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ABSTRACT

o

This study investigated ihé felationship.betwcen the questioning

characteéristics of teachers selected as exponents of either Skills/

Lglectic nr Whole Language theorética] orientations to reading as
evidenced within their regulqr reading comprehension'Lns(ruction. '
A subject selection instrument which, together with priﬁcipalsf and
consultants' recommendafions, was, used to select five grade 5 teachers,
and one grade 4/5 teacher from a large urban centre ir western Canada.
Three exponents were choSén:For each of the SQills/Eclectic andLWHolp
Langﬁage theoretical orientations tﬁ réadlng. Three audioftapingé were
‘made of each subject's regularly scheduled reading comprehension
instructiOﬂ. Teachers were asked to select the two tapes most typical .
of their instruction. Tapes were transcriged verbatim for éoding of
teachers' queétions and analysis of data sources Fof question-answer
relationships (QAR).* Data concerning teachef behaviors incidental to

the major focus of the study were obtained from field notes and a

Teacher's Professivnal Data form. Descriptive data were reported in

the form of hand calculated proportional peréentages or the researcher's
personal observations and impressions. |

: ¢

Results for teachers' questions indicated a heavy emphasis on

comprehension aésessment, with limited compréhension instruction ev}dent, -
regardless ofmgrogﬁ'; theoretical orientation. Comprehension
instruction questions for both groups emphasized the functions of
focusing and schema development, buf did little to facilitate vocabulary

“ development. Students' background knowledge was the major source of data

required for QAR responses. Whole Language instruction appeatred

1v



different from Skil ts/Lelectie approaches by placing more emphasis on:
n)'ulari%yinq students' schema misconcept iong and inconsistencies in

. 4 .
reasoning; b) relating students' background knowledge and comprehension
dif}1PQltivs directly to text; C)‘proyiding creative writing
(%pnrtunjtios ag an integral part of reading comprehension instruction;
d) choosing less didactic, anthology'type texts from prescribed reading
materials. Skills/tclectic subjects tended to supply the text word
immediately for students' miscues and to follow the sequence of .
instruct ional activities presented in the teacher's Guidebook.' They did
not appear as self—confidpntior as involved professionally jn‘imprnving

their instructional practices as Whole Language subjects.

™
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: Chapter 1 o

s

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

'

\“”‘\QN}kODUCTiﬂN AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

-

A teacher can serve ro greater end than to Help-a student |
comprehend, interpret, evaluate, and appreciate the.written
word, (Pearson & Johnson, 1978, p. 2)

o

» _ S ' -
Comprehension is the ‘fundamental purpose of the reading act.

Reading comprehen®ion instruction can only be said to be successful to
the degree that it facilitates a reader's acqu@sition of meaning.

Prior to 1970, the ultimate criterion for defining comprehension

. success was the text. If there was any éqknowledgement,that readers

A2 PR

built mental models.in their heads as they read, it was largely in terms

of asseééing how closely they'approximated the_fﬁxed standard of the

b

 .text (Pearson, T98§,'b;’726). During the 1980's the earlier. passive-

receptive role 'of a reader has given way to a more active-constructive
role”in the comprebension process. - Text is no longer viewed as a

"dictatorial entity", but more of a blueprint for meaning, a collection

.of clues that the reader constructs Sherlock Holmes style into'a

peréanal mode 1 of the text's meéning.‘»No author can be completely

~explicit in what s/hbe writes. Instead, authors have to omit -those

nuantes, those relatjohshipé among events and characters they. believe

the majority of readers can hopefully figure out for fhﬁmselves.

\

Two implications for classroom reading comprehension instruction

are inherent in this new vantage point. First, the téacher must know as

LN

“a

a



~much about students' prior knowledge, strategies and task, as s/he | /
/

knows about the text itself. Second, the role of teacher as manager, //
implicit in much of present teaching practices, should be replaced by

one of teacher as teacher (Duffy, Roehler & Mason, 1984; Pearson, 1985).

This further.implies a greater involvement in direct teaching (méﬂeling,
. S

guided pract;ce,'substantive feedback) if the expanded, intergétive‘view

of the comprehension procegs‘is to be implemented. /

J

Durkin's (1978; 1981a) survey research of curreng/teaching

! »

practices, however, revealed a bicture 0% virtually no/direct compre-
hension instruction. Instead the managerial role of;{eachers seemed
evident as they-gmphasized assignment of work shegté, and questipﬁs
whose primary function was tova§$ess rathgf thapf%acilitate students'
comprehension. 3 ) ”

. Questioning by‘feacﬁers has long beeﬁ assumed to be the major,
most accessible too; forvéeveloping students' reading comprehension.
However; a Conéistent research finding/{s that a‘preponderance of these
' queétioﬁs requires only a-.literal rgééll of text bésed information

/
(Guszak, 1967; Gall, 1972; Hare & Pulliam, 1980).

Since teacher generate@/éuestions are thevmost accessible and
éxtensively used method for qf%ecting students' reading comprehensioh
they will be a major focusjp}“this study.

. A curfent notion i; reading education is that teachers'
Clbssroom instruction and behavioral interactions with students reflect
their theofetical orientafioa towards reading (Harste & Burke, 1%/7;
Duffy & Metﬂény, 1979; Kamil & Pearson, 1979). Research findings to

date have been mixed. However, while "typical" teachers' beliefs may

have minor or unclear relationships to instruction (Buike,vBurke &



Duffy, 1980} teachers, whose orientations may be termec "extreme"
appear to brganise and present 'reading\ programs 1in waystonsist,ent wilh
their beliefs (Watson, 1984) . \_

Since questions constitute such a major part of reading compre-
hension instructiaqu the question arises as to whether the nature of
questions asked relates to a teacher's theoretical stance toQards‘v
reading. Implicit in this question is the intention to see if
poléfized, Sometimgé divisive theoretical stances of teachérs for
"empty classrooms', are mollified by the reélities of "full classroom"
instruétion, e.g. accountability, maintairiing smooth activity flow.
‘Duffy (1982} somewhat indeliéétély expresses'ﬁhis dilemma of know-
ledgé;ble. reflective teachéi%vwhen he writes:

When vou are up to: youf aéq.an alligators, its difficult

to remember that your orlglnal obJectlve was to drain
the swamp. (p.. 558) :

' PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose ofgthé studk'wa5°to investigate the relationship
between the quéétioning characteristics df teachers selected as
exponents of either Skills or Whole Language orientations tq reading as

» 'evidenced within their»regular reading. comprehension instruction.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Terms used generally throughout the study are defined overleaf.
Additional ”decision facilitators" used in coding the descriptive data,

are provided in Chapter 3.



Comprehension Assessment (CA):

"A teacher does/says sohething in order to learn whether what
was read was comprehended..." (Durkin, 1978, p. 11)

Comprehension Instruction (CI):

1}
A teacher does/says something to help students understand or

wark eut the meaning oﬁ more than a single, isclated word. Instruction
must also be perceived by .the researcher ﬁo have transfer value in that
it Helps students understand connected text not.used in that instruction
(adapted from Durkin, 1978, p. 8)

Functions of Comprehension Instruction Que-t4ons:

Clarifxiﬁg (Clar) - a teacher's question which seeks further
information fromrstudents to clarify what is perceived as a vague
or ambiguous response.

Focusing - Directing (Fd) - a teacher's question that directs

. students to a particular part of text in order to elicit an

inferential rather than factual response.
' ¥y

Focusing - Narrowing (Fn) - a teacher's question that is perceived

‘as requesting a smaller part of a larger issue demanded by a
previous question, 1n order to ald a student's response.

Schema Development (Sd) - a teacher's question (or sequence of

questions) that is perceived to: (a) invoke student predictions
or elaborations from brior experiences in relation to the text,
OR (b) essist students 1n developing schemata for story or
‘expository text organization.

Vocabulary Development (Vd) - a teacher's question (or sequence of

questions) that is perceived as "building bridges" between a new

é

word/concept and what is already known by the student(s) i.e. it



Data-

must be perceived as facilitating "ownership" of a word/concept

for independent use beyond the immediate instructional situation,

Source faor Students' Quest ion-Response Pattcrnsg

Textually Explicit 1 (TE1) - a question requiring students to give

a specific response.explicitly stated in a single sentence of the

L}

‘text, i.e. it requires, "...reading the line." (Pearson & Johnson,

1978

“Textually txplicit 2 (TE2) - a question requiring students to

Skill

combine information-stated explicitly in more than one sentence

Q

1"

of the text, i.e. it requires, "...drawing together the lines."

{Fagan, unpublished manuscript;‘1985;

Textually Implicit {TI) - a question requiring students to make

N

at least oneAstep of logical or pragmatic inferring to get to

the resgonée. AND both gue«wtion and response are derived from the
text, i.e. it requires, "...reading between the lines.'" (Pearson
& Johnson, 1978) |

Scriptally Implicit (SI) - a text derived question requiring

students Lo respond only fium their prior knowledge. The data
source is in the respondent's head, not within the text, 1.e. 1t
requires, "...reading beyohd the lines." (Pearson & Johpson, 1978

s Teacher: ;

A teacher who views reading, implicitly or explicitly, as

comprising a hierarchy of word identification and comprehension

subskills, which have to be taught routinely, in turn, as a necessary,

vet sufficient condition for learning to read.

Theoretical U}ientation:

3

The underlyving beliefs upon which a teacher may base, organize



6

classroom reading instruction.
wBEG

ganization of systems,

<

and conduct

Whole Language Teacher:
"...one who views langualje as a comple@@
sees strength and sense in the totality, rather than in the parts of
: “3’__ e

language, and bases instruction on that assumﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ.”v(Watson, 1984)
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

o

Research questions to be addressed by the study include the

following. Essential aspects of each question are underlined for the

benef1t of the reader.
Do grade five Skills and Whole.Language teachers differ in

Teachers' Questioning:

1.

questions asked during regular reading comprehension instruction?

Q .
the proportion of Comprehension Instruction questions to total number of

Do grade five Skills andWhole Language teachers differ‘in

2.

the proportionvof Comprehension Assessment questions to total number of
questions asked during regular reading comprehensior. instruction?

Do grade five Skills and Whole Language teachers differ in

3.
Assessment questions asked during regular reading .comprehension
tion questighs :'

the propSPtion of Comprehension Instruction questions to Comprehension

|

instruction?
asked by grade five Skills/and Whole Language teachers during‘fegular

4. What 1is the natLre of Comprehension Instruc
T
a) Do grade five Skiils and Whole Language teachers differ

reading comprehension instruction?
5. ey D
in the proportion of text-explicit (factual) Comprehension'Instruction\
gular reading comprehension instruction?

/

I/B

!

{

/

questions asked during

/




b) Do grade five Skills and Whole Language teachers differ in

the proportion of text-implicit (inferent ial) Comprehension Instruction

questions asked during reqular reading comprehension instruct ion?
¢) Do grade five Skills and Whole Language teachers differ

2
in the proportion of scriptal (students answer from their back-ground

knowledge) Comprehension Instruction questions asked during reqular

R . . . ., -
reading comprehension instruction?

Other YPaching‘Beha\iors:

6. Are there differences in the types of reading skills

emphasized in comprehension instruction by yrade five Skills and Whole

Language teachers?

7. Are there differences in the choice of 1instructicnal

materials and audio—visgal/electronic aids between grade five Skills
and Whole Language teachers?

8. Are there differences in the general educational training

background of grade five Skills and Whole Language teachers?

9. Are there differences in the major sources of ideas aboul

reading between grade five Skills and Whole Laﬁguaqo teachers?

10. Are there differences in teacher characteristics between

grade five Skills and Whole Language teachers?

LIMITATIONS

Since the study is‘exploratory and descriptive, "absolute
values" cannot be equated with its findings.
The presence of the researcher and the process of audio

recorgding are intrusive factors upon the normal learning environment of



a classroom.  Allthough other research (e.g. Barr and Dreeben, l985) has
found great stability among teachers with repeated observations, it is
always possible that atypical lessons were taped. These factors,
combined with the small snmplcvof subjects and the data analysis of only
two audio tapes per tecacher, restrict the generalizability of findings.
Students taking part in the sthy are included solely on the
basis of being regular members of the subjects' grade five classes.
Since there 1s somb Qvidenéb to suggest thgt the ability/achievement: |
levels of students can affect the types of questions teachers ask, this
‘dimension should be consideréh in the jntn“pretatjbn of findings.

/ .

ASSUMPTIONS .

It is assumed that the subject selection, agreement scale
questionnaire reflects the direction and relative strength of teachers'

underlying theoretical orientations toward reading.

o
It also assumes that responses to this questionnaire,*fbyvg »

,
P
oA

3oy e Vi

. subjects in the study, are given honestly and accurately, truly
reflec£ing their uhderlying theoretical orientations toward reaaing.
The final assumption is that principals" recommendations
Coﬁcerﬁing subjects for the study, are accurate and informed,
particularly in the case of Whole Language teaching at an upﬁer

'elementary-level.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This study will provide insights into whether two apparently

ant ithetical theoretical orientations towards reading, expressed by



teachers for "empty classtooms', translate into similar or dissimilar
"full class” comprehension 1nst ruct infi practices, at o grade five level.

1 compriehension instruet ion prnctibun Are fnund‘tn be similar,
this may 1ndicate that future research focus on identifying those school
and societal factors that teachers perceive as pressuring them to
abdicate instructional decision-making in reading in accordance with
their underlying beliefs.

If 1t 1s also found that the -amount of direct comprehbension
instruction continues to reflect Durkin's pessimistic fFindings (1978;
19818);'this may indicate the need for a change in emphasis and length
of teacher training programs. ~

Where 1nstructional practices are found to be dissimilar this
study may provide educators with specific jnformatlon on 1mportant
dimensions 1nfluencing comprehension instruction. This data may assist
them in msking enlightened decisions when considering the theoreticdl
ba;és on whibh tc build or reviseystudents’ reading curriculum and
teacher training programs.

Dissimiiar inctructional practices may also provide evidence
that teacher5’ underlying theoretical orientations toward reading can
be determined by a pencil and paper format; more specifically the
THOR questionnaire, and the TORP and PRI test instruments from which

3

the former has been adapted.

: ‘ ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

Chapter 2 presents a review of rTelevant literature as background

to this study.
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4

Chapter ¢ describes the design of the stody including the

development of the subject selection instrament, pilot ing audio Laping

8

procedures, selecting the sample and data collection and analysis.
Chapter 4 presents and discusses the -descriptive data for

research questions 1 - 10,

}
Ve

Chapter % prnsnntst brief review of the study and its
)
conclusions related to cach’of the mesearch questions. It presents

v b

the researcher's rerlection? on this study of teaching, and concludes
r

‘jff .
(fuTg

with implicalions frn‘(thuq;_‘om mnstruction, and recommendat ions for

further research. .




Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE 1 TTFRATURE

This review examines five areas ol rescarche Firsty ot out Tineg
schema-theoret ve approaches Lo reading as a basis for viewrng compre-
henston nstruction.  Second, 1t desceribes the current status of reading

comprehension anstruction 1n elementary schools.  Third, the nature of
k)

teachers!' qaestioning within reading comprehension instructiion 14

)
presented.  Fourth, 1t considers the notion that teachérs' classroom
instruction reflects their theoretical orientation towards reading
Fafth, the recent faindings of "looking into classrooms" research are
presented and their influence ubnn instruction discussed.

A final section attempts to summarize major findings from this
review, and andicates amplications for the present study.

A\
SCHEMA-THEORETIC VIEW OF READING

Prior to the early 1970"'s Tittle effort was made to teach the
process of reading comprehension. The asstption seems to have been
that once readers could decode accurately and fluently, comprehension
would automatically follow. Curiaously, educators were also acknowledging
the.impoytancp of examining how the reading proces: takes place \
‘Mason, 1984). However, these aspects were neglected 1n favqr ﬁf

Jteaching those skills or abilities that could readily be assessed.
SQc01nCtly stated, the emphasis was on comprehension as product rather

than the more eluslve comprehension as process.



Mote recent v, o new perspect tve has emerged centering on the
process percerved oo the thought ful acts of successtul readers. One
magor tenet of this schema-theoretie view 15 that comprehension of
text 1o as dependent on what s in o reader's head as ot s on o whiat
v oprinted, Text an atself does not carry meaning.  Rather it provides
a blueprint for readers to follow as they attempt to reconstruct the

:
auvthor's intended meaning using their own, previously acquired
knowledge (Adams and Colling, 1979).  trom this follows the tmportant
realtzation that "oooreading comprehenson vavndn‘vminvnlly on what
the reader already knows™ (Bererter, 1978, po 6).

Schema-theory, thus far deseraibed, appears to offer Tittle more
than the h;u] standing exhortation in reading methodology courses for
teachers Lo provade students with varied backqground experiences as a
means of building concepls and vocabulary in prepatat ion for reading a
select ton. The major concerns of schema theory, however, .are to
artrculate how knbwlﬂdqu s stored 1n the mind, and how it enters into,
and influences, the reading process.

The basie assumnt 1on underlying schema theory is that an
iru&l\]dUﬂl';; cast amouel of prexiously acquired conceptual knowledge
about the world, 1s organized and stored in memory in the form of
abst ract structural networks variously described as schemata (Rumelhart
& Ortony, 1977), frames (Minsky, 197%), scripts (Sci ik, 1973) or
semant 1¢c maps (Pearson & Johnson, 19787. However, these schemata are
not believed to be stored as "...separate immutable traces that represent
exact coples of the original experience" (Armbruster, 1976, p. 12), but
in a manner which permits modification through further experiences.

\

Development occurs when what 1s known {an object, an event, a process)



tnteracts with what 1o niew buat e lated.

—

Ao hema u}nqulul tor schemata hoe beeo detaned a0 "0 0on
abedlract coguitave representat ton of oo generalysed concept oor band yon!
CRume bt & Urtons, 1977, po 290 0 T parpane s postalated g beong
A "cogmitave template” agoonat owhieeh ancoming dat oo cons beomabehed s and
i terms of whiieh b can be comprirehended,

Iwo characteristics ot schemabta aoame pivme amport ance 1n
theor (nnvflnnlnq as knowledge stroctures tor comprehending text

ilrnt,‘;rhvmuln are hedtieved Yo be o arranged boverarohroal by B

example, o person's schema for "dinghn™ oo thought to be part ot o more

encompassing schema for "hoat "o Thire o part of o schema ot "ships"™ or

" "

vesse s, which oo torn o subordinate to the ot el Targer cohena To
"woter transportatyon™. AU the same tome, o biieraachn of gschemat s min
be embedded an other related sehematas oo the esamples grveny "dinghs

and "bhoat ™

may be subsumed within "boatbutrlding” or "pleasaure boat ing™,
and Mwiater trancportatton” within "world transportation rates',

The sccond tmportant characteriatic of sehemata 1s that they
are assumed to contain slots, vartables or placenolders which are
walting to be-filled according to the conctramnts of o partculn
situatton or test. For example, 10 a "sa1l boat" schema there wmﬁld
be slots for physical features such as mast, keel, boom, rudder, ete
According to schema-theory, 1t a specialized text on sarling dinghies
includes what o reader knows, as well as information that s new,
thiis not only activates the preces of anformation oo previously
familiar schema for example, “"sallboat". , 1t also assists 1o fulling
11 one or mare of the empty slots associated spectiical IV with dinghiies

“for example, centre-becard, hiking strap. jom-cleat . Ihis conception



of comprelene o cquant e b wabhe oot g Phe ot on Phe appropiaate
Srhemata oo aachoanowoy s to oot by sty the contragnts of the
mecoaoe and the cchemat o' S Anderson, Reynoldn s Sehadl bert 0 & Gaets, 1970,
o S0 Dtk expresses eanent tal by the same view whien Shie iy o hat
Yooccomprehensions tn o process, that both depends ong and develope,
schemata SDorkan, TYHG, po 200,

, Schema theory thus far deserabed vs samcbar to Praget s notron
of "avsaimy lat ron™, and the classaiticattong of "accretron®™ and "fine
Puniinng”™ propocsed by Rome lhart and Novman - 1976, p. 260, o o how
aschemata are tarmed and changed. Acopretyon bs merely ansertpng new
mformat ton into o sehema already possessed.s bane-tuning anvolves minor
modifreat tons o exataing schemata whereby arrelevent aspect of o chem
are dropped and e variab les added.,

sometimes, however s there are diserepancies between students!
schemata, based on therr evervday experiences of the world, and real ity
percerved by oan aothor presented v a text. A reader thereby confronts
what Pragel terms "accommodat 1on'™ and Rume lhart and Norman classify as
"testructuring”.  These terms deseribe erther a major alteration in
exi1sting schemata, when new antormatron does not fat current Iy avartable
schemata, or when the organitzation of existing data structures is
unsat isfactory.  Anderson 19777 points out that new 1tnformat ion will
ke ly be resisted if its acceptance roqguires major cognitive reorgan-
1zat 1on. He further indicates s;f“‘vvx‘zcl forms for this resistance. . It
mav take the form of counter-sarguing within the framework of {he
reader's exasting scherata. treat ing anomolres as except ions that prove
the rule, keeping separate incompatible schemata, or ignoring discre-

pancies altogether.  Practising teachers are aware ol students who
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“"play the game of school" by meeting Surface”ekpectations for testé,

W ' A .
texts and behavior, but who hold fast t% out-of-school schemata that

Belie their classroom per formance. Anderson (1977) feels change is most

likely accomplished when a student recognizes a problem with his/her

existing scheﬁa, and become‘aware of an altecrnate schema that resolves
the difficulty.

Thus schema theory implies that comprehension instruction should

-

focus on what is already within_the reader’'s head, together with
2 .

fqpilitating;ﬁhe "...building [of] bfidges between the new and thé
kngggﬁf(Péarson & Johnson, 1978, p. 24). Withgut this focused inter-
veﬁtion a reader mawaind it diffiéult to compféhénd a text go:awhich
s/he Has‘no'schema, or fo.accommodafe discrepancies between“%rior
knowledge and text; This may result in the reader‘fdiling to learn,
ﬁorggﬁting what has been réad, or unknowingly misinterpretihg what has

been read so that new information is in conflict with earlier ideas.

\/l ,. : . ) - “
Closely associated with-schema theory are studies conce{ﬁing

~inferencing, which have further specific implications for reading.  For

example, Anderson, Pichert, Goetz, ScHallert, étevens, & Trollip (1976).
and Anderson & McGaw (1973), indicate that both the ability to make an
‘infefenée, and.the inféfence itsel%, are dependent on a reader's world
knowledge. So also isxthe ﬁeaning of what 1s directly statea by an
éuthor (Ande;son7 Reynolds, Schallert & Goetz, 1977). This suggestion

that even explicit text may be interpreted in a variety of ways 1is

thought to reflect the fact that readers respond neither passively nor

“objectively to print. FInstead they actively construct meaning them-

4

P

“Selves with the assistance of both the author's words and their personal

schemata. Reading comprehension is thereby portrayed as an "interactive



)

process" in which both text and world knowledge play key roles
(Rumelhart, 1977).

The "interactive" view is commonly cohtrastéd with two other
in%g&p?etations. One seés’it as a "top-down process', while the other
aﬁ“bgkﬁom—pp process'.

The top~down theorists assign primary importance to what is 1n

L

1 :?/ . . . . .
a reader’s heady(Smith, 1971) and the "psycholinguistic guessing game"
(Goodman, 1967) s/he engages in. Reading is referred to as concept-
driven as the reader's knowledge of‘the world, together with-language,

suggest certain hypotheses that are confirmed, modified or rejected by

the text.

.

: W
In contrast, bottom-up adherents portray reading primarily as

text-driven (Gough, 1972; LaBerge & Samuels, 1974). Words are thought
to bé'processed indiQidually and sequentially, with meaning derived
directly from them. What ig in a reader's-head is not thought to be.
unimporfant;'it's mor? a case of greater importance being assigned to
the author's words. ’ S

e ’nteracti?c,‘fheoretical motlel attempts to encompaés both
the abqve ihte;bretations. Althbuéh'schema theory's emphasis on prior
knowledge and inferencing skills-are key components of the model, it

is equally important that these interact with such text information as

decoding, vocabulary meaning, syntax, sentence cohesion and passage

structure. The conception is interactive because it suggests that each

informational componept may be used as necessary, and that there is no
set order or pattern in the use of informational sources. The over-

riding concern is for meaningful output. However, the model emphasizes

“that in trying to attain meaning, skillful readers use the mostefficient

16
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way possible. That ﬁay’mean that -different readers use different
information to varying degrees in order to comprehend. PAt the same
time, a lack of, or an inability to abstract or interpret information,
can éause comprehension difficulties.

To summarize this section on schema—theofétic views‘of‘?he
reading process, four central tene£5 putlined by Dfoy, Roehler and
Mason (198}) will be stated:

1. The mature reader derives information moré or less
simultaneously from many levels of analysis including the

graphophonemic, morphemic, semantic, syntactic, pragmatic,
schematic, and interpretive.

2. Reading is an interactive process analysis does not
proceed in a strict order from basic perceptual units
through to the dverall interpretations of the text’, but
hypotheses at any level may facilitate or ifhibit
hypotheses at any other level.

3. Reading is a constructive process. A text does not
"have' a meaning by virtue of-its wording and syntax; 4
rather, the text is an abbreviated recipe from which the
reader elaborates a meaning based on analysis of the
author's intentions, the physical and social. context,
and the reader's knowledge of the topic and genre.

4. Reading is a strategic process. Skillful readers
continuously monitor thelr comprehension; they are alert
to breakdowns and selectively allocate attention to
difficult sections as they progressively ref ine thelr
interpretations of the text. (p. 5-6)

CURRENT STATUS OF . COMPREHENSION "INSTRUCTION .

Durkin's (1978) survey research initiated attempts to
ascertain the current status'of classroom comprehension inst%ﬁétion.
For thelpufposes of  her Study, comprehensioﬁ instruction
was defbnedlés: "The teacher doeﬁ/séyé something.to help children .
understand or;Qork out the meaning of more than a single, isolated

word" (p.h8). Durkin was concerned to differentiate between this and
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comprehension'asseésment. The latter she defined as: "The teacher does/
says something in 5rder to 1eérn whether what was read was comprehended”
(p. 115. Since questioning is closely associated with comprehension,
her view was that what avteaéher did with questions was crucial. If a
question‘wasm”...likely to advance children's comprehension abilities"
(p. 11), it was claSsifiea as comprehension instruction. If a teacher
asked a guestion and did nothing with the stud?nt's answer (except to
indicate right<3rwrong),that was categorized as comprehension assessment.

Thirty classrooms were observed in seventeen schools in thirteen
different school systems for appréximate]y three hundr:'d hcurs in tHe
state of Illifois. Grades 3 to 6 were the focﬁs for rhese observations
on the groumds thét more comprehension instruction would be found at
Fh%%e grade levels than in primary gradeé. quuests wore made to
observe the "best teachers", on the assumption that-they would be more‘
concerned wi£h teaching éqmprehension than other colleagues. Social
Studies lessons were also observed to see whether compreension
instruction was being carried out in difficult COﬂteﬂt'alﬁJS as well
4s 1n reading.

Durkin summarized her major finding in this way:

Practically no comprehens;on instruction was seen. Compre-
hension assessment, carried on for the most part through
interrogation, was common. Whether children's answers were
right or wrong was the big concern. (p. 47)

InStFQCtiOﬂ for comprehension accounted for less than 1 per-
cent of*ﬁﬁ; time. In addition to an emphasis on literal interrogétion,
the practice of "mentioning" was prevalent. Durkin coined the latter
term to describe a teacher saying just enough about a topic to allow

for an assignment related to it. Other teacher concerns appeared to be
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assigning decoding type worksheets, listonjanto found—robin oral
reading and activities classified as "non-instructional® and
"transitional'. No'teaéh@r saw the Sobia] Studies period as é timﬁ to
help with reading. Pro%iding small classes and teacher aides was not a
solution for Clasérooms\ptudied. The class size average was 23 students.

\ :
Some had only 11 students. Where aides were available, the result was
more checking, not better teaching;

Durkin's (1981a) sequei to her classroom observation study
applied the same definition of comprehension inétruct&on to the teacher's
.manual activities of five, currently popular basal reading programs.
Findings were just as pessimistic; while the incidence of comprehension
instruction was sligatl> higher. the overall pattern of teacher reliance
on assessment and "mentioning" of comprehension strategies was repeated.

'A‘study by Anderson. (1981 looked at student responsés to
seatwork in eight classrooms. She concluded that seatwork was viewed
by students as soﬁethiﬁg to be completed as quickly as possible, not
an:activity to assist them in understanding the reading process.
JImplicit in this finding 1s the suggestion that teachers rarely impart
purpose or meaningful strategies for self monitoring to students when
assigning'seatwork. |

Duffy and McIntyre (1982) also observed little instructional
assistance i1n the primary classrooms they studied. .In 1ts place,
teachers steadil? moved students through basal materials, assigning
workbook pages, listening to students recite from textbooks and work-
books, and resbonding to their incérrect answers.;

Goodlad's (1983) nationwidevstudy of lanquage arts programs in

the U.S5.A. revealed a consistent pattern across grades of teachérs



emphasizing mechanics and language subski]ls, Moreover, workbooks
and textbooks appeared to defizg the nature of the instructional
program. k

In summary, the above studies indicate that much of present
Comprehension instruction in schools 'is a materials controlled,

subskill-oriented approach which tends to substitute meaningless drill

for purposeful reading.

The Nature of Comprehension Instruction

The pessimistic picture of current classroom comprehension
instruction suggested by the above studiec. has caused others to question
the nature of comprehension instruction, particularly as operationally
defined by DU;RHHV(1978). Restated, this definition reads: "The
teacher says/does something to help children understand or work out
the meaning of more than a single, isolated word." (p. 8)

There are two aspects‘to the fdefinition debate'. First,
researchers and practitioﬁers alike appear to 98 unsure as to what
Durkin's definition of comprehension instruction really means, in
terms of teaching practices. Second, they query the adequacy of ghis
definition when many children learn how to comprehend in spite of
apparently limited classroom.instruc#ion.-

Durkin's examples of geaching behaviors to illustrate her
definition suggest tnat comprehension instruction should have transfeT
value. This interpretation appears to be confirmea in a later article
deséribing her original findings when she Commentédlthat,,”...At no
time were the children told why they were studying these topics [reading

skills], nor was anything done ‘to show how they are related to reading."

20



21

\

(Durkin, 1981c, p. 4530 This suggests the belief that at the heart of
any 1nslructional paradigm 1s the teacher, and reflects the common sense
notion that students learn what they have been taught. Moreover, it hag
obvious associations with the present emphasis of researchers on "direct
instruction" paradigms. Although the term "direct instruction" has no
universally accepted definition (Duffy & Roehler, 1982) it is probable
that the implementation of Baumann's (1983%) description by teachers
would do much to alleviate Durkin's concerns:
In direct instruction, the teachef, in a face to face, -
reasonably formal manner, tells, shows, models, demonstrates,
teaches the skill to be learned. The key word here is
teacher, for 1t is the teacher who i n command of the
learning situation and leads the lesson, as opposed to having
instruction "directed" by a worksheet, kit, learning center,
or workbook. (p. 287;

‘Researchersf major concerns in the debate oveerurkin's findings
have focused on the adequacy of her definition Of‘ComDFEheﬂSlOﬂ
instruction. .

Drawing upon a list of instrpctiona] events by Gagne & Br?@gs
(1974, Hoages (1980) broadened, and thereby de-emphasized Durkin's
implicit emphasis on direct instruction by 1ncluding such componeits
as 1nterrogation after reading,mhelping with assignments b)baskinq
additional questions, and checking of workbooks by the child and teacher.
Hocges then re—analy%ed Durkin's data using the alternative definition.
This indicatéd that 23 percent of teaching time was spent in compre-
hension instruction. However, as in Durkin's study; direct verbal
instruction by the teacher feceived the least emphasis, with questioning
recelving the mést.

Heap (1982) disagrees with Durkin {1978} on methodological

grounds. He points out that Durkin's extensive observational categories



fail to cover feedback or evaluation moves by the teacher, in spite of
her acknowledgement on several occasions that, "...teachers [were]
interested in a correct answer..." Heap argues that if teachers'
concerns had beﬁhvnolely or even primarily for comprehension assessment,

3

positive cvaluat%on discourse structures would not have been so much 1In
evidence. Theilr existence i1llustrates what he terms, "...the social
character of tgacher talk in groups."” Although a question may be
directed at a single student, in a sense it is for the whole group. A
positive evaluation of a student's prior response not only certifies
to ail present an édequate or éorrect answer, it a}so makes each member
of the droup accountable for knowing what the teacher perceives to be
the correct answer. Heap further points out that, "...it is precisely
this COHdlLiOﬂ that makes group iﬁstruction more economical than
individual instruction," (p. 406) ’d

As an alternate methodology to Durkin's Interaction Analysis/
"Ethnographic type observations, he simply recommends the audio or
videotaping of classroom events without pre—cdding of categories.
Although labor intcnsive, he beliéves an examination'of instrﬁctional

sequences in this manner reveals more of the intent of a teacher's

instruction.

Implications for Data Analysis

At the heart of the "definition debate" appears to be the
question whether comprehension instruction should con&ehtrate on the
direct explanation of the mental processes of reading, or continue with
its present empha?is on imparting a teacher certified "lesson corpus of

.

knowledqge' predominantly through comprehension assessment type questions.

&
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I it is to be the former then teachers must expsain how to perform
reading tasks, not mereiy confront students with then. FEoat s the

v
latter. then the prodding of students must be for a corpus of knowledqge
which extends beyond the particular context, or guessing what is in the
teacher's head as an end in itself,

Students do appear to lann how to comprehend text through the
course of their schooling 1n spite of negligible direct instruction
from teachers. Although other Unvirnﬁmpntn] inf luences are possi-
bilities. it is also likely that some 1nstructional dimension teachers
are unaware of, and do not intend, 1s a contributing factor. Since
comprehension assessment appears so prevaleht in present instruction
this causes the rescarcher to question whether there isn't a useful
component of comprehension instruction within comprehension assessment,
particularly wheri the latter occurs as a sequence of probing questions.
However, even 1f this speculation were proven correct, 1t does not
negatc the fact that Durkin's (1978) survey research was 1nitiated
by the National Institute of Education (U.S.A.) out of concern for

falling standards 1in students' reading comprehension performances.

In contrast, a consistent finding of recent research e

Palincsar, 1981; Raphael & Wonnacott, 1981; Hansen & Poarsony)

thal explicit explanation of the mental processes to acquire

has raised performance levels, particularly with below averaég,:eaders,g'f

This study proposes to adopt Durkin's definition of cdmﬁfg- 

hension instruction because it implicitly demands of teachers exp}iqgt ,
instructional acts specifying what, how, and why reading tasks are to
be attempted. However. this requirement of "teacher as teacher'" rather

ther, "teacher as monitor' appears to have had limited impact on
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cducalors, possibly because of diffrculties in interpreting Durkin's
definit ton.  To facilitate a more precise interpretation of the latter,
this study also proposes to adopt Baumann's (1983%) description of direct
nst ruct i(nn\(uxot ed ecarlier in the chapter (p. 21).

A]thouqh recent experimental successes in direct instruction are
an amportant factor in the adoption of this definition, more compelling
reasons for doing so concern the role of the teacher and the learning
outcomes of students.

The researcher aqgrees with Shuy (1981) that, "...leachers need
to know enough [about the complex process of readingl] to be independent
of the materials they use" (p. 927). The adoption of this definition
credits teachers with a more ennobling role in instruction than the
current emphasis on facilitating management, delivery and time 06 task.
It requires the study to focus on explicit initiatives taken by a
teacher to explain what reading task is being taught, how it is to be.
performed. and why it was necessary to learn. The definition does not
accept merely confronting students with a passage and subsequently
ugking quest ions about 1t. To do so would be to raise the explanation
qf the content of a passage to the level of an explanation about the
mental processes needed to acquire that content.

Shuy (1981) also points out that teacher education institutions
have not provided present teachers in the field with a sound theoretical
foundation on which to make intelligent decisions about reading
instruction. By adopting Durkin's definition (thus increasing the
likelihood of replicating the dismal findings of earligr studies) it
may appear as 1f the study is intent on portra>ing‘teachcrs in a less

than complimentary way, 0On the contrary, the rationa}le for doing so



15 to highlrght the tact that untal recently there was Tittle specifae
knnw]vdq( avarlable to teachers regardung ®he nature of comprehension,

’
either throogh teacher training lnutilutjnns or within the professional
Literature.  Although instructional pract ices as defined are Tikely to
be Timited 1 the study, any that are described would indicate the
imnrthrative, resourcefulness, and potential of practicing teachers
despite this lack of assistance.

Student l(*ul‘rnnrq outcomes considered desirable by Duffy, Rochler
& Mason (19840 were the final determinants an adopting Durkin's
definittion. Duffy et al, believe comprebension instruction should
emphasize both st rategy learning and content knowledge.  The Cirst

b, o students to become thought fal. independent readers by making

erpre aware of procedures to understand, analyze or evaluate how
comprehenston occurs.  The second rofers to selecting, constructing or
expanding knowledge fromes worthy enough to be learned from what i
being read. This places the teacher in an Instructional decision-making
role both in the selection of guality of text and 1n determining how to
"build bridges” explicitly between known and judiciously selected new
knowledge.

The 1ntent ‘to facilitate the development of an active,
independent reader must be perceived in what o teacher says or does,
by the reéearcher, for 1t tu\be categorized as comprehension instruction.
To accommodate Hodges' concerns Durkin's definition will be broadened to
inc lude teacher Classrooﬁ behaviors other than direct verbal instruction.
Heap's vantage point 1s acknowledged by the researcher proposing to look

for instructional intent within a sequence of connected, comprehension

assessment questions. Attempts by the teacher to clarify ambiguous



responses, simphify diffrealt questions or focas con o speerfie part of
text, are to bhe interpreted as o concern to certify and ampart to

students o valued part of the "lesson corpus of knowledge™.

TEACHERS' QUESTIONING IN READING

The prevalence of teaching by questioning has been found in
previous reviews of studies going back to the turn of this century
fGall, 1970; Hoptkvr & Ahlbrand, 1969). Recent studies of classroom
teaching (D1l1lon, 1982; Durkin, 1978) confirm that 1t 1y still widely
used. | ‘

Sinece quest ions occur so frequently, this naturally raises
further quest ions as to thelr effects on students. Do questions, for
example, promote the development of thinking skills?  Are some
questioning practices more effective than others?

Researchers have developed many systems for classifying teacher
quest 1ons (Guszak, 19675 Ruddell, 1974 Harris & Sipay, 1980). However,
their categories can usually be simplified into either fact or higher
cognitive type questions. tact guestions require students to recall
previously presented information, whereas higher cognitive questions
require independent thinking.

It would seem self evident that students learn more when
teachers emphasize higher cognitive guestions over fact questions.

In reality, research findings are mixed.

Rosenshine's review (1976) of three large correlational étddies

in the early 1970's indicated that students learn best when teacher

questions, "...tend to be narrow, pupils are expected to know rather

than quess [the] answer, and the teacher -immediately reinforces an
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answer as righl o owrong” o opL At s Winne s review D19795 cone Taded
that, "ooowhere the teachers use predonanant Iy hagher cogoat e
questirons or predominant Iv tact questiong, o makes Tittle it forence

e student achrevement™ fpo 4%, Rediaeld & Rousseau (1981)

subsequent v reviewed the same set of studies examined by Winne.  Using
a more sophrsticated method of meta-analysis Redfield and Roussean
concluded that, "...predominant use of higher level questions during
mstruction has a positive effect on stadent achievement™ (p. 2417,

Gall ©19847 belreved Phese cont radictory (‘l)[)(’lllf%l(ln.?; could be resotved
by analyvzing the student populations 1o the above teviews.  Taking these

differences into account . Gall's conclusions were:

i
o bact questions are more effective for promoting young
. * . .
disadvantaged chirldren's mastery of basice skills;
2. Higher cogriit ive quest iong are more effect ive with

average and high &bility gtudents, especially in
high grades.
However, Gall emphasized that voung disadvantaged children
should also be exposed to higher lever questions to staimulate
» C
development of their thinking skills,
A consistent finding of studies 16 that approximately 60 percent

of teachers' questions require students to recall facts, about

20 percefit require independent thinking and the remaining 20 percent
are procedural <Gall, 1972;. These figures suggest that teachers are
aware of different kinds of questions. However, dth(‘lr typical
questloning actlvitiés;‘domonstrate lack of variety and challenge to

students, 1n the form of knowledge-based or inferential questions, in
b

sprte of research evidence to the contrary.



Choo=tare & Pabboam's (19800 stady provided teachers more time
FPooretlect an therr quest ron Tarmad vons by askoong Phem to wWinte exanp e
Cwith correaspondimgly approprirate answers) that they wonld ke ly ooe o
A basal reading lesson, therr anadysis, using Guseak 's 019460 quest ron
cateqgoraes, suggested that teachers have not substant tally changed thea
quest roming practices i the last decade.,

Recent ef forts have been made Lo conceptualtze the process of
answering teacher quest tons. Gall (1984, p. 42-447 hvpothestzes that o
student "o annwer oo t‘\[)ll'.ﬂ teacher quest ton based on the content of
test o omay tnvolve five stages.

the farst stage s for the stodent to attend to the question,
Without this, o stadent s not only unable to answer, o/he cannot prof it
from Listenig to another student 's response. This factor may also
explarn why teachers use ecasily answered, factual quest ions as o means
of engayging the attention ;1 f young, slow learning students.,

The second stage 1s to decipher the meaning of the quest von.

For middle grade student s tp$ difficulty 1s not so much with syntax as
LU s wilh the tendency of teachers to generate questions spontan-
cously. By doing so, some are likelv to be poorly phrased.  Students
avord asking for clarification since this may be interpreted as
criticiam of the teacher,

A third step requires the generation of covert response before
putting 1t 1nto words. This requires prior knowledge, or the cognitive
abilities to recognize or manipulate information from the text.
Ubviously the greater the cognitive challenge provided by a question,
the longer teacher "wailt time'" should be. However, Rowe {1974 tgundﬂ}

that teachers generally wall one second for an answer before repeating

.



or redirecting a question. Dillon (1981) obsetve@‘that when teachers
asked fewer questions per minute, the lencth of student's answers
‘increased.

Stage four, the genera%ion of an hvért response; does not
automatically follow from the previouséovertresponso. Some students‘
by nature are reticent; most students face the reality of competing
for "air time".

The final state may require a student to revise a covert or ¢
overt. response in light of their classmates' contributions to a teacher/
student verbalfihtefaction. The quality of 1earning that takes place,
howéver, appears to reflect the tenacity of the teacher for securiné
clarity, plausibility and accuracy in studenis! gegﬁonses. The impli—
cations‘from‘schema theory seém éarticularly appgﬁpriate at this point,
As students are4theofized to draw upon their existing kn;wledge
constantly, their responses to aUéStiOﬂS'ébOUt‘text will naturally
include elaboration on whatois stated 1n the material. An implication
is that Eeachers;shgdld‘be fiexibie enough to accépt anybreasoﬁable
‘ ansWer.; kesearch ‘has already indicated that teacher accéptance of
sfudent i1deas 1s posi£ively correlated with student 1éarning gains
iGage, 1978). ‘A_seéond implicatidn frém schema theory is that the
drawing of inferences 'is crdcialbto comprehension tand should receive
greater/emphasisgin qustiQnng. Questioning'sessjons should aiso
include "probing" questions as thié'reveals the teacher's concérn to
clarifyvmisconcepfions in schemata or inconsistencies in reasoning.

To facilita;e this, Anderson (*577) suggests Socratic teacﬁing techniques

in which, "...it is the student [not the teacher] who forges the

conceptual system." (p. 428)



A more basic issue to be addressed in this review, 1is whether
questions are effective, irrespective'of cognitive level. Gall et al.
(1978)  compared the performances of studegts who revieQed a section
of a textbook both with and without the aid of teacher questionind.
Students who participated in teacher questioning performea better.
£han those that didn't on both fact and higher cognitive learning.
Research on questions inserted into text Eés yielded similar results
(Andre, 1979). Durkin (1981a) analyzed research on the Elacement of
questions 1n. the instructional sequence. Qespite teachers' predominant
use df questions’ for c’or’nprehension assess‘na purposes found 1n her two

earlier studies, Durkin concluded that posing questions, regardless of

placement, promotes increased comprehension Pf text. However, she also

~ points out'that: <

"...since the same research indicates that questions have

e this positive effect, because they encourage readers to give

more time and concentrated‘attention to what is related to
answering them, anyone who questions should feel obligated
to choose only those that deal with important context.”
(p. 38) o
Inherent in this statement is the potential of teachers'
questioning to divert readers from, as well as leédbfhem towards
meahingful interpretation of text. .Research, therefore, seems to be
agréeing with Hansen (1977) who suggests that, "...if we wish to produce
better comprehenders, we myst begin by becoming better questioners."
{ )
However, it is only recentiy that. researchers ‘have indicated .
impoftant aspects of context for questions to focus on. In doing so,
a fundamental purpose of questions appéérs to be that of fomenting

g3,
2

discussion rather than assessment.
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Beck (1?84) sUggestsvthat toachers;gonprate questions based on
the kev idea identified by creating a "story ﬁap” for a story. Pearson
(198&) cautions that. ”...ggided reading questiomg should be limited to
e]icit;ng only thése details that drive the flow of the story, that is,
problems, goals, attempts to solve problems,lcharactefg*“ actions,
resolution, and theme (or moral)" (p. 727)._'Recen£ reségzzh evidence
(Gordon & Pgarson, 1983; Singer & Donlan, 1982), indicates improved
comprehension not only for stories approached in this manner, but also
for students' independent reading. This is particularly evideﬁt where
fhe‘systematic application of such framewcrks has emphasized inferential
type questions.

| Building students’ background knowledge prior to story reading
has long been adyocated by teacher training institutions. Recent
research, however, indicates that literal/factual orientation questions
are inferior to those that invoke prior knowledgé relating to text, and
those fhat quage in and later ovaluatg predictions. Pearson (1982)
suggests the‘following instructional guidélines to teacherc in asking
quest lions about slory:

1. Ask guestions tha} encourage children to relate the étor)
to prior experiéh&es.

2.. Then,, try to elicit predictions about what story characters
will do in similar circumstances.

3. A%k'purpbse Set£ing questions that ﬁersist'as long
as %Sibl@ throughout the’ reading of a selec\tilon.'

4?” Immediatély aftervreading, return to the purpose.

5. Use s story map to generate guided reading questions.

6. Include follow-up tasks that encourage synthesis of the



el

entire stor; (retelling, dramatizing, summarizing).

7. . Reserve compérison questidns (with prior knowledge and other

stories) for a second pass through.
| 8. Reserve author's craft questions (e.q. techniqueé for
persuasion) for a second (even a third) pass.

Recent research evidence also advocates new approacheé to
vocabulary instruction. These emphasize where a Qord fits in a child's
semantic repertoire. Johnspn (1983) suggests that teachers change their
concerns from, "What Is 1t tﬁat children do not know and how can 1 get
that into their heads?", to the more useful question of, '"What is it
that children do know that is enough like the new concept so that I can
use it as an anchor point?d Th? goal of subsequent questioning‘is tq
-emphasize "ownership'" rather than correct definition and usage.

Another challenge fqr practising teachers comes fro% research
on ‘the question-answering process. The findings indicate that impré¥ing
teachers' questions does not necessaril? illieit good student answers.
Students need to ]4i the reSponée requirements of different gypes of
quest 1ons. Raphae!ﬂcKinney (1985;) used Pearscn & Johnson's (1978)
trichd§m%y for classifying question—answef relatroné (text-explicit,
text—impiicit, and écript—implicit), to teach 5th and Bth grade students
how to vary straﬁegies as a function of the task demands of a question.
After students had learned to label these strategies as, "right there",
"think and search', and "on my own", the researchers found that students
; o .
of all ability groups at both grade‘levels were better able to
comprehend new texts and to monitor their own Compqphension.

A controversial issue confusing educational practices has been

whether reading comprehension is teachable. 'The above and other recent
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studies give support to the contention that comprehension can be taught

directly. They also highlight the key role teachers' questioning plays

¥

in bringing this about.

TEACHERS' THEORETICAL ORIENTATIONS TO READING

A current notion in reading instruction is that teachers make
decisions 1n light of the theory or assumptions they hold about reading

and learning.
Harste & Burke (1976) define this.svstem of beliefs or
theofétical orientation as, "a network of assumptions through which
“éxperienfes are organized and acted upon." {p. 210) These researchers
indicate that teacher decisions based on their theoretical orientation
to reading involve:
1. What goals are set for the reading program;

2. What environment 3§ thdught of'as most conducive for

Y3

reading proficien

3. What reading behéviors‘are thou%ht of as good or bad;
4. How reading grewth is measured;iq :

5. What procedures, materials and aétivities'are used for

instruction, and diagnosing reading problems;

6. What weight is given to diagnostic information.

Furthermore, Harste & Burke (1976) hypothesize that all teachers
hold a consistent tﬁeoretical position whether they realize it orlnot.
This {S directly at odds with those who argue that they hold an eclectic

stance. The eclectic teacher claims that no one method or practice 1s

' the best, that they take from the available pool of practices and

<t



theories the ones that work for theﬁ. As a result of their mahy
observations of teachers and learners, Harste & Bﬁrke (1976f refute

this ciaim, not ing that, h...Despite atheoretical statemehts, teachers
are theoretical in their instructional approach to reading." (p. 212)
Shuy (1981) aﬁpears to agree with this stance, suggesting that, "...One
of the worst misuses of such theory [segmental ~v- holistic] is to claim
that one uses them both in a sort of eclectic fashion. Eclecticiéﬁ is
really the absence of theory." (p. 921)

There appears to be no observational gtudies conducted at an

upper elementar? ievel'to verify Harste & Burke's hyéothesis. Watson's
(ﬂ984) findings however, inéicated that both grade one teachers she
observed adhered closely to their respective theoretical models.
The Skills teacher focused on small units of ianquage, acquigsition and
mastery of rules and phonics, considered reading an exact representation
of text, selected, initiated and closely supervised all reading
aptivities, utilized workbooks, flashcards, Eontrolled’vocabuiary
stofies and encouraged students to read to remember characteristics of,
or facts froiu, téxt.

The Whole Laﬁguage teacher focused on diametrically opposed
aspects of instruction. This included attending to the larger units of
language, encoutaging studénts to construct personal ‘meaning, permitting
reading‘miscues, involving students in planﬁing, utilizing library books
and other«texts, and encouraging étudents to "think about and feel"
what they read.

Reading research’on the nature of the reading process appears
to fall within either the "mechanistic!' or "organismic" theory models,

as described by Steiner (1977): ' r
!
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A machine is an object thal consists of parts that act in
predetermined ways to bring about certain specific effects.
Thus, in such an object the parts have natures which are non-
alterable. These parts consequently, have fixed actions.
The actions which are specific to a certain kind of machine
result from a combination of parts. The effects are linear
and additive. Therefore, in a mechanistic state of affairsw
the ‘emphasis is on its parts which are taken as non-
modifiable and as the determining factors. ,
An organism is a structured whole, i.e. one in which the content
and form of its parts are determined by its function. Thus, in
. such an object the parts do not have non-alterable natures and
so fixed actions.. Rather parts act interdependently to maintain

function, and thereby wholeness. The parts do not simply combine
and then determine what the whole is to be. The content and
form of the parts change relative to a whole. Therefore, in an

organismic state of affairs the emphasis 1s on the whole ar
state of affairs taken as determining 1ts parts.

While there are many models of reading described in the research
they may be viewed as @ code-to-meaning continuum requiring inétructlonal
practices to focus oh‘increasingly larger units of language.

bough (1976 epitomizes a polar position focusing on smaller
than word level language units. He has described "one second of K
reaéing” as a letter by lettér feeding in of information in an inprlcate
maze from eye fixation, through iéqn, letter identification, lexical
search, short term memory and longiterm memory with rulé and expegienue
mappings. \

LaBerge & Samuels (1976) occupy a more central 'position on the
continuuh focuéing on basic word units. They view readilng as a chmplpx
skill with many Subcomponenfs that have to be coordinated and drilled
(made automatic). Theluse of Featufe detectors in the percehtion of
letters, spelling patterho, words, and word group , 1s highlighted.

However, both Gough and LaBerge & Samuels repreqent mecQahl)tl(,
date driven {('"bottom-up") theoretical models, emphasizing the teaching

of discretely defined subskills.
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Goodnan's research (1970) represents the other polar position

on Eho cont inuum where meaning is at the core of the language process.
He suqggests that reading is a language based proéess in which the
reader uses existing language competence to devélop control. over
Written language. In uging language, the reader predicts froﬁ
| & = T
phoneme /grapheme, syntactic, and semantic cueing systems, and ¢nl '
samples enough information from these three systems to‘confifm and
Coﬁprehend. Because language background and experiences may differ,
alternate responses may be predicted. If no contradictory information
is produced by this process, reading continues without interruption.
This model exemplifies the organismic, conceptually driven (”top—AOWH")
médel where the emphasis 1s on prediction of meaning.

The three exemplars of theoretical models given above are
- reflected 1n a %ﬁrther but 1eSS_précise continuum of instructional
pract%ggs and materials within schools (see Table 2.1).

| Phonics and skills orientatiéns to teaching tend to-share

instructional practices and are, therefore, commonly grouped under
‘he term "lraditional Skills". The language orientation has little
in cammon with the latter éince no element within it can be singled
out without intérfer%ng'with the process. Not Surprisiﬁgly this
ofiehtation is frequently referred to as "Whole Language".

Gove (1983) summarized a series of studies on tigchers'
beliefs about reading conducted by Bawden, Burke & Duff; (1979).
With minor adaptations her "Summary of Beliefs" (p. 266) is reproduced

| . : :

(see Table 2.2). The objective of this chart is to demonstrate the

diametrical; opposed nature of extremists' beliefs the two theoretical

orientations under study may generate.
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"I DOKING INTO CLASSROOMS" RESEARCH

Duf fy's 119820 review of "looking 1nto classrooms! research
suggests that the actual instractional practices of teachers professing
markedly different {hvorellvnl orientations to reading, may be more
gimilar than dissimilar. He views this as a consequence of teachers
having to accommodate the complex realities and constraints Qf classroom
life. ‘Conditions appearing to limit teacher decision making and
inst ruct tonal options include:

1. The complex social context of the classroom, demanding

.

management of qroupsﬂ‘crpntxon’of learnin climate, and establishment
of efficient routines:

2. Preserving smooth activity flow as a primary means of
maintalning student control; i

5. .ACCOUHTHblit}. including end-of-year, skills-based
achievement tests, administrative and parental expectations that "basics"
will be covered and classrooms orderly;

4. Substantially different role expectations at the classroom,
school and professional level;

5. Security of employment 1n times of shrinking enrolments.
These conditions are perceived by teachers as demanding
immediate attention. Consequently theory is reL&gated to the background

where it cannot function as the primary cognitive structure for
determining instructional alternatives.
Some educators believe these overriding Coéégrﬂsnare little more

1

than rationalizations put forward by insecure teacheds, not wishing to

-

move out of the comfortable niche they are in. Duffy's (1982) review,

together with his recent experiences of classroom teaching during a
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sabbatical leave, ndicates otherwise.  He belioves thal s

feachers ane h.&h?y conscientious, diligent and caring
people, bul they are also buman,  Like most humans they must
find ways to simplify the complexities of their workplace -
to make their daily lives manageable.  tor many, [in

reading anstruction] this simplification apparent ly involves
the employment of a monitoring approach to instruct ion, an
emphasis on accurate decoding rather than meaning and
differential instructional treatment for the low [ability ]
group. Such practices, while conflicting qualitatively

with the recommendations of reading educators, nevertheless
persist because teachers know no other way to deal
efficiently with the alligators in their environment. (p. 364)

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STUDY

In summary, major findings are presented from cach of the

sections within the review.

The schema thcoretic view of the reading pro&ess portrgys a
reader as actively constructing meaning among the parts of the text,
and between the text and personal experiences. The text itself is but
a bjueprint for the creation of meaning. Comprehension and retention
are enhanced byistratOQies for relating text with persghal knowledge
and experience. |

Recent survey research provides little evidence that compre-
hension is taught at all in elementary schools, much less taught well.
«Howv»er, these findings have sparked a debate as to what constitutes
comprehension istruction.  They also indicate that implications of
recent rescarch into comprehension as process, have yet to be r~flected
1n 1nstructional practices. ’

Teacher posed questiohs have long been acknowledged as a
major tool for developing comprehension skills duriﬁg reading

instruction. Despite this acknowledgement, a consistent research



finding has been that the majority of questhions require only o Trteral
recall of test based ndormatton. However, studies on the nature of
quest tons used an classrooms have been ('(‘S?l‘[‘lt)(‘(i regardless of teachers!
theoretical cntations to reading.

A carrent notion o reading instructron s that teachers make
decisions which reflect the theorethical orientations they hold toward
reading and learning. It 1s further hypothesized that all teachers hold
a consistent theoretical position whether they realize 1t or not.  The
influence of theoretaical orientation ()‘\) 1nst ruct ton may determine the
choree of materials and activities, the reading bebaviors thought
desirable, and the manner 1n which ré)ndm(;' growth 1s evaluated.

Instructional practices appear to reflect @ (:()(1(‘-1u—nu‘nnm(;
continuum focusing on ancreasingly larger units of language.

Tradit ional Skills teaching appears to emphasize data driven "bottomn-
u;’)" processing of dls;t‘r@h*h defined, hierarchically arranged
subs-;hlls;. In C()Ht[‘{if;t, Whole Lanqguaqe ins;t/ru(‘t 1on reflects a
conceplually driven ("top-down") form of processing where prediction of
meaning, based on the larger units of language 15 empnas.zed.

The final section on "looking 1nto classrooms research"
indicates that teachers professing markedly different theoret ical
orientations to reading for "empty clas.:sr‘ooms", may be compelled
to exhibit similar instructional practices within the realities of
"full classroomg". This is viewed as a consequence of teachers having
to accommocate constraints such as accountability where administrators
and parents are perceived to require an orderly flow of classroom”

N
L
activities, -wmhasizing the "basics'.



tmp Lrcat vons Tor the desagne and tnterpretat ton of the ‘)I'(‘!.(:\t
atudy, derrved from the review, mt‘llnh: Lhe Tollowing:

’

L. Sehema-theoret e research emphasiazes the importance ol
teachers determining, developing and activating student s background
knowledge for o topre to be read, together with the appropriate schema

for story or exposttion.  Schemata must, further pe maintained throughoot

the reading.  Students emphasizing "hottom-up" processing may have
. i
difficulty dorng sos  therr attentron as diverted to analvzing low-level .
. . A“,;l:
doxt unils, Teaving hittle cognitive capacity tor the discernment of v
o A .

n¥

a text's n‘\(‘rull meanng.

2. Schema theory f\:;f; tmportant imp licatrons for teachers!
questioning, beyond those already given.  Since at o indieates thiat
readers draw constant Iy upon their existing knowledge, therr responses
“to questions about text will naturally include elaboratrons on what s
kit ted in the material, 1f encouraged to do so. This implies that
teachers' quest ioning should be flexible and accepting, 1n receising
ans reasonabie response.  frequent inferencing 16 nececsalg 10 the
process of working through text, so questions should e’m‘nurzﬁb that form
of behavior.  Schema theory indi(‘nt;ﬁs; that the deeper a f;LLJdént
processes text the more o/he will remember and understand about 1t.

This highlights the need for probing questions which seek to clarify
misconcept ions 1n schemata or inconsistencies in reasoning. Questions
chould exhibit a line of progression leading students through the main
crises or events of a passage in order to builld a coherent represen-
tation of its mes 10 3.  The most effective timing for literal level

questioning appears to be during a reading but only as 1t serves to

0y
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illicit details that are essqntial to the flow of a story. Literal T
recall should not be the focus of questions after reading. This
practice conveys to students the impression that reading is remembering

facts rather than theWCFeation of unde§standing.. Insteéd, questions
éhouldfénpoupage summarizing the whole text,‘relating it tg hnforhation
in Otherwtexts and to tha£ already knownvbymthe reader(s).

3 3. ‘Since”compfehen§ion requires readers to use ;elevant

schemata from their "memories, the more schemata possessed by individuals
L : ;

: ‘ X i 4 . ‘
the more likely will bewtﬁérrgzompreheDSJun of a passage. This implies

that the development of vocabulary should a .ume a major role within

a readiné program. The schemz-theoret ic vfew fur-her implies that

new vocabulary shouldAbe intrcduced &nd practiced in a meaningfgl
contexf; “buildiﬁg bridgeé” betv:=n this new knov_edge and the reader's
personal experiences. However, a judicious selecction of vocabulary

is indicated,ilargely determined by the key concgpts believed necessary

to .the understanding of a passage.

4. Readers receiving lengthy exposure to "bottom-up" processing
inslruction, may exhibit oral feading errors reflecting an over-reliance

‘on graphic fgatures. In addition, they may give verbatim answers from
Athevtext when inférences, drawing on prior knowledge, ape réquested.~
An over reliance on ”tdp-down” brocessing, hgdever, may,résult in a
CUrsory (”gist") form of reading. Quésgioning will - only diagnose and
. N, .
overcome Eﬁese limitatgbns if it req%;res careful, critical reading

of text.
‘5. A question or seghent of instruction is successful to the
degree it enables students toéie aware.of the procedures to understand,

analyze or evaluate"hOwgﬁgmprehension occurs.
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. In conclusion, the fundamental finding of(;this review is
stated below. Given.the focus of the study it was stated in question
form thereby assisting the data analysis which follows in Chapter 3

(Design of the Study).

Are students enabled to become more thoughtful,

independent readers by virtue of this segment of

“instruction”?




Chapter 3

THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This chapter will describe the design of the study. It will
include the sub ject selection instrument, piloting an effective audio
taping prdcedure, selecting the sample, and data collection and

analysis.

THE DESIGN

The major purpose of this study was to investigate the
relationship between the classroom questioning characteristics of
teachers selected as exponents of either Skills or Whole Language

theoretical orientations towards reading. To accomplish this a sub ject -

select ion instrument was developed and validated, and audio record1
made of subjecks' regular classroom comprehension instruction in i
o

Recordings were transcribed and teachers' questions coded and

Desériptive data from'field notes and a Teacher's Professional Daf

were also analyzed am@ tabulated where -feasible.

©OTHE THEORET ICAL ORIENTATION TO READING (THOR) QUESTIONNAIRE

As part of the subject selection criteria for this study, &
v ~quest ionnalre was developéd, from the responses of which could be
inferred teachers' theoretical orientations to reading. Tlhe following

procedures were used:

@ ®
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1. Cxisting measures of thegretical orientation were identified

and Deford's (1979) Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile (TORP),

and Duffy & Metheny's (1979) Propositions About Reading Instruct ion<(PRI),

éeleéted for further examination. Both the TORP (28 stateﬁents - 3 sub-
scales) and the PRI (45 statements - 5 sﬁbscalésj provided categories
that may be interpreted as Skills or Whole Language theoretical .
orientaglons. Howeyer, both instruments appeared éumbersome, as they
required a responden£ go complete response statements for ogher

Akﬁpﬁientations not under study, in order to abstract these two

-

. ;?articular categoriles.
-
LS

' 2. Major discriminating items from both measures were pooled

wﬁth others written by the researcher and his faculty advisor.
Ambiguous items were rewritten or discarded, after discussion wlth
graduate students in the field of reading, and/or language arts.

Ludl

3. Twenty-two randomly ordered}

it ement s were arranged in a

*

questionnaire format utilizing a Likert seven point scale response
cont inuum between the descriptors "Strongly Agree' and "Strongly
Disagree' as polar positions.

*

4. Two copies of the queétionnaire wereﬁforwerded to faculty

I

and graduate‘students specializing in reading éhd/or language arts
within the Department of Elementary Education. Rﬂn accompanying letter
requested each respondent. to reflect what they perzeived to be the
responses of a Sgills teachef on one copy and a Whole Language teacher
on the other. Sixteen\of tWenty respondents returned questionnaires
for an informal item analysis. - | AN

5. Responses were scored by assigning them from one to seven

- a, [}
points - seven for strong agreement with the wording of a statement,

27
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one for étrong disagreement. Scoring was dependent upon the relat 1on-
sh}pi@oﬁween the pbsjtixo or negat ive wording of the statement and the
theoret 1cal stance adopted.

6. 1n order to eliminate the less effective items from Lho
instrument a frequency disiribution of the six£een respondents' scores
for both theoretical orientations was tabulated (Table 3.1). TItems 10
and 22 were discarded as they did not appear to clearly discriminate

between Skills and Whole Language responses. The remaining twenty

items, with minor wording revisiong, comprised the Theoretical

Urientation to Reading (THOR) questionnaire (See Appendix A).

7. Plastic overlays were prepared for ease in identifying and

",

scoring the extreme profiles of Skllf& and Whole lLanquage subjects

required for the purposes of the study.

3

\

PILOT STUDY OF AUDIO TAPING PROCEDURES' “e

The study Teduired an audio—téping svstem which had the capacity
to accommndate normal verbal classronm interactions between teacher‘and
student s, Lniﬁn~zipotentially wide varfety of instructional

Vsituations. o

After securing written approval from a lérge urban school system, .
two piloting sessions were carried th in a schooi previously familiar
to the researcher during February, 1985. The grade flour Classrodm
allocated by the principal presented challenging fecording conditions.
In addition to its large size, the room included portable fibre panel

walls, carpeted flooring, and a suspended ceiling, (with enclosed

fluorescent.lighting) supporting two, four-bladed air circulation fans.
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The initial system developed by the ;InsﬂArLu“ti(;nn] Technology
Centre (110 . within the Faculty of fducation, at the University of
Alberta. consisted of four Dukane, omni-directional microphones
suspended by their cables from the ceiling. This was ineffective for

»

two reasons. First, the interference from the fluorescent lighting was
substantial. Second, this type of microphone’ was not sensitive enough,
either at ceiling or floor level, to produce a transcribable signal/
noise ratio.

An extremely Sensitiveé"shot-gum” type microphone was also
dismissed, as 1t demanded the near-impossible task of anticipat{nq t he
next speaker:s’ in normal classroom interaction. Moreover, unless
aimed accurately. non target sounds suf@ as pages belng turned by o
respondent, would receive the same amplefication as his/her desired
g e
verbal response. ¢

Four Somy ECM-270 electret condenser, uni-directional
microphones each powered by a single "AA" cell werevsubstitutod and
prosed accéptable. Miﬁrophones used floor mounted standg when placed
on the perimeter of the grade's desk arrangement. Within the perimeter
desk mounted stands were chosen so as to provide less obétruction to
the normal movement patterns of the room. Cables taped to the floor fed
into a Shure M68 channel microphone "mixer". The latter enabled the

researcher to select for further amblification the signal input from

the Wﬂcrophone closest to the desired verbal response. At the same time

it rovided the means to reduce Confiicting background noise from one
or - of the remaining microphonés.' Output from the mixer fed into
A< 115 reel to reel tape recorder operating at a speed of

4.8 . Headphones plugged into the "monitor" socket enabled az‘c'



constant monitoring of the recording.

A wireless transmitter microphone worn by the teacher ensured
an accurale recording of her questioning and preserved complete freedom
of movement. The signal was picked up by a remote receiver and passed
via the mixer's selective control to become part of a single reel-to-

reel recording for all five microphones.

The wireless microphone's performance deteriorated shortly after

the conclusion of piloting, and ‘could not be rectified in timg/to begin
the study.  However, 1t was decided to use the balance of tpé/equipment
as a proven back-up system,

Hm;primary recording task was carried out using.a Realistic

32-1221 wireless .M, microphohe system. This required the teacher to
clip a batter powered ("AA") miniature transmitter tQ her belt or'
pocket and an electret microphone to clothing under the chin. The
teacher's voice was transmitted to an AC powered rémote recelver which
fed the signal into a Realistic 32-1210 stereo four microphone mixer
requiring a 9V battery. Feeding into the same mixep, via.cables taped
“tu the tlooring, were two battery powered ("AA'") Reaiistic 34-1090 PIM
microphones. The latter wefe 14 x 12 cm. metal plates, which transform
any flat surface they.are placed on into an 'echoless" sound gathering
surface. These omnivd'rectional microphones were usually placed on

students' desks t centre of the room. The mixer's selectively

conrolled output fed into a Mealistic SCT-24A stereo tape recorder using
a Dolby noise reductién system, * Sterec headphones plugged into the tape
recorder enabled a constant manipulation of mixer and volume controls to
ensure satisfactoryvrecording.

Previous earch findings (Barr & Dreeben, 1983) have found
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great stabi ity among teachers with repeated observat ions of thear
instructional performances. I was, therefore, decided that three
recordings .per subject in the main study were appropriate to procure
clear 1insights into their reqular classroom vomprhhnn;inn instruction,

Since 1t 1s common practice for elementary schnols to schedule
language arts for complete periods either before or after morning
recess, a forty-five minute taping was considered sufficient time to
capture the usuaf éomprehension instruction characteristics of n‘hoarhvr
without having to record substantial amounts of non 1nstructional

‘ : ,
activities, 1.e. opening exercises, preparations for and clearing awa
aftor-instruct@on ete. To further GDSUFé H ﬁoncentrétion on the
instructiornal comppnent, subjects were to be asked to indicate to
the researcher when recardings should commence within thelr lessons.

The choice of forty-five minutes also avoided the necessity of
transferring from one -side of a cassette tape to another within a
recording session to obtain a longer recording period. ~Although
audlo tapes were availlable providing sixty—minutes per side in pointed
out the increased likelihood of breakage due to the tape having to be
“made thinner to fit the same cassette case dimensions. Realistic
44-603 C90 tapes were chosen to standardize time and quality of
recording trom one classroom situation to another.

In summary, each forty-five minute classroom recording was made
using two concurrently running svstems. The primary system comprised
a teacher's wireless FM microphone and two desk positioned metal plate
microphones feeding via a mixer to a stereo cassette tape recorder. The

back-up system consisted of four unidirectional microphones, two mounted

on floor stands peripheral to the students' desks and two using desk
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mounted stands near the contre of the room.  These fed by way of
another mixer to a reel-to-reel tape recorder. At ypical classroom
arrangement of Lhese two systems is shown in Figure 5.1,

Procedures decided upon for the main study included three,
forty-five minute audio taping sessions per subject, with the lalter

“determining the commencement of each recording.

SELECTION OF SAMPLE

The sample for this study comprised five grade five teachers

:

and one grade four/five teacher selected ' iom two school systemé

within a large urban centre in Alberta. Three were chosen as exponents
of a Skills thporvLiFal orientation to classroom reading instrurtidn,
and three, a Whole Language approach.

After securing WFitten approval from both school systems to
conduct the study, potential subjects were identified using the
followling procedures.

1.. In one school system th Supervisor of Language Arts
recommended individual teachers to contact. These choices were later
confirmed by their principals. In the other system, the Supervisor
together with an elementary level Language Afts consultant, recommended
Spécific schools.‘ Principals' recommendat ions only were obtainable in
the latter procedure.

2. The study had initially proposed to use grade four teachers.
This was to provide a basis on which to make comparisons with Durkin's
{1978 seminal findings concerning reading comprehension

instruction derived predominantly from the same grade level. However,
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despite contacts berng made with approximately forty schools,
inouf frerent numbers were identified, requiring the participat ton ol
(”wuh"flvv‘l(wnﬁuww; 1nstead.,

5. With the permission of principals the preliminary pool of
candidates was (n)lwtzl(‘t(=fi by phone to see if they were able to fulfil
three oriteria: Jw’

a) A willingness to participate in the research.
b) A willingness to complete the THOR questionnaire.
¢ A minimum of three years teaching experience.

4. Nine teachers (all female) were identified and matled the
THOR questionnaire. An accompany ing letter gave directions as to
how to complele the instrument and an assurance concerning the

confidentiality of responses (see Appendix B,

,.  Three teachers' responses indicated overwhe lming agreement

with the THOR quest re's Whole Language profile. Out of a total
possible score of Leir scores in descending orde - were 137, 128

and 122. No response indicated any der gupport for Skills

4
oriented statements.  Only three neutral rﬁﬁﬂayses were evident. These
Ty

were confined to the lowest scoring questionnaire. These teachers were

selected as three of the six subjects for the study.
6. None of the remaining six candidates could be judged as

being in substantial agreement with Lhe THOR questionnaire's Skills

Yl

profile. However, the group divided itself into two types of respondent. '

The first appeared to be equivocal about their Underlying beliefs
concerning reading instruction. This was suggested by the substantial
number of neutral and/or middle range responécs. The second type

exhibited lucluating responses between more extreme values for both



theoretcal orrentat tons . However, therr andividual total scores fo
cach ortentation clustered closely around the quest ronnare's neateal
total score. The three teachers, with profiles displaying the greater
number of extreme scores for both orrentat tons, were chosen as the
three rematneng subjects for the study.  Although the olassroom

s ‘ : ‘
practices ot all three had been previously recommended by principals
as "lraditional Skalls™ an nature, their fluctuating THOR responses
suggested an ecltectie form of underlying belief system concerning
. ‘l'f v'
FPH%IHQ mstructron.  Ihis group as a whole, therefores will be

desceribed as Skills Telectie for the balance of the studs .

" DESCRIPTION OF SUBJECTS

Professional background informat ion on each of the study's

subjects was collected using the Teacher's Professional Data form

csee Appendix U, This was handed to each subject at the concluston
of recording sessions for completion and forwarding 1o their own time.

The form cdio not ‘require the entry of a subject’s name, address or

s T

schinol, thus helping to prese the confident 1alidy “"@f returns.
) i S N
. A . . o ) z . a&%{w . . K
The subjects’. professionaliba kgrogp&%&nf@ﬁmatlpr i1l he -+
E "‘r' E o g \‘ L :v: - }:'; & .«n . ' ‘,~'x:>.“‘ AL
R RO N R S I
analyzed, tabulated and discussed. in Feddt ion to research questions i,
' A S S S O T -
i . . 1 . » £ [IAPE]
- A o : L
and 2 an Chapter:4.  In brief «however, completed forms did: indicate

that all SUbJCCf$ : 7 ”

WQr@yexpéffémcéb‘tqétrqré with a Fasgesaf Trom 6-17

échrn@kexpprience q@mplefédﬂé

9 RIS

years experience. [ grade five level
oW : .

5. With an average of 4 vears forieach group.

%

varied from 1 to 6 %ea

8

'




"
DESCRIPTION OF €1 ASSROOMS

Clasarocms i the study were described independent Ty by

principals and subjects as retlecting eather average or low-iverage

Csocio-economic status. Class sizes vanged from 18 to 30 stadentes.

Vb )
When comparing Skalla/telectio with Whole Language teaching sirtoations

as o whole, neither group appeared to be unfarrly werghted an terms of

'

socio-cconomic status or clasy size.

COLLLCTION OF THE DATA

fach teacher requested three contecutive days of aondirotaping

to be completed na single week. Data took seven weeks to collect

commencing at the beginning of March, 1985, Recording sessions

typically began on Tuesday with equipment berng set up after school

the evening before.  Although placement of equipment was generally as

shown in Figure 3.1, microphone positions were adjus’=d according to

where the teacher indicated her instructional time was nsually spent.

Prior to the frrst recording a letter s, Informing

them of the geperal nature of the study was handed to the teacher

% :
f%f distribution. At the same time the subject was reminded of the

purpose of the recordings, using the following verbal statement:

-
"] would like to record what you typically do 1in .
your reading comprehension instruction to facilitate -

students' learning."

Most sessions were recorded shortly after some form of opening
exercises. Ihe back-up recording system was begun before, and stopped

The researcher initiateg t he

after, the primary recording system.
C

-
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latter on receiving a pre-arranged signal from the’ teacher. This ended

forty-five minutes later when the stereo céSsette tape recorder

automatically shut itself off. Each teacher’was aware of the duration
of the recording and tHe manner hwwh%ch“it was to be ferminated. During
the. taping the reseérchér operated}fhe primary‘fecording system's aixer
~and receiver volume controls, to ensure the best possible recording. -

!

THe concurrently running back-up system was not monitored at all.
. kS . :
Field notes were made of materials and activities utilized

during instruction. Photo-copies of all text materials were obtained

to assist in data analysis.

¥

On concluding the, series of taéings, each subjéet was asked to
indicate which tWouof fhe three recordihgé most typified her rengar |
reading cohprehension instructior. “Thé designated tapes wére trans-
cribed verbatim, and the typistfé tranécriptioﬁs_checked against the

original recordings by the researcher.

DATA ANALYSIS

Research Questions 1-5

The researcher's catégorization of teacher questions on
tfanscrig}s,’involved the following procedureé:

.‘1.‘ A tentafive idéntificatioh of all qqestions was made.
Questions throughout the ahélysis included directive statements since
the intemt of both 1s ge6eraliy the same, that is, to elicit a fesbonse.
For example: | |

Direct Statement Question

.

- "Remind us about what has happened - "What ha appeneq in the stary
"in the story up to this point." "as far“as we got yesterday”

- "Predict what will happen."*¢ - "What prediction can you make
N _ _ about what is 'going to happen?"

P

57
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s "multiple

2. Each question was listened to on the original recording to
see whether time was allowed for a student's response. If, in the
opinion of ‘the researcher, no opportunity was'given, this, was treated

as a rhetorical -question and thereby dismissed from further analysis.

N 2

Emilar items frequently occurred in a sequence. or
A" (MQ) form. Where no ‘intentional pause could be
discerned within the sequence, it was coded collectively as a single

question. Fof example:

No pause

Teacher:  ["Child's name, what do you think?]‘[Why.did grandfather
, S———

.
No pause ' No pause

. 4
talk like this?] [Is he angry at the boy?]‘[ls he trying
No pause
to scare'him?]*[What do you think?"]
S e )

In order to categorize the instructional intent of a multiple

question sequence, the final question was chosen as the predominant
. 7

indicator, unless there was clear'evidenée to the contrary. The

decision was based on the observation that students' responses reflected

primarily the ultimate question in these sequences throughout the study.

3. Questions potentlally fulfllllng either of the study S
definitions of Comprehension Assessment (CA) or Comprehension’

Instruction (CI) were tentativeiy identified.

Recognition of Comprehension Assessment (CA) guestions provided

little difficulty as long as the researcher perceived behaviors in
agreement with answers to one or more of the following "decision
facilitators':

o4 ,. "

4
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a)  Is the teacher checking on whether What was read was
comprehended? {YLS)

b’ "Are students perceived as having to "guess what 1s in
the teacher's head"? (YLS) ' :

& ’ ¢ " ) ‘ G
cy' Does the teacher do anything instructionally with
stldents' answers other than to indicate that they are
right or wrong? (NO)

* d) s the question (or sequence of questions) perceived
as "mentioning", that is, conveying just enough about a
topic to allow for an assignment on it?” (YES)

. b}
Comprehension Instruction (C1) type guestions proved more

o}

difficult to idenfify. The initjaluderisiom facilitator given below

" had to be answered in the affirmative befc e any further analysis could

. ’ :
be carried out as to the nature of the instruction conveyed by the

CL e

question (or seduence of questions.: :

-

a) Is there transfer.value perceived in the question

(or sequence of questions) which will likely, assist

students to understand connécted fext other than that

used in the immediate instruction? \YLS) ' @

OR b) Are students enabled to become moreathouqhthl, .
independent readers by virtue of this questlon or N ECIE
‘ sequence of questions? (YES)

4. The nature of Compfehension Instruction 1 unStlDHS
- t i e
k1

(or equéng.‘) was Coded dCCOFdlﬂg to the Follow1ng four CdLPgOIlEH as

‘deflned within the study D80151on F80111tdtor8 u%ed in the 1nt01‘-7

pretation of definitions are listed for each of the categorles;

. ’ ¢ .
Vocabulary Development'?Vd):v

a) Is the teacher's question (or sequence of queétions,
perceived to be attempting to resolve the question:
"What is it that students do know that is enough like®
.the new word or concept so “that 1 can’use it as an
anchor point?" (Pearson, 1985, p.729) (YLS) ‘

29
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»

G enable the student(s) to know what a word is like and how
it is different from other words that are already known?
(YES)

OR c) Has the teacher's question (or sequence of questions)
increased the likelihood that a word or concept will be
understood by students when they read different texts?
(YES)

OR d) Is the teacher's question (or sequence of questions)
encouraging students to acquire meaning for new
vocabulary from context? (YES)

OR e) Does the teacher's question (or sequence of questions)
draw students' attention to morphemic knowledge as a
means of helping to understand a phrase or more” (YES)

¢

Schema Development (5d):

»
a) Does the teacher's -question (or éequencekof queétions)
encourage students to predict or elaborate from prior
experlences in relation to the text? (YES)

b) Is the questlon (or sequence of questlons)
@ assisting students to develop schemata for the ways
otorleQ or expository texts are organized? (YES)

Focusing Question-Narrowing (fnj:

1

a) Does the teacher re-cast a question, requesting a
smaller part of a larger issue, in order to aid a
student's response? (YES).

b) 1Is the teacher's quéstion changed from a recall to
a recognition (multiple choice) mode, in order to aid
a student's response? (YESY

a

Focusing Question-Directing (Fd):

'

a) Does the teacher's question'direct students to.a
particular part of the text in order to.elicit an
inferential, rather than factual response? (YES)

v,

Cfg}&ggihg‘Question‘Clar>:

a) Does the teacher's question seek further information
from students to clarify what is perceived as a-vague
or ambiguous response? (YES) ~

OR b) Does the teacher's question (or sequence of questions)

A

-

60
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2. All Comprehension Instruction (CI) questions were further
categorized according to the following possible sources of data used

by students in generating a particular response:.

.Textualli Explicit 1 (TET1) - a question requiring a specific

response explicitly stated in a single sentence of the text, that

is, ",..reading the line." (Pearson & Johnson, 1978)

Textually Explicit 2 (TE2) - a question requiging students to
combinme information explicitly stated in more than one sentence of
text, that is, "...drawing together the lines." (Fagan unpublished

manuscript, 1985) T

Textually Implicit /T1) - a question requiring students to make

at least one step of logical or pragmatic inferring to get to the
response, and both question and response are derived from the text,

that is, "...reading between the lines." (Pearson & Johnson, 1978}

scriptally Implicit (SI) - a text derived question requiring

students to respond only from their prior'knowledge. The data source
is in the responaght's head, not within the‘text, that is, "...reading
beyond the lines." (Pearson & Johnsor. 1978}

6. Questions ‘and directivafsgatements not coded as either
\ L2 -

1
C

Comprehension Instruction (CI) or Comprehension Assessment (CA), were

: : Ny
categorized as Non-Instructional (NI). This included procedural

questions to organize lessone, prepare for transitions and for routine
: [

matters, together with behavioral quebtions serving to control

uhacceptébie student behaviors.

7. The total number of questions for each coding cateqory

was tallied and their collective total‘checged agairist the total

b

number of questions for the transcriptk.'Percentages required by

61



Resedrch Questions 1-5 were hand calculated.

8. The researcher's reliability in coding question caﬁegories
was checked by a university ‘professor experienced in reading research.
A singlé transcript containing 175 queétions (12.9 percent of the

study's total) was independently analyzed. There was 98 &en&éh{

Lo -

agreement between rater and researcher for Comprehenslon ImﬁiTucfion
B . T R
(o :

versus Comprehension Assessment questions, and 98 percent agreement

for Comprehension‘1nstruction sub-categories. }

Research Questions 6-10: 3

,

Data obta;ﬁed through collection procedures Was too limited .
for any form of analysis_other\than thé fesearcher“s Sﬁbjéctiye inter-
pretatdon;. These will be reported in anecdotal form, Using descriptive
examples where poséible. The source-of data for each T€source quegtion

is as follows:

Question 6 - transcripts ana associated field Notes
Question 7 - field notes
Question 8 - Teacher's Professional Data forM, (sections
1 and 11)
Question 9 - Teacher's Professional Data form, (section I11)
Question 10 - field notes

"SUMMARY -

This chapter has described the design of the study including
the subject selection instrument, piloting effective audio—taping
procedures, selecting the sample, data collection and @nalysis,

Chapte? 4 presents the Fig@@ggs of the study and discugseéﬁm\

these results.



b

given in Tably 4.17

o

S

Chapter 4

THC FINDINGS OF THL STUDY

.
This chapter reports the descriptive filwdillqs;‘ﬁf’ the study,
relating them to the research gquestions given 1n Chapter 1. They arce
presented 1n the following manner.
First, each research question is réstatod. Second, é\plivntﬁr}
data is provided for each unGtiQH.‘ Third. results are d}srUnspd 10
relation to the similarities agd différpncAﬂ between the two UFuUpS of

)

subjects under study. A summary concludes tne chapter. oo

DESCRIPTIVE DATA - QUESTIONS'

Question 1

Do grade five Skills’/Lelectic and Whole Language teachers dif for

.
»

in the proportion of Comprehension Instruction questions to total

number of questions asked during reqgular reading comprehiensiorn
instruction?

(The data on which the answers to this questlon are based 1s

24

$

A total %umber of 1357 questions was,.asked by the six teachers

_in the twelve observed lessons. Total number of questlons asked by

whole Language subjects was 19 percent more than Skills/tclectic
subjects.’ A comparison of gron performances indicatod thét the
pfoportloh‘oficompréhehgioﬁ inS}ruction questione was 6 percent for
Skills/Eclectic subjects and épprpximately twice és_ﬁqax 311.pcrrpnt)
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for Whole Language subjects, lhv’propurtlon of comprehension
imnstructiion (11)9&:1,1(n1:; asked by individual subjects in orelation to
their group totals, ranged from a low of 1 percent (Skills/felectie
subject’ to a high of 14 per cent (Whole Language subject). Al
three Whole Language subjecls excecded the proportion of comprehensiyon
instruction questions asked by the highest performing Skills felectic
SULJDCt.

Whole Language subjects, theretore, appear to show a small but
consistently higher performance in comprehension ‘instruction

! 4

questioning as compared tb Skills/Lelectic subjects. However, the
major conclusion 1s that \9%} limited comprehension instruction 1s
being carried oul by subjects, erther as groups or as individuals,
regardless of their orientation. |

Since aspects of both Durkin's 1978) and Hodges' {(1980°
coding categories have been accommodated within the present study,
it is not unexpected that in comparison with the results of these
Studﬁ;s, the praportion of comprehension instruction questions asked
by alllgubjects (9 percent , lies belween the respective findings of
those researrhers,°1.e. 1. percent and 25 percent. This is a gross
Comparisbn, howe\er: as both Durkin and Hbqgés.reported their findings
in minutes. for comprehension instruégiom bethiaviors including, -but not

A
exclusively based on; teachers' questionsh

P

Question 2

Do grade FiQe»Skil%s Cclect ic and Whole Language teachers differ
a“;l “ - -

¢ Comprehension Assessment questions to total

6Y

i
g



number of questions asked during reqgular reading comprehension

1nutruvtlnﬂ7

The mean proportion of comprehension assessment ques(iunu
to total number of quest ions asked within the study was 57 percent
(sov Jable 4.1). The same proportion was reflected by each group
(Skills/Lc]ectif 56 percent; Whole Language 57 percent), despite
Whole Lanquage subjects asking 21 percent more assessment questions
than the Skills’/tclectic group. For individual subjects, the
proportion of assessment questions to total number of questions
asked by their respective groups, ranged from a low 42 percent to
a high of 69 percent. Beth the highest and lowest percentages were

v
achieved by Whole Language teachers. Skills/Eclectic subjects

exhibited a more modest range with a low of 48 percent and a high of

65 percent.

The major conélusion is that just over half of all types of
questions asked within the study were coded as teachers éssessing
whether what was read was comprehended byvstudenfs. Both Skills/
tclectic ana Whole Language gréups closely reflected this finding.

Durkin's (1978) and Hodges' (1980) data indicate the same
heavy emphasisldn comprehension assessment by teachers, i1n relation
to other instruclional behaviors. Howgver, despite differences 1in
coding categories between the studies, there appeags to be an even
greater emphasis on assessment within the present study. This
indicates that subjects recommended as competent teachers, equate
at least tacitly, comprehension assessment with comprehension

. .
instruction, regardless of theoretical orientation towards reading.

66



Question 3

Do grade five Skllls’(;Tnvtlr and Whole Language teachers difftoer

in the proportion of Comprehension Tnstruct ion questions to

Comprehension Agssessment questions duraing reqular reading

comprehension 1nstruct ion?

The mean proportion of comprehensionginst FQ(‘tl()H to zw;saw;SHant
type questions for both groups in the study was 14 percent (see lable
4.1). Analvsis of group performances indicated proport ions of 10 per-
cent for Skills Lelectic aﬁd 17 percent for Whole lanquéqv'subjett:n
Proportions for individual subjects ranged from a low of 2 percent
(Sk1lls Lelectic subject) to a high of 22 percent (Whole Language
subject . The }our middlé range subjects, however, performed gimilarly
to one another, asking assessment over insiructlon type questions 1n
the ratio of approsimately 8 to 1. All three Whole Language subjects

« met or exceeded the highest proportion of comprehension instruction

et

«  questions asked by a Skills/Leclectic subject.
fhe major finding 1s that comprehension assessment questions
were asked approximately 8 times more frequently “than comprehension

~

instruction questions within the study. In general, Whole Language
subjects asked more comprehension instruction gquestions than Skills/
Eclecfir subjects, both as a group and as individuals, |

Durkin's (1278} "best teachers" were observed to exhibit
Comprehension assessment to 1nstructional type behaviors in the it 1o

r

of 25 to 1. This falls midway between the outlving ratios of 45 to |

(Skills/Eclectic subject; and 4 to 1 (Whole language subject) produced

within the present study. Since subjects in both studies were perceived

67

. by administrators to be very competent teachers, this ralses some concern

. i
i
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as to whal the ratios might be for Lhe majority of teachers who are
Iikely less competent.  Although all Whole Language sub jects showed

. . . * 4 . o ‘
performances of approximately 8 to 1 in comparison to Durkin's ratio,
similar performances were also shown by two Skills/Lelectic subjects.
This suggests that a higher ratio of comprehension instruction
questioning cannot be accounted for completely by a Whole Language

theoret ical orientation to reading.

55

vastd(nLJQ

What 15 the noture of Comprehension Instruction questions asked

by grade five Skills/[cfectic and Whi.le Language teachers during
reqular reading comprehension instruction?

The functions of questions coded as comprehension instruction
within the study. in order of priority and in terms of mean percentages
were: Schema Development (39 percent), Focusing (35 percent),
Piarlflcation (21 percent) and Vocabulary Development (9 pércent? (see

Figure 4.1 and. or Table 4.1).

KLY
Study Totals [ R : — Fanct rons:
s i Sdiss Fnefd (35), C1 (213 (hgw
cmesn %t ‘ Ci= Clarifying

Fd= Focusing

(direct ing’

Skillsqbelectac

Group (mean %)

. . — , Frn= Focus
5d.40) | Frebd (29) C1(133] vdiig J n= hocusing
; FNAarrowing

¢ : . ¢ Sd= Schema

Development

Whole Language | S5, LA, fnefd (37) 7| c1 (2% J A}Vd: vocabulory

Group {mean %' |, Development

U 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percentage v

Figure 4.1

functions of Comprehension Instruction Questions

Asked by Skills and Whole Language Subjects

Loy
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differed, however, in that. ot favared \()vzlhl£;}|r> Development (18 percent
over Clarifying questions (13 percent » 1n contrast with 5 percent and

25 percent respectively, for the Whole Language group.

fach Whole Language subject approxamated the pattern of

&

questioning exhibited by that group as o vhole.- This may be desceribed
as a relatively equal emphasis on Schema Development, Focusing  and
Clarifying questions with very limited attention 'r] tven to Vocabulars
Development across specific subjects within this group.  Two Skil s
fclectic subjects grossly approximated the pattern of their group
giving priority to Schema Development and or Focusing unstlons. Thie
was followed by o lower, more balanced emphasis on flarlfying'énd
Vocabulary Development questions as compared to Whole lan@uaqo Shbj“ftw.
fhe other Skills/tclectlc subject's performance was atypical for-this -
group and could not be 1nterpreted since only two questions were coded T
as comprehension instruction out of the group's total of thirty-elght

.

questions. , » _ ' .

The above levels of analyses suggest the following conclusions:

1. Regardless of theoretical Urientutiod, both groups were
similar in that they emphasized Schema Development and Focusing
questions over other forms of Compréhemsion instruction questions.

Within this concentration, Whole Languaqge subjects pald similar



altlention to bolth calequries while Skills/lolectye subgects faveged
Lhe mﬁuwwuluwyﬂ&pmrnt form of questyon.,

2. Whole Langquage subgects emphasized Claritying questrons
:{hn"t to ?hﬁlnumv degree as Schema Development and Focusing quest tons .
This group. however, gave Limited attention to Vocabulary Development
quest 1ons.,

S, ‘ﬂklllu/lvlertlr subjects, in contrast, asked a noticeably

-

hrgher, proportaon of vocamulary Development quest tons, achieving a
relat ive balance with Clarifyving quest ions in doing so. However, both
categories were subordinate to the emphasca on Schema Development and
Facusing. d

The emphasis on Schema Deve lopment questions by Whole Language
subjects was not 'unexpcctt‘(i given the instructional emphasis on meaning-
ful predictions by conceptually driven reading models assoclated with
this theoretical ortentation. However, an even greater proportion of
Sehema Deve lopment questions for Skills/Eclectic subjects, was not
eapected,  since the processing of low-level text units 1s theorized to
be the instructional pr10rit§ in "bottom-up" processing models.

A Eorv\amlnatlon of transcript data in%jcated a possible

“explanation for this anomaly. Teachers' Schema Development questions,

. _ ‘ A L
as defined by the study, 1nvolved 1nvok1ﬁgn§tudonts’ predictions and

5]

elaborat ions from prior experiences in relation to the text. Tentative
differences between the two theoretical orieﬁtagions only became
abparvnt when the discourse sedﬁences surrounding individual Schema
Development questions were examined. Wﬁole Language subjects tended to
invoke a student's prior knowledge directl{ from text, or failing that,

to make direct association with 1t afterwards. gé%contrast, although

/N



A

Skills/Eclectic subjects activated students' schemata,-thcy tended to c

this in isolation from the text. This Conveyeﬂ the impression that
students'would make "obvious" connections for themselves.

Focusing questions, émphasized by both theoretical orientations,’

o -

indicated group related differences when subdivided into the two

Fpnctioms defimed within fhe’study, that is 'marrowing" and "directing'.
The former refers to the "narrowing" of a larger issue contained within

a teacher's previous question in order to aid a student's response.

The latter "directs" students to a particular part of text in order to

enhance a student's response.

For SkiflS/Eciectic subjects the emphasis was on ”HErrawing”.

" This iﬁdicates‘the sensitivity to perceive-a Student's_difficulty and

the tenacifyhand expertise to "sldice" 1t (Pearson & Johnsan, - 1978

.into mamageable, ego-preserving propertions. ‘However, an analysis of

“'discourse Sequenceslsurrdunding this category (for both groups) revealed

Ry

" o@F "a careful, ¢éri

little attempt to'rebuild discrete "slices" into meaningful knowledge.

Again, the sdbjectsnappeéred to believe -these connections could and
would be made by the.students. !
v In contrast, the. function of Focdsing-questi@ns emphaSized,bf

Whole Language subjects was to'difect stUdenté to specific parts of -

text in an explicit attemptftofraigé'the degree of - text related VI
N . . ) ( i . . N . - !
inferﬁncing,’,Thisxgppeared to demonstrate to-students the imporeante

g B
J

§ . ) A' ,,_ ".‘ ‘ ' s . L
Atsl. re-examination. of text for language and author

) ,
R S e 4 ‘ _ A
cues .as a sekf instructional strateqgy for more meaningful .reading. '
-UES y § ! ARG g

., The tréﬁséripts aLSo provided.examples where"subjecfs,appearéﬂ

Co : 4 . i N . L
concerned to relate students' scriptally based inferences to the

specif}c'sfrgcfure'énd cues provided by the text.: This may be fuéfher‘ 

;\ ' + . * . i | :
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interpreted as implicit or explicit attempts by Whole Language subjects
- to regress the cursory, "gist" form of reading associated with an

over-reliance on "top-down" information processing instruction.
A ‘ .

! Clarifying questions received almost as much emohasis'by Whole
-Language subjeets as Sehema Develcpment and‘Focusing ("directing")
questions.‘ This probing forn of_question:seeks to clarify what'is
percelved as a vague or ambiguous response'on_the part - of a studént.

The ultimate benefits“are thought to be the clarifications of mis-

b

conceptions in student g schegﬁﬁa wr‘inconsistencies in.reasoning.
l v ! »'Q’

Since Whole Language sdogétts‘h&aceg tw;ct .as much empha51s on
8V 78 4 ‘

Clarlfylng questlons as compared to Skllls/ECleCtlc subJects, this
suggests an 1nstructlonal concern related to a Whole‘Language

theoretical orientat'ion and its assumed use of concept-driven, ”top—down“~

model's of information processing. : . ;
An unexpectedlfinding for the study was the very limited h
attention (5 percent) paid to,Vocabulary Development questions by

by ) Whole Language subgects. SVll]s/Eclect#c subjects, in contrast, appeared

rﬁ’ o
. Tto emph881ze t%ﬁs form of questlon three to four times as much as Whole ;Qég
\ a ;

~ =

Uanguage subJects. As deflned, the 1mp6:tant criterlon that had to be

-

perceivedkin these questibns was'the ”building‘bf bridges' between a

2
new Qord or concept and what. was already known by the 'student(s). -A .
R ot = ‘
. refexamlnatlon of the data indicated that of the eleven questions coded »

as Vocabulary Development within the whole study,:fiVe questions had l
been asked by one Skills/Eclectic subject. Thisg teacher had received
P U P T & : \ " "
‘ ﬁHonors,undergraduate degree training in Romance La@guages; This greatly‘\
Lo
faollltated the understandlng of culturally spec1f1c terms arlslng from

4 Lo ) - -V',' %;,. ':5%" ¥ R 2

a otUIy about Mex1co used w1th1n thé@@ﬁg}ngs b'Two students w1th similar

3,."‘" .

; i BT IR y
- ° . U f PR e ,"dp‘
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i

ethnic backgrounds to the story setting.were. encouraged to provide an
enthusiastic "building of bridges" between cultures. If this teacher's
contribution is removed from the data, there is very ljttle.d;fférenée
betweén theitwo.groups. This causes the researcher to conclude that
there was little Vocabulary Development questioning belng Carrled OSt

;by subjects, as deflned within the study, regardless of their

theoretical orientation.

Question 5
a) Do grade five Skills/Eclectic and Whole LéngUage teachers

differ in the proportion of text-explicit (factual) Comprehension

Instruction questions asked during regular reading comprehension po
“ i L

instruction?

éﬁ
¢
Stud}‘/T/ptg]ls) L . Sl -’56)%: . . l 11 (22 J,” (121 lT[g‘lU)J KE Y
mean % 3 ‘ - L - Data Suqrvv:
¢ TC1= Text .
Skitls/Eclectic ' } T ; [* Explicit |
Group (mean %, SRELE B 11.136, TE2013) ’ TE2= Tewt
TE1( Sy Laplicat 7
TI = Text
) P S Implicat
Whole Larguagn ) - (S}‘ Ty 1tz 10155 181 = Ser
Group (mean % - 2 ‘ U Gz IEVO1S ST = ‘I’“;M t
mplic
TN 0 107 20 30 40 50 60 707 80 90 100
N [ n + + —— s — I + 4
4 Percentage
¢ €

Figure 4.2 -

Data Source Required by Students in
Responding to Subjects' Comprehension Instruction Quest ions

. . _ t ’ i .' /f//
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The broportion of Comprehension InstTuction ﬁuestions

requiring students to glve a responée stated explicitly in a single

text sentence,‘w§§.3apercent for Skills/Ecléctic subjgg?g aqd a
relatively unexpected 13 percent for Whole Language subjects ('see
Figure'ﬂ.Z) and/or Table 4.2). Given the fact that all questions were
coded as Cdmprehension lnstruction, the expectation was that very little
emphasis would be placed on literal information by either group.
Mareover, if this was to be accessed it was thought more likely to be
carried out by Skilis/%clecfic subjects because of'their theoretical
orientation's associatioﬁ with ”bottom—dp? b%ocess}gg models. An
analysis of tﬁe'Functioﬁs éf questions COdeQéS Text Explicit‘1 6888
‘Table 4.3%) indicated that Focusing ("directing'") accounted for this
‘%mphasis by Whole Languagéwgubjects. |

- ¢ A second cagegofy by Fagan (Qé;ublished manusCfipt, 1985) was

added to Péarsoﬁ & Jphnsoh}s (1978):”Textually Explicit" classification.
The new Text Explicit 2 category requires a greater degree of Cégnitive
mahipulation as 1t ask fqr the éynthesié of inforﬁation specific to

tihe éext from more than .one §§ntence., Both ékills/[clecticrand Wﬁolé
Language subjécts asked tﬁe same proportien {12 t5.13 pe:cént) of their
group totals (see Fngre»d.Z and/or Table 4.2). Howé;er, the functjons
/joif qu'esti‘()ns“;hasized by each graup within this C"ategory{yappeared‘to

be different. Whole fanguage'sgbjects aééin emphasized the Focusing

) .
v v .

(”df%ectihg”) function whereas Skills/Eclectic subjects appeared 'to give

S0me acknowledgement'td the functioch of.Vocabula?y Devélopment within

.

this Cafegory.

-
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Question 5

Fs

b) Do grade five Skills/Eclectic and Whole Language teachers differ

in the proportion of text-implicit—b4fifergntial) Comprehension

Instruction questions asked during reqgular reading comprehension

.

instruction? i ' » L o
The proportions of text constrained inferencing required by the
‘ Comprehension Instruction questions for both'groups appear to be

similar (Skills/Eclectic subjebis 26 percent; Whole Language subjects

20 percent) (see Fiqure 4.2 and/or Table 4.2). Again, however, the

hasized within this classification were
qu}f% ‘A )

o (See Table 4.3). SkiLls/EclectlcﬂBubjectSy§\g

é& STt to the recésting of questions (focusing - ,

1érr0wingﬁ) in order to assist students with inferenéing from text.

f@f:Hole'Language sub jects abpeé}ed more concerned with re-directing ?
- students to text to aid their inferencing (Focusing - "directing"), and -

o <

[
)

‘Lith clarifying their inferences by the use of text when there were

inconsistencies in reasoning or misconceptions in schemata (Clarifying).

‘V=G&; Do grade, five Skills/Eclectic andlﬂﬂble.Laﬁguagefieachers differ

e in the proportion of scriptal (students answer from their background

. knowledge) Comprehension Instruction questions asked during reqular

reading comprehension. instruction?

~The overwhelming proportion.of Comprehension Instruction

4 ¢

questions for both groups. (55 to 58 percent) reqhired'studenﬁs to ahéwef;
text derived éuestions;from~thqir prior expeyienées (see:Table 4{2).'
Ihis category was coded if the_réséarcher perceived withiﬁ a student's -

a ¢ . ) ; Ty
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responge the slightest possibility that a segment of text had been

processed through his/her mental store.
a

Given the above finding it was not unexpected that the major
function of Comprehension Instruction questions for both groups was

Schema Development (see Table 4.3). However, a major concern arising

-
e ?

'

M o L . .
from these Fpaudihgs 1s the heavy reliance on students' prior knowledge

during instruction that may'be constrained by text. 4
DESCRIPTIVE DATA - UTﬂER TEACHING BEHAVIORS

Question 6 ¥ »
__’\L_———@-——_— .

AFP there d]g;(FGﬂFP‘ in the type of readingrskjlis e@Bbasized iﬂ ;

FPdleq comprehenalon instruction by grade five ok]]lq/LLleCtlF g}

»“" : ‘q “-‘ e e gt "jf B m P B S e
gRTY Whole Language teachers’7 ; ‘ o
.
Data sources for this subjective éﬁalysis were the researcher's ¥

field notes made at the time of the recordings, and the traniqrip%s.
For reporting convenience, reading skills are grouped into the following
four categorigs: o
1. Text-lLevel Comprehension Activities

~a) -Story-Schema: Two Skills/Eclectic and two Whole Language

ab jects écknowl@dged‘to varying degrees the importance of making

: . »
students aware of story schema. One Skills/Eclectic subject described

the organization of story as beingreither a "linear" or "circular" journey.

A secand Skills/Cclectic subject likened it to climbing a mountain with

”precipjcés” delineating.stages and precipitéting decisions. Both Whole:
[ anquage subjécts.made use of a story grammar worksheet "grid" and®

associated terminology (settihg,_initiating event, outcome etc.) to

e *
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Facilttate students' understanding of story orqanization.  In one
B
sttustion the grid was completed by individual students as they silent 1y
read a chapter from a trade book. Written questions and answers were
composed by cach student according to what s/he perceived to be the
. | ]

important ‘aspects of the chapter.  These questions would then be used
in partner or group discussions where written angsers could be compared

;' .
to peers’ responses. The same teacher also appeared to use the grid ";

A

as a class review of reading done independently by students. In a

.

second saituatlon, the subject completed part of a blackboard grid as

B3

she recelved suggestions from students in @ esponse to he aral reading

e Py .
from a text. The rest of the story was completed by individual students
. ‘
reading silent Iy to determine the nest important GVQ%@»QU the grad.
' ) ¥ Al s ' . !

This same approach was used 1n small-group silent reading where the

subject frequently asked for predictions as to possible problems.,

,sp . »
solutions and outcomes. However, there appeared to be some aversion

on the part of students when asked to read with a particular brﬁblvm

to solve 1n mind.

b: Scanning: Une Whole language SubJPét encouraged students

to "scan" to find a setting for an episode in a chapter of o novel.

.

Students were to write this down in their notebooks and to discuss

their choice with a neighbour. Any disagreements were to be referred

back to clues in the text. ;kimming”‘fqr general impressions of a
text was evident in any of the lessons.
o) Integrating: A single Skills/Eelectic subject provided time '

for a students' dramatization of a Unit storyv frém a prescribed text,

read prior to the recordings. The students' actions and props provided
opportunities for originmality, but the dialogue between chardacters

- "
.!1
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and the words used by a story-teller, were determined by the exact
wording of the story. However, the students' enjoyment was very
evident, as was their general understanding of the story.

2. Word- and Sentence-Level Comprehension Activities

Une Skills/tclectic subject and all Whole Language sub jects

provided examples of the use of contexl to arrive at the meaning of
Lo L o
specific parts of ‘text.

s

In the few instances observed where Whole Language subjects atten-

ded to individual @ords they appeared to focus attention on associative
F . .

word meanings derived from the context of text. For example, one teacher
working with a qrdup of,bélow average regaders, encouraged them to read a -
passage silently, noting ang words thé) did not undé%stqnd té br}hg up’
in discussion afterwards. Difficulty with the word ”éasel”?yés dgalt
with b)'askinq for the gpecific sentence in which the word occurreg tos-
be read out loud to the group, together wifh aqyﬁothér "Clues”’évailable
from surrounding sentences. 4Diﬁcussion reduced the possibilities to a

stand or support of some kind. 0Only then did the'éﬁbject refer students

to the dicti0nar>'§7q§finition5. 0f those pr7%%ded&‘sfudents chose the

kA
s

one most appropriate to the text situation. The teacher made an informal
evaluation by asking students to locate an easel in the room.

A second situation involved a focus on two different examples of

individual words, During a teacher's reading of text displayed on an
Ly ' TR
overhegd'prdjector, students were encouraged to predict blanwgd out -

. -
words (”Cloze”mprocedure) on the,.basis of context and personal.background

.
knowledge. Discussion and acceptance of reasonable answers was very

evident.

Within the latter activity, there were also two instances where



anaphorie relationships recenved attention. For example, the subject
I;’t'él(i the tollowing sentence from text, "...Now the surprising thing
about 1t 1y Hm;..(:". and mmitated discussion with the subsequent
quest tony "What  do vou Ltk 11 refers to?" However, at the end of the
s;(‘s;s;i(')}l when the researcher asked how she had become aware of anaphoric
relat tonships, the tvzﬂ‘hvr Was unf";lmiiim‘ with the term.  She appeared
to focus on this form of difficulty largely through her own intultions.
fwa Skillstelectic Sllb\j(‘(‘.tti provided extensive verbal
commentaries on what they percerved toobe the intricacies of the text,
with the apparent purpose of Sl(ﬂpl*) g the cognitive load for
students. H‘uzi Jeft A‘]lttll‘ time for interaction with students bevond

a ginckly executed literal form of questioning.

5. Word Recognition Activities =

No examples were seen of phonies or decoding activities.  The

single example ctural analvsis was provided by a Skills telectic

sub ject when gh clated the word "fascinated" with the root
b ,bn .

s v - ®
& & ‘ v

"fascine'. . : o 5

o 3‘uf

Two Skalls Lelect 16 sutbwjec UB  Focubed o the dengt 1ve meanings

of Mirknown words by referring students to dictionary definitions.  UOne

\\
— ) < .
required this as preparation for students writing their own sentences

B Y
to demonstrate meaning: the other did this to "cover" new vocabulary
> N ¥ f‘*
words specified by the Teacher's Guidebook in preparation for a reading
v

from the basal text. Both of these subyjects mentioned primary and

-

secondary accent marks; both asked students to identify, “What')@rt of

speech 15 1t?"  The subject introducing new vocabulary words asked

’

individual students for their definitions. These were confirmed, &

referred to a dictionary, or the teacher provided her version.

P -
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Unfortunately, dictionaries prov l(il‘ ,t-vm alb defaimitions to (fy)\/(,],&v -
. *
contexts. No context had been‘provided al this point in the' Ikssof, .. s
Y Y ] ) 4
. O . ) »
neather had students been able to seeyhow the word in question was o :
similar to, vet also dafferent from, «ords already known to-them. Rt

.

The subject 's definitions were also percetved to create
difticulties because of their adult pergpective. For example the term
"self sufficient' was partly described #3terms of countries, being forced
into this condition by being unable to secure trading partners. Even the
injection of adult humor had th(‘ potential bp provide difficalties” for’
students when (1(\\01()[)1[1( their schemata, pwrt icularly with bolow

amverage readers. For example, a Skillss/Lelectic subject dealing with
he vocabulary word "kidnapped', added the possibly misleading dimension

n

that teachers "kidnap" students 1n the sense that they .keep people

‘

against their will™,  The good intentions of sibjects in both cases

. . A Tae

were undenitable.  However, these examples may 1llugtrate the weaknessegs
. i *» ° - hd

¥
"

ot the "spontancous" teacher centred approach in fucilitating students'

.

"ownership" of a word.concept for situations bevond the fmediate -

anstructional setting. ‘ . A

In contrast to Skills/Celectic f}LJ‘bJ't‘Ct;' use of dictionaries,
4 single Whole lv_zmguaqs\ subject used them as a Subordjnat“e, Confirmaf;()r\zll
tool for studen® predictilons, as illustrated ir.w the foll,owing example.
A student shared a piece of writing with a friend and t;er teécherl. It
contained the sentence: "Angle is my family's bgj'&“”".» When' the friend
pointed out the correct spelli“ng of "Angel" the teacher commiserated

.

with the writpr pointing out that she had dlfﬁcultle w1th 1t too. ~. _ L

The temchm \ howewr, did.not a%knowledge the }ncg,rxe@t sp“&;lm(
, - e j . v RS r !

¢ "budgie” until - the-wr i,t'e}"" Aﬁékéa?vﬁ‘i@
- N s, A
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the approach takeo was, "How do yvou soggest

Sapr

The nest suggestaon wag
: o S
the ponaabr by of o s lent Tetter bt the specific letter and ity

focat ton were to be deoaded by H\(*“ Student iniill\. the stoadoent wao

T

referred to the dictionars, "o gust Lo by sury'! of her personal

spelling. ' \ , _,:

Iwo Skalls Poetectte subjecet ¥ oo Ued student s;'.iliw)j‘ml reading

i
7.

B .

miscues tmmediatels, or, where !t "‘;‘”‘,.,, waitat ton, prompt Iy supplied

the word., Curitously, one of these

W ccts encouraged students to
,, o .

v

A
o
predict new words oning an ooral Seloge” proce®uare when she was reading

«»,* i3

out loud.

4, Stvliatie Conventiong

A concern f'm"s.t\kl‘.t e comventaons of written language was
observed toone Skalls bolect o elassroom during the complet mnb()f’ a
reading asstgnoent worksheet o Durang this activity the teacher brought
to students’ attention thear letter format mn:;,l penctl grip. word spacine,
capirtalrzatron, punctouatyon and "correct format™ they should dse 1o
s;ubnﬁﬁttinq written answers for subsequent evalugtion.

Lo summary, there ‘\-::153 Limited evidence of reading skills bevrg

emphasized by erther theoretical orrentation. However, those obseryed

did suggect an instructional “focus an the denotive meaniygs of words
‘

£ y
’ / . N
1n 1solation from test by Skills Lelectic subjects, whereas Whole
N .
Language subjects focused on the associgtive meanings of words within
- U sentences, together with stgry organization. In addition, Skills
telectic subjects ¥ended to provide mimmediately the appropriate text
word for & student's miscue or hesitation 1o oral reading., '
\ :
®




4

B4

Questron

Are there differences in the choree of instruct tonal mater

1als

‘ , B . ;
N and audio-visual/electronie aids between grade fave Skills)

]

telectio and Whole 4 anquage teachers?

P
the dala souree for this analysis was the rescarcher's field

notes made durang the audio taping.

Instruct tonal Materials
+ - . 4
AL Skalls telectie and two Whole ranguage subjects were

*

observed using therr provinctal department of education's prescribed

reading texta, Starting Points an Readine: (Book e (Ginn) was used
e st . et e e B |

.

it Sk tls telectie situations while both Whole Lanquage subjects
,

used the Sounds of Language Program - "Sounds of o Distant Drym",
Holt . ) ’ . .

However, the degr®®of ndhurvhv; to Teacher's Guidebook
suggestrons varied widely between supjects regardless of theoretical
orientat ton. the 1mpression recelved was that teachers took those
sugaest ions that were peffelxod to be 1mplementable given the

constrarnts of the instructional situation. For example, one Skills

telectio subject followed the "pre-reading” and "during reading'

L

Guidebook suggestions almost to the letter. This included referral to
her daily plan book whenever there was a break 1in an activity. However,
recommended "post-reading”, inference seeking questions for oral

. . : . 3 .
discussion were transposed into a written worksheet assignment which o

"

ﬂstudents were informed would ..count towards your report”. In a
i o

;

seéond Skills/EClAptic classroom, the impression was that the subject

“was teaching largely on the basia g@f past experience. The general
. e

intent of the Guidebook's unit suggestions could be perceived. Howerer,



there was v1rtually no problng or 1nferen01ng type questlonlng apparent
on the transcrlpts even though examples of these mare cognltlvely

a [}
demandlng act1v1tles were prov1ded in the Guadebook

- ’

#In oRe Whole Language 51tuat10n, the subJect appeared to adapt

Martln s and Brogan s comments (Sounds of Language Program) about a

~

partl ular story schema, to prov1de a tlghg}y controlled plan of

5 r

ins 1onvfor\angroup oF brlght buly somewhat wnruly étudents.\ It

P
N N : : .
is highly unlikely these authors ev teridded - their comments fer such a

purpose. Moreoever, this teacher adhered to this preconceived structure

PN

d : ¢

‘for the duration.pf'the lesson even though it-appeared not to be
achievingvits purpose. " ' »

Lhree sub;ects were observedwusing reading materials'in
addition to prescribed texts. One Whole Language subJect had apparently
made extensrve use of Q children's novel to-f80111tate her 1nstructlon

’in story grammar. Duringvthe recordings, she was also observed
”sellingV some onthe,more temptingiaspects‘ofja nomei;she had brought
tO‘SChOOl specifically.for a student,, The second observation was 1in a
Skills/Eciectic classroom. Here the stject read from a self—chosen o
chlldren's book that eontinued the theme of the prev1ous day S recorded
1nstruct10n based on.a prescrlbed reader selfctlon. Another Skllls/
Eclectlc sub ject apparently read a part of a children's novel to her
students dally During the recordlngs it was read wrth very~11ttle

comment ‘either before, during, or after the reading.

Audiovisual Aids

‘The use of an overhead projector was seen in one Whole Language

ki

classroom. It was used to provide "cloze" predictions and controlled

%

exposure of story events for a passage selected from the Sounds of .



: Language\Program. omewhat unexpeciedly, the blackboard was observed

\

to be used only once by subjects. This was in a Skills/tclectic class-

room where new vocabularygwords had bfén written on the board the

previous evenlng in preparation for the recordlng session.

.
[

Electronlc Hardware

Students were observed using a micro-computér in two Whole
. ) .

Léngdage giassrooms and an electric typewriter in the other Whole

\

Language. situation. In fvery instance, this electronic hardware was.
AN . . ” ; . ‘ .

.,béing used as aids to students' personal writ%pg. Writing was‘evidently

;
percelved as an 1mportant aspect of reading comprehension instruction

by all Whole Language subJects, as evidenced by thelr ChOlCG to 1nclude

rf in all the recordlng sessions. Neither hardware of this nature, nor

/

personal/creative writing was, observed in any Skills/Eclectic rlassroch.

In summary, choice of instructional materials did not appear
g, . e .
~ / - ’

to differéntia between the two theoretical orientations under study,

except for selectibn of prescribed texts with different underlying

\

‘BhiLQSOphjes; and a use of the newest forms of electronic hardware

>

Question 8 |

- - R
by Whgle Language subjects. A clearer diffefentiation was indicated

by hbw subjects used instructional materials and aids, once chosen.
articular, all Whole Language subjects used such,resoufoes to
fourage stu&gbts' personal creative writing - apparently an important

activity in reading comprehension instruction for this orientation.

\

\

Are there différénces in the'general educational training background

of grade five Skills/Eclectic and Whole Language teachérs7
“ ,

Professional background information on each of the subjects
l ,
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‘'was collected using the Teacher's Proféssional?&qta form (see Appendix C).
~ : o - ) ’ ’

~

P ALl subjects were experienced teachers with‘a'range of from
6 to 17 years teaching. Experience at a grade 5 level varied from
1 to 6 years with an average of 4 yeérs for each group. One Skills/

Eclectic and all three Whole Language subjects had taught a series of -

‘earlier grade levels.

One subject had dttained a B.Ed. degree. Three more had
achieved B,A. degreeé with an additional year of professional teacher

training. The remaining subjects, one Skills/Eclectic and one Whole

‘Language, each indicated 4 years of teachers' college and/or university

level teacher training without a degree. Whole® Language subjects
. . . 2y ' !
and one Skills/Eclectic sub ject recqived all of their higher' education

from the University\éf Alberta. Two SE;%&F/Eclectib'subjects attended

other universities, one within another Prairie province, and one in the
| ' :

Maritimes. Two subjects, one from each theoretical orientation, were

increasing their qualifications by pursuing university level part-time

o -

ctourses in Language Arts.

~

LCach éubject reported a limited éxposuréfto prdfessional
training in reading, usually as part éf a coﬁ%ée co&ering all elementary
school subjects. 0Only two teachers\(ohe of eachfggggretical Qriéntation)
reported a foufth_year'coursp in reading, with none'ingicated at tﬁe
araduate level. ! |

From the above findings, theré is little indication of an
association between the professional background of subjects‘ahd the
theoretical orientation to reading they are assumed to represeht.

However, it was evident that all Whole Language ;ubjécts had taught

a sequence of earlier grades. This—raises the question as to whether



. i . .
teaching experiences with students at the "learning to read" stage
may have influenced a closer self-direfted examination of the reading

act on .the part of Whole Language subgects?

Question 9

Are there differences in the major sources of ideas about reading
between grade five Skills/Eclectic and Whole\kgnguage feachers?

The Teacher's Professional Data form (see Appendix C) was

again the source of data for tﬁis analysis.

The‘influence df formal course work‘on theif teaching of
reading to date was reborted as negligible by two Skill;/Eclectjc
and two Whole Laﬁguage subjects. Inétead, the majhrit) of subjects
indicated the contr&?utions of colleagues, and differenf formé of
in—servicinéj asﬁmjogwgéurces of their ideas as to héw to teach reading.

'Beydnd these commonalities, there i; some evideqpe to suggest
that sources of influence are different for the two theoretical |
oriéntations. For example, ali Skills/Eclectic subjects réported
présc%ibed text Guidebooks as a‘major source of ideas, whereas Whole
. Language subjeéts did not.

Other major response diffefences appear tolréflect the present
intensiéy of, exploration into personal instrugtionél practices shéwn
by each subject. For example, all Whole‘Hanéuage teacbers reported
specific workshops, books, authors and/or‘épeakers they had profitea
From, but only a éingle author»wés indicated by Skills/Eclectic
‘Subjects. In addition, no S&ills/Eclectic subjecf reported seeking

‘out consultants as sources of ideas, whereas all Whole Language subjects

did. Two, of the latter group indicated the importance of upper

)

88
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.s

,/ilelemnntnry ”Stﬁport groups”;wherohy interested teachers met volunU@rin
in cach others homes for sﬂaﬁing of ideas and 'discussion to improve
iqstruction. The same subjécts further repbrted éiving workshops to
colleagues and infbrmational presentations to public groups. No ékills/
Ecléctjc sgbject rfportéd these or similar. practices.
Question 10 - o
. KN S

‘\ g . . . ~
r tharacteristics between grade five

Are there differenceﬁ in teache
SkillS/Eclectié_and whole Language teachers?

Thé first observation giveé below was based on fielé notes made’
at the time cf the recordings. Interpretéaions beyond that are based
entirely on the persistent impressions remaining with the researcher
subsequent to thé‘recordiggbsessionsf:

) It was néted that three.subjects (two Skills/Eclectic and one
4Whole.Lahguage)Vrequested the researcher's opinion as to the appropriate-'
ness of their prbposed lessons pfior to recording. Moreover, this
Behavior was repeated with regard to what tapes should be analyzéd
at the conclusion of taping. |

A :

- This apparent lack of cghfidence could-also.be interpreted as
- being present in other behaviors within the study, particularly with
Skills/Eclectic subjects. For example, with one ekcebtidh each 0
transcript of all Skills/Eclectic subjects was longer in terms of |
tybewritten pades tHan any of the Whole Lénguage sub jects. At the same
time, -the latter group, on an average, asked mo}q questigns of students.
This higher incidence of interaction Qith students)by Whole Languagé'

4subjeets suggested ‘that they were slightly more inclined to entertain

the unexpected, and to digress from original lesson planning should



sludents' responses suggest the need. A re-examinat iton of transcripts
( [

left the researcher with thd\improssion that Skjlle/(ejectle subjects
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a locus of control firmly in the hands of the teacher. In the single
1thance where a Skills /Lclertlc subject's trans crlpl did not exceed
that of Whole Language sub jects, teacher chosen 1istening activities
were substituted. These idcluded reading part df a children's novel
and listening to a phonegraph record.‘.Neither aotivity resulted 1in
-any substantive discussion with students. suggesting that they may
. have been another implieit means df'reducidg the possibility of the
unexpected during the recording session. |

Whole Language subjects, 1n contraqt, frequently encouraged
students to express thelr opinions and pdrtlcular1\ their feelings 1in

the course of the recordings. This so occupied one subject that she

apologized later to the researcher.for having.covered so little of the

text! Another Whole Language subject was also the only one within the

“

study to exhibit intentional "wait time", indicating a belief that
students' responses were imdertént enough within the lesson to let

silence prevail.
_ )

Two Whole Language subjects had surmounted the mystique
' sssociated with micro-computers, securing and making use of such
hardware-in their instruction. All three Whole Language subjects took

- the 1n1tlat1ve in seeking consultants’ eupport. Two of them had given

informational preeentatlons in publlc meetlnge and to colleagues.

.

They also appeared willing to reveal thelr present 1nstruct10nal

. strengths and weakneeses to elmllarly minded 1nd1v1duals within the

90
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. ( ‘.
upper elementary "support groups'" to which they voluntarily belonged.
The researcher's overall impression was that Whole Language
subjects had a higher level of self confidence and @ greater curiosily

about learning as compared with Skills/tclectic subjects.

/ SUMMARY
o
In sumﬁary, Skills/Eclectic and Whole Language'subjects appeared
‘most similar in their heavy gmphasis on comprehension assesiTent
questioné, the nature of comprehension insfructignvquestions asked,

the proportion of different data sources used in question-answer

relationships, and their professional training and prior courses:in

rea§ing.
¢

Differences between theoretical orientations were evident in
how comprehension instruction questions were executedi Whole Language

sub jects tended ‘to relate students' schema development and comprehension

91

difficulties directly to text, whereas Skills/Eclectic subjects did not.

Other differences included choice of prescribed texts, use of electronic

‘hardware, and the degree of,professional involvement in such
instructionally related.activities as ”iupport groups'', professionl "
readiné, workshop énd public presentations.

Chapter 5 provides‘a brief review of the study téq?ther wi?h its
mainvcohclusions. The resq@:g@gr‘s reflections on the studf will be

'followed by implcations for instruction and recommendations for further

3



Chapter %

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, REFLECTIONS,
IMPL ICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS,
‘FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This chapter provides a brief summapry of the study, 1ts main
- ' ’ ‘
findings and conclusions. The resegrcher's reflections on this study o

of teaching will follow. In conclusion, implications for instruction

and recomrendations for further research will be presented.

e
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The major purpoéo of the study Waﬁ;fg.

kH
- 7 “

& igate the relation-

¥

'ship between the questioning.characterjstivs evidenced within the reqular
reading comprehension instruction of teachers selected as exponents of
Skills/Eclectic and Whole Language orientations to reading. . A subjpct
selection instrument wes developed, which, together with admimistrators’
“anh consultants’ récommendafioné, was used to select the sample of five
grade 5 tjachers and one grade 4/5 teacher from a lafge urban c;;tro.
Three were chosen as exponents of a Skills/Lclectic thearetical
oriéntatiom to reading, and three a Whole Language approach. Three
audio recordings were made cf each subject 'syregular classroom compre-
hension instruction in reading and each subject was asked to select

the two tapes most typical of their instruction. These were franscribed

for coding of questions and tabulation of results. Further data for

analysis was obtained from field notes and a Teacher's Professional Data

form. Hand calculation of proportional percentages was carried out for

research questions 1-5, while subjective observations and impressions of

92



further teaching behaviors were reported for quest tons 6-100 0 Al ter
consitderat ion of findings for each research question giveq an Chaplter 4,

the following conclusions appear Justified.

!. CONCLUSIONS

-

1. Limited comprehension instruction was evidenbywithin

L
subjects' questioning performances, regardless ér theoretical orientation
- <

to reading.
Although Whole Language subjects asked twice as many compre-
hension instyuction questions, in proportion to Skills/Felectic subjects,

i
this‘qroup's\{isﬁuonvy of asking was only 1 in 10 of the total for all

types of quostionéx\ ked within the study. This finding was arrived at
despite the study's attempts to broaden Durkin's (1978) definition of

comprehension instrugtion, and to select exemplary teachers represen-

tative of the two theoretical orientations under study.

2. Subjegtts' heavy emphasis on comprehension assessment

questioning, suggests they equate, at least tacitly,- this form of

activity with comprehension instruction, regardless of their theoréticéﬁ

orientation to reading.

Half of gll questions asked within the study were coded as the
teacher asses;igé whether what was read was comprehended by students.
This hig dégree'of emphasi; on assessment was clbsely reflected by
both Skills/Eclectﬁc and Whole Language groups. Furthermore, it was
displayed by subjects perceived as highly Compeﬁent teachers by

immediate administrators and/or consultants.
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b Whole Tanguage sab ject:, |Jl~|n'1;|ll\ asked o haghery proport ron
0f (‘()HI})I‘I"H‘H!:I()ll mmstructron to assestment i\[u' (lm‘f‘.l tans s compared to
Skaills Lelectie subjects,

Lach Whole Language subject met or exceeded The haghesst

proportion of comprehension nstruct ron questions asked by ecach Sl s/

felectio subject. This suggests o relat tonship between comprehensiof
. - Ll

mctruct ign questions and o Whole Language orientatyon, which 1

» -
ascumed to make use of "top-down' models of reading emphastzin
]

meaningful predictions. .

4. Although H()tf\_m(-l_l‘v(_)l_li)_.‘% emphasized Hehema Development and

focusing questions over other types of comprehension instruct ton

questions, Whole Language subjects tended to relate Lhem directly to

text, but Skills/Eclectic subjects did not.

Students' schemata tended to be 1nvoked directly from, or
related back to, text by Whole Language subjects, whereas Skills”
[clectic subjects conveyed the impression that "obvious connections™
with text would be made by the students. Focusing guestions reflected
thé same tendency:“Whojo Lanquage subjects focused students' attention
explicitly on specific parts of text to raise text related infﬁronrinq,

whereas Skills/Eclectic subjects emphasized the

'slicing” of a complex

quest ion into manageable components to aid a student's recponse, not

—

related directly to text.

o

C

5. Whole Language subjects appeared to place twice as much

emphasis on clarifying misconceptions in students' schemata and/or

inconsistencies in reasoning, as compared with Skills/Lelectic subjects.

This suggests that probing, clarifyinc forms of questioning are
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7. Students! Im(‘k_l_l_r()lm(] kn()wlud(iv wits the major source of data
required by subjects wheo asking comprehens) on_nstructyon type quest ions,

l‘:'r_J."n‘(Hr'f;s; of therr theoretical ortentaton.

Half ol ottt comprehension instruetion anvu‘iuna asked regorred
this source of data. Whole I?‘m(]un()f‘ subjects appeared the more concerned
f
of the two theoretical orientations to add to students' existing schemat o

and to clarify whether or not students!' answers from prior knowlcdge

were constrained by text.

8. Both Skills/lclectic and Wholb\languagn groups were similar

it the proportion of different data sources  used in question-answer

‘.

relat ionshipa.

9. Skills, telectic sub jects tended to supply immediatelyv the

text word for students' oral reading miscues or hesitations, whereas

Whole Language subjects encouraged the use of context in such situations.

10. 1n contrast to Skills/fclectic subjects, all Whole Language

subjects provided opportunities for students' creative writing during the

recorded lessons. thereby implying that this activity was an integral

part _of reading comprehension instruction.
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forme ot electronie hardware tminp-compulers, electiae typewritet, i
thear st ruct ton, whereas Skall Telect e subjects did not appear te
Bove these ands an thear classrooms.

Vi Both theorelcal orentation groups were sl i
professional trarming and praor_coutses an reading.

14, The magority of subjects 1n cach group regarded ;
cont ribut tons of colleagues and different forms of pn=-serycrng o ‘i.

M JOT T S0Urces of 1deas about reading, whereas the influenc: of ormal

T
1

course work was reported as negligible.

In addition, all Skills/tclectic subjects reported the teacher's
quidebook as an important source of ideas, whereas Whole Languaae

subjects did not mention it.

15.  The degree of professional involvement an amprosyint

versonal 1nstructional practices, appeared greater with Whole tanguage
X gquay

subjects, as compared with Skills/tclectic subjects.
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tncreased the Trikelibood of predictable students?

'[F LECTIG- ON A STUDY Of FLACHING

The following represent the largely intultive, but periistent
thought s remaining with the researcher subsequent to the completion of
the study's classroom recordings.

1. All lteachers in the studv appeared to have a buginess-like
. y .

3
atlitude towards instruction and well erstablished classroom rout ines, v



3

» ) . . ' o
Lessons .started on time with a minimom of urging and were condlcted

with few procedural and behgh ioral iﬁterruptions by students.

-

2. Interruptlons orlglnatlng external to the classroom were

frequent. ‘For example, eleven separate publlc address system anncunce-

ments WeTB\E}

uhted in the course of seven of the recordlng SBSSlOnS

~~Puring one tgping, three of thesewygre made in less than three minutes. ,

The mékr,. apparent'For'these and other forns of interruptions during

the'study,veonvewed to the researcher the impression that uninterrupted
(. . S . o
insgguctional time was not being given the priority it deserved by those

external tio the classroom situation. Interruptions were. observed to
o o A

. . c .
- affect cumulative sequence forms of imstruction such as the line of -

progression inherent in focusing and-probing forms of questions; and in
. f/" ‘ . . .
. 3. Teachers were consistent in that they Followed up on what
: , ‘. ~

they had prevrous]y sald-to students they would do. For example, if

story grammar.

.a student was asked to think of a furthes response, or, to’look up
a partlcular word in-a dlctlonary, whlle another verbal exchange was

‘ taklng place, teachers always returned for these requested

cOntributions.

4. All teachers made use of the qultiple question" form
L p ' B ' ¥

,When ellcltlng responses. from students The tesearcher suggests these
sequences may be examples of "wait-time" both for students and teachers.

For. the latter, it may be an opportunity to clarify their»thinking,aloud
‘ . : 2 . » o ‘

on an issue or, to decide on the most effective instructional strategy

for a specific situation. If "multiple questions' are .not examples of

"wait-time" then only a single Whole Language subject provided evidence

of an imtentional delay to improve students' responsés. For example,

.98
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she made the comment, "That's 0.K. 1'll wait until you've all had F}ﬁe

‘to think." After approximately a two minute pause, she gave a furﬂ%er
A ) ) L/
direction to students to hold up the number of fingers that equalled

the number of settings they ‘had individually been able to find within

an episode. These choices.were then discussed with a neighbér before

the students.were regrouped to provide a more enlivened, aécufate class
£

completion of-a story grammar grid. o
. ‘ /

5. One of the difficulties of elementary teaoﬁing is the
4 *

/
s

‘provision of small group instrugtion while simulta@éously planning,
evaldatingband monitoring other students' acﬁiv%fies within the room. .
Two s;bjects, haQiﬁg the largest class sizes ;éfthe study, provided
instances where theirvdiséourse with sfudeqﬁg about specific parts of °

_text was semantically #nappropriate. waéver, students involved

appeared to register the teacher's'tnue*intentions in both instanbes,

e e B i

;
i

rather than the specific surface structure used. These examplesrare‘f5
N /

v ’ //' N o
‘raised, not as a ¢riticism of thegé teachers, but as an illustration

/

‘of the multi-faceted thought prpéesses teachers have to engage in,

and ‘the superficial instruct@dn that can so easily result from having

/
/

to do so. v . /

/
/
/

6. The majority /of teachers in the study were perceived by the

1

. / L )
researcher to be extrepely busy individuals, both in and out of the
classroom. It was rare for the researcher to observe a subje;t'having

a cOmpiete recess without there being some school related responsibility

v

to attend to.

i
|

f7. One of the consequences of busy schedules is the lack of
time either to critically pre—examine a particular.story schema, or to

make modifications if and when difficulties have been encountered. One

~

e
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illustration of a tfoublesome schema arose in a story where an elderly
woman had only a blanket full of holes to keep het;«arrﬁ in bed during

the coming winterr Her solution was to buy some éeese from which she
coukd ultimgtely méke a feather bed. dne pragmatic student wondered why-
the money fof\the geese‘hadn‘t been used to buy blankets in the firsﬂ

. place. Another Taised the probability of the old woman being "boiling

hot" next summer in her feather bed because of her actions! |

8. Verbal transactions appeared to be more personalized between
teacher and student(s) in Wﬁole Languagé classrooms. In comparison,
:Skills/Eclectic teachers' Cdnversationg were perggived as conveyilng
predetermined informatioﬁ,;intended as much for the fést of the Claés,
as for the individual éiﬁéehi being addressed.

9. An unrésdiVédﬂSeries‘of questions for the researcﬁer;
particularly at ah J§bqf%éleméntafy level, Cbncern themselves with whét
does 1t mean ﬁo\hé;;;§ éé}£iEulér;eheqretical orientation to reading?
For example:“ | B “

a) Are Sﬁiilé/ﬁéléctic»aﬁdthole Language orientations

not difféfent?ﬁ
b) Are thosé orientations different, but not independeht

LY

of each other?
c) Are teachers not refl%ggﬁng their particular

orientations consistently under classroom conditions?

3

IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION

Implications Specific to the Study:

R
The following implications for teaching may be drawn from the

conclusions of the study.
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1. Limited comprehension instruction was observed in the
questioning.performances of teachers perceived by immediate
administrators aﬁd/or consultants as competent exponents of the ﬁwo
theoretical orientations to reading under study. This suggests that
a problem'exiéts, the amelioration of which is the responsibility of
many agencies and/®r individuals.

2.\ T;e conclgsions,of this study suggest that upp;r elementary
teachers in general equate assessment of what has been read by students
as comprehension instruction. Ffom this may be inferred-that these
teachers believe that comprehbension is épmething that cén only be-
assessed as an end—éfoduct; that it i; unteachable; that only the native
intelligéﬁce and experience of individual students can aid them in
comprehending the written materials they encounﬁer; that the effective
teacher is one who "manages" -frequent exposures to reading méterials
with high levels of time on task.

.

Recent research evidence indicates %hat Coﬁprehension can be
taught directly. It furthef indicateé thatﬁcomprehension is something
that happens when redders tgad and that cémprehension instruction should
focus students' attention explicitly on that fact. Thié radically
different approach focusses on stqdents.usihg their own mental processes
as theyvinteract with text, rather than on the asgessment of content
learning S0 prevalént4withiﬁ the_study. Research indicates that
feachers’should not only thoroughly exp}ain but also model (thin aloud
and demqnstrate) such aspects as the .identity of reading tasks or
questians, how.to locate and sélect information, how to select reading

strategies, and the'thinking\processes needed for task completion.

Students shquld also have the opportunity to verbalize in their own



n

words what they have learned from direct, explicit teecher instruction
and modeling. Thﬁs provides en opportunity to identify éﬁd clarify

_ dieerepancies between what the teaeher inteﬁbéd,to be learned and what
was actually internalized by students.

3. Teachere/in this study frequently used schema related
questions. Schema theory reiteratee the long standing exhortation of
reading methodology courses that teachers motivate their students and
build interest and experience before having them read. The time épent
building and activating relevant CQﬂCEptS in preparation for reéalng
_appears CTlthal since a maior tenet of schema theory is that compre-
hension is as dependent on @Qfﬁ is in a reader e head as 1t‘1s on dha#
ié*printed. L .

4. Recent research findings concerning teeehers' questioning
together with aseociated»gﬁidelines for ihstruction, are described in
detail in Chapter 2 (p;véé) ef'this study. In brief, however, they
recommend. questions reduifing students to invoke prior knowledge, read
for a pureose, engage 1n predictions and inferencing, and synthesize

eompleted passages (retelling, summarizing, dramatizing). A final

recommendation 1s that questions should exhibit a line of progression

ellcltlng only those details that are essential to the "flow" of a story

5. UbVJOUSly, teachers, consultants and text publlshers are
not conspiring to deny comprehension instruction to students. However,
the study strongly indicates that reading comprehension as a process

has not yet been reflected in classroom instguctiona{ practices. One
/ N ~ . . -

‘/ . \\, .
pessimistic position maintains that it could never be, since teachers

teach the way they were taught. This contentidn ignores the dissatis-

factlon w1th present 1nstruct10nal practlces as embodied in- the small

102 -
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but growing phenomena of teacﬁer "supgprt groyps". The fact that such

groups exist may also reflect a disillusionment Qith traditional forms

of learning that are other, gather than seTﬁiddrected Certainly, the
maJorlty of the study s subjects reported the cantributions of colleagues - .
and various forms of in-servicing as imporzght?soprces of ideas about
reading, and negated their past-experiences with formal course work.
Dissatisfaction with the latter appears to have resulted both from its
superficiality (reading having to compete with so many other areas of

the elementary curriculum) and from an emphasis in the past on_coapre—

hension as product. Meanwhile, the presen® situation of practice

lagging behind theory, has to be resolved.

Implications from the Larger Context 'of the Study:
‘ Although the following implications are not directly based on
study findings, they do arise from the larger Contekt of the_study
(comprehension instruction) which has been, and is much discussed in
the literature. Consequently,.they stem from both the related research
and literature. | ;
1. Schema theory indicates that vocabulary development is
more than simply introducing words, lébking'up definitions in the
dictionary, and using the words in sentences. Instegd, it’suggests

that vocabulary instructfion. should attempt to f301lxtate tudenis‘h ‘
Tia s AT
"ownership'f -of words. This begins by eliciting from Students what gtxv'

is they already know that is similar to the new word/concepthbeihg"

taught. An dnchor point is thereby provided for discussing how the new
word is like, and how it is different from, other word/concepts already

known to the students,. This form of .vocabulary instruction, altthgh
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time consuming, increases, the likelibood of students being able to
understand text not under the imdeiate guidance of the teacher.

2: The researcher contends that there is likely to be a high
correlation between the time spent teabhihg‘elemontary students how to
understand and the time spent tgaching reading tgaéhers how to help
studenté understand the process of reading. Pre-service and in-service
education programs can promote the déQelopment of professional teachers,
but omly if‘they focus on develobing a- strong, clear theoretical base
to guide teaching practices.

In-service programs have the potential to Change the teaching
practices of the greatest number of teachers in the shortest period
of time. To be successful, they have to build on the fact that teachers *
"~ are aiready élassroom.partieipants and probably know mqre about children
and reading than they think they do. Although one-shot workshops have
been the normative method of delivering in-service education, research
indicates this is.the least effective means of influencing teacher
fhinking behavior. From.his majér review of research in this area,
Lawrence (1974) concluded that school-based prog;ams, in which teachers
helped one another and planned activities, tended to be more successful
than programs conducted by outsiders. -In addition, the more successful
programs placed teachers in active rather than receptive roles, and
emphasized démohstrations, supervised trials and feedback; Furthermore,
those programs in whicﬁ teachers wofked collaboratively, were more
effective thgn‘tﬁése in which they worked alone. The researcher suggests,

‘ 5 B : '
therefore, that long term, frequent, school-based, teacher-act ive
in-service of this type is an efficient vehicle for effecting the

extensive instructional changes indicated by this and previous: studies.
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3. Provision of éuppoftive school context and administrative
support appear vital to the success of staff dévelopment efforts. In
particular, Loucks and Zagchei (1983) see it as requiring the kind of
principal who says, ”Wé're going to do this together, and we're going
to get all the help we need" (b 30). These authors listed examples of
suppo;tiye administrative acti ities, such as stating publicly that the
proposed change is a prioyity, easing up on requirements in'other areas,
and allocating resources to procure necessary materials.

4. Unfortunately, changing teachers from distributors of
materials to dispensersqof instruction, ir exacerbated if they perceive
the goals and expectations of their school boards tobe in cohtradiction
with those that research is encouraging them to perform. One of‘the
lessons from "looking into classrooms' research is that if the gchool
district or department of education wants a decoding.outcome’in‘
instructioh,'then teachers have great difficulty emphasizing another,
regardless of‘théir-personal beliefs. Hence the first‘stfp appears to
lie with the department of education or schocl board. 'TQeyﬁnu§£ state,
and, thereaf%er, clearly cémmunicate the outcomes they want qftef‘y &%”Gva
cénsultationgwith those most familiar with recent research findings.
Hopefully, fhe desired. outcomes will eﬁcompass a broader view of what
constitutes reading and an intention to emphasize assesément of these
new areas to the same degree that skills presentlylreceive.

>, fhe present concern of educators; is for teachers to acquire
sufficient theoretical grounding to engage in substantive instructional
decisién—making aﬁd to be independent of the materiéls they use.

However, some researchers are questioning whether it is possible to

~create enough "master teachers" to gxpedite the changes perceived



necessary in reading instructisn. ® Others question whether the demand:

of constant instructional decision-making can be sustained within the
contextual pressures and Foélitjos of day-to-day tecaching. This line of
reasoning suggests that "masg‘er teachers'" may be more usefully employed
as "master developers", translating research findings on-comprebension
and Lext processing into scripts which teachers can follow ﬁ%plicitl>,
thereby helpinglto create uniformly competent classroom instruction.
However, these issues have yet to be empirically clarified and, thereforn}
should not delay the courses of action suggested earlier by the researcher.
Even if these issues hdd been clarified, the researcher would still
advocate the same approaches to change since the ones he has suggested
credit individual teachers with the courage and capacity to assume respon-

sibility for their own learning and instructional decision-making.

RECDMMENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH

3 order té expand or refine the present study, the following
avenues of research are recommended:

1. Two subjects 1n the study conveyed a strong sense of
pefsonal‘efficacy to the researcher. tfficacy refers to an individual's
perception of his/her abilify to be successful and the levgl:of effort
and ﬁersistence exhibited as a result. These subjects were the only
ones to have given workshops and pubiic presentations describing their
approaches to instructi;n. They also recorded the two strongest
theofetioal orientation to reading profiles on the THOR questioﬁnaire.

The researcher, therefore, recommends that the relationships between

teacher efficacy, ability to verbalize personal beliefs about reading,
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and strength and direction of theoretical orientation to reading
(PR, TORP, THOR), be investigated,

"2, The study providpd Liftle evidence nf a strong relationship
between upper elementary teachers' underlying beliefs about reading and
their classroom questioning behaviors. ﬂHowover, this may reflect the

complexities and constraints of the classroem situation. Therefore, the
I L

e

iRy N

o : .
researcher suggests a{%eplication of the study, adding the opportunity
for teachers to carrytf

A .
ut comptehension instruction with a single

in a situation external to the classroom. A

Qilure under 1 to 1 instruction would be to

influence h%J.‘ :
} A 'i‘gé‘:

esent preigéﬁﬁace training of teachers will presumably

provide them with a strong, clear theoretical framework and the
" opportunities to apply that readiﬁg theory to classroom instruction.
This raises several avenues of investigation. Ffor example:

a} What are the éharactéfistics,of students whohappéar to
develop a strong theoretical orientation tu reading?

b) Do étudents'with a strong theoretical base demonstrate‘
the ability to analyze, discuss and redesign sampie lessons in the
light of studied theoretical principles? |

c) Can the same students demonstrate a Similar capacity
under classroom cdnd%tions?

d) What are the effects of a "mismatch" between the
theoretical prientations of practicum students and cooperating teachers?

¢) Can students trained in substantive instructional

decision-making sustain their performance for their first year's



|

| 10t
teaching” 1 so, whal factors were strumental o doing this™ 10 not,
for haw long could the performance be maintained and what were the:
specific instructional constroints that made ot difficalt to continge?”

: : v | ,
4. The major focus of the study was Lo examine teachers!
quest ioning. Although other teac chaviors were reported, these
were largely the personal impressions of the rescarcher, based on
limited observations. It is, therefore, recommended that teaching

. . i ‘ . . . .
behaviors other than questioning, be explored in future studies at thig
upper elementary level. This mayv include timing and type of feedback,
use of instructional materials, and reasor  for instructional decision-
making. Consideration should also be given to the use of focused
interviews as part of the sample selection procedures, and taking a
longer in-depth look at & single exponent of each theorectical
orientat ion.

A

5. Interruptions originating external to the classroom
B v
were frequent in the study and were perceived to affect sequential,
cumulative forms of teacher instruction. To the researcher's knowledge,
the effects of this apparent lack of consideration for uninterrupted
instructional time, have not been investigated.

"

6. The phenomena of voluntarily attended teacher "support
groups" suggests several areas of investigation. lhey include the
following:

48) What arevthe major reasons of teachers for instigating
and4participating in such g%oups? Do they arise out of dissatisfaction
with preservice and/or inservice professional training or are they

perceived as complementary to these traditional approaches? Are there

professional and personal beneflts unique to "support groups"?



b)) What are the ﬁvrnnnul charateristics of participants
who appear to belireve they can tearn best by exposing thear
mstructional adequacies to eritical forms of discussion with
col Teagues?

f

c)  Are "support groups' self-serving or do they feed an

obligal iton to share new insights with non-members?

\
[y

d) Dorachool district administrations encourage such groups?
If so0, in what manner 1s this done without affecting group self-

aut onomy”?

CONCLUSTON

Limited comprehension instruction was evident 1n the questioning
performances - of either Skills/Eclectic or Whole Language teachers at a

]

grade % level. Instead, the major emphasis wag on comprehension
assessment . Comprehension instruction questions for both groupé
emphasizec the functions of schema development and focusing, and the
use of students' background knowledge as a data source for question-
answer relationships. Vocabulary development received minimal attention.
Sub jects general Iy recelved similar profesgkonal training.but did not
regard this as 1mportant as colleagues and different forms of
in-servicing for ideas about reading.

Whole Language 1nstruction appeéred dit rent to that of
Skills/Eclectic subjects in that it placed more emphasis on clarifying
students' schema misconceptions and lnconsistencies 1n reasoﬁing,

relat ing students prior knowledge and compreﬁehsion difficulties

directly to text, using context to assist oral reading miscues,

1Y
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provaiding opportuntres for creative wioabing daring readiog compre
hension nstruct ton, and on choosang les didact e readiog matervals
from prescribed Tista, Data also suggested thal Skaillabelectae
subjects were not as self-confadent or o professionatly 1ovolved arn
tnprov ing therr nstruct tonal practices as Whole Language subjects,

In conclusion, this studs b attempted to highlight some ol
the similarities and differences between two theoretical ormentations
towards reading.  Its purpose has been not to evaluate one approach over
anather but to provide data for those theoretically based, open-minded
individuals attempting to build bridges botween the new and the known.
In this vein, the study will conclude the wav 1t beqgan, that as, with
a quote from Pearson (19850

There is a common thread that unites the most naive
experimentalist and the most zealous ethnngrapher with all
the rest of us in between, who are mumbling under our
breaths when the debate is roaring, "And all [ want to do

is to find out how to help a few kids learn to read o
little better." (p. 261)
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APPENDIX A

THEORETICAL OREENTATION TO READING (THOR) .

QUESTIONNAIRE



THEORCTICAL ORIENTATION TO READING (THOR)*

Name : ' School:

Directions: Read the following statements, and circle one of the
responses that will indicate the relationship of the
N statement td your feelings about reading and reading

Date:

instruction. Select the one best answer thal reflects the

strength of agreement or disagreement on a cont 1nuum

from

SA (Strongly Agree) through to SD° (Strongly Disagree) 1i.e.

SA : SD
1 2 34 05 6 7

1. The use of a dictionary is'. SA S0
necessary in knowing the meaning and 1 2 504 5 6 T
pronunciation of new words in context.

2. When coming to a word that 1s unknown, SA SD
the reader should be encouraged to guess 1 2 5 4 5 6 7
based on meaning and go on.

3. If every word is accurately decoded SA 5D
the story will be understood. YA 5 4 5 6 7
4. An importanf criteria for determining SA SD
students' success in reading is their 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
performance on a commercially prepared

"end of unit" test.

5. It is not necessary for a student to SA ‘SD
know the letters of the alphabet 1n order 1 2 5 4 5 6 7
to learn to read. ’

6. 1t is‘ihportant to teach skills in SA ~ sD
sequence with other skills. 1 2 5 4 5 6 7
7. flashcard drill with sightwords is SA SD
Nap unnecessary form of practice 1in 1 2 5 4 5 6 7
reading instruction.

8. Young readers should not be introduced SA SD
to the inflected forms of words (e.g. 12 3 4 5 6 1
running, longest) before they are able to

read their root forms (e.g. run, long).

‘9. At the beginning stages of reading SA SD
the instructional focus should be on 1 2 5 4 5 6 7

decoding skills rather than comprehension.

*Adapted from TORP (Deford, 1978) and PRI

(Duffy, 1978) —

-
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10, Contextuai clues are the most
importanlt word recognition aids and

should receive more. instructional emphasis

Jthan sight words or phonics.

o1

11. Students should be systematically
taught to use phonic skills,

12. Reading is a difficult process which
must be taught in a step-by-step sequence
1f teachers are to develop good readers.

13, It is not necessary for students to
know new words before they appear in the
reading text.

14. Reversals (e.g. saying "say'" for
"was") are significant problems in the
teaching of reading.

15. "When students ‘do not know a word,
they should first be instructed to sound
out its parts.

16. It 1s important for a word to be
drilled a number of times after it has
been introduced to ensure that it will
become a part of sight vocabulary.

17. Materials for early reading should
be written using natural language rather
than controlled vocabulary and
grammatica}ly simple sentences.

18. Considcrable instructional time
should be devoted to conducting quided
reading lessons using selections found
in basal textbooks.

19. An 1mportant criteria for grouping
students is the basal textbook level
each is able to read.

20. If a student says '"barn" for the
written word "stable'" in.a sentence, the
response should be left uncorrected.

(]

u

6

6

6

6

6

6
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/ .
. Room 441, fducation South,
Department of Elementary bducat 1on,
University of Alberta,

Fdmonton, Alberta.

T66 265

(Phone: 432-9125)

Ly

February, 1985.

Dear

Thank you for agrecing so readily to be a part of the proposed
research concerning reading comprehension instruction, outlined to you
on the 'phone today. '

The final step in identifying credible exponents for the study
is vour completion of the attached Theoretical Orientation to Reading
(THOR: instrument. 1 appreciate the frustrations you are likely to feel
in completing this questionnaire. However, the instrument is a validated
attempt to obtain a relatively objective indication of the direct ion and
strength of your theoretical beliefs about reading. As you complete 1t,
please try to leave grade levels aside, and answer from generalised
personal beliefs concerning reading and reading instruction instead.
Your responses will be treated with the strictest confidence and will
only be known to myself and my advisor, Dr. W.7. Fagan.

As mentioned, 1 anticipate that final approval for this research
from the Board will take a further .two weeks.
Once this is received | will be contacting you again (say the first
complete week in March) to arrange a convenlent time for the three audio
taplng sessions.

Once "again, my appreciation for going beyond the rigours of day-
to-day teaching to be part of this study.

Yours sincerely,

(Mr.) Reobin H. Morris, M.Ed.

Enp.l
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APPENDIX C

TEACHER'S PROFESSIONAL DATA FORM -

!



FEACHER"S RO SUTONAL DATA

3

For rescarch purposes only, please provide the folTowing tnformat ton:

l.

I11.

leae

.

S
I

[JBU‘

a7 tull time (Where™ THow long™!

hlnu l\pvrlvnrv:

Total number of years teaching experience

years.

Total number of years teaching experience for each grade level s

K Lir.d Rdg. Hpece. Other
Ge.l Gy Res. Tehr. ' )
Gr.?2  Lr.6 Spec. bd.

Gr.s Gr.7 & above Lahr,

flﬁ,LﬂUli{J; Background: T“»lilfﬂ[ngf}l,' Please tmdreate:

Inilial Teacher Trainings
) Where?

bh) How ltong®

o) Degree(s /Diplomacs) before entering profession?

It Yes, what type?

Subsequent Teacher Training, tf any”?

bh) Part time (Where?!

o) Subsequent Degree(s)/Diplomats) obtained?

If Yes, what type?

L ducat 1onal Background:- READING. Please indicate:

1. °lhe approximate title(s® of formal reading courses taken at an

undcrgraduatv level AND the institutioni{s) where taken:

QQQRSF TITLL INSTITUTION .
al
bh) -
c)
d)

The approximate titles of formal readiny courses taker at a

graduate level and the i1nstitution(s) where taken:

COURSE TITLE INSTITUTION

o0
@

0T
NN



i

What formal course work has influenéed ygur teaching of reading
the most?

What are the major sources of your ideas about how to teach
reading? (e.g. workshops, professional journals and/or texts,
colleaques, teachers' guidebooks, professional organizations
etc.) Please be as specific as possible: '



