & Marra, 2004), stu-
dents’ comparatively limited performance on the DPA task suggests important directions 
for instruction and intervention-focused work. Future work would further benefit from also 
examining the domain perspective reasoning of high-school students, with cross-sectional 
comparisons across age levels common in the related literature on epistemic beliefs (Muis 
et al., 2006).

Third, the texts used in this study, although based on journal articles within particular 
domains, presented only one type of evidence (e.g., quantitative or qualitative) in asso-
ciation with each domain. This is despite both quantitative and qualitative evidence being 
commonly investigated in the social sciences and students, in this study, seemingly rat-
ings texts introducing quantitative evidence more highly than texts introducing evidence 
that was qualitative in nature. Thus, an important direction for future work is to examine 
students’ reasoning about different types of evidence, presented across domains. Doing so 
would provide important insights into students’ evidence-based and domain perspective 
reasoning (List et al., 2022; Duncan et al., 2018). Moreover, considering the criteria that 
students apply to evaluating different types of evidence presented within different domains 
would, further, provide insight into their domain-specific epistemic beliefs, or beliefs 
regarding how knowledge may be justified or substantiated within particular areas of study.

There is also a need to examine further aspects of domain perspective reasoning. For 
instance, only one aspect of critique—students’ abilities to use diverse domain perspec-
tives as a basis for identifying perspectives missing—was considered in this study, with 
the association between domain perspective reasoning and additional aspects of critique 
needing to be examined in future work. For example, given prior work examining how stu-
dents critique evidence-based claims in science (Authors, 2022; De La Paz & Levin, 2018), 
considering the standards that students apply to critiquing evidence, across domains, rep-
resents an important future direction. Additionally, including a transfer task, unrelated to 
the topic of immigration, would have allowed me to examine whether attending to domain 
perspectives within one task, then transfers to students’ reasoning about another complex 
topic.
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Beyond including a transfer task, an important question is the extent to which students’ 
domain perspective reasoning, as assessed within an academic context, generalizes to 
real-world reasoning. On the one hand, when reading in the popular press, students can be 
expected to commonly encounter reporting introducing a variety of domain perspectives 
on complex issues. On the other hand, students’ attendance to such divergent domain per-
spectives may be only limited, if they do not possess well-developed domain perspective 
reasoning skills or choose not to engage these; alternatively, students may be overwhelmed 
by the epistemic cognition demands posed by the presentation of multiple domain per-
spectives, particularly when these disagree with one another on controversial issues. Work 
examining individuals’ domain perspective reasoning within the context of real-world 
issues has been limited (Patronis et al., 1999; Tytler et al., 2001). Still, a common thread 
across examinations of domain perspective reasoning in academic contexts and beyond is 
the need for students to deeply and reflectively consider, integrate, and balance domain 
perspectives, rather than treating these in a superficial manner—requiring the development 
of robust domain perspective reasoning (List, 2020; Sadler, 2004). Doing so is particu-
larly important, as Barzilai and Weinstock (2015) demonstrated that students readily adopt 
multiplist epistemic orientations when reasoning about social (i.e., rather than scientific) 
issues, suggesting an inability to weigh or systematically compare evidence from divergent 
domain perspectives. Thus robust domain perspective reasoning requires students to adopt 
an evaluativist epistemic orientation or commit to applying criteria or standards of eviden-
tiary quality to evaluating information from different domain perspectives, while rejecting 
the urge to consider just one of these as absolutely “right,” or “wrong.”

Conclusion

This study is among the first to examine students’ domain perspective reasoning about a 
complex social issue, immigration to the USA. Key findings include that students are capa-
ble of domain perspective reasoning, at least to an extent, although more limited in identi-
fying the methods that may be used by experts in different domains to examine a common 
issue, and in including and integrating various domain perspectives in writing. Moreover, 
two instructional scaffolds—asking students to expressly identify domain perspectives dur-
ing reading and providing a Palette of Perspectives—were found to improve performance 
on a domain perspective application task. Jointly these findings point to important compe-
tencies and limitations in students’ domain perspective reasoning, which require consider-
ably more investigation in future work.
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Appendix 1. Performance across students’ areas of student and class 
standings

Students’ majors were coded as representing the natural sciences, social sciences, and 
humanities. The other category included students majoring across multiple subject areas or 
being undecided with regard to their major. Students majoring in different subject areas did 
not significantly differ on any measures of interest, p-values > 0.12. Moreover, students’ 
subject areas of study were not associated with the types of representations of multiple 
texts that they constructed, � 2(12) = 19.57, p = 0.08.

Table 8  Descriptives of variables of interest across students’ areas of study

Natural science 
majors

Social science 
majors

Humanities 
majors

Other Total

Prior knowledge 3.64 (SD = 1.21) 4.00 (SD = 1.31) 4.26 
(SD = 0.93)

3.54 
(SD = 1.37)

3.85 (SD = 1.24)

DP-ID score 3.19 (SD = 1.52) 3.96 (SD = 1.04) 4.00 
(SD = 1.41)

3.25 
(SD = 1.26)

3.62 (SD = 1.34)

Total writing score 2.64 (SD = 1.51) 2.84 (SD = 1.14) 3.21 
(SD = 1.18)

2.00 
(SD = 1.73)

2.74 (SD = 1.37)

Source separation 
performance

6.11 (SD = 1.91) 6.54 (SD = 1.23) 6.05 
(SD = 2.32)

6.45 
(SD = 1.51)

6.29 (SD = 1.72)

DPA total 6.07 (SD = 6.84) 3.76 (SD = 3.90) 5.53 
(SD = 7.36)

3.56 
(SD = 3.47)

4.95 (SD = 5.83)

DPA average 1.50 (SD = 1.00) 1.53 (SD = 1.00) 1.24 
(SD = 1.05)

1.23 
(SD = 0.94)

1.45 (SD = 1.00)

Table 9  Descriptives of variables 
of interest in association with 
students’ class standing

Undergraduate Graduate

Prior knowledge 3.88 (SD = 1.19) 3.79 (SD = 1.35)
DP-ID score 3.52 (SD = 1.33) 3.79 (SD = 1.38)
Total writing score 2.81 (SD = 1.27) 2.60 (SD = 1.58)
Source separation performance 6.36 (SD = 1.70) 6.14 (SD = 1.76)
DPA total 5.15 (SD = 5.74) 4.50 (SD = 6.09)
DPA average 1.50 (SD = 0.96) 1.35 (SD = 1.07)
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Table 8 includes descriptives of variables of interest across students’ areas of study.
Likewise, no differences across any measures of interest were found in association with 

students’ class status (i.e., as undergraduates or graduate students), p-values > 0.11.
Table 9 presents descriptive information.
Because the DPA task asked students to consider which additional domain perspectives, 

beyond those provided in texts, were relevant to understanding the topic of immigration, 
I further examined whether the perspectives that students specified included their own 
majors or areas of study. Indeed, for 15.33% of students (n = 21), their areas of study or 
majors were among the domain perspectives that they specified. For instance, in specify-
ing the need to consider sociological perspectives on immigration one student (majoring in 
sociology) wrote: “Sociology—As a sociology major, I feel that using sociological frame-
works (ways to see society) may help better understand the relationship between immi-
grants and native-born Americans, in particular frameworks or theories involving power 
structures and perceived power/threat,.” Likewise, a psychology major explained: “Psy-
chology would be helpful because it could facilitate better understanding of how people 
develop their perspectives toward immigrants/immigration, identify and study impacts of 
biases, and potentially help develop interventions to change people’s minds about immigra-
tion.” However, students’ average DPA scores (i.e., capturing the elaborativeness of their 
explanations of which domain perspectives constituted relevant lenses on immigration) did 
not differ according to whether students’ major overlapped with the domain perspectives 
they introduced or not, F(2, 131) = 2.27, p = 0.11. This is perhaps reflective of the breadth 
of courses that students are required to take in many undergraduate programs in US univer-
sities, exposing them to a variety of domain perspectives.

Appendix 2. Study texts

Examining Educational Attainment Among Immigrant Populations: A Pathway to 
Economic Prosperity

Dr. James Wilson, Professor of Economics
University of Maryland
A common concern among proponents and detractors of immigration, alike, is the eco-

nomic impact of immigration and, in particular, whether immigrants are potentially taking 
native-born Americans’ jobs. Based on our analyses of the data, we find this not to be the 
case.

We used the Current Population Survey (CPS), from the U.S. Census Bureau, to analyze 
educational attainment among foreign-born and native-born U.S. residents.

CPS data allowed us to analyze educational attainment, for adults aged 25 and older, by 
immigration status (see Table 1). We found foreign-born individuals to be disproportion-
ately represented among those obtaining particularly low levels of education. Specifically, 
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while only 13% of the native-born population in the United States had earned less than a 
high school diploma, this was the case for 25% of foreign-born individuals. This means 
that foreign-born individuals likely take the lowest level jobs, unappealing to native-born 
Americans. Moreover, native-born status likely allows individuals, with even the lowest 
levels of education, to capitalize on their language and cultural skills when finding a job.

At the same time, foreign-born individuals held advanced degrees (e.g., PhDs) at a 
slightly higher rate than their native-born counterparts. While 13% of the foreign-born 
population held advanced degrees, this was the case for only 11% of native-born individu-
als. This further indicates the dual-role of foreign-born individuals in the U.S. economy. 
On the one hand, these immigrants fill essential jobs that many native-born Americans do 
not want; on the other hand, immigrants, with high levels of education, drive discovery and 
innovation.

Setting the Record Straight: Examining Crime Rates Across Immigrant Groups
Dr. Robert Anderson, Professor of Criminology
University of Texas, Austin
Opponents of immigration in the United States have long alleged that immigrants are 

responsible for increased rates of crime. And, for a long time, the challenges of studying 
immigrant populations, generally, and undocumented immigrants, more specifically, have 
left these allegations unchallenged. But new data suggest that undocumented immigrants 
commit crimes at lower rates than native-born individuals.

In a unique analysis, the Texas Department of Public Safety allowed us access to their 
complete arrest records through the Texas Computerized Criminal History (CCH) Database.

The CCH Database allowed us to compare the felony arrest rates of US-born citizens, 
legal immigrants, and undocumented immigrants. Across crime types, undocumented 
immigrants committed significantly fewer offenses than both US-born citizens and legal 
immigrants (see Fig. 1).
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For instance, while the arrest rate for drug violations among US born citizens was 337.2 
for every 100,000 people, it was less than half that for undocumented immigrants, who 
were arrested at a rate of only 136.0 people per 100,000. Legal immigrants’ arrest rate for 
drug violations was 185.3 people, per 100,00, higher than that of undocumented immi-
grants, but still lower than that of US-born citizens. These findings are perhaps indicative 
of undocumented immigrants’ fear of contact with law enforcement, contributing to their 
more cautious and law-abiding behavior. Undocumented immigrants’ lower propensity to 
commit crimes may have ancillary benefits, making neighborhoods with dense immigrant 
populations more safe and secure.

Understanding Trends in U.S. Public Opinion on Immigration
Dr. Oscar Hernandez, Professor of Political Science
University of Michigan
As with many public policy issues, Americans’ attitudes toward immigration have 

changed over time.
We examined changes in American’s attitudes toward immigration using public opinion 

polling data from Gallup and Pew.
Gallup asked respondents,  “In your view, should immigration be kept at its present 

level, increased, or decreased?” (see Figure 1). In 1965, when the question was first asked, 
just 7% of respondents reported that immigration rates should be increased, with 39% of 
respondents reporting that immigration levels should stay the same, and 33% of respond-
ents saying that immigration levels should decrease (with the remaining 20% of respond-
ents reporting that they had no opinion). As of 2020, 34% of respondents say that immigra-
tion levels should increase, 36% say that immigration rates should stay the same, and 28% 
of respondents say that immigration rates should decrease (with just 3% of respondents 



Demonstrating the effectiveness of two scaffolds for fostering…

1 3

reporting that they have no opinion). These numbers represent the first time in recent his-
tory where more people support increasing, rather than decreasing, immigration.

Increased support for immigration may reflect changing attitudes about what it means 
to be truly American. Pew asked Republicans and Democrats which characteristics are 
important for being truly American. In 2016, 60% of Republicans and 50% of Democrats 
replied that “having been born in the U.S.” is very or somewhat important for truly being 
American. In 2020, being born in the U.S. was endorsed as being somewhat or very impor-
tant to truly being American by only 46% of Republicans and 25% of Democrats.

Immigration and the Law: An Analysis of Local Pro- and Anti-Immigration Poli-
cies in the United States

Dr. Thomas Lee, Professor of Law
The University of Virginia
While much attention is focused on federal immigration policy, the day-to-day lives of 

immigrants are impacted by a variety of local-level policies, as well. To better understand 
these, we created a database of municipalities and the immigration policies they enacted.

Pro-immigration policies included sanctuary ordinances (i.e., specifying that police 
could not check the immigration status of those arrested) and allowances for alternative 
forms of identification (i.e., in addition to a driver’s license). Anti-immigration policies 
included exclusionary employment and housing laws or English-only mandates.

We found municipalities to more commonly enact anti-immigration policies, as com-
pared to pro-immigration policies. While 69% of ordinances enacted were classified as 
anti-immigration, 31% were classified as pro-immigration. Moreover, pro- and anti-immi-
gration policies were often enacted by localities, geographically close to one another. This 
geographic proximity in pro- and anti-immigration legislation is demonstrated by policies 
enacted by Takoma Park and Prince William County, both suburbs of Washington D.C. 
See Table 1.
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Both the City of Takoma Park and Prince William County considered the health, safety, 
and welfare of their communities in the immigration policies that they introduced – what dif-
fered was who they considered a part of their communities to be. In Takoma Park, immigrants 
were considered a part of the community, who would be threatened by exclusionary policies. 
In Prince William County, illegal immigrants were perceived as a community threat. This dif-
ference is further evidenced by the terminology used in each policy. While Prince William 
County referred to the “hardship and lawlessness” caused by illegal immigration, Takoma Park 
referred to both native born and immigrants, as residents contributing to a “rich community.”

In Their Own Words: Immigrants’ Experiences in Rural and Urban Settlement 
Destinations in the United States

Dr. José Marínez, Professor of Anthropology
University of California, Los Angeles
Although immigrants to the United States are commonly treated as a monolithic group, 

immigrants’ experiences differ widely depending on the communities in which they settle.
Here, we use interviews to compare the assimilation experiences of Mexican immi-

grants settling in urban and rural locations in the United States.
The receiving communities in which Mexican immigrants resided crucially shaped how 

visible they felt and immigrants’ perceptions of belonging. For example, in Southern Cali-
fornia immigrants mostly settled in Mexican-majority urban neighborhoods. As described 
by Enrique, “The people and things in this neighborhood are familiar to me. I thought liv-
ing in California would be different, that I would be surrounded by big houses, fast cars, all 
that. … Around here, it’s all Mexicans like me. So in that sense, it’s comfortable.”

In Montana, by contrast, Mexican migrants were few. As described by Olga, who first 
immigrated from Texas, “I was the only Hispanic in town. There were hardly any Hispan-
ics anywhere around. I wasn’t even able to buy corn tortillas.”

This means that in rural Montana, Mexican immigrants are constantly visible and per-
ceived as “other”. This experience was described by Jose:  “It is more difficult because 
sometimes you are buying something in Walmart or whatever store and then you realize 
that there is someone looking at you and they say ‘In America speak English.’ Or on the 
street, ‘In America speak English!’ So, for example, in Los Angeles … no one is going to 
say something to you if you’re speaking Spanish.”
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