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ABSTRACT *
This study examined Grade 1 cM1ldren's concept of :
reading strategies d\how it is shaped by classroom | N\

factors. The sample, chosen by teacher judgment, consilcdd
of six low achicvcro in reading and six high achiovqro in
reading from ope claootoon in an Alberta school board The
ro-carcher spent £wo weeks ' observing classrooh resding
lituationo and taking detailed notes about the nctiviticc
During this time, each child selected for the study was
privately 1ntcrviewod( Thg;interyiew cqnsistod of an oral
reading session using the Standard Rasdini Inventory to
est;blish the child's instructional reading level and to
provide oral reading miscues at inctrﬁctionalilcvcl. This

was followed by administering the Children's Concept of

Reading Stratcgiei Questionnaire to discover what the child

verbalized about rcahing strategies. At the end of the
study a similar quootionnaire vas administercd to the

teachcr (the Teacher's Congcept of Readi nl Stratogics

ggcationnnirc).in order to find out what she would verbalize
about reading strategies. '
Verbalized concepts of reading strategies were compared
with the actual strategies employed. Finally, an
examination %£f the anecdotal notes on classroom reiding
Y

instruction was made to see what patterns were present

iv
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| ~ In.the lov end M.gh. achievers' verbalisation .bout

‘ 'uuta. strategies, two chnttditutco were noted:

. gomfusion about strategles for effective reading, and
the limited nature of thess stratagies. Although some

®

'roybonool'rcfloctgd a definite difference botwoin the two
groupe, the conflicting rg.pdncoo‘thibitdd by individuals’
' were more pronounced. K ‘
The ”cccm' exhibited by both low angd high achievers'
" actusl reading strategies was surprisingly similar. Both
groups relied ho;viiy onﬁ graphic similarity as their main
cue. ilhc,opo main ditfotinco between the two ;réupc vas
that tho_hiib asﬁtcv.rl-v.;o slightly more oucco"ful
in 1nl;‘rat£;g other strategies than the low achievers.
This led to the high achievers using context \(semantic
acceptabiliry) and self-correction more. |
After examining the interrelated elassroom factors,
-five sources of the children's confusion about toading
atrifégiel w;rc apparent. These sources wir; th;
teacher's own confusion about reading strategies, the
limited purpose established for reading, the lack of
inécgtation of content, the absence of a consistent .

criterion of good reading and problems in the implementation

of the roi&ing series.

-

The findings ofathfi study have implication; both for

the training of teachers and the classroom instructign of

early readers.
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¢ Chagowr |

In teday’s socioty fg u montul for childrea to
learn to h m m hntopt. 4bis abilicy hes leod
te s 'ﬂ.t lavestigstiens iato reeding
amm. uq:g'ﬂmuu besh en underesending
and douﬁnu the poecess by -Mch reading 1o learned and
refined. This process hae been mh‘ vis limguistice
and cognitive peycholegy and has prodused unparalleled
Spéculation As well, memy models end theories have
evolved. One well-founded model of reading was presented
by Goodmen (1970) Of his model he said, "its fault 1ie,
not in its complexity, bug in che fect thet {t 2¢ pot yeot
cd.ln enough to fully sccount for the copplex phencmens .
in the actual bdehavior of resders” (p. 271). Ruddell (l‘IO)
believes that more informatiom is necessery before
Assumptions about the resding process cam be mede for
“"until sweh informetiom {s aveilable, our cheoretiesl
formmlations of the reading progess will remeis oextremely
wveek. It is obvieus we have far to #o" (p. 16).
Similarly. Vemesky and Calfes (1970) remerk om the scarcit;
of data for fewmmlating models .

So. in veslity, our present theories amd aodels are
constructed primarily theough tatonaco. (Rodinson, 1970).

\
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. 2‘
Extensive in-depth research needs to be done before the
'reading“process will be well understood. 'Such an
understanding of the process is a prerequisite for knowing -
the basic skills and abilities that are necessary for
beginning readers, whether or not this should involve g§
par¥icular sequence or hierarchy fo?llearning to be
maximized, and what type of environment, including the

teacher's role, is most beneficial.

Purpose

The purpose of the present study was to provide more
information on the process of reading acquisition by

Vexamining children's concepts of reading strategies.

‘ Previous'sfudies have investigated the strategies of
beginning readere (Biemiller, 1970; Ca;lson, 1975; Clay,
1968; Flemming, 1974;.X. Goodman, 1967; McKinnon, 1959;
Weber, 1970), aéa';he difference in children's concept of
reading (Clay, 1972; Denny & Weintraub, 1965; Downing,
1970; Johns, 1972; McConkie & Nixon, 1959; Reid, 1966).
Yet, no study has considered children's concept of reading
from the viewpoint that an infegral part of this concept is
the strategies which cﬁildren believe they should use to
read well. An analogy will help to clarify thig

‘perspective.

If one were to analyze a person's concept of tennis,
one would begin by asking, "What is tennis?" To this one

would receive a description or definition, that it is a



sport playgd with a rackeét and ball on a court divided in
half by a net. One might discover that the purpose of the
sport 1s to hit the ball qFfoss the net more consistently
than your opponent. This will involve the rules about
'specific lines onvthé coﬁrt, the meaning of sets and
matches, how to serve the ball, and how to score points.
Finally the person’would expand upon the technique or
strategies he empioys in order to play most effectively.

_He might explain how best to hit the forehand by describing ‘
the proper backswing, approach, hit, and follow-through. //

4
J

He might folloy/géneral strategies such as moving his /
opponent fgpm/;ne side of the court to another during .a
rally“zﬁgfvarying the speed of his returns. Characterizing
tennis in this manner is to (1) give a general description,
(2) explain the purpose, (3) give an accodht of the rules
and (4) explain how to use them most é?ficiently.

In the same manner, one's concept of chess would be
expressed through a statement of description, purpose,
rules, and strategies. Chess could be described as a game
for two people played on a board with 64 squares of
alternaté)colours with each player having 16 pieces. The
purpose of the game being to capture the other person's
chessmen by followipg rules of the game such as setting
out the pieces along two horizontal rows, alternating
turns, and using each chessman to move and capture in its own

way. The efgfctiveness of one's play could be enhanced

through the utilization of certain techniques such as



attacking a piece that is already occupied with an
essential defense tas' 'Bishop forks where a Bishop
simultaneously attacks two other pieces, or 'pinning’ '.
which involves attacking a piece which cannot move because
an even more valuable piece is behind it in the line of
attack.’

R?ading, too, is a’rﬁie governed activity which can be
dagcribed and has a purpose. Reading could be described as
an activity involving the interpretation of a series of coded
'symbols. The purpose of reading could be for learning or for
enjoyment. Rules for the activity would involve starting
to read at the top of’the page, reading from left to right,
and utilizing the r\les of the system of print. Strategies
for reading would i:lluqS/;hings such as.using picture
clues, employing spund—symbol association to figure out
unknown words, and predicting a response from context.

Thus, one's understanding of what reéding is, is an account
of description, purpose, rules, and strategies (see Table
1).

Several studies have examined either the description,
purpose, rules, or strategies of reading. Yeg,no study has
provided in-depth information about how classroom
environment shapes children's concept of reading
strategies. However, this is central to participation for
one cannot be said to have a complete concept for what

//’;ﬁe does not know how to do.

This study sought to investigate not only the
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children's concepts of what stratogiil they should use to

read well, but also many of the various factors 1hf1uoncing

the strategies children utilize when reading.

Definition of Terms

concept

strategz

low achieving readers

o

high achieving_;eaderé

instructional reading level

miscue

‘/‘

nbl:;act impression formed by
“Sxperiences.

the actual procedure children
use when reading. Operationally
defined by verbalizations and
actual behaviour.

six Grade 1 students who in the
teachet\' judgment are the
poorest rweders in the glass.
six G;.dc i:itudents who in the
teacher's judgment are the best
readers in the/ class.

the reading level at which
students should be placed for
reading instruction as measured

b thgpStandard Reading

'Inventorz.

any divergence a reader makes
from a written text while

reading orally. It is assumed

'that all readers make miscues

and what is important is neot
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the quantity (number) but the =
quality (type) of miscue
because this implies the process

the reader employs.

Research Questions

1. What do Grade 1 children verbalize about icadin; atratog{;;?

2. What reading strategies do the children actually employ?

3. 1I1s there any difference between the verbaliszed and nctuni
reading strategies of low achieving ;nd high achieving
readers? |

4. How do classroom factors shape these reading stratqgies?

Design of the Study

The investigation of Grade 1 children's concept of
reading strategies and how it is shaped by classroom
factors was carried out through a combined procedure of -
analyzing oral reading miscues, interviewing teachers and
students, and observing reading instruction in .
classroom. The data on children's actual rea&iﬁé ;trategies . ;‘
was acquired by having six high'achieving readers and six
low achieving readers read bassages at their iﬁs‘!uctional
level in private, tape-recorded sessions. Miscues were
then analyzed and reading strategies inferred. Two
questionnaires, oné to assess children's verbalizations .

abou& reading strategies and the other to investigate

the teacher's verbalizations of reading strategies, were



coalctuccod b; the tOl..tch.t.‘ Thooc wers administered by
interview. 4 pilot. |:udy had dotcr-tnod epac Grade 1
ehildren were able to undorotand the questidns und roopond
with a variety of answors. As well, two wegks vd!o spent
observing the classroom reading instruction.’ Afterwards,
all interview responses were tebulated and categorized.
Th;n the verbalised concepts of reading actntﬁgipn were
compared with the actual ‘strategies the children eamployed.
Finally, an examination of the dnacription of classroom
reading instrbctidn vas made. From thil doacription

o

energing patterns were described.

Assumptions

Several assumptions underlaid this study. First, it was
assumed that oral reading miscues imply reading strategies.
Second, it was assumed that reference to an actual oral
reading passage would facilitate the children's answering of
interview quoltions Third, it was assumed that the author
was competht chbugh to interject probing when the ‘
children's t..'pnoes required clarification. Finally, it was
assumed that the author's background would enable classroom

reading situations to be perceptively observed.

Limitations

1. The generalization of the results to the larger
‘population are limited due to the small sample.

However, the small sample enabled the researcher to



. l ’ .
describe more completely the children's concept of
reading strategies and how it {is shaped by
classroom factorg whicir should loaﬁ to more questions
for future research.

2. The short space of time for collecting data has limited
the amount gathered and therefore, its degree of
gclinbility.

3. The presence of the observer may have contributed to the
loss of “specific behaviours though the study was in its
natural setting. However, the days the observer was
present before any interviews were conducted should have
helped to keep the behaviours as natural as possible.

4. Young children may not interpret the questions
correctly. This limitation has been reduced by the
pilot study and also their verbalized concepts of
strategies have been compared with their actual

performance so this problem should be mihimal.

Significance

This study examined many of the factors influencing
children's reading strategie,. No study has yet provided
" in-depth answers about the'l§rategies children use and how
they are shaped by classroom factors. Therefore, the
Present study could contribute knowledge to increase our
understanding of the nature of the beginning reader and
the process of reading acquisition. The questionnaires

devised for this study might be employed diagnoseically by



the teachers of beginning readers in addition to the
analysis of oral reading miscues {n order to discover the
reading cqgatogic- the classroom environment and her
teaching have created. Then a program dealing with weak or

non-existent strategies could be planned.

Overview of the Thesis

Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature related
to the purpose of the present study. Early studies examined
general aspects of reading concept, vhereas, recent
investigations had a more specific focus so were classified
according to the author's previously stated categories of
reading concept (description, purpose, rules, and
strategies).

Chapter 3 describes tﬁi research design employed in the
study. The sample, pilot study, procedure, and data
analysis are explained.

Chapter 4 presents the findings of actual classroom
observations, interviews, and the analysis of the
children's reading strategles. ‘

Chapter 5 is a discussion and summary of the findings
related to each research question. As well, recommendations
for further research and implications for instruction are

discussed. Auxilliary data is included in the appendices.
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{ Chapter 2

[

A SURVEY OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

As description, purpose, and rul§s are an integral
part of concept of reading as well as\strategies are, a
bRbef review of some of the litoratgr on the former will
develop background to help put the er, the strategies
of reading, in perspective. Al‘o.

description, purpose, and rﬁ&vi
Pr'

procedure employed in the t stu

of the etudies on

S sons for the

ch study is
placed in one of these categories according to its major
emphasis. It bears noting that early studies examined very
general aspects of reading concept while only recently have

studies sought to investigate the child's concept of

reading strategies.

Studies on the Description of Reading

Studies investigating children's expectations about
learning to read (McConkie & Nixon, 1959; Stewart, 1966),
and studies in which children were asked what reading is
(Denny & Weintraub, 1965; Johns, 1972) found much
variability in the children's responses. The researchers
believed that children needed more help in developing
their perceptions of the reading process. " However, their \
conclusions are questionable because all the studies

11
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mentioned required the children just to answer questiohs.

. Pirstly, the children -i.ht have had difficuley intewpreting
the researcher's questiomns. Secondly, the children aight
have underatood the question but not have had the ty

to verbalize what they knew. Thirdly, the children’ ght
have verbalized something they had been told and which they
did not reslly believe. The present study intended to
remedy these problems by providing a concrete reading
situation to which the children could relate the questions
which were later asked. As well, much clarification of
responses vas required and verbali{zations were compared with

actual behaviour.

Studies on the Purpose for Reading

Edwards (1961) and Muskopf (1962) both investigated

children's purposes for reading through a Reading Concept

Test which consisted of multiple chdice and forced choice
technique. These researchers found no significant
correlation between purpose for reading and reading
achievement and intelligence (Edwards, 1961) or reading
achievement, intelligence, and method of instruction (Muskopf,
1962). Much valuable information may have been lost

using the multiple-choice and more especially the forced °
choice technique. That is why the present study did not
develop a classification system before the data wvas

collected. Instead, the data was examined, patterns

emerged, and in order not to lose important information, a

{
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broad descriptive method rather tham a more lht'un.
statistical method was selected for analysing the data.
In 1978, McLaughlin, who devised a Related Concepts of
Reading Questionnsire, did find a significant correlation

between purpose for reading and method employed.' There is a
discrepancy between the results of this study and that of
Muskopf (1962) showing that more data is in fact needed

before any solid conclusions can be reached. Also, the
question of how certain methods produced different concepts of
reading was not pursued and the present study has examined
this aspect. Further, the teaghsr's own conc‘%tunl base wvas
not investigated. This seems a grave oversight as recent
research (Barr and Duffy, 1978) has indicated that the
difference in instructional effectiveness is probably not the
materials or methodology, but lies in the teacher's own belief
system. By implication then, the teacher’'s belief system more
than anything else is responsible for the formation of
beginning readers' congepts of reading. The present study
investigated the classroom teacher's concoptualizationoiof

the reading process by means of actual observationm, semi -

structured interview (The Teacher's Concept of Reading

Strategies Questipnnaire), and informal discussion.

Studies on the Rules of Reading

Reid (1966) and Downing (1970) examined children's
perceptions of reading and writing through open-ended

questions. Both researchers found that children had great
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difficuley mdor'ouu.“n. the abatract technical terms which
odulte comstantly use. Nowever, Downing (1970) discovewed
that comcrete aids stimulated verbal responses of which

the children were not capable when concrete objects were
not present. The present study has included an asctual
roﬂﬁtn‘ situation at the beginning of each interview in
ofder to meke verbalising oaotcmf If & child had .
ditticulty anewering a question, an instance in the passage
just read could be referred to by the interviewer and this
seemed to greatly enhanee the shildren's abilicy te
respond.

A confirmation of the present study's reason for
comparing the actual reading strategies of children to their
verbalizations about reading strategied comes from Glass .
and Burton (1974) who showed that children frequently state
the rules when cikqd yet fail to apply them. Thus, a mere
test of knowledge or a questionnaire may not by-ty

- -

significant.

Studies on Reading Str!tcgtco

This section presents studies that have focussed on
reading strategies and is most pertinent to the present
investigation. The studies on reading strategies focus on
four different aress: (1) the lttaz,gics of beginning
readers, (2) the influence of instructional method upon
reading strategies, (3) a comparison of the reading
strategies of good and poor readers, and.(4) beginning
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n“:n' verbalisations adbout reading etrategies.
Btxatesies of Destoning Readere .

The firsc motedle otudy enamining the n“tn.
otrategies of beginning readers wes of & very general
nature. MeKkinnon (1939) ememined amecdotal motes (n firet
graders’' reading prefiles amd reported fizetly, that meny
errors were dependent not upom grephic form or shape of the
words §in the text as was popularly believed. but upon
grammatiesl stvustuwe or how the wand fumetiened
syntactically in the sentence. Secondly, a second error
made in & septence was ususlly consistent with the previous
sentence error suggesting to McKinnon that eome readers

]

were processing larger units th:n worde. Since this early
study. more systematic methods have bocn. developed to
investigate the beginning reader's use of the three cue
systems graphophonic, syntactic. and semantic

Y. Goodman (1967) examined the orsl reading behaviour of
sin beginning readers for nine sessions from January to
November. Goodman recorded and analyzed the miscues and
observed (1) all beginning readers make miscues, (2) the
more miscues committed. the lower the pezxcemtage of
corrections, (3) all cue systems (grsphophonic. syntactic,
semantig) were employed by all the beginning resders to
d“f"in; degrees, (4) sdequate comprehemsion was attalned
vhen miscues ranged f 3-14 per 100 words, (3) miscues

were more frequently tactically acceptable than
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semantically acceptable, and (6) syntactically acceptable
miscues were more frequent at a sentence rather than phrase °
level.

In 1968, Clay followed the reading progress of 100
first grade children féf one year during which time weekly
records were kept. The results of a word identification
task administered to all children at the end of the year were
employed to divide the children into four groups: high,
high-medium, low-medium, and low. It was noted that these
.groupd exhibited different correctional behaviour while ’
reading orally: the high group corrected one in three
. errors;’the high-medium group corrected ohe in four errors;
the low-medium group corrected one in eight errors while
the low group corrected one in 20 errors. Clay concluded
that the high group successfully related information from
all three cue systems (graphophonic, synﬁactic, and
semantic) and the high-medium group was able to correct many
errors through integration. Although the medium-low group
tr;ed to integrate the information, their error were so
numerous that ngy could not do so, while the low group
seemed to make litfle effort to relate cues at all.

Weber (1970) also conductéd a study in which she
énalyzed the word recognition errors of first graders in
order to determine the strategies employed. She
‘concluded thaf beginning readers use (1) graphic
information, (2) stem morphemes, (3) grammatical structure,

and (4) meaning. Also noted was the fact that children drew
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a large number Ef their real word miscues from a list of
words which they already knew from their readink series.

In 1975, Carlson too found that children employed
all three cue sy$tems in order té reconstruct meaning. The
syntactic structﬁre of passages was used most while the
graphophonic and semantic cueing systems were employed to
varying degrees. This redult concurs‘with Clay's 1968
study where children who learned to read by a method
stressing meaningful u;its tended to be guided by the
syntactic framework of sentences. »

Biemiller (1970) studied the shifts in error pattérn
of 42 first grade children in two clqtnes over eight months
of instruction. The method of instr e n was a basal
method and word identification strateg:.es were inferred from
miscues committed on contextual material. Three error
patterns were identified and Biémiller suggested it was a
developmental sequence.

1. Contextually-constrained errors - This involved

- substituting words that were grammatically and
semantically acceptable. The children made
minimum use of graphic information by using
information learned aurally.

2. Non-response errors - Non-response errors increased
while children made fewer contextually constrained
érrors but more graphically constrainéd ones.

3. Graphically and contextually-constrained errors

- The children made fewer non-response errors and

S —
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both graphically and contextually constrained
errors increased.

Barr'(1972) has suggested that these stageé may be the
result of basal reading instruction and not a developmental
sequence to which all beginning readers are subject.

Fleming (1974) conducted a follow-up study to Piémiller's
(1970) study to investigate whether first graders could be
placed into hierarchical stages similar to Biemiller's.
Results confirmed that the children could be placed into
comparéble stagesjyhowever Fleming identified five stages
instead of three. | |

Influence of Instructional Method
Upon Reading Strategiles

-

In 1972, Barr analyzed the oral reading errors of 41
first grade children taught by two instructional methods,
sight and phonic. The two groups were given instruction
for 15 minutes on five or 10 words. Twenty-four hours-
later the childreﬁ were asked to pronounce the words. When
the word recognition errors of the phonic group were
examined, their responses were found to include a high
proportion of nonsense ;ords or words that -came from
outside the sample of words that had been taught and non-
response errors. So the phonic children were attempting
to use strategies related to the method of instruction,-"
the association of sound and symbols - when this strategy

failed, they tended not to respond. In contrast, the

majority of errors of the sight-word group came from
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similar words that had been taught at the same time.
Apparently the sight-word group had no other strategies for
analyzing yords which they did not imme&iately recognize.
Barr éoncluded that the method of instruction does
influence the pattern of word recognition errors or
different instruction produces different strategies. It
seems that the conclusions of this study are somewhat
limited due to the short period of time allowed for‘
instruction and the fact that the results are attributec
entirely to this 15 minutes of instruction and nq other
factors suph as previous experience were considered.
However, the present study has investigated the actud®
method of reading instruction employed in the classroom as
one factor which could influence reading strategies.

In 1975, Barr reported the results of another
investigation of the influence of instruction on reading
strategies of first-grade children. Two groups of
children were taught by the regular classroom teacher. One
group was taught by a sight word mgthod, the other by a
phonic method. Barr tested the children twice (December
and May) during tﬁéxéé%ool year. The first test involved
29 isolated words while the second test consisted of 41
isolated words. Whe‘i&he word recognition errors were
examined, the children were identified as using either a
phonic or sight-word strategy. If one or more nonsense
words and a limited number of responses drawn from the

regular reading text were included in the child's errors,
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the ch%ld was identified as using a phonic strategy,
wherea;. if there were no nonsense words and if 75 percent
of the responses were from the child's regular reading
text, the child's errors inferred a sight-word strategy.
Firstly, the strategies of most children in a sample of 32
were identified employing these criteria. Secondly,
the strategies of the phonic group more frequently deviated
from the method by which they were taught than the sight-
word group during initial“inntruction Still, e.ploying
words in isolation to measure reading strategies 13
questionable because more and sometimes different strategies
are used when words‘are placed in context. That is why the
present study employed only words in paragraph context to
infer reading strategies.

DeLawter (1975) examined the relationship between
beginning reading instruction and miscue patterns in 169
end-of-the-year second grade students whe had either been
taught by a phonic or sight-word method. Thirty
multisyllabic words were presented to the children either
in isolation or in sentence context. Results showed the
phonic group had a higher proportion of non-word responses,
whereas, the sight-word group had a higher proportion of
real word miscues. The same pattern was present in the
words in isolation tests as well as in the contextual
tests. When the real word miscues of both groups were
analyzed, the groups did not differ in regard to miscues

which altered passage meaning. Delawter concluded
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 that a child's actual reading strategiss are

predictable if the particulars of thJ.lnltructional
approach are known. Furthermore, DelLawter contended that
the strategies are still visible after an extended period
of ‘time (in this case, two years). Thus, the present study
found it necessary to observe the actual classroom reading
instruction in order to determine whether the children's
actusl reading strategies were directly patterned a%ter the
method by which the children were taught.

A cross-cultural study comparing the oral readfhg of
American and Scottish children was reported by Elder (1971).
The Scottish children learned to read at age five and
phonics was emphasized while the American children began
reading at age six through a sight-word approach. Oral |
reading samples of 49 Scottish children were compared with
thé performance of the American children. Results showed
the phonic group to be more able to figure out unknown
words glthough they £ead more slowly, whereas, the sight
group was less accurate in identifying words but read more
fluently. Mispronunciations and words aided by the
examiner were fewer in the phonic group while real-word |
substitutions and a need,for‘assistance were higher in the
sight-word group. This pattern of word recognition errors
i1s similar to the patterns found by both Barr (1972) and
DeLawter (1975). 1In contrast with DeLawter's study, the
sight-word group were less likely to make substitutions

that resulted in meaning change within the passage than
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the phonic group. This differs from DelLawter's study
whogz‘tho sight-word group were less likely to make
subg&’%utionl that ronultod in meaning change within the
passage than the phonic group. This diffcrl from
DeLawter's study where the sight-word group made more real-
word miscues but the phonics group's rcal-wq‘? niscues,
although fewer, made as much sense in the passages.

Lopardo (1977) set out to investigate the effect of
the method of reading instruction on children's word
identification strategies through the comparative case
st&dy of three children, each instructed by a different
instructional method (phonic, sight, combination) by
Lopardo over one school year. While other children in the
regular kindergarten program engaged in reading readiness
activities, the subjects met individually with the
investigator and when the subjects were in the room during
readiness periods, they worked independently on reading
activities prepared by Lopardo. Results for gach group may
be summarized as follows:

1. The phonics child had initial difficulty blending

and oral reading continued to be less fluent.
However, the phonic approach exceeded the other
two in facilitating tﬁe identification of unknown
words. When miscues were analyzed, nonsense
errors were recorded only for the phonics subject.

2. The sight-word method was easy initially but

became inqreasingly difficult as the number of
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words increased. This approach did not facilitate
the identification of unknown words.
3. The combination method gsas the most difficult at

first because the ch%ld had to learn word parts

as well as whole woras.
All approaches showed a high degree of graphically similar
errors as well as a low percent of contextually appropriate
errors. The latter suggests that meaning had not been
emphasized in any of the approaches yet Lopardo says that it
infers that correct responses rather than contextually
appropriate errors were produced. This point seems highly
questionable. Secondly, more difference h;s been found in
other studies concerning the word identificazion strategies
of children taught by different instructional methods
when the samples were considerably larger (Barr, 1972;
Barr, 1975; DeLawter, 1975; Elder, 1971). Thirdly, one
wonders why the researcher chose only a phonic method, a
sight-word method and a combination of the two approaches.
It would seem that a meaning or naturalistic approach
should have been compared instead of merely combining the
phonics and sight-word methods.

Comparing the Reading Strategies of >
Good and Poor Readers

In Y. Goodman's (1967) study of the readitsa & aviour of

six beginning r&aders, she found that better »h0r 1 waf@

more able to make sound/symbol associations,
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regreasions and produced a greater percentage of miscues
that were both syntactically and semantically acceptable.

In 1972, Jensen analyzed the oral reading behaviour
of five good second grade readers, five weak sixth grade
readers, and five good sixth grade readers. All subjects
read a third grade passage orally. The proficient readers’
errors were less graphically similar to the print than the
weak readers and the proficient readers produced more
syntactically and semantically acceptable miscues. The
choice of ; third grade passage here seems questionable for
in order to assess word identification strategies, all
subjects should have been reading at their own
{nstructional levels. Because no assessment of reading
level was stated, it is doubtful whether this was so.

Brody (1973) examined the oral reading miscues of six
readers: three proficient third graders, two poor fifth
graders and one poor sixth grader. She controlled for
intellectual ability and reading achievement. All
subjects read a sixth grade passage. The proficient
readers made fewer errors anq showed better use of phonic
and graphic information. Little difference was found in
the use of syntactic and semantic cues. Over successive
segments of the text there was a steady decline in the
syntactic and semantic acceptability of responses for the
poor readers. Brody concluded that poorer readers relied
more heavily on the less complex cues of graphic and phonic

information, especially when they became frustrated or
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fatigued instead of the more sophisticated cues of
syntactic, and semantic information. Again, the use of
one reading level test is quest {onafjle. It appears that
all subjects in this study may have been operating at
their frustration reading level. 1f this was so, the
information obtained on sound identification strategies
should have been explained more carefully and attributed
only to the frustration levels of good and poor

readers.

In a similar but more extended study, K. Goodman and
Burke (1972) included readers of varying levels of
proficiency from Grades 2 to 10. Each group included five
or six subjects. Groups which were to be compared read
the same passage. Results from all comparisons showed
similarities in the proficient readers' performances.
Proficient readers made the fewest number of miscues, had
a higher percentage of semantically and syntactically
acceptable miscues, a higher rate of cofrections
(especially for semantically and syntactically unacceptable
errors), and a higher comprehension rating. The amount of
graphic and phonic information employed seemed to be a
function of grade level as well as proficiency. At the
Grade 2 level, the proficient group used more graphophonic
{information than the average and low groups but from Grade
4 onwards there was little difference between proficiency
groups on the use of graphophonic cues. These results held

true for all but one comparison: the high Grade 8, low-
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average 10, high-average 10 and high grade 10 readers
wvhere there were Bo differences among the groups except in
the number of corrections made. Again, one's questions
about the student's level of reading achievement and the
difficulty of the material remains unanswered.
In 1974-75, Cohen examined the oral reading errors of SO
children ta@ght by a phonic method during eight months of
the first grade. First, an uncertainty about the
relationship thw.en letters and sounds and words was
demonstrated b; a non-response phase in both the good and
poor readers. The good readers tended to go quickly from
this non-respon;o p&asc to a nonsense word miscue phase
and finally to a word substitution miscue phase, whereas,
the poorer readers gradually decreased the number of
nonsense word miscues parallel to an increase in word
substitution'élscues. Cohen found that the poorer
readers tended to use only the first or last letters of a
word as cues so their strategies were less systematic
as well. While the good readers had a low proportion of
meaningful miscues only during early instruction, the
poor readers continued to have a low proportion of
meaningful miscues. s
King (1978) analyzed the differences in the oral reading
behaviour of good and poor readers amomg 61 grade 4 and 100
grade 6 students. Findings revealed no significant

difference between the good and poor readers in the number

of errors made per 100 words, in the amount of information
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used from the cue systems, or in the integtration of
information from two or more cue ly.t.ﬂlf thor recent
studies (Y. Goodman, 1967, Jensen, 1972; Brody, 1973)
~ showed a difference in these strategies but due to small
samples were not able to show statistical significance.
However, quite a difference was noted between the scores
of the gdéd and poor readers in the category assessing the
integration of information (graphic, syntactic, and
semantic). This study supports Clay's (1968) finding. The
area in which most difference was found was correctional
behaviour. Good readers made sign}ficantly more
corrections than poorer reﬂdcrs. ‘Clay's (1968) study
showed this same pattern.

Leslie, Laurep, and Patasol (1977) found that when
eighth graders read with 95 percent oral reading accuracy,
fewer errors which were not semantically aeceptable
occurred than when tbg/;ubjefifb oral reading accuracy was
between 90»9&’53;;;ﬁt. Therefore, thig does substantiate
the theory that reading levels do affect the word ‘
identification strategies readers use anq th;t is the}’\tn ‘
problem that arises in studies comparing good and poor readers.
It is impossible to decide if differences in word
identification strategies used by good and poor readers are
‘due to the difficultylof the material and their level of
reading achievement. ‘As the difficulty of the text in

relation to the reader's level of reading achievement may

affect the strategies he uses to process the print, this



ial consideration. Therefore the present
study first established each child's instructional 1ovof
and then obtained all information on oral reading

behaviour at this level.

Beginning Readers' Verbalizations
about Reading Strategles

Denny and Weintraub (1966) asked preschool children

the question, "what do you have to do to learn how to read
in the firet grade?’' The responses were cuuuyp {nto
five categories. (1) no response, (2) unclear, (3)‘obodtonco-
| oriented, (4) other-directed, and (5] self-directed.
Categories (1) and (2) contained 34 pércent of the responses
while catcgorﬁ.n (3) and (5) contained most of the rest They
concluded that children could verbalize little about

the actual strategies used in reading before they encounter
the activity. However, one¢ criticism of this conclusion is
that young children need to relate to concrete objects and
situations. This form of merely questioning is too
abstract. They may have been able to verbalize if
stimulated by a concrete object or event.

«Glass and Burton (1973-74) investigated the skills of
successful decoders. Fifte#n children from each of grades
2 and 5 were asked to decode a list of unfamiliar words.
The examiner tape-recorded student responses. Although
many students said they used specific skills that had been
taught in the reading programme, the researchers concluded

that all the subjects used a letter clustering approach and
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no formal rules were being utiiized The present study
compared the reading strategies being taught in the
classroom with the actual strategies the subjects enployed in
contextusl mater\al. Oontextusl material rather than a
words-in-isolation task was ghosen because reading
strategies differ for the two and the former is a ‘'real’
reading situation. In g words in is0lation taek,
not as many atrategies can be used. Then, as in the Class
:nd Mton.(lnb)..tudy. the chilédwen were ssked adout the
setrategies they ewploy

Tovey (1976) wished to examine children's understanding
of four psycholinguistic concepts For the study. 30
children, five from each grade from 1 to 6, were selected.
Reading as a silent process, reading as a predictive
process, reading as s process deriving seaning frowm
language and the use of the three cue syo:;n. in reading
were examined Subjects were ssked to read a paragraph.
1f they read it orally (and most did) Tovey concluded they
perceived reading as an 6Ful task. This may have been a
false agsunption as they probably believed he wanted to
hear how they read. Eighty-three percent of the children
thought they looked at every word while 37 percent believed
they looked aé each- letter, thu-bnot leaving much to
prediction; ogly 43 percent believed reading to be
ssaningful uhild‘}l percent used only graphophonic cues when
decoding unfamiliar words. The present study will include

questioning on similar features as part of the child's
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concept of strategies.

None of the studies examined provided an in-depth
investigation of children's concepts of %eading strategies
and how actual behaviour and verbalizations were shaped by

classroom factors. The present study investifated this in

as mugh depth as possible.

Link of this Study to the Literature

)
The overwhelming conclusion one comes to after

surveying the literature is that actual data is scarce and
much of it is cénflicting.‘ Many of the studies can be
criticized both for inadequate procedure and faulty
conclusions. To date, numerous questions concerning
beginning readers’' strategies remain unanswered. Therefore,
the present study hopes to extend our knbwledge of
children's reading strategies by overcoming weaknesses
found in previous researcb. ‘_m<
1. Many studies asked young children abstract
questions for which the children could not
verbalize answers. Since young children find it
easier to answer questions if a concrete aid ls
provided, in the present study a reading
situation occurred before any questions were
asked. Then the interviewer could r;fer back to
the actual reading situation to facilitate the

children's responses. Similarly, rewording and

. probing was permitted to help the children to
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verbalize and to clarify their responses

Since studies seemed to lose much valuable
information by imposing classificagions before the
data was collected, the Present study prevented
this distortion of informatiéﬁ by allowing
patterns to emerge after the data was examined.
Although numerou$- studies have investigated reading
strategies by employing only words in isolation
tasks, this is not an accurate measyre. More

and sometimes different reading st\‘igies are
brought into play in an acYual reading situation
involving Qbrds in context. Therefore, the
present study employed only words in paragraph
context to imply reading strategies.

A difficulty, evident in studies comparing good
and poor readers, was failure to establish each
reader's instructional level. Frequently the
poorer readers seemed to be reading at frustration
level while the better readers were reading at
instructional level. Because reading strategies
can be different at these two levels, the present
stud sgggpt to establish each student's
ins;rucéional level and employ only material at
that level for.inferring reading stfategies.

The teache:;s concept of reading dtrategies was
not invest.igated in any of ’the studies reviewed

and this appears to be an oversight. The
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present study will examine the teachers' concept

of reading strategies for it is believed to be

most relevant.

To conclude, the present study hopes to overcome the.

previous stated weakness found in the literature and provide

a more in-depth investigation of beginning readers'

concepts of reading strategies.



Chapter 3

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

An ethnographic design was selected since the study
was to focus on many interrelating factors in a natural
classroom setting. Two questionnaires, one for the
students and another for the teacher, were developed to
collect information and an observational list was drawn up
to guide the classroom observation. This chapter describes
the sample, the instruments émployed, the procedure, the

pilot study, and the data analysis.

Sagple

After observing four Grade 1 classrooms, one
classroom from an Alberta school rd was chosen because
it most closely met ‘t_:he requiredeteria predetermined by
the researcher. The cymssroom required was to be a
'typical' classroom in that the teacher was not
tharacterized by an extreme approach of either rigid
traditionalism or radicalism, but could best be
described as moderate, experienced, and articulate.

The children were to be from a non-streamed classroom in
which they were grouped by ability for reading instruction
and a recognized basal reading series was employed as the

core of their reading program. The first three

33
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classrooms visited (although identified by the school
boards as meeting the criteria) were not selected as one
did not have a large enough sample, another was from a
high socioeconomic area, and in the third classroom the
children were not taught in groups but were taught as a
whole class. The fourth classroom met all the griteria
eéxcept one, the teacher had taught only one year so could
not be considered very‘experienced. Yet she was recognized
by the school's Principal as being competent .

The subjects for the study were 12 Grade 1 children.
The size of the sample waé restricted due to the amount of
data that was to be collected on each subject. Still, 12
is a large enough number in which patterns can emerge
(Miller, 1975). All subjects had English as their native
language. Of the 12 children in the sample, six were high
achievers in reading and six were low achievers in reading.
A difference in reading ability has pPreviously been
indicated as a cause of different strategies being used
;hile reading. Because the present study wished to
investigate this claim, random sampling was not possible.
No formal reading tests were emplo}ed to select the low and
high achievers in reading. Instead, the teacher's
judgment was used as recent research on evaluation has
shown that teacher judgment is probably the best indicator
of young children's achievement (Miller, 1975). Kermonian (1962)
found that teacher ratings of students correlated .73 with

scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test and errors made by
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teachers were over-rating of students. 1In the present
study all children in the high achievers reading
group scored an A while children in the low achievers

reading group scored a B or C on the Metropolitan Readiness

Test (Table 2). Similarly, the students in the high group

(selected by the teacher) in all but one case had a higher

percentile rank on the reading words and sentences sections

of the Stanford Early Achievement Test - Level II than the

students chosen'by the teacher for the low achieving

reading group (Table 3).

Instruments

Standardized Tests

fhree informal reading inventories were used in order to
first establish each student's instructional reading level
and then to obtain a sufficient number of miscues at this

level.

1. Standard Reading Inventory (McCracken, 1966)

This is an individually administered reading test with
two forms and measures reading levels from a pre-primer to
a seventh reader level. Passages of increasing difficulty
were read by the subjects in order to establish
.instructional reading level. This test was chosen as a
measure of reading achievément because it is easily
administered, has high validity and reliability, and was
well standardized. Recently, educators (Allington & G®uld,



Table 2 \\

Teacher Grouping of Subjects and Subjects'
Scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test

High Group

Subject Readiness Score

AN Y R ™)
> > > > > >

Subject Readiness Score

11

B
B
B
10 B
B
12 C




Table 3 (
Teacher Grouping of Subjects and Subjects'
Scores on the Stanford Early School
Achievement Test - Level 11

High Group
Percentile Rank
on
Subject Words Sentences
1 86 84
2 72 8
3 94 96
4 76 74
5 72 66
6 78 72
Low Group
Percentile Rank
on
Subject Words Sentences
7 50 46
8 80 1
9 _ 50 42
10 50 8
11 64 56

12 56 46
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1976, Tortelli, 1976) have indicated that approximately 20
miscues are sufficient to infer children's reading
strategies. Since not all children made this many miscues
at their instructional xeading level on the Standard

Reading Inventory, passages from two further tests were

employed when necessary.

!

2. Gray Oral Reading Test (Gray, 1967)

The Gray Oral Reading Test consists of a series of 13

passages of progressive levels of difficulty from pre-
primer to college level. Passages from Forms A and B

were used to provide more reading material at the subjects'’
instructional reading level which had already been

established by the Standard Reading Inventory. Reviews

(Bliesmer, 1968) confirm that the test was carefully

developed and constructed.

3. Classroom Reading Inventory (Silvaroli, 1969)

This informal reading inventory has three equivalent
forms and can be used from the two to eight reading level.
No data is available on either its reliability or
standardization. However, it was employed only to provide
additional passages at the previously established

instructional reading level.

Questionnaires

The Children's Concept of Reading Strategies

Questionnaire (Appendix A) was developed by the author to be
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administered individually in a semi-structured interview.
Open-ended questioning was employed in order to allow the
interviewer to probe or rephrase questions when
misunderstanding on the part of the subject was apparent or
when more information was required. Reid's (1966) research
suggested this form of questioning to be most npplicablc;
and through this, it was believed a more complete concept
of reading strategies could be obtained. Since concrete
objects help children to understand questions and to attend
to the task (Downing, 1970), in many of the questions the
interviewer referred back to passages that the children
had previously read. ’

Questions &4 and 5 evolved from Tovey (1976), while
Question 6 was first employed by Reid (1966). McLaughlin
(1978) presented ideas for Questions 8 and 11. The other
questions evolved from the author's own background. Most
of the questions wefe followed by "why?" or "why not?'' or
"Is there anything else?' .

The Teacher's Concept of Reading Strategies

Questionnaire (Appendix B) was developed by the author'io

be administéred to the classroom teacher at the end of the
study when it could no longer affect what was occurring

in reading sessions in the classroom. This questionnaire
was used to analyze the strategies that the teacher
verbalized as being necessary in reading and to compare

the teacher's verbalizations with the actual strategies she

emphasized when teaching reading as well as with the
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st ntogio?o children employed.
T All che questions asked of the teacher were similar

to those asked of the children. Numbers 3 and & again
evolved from Tovey (1976). While Question 6 was first
used by Reid (1966). The others were boliov'd necessary
in order to discover the teacher's complete concept of

reading strategies.
\

Procedure

After the two questionnaires were constructed and
‘the informal reading inventories were selected, the
interview conditions and observational guidelines weére

planned. Next the Children's Concept of Reading

Strategies Questionnaire was.piloted and subsequently

revised. Finally, the main study was conducted. This
section discusses the pilot study, and the interview

and observational guidelines of the main study.

The Pilot Study

Prior to the main study a pilot study was conducted

in order to determine whether Grade 1 children could °

understand the questions asked in the Children's Concept

of Reading Strategies Questionnaire. Six children, .
"
three high achieving readers and three low achieving readery

g -

from a Grade 1 class in an Alberta school board
were selected. Teacher judgment determined the children

who were to participate. Each private interview took
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approximately 20 minutes and was tape recorded. An
attempt was made by the interviewer to record the
children's responses but when this appeared to affect the
rapport adversely, the Mterviewer decided to continue
using only the tape recorder and transcribe all responses
after the interviews. The subjects had little
difficulty answering the questions and a variety of
responses was evident. Afterwards, some word changes were
made to clarify questions which had to be explained in
different ways to the children during the pilot study
and seversl questions which did not provide useful

information were deleted.

The Main Study

The entire study involved two weeks of observation
of reading lessons in a Grad; 1 classroom. After
three days had been spent observing and establishing
rapport, the researcher held a private interview with
each subject. Each subject was asked to read orally

and then answer the questions from the Children's

Concept of Reading Strategies Questionnaire. On the

final day of the study, the Teacher's Concept of

Reading Strategies Questionpaire was administered to

the classroom teacher. This questionnaire was left
until the last day so the teacher would not be unduly
affected by the study's emphasis and attempt to

change the usual strategies she employed when



02

teaching. .

The lncirviow

Rapport had been eatablished with the children in
the classroom for several days before any interviews
were conducted. Each 1nt6;;1ow was conducted privately
q5 a room separate from the classroom. The interviews
lasted approximately ome-half hour and were tape
recorded. About one-half of the children were present for
several sessions over the period of two weeks, as this

was necessary to obtain sufficient miscues to analyze

their reading strategies. However, the Children's Concept

of Reading Strategies Questionnaire was always

administered at the first session following approximately
ten minutes of oral reading. It was administered after
the oral reading so reference could be made to actual
instances in the passages in order to help the children
respond to the questions. 'Miscue’', a technical term
used in reading theory, is applied to a reader's
divergences from the written text. The term 'miscue’
was devised as an alternative to the negative
connotations of the term 'error' since reading is a ris%-
taking process and can never be miscue free (Smith, 1971).
it is believed that miscues serve as "windows" '.'L
(Goodman, 1972) on the rcad‘., strategies employed by
readers.

The data on children's actual reading strategies was

acquired by having them orally fead selected passages from
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the Standard Reading Inventory (Form A) until thetr

{nstructional level was established. Once this level was
established, the children continued to read further passages
at this level from the §tandard Reading Inventory (Forwm B),

the Gray Standard Reading Inventory (Forms A and B), amd the

Silvarol!{ Reading Inventory (Forms A, B, and C) until at

least 20 miscues were made. It was essential to obtain all
miscues at the child's instryctional level because ilocuco,
and therefore strategies, might differ at the child'e

frustration level in reading. Due to the attentiom spgn of
the children and the number of passages that had to be read
before a su

of the chil

cient number of miscues were collected, many
spent several sessions with the interviewer

over the of the study.

The in ewer began each interview by ogzln; "1°d
like you to read some stories to‘ me and as you read,

I'm going to mark everything you do right and everything
you do wrong on the copy of your story that 1 have here.

Do you understand? This {s story number ole." The

tape r;cordcr was already on when the chjld entered the
room. If an inquiry was wmade, the interviewer said hat

she had it on so she could remember how well the child read.
After the child read a 1§oty, the interviewer would play

it back so the child could hear his voice. The child was
put at ease with the tape recording session. ’

When thc)child had read enough selections to establish

his instructional level and provide a sufficient number
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}
of miscues for analysis, or after approximately ten minutes,

the interviewer ended the oral reading part. The

Children's Concept of Reading Strategies Questionnaire

thén followed. The interviewer started Sy saying, '"'I'd
like to find out some things about the way yoQu read.

Do you think you can help me?" At the conclusiom of

the questionnaire, the interviewer played back a small
portion of the interview, again allowing each subject to
hear his voice on tape and ensﬁring that the interview
had: in fact, been recorded. No writing of subjects’
answers was done during the pilot study. ;nltedd, all
tapes were transcribed at the end of each day when the

interviewer's observations could still be recalled.

Ciassroom Observational Guidelines

Two weeks were spent observing classroom reading
situations. Observation of the children and teacher was
made in differentr reading settings (teacher-whole class,
teacher-small group, teacher-individual, child-child
interaction, etc.) and for various situations (oral
reading, silent reading, reading instruction, teagher
expl;nation, teacher questioning). The observer took
detailed notes about the act}vigy, its duration, the
response mode, the specific skill emphasized, and
particularly information about the reading ;trategies
employed or expressed by the children and teacher. T@i@
description of classroom reading actigities was

supplemented by an examination gg’other factors.
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The total organization of each reading group was

investigated and information was collected on the

following:

1.

2
3.
4

The criteria used for forming the groﬁps. ‘

The seating arrangement of the groups.

"The allocation of time to the groups.

The teacher's instructional role with each

group.

The criteria the teacher used to select materials
(textbooks, audio, ’worksheets, etc.) for each
group. ‘

The use of classroom and library books by each
group.

The strategies emphasized in the basal reading
series of each group. ‘

The strategies emphasized by the teacher in

teaching each group.

Data Analysis

Three separate steps were involved in analyzing the

'data: (1) the categorization® of miscues, (2) the

categorization of interview responses, and (3) the
3

description of observed classroom interacting factors.

Categorization of Miscues

A modified Reading Miscue Inventory (Goodman &

Burke, 1972) was used to analyze each child's reading

<

b
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miscues. This system evolved from the Goodman Taxonomy

of Cues and Miscues in Reading (1965) and involves

classifying miscues at three linguistic levels; the
phoneme-grapheme or letter-sound level, the word or
morpheme level, and the syntactic (grammatical) or semnantic

(meaning level){ The Reading Miscue Inventory has been the

basis of recent studies which have tried to analyze
cgildren's reading miscues qualitatively (Weber, 1970;
Shandling, 1970, Cromer & Weiner, 1966; Barr, 1972). Early
analyses of errors was done quantitatively and only quite
recently did researchers begin to analyze errors

qualitatively. The Reading Miscue Irventory is one of the

few formal tests that provides qualitative analysis of
errors in order to ascertain the reader's actual strategies.
The following types of miscues were analyzed:

1. Substitutions - the reader says a different word

than the word in the text. .
Text Reader
Example: Dick jumps. Dick sings.

2. Insertions - the reader Qdds a word to the text.

Text Reader

-

Example: Dick jumps. Dick jumps up.

3. ﬁisprbnunc}ations‘— the reader mispronounces the
word\ip‘éhe text thus producing a nonsense word.

3‘: " d | Text : Reader

Exgmple: Dick jumps . Dick iaggg-

4. Non-Response - the reader hesitates for at least

EX
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five seconds and either skips th% wor@ or says he

4
does not know that word. o

Text Reader

Exanple: Dick jumps. Dick

Omission - the reader leaves out a word but does

)
not hesitate for five seconds.

~

Text Reader

Example: Dick jumps away. Dick jumps

. Pf the jne questions that are to be asked of a

miscue &iﬂfﬂ}ng to the Goodman & Burke Reading Miscue

() 10 4

Inventory, 1972), four questions were deleted as they did

not provide particularly useful information for the present

study.

These questions involved categorizing the miscues

according to dialect, intonation, grarmatical fggftion, and

4.

meaning change. An explanation of why each c_a;ﬁ;ry was

deleted, follows:

1.

Dialect - ne subject involved in the study had a
regional or social dialect which was responsible
for the subject's miscues so this category was
deemed unnecessary.

Intonation - While pitch, stress, and junctyre

are important, they do not provide much
information on actual strategies at the Grade 1
level so it was considered unnecessary to focus on
intonation. .,

Grammatical Function - the category of Grammatical

Acceptability provided sufficient information
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cconcerning whether a miscue fits within the
syntacttgbarganization. _Thus, the more specific
inform;tibn of Grammatical Function was not needed
because it overlapped the former category.

4. Meaning Change - Semantic Acceptability #nd Meaning

Change overlap as well. For the purpose of this
study whether the miscue changed the author's
intended meaning did not seem as important as
whether the miscue made sense. Grade 1 children
might not understand the former but should be
capable of the latter from their knowledge of
language. >
The remaining five categories which were employed to
analyze miscues made by suBjects in thié study are now

briefly descxibed (see Table 4).

1. Graphic Similarity - the reader's miscue bears a

A
direct physical resemblance to the actual word in

‘the text.
Text v Reader
Examples : talk talked
potion portion

2. Sound Similarity - the reader's miscue is directly

-

related to the sound letter associations he has
made.

Text Reader

Examples: west vest

lave lathe
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- Table 4

!

Hod1ified Reading Miscue Inventory Coding Sheet

¢

Reader _ Date Selection

Teacher Class School

Miscue Number

e Reader
a &
g =
L)
o~ g
30
o
3 =
oBa
Boo o
e Text
~
o]
= Graphic Similarity
<

Sound Similarity

Correction

Grammatical Acceptability

Semantic Acceptability] v
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Correction - if a reader corrects himself after a
miscue, this behaviour gives an indication of how he is
processing information and whether he is looking

for sfntactic and semantic gcceptability.

¢

Text Reader

Example: He ran away fast. He ran away far.

(e)
fast

Grammatical Acceptability - this category determines

whether the miscue fits within the organization of
part of the sentence, the whole-sentence, and in

relation to preceding and subsequent discourse.

Text Reader
Exanple: Gorillas eat people. Grapes eat people.

acceptable:
not acceptable:Gorillas eat people. Going eat people.

Semantic Acceptability - the miscue makes sense at

either a part-sentence, whole-sentence, or discourse
\

level.
Text Reader
Example: She dug in her She dug in her
acceptable: flower garden . flower bed.
not acceptable: She dug in her She dug in her
flower garden. flower garbage.

Inter-Rater Reliabil’.ty

All miscues of the 12 children involved in the study were

analyzed by another gater to establish theifeliability of thke

measuring inst ' There was perfect agreement between the

two raters with res to the classification of each miscue.
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Categorization of Interview
Rolgonlcl

After all responses were recorded on the Children's

Concept of Reading Strategies Questionnaire, protocol

sheets were rechecked with the tapes. The author recorded
the 12 responses for each question on one sheet. Through
examining these individual responses, categories emerged and
the responses were then classified for each group according
to the particular questions' categories. The patterns that
emerged after this further classification are described

in Chapter 4. The answegs to the Teacher's Concept of

Reading Strategies Questionnaire will then be examined and

compared as well,

Description of Observed Classroom
Interacting Factors

The patterns that emerged from the Children's Concept

of Readiqa_§tratgg§gs Questionnaire were compared with each
of the following:
1.' The children”s actual reading strategies as
analyzed by the Reading Miscue Inventory (Goodman
& Burke, 1972).

2. The reading strategies which the teacher discussed

in the Teacher's Concept of Reading Strategies

Questionnaire.

3. The actual reading strategies that the teacher
enployea in reading instruction.

4. The other observed cltroom interacting factors
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listed in the observational guidelines.
Summar

Two weeks were spent observing classroom reading
situations during which time the observer took detailed notes
about the activities, their duration, the response mode, the
specific skill emphasized, and particularly information
about the children's and teacher's reading strategies.
During this time, six low achievers in reading and six high
achievers in reading were selected by the classroom teacher
and were interviewed by the researcher. All subjects read
orally so their instructional reading levels could be
established and their reading miscues could be analyzed.
Afterwards, the children answered the questions on the
Children's Concept of Reading Strategies Questionnaire. At

. b J
the end of the study the teacher answered similar quesdtions

for the researcher. Both questionnaires had been tested
and revised during a pilot study. Informal discussiomswith
the children and the teacher were used to interpret and
clarify their comments and strategies. Chapter 4 presents
the findings of the actual classroom observations,
interviews, and the analysis of the children's oral

reading.



Chapter 4

ANALYSIS(AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

This chapter has three main sections. The first
section presents g summary of the children's verbalizations
about reading Strategies. To aid clarity, the findings
for each question are presented in the form of bar graphs.
A brief introduction to these graphs highlights the trends
that were observed. (Further discussion of these findings
1s incorporated into the third section). The second
section discusses the children's actual reading strategies
which the analysis of miscues provided. This discussion is
supplemented by individual and group percentages for each

part of the modified Reading Miscue Inventory. The third

section discusses patterns that emerged when the
classroom interrelated factors were examined and actual

examples are cited for 1llustration whenever helpful.

Children's Verbalizations about Reading Strategies

The results of the Children's Concept of Reading

Strategies Questionnaire are pPresented on the following

Pages. Each group's responses are summarized on a bar
graph beside the main question asked so comparisons can be
made. Upon examining these results, two trends emerged.
First, the limited nature of the low group's concept of

53
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Lov Ashievere Nigh Ashiovere

1. New do you know
what & stery will
be adbout bdefore
you ®ead {t?

haber of Respomees
” w
thamber of Nespenses
>

Title
Pleture
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Pletwre

-~

Low Achievers Nigh Achfevers

2. Do you look at
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you resd?

L B

Samber of Lespeonses
» (¥ ]
amber of Responses
»

-

Yoo

a 2 a

¢ .

Figure 1. Reeponees te children's sencept of reading strstegios questismmaire.
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Low Aehtovers Nigh Aehioverse

3. Do you read out
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[

Pigure 1. (continued)
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Pigure 1. (continued)
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. J
reading Strategies is demonstrated in their answers to

Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7, while the limitations of both
group's concepts of reading strategies can be seen in
Questions 5 and 6. Secondly, the responses to (/-
Questions & to 14 inclusive indicate, throuzn their
diversity, that the children seem confused about the
nature of effective reading strategies. Sometimes ;hé
responses of fhe high achievers were more meaningful, but
even with them, there was little consensus. Not only was
there a variety of responses among the subjects, but the .
responses of individuals were frequently inconsistent with
their other responses and the strategies they employed.

One question which deserves to be mentioned separagtely .
is Number 13. In Number 13 there is a dramatic division
between the two groups about whether or not their teacher
helps them to learn to read. Since most of the high
achievers say she does help while most of the low achievers
reply'that she does not, it seems that thé nature of

reading instruction must have shaped these beliefs and

needs to be investigated in relation to them.

Children's Actual Reading Strategies

After the miscues for both high and low achievers were

analyzed according to the modified Reading Miscue Inventory,

the patterns exhlbited by the two groups were found to be
quite similj (see Tables 5, 6, and 7). Both groups
relied primarily upon graphic similarity (sight-word
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approach) as their main cue and were reluctant to attempt
to identify wot‘ using sound similarity (phonic approach).
1f the sight-word approach was not successful, the students
usually tried no other strategy. When the phonic approach
was attempted, it was rarely successful. However, the
high group more frequently tried to use sound gimilarity
when graphic similarity failed to produce the desired
response ang this group was more capable of employing the
strategy.' ’ . '

This finding is hardly surprising since the method
employed in the classroom was almost exclusively a sight-
word aﬁptoach. Although subjects verbalized during the
interview that they should 'sound out words', in
actuality their classroom reading instruction focused on
this knowledge very little and in an isolated fashion.

This characteristic of their instruction may well account
for the fact that the children were not able, for the most
part, to apply phonic knowledge effectively when dealing
with unknown words.

It was found that both groups relied more upon
grammatical acceptability (whether a word's grammatical
function is appropriate in the particular context) than
semantic acceptability (whether a word makes sense in the
context) while reading. Yet, once again the high group was
more successful in employing these strategies. As a
group, they also used semantic acceptability more than the

" lower group. This would indicate they were attempting to
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‘make more sense out of what was being read. Because the
meaningfulness of reading was not stressed during classroom
reading instruction (discussion later), it seems that the
lower group is hardly aware of this aspect of reading '
while the higher group either through }revious experience
or the ability to gain insight into their activities,
views reading as slightly more meaningful.

Related to the slightly differenf emphases placed on
meaning by the two groups is the fact that all the subjects
in the high group employed some se%f-corrcction. whereas,
only half the subjects in the low group used this. If
one is looking for meaning and produces a miscue which
does not make sense, then an alternative will usually be
sought. But if one is merely saying the words without any
regard for meaning, self-correction is unlikely to occur.
Again, the lack of meaningfulness in the classroom reading
instruction may yell account for this situation.

To conclude, what most characterized both groups of
readers was the limited extent to which they could employ
various reading strategies. This led to the children
appearing confused about reading strategie’bthe£ther
group dealt effectively with unknown words and‘both groups
demonstrated reading strategies that appear to be directly
related to the sight-word a;proach taught in the
classroom. As well, both group%i;limited focus on meaning
may also be due to the nature e&‘;heir reading

instruction. Although the chifhren had the beginnings of
t

A’
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other strategies (e.g., phonics, context, self-correction),
these strategies had not developed well enough to have
become a constructive part of their actual reading.
However, the high achievers could integrate these other
strategies slightly more successfully than the low
achievers.

Numerous discrepancies appeared between the verbalized
and actual strategies of inéividuals in both the low and
high achievers in reading. The most prevalent one was
children saying that they would sound out an unknown word.
Few ever employed this strategy. Again, it seemed that
they were unable to integrate this with their sight-word

approach.

‘Interrelated Classroom Factors

The overall impression one had after investigating both
the children's verbalizations about reading strategies and
their actual reading strategies was how limited and inconsistent
these strategies actually were. These inconsistencies
were apparent in the teacher's verbalizations and actual
behaviour as well. Therefore, the starting point for the
discussion of interrelated classroom factors is the
teacher's own beliefs about reading strategies.

The following sections show the pattern that emerged
from the observation of classroom instruction which seems
to account for the development of these inconsistent reading

strategies.



68

Teacher's Beliefs about \
Reading Strategies

The teacher did not appear to have given much thought
to the actual reading strategies herself. Although she
occasionally mentioned reading for understanding,
both her method and verbalizations reflected more of §
decoding emphasis. She seemed uncertain about the
reading strategies she wished to encourage in the children

and why they were important. A few examples from the

Teacher's Concept of chgégg;Stragggigs Questionnaire
will help to illustrate these points. (R stands for
researcher. T stands for teacher). |

R: Should reading be a silent or oral activity, or
both?

T.- Both. The main reason is some children can
comprgpend easily silently but not orally. They
concentrate too much on the words.

Although the teacher believed that Grade 1 children
needed to practice oral and silent reading, her reasoning for
this seems faulty. The children should be able to
understand a story whether they read it orally or silently.
It is not quite clear either what the teacher meant when
she said "They concentrate too much on the words.'" Did .
this imply that the children should not be concentrating on the
the words? How would silent reading prevent them from
concentrating on the words?

Another instance of confusion between oral and silent
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reading follows:

T: . . . they do mouth the words and 1've tried to
stop that. Also, mine point to the words and the
others (teachers) won't allow that.

Many first grade children experience difficulty
internalizing speech so they frequently 'mumble’' the

words (subvocalize). The fact that the teacher has tried
to prevent subvocalizing shows she does not understand its
purpose as a stage of transition for many children and

she could be hindering the children's reading progress by
having them concentrate on this minor detail.

When the children were asked, '"Do you read out loud
when you read?”, all of the lower group replied that they
did. It seems that they thought of reading primarily as
an oral activity, even though oral and silent reading
seemed to be equally emphasized during the two week
observational period. Could it be that oral reading was
stressed much more during the first part of the year than
silent reading? If so, these children may have been having
difficulty making the transition from oral to silent reading
even though their teacher encouraged them not to "mouth the

words."” This could be true since the high achievers had
more varied responses. Or maybe by "out loud'" these
children actually meant subvocalizing or reading out loud
to themselves. Another possibility is that the low:
achievers really received little practice in reading

silently. Although they would be told to read a page
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silently in the reading group, mou of th-. chtltuq ntommw
glanced at the page and 1mdiatoly ui“‘a thn‘\hmdo oo*-"

- -

they could read orally for everyons. In reality,  littl ‘
silent reading occurred. ) . A oo
The following exchange again rofI;ctl ao\g..toncd
confusion. B
R: Do you encourage the children to look at each
letter as they read?
T: I would say when they begin oral reading . . . no.
I'm pretty big on sight reading, but this has it‘
place.
R: Why should children look at each letter?
T: It's important not to discourage them
initially . . . but later looking at each letter
has {ts place.
Did the teacher mean that reading is a two-stage process in
which one teaches sight-words and then teaches phonics?
Her first comment seems to indicate that. However, the
second comment was inconsistent. Perhaps she meant that both
approaches could be focused on at the same time. Even
after more prodding, the answer to this question was not
clear to the researcher or (it appeared) to the teacher.
(At this point it is worth noting that the teacher
responded hesitatingly to most questions asked and her
ansvers frequently seemed tentative or uncertain.)

In examining the children's responses, similar

inconsistencies are mirrored. When asked if they looked at every
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lettar when reading, five out @ +ix children in each
group believed they did, while & sixth said only {f the word
wvas not’\povn. (It @ 1nto£;lt1n; to note that {n each
case the sixth answver belonged to thq best reader in the
"pup.) When questioned as to why they would look at each
letter. all the high group said it was so they would know
the words while two children in the low group said it was
so they would kpow the letters. This indt€ates a low level
of understanding of the readimg process wh would lead
to developing liamited and inadequate o{-ttogtoo. When
questioned further on whether they needed to look at every
letter., all of the low group believed it necessary,
’vhorcas. only half the high group thought it essential.
| 'Iﬁo student who did not believe it was necessary to look at
éach letter had pcrhapl.dovolopcd more advanced ltf.togicl
(e.g.. sequentially chunking letters together into known
word parts or mose selective sampling pf graphic
,1pfornntion)'for reading. ¢
t Most of the children believed it necessary to look at
cvery‘;o?d as they read, thus denying any attempt to employ
coytcxa and sample graphic information more cffiéicntly.
The teacher was asked:
R- Do you emcourage the children to look at each
word as they read? .
T Yes . . . I guess so. ‘
R: Why?
T. 1I1f you don't look at each word, you may lose .o”~
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meaning. Even at the early stages, they're

learning about sentence structure.
Here the teacher seens unvertain. Then she quite
rightly says meaning "may'' be lost if one does not look
at each w?rd. However, her last comment goes _
-against what is kno;j'about children's language*ability and
reading. It is well-recognized that children's own
knowledge of the structure of oral language helps them to
read an&.not vice versa. _

The following question again probes to see if the
teacher encourages the children to predict or use context.
The response appears to indicate confusion on the‘part‘bf
the~klassroom teacher between using predicting as a
sﬁfzzzgy and using the sight-word method.

R: Do you ever have the chilMs what an

unknown word might be?

T fDefinitéiy yes. Sometimes from the topic I have
them remember from“eﬂmhple words. They remember
words better then.

Remembering words is not at all the same as predicting

. words. (Remembering indicates a sight-word apyroach.)
“Hhen'che children were asked what they did when they did not
* know i_wor&,‘not‘ourpriiingiy only one child from the high

achievers in'readinh menticned predicting in the answer

-

(Question 6). © - ° : .
» Sb-.tinnc “this uncéitainty about rcadin‘ strategies led

the tonchor to vatbalisc onn'thin; y.t act ina -

- w
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contradictory manner. |

R: Wﬁat do you do when a child does not know a word?

,T: 1 would like them to be able to recall. If they're’
reading well, they'll remember it.

In fact, what happened in the classroom was that, as soon
as a student hesitated, the teacher would say the uﬁinown
word. This action may account, in large part, for the
students' (both high and low achievers') reluctance and then
inability to use appropriate.;‘cdfag sti'keqt:a for
identifying unknown words on the ;eadi dls bresentpd
b§ the researcher.

From the examples cited, one can see that the
teacher's own beliefs about reading strategies appear
somewhat ﬁncertain and this uncertainty seems to be mirrored

in the students. This, and the fact that most of the low

achievers 1n reading did not believe that the teacher was

-

.Wping tw leam to rrd (Question 19 brihgs the

investigatl . to examine just what factors in the nature of

imstruction, promoted these views.

-

)¢
Educators recognize the need for students realizing

s
%£E£§§§ Purpose Estgblished
ading ’

purposes for reading. The purpo;es may be either of a

- general type as realizing the pyrpoae of the activity.in
its brosd.st scnne. e. g > informing. persuading, d
cntorteinia‘ or the purposes may be th‘ “”
putpoocs establishad for doin; s plkticu!ixqfoadtn. qyr
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activity. However, in the present study there seems to be a
lack of understanding of the purpose for reading among the
students. Rpading situations were routine and appeared to
have the narrow purpose of completing the task at hand. The
children were quick to realize this as some of their responses
on the questionnaire demonstrate their lack of understanding |
about the purposo; for. reading (responses to Question 11
and 12). ‘
The teacher herself did not appear to have a clearly
defined understanding of purposes for reading.
R: How important is oral reading?
T Very. | -
. R: Why?
T They need it ?or Grade 2. A lot of oral work is
done in Grade 2. They can read better silently
than orally my way. You can :;11 by watching
them.
The reason given for oral ‘reading seems narrow and fot well
'thoﬁght out. How one can tell that the children read better
silently than orally merely by watching them, is puzzling too.
A similar example occurred one day after the teacher
Passed out the: children's spelling notebooks when she
'ihvisfd the students, "This is important as it will be on
the-t@its we have this month." The children were given
the justification that the reason for reading and .related
- aetivities was to pass s test. 'nure wvas a definite

qhuio on Gllo ends, not the -un. of ruding activitiu.
B . . 'p
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Such limited purposes as finishing the activity and going on
to the next page or the néxt pook were frequently
employed. '
Further examples from introducti®hs to various lessons
in language arts which were conducted by the teacper will
confirm the limited purpose of reading from which the
teacher Qas working. (S stands for student) .
Example 1: (The teacher was inttoducing an assignment in
the children's reading workbooks). .
T: Let's look at our workbooks - next page. ‘What do
you do, Jim? (Another student calls out Mnstead
of 2im). r
* You put ghe numbers in for each. ’
Y Alright. Do the next three pages.
As }é happens, e;ch page involved different directions,
but frequeﬁtly directions were explained only for the
first page of an assignment and more vportantly, the
teacher usually did not give a reason or purpose for
doing the pages in the first place. Nor was there ever
an attempt to explain how it fit into the greater scheme of
classroom work. It is possible that a purpose could have
/been established earlier in the yéar for such reading
activities, even if it was set upy rather implicitly, but
it seems that this is an area which requires further
investigation. During the time of this study, reading
activities were part of the daily routine and . the
children seemed to have no way of knowing((othcr than by

* . Shaa :
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.

using their dyn resources) what purposes they really held

or how they fit';nto a larger'instructional schene.

Example 2: (In the beginning of a creative writing lesson,
notebooks were passed out and the children were
told to sit down on the floor in front of the
chalkboard.) The teacher wrote the following:

Today the sun has finally come out. It makes me

feel .
(All the children read the words with the teacher.)

Then the .acher said, "Pinish that story in your

€ books." )

-

Example 3:

!

T¢ We're going to do some spellingy (The notebooks

» e

e then passed out.)

Y: We're able t print on one space only so leave ane.
space beé‘een each wor&!‘ .
(The children seemed uncbrtain? They. did ot #e lﬂ
appear to understand. The' teacher then pr%nted
an example on the board.) M

T: Oh, I forgot . . . some of you have books th
narrow liﬁes 80 use two lings if you de. (With
this the teacher began to dictate 20 spelling
words.)}

Example 4: (A new Wmit in the group's reader was being
introduced by the teacfur.) .

T: We're starting a new unit, This is a nonsense -

\55 o A
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poem. You look at the picture while I read the
poem. ®
S: We'want to read it! (with indignation).

T: Okay, All together. " (The teacher ‘tad expressively
while the group read quite quietly.)
Establishing such a limited purpose for reading seems

to have: £1gured very prominently in the children's concept

of rca‘ing strategies for neither group viewcd reading as a

very mefningful experience cially Questions 7, 11,

and 12). In their actu the failure to view ",

»

readinig as a meaning-see % may account in part

% for the

From glmcpt the class timetable (see Appendix C),
one can see that each subject has its leparate time and even
parts of one oubjcc guage Arts: spelling, creative
writing, and rudi have their own time slot:s. Not only ’
that but rca‘ing and comprehension have different times
to be taught. hading independently meant doing workbook
pages, reading wvith the teacher n.ant reading silently
then orally in the ruding group, while comprehension
meant being given a duplicatcd sheet with a story to read
aft%; which one fillod i.n thc blanks in \oontma

.nndcmeath the u:ory vich the correct vord In the two -
weeks lpont observing, these time .portob were adhered to -
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strictly whothcr one lesson was finished or not. 1f it was
time for the next lesson to begim, books were puy p\uy and
thn'nw l.cuon began. Usually thilmqnmt that the hlgh
reading group had been finished for Qane time and was
merely aaiting for the next lesson. However, books for
other lessons were not to b.c ‘taken out until Chat lesson
began. .
T: Tom, "y do you have that book? 'I‘h‘t wmatl &

, - . is" net be be brought out unless you dlk .
Nohody ever did ask. Consequently, much time vn cpenc by .
the high group chatti §¢out other things. On the other
hand, the low rcad},ng oup was never quite ready for the
next lesson 80 the.y upontﬁxtra time at recess completing
workbook pages. The middlc group was usually able to time
‘\e completion ‘of their work quit osely with the time
period allowed. However hawing 8 ‘ects ai)d even parts
of subjects taught o separately, the children might not be
able to‘rclate information from one subject to that of
another. Since the teacher did not §Pually integrate oy
‘the pieces, the children were left to' their own devices
for fitting thi‘{lgs ‘ogether .

The tcachct herself provided an instance of this lack
of integration: ’ ‘ R

) £: How vas phonicl taughtt +

' e
« T: One month or so and then I began some reading.
R: In what order was pho;i.cs taught}
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T: Liktin Working with Letters.
The first qu

tion was not \nc\ured. Apparently, the
'how' (the method) was not as important or not as well
“understood as the 'when' and the length of time required.
Phonics was taught ffl(&k‘9hqn reading bcgan Little
connection seemed to be made between the two The teaching
ot‘phonica followed the step-by-step introduction of

lettcr sgunds ndvocatoa by’ the workbook, Working with

Letters. This was not adapted. All children went through
a similar sequence. Alfhough the low achievers did know
isolated lottcr loundl and‘kn.u they were supposed to
'sound word. out', thcy hfh nnginteg;ated thig 1nforgat{9
well enough to be able tq’employ s as a reading ltt&tegf
The high a!li;vcrs were better able to integrate
‘*nformation themselves, but it seems that their reading
* instruction played a very small role in that integration.

Absence of a Consistent Criterion
of Good Riadig‘

R: What are the deficits of the low achievers?
T; Um . . . initial and final consonants . . . and
vowels . . . general difficulty with phonics.
R: What makes the higher achievers better?
i T: ... They're strong readers. They can interpret
a'story. It's not jus; factual.
R: wha._t.inport:mt things do the chil_drm in the low-
group need to learn about reading?
T: Fluency ...'. not to be inhibited.



80

R: What important things do the children in the
high group need to learn about reading?
T: Some need comprehension. Some need fluency.

The teacher's concerns fot; the low achievers include

phonics and fluency and no mention is made of

understanding while the concerns for the higher achicver'

do not include phonics but strees comprehension and

4 fluency. The fact that the high achievers are better

" a

resders the teacher attributes to their understanding

not just of actual events in a story, but R their

*q;‘u‘liCy to interpret these events. The ability to

, interpret is valued in the high achievers, but the

wteacher's aim seems to be making certain the low achievers

L |

can decode quickly. The teacher appears inconsistent * P

about her own criterion of good reading. Does she believe

the low group is capable of b.coding but not of

understanding? A further statement appears to confirm

tins

.~ The teacher said that when children begin to read

"i{t's hard to both read and understand.'" So, does the

tdachor mean one should settle for one or the other ainm
~since both together - decodin; and c”din; - are
too difficult? Or does thc teacher mean that she views

reading as a two-stage learning process in which one

first learns to decode (identify words) so that

comprehension can then follow? It is impossible to

say.

-

The two greups of readers reflect a similar
(
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discrepancy when asked "What do'good readers have to
know?'" In replying to this, the emphasis in the low
achievers was on speed. Half the children said that good
readers must read quickly. None of the low achievers
m’htioned that understanding what is read is important but
half of the group reflect the teacher's cmphani. on
flu.ncy or, as they call it, 'speed'. 1In the high
achievers, two children said ¢Mat good readers must
understand what the atorion are about. This is in marked
contrast to the lownr‘;roup. Also, none of the NMigh
achievers mentioned speed, instead they emphasized that
good readers must know the words. So, some children in-
cach. group reflect the differing emphases which the

teac¢her believes is necessary. However, although';herc

is a division between the two groups, this aim has not

been reflected consistently within each group, nor . - .
for that matter, has it been coqiintcntly reflected in '
individuals. ‘

Speed was frequently emphasized with the low
achievers as the following dc.cription of a portion of
a lesson will dcnonstra:Q. : o

(Reading loss;na with\tho teacher consisted of all the
children beinc asked to read each vage silehtly. Then
this w;; follouaé by one child being chosen to read the page
orally to the group). T
T: Read the Page to yoursslves. See how quickly

You can read it. (Mast of the children merely
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glanc:d at the page and raised their hands
immediately eo indiqate thoy had fimished.)
I've got qagh.falt roadotl here today. (The
teacher had responded with Praise when 1t
seemed quite apparent that the children had not .
even read the page silently.)
(q,ually when children read in their reading
group to the teacher, each child s lected
to read one page. However, one child in the
lower group was an especially slow reader.

Py Aftex .prodding him onwards several times,
the teacher finally stopped him half way through
reading the page.) Then the teacher told the

’ T: Alex is not concen §. You concugue Hary e
. ¥

Alex sccncd to be roading as fast al he could ,

-, .7 “ay s
and appeared to be ltruggling to koep up even the
’

slower pace he had set.)

Speed was not mentioned to the high achievers during the
observation period, although a couple of the children dig
read quite slowly. i}

Understanding stories was not stressed with either
group of readers and this may account for the low
Percentages both groups obtained on the category of semantic
acceptebllity on the magified Beading Miscue Inventory.
Sti}ll, tg high achievers were sometines asked more

phnllg.‘ll' questions about stories than the lov achievers.
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The questions asked the latter tended to be f‘ctual and
often referred to a picture while the questions asked the
former were frequently of an inferential, rather than
liberal or !actuai type. An actual instance of each type
will be cited.

Low Achievers: T
(The‘ototy was tle Red Riding Hood.)

T: What {s Little Red Riding Hood wearing? (The
answer was in the picture.)
High Achievers:
T: What do you think this poem will be about?
Where do you think 1t might take place? . . . Why?
It does seem that the latter form of questioming woula S
otimulatc:’orc active partiéipation and higher level ,
thinking.thnn the former, yet it was infrequently employed
with the high achievers and rarely, if ever, employed with
the low achievers. This might mean that the teacher
believed the students must master factual questions before

progressing to questions of an inferential nature.

Smith (1975) has said tgat one does not know lomthing[

well until it can be expressed well. _ The teacher's ¢
inconsistent wasner would seem to indicate that_ »

she may not really understand what she is doing

very well. Since the teacher seemed uncertain of

a criterion of geod reading, it is qucotionablc hpw T ?{

helpful she could be in sncouraging t!’ E.‘“'
to the goall nccoloary for boco.ﬂn; lood
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Examples of good reading were not provided by ¢he teacher
by reading stories to the children, nor were ehildren who
read wel heomplimented and oncouu;od to read to ‘0 .hu.'
So when the children were asked, "Who 1. the r“'@t

in your class?" (Question 10), it was not su ghat

the answers, especially among the low i{ed -

tremendously. No special praise nor repri re given .
and the children were not very sware of h or paprly
they read. Most of the children believed were good

readers (Question 8). One of the few instances of praise
noted involved the teacher saying to one entire reading
groub, "You - some of you - you know who you are - did well
yesterday'. From this comment, any and all of the
children could believe that they were the ones who did well.
This comment, non-specific as it was, could help to
perpetuate vhatever ssading strategies each child was
.,\lrocgy employing. ..

Likewise, when the children were ukcd.c)"\ihat will you
have to do to read better?"”, (Question 12) the responses
for the two groups spread over four different categories
and there was little consensus on what reading better would
actually entail.

If the tescher had a well-defined criteriom of good
reading, this might have been reflected in both the
students'’ to.din. strategies and their verbalizations.
Ing:o.‘&-di“f&ntioﬁ ou”d‘%od a lti;tcgy for ;d-atttying
worda ud!n;-;ﬂaphic form and little else to support this.

4
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The u:adonu‘ vorlultuttono reflect such variability on the
criterion of .ood reading that one must conclude that this

Was probably not rctly preserit in the classroom.
‘.

P in the lementation )
m“ﬁn; er{es

R: How did you o“tct the reading series used .!or the

high and low achievers in reading? '

T: They were rscommennded by another Crade | teacher.

Although the Ginn Integrated Language Programme snd
the Nelson Language Development Reading Program were used
respectively, ss core materials for thc/ht;h-nd low
achievers {n reading, the teacher dig fot adhere to the
philosopity of ;lthor series. The Ginn Integrated Language
Program emphasiae? a total program of interdependent and
simultaneous activities: listening, speaking, resding, and

writing. It recommends wide use of language experiemce
charts, establishing a purpose for reading, ultrod;nctn. new
vocabulary in context, teadisg with umderstanding, end
stressing activities to tu.h‘.ut creativity and : . ‘
approciution A laxrge block of tims (ome soux M)S o
-inutn) is .mcwod for each roodul. lesson. U-lum .
would include a discussion, an oral reading, and g skills
'louon I.n;cr' } the day, rcl,tcd activities: R
music, vrttm; or acting may follou-\np ﬂn b otw

’
/

lessom. .
Teachers, necessarily, modify end edapt

reading materials to fig both their ewn teashisg style
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and the !xeeds of their students. However, the clauroom'ﬁ
teacher in question did not seek to modify the

reaqing series. The teacher bglieved‘rhe was following

it closely when, in reality, she was not. The students
sequeﬁtially read'égch story in the reader, *one pexr
day, both silently and orally in their reading group.
Then the appropriate pnéeo in the workbook were done ‘
as seatwork. Independent and simultaneous activities
did not poceur. No language experiegce charts were used.
There seemed to be an absence of any egplicig purpose
for reading. ﬁew vocabulary was always introduced in
{solation and the 15 to 25 minute blocks of_ time

arranged. for reading lessons were not sufficient for

any discussions or follow-ups to be done.

The second geries employed, the Nelson Language

Development Program, stresses the relationship of

reading to thinking. The program is planned with the
individuality of both teachers and students in mind.
It suggests that activities such as language

experience chafts-should be integral to the program but
should not be dominated by the teacher:. It also says
that the workbooks are best used to strengthen skills
while the ;eacher provides additional practice and
makes certain that the students upderstand. Using
contzxt and introducing words in context is stressed as
well.

Again, although the teacher followed some of the
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questioning suggested in the guide book, the program
consisted only of reidin; the 'stories and doing the seat-~
work included in the workbooks. At no time Las cxt;a
explanation or prnctiﬁijgiven to new skills introduced in
the workbook and no other seatwork was provided. There was
no individuality as the program luggé;ts because all
children followed exactly the same sequence. ;ords wvere
always introduced‘in 1solation while predicting from
context wdq never employed. Linguage experience charts and
ochr activities were not used.; The reading lesson itself
was teaéhgr-dominated. /

From\thio. one concludes that although two;different
. reading series were employed in the classroom, the teacher
did not use them any Qifﬁerently. Both groups of students,
the high achievers in reading and the low achievers in
reading, were.taugﬁt by the same method (the sight-word
. approach) only in sevirate reading series. It appears
both from examining the children's reading strategies and
their verbalizatianp, that this limited method was

inadequate, especially for the needs of the low achievers

in reading. (See the responses to Question 13 on the

Children's Cgncept of Reading Strategies Questionnaire.)'
- r - "

Desciiggiops of keadin; Instruction

This final section describes actual instances of
claséropm.:eading instruction in which the reader will find

the patterﬁ just discussed which has led to uncertainty about

\

reading strategiles.

» .
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It was 9 :05 a.m. on a ’muday norning All of the
children were o.atcd in their rcading groups, The

high and low groups received no instruction. They

automatically o$¢ned their rohding workbooks to do tboir

corrections from the previous day while the middle’ rcading

'group, seated on the floor in fromt of the chalkboatd wvas

with ghe teacher. The tcacher wrote the vocabulary fer

the ,nl story on the board&: were, ‘real-,' ears, -faces. '

T: Tﬁese ;re wordl‘ypﬁ may not know. Let's rc;d
them together. [The chiidrgn read the 1ist of
words with the teacher. Several children were
apparently lip reading.)

T: Look at the picture; How does the ﬁoy look?

S: Sad?

T: Read the first page to ydu;selves. (Only sqcondq
passed before hands waved madly iﬂ the air. One
child was theg selected from the 'hand wavers' to-
read the page orally while the other children |
followga.along; The teacher corrected all
miscﬁes.) ~ N L~

T: Read the next page silently. (A few seconds
elapsed before children again waved threir hands
in the air.) Who'd like to read that? (Several
children called out and one was chosen to read the
page for the others. All miscues were again

corrected.) Did they get anywhere asking -
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quastions in the story? '\s

S: ' Nol (Chorus of voices). o
' 'r \(fn! r,dniqdot of the story was completed using
the same formst. Then the children were told to '.
takc\;Zt their uorkbookl ) ﬂhat you have to do --
are you followin;? - is read pa.ol 30, 31, and 32
{ very, vnty carefully. Raad a" anlv!r g‘r
’ questions. 'm. answers aron t tho!o

This concludcd thc middlo group's rcnding lcl.on wiile it
was in progresg most of the low reading group were chatting
quietly, .one was walking about and two were trying |

to do theirQwofkbook correctionl but were having obJ{ouo
-difficulty One persop in the hi&ﬂ tcading group was |

- working in her phonicn workbeok uhilc all the others (who

had few or no corrections) were having a discussion about
\ .

» , .
. height. This pattern usually occurred when groups were not

directly working with the teacher because free time
activities were not cncouragod and there were no library
books in the classroom.. Finally, all og the children were
.told to line up tq go to the televiafon T r th

regular programme, Read Along."

-

At 9:45 a.m. the children returned from the television
room 'and the lqu feading group's lcnon begn Again the
teacher printed new vocabulary on the chalkboard.

T: Read these new words together. (The vords were

read.) Read the story's title. (It was read.)

-Look aé the picture. What time of year is it?



(Scmebody answared.) How da you Wow? (A
reason was given.) Read the first page d’
yourselves. (Then the teacher ca‘ilod upon a
student to read ;tally. Most of the $511a;.n had
not finished reading the page. One child had
barely bcgﬁn and even had trouble follbwin; along
as the page vas read orally. At this poiht'tho
teacher walked awvay _frqn. the group to answer ‘

, quostiéhl in the other reading groups. The rest
of the story was finished in the ssme manner. .As
with the middle reading group, the teacher
cJ;;ocbcd all miscues when she was with the group.
When the story had been rcad: the children took
out their workbooks,withoﬁt having to be told and
turned to the 'next' page.) ‘

T: Circlé or print ihe correct wore fgr two pagcs.'

Then underline the ;entende or sentences that

mntéh each picfurevup on thé‘next. ‘
With that, the teacher merd to the high tcadiﬁg group's
table. It was 10:00 a.m. Eﬁactly the same proco&urc was
followed. Sight-words were placed on the chalkboard to be
rea& together. The children read oacQ page silently and one
child was chosen to rcadforally.- Sever;l questions werxe
asked b§ the tegchet’as the;story progresc‘F and all
miscues were corrected. |

- For example: = student text ~ teacher

’

shattering chattering chattering

‘4



' ’ ' )r \ .’1

stydent SeXt °  teacher
trumble tumble tumble
boy K boys " boys
wvhat ' wh,n when
dowmn * up . up

The first two miscues wgre made by a chil'd with a speech
1npodintn£. He cduld read the words, but was unable to say
them correctly. The ncxt'thr:L miscues did make sense in the
story. At the end of the readihg session, workbook pages were
assigned. Then 81 the children were lined up for recess:
) The overall impression one has about the morning's
reading leononl‘t‘ that they moved 11;;3 quickly. The
amount of time and the placing of the tiﬁe a{lotto@ to each
reading group was c;rtainly to the low reading group's |
disadvantage. During the first half hour, they tried to
correct workbook crgori from the previous day with no
assistance bei%§ giv;n. When it finally was their turn
to read, the period spent with them was less thap that spent
with each of the other two groups. Approximately 15

' minufes was spent with tHe lqw group while the middle group
and high group usually had about 25 minute feading lessons
with the teacher. )

From this example it can be seen that all groups were |
taught by a cimilar sight-word approach. Perhaps
this lead to the low achiever 8 bclicf that the
teacher was not helping them to learn to read ¢

(Question 13). The nnthod employed seemed inappropriate
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o .
for them and instead of receiving extra'instruction, they

actually received less than the high achievers.

To pursue this point futthgr. an instance of a lesson
with the low achievers involving workbook corrections will
be do?cribcd. Usually the children did their workbook
corrections independently the day after the teacher had
checked them. However, because the low roadiég group had
more difficulty than usual with page 71 in their “We Can
Read Mr. Whiskers' workbook, the following correction

session occurred:

(The story on page 71 was read together out loud by
thq entire reading group. Then they proceeded to do the
six que|£iono at the bottom of the page.)

T: Read Number 4 toggther. Where did he go?

S: To play with some boats.

T: What did the duck say in Number 2?7 (A lcudo:z

from the higher group interrupted to say he cabld .

not find the workbook page.) Go to your desk.

(There was an interruption from another group.

The teacher answered the question and the

correction session contimued. Two more questions,

Numbers 1 and 3 were answered and an interruption

from another reading group occurred. The teacher
_this time told the student she would be with him

in a moment. The final two questions, Numbers

5 and 6, were read. Then the teacher concluded

the session.)
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T: 1If all of those are now correct, give yourself a
check - a nice, neat, small, little check.
The correction session, conpll;o wgth interruptions, too
less than 10 minutes. The 1ntorrupt1¢;n- gluring the lesson
were distracting and the teacher handled them -
inqgnoiltcntly. The answers to questions were not
- dischssed, were wrong answers explained. In fact, the

aim of the session seemed to be to get cheche the

l;'IO\l that a

experiencing some difficulty with the instruction:

page, not to understand.
Two other lessons are briefly describe

the children, especially the low achievers, were

Example 1:

(This lessort introduced compound words. All of

the children we seated on the floor in front of the

chalkboard while the| teacher sat in front on a chair.)

T: Can anyone tell me what a compound word is?
(Silence . . . finally one hand went up .) Yes?

S: Mailbox.

T: That's right. Can you name any others? (Three
of the high achievers in ré&&ing'raincd their
hagds while the other qﬂ’ldrcn looked blank. The
teacher pointed to cachvin succesgsion and
received more examples.)

S: 1Into.

Something..



Mailbox. (Th;qboll reng for diemissal and the
lesson ended at this point.)
Example 2:

(This lesson introduced the children to duplicated

comgrehension sheets.) .

T: Let's read this together. (The high achievers in
reading easily copid with the words and format; the
middle group had some difficulty; but the low
achievers in reading struggled, Now fi11
the words in the blanks underneath the story. (A
hand went up.)

S: What do you mean?

T: (Noticeably irritated.) Look at the picture. What
are the jobs QO;s do? (Nobody else asked foros:lp.
All students filed back to their desks. For half
an hour the chzldren kept their sheets. The high

| achieveys finished quickly while the dow i?hicvor-
) > chatt;d. daydreamed, or bocl’. diocourg(&d for they
could not read the sheet to find the answers.) ' ~,

T: Finished or not put the sheets up on my desk.

In these descriptions of actual clas;;oon instruction,
the sources of the confusion about reading strategies (the
teacher's confusion aﬁout roading‘stratggico. the limited
purpose established for reading, the lack of integration of
content, the abserice of a caqaistcnt criterion of good
reading, aﬁd problems in the implementation of the reading

series) can be seen.
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TWis chapter has presented ths findings related to

\

three areas: the children's verbalizstions about reading
strategies, the childgyen's .cfual reading strategies, and
classroom tntorrd‘ctad factors.

The verbalised concepts of roadtné strategies of both
low and high achievers were not notable for the diversity
' between the two growps but for the comflicting responses
exhibited by individuals in the groups. Two owerall
characteristics emerged. PFirst, there was consideradle
confusion about the nature of effective reading strategies.
Second, the children's concept of reading strategies wvas
limited. So, classroom reading instruction needed to be
investigated -ince it can be assumed that it was a major
factor in promoting the students' beliefs and actual
strategies.

The pattern of actual reading strategies exhibited by
both the low and high achievers was surprisingly similar.
Both groups relied heavily upon graphic similarity as their
main cue and other strategies, being rather 1n¢onliot¢nt. wvere
not well integrated. The main difference bogytcngtho two
groups was that the high achievers did integrate reading
strategies better than the low achievers so they employed
self-correction and semantic acceptability more.

In the third section on interrelated classroom

factors, a pattern vhich emerged from the observation of
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| classroom {astrustion and vhish seamed to sssownt for the
dovelopmeat of theee Mumt resding strategies was
descrided. This wnsertainty sbout reading etrategies wee
attridbuted to un sources: the tucbu s own uncertainty
about reading uuuﬂu. which was utmod to the
children, the limited purpose establishdd for readimg, the
lack of integration of comteat, the absence of a ocomsistent
criterion of §o0d reading, and prodlems’ in the
tsplementation of the reafisg sertes. Since the teacher
who participated in the study wes recognised as dbeing
competent, the findings would seem to indicate that teacher
" education may not .bo preparing teachers adequately for
their claseroom roles. '

Chapter 5 will help summarisze, chri.fy and extend
these findings. ' | '



the msin !W"‘ conslusions, reccumendations fév

further vessereh, and implleations for instruction.
- e
The purpose of this study was to tigate Grade )

children's concepts of reading strategies and to see how
these h.(c'togtu hed been shaped by claserocm factors.

The sample consisted of six low and eix high achievers in
reading from one classroom in am Alberta school board. Tweo
weeks were spent observing reading situstioms in the
classroom and taking detailed notes. Each child from the
sample wvas also privately interviewed. TFiret, the

Standard Reading Inventory ves employed to establish the
child's m:tuctupnl reading level and was supplemented

by the Gray Oral Resding Test and the Classyecy Resding
Inventory to provide at least 20 miscwss at this level.

Second, the Childyen's Concept of Reeding Strgtegies
Questionnsire was administered. Miscues were subspquemntly
analysed and questiocmnaire responses were tabulated and
categoriged. Then all data collected ves exsiined and the
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pattern of reading strategies which relied heavily upon the
éraepic similarity ;aught in éhe classroom ?Qgh;-wdrd method.
The children were reluctant to figure out unknown words.

When encountering such words (phonics was infrequently

. q
employed) both low and n}gh achievers usually acted uncertain,

and were rarely able to identify~thém. Since the children |
rarely tried to predict unknown words from sentence context,

’meaning did not appear to be a cue on which they focused.

Research Question 3

Is there any difference between the verbalized and actual
réading st;ategies’of low achieving and high achievinglv
readers?

Firstly, theré were numerous differencéﬁ between what
bofh.groups verbalized and the actual strategies .*

they empioyed. The best exampl& of this comes in Question 6

when the children are asked, ''What do you do when you do

not know a word?" Although all children in both groups

said they would sound the word out, few of them ever did.

Instead, fhey continued to guess what the word was from its

graphic similarity to other words that they already knew.
Secondly, the reading strategies (both verbalized and

actual) of the two groups of readeks were different more

in degree than kind. Both groups held limited and inconsistent

notions 6f reading strategies, although the high achievers

had managed to gain slightly more insight and were able to

mention more strategies, and occasionally, more relevant
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strategies than.the low achievers. In actual reading
situations, both groups exhibit" a similar pattern of
reading strategies. However, the high achievers more

successfully integrated a broader repertoire of strategies.

Research Question &

How do classroom factors shape these reading

strategies? -
The observation of classroom reading instruction

Suggests'thag the children's confused concept of reading

strategies had developed frggjﬁdve main sources. The

first source and by far thengbst influential, was the

classroom ;eacher's uncertain concept of reading

strategies which was mirrored in the children. The

second was the limited purpoée established for réﬁﬂing in

the classroom. The purpose, which was usually implicit

not explicit, did not imply that reading was A meaning-

seeking process. Third, the lack of integration of content

meant the children were left to their own resources when

relating information. Fourth, there was no consistent

criterion of good reading eséﬁblished in the classroom so

the children seemed uncertain about the goals to which they

should aspire. Fifth, in implementing both reading series,

the teacher had not apparently employed the philosophy and

aims of the series.
.

Recommendations for Further Reseérch

=

Since a 'holistic'.research approach yields abundant
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and probably more useful and accurate data, it seems that
there is a need to focus on this approach in future
research.  Such methods as ethnography, ethnomethodology,
and phenomenology could be used ﬁore'frequently and a
continual effort could be made to improve these methods and
develop betrer research designs. Two ways of improving
reaearch uélng these research orientetiohs would be to (1)
increase the length of observation and (2) to include more
and different factors in, the research

(1) Longitudinal studies that would produce more
infdrmarion on‘the actual “development of reading strategies
are needed. Studies starting at the beginning of Grade 1
and continuing for several months and studies investigating
the children's concept of reading strategies at the end of
Grade 1, Grade 2, and Grade 3, would be useful.

(2) Future research could be broalened to include
parents (their beliefs about reading and how these have
influenced their children's concepts), children outside of
school (a survey of their out-of-school reading strategies
and reading habits), and children's reading in other 1’“
subject areas.

Since all reading in the present study which was used
to assess reading strategies was oral reading, silent
reading needs to be examined as well. This could be done -
through children vetelling passages which have been read,
by observing how students congistently use meaning derived

from their reading (e.g., in discussions and activities)
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or through the use of protocol analysis.

The present study indicated that’the teacher's own
- belief system was Probably the most important factor which
shaped the children's reading strategies. Also; the main
difference between the low and high achievers in the study .
seemed to be their ability to integrate information from
the three cue systems. Both of these factors and the
influence of.differcht types of instruction on reading
strategies all require furthgr,investigation and should be

13

included in future research.

Implications for Instruction

-~

From the_findings and conclusion of this study, the
following implications are suggested: \

(1) Since both low and high achievers' verbalizations
about reading strétegies seemed uncertain, this would
indicate the need for teachers to be more aware of the
student's concepts of reading strategies and to use this
knowledge as an aid in ensufing that students develop
broad, well-defined concepts of reading strategies which
focus on reading as a meaningful activity. oA

(2) The main difference between low and high
achievers' actual reading sérategies seemed to be not in
the type of information processed, but in how successfully
it was processed. As with studies by Clay (1968),
Biemiller (1970), .Goodman and Burke (1972), the present

study found that the difference between the two groups'
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reading.stratcgicl lay in how well the otuéontl 1nt‘krat‘ﬁ
information from three cue systems. This finding should
be known to teachers as it seems to provide a major
reason for the low achievement of éortain.goader-f

(3) Teachers qhould be aware that ‘1!"*0nt
instructional methods produce cifferengAggﬁe;ptl of
reading str;tegies,and both method and m;torials sﬂould be
chosen (and if necessary, ﬁﬁdificd) to iccommlioh their
qbjectives. | ) |

(4) The questionnaires, comﬁlemented in th}d’;:hdy by
a modified.analysis~of qtupents' giécues, were employed to
provide information on Both‘children's and teachers'
concepts of reading strategies. This would secmygo be a
useful tool to be QSed by classroom teachers ‘hunw"A
aLtempting to analyze the effectiveness of thdgr ’
instruction and, the children's concept of reading
strategies which developed.

(5) The results of ;his study support Barr and Duffy's
(1978) thesis_that the most significant factor in’reading
JAnstruction is not th¢ method or the materials but the
teacher's own belief\sy ém. This conclusion points to
the necessity of developing preservice and inservice
programs that give teachers more insight into the reading
process (Stauffer, 1969). For, teachers do not need
specific directions which they must follow in the

classroom (since the appropriateness of such directions is

completely dependent upon the learner and the particular
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. instance at amp given time) but teachers need background »
information upon vhich instructional decisions can be

.. bdsed. -Tho’ft.ndinu. of this 'ougdi suggest that at the
Pt.‘..t‘lt time :;uchor education iny w:’t~ be adoqpat'cly
preparing teachers to make instructional decisions. As

Smith (1973) says:

Teachers are in fact trained not to think; . . .
Teachers in training are not always presented with
meaningful information which they can relate to what
they know already. Aather they are bombarded with
"facts". or prescriptishs to be summarily digested.
The subsequent utility of ideas in the classroom is
](.cuzg.g;:omidcution than the passing of examinations
P . - : .
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. APPENDIX A
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Children's Concept of Reading Strategies Questionnaire

1. How do you know what a story will‘be about before you
read it?
2 ¥MVYo you look at pictures when you read?
- Why or why not? .
~ - Should you use pictures to help you read?
3. Do you read out loud when you read?
- Do you need to read out loud?
- How else do people read? Why?
4. Do you look at every letter when you read?
- Why or why Hot?
- Do y& think you need to? /
5. Do yoh look at every word when you read?
- Why or why noté
- Do you think you need to?
6. What do you do when you db not know a word?
- Why?
- Is there anything else that.you can do?
7.’ How can y;u tell if ¥Zu make a mistake when you are
reading?

What do yod do when you make a misﬁake?

- Why?

Is it alright to make a mistake?

-

- Why or why not?

<«

8. Are you a good reader?

- Why or why not?



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

114
Does your teacher think you are a good reader? .
- Why_or why not? ’
Who is the best reade?ﬁin your class?
- Why? ’
What do good readers ha;e to know?
- Is there anything else? '
What ;ill you have td.do to read better? g
- Is there anything else?
Does your teacher‘help you.to learm to read?.
- What does she tell you to do? -
- Is there anything else?
Why does your teacher put children into dl.l.rent groups

to read?
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Teacher's Concept of Reading Strategies Questionnaire
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Teacher's Concept of Reading Strategies Questionnaire

How useful areypictures to the children as they read?

- Do you encourage the children to guebs informatipn
from the pictures?

- Is it good for the children to figure out wordéyﬁrom

%’ the picture?

Should reading be a silent or oral activity or both?

- Why?

Do yoﬁ encourage the children to look at each letter as
they read? ‘

- Why or why not? ’ ®

Do you encourage the children to look at each word as
they read?

- Why or why not?

Do you encourage the cMildren to use context as they
read?

- Why or why not?

- If so, how do you teach them to use context?

What do you do when a child does not know a word?

- Why? |

Do you ever have a child ggess whaﬁ an unknown word
might be? &v
“What do'you do when a child makes a mistake?

- Why? ‘ .

- Should all mistakes be corrected?

- Why?
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11.
12.
13.

14.
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. Who is the bclt‘rcadcr in the class?

- Why?

What are the most important things the low achievers

in reading need to learn?

What are the most important things the high achievers

in reading need to learn?

What‘aré the characteristics of the low achievers in
reading?

what are the characteristics of the high achievers in éﬂ
reading? ”

How d;d you place the children in reading groups?
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APPENDIX D

Sample Protocols g

Two sample protocols are given, one from a low achiever and
one from a high achiever in reading
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Subject 9 - Low Achiever in Reading

Researcher (R)

Student

1.

R:

w »n W nun X N W n x v W »n ™ »n ™™ 0 ? @ ?

(S)
How do you know what a story will be about before
you read it?
You read the . . . ah . . . title. You read in your
mind and then put up your hand.
Is there anything else?
No.
Do you look at pictures when you read?
No.
Wwhy not?
Because you might forget what word you're on.
Do you ever look at the pictures?
Yes.
When?
After I read.
wWhat do the pictures tell you?
I don't know . . . about the story?
Should you use pictures to help you read?
. yes?
Why?
(shrugs)

‘Do you'read out loud when you read?

Uh-huh.

Do you need to read out loud?



wn

mwmwmwmwmwmxmx

. (no roopona;)

How else do people read?

In their mind.

Why?

So they won't bug other people.
Do you mean that it's quieter?
Yes,

Do you look at every letter when you read?

Um-hum.
why? \.
So you won't . . . so you know the letters.

Do you think you need to?

Um-hum.

What would happen if y?é didn't?

You wouldn't know the letters.

Do you look at every word as you read?
Um-hum.

Why?

So you'll know all the words in the story.
Do you think you need to?

Um-hum.

What do you do when you do not know a word?
Sound it out.

Is there anything else you can do?

Tell your friend and they can help.

Is there gnything else?

No.
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How can you tell if you make a mistake when you are

reading?

The teacher says.

How do you know {f the teacher isn't there?
I don't know.

What do you do when you make a mistake?
Go back.‘

Why? '

(no response)

Is it alright to gake a mistake?
Um-hum. '

Why?

(no response)

Are you a good reader?-

Um-humn.

Why? .,

1 don't know.

Can you think of any reason?

No.

Does your teacher think you're a good reader?
Yes.

Why?

I don't know.

Who is the best reader in your class?

I don't know. '

Who do you think?.

Donny? -
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Why?

Because he gets his resder before tho other pooplo

at do you think ;oou réaders have to know?

How to read out loud.

Az Is there anything else?

12.

13.

14.

R
S
R
S
R:
S
R
S
R
S

R
S
R:
S
R
S:

R:

S:

No. |

Uh{} wvill you hnv;.to do to read better?

Road,a bit faster.

Iq'thnrc anything else?

No. -

Does your teacher help you to learn to read?

No. |

Has she ever told you ways Eo read better?

No.

What does she tell you to do?

She writes the words on the tdp of the board and
then she tells us. *
What does she tell you?

What the words are.

Is there anything ‘else?

We have to remember them.

Why does your teacher put childrcn into different

reading groups?

There isn't enough room. >

D6 you mean there isn't enough room at one table for
everyone?

Yes.
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.‘ R: Hov do you know what & story will be about before
you read it?

s: Because we used to read Mr. Muggs anq we still read
Mr. Mugge - okay?

R. How can you tell what this story ( pointing) will be
about before you read it?

S Jecause Joe is the namg of a person, I know it has
boy in it (pointing to title).

1s there anything else?
Well, the title.
Anything else?

The pictures.

Do you look at pictures when you read?

R

S

R

S

R

s: No.
R: Do you ever look at tbc pictures?

S: Yes, after.

R: Why?

S. Because I don't like just reading and turning the

pages. That's boring.

Do the pictures help you read?
Yeah. ) .
How?

9
when 1'm stuck on & word 1 look at the picture and

w ™ »n >

it shows me vhat the word means.

S\
R: Should you use the pictures to help you read?
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th veally. , .‘
Vhy?

It takes |80 much time.

Do you r;nd out loud when you read?

No. Not if I'm reading to myself. 1 just read in
my head. But 1if 1'm reading to my eister or Mam or
Ded 1 read out loud.

Why do you read in your head?

So 1 don't bother snybody.

Qo you look at cvcrzqiot:ot vhen you r;.d? : .
Yes, 1f 1 need to know the werds if I'm stuck on
then.

1f£ you aren’'t stuck, do you look at every letter?
No, 1 don't need to.

Why?

1 just quickly read the line of words.

Do you think you need to look at every lette??

No.

Do you look at every word whem you read?

Yeah. '

Why?

To know the words.

Do you think you need to? -
Yeah, VWhen I'-ln high school or grades two, thres
or four, 1 cam’y ask people what the words are!
Vhat 40 you do whell you do mot know & word?

I sound it out and if I cam't the teacher will help.
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Is there anything else you can do?

I could ask someoné to help me.

Anything else? L

(nods no).

How cap,you tell if you make a mistake when you are
reading?

If it doesn't look right.

Anything else?

If it doesn't sound right.

What do you mean?

Prentid to be ésleep didn't sound right so I knew it
should be pretended.
Didn't it make sense?

b
No.

. a .
What do you do when you make a mistake?
I look back and sound it out.

Why?

So I get the word.

Is %5 alright to make a mistake?

Yes, because when you were little you made mistakes.

. Are you a good reader?

Yes. The teacher and my Mum tell me.
How else do you know?

1 listen to my voice and know I'm a good Treader.

. Does your teacher think you are a good readexr?

Yes.

. Why?
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11.

12.

13.

14.
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su'bBecause she listens to my voice.

Ri

" W n ™ n o Wn

wmw ™ »n ™ n

Who is the best reader in youf class?

The whole claqs is.

]
Is anyone a better reader?
No, not really.
Why not? -
Because everyone gets stuck.
What do good readers have to know?
-The words. i
Is there anything else? .
They have to be able to understanq the words
what they mean like . . . like when I said prentid

to_be asleep.

What will you have to do to read better?

I have to learn bigger words.

Is there anything else?

Not really.

Does your teacher help you to learn to read?
Well, kind of . . . fast and slow, you know .
like with exclamation marks.

What does she tell you to do?

Like with play s «'d write 'play' and say 'play’' and
we'd say 'play'.

Is there anything else?”

She tells us words we can't sound out. .
Why does your teacher put children into‘ different

groups to read?
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Because some of us were reading so fast we had to
go into a different group.

What'about the others?

"As they started reading the teagher made three

groups.



