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. aided and unaided:recalls. o SRR e

e The most important finding in this. study is that at the

& : - 'ABSTRACT

Little research hhé'been'pafried out to examine the’
relationship between a remedial reader's concept‘of reading ’

and how that. reader approaches the act of reading. This

o~ ®

study 1nvestigated the relationship of remedial readers’'

concept ‘of reading to reading miscues, unaided recal‘l and

*
aided recall R S '“v‘ . Ce
™~ - ’ ‘—-———_—' ’ '..
; Twenty remedial readers were randomly selected from the

o ' .

' _‘Auniversi,tfy clim.c files. ». These. rea'ﬁers ranged in age from ‘

six to 31xteen‘§ears. Data were collected for each child on
>

fo::/jeading related aspects. ' interview sheet, miscues,

- —

—

independent meadlng level remedial readers actively engaged -

- in meam.ng seeking rather than decoding words as was refle ted

" and poor readersy

in.their interview and as is reported in many studies on good

levels of reading, the percentage of acceptable miscues made. -

' was similar but the total nﬂmber of unacceptable miscues made

; at the instructional level wds twice ‘that at the independent -

level. At the independent' level, the percentage.of'recall

_was greater. than the percentage of rzcall—at‘the fnstructional = .
o ) 1 L R



léggl. At both levels, the unaided recall was text based,,"
_ ‘Ehat is, the remedial readers recalled _the information
,. .;' almost exactly as it was writ!:en in the text without paraphrasing
or'embellisginéﬁfhe information. At both the independent
) and inshructional levels,'the recall increased sdbstantially
when que?tions were ggxndﬂindicating a dependence on probing “*'

to help these remedial readers recall ‘more information than

) e—— .
: fthey reidily organize and retrieve. The remedial reader s -
Y ' & \ —_—. —— *
L f;;> . conceptﬁ/f readinq seems‘to vary depending on the level of
‘ (;;) the repding material being read. o : ~ '5, A
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' CHAPTER I o |
" THE PROBLEN ' "_. .
Introduction .

Many remediation programs have been put in place in the
past twenty year\s either as a result of ongoing research or
untested assumptions, yet chi%dren_ig_pur schools-experience

. reading4diﬁficu1ties.- It is my goal:to study remedial
‘readers' doneept of reading and hoé that might be reﬂlected

“*in the kinds of strategies remedial readereguse when reading. -;~—-—

~ Such information may allow for éprther understanding of the

d readxng process‘partxcnlarly/in the remediation of reading‘
difficuleies. - A ‘

For the purpose of th&s study, the remedial reader is
one who has not respondéd to reading programs th " are
designed to meet the instructional needs_;nd”eharacteri tics .
of the majority of chxﬁdren, ‘Over the years these children

who have difficulty/iearning to read have been the focus of

. / X
much concern and ?ﬁeearch. While many have looked for a
- / / ‘e . ,. : ' N

single cause oi/yéeding disabilities, for example, perceptual
. l - [ .

functioning, (Frostigq, 1964- Rephart, 1960; Wepman, 1960)

others belieyed that the causes of reading disabilities are _

many and v ried (Vernon,'1977; gaidoo, 1972; Bond & Tinker,

1984; Ho rdB’ 1982). S, |
/7he 1960'5 a group of people under the direction of

Kenneth Goodman began listening ‘to children's oral reading

-ll- ' -
A ‘ , .
;o e
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resgonses as a poseible avenue to qnderstand thevreading'
, process more clearly. They believed that by studying the
Y ! deviations in the expected response and the reader's.actual
. o responae, that is miscues, they could determine, the strategies

children use to read. These and similar studies (Jensen,

o

J 1573: Beebe,'1980; Bfilard, f984) have brought to the educator

- f " new ingsights into the readgng process. Another ﬁeans of‘
' v o ' [}

'understanding the reading process more'chearly is through

b
B . 11 .

» the use of protocol analy is. Cognitive ps chologistsn
; ¥ ¥ .

v

Newell and Simon (1972) laid the foundation for further work

'f‘!}i gy Drum and Lantaff "(1977), Stein and Glenn (1979) and Fagan
(1985) in which they examifie the clausal Units.in a child's

fi recall to determine the degree to whlch comprehensiop has

taken place. While studies”in ‘miscue analysis and protocol ‘\

',;'; analysis have helped the eéducator more fully understand what |

' ie happening ddring the reading process, much gd:k-le yet to-

e ‘be done, " , , '

¥

v

©d
b .
] Y

S Backgréund to the Study - . *

L}

., “ . ‘“ ‘é ‘ 4 . . .‘ i . .

by § A ! . =

-{ Inﬂ&y work as remedial, instructor, I see children. who
o .

7&~~r~ have been, .in dlassrobms'where the necessary reading ékills“

- {_(hav been taught, but cannot read at an expected°1evels

. *5ﬂ?;' "Thede children often are in grades three or four-and have had

o .

i . .

1(eg. contextual clues, phonic analysis, structural anarysis) R
. . .

f% !at 1 aat two years of formal instruction in word recognition

=
L.

. -
PRI

and instruction in comprehension (eg. finding tﬂL main idea,

a . R A

£ - - ' 0
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sequenci'ng, reading for det"ail)

Several’ approaches have been used in  the classr’oom .by-

\

the teachers of these children for the instructiloh of reading,

the _phonic approach, the language experience approach, rq
d

»

in many c3ses a combination of these two have been use
LN

yet. these»eh-rldren are referred for remecaiation @ecause they t

are having diff-iculty with the reading proce‘s. Many, of . - /

these ch:.lQren are '(vord “by word readers who put more emphasis
on saying aixl the words cor:rectly than on the meaning. of the
" passage con equently they: do nat c‘omprehend what qthey are’
reading.: Assuqu.ng that these ch:.ldren havegbeen tauqht wotd "

recognition skillsfan"d comprehension skills- assuming--that

1

the text is well organized and familar to the child; assuming

- !

- . _"—_—"‘ . ’ ) ) ’ - -
that these children do not-have any known emotional, neurological

or psychologicgf disorder; awhere, ‘then are. the possiblle '

)
..—.-———-

breakdowns ‘in the feading process? Are ther®e other Eactor's
'which would be worthy of,, consideration? B.istorical],y,.

researchers have attributed the problems to a multitude 6f

factors. BRI ° . ~ .
Barly researchers believed the reading problem lay. in

some physical deficiency. Wepman (1960) stated tha{: children - -

-

with poor auditory discrimination abi lities were more likely
to have reading problems than thoase whose auditory discrin\i nation

abilities_were adequate. ° Copsequently‘.? rernidiation progr.ams
"~ at that time emphasized auditory ,'discriminatio'n skills. .

9

i(ephart (1960) 'attributed deficient motor skills to onefs_

L]
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o difficulty W th reading and went as far as having remedia

— reade'” a k on balance beams to improve their perceptual

1f%§ot0r' ki1ls) which in turn, he believéd;—would improve their

o&u}eading skil s. Frostig (1964) believed ‘that to remediate a

'“77 reading problem, one must first correct the deficit perceptual

N

skills that she beXieved existed in every remedial reader;
"Such skills as visual‘tracking ‘and figure-ground activities
were . emphasized in her perceptual training program. These

training programs referred to as process training (Rirk,

e ?;: Kliebhan & Lerner, 19781 were often used for.remedial readersf

yhether or not they needed them. Although these prqgﬁn

j’i.\were numerous and much work was done with. the children,

their effectiveness was questionable as many problems ‘in

» \

reading still remained (Hammill & Larsen,'1974). TJhus,

f'

there was’' a need to examine the remediation proqrams more

thoroughly.

o

Researchers (Weiner & Cromer, 1967§5Otto, 1978) began;

e

R asking the question, “What should ‘a child learn in the

O reading Frogram?“,and subsequently examined the numer ous

'skills inOolved in reading. Qheir work, however, has never
been able-to confirm the existence of subskills as geparate
;kills to’ be learned or that there is a proper sequence to

learning the skills. Yet, educators began breaking down the
teaching of reading into subskills that had to be” mastered.

IR Children were asked to find the main idea in a paragraph or

4

e to sequence sometimes insigdlficant events in a story. They

+ .~ . ' Q"ﬂ . , ’

—



by Canney and Winoérad,*poorer readers deser;bed,reading in

‘decoding terms 79% of the time. ' In other words, these poorer .
a

— " .. 5

were taught pronouns, contractions, possessives and how to

use verbs. Neverthéless, reading problems persisted.

In the late 1960's, anqther group of researchers

’

conceptualized reading, not as a series of skylls to be

learned‘in isolation but rather as skills to be learned by

e

actually reading a book. Tnere‘was no prescribed seguence,

. instead children learned these skills as they read. Emphasf@

€y

J .- *
now was placed on getting meaning from the printed word.

However, many remedlation programs continued to emphasize a

"skills approach to readihg._ _ . : .

'Qgégore thorougﬁfy understand why some chlldren had much
&
diff1culty with readinq,'researchers began looking at “the

‘reading processeS'of.good.and poor readers. In a study'

‘carried out by Goodman and Burke (1973), it was found that

—~— v .

better readers relied more on: syntax and semantics than did -

.the poorer readers.- A later study by Canney and Winograd

(1979) concurs with the findings of the Goodman an# gnrker:

study. 1In response to the question "What is réading?' posed ’

readers believed reading qas "saying all the words®, "reading . .

words"® or, "trying to figurelouf words.' Canney and w&ndérad ’

‘(1979) believed that these readers have missed the whole

point of reading, they have attended to bits and pieces of o
language at_the-expense of getting meaning. q.pr readers,

then, don't expect to find meaninglin what they read. 1In an
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.

6
attempt todifferentiate sf:ategies invol.ved in the comprehension
of good andqpoorm?eader;, Olshavsky (1976-77) asked good and
podr readers to think aloud after reading each clause in a

short story. She found that proficient readers used certain

R

strategies more often than the less proficient readers. The

stfategies were: use of context to define a word, addition

‘of information, synonym substitution, re-reading, hypothesis

ﬁésting, stated failure _to understand a clause and addition

of information_about the story:: Olshavsky concluded "The

—

‘greater use of strategiee‘hy geod readers implies that they
are more acfive in their attempt tO'comprehend' (p. 672).

'Furthermore, Goodman emphasized through_nt his writlngs that

readers ‘must be actively engaged 1n the reading process;
that is, they must ‘always be_eeeklng meaning., |

.it seems th;t remedial readers do not look for meaning
in what they are reading. ‘Garner (1981) in her studies of
grades 6, 7 and 8 students' abi}ity to  use réreading to

facilitate comprehension foundNincidentally that poor

comprehenders focused on words within a sentence. They did

’ L e L. - .
not look at information acloss sentences or seem to realize

when éhey did not understand. Rd}ilips (1985) identified two

important differences between good and poor readers:

"monitoring, with good reade;z;rmging more corrections than

‘do poor readers; and, predic g, with ‘a high proportion of
miscues‘madb by good readers being meaningful" (p. 114).

‘&odd readers seem to know'what is expected of them in the



/
reading procegs; pbor readers do not. Good readers seem to

focus on meening at the outset of their task. They predict

words, they confirm their-predictions, they monitor what they.

ate reading, and they strive to understand what it is they
are reading; Poor. readers tend to getsbogqed down on‘soying
all the words correctly. For them, the task at hand ‘s
decoding individual words nq& comprehension,

One would expect that the information generated from
thege studies -and others (Cooper & Pet:oskey, 1576- Beeoe,

1980) would help in the planning of. effective remediation

~ programs in’ our schools. Even though much.is being done

" about programminé fof remedial readéfrs, many children .in our

.school system continue -to experience }eading problems.

It is my conviction that children must know that reading

is meaningful if they age to become proficient readers. If

\ LT

they think reading is sayinglall the words right then these

children w111 set about saying all the words at the expense

- LI

of seeking meaﬁiog.' If, on the other hand,.they believe that
reading,.i.s’an active process in which one ml':st search for the
meaning, then there may not be as many remedial readers in
our schools. If a relationship can be found | between a
remedial reader's concept of reading and comprehension, then
it would seem that teachers of remediation programs may have

to work on a remedial reader's concept of -reading before

. these programs can be successful.

Most remedial programs are based on an adult's analysis

— —



of what the child does and does not know. They do not
cons ider how the child conceives reading. It is hypothesized

that if children think of rfeading in terms of decoding, then
¢ .

# [ e

'their focus will be on words not on meaning. It is further

hypothesized t?ﬂt if that is the case, because children
conceive reading €o be knowing all the words, then it is
likely that they would be poor comprehendefs. If such a

relationship exists, then -as educators we must ‘ensure that

~

remedial readers understand that reading,isfmeaningfui.

Apte@ptd to-;mprove remediation programs will continue to be
insufficieqt where prior conceﬁtual diﬁferences'between-the

teacher and the student remain unghanged..‘

. Purpose of the Study

~— " . The purpose of this study is to inv‘estiga{:e the relationship

of remedial readers' concept of reading to the reading
miscues,-unaided;;eéall and aided recall. It is my belief
that the remedial programs in place in our schoois cah only

be partially effective as long as there are important conceptual

differences in what the remedial réader conceives reading to

© —

be and what the teacher conceives reading to be. If a .

, [
strong relationship can be found between how remedial readers

conceive readiqg.aﬁq_ggg,strategiéa they use to read, then
it would seem‘that the first task is to teach remedial

readers that reading is meaningful.

Very few sEudies'to‘date have examined the rémedial%

a .

8
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have made some very interesting incidental observations

- concerning both the good and poor readersl concept of reading.

——— -

They have noted that poor‘readers tended to‘focus on words,

observing bits of information rather than understanding the

. story as a whole. Good readers, on the other hand, attended

]

| to larger more meaningful pieces of information and generally

seemed to understand more of what they had ‘read (Garner,
11981; Canney & Windgrag, 1979). While.neither study determined
that there was a relationship between the reader's concept

of reading and comprehension, in both cases, the readers who

9

. reader's concept of reading, although several researchers

focused on words at the expense of meaning were poor-"

k) ‘-—\'

comprehenders. Conversely, the readers who did not focus on

words but who were more concerned with’ gettinq meaning from

.the text were the good comprehenders. 'It’Ls the goal~6f

this investigation to study if a relationship exists between

"'childtenlsﬁconcept of reading and how these children perform

in reading.

For the. purpose of this investigation the follohing

questions will be examined:

1. . What is thexremedial reader's concept of reading?.

2. What is the nature of the miscues made by the
remedial reader? -

3. What is the nature of the remedial reader's unaided
recall? . .

4, . What is the nature of the remedial r ader a aided
recall? . \

[~1d



10

5. Is there a relationship between the remedial
reader's concept of reading and the nature of the
miscues made at the independent and instructional
reading levels?

6. 'Is there a relaticnship between the remedial
reader's concept of reading and the nature of the
unaided recall at the 1ndependent and instructional
reading levels?. . .

7. Is there a relationship petween the remedial
reader's concept of reading and the nature of the
aided recall at the independent and instructional
reading levels? ’ —— .-

8. - Is there a relationship between the remedial
reader's concept of reading and the way the reader
approaches the task of reading as defiﬁé&'by
questions five, 'six, and seven?

Need for thEMStugy

The review of literatu;e‘has not jdentified researéh'
that examines:éhe-relationship beﬁween a remedial reade;'s
concepF of reading and how a remedial reader performé in
reading comprehension. Goecdman has étatgd through&ut his
writings that the child who focuses on words loses the
meaning of what is bei;g.read. 'Undoubtédly, he observed this
bhpnomenbn in his research; he has not, however, set about to
study the ﬁoésible relationship betwéenfthe femedial readei's'
concept of Teading and the possibﬁé relationship it might
""have on comprehgnsionr—~Ganer, Canney and Winograd made
_ interesting incidental observations while carrying og;ﬂ;heir

regearch in the area of comprehension. As in the case of

Gooddan'g work, it is implicitly stated that if childreh



does that mean the child attends tp the words at the expense',

“of the’ meaning?

J - 1M
think of reading as 'saying all the words right' then these
children will attend to each word on the page while ignering
the intended meaning of the text. It is also implied in .
these studies that children who think reading is understanding
what is being read generally attend to the neanidg of the

text rather than individual words. It is important theTefore, : ¢

‘to examine directly the relationship between the remediai

1

reader's concept of reading and how the reme %al readerl

performs. If the child thinks of reading as decoding words

¥

Looking at the child's concept of reading may be a
G .
beginning point to put a.remediation-program in place. Until_i?

the ¢hild's contept of reading is considered; it would seem- '
that any remediation program that is being used can only‘be.

partially'effective. If, for example, the remedial‘teacher_mm_nwﬂ;__

assumes that the students in class read for meaning when in

,actual fact they may be concentrating on word recognition,

then the teacher and the\students may be at dissonance and \
the program inapprogriaté until the teacher knows each .
child's ooncept of reading. .

Ira Aaron, who served as president of the International

‘Reading Association for the period 1983-84 was quoted recently

as saying, "We seem to be helping children learn to decode

better than we-help them learn to comprehend® (The Evening

Telegram, August_zz,-1985). . Aaron supports ny view that
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‘children who fécus on words are not getting the meaning. 1In
fact, teaching may be reducing the effectiveness of the
current philosophy oflreading if it is insisted that children

be good decoders of words. How can children become good

comprehenders ¥f their concentration in reading is primarily

on the analysis of words?

It~is essential that we know whether or not. the child's

-

concept of reading'affects comprehension. What. ,do remedial

function of reading is to say all the words correctly? Oor;

'do they believe that the most important function of reading

is understanding what one has-read?‘“The answers,become_the
A l’ . . N~ . .

'-readers believe reading tc be? Do they believe that the

-

___..—-'."'"

starting point for an effective remediation program. " Only

when we know more about how the remedial reader conceives
reading can we effectlvely plan for thab\reader.- Otherwise,
the teacher and.the child may ‘be at. ¢ross purposes; the

<k

rehedial reader attending to each word on the page, trying to

fsay each one correctly and the -teacher attendihg to the

meaning of the story as a wholeL),Kfmore effective program
may*be put in place if the teacher knows. the child's ccncept
of reading at the outset of the remedial sessions and uses

that knowledge as the. starting point Eor the remediation. If

it can be determined that ‘there is-a relationship between the-

child's concept of reading and‘performance on the reading

‘tasks, then it may be necessary to take. this into account tc

.

plan remedliation programs that are better_suited«QQ each

N
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child's needs. Remediation programs now in place presuppose

|
understanding on the part of the child in, places where
Y, ' |
important codnceptual differences lie more or less unaddressed.
COntinued'improveménfxfﬁiiesearch and teaching must speak Eo

\

these diffeEEnces; It is the purpose of lhls study to:

_identify remedial readers' concept of reading and how that

-

recall. : ) - V.

conception is reflected in miscues, unaided recall and aided

- Defipition of Terms .
- |

The defdnitipns considered pertinent to the study are

oy
given below: L ., \
Reading - a sampling, .predidting, donfirming and

integrating procéssl The reader simuitaneously makes use of

three types of information or ‘cue systems duriné the reading

'process, namely, graphophonic, syntactic and gemantic.

Remedial reader - a reader who has not. responded as
. - ) * .

éxpected to developmental reading programslﬁhat are designed

to.meet theAinstrucgionalnneeds'and characteristics of the

!

A

majority of children.

Migscue - an oral reading response that differs from the
expected ‘response to the written text. The underlined words
in Bob's response\are Mes of acceptable miscues because

the substitutii/ ords are semantically and syntéétically
acceptable.4 John's response “contaihs examples of unacceptable

- f

—_—— "
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miscues. '
Text: The boys ran through the dark forest.
Bob: The boys went through the dark woods.

'John: * The boys ran though the dark frest.

Unaided recall -~ information the reader recalls from

o

what has been read without the aid of questions or probing

Aided recall - information the reader recalls from what

has been read with the help of questions: or probing. It is

; us?ally preceded by unaided recall.

Strategy - a systéma}:ic plan for achieving a specific

goal‘. 'I‘he'procedures that a reader uses to get from print to

. e
meaning are called strategies. -

Limitations ‘of the Study y !

The following are -recognized as- possible limitations of
this study: : ‘ .

' N
. .

1. Each a,sse;ssment wag carried out by a different
graduate student. S;nce different~approaches may
have been used in tt‘{e collection of data, adifference
in data may exist. I limited\ﬁ\yself to theidafa '

{

2. The study was limited to the information found in .

most congistent in all twenty £iles.

the files of the students. 'In any diagnostie

situation it is &lways best that the clinician work

w o
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with the child, since this was not possible,

depended on the

15

I

reports of other graduate students

(S e
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" looking at a number of cau’ses»thet manifest themselves in

E

e CHAPTER II .

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
V4

roo.

Introduction

For years research has been ongo'ing to determine the

causes of reading disabllities. There are some w§o believe

that perceptual def:.cits are the root of the difficulty‘\
'(Frostig, . 1964- Kephart, 1960) while others blamed poor’
neu roiogica'l"f'u‘ﬁctioning (Orton, 1937- Delacat‘-‘o, ©19863;

.Levinson, 1980). However, most authors (Howards, 1982 Satz,

N

1977; Hartman' & ‘Hartman, 1973) as well as the Disgbled

v
Reading Committee of the Internatlonal Reading Assoc1ation

ey A~ a

support the view that the causes 0f .reading failure are many
and varied. "The causes are so interwoven and overlapped it
becqmes speculative to say why the djagnosed problem does

exist and exactly how it is affecting the learning” (Howards,

-

1982, p. 152). What one person refers to as a ca'useféf a .

reading problem,‘l-anqther sees as a symptom. We may be

Vo
" “

various ways. B A : -

) What determines why some children have more difficulty

learning to read than othe»rs“may'be ans”v;ered in part by

investigating single factor theo:‘ies and multiple causation ‘

theories. ‘Under these two broad headings oI will present most

of the reported reasons for reading disabilities,

o
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Single Pactor Theories of Reading Disabilities

~ It has been a concern for years whether or not perceptual °
deficits cause reading problems. Perceptunal procedses refer

)

to brain operations which involve interpreting and organizing

|
the physmal elements of sensory input (Lee & Berger, ‘I978)..p

~ .

Those who believed that reading failures were ceused by

£y

.perceptual deficits generally aqreed that all processes were'
.~equally important in interpreting and organizing information.
Fernald (1943) , recommended supplementing the visual and-

-auditory- stimuli with a kinesthetic stimulus. She believed

°

“in preventative measures, ‘that is, if the child's visual,-

' '%uditory and kinesthetic senses were used, then that child

would not have any problems with reading,

o

While many theorists blamed general perceptual deficits,

'as the %cause of reading disabilities, others were more
. 13

specific. ‘|(Frostig (1964) emphasized“ the significqnce of*

visual perc tual skills "in the reading process. She believed )

\p

. that to, coL ect a reading problem, oneg first had to correct :

a

the visyal. perceptual'bréblem.' _ Formdl train.ing. of visuaI. -
perception skills using Marianne Frostig"s program was very' Co-
much in vogue in the41960's.. Teday it i? recognized that
while teaching visual perceptual skills improves a child'
visual percep’t_{}n, it does not necessarily imprOVe reading.
Kephar't (1960) went as far as having children walk on

. balance beams to improve ‘thelir - visual-motor pe‘rception which
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® . .
in turn was to improve their reading ability. He -believed

. that many children were coming to school lacking-in the basic

~

.perceptual motor skills because they were being restricted in

. H 3
their experimentation. . Children could not explore their

.world adequately because of'dangers or fear of breaking a

)
valuable dtem in.pheir home. As a result of these deficient

motor skills he said ."children were less able to participate

‘- o ’ . /
in formal _educational activities“ were less likely to learn

‘:fromtthéselactivities-and'were more.likely to become slow

b

lea?nersé (Kephart, P. l&); Children who are restricted in

'ftheir ability to explore and manipulate very often developf

L]

more slowly than those who are ' not. restricted This slow.

!
.development is general and not specxfic to reading Some

,n
children who experienced teading problems, however, were not

-

- restricted ‘in their home environment and were allowed te

ar

explore at will. Factbrs other than those addressed by .

s'." .

Kephart must account for at least some of the reading problems

th t children experienced

. The most widely diacussed hypothesis has been thaé of
s ?

Oort (1937). While he was aware of the many factors which

could\influence reading problems, he was_ concerned with what ‘

he believed to be the cause of reading disabilities. Re

thought that sensory impulses were received simultaneously in
both cerebral hemispheres¢ If one hemisphere was. dominant,,
clear perception would result.. aowever, if cerebral dominance

was incomplete, the result would be shifting and inconsistent

1
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greatly influenﬁe subsequent neurological organization.- He

19
perceptions. A child who confuses "b" forl"d" and reads
"was" for "saw" would be an example _of one who has 1nconsistent
perceptions (Myers & Hammill 1976). These very same &Frors
can ogccur when children are beginning to read because of
their insufficient experiences with letters, words_and with’

print in generaL This does not mean that the child has a

reading problem unless. the » _confusion per51sts beyond about

grade two. . - _
In 1863 Delacato stated that the problems children
experience in reading could have been prevented 1f~ parents

g

had been aware of significant developmental factors which so

believed that children must go through the stages of creeping,
crawling, climbing and balancing before the .brain.can become
fully orgagz;ed and ready for learning. The findings of a

study by Robbins (1966) did not\support Delacato’'s postulated

' relationship between neuroloqical organization and reading

achievement.~ This theory called patterning has been recently

denounced by'a committee of the Igraeli Ministry of Health
. s -'-- ] ' C . ..

(zigler - & Weintraub," 1980). In the,spring of 1968 many

American and Canadian groups.including the American Academy

for Cerebral Palsy, the American Academy of Physical Medicind®

"and Rehabilitation, the Canadian Association for Children.

with Learning Disabilities and the Canadian Associ!%ion for

Retarded Children also made statements condemnin{ﬂthis

theorya Many cerebralipalsied children never go through the .

d )

. o

)

AN
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stages that Delacato stated as necessary before learning can
take place yet they learn to read beautifully An immedlate
_case that comes to mind is the son of a friend, who has
‘never been able to creep, erawl, climb or balance has done

as well as other children in hié class throughout school,

LI -

not only in fearning_to read but in reading to learn.

\

, Wepman (1960) emphasized the importance of auditory

L

perception in the reading process. ‘His research is cited‘by
many who insist that there~+s a close relationship between

reading and‘apditory g&scrimination skills. He found in his

study of first and second grade classes that children with

N

poor auditory discriminatlon abllity were more lxkely to be

‘e

poorer readers.- ThompSon (1963) found that out of the best

&

24 second grade readers tested on an auditory discrimination
task given at the beginpigg_of first grade, 16 could perform
.adequatek?. By coptrest; cut of the poorest reader;, only 1
demonstrated adequate skill, He eoncluded that weakness in
.’auditory discriminatien ﬁas contihued to emerge as a major.
correlate of reading'disability. Groff (1975) believed as
. well tﬁat "a constant relationship between auditory
discrimination and reediné achievement is still alive and
thriving” (p. 57). Wepman's, Thompson's and Groff's theor ies
would be valid if the. t acher taught reading using an apprdach
that téquired only fine auditory discrimination. Moet

Teading.programs however 'do not depend 'solely on one's

ability to hear the likenesses and differepces'of phonemes
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and words. If the program did depend solely-on fing auditory
discrimination ability and the child did not have adequate
auditory'perception,‘then reading difficulti;s would result.
On the otﬁer hand, a teacher who uses a whole ianguage
approach Qo teach reading knows that the child with auditory

perceptual difficulties can learn to read using tlis method.

The teacher allows the children to use their own language in

-learning to read and-shows them how to undetstand what they

are reading.

“Over the years others have attributed reading disabilities -

to a single cause. Bender (1957) credited reading d}sabilitfes

to—ﬁr—mabufat¥onakﬂlang—4H}—beL%eved*%haé¥specific brain .

centers involving.readiné deéeloped slowly whilefthe rest of

. the brain'devEloped normally. He has now refuted this ‘idea

in favor of a multig;e cause theory of reading disabilities
which will be discussed later.

Heredity has also been cited as the primary cause ‘of
reqding disabilities. gaidoo (1972) studiéd the relatioﬁships
of familial history to other features of reading disabilities

" to detefmiqe if-different types of reading disorders existed.

_These studies showed a high incidence of reading problems in

families of children who experienced difficulfies in re&dthg.
This might logically be expected since these children may
have experienéed reading difficulties because their parents

were not readers and, thereforé} not good models of reading.
: . 4

The child's home environment then would probably be lacking -

3
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magazines, books and newspapers.v’ihe child may not ha:e
been read to early in life if the parents had difficulties
with reading or perceived -reading as not important. Harding_
}1983) found that barents of average readers risd more often
than those of poor readers. Thus,‘an environment in which
parents are seen reading must be influential for the child.

In order to read, Athey (1983) believed that children
must have the language facility to express.an idea andbask
questions related to their experiences. She contended that
middle class children start school with an enormous advantage
for learning to read. This advanta;e has been: brought about
by tne parents{lwillingness to olarify and expand ideas with

-

the child. : . , ) A
Eb;ali 11976).in citing various ways teachers might not.
provide help to gpecific individuals, expressed the viewpoint
that more than 90% of our. reading failures could or should be
blamed on poor teaching. Evidence ofttbis claim was shown in
a study by Durkin (1981) who, after oarrying out a survey of
_ 39 classrooms from grades‘three to six, reported,‘“The
teaching of comprehension was almost nonexistent" (p. 453).
Since it is.the viewpoint of Ekwall that only 2 percent of
our.students experience learninq_gigabilities'so severe as to
require the services of a specialist, then 98 percent of any
heterogeneous group: should be able to read without difficulty.

Even if one were more liberal and said that 10 percent of

our students need special help in our schools; then the
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"other 90 percent should be able to rea# aaequately. This is

not the case. Many children in the regular classroom setting
are expefiencing severe rpading difficulties. Using the

results of Canadian Tests of Basic Skills, the percentile

écore for averages showed the Newfoundland Grade 6 children
in 1984*E6”gé below the 50th percentile in word recognition
and comprehension (Depqrtment of Education,.Annual Report,
1984). Teachers become frustrated when they have stu@enta who
d&n‘t learn to read as well as other students thgir age.
Thege teachers, instead of'determining,thé child's streﬁgths.
and weaknesses in the ;éaaigg procesé, give the‘student more
of the same kind of teaching, when i; fact, a different
approach may be all that is needed. One student that I
worked with was socially mature, her verbal abilities were
beyond her age, her reading wés good; yet she was failing
miserably in her Grade 7 courses, .It was found that wheq’
films, slides, maps, diagrams and other visual aids were used
in class, her retention of the subject was neérlf perfect,
This was a child who #as restricted in her ability to procgés

information unless she had the help of wvisdal aidw More
lecéures, notes and extra studying would not be the m94t
effecti&e form of help. She needed the visual cues that were
nbt being provid;d by her: teachers. Alm (1981) included
teaching methods as one of the eight topics listed as educational
factors that are the major cause of the reading difficultie!b

students have today., . : , ‘ s
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Another inhibitor to learning is a high degree of stress
(Monteith, 1981). #He estimated that 45% of all children born.
in the United States today will spend at least a year living
with only one parent. Almost all of these children undergo
stress from external condition; and inteppel feelings. This
stress prevents children from learning, learning to read if
" the child is young, or learning general infermation if the
child is older. '

—

It would seem then that the topic of reading disabilities

is complex and that mdltiple factors must be considered.

Hultiple‘eaﬁsation'fheories of Reading Disabilities

¢ ! - M | —

In recént years the single factor theories of reading
disabilitiee have been questioned by‘many who .do not believe

that all reading problems arise from a singie'inherent

deficfency—in‘éIl'readers: Reading is a complex process—ard

~ not effectlvely learned as a unitary skill, so it would be.

expacted that there are various poxnts of breakdown in
different readers. Reading necessitates the acquisitlen of
several different skiils which are fully integrated. These
skills depend oh normal functioning of a number of psg}cholog’ical
processes: vieual and auqétory perception, memory, linguietic.
ability, and reasoning (Verqon, 1477).»

Along with adequaﬁe functiOniﬂé_and integration of
psychological skills; etger factors to consider when we look

at the disabled reader are the environmental and social

—
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implications as well as the educational causes of reading
-problems. Howards (1982) haé'gone ;s far as to say that oﬁé~
does not need to be unduly concerned with which causes’ may be .
responsible for the reading failure. Instead, what the
teacher needs to Knogﬁis how the students deal with‘langdageq
. learning, the reading process, anq how they deal generally
. with the world:Z By virtue of the fact that hundreds of

researchers ha found what they claim’ to be‘the cause of a

ré?diﬁg disability, one has to look ;ore.ploégiy'aé the

possibility of Qarilng“édmbinations of causes when ch#ldren-
cannot read as well-.as is expected.

. In the past whgn a'éhild Hgd a reading problém,“the_
child's eyes wére imﬁediately considered as the possible

cause of the difficulty. Because some optomatrists believed

éhat viéual‘training impro%gd one's ability to read, the

child was placed on a program fér that “Purpose. While

correction of the visual p;;blem. for example, the abi%ity_to

follow print smoothly and a;curately with both eyes, nght'
increase the speed of reading,” it will not improﬁeﬂone's

ability to read. Rayner (1985) in reviewing the characteristics

of.eye movements during reading found tﬁat eye movement

characteristics reflect the difficulty or ease with.Which

"readers. are able to process. textual material but emphasized

Y

that eye movements are not the cau of reading problems.
He found that one could’train pgor reader to make more

efficient éye movements, But overall reading' efficiency did
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not improve. Bender'(1957),-Frostig (1972), and Goldberg et
al. (1983) found that ﬁisual pergeption correlated highly
with reading ability and all agreéd that if the perceptual
deficit.ﬁas not corrected before the age of 6, percepBual
trqiﬁiné/;;tgr that age would pgobably not develop the skill
that is laciing. Do we then assume that.the child who is
lacking in some éépect of perceptual skills can not léarn to
read? ~6f.course not. In fact, if the child were diagnosed
earlier than the age of 6 and visual problems corrected the .
child might still have a reading disability. A child who.
agg a‘visual perceptﬁal_problem may have,trpubie kegpinglin
ﬁiace in reading, as evidenced by the omission or confusion
of words which might lead to an eventual avoidance of reading
but these difficulties are not the causes of reading problems.

Frostig (1964), Wepman (1960), Képhart (1960) and others
strongly believed that once pe;ceptual skills were improved,
}éading would automatically improve ;gﬂ;gll. However, the
literature is replete with studies b& those whose fihdings do’
not substantiate this‘claim. Frostig (1972; exblains seven
yea;xfafteé her program had first been iniyiated that while

perceptual #yaining may need t¢ be the s of some remedial

programs, it can not be divorded from training in language'or

higher thought proc

Cohn. (1966) found that pgrceptual skills improved in

first greae ;;EQgrs as a result of. perceptual training with
N\ n

the Frostig progrém\but reading did not improve. Sullivan
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in mding ability was evident.

;anqvaudltory discrimination is low.

» within the average range on tests of auditory

27

(1972) used the Kephart approach with educbbLe retarded

children and reported no improvement in read

&ng. Children

w1th average to bright intelligence received p#rceptual-motof -

trfaining in asix week summer program, and again,

Robinson (1

no improvenent

971) reviewed

‘the research on perceptual training and concluded "this

traihgng results in improvement on tests of vigual perceéption

but seldom is the resultant reading improvement substantial®

(p. 5).

A child who is trained in visual tracking, that 15,

for example,‘choosihg "A" from a line of letters, will learn

to select the appropriate letter qulckly,

but will not

necessarily read any better because of thlis new skill.

Neither will teaching a child to find numeralls hidden among.

objects~{figure-ground training) Eacifitate the redding

process. §

Groff (1975%5) and Larsen (1976) have both qqestioned

Wepman's research in auditory discrimination.
v * .

They each have

found in their studies that the'cprrelatien between reading

there/is a lack of agreement among the availab
data regarding the relationship of auditory

and reading.

I have worked with a large number of chil

yvet experience difficulty in learnine to read|

Groff allso states that

le experimental

discrimination

dren who scored
discrimination

Oon the other‘

hand, some children who scored poorly on these same tests

[
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give no evidence of difficulty wi_th‘ the reading process.
Obviously the time devoted to auditory training should be
evaluated if the purposé of such training is to improve-
reading proficiency. . |

In a longitudinal study carried out by Naidoo (1972), he
found ‘that one large grdup--of disabled readers could be
characterize‘d by linguistic 'deficits. All other groups
ﬂehowed a multiplicity of problems so that it was 1mpbssib1e
to find anpthe group with common dlfficulties. Seventy
percent of ihose}atients, who were reading disabled, seenJ

,Denckla (1§\1_)’ did not fit into any clear- cut group. The
other 30% fell into three groups -- ‘a language deficit grou’p,_
~a group with 'v_isual—spatial diffi*cuitiés, and é:g?oup he
characterized as “sweét, éiliy and sloppy" (p. 403). ql.Asl in
other studies, no one factor was common to all reading
disabled children. _ - o

Howards (1980) did nmot focus his study onh one cause’ of
reading disabilitmt rather he investigatéd the many

: '

causal factors under the headings: Educational, Physicgl and

Psychgiogical Problems. InDyslexia: An Annotated Bibliography

(1982), there are 28 cadaes of reading dis’abi\lities listed

and 1221 references that one may read to find out moré about
.the multiplicity of the'facpors.attributed to reading problems.
The truth is that despite thg numerous studies ‘that have
been carried out on the Eprrelateé of -peading- there i.s no

conclusive evidence that reading difficulties are caused

\ . , - —— o~
.
¢

4
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.more by one factor than another. The relationship of
auditory and visual discrimination, visual and auditory.
memory, intelligence and attention with reading achievement
show positive cerrelatfons that are generally low. ‘There is

! some evidence that the ability to process and organize
linguistic informatiofi may be strongly related tb the
difficulties experienced by poor readers (Gillespie-Silver,
.1979§ Goodman, 1969, Goodman & Burke, 1973; Snith, 1971;

. Liberman &fShankweﬂler, 1935). There is also some evidence'
in Durkin's {1981) study to support the clafm tﬁat"most

):: " reading disabilities are created and not ipherent" (Bond &
Tinker}’ 1984, p. 10). She claimed that in her observatiohe
of- 39 clesees of grades three to six, "mentioning®™ not

l"teachfng" was evident. Only 45 minutee out of a total of
11,587 minutes?ﬁreading periodswere actually spent instructing
the children in comprehension. '

it is my op1nion that although we as reading educators
may not have created the read.\.ng disabillties we have perpetuated
the‘fﬁoblems by not consu{ting with the persona experiencing
the difficulties. It is time to ask these children what
they perceive the reading probleﬁmto be. If, for exemple. a
i)erson becomes ill the family practioner immediately discusses
the illness with the person involved, yet we as“reading
educators often neglect todiscuss with our students the problems

they are experiencing thereby possibly failing ‘to identify

the fundamental source of the problem, that is what' the
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child perceives reading to be.

Becoming A Proficient Reader

The focus in this gsection will shift from the difficulties
that some children enconnter in learnihg to read to how
natural it is for most children to begin reading.

‘Most children are born with an in.nat‘e.des.ire to communicate
with their family and with others 1n their world. Because
of that desire almost all children develop language without
having‘to be taught. Tney iearn, not by ‘imitation bwt‘by

testing‘the rules of language. When a young child says "I

- ‘.
bringed the book home," the child is overgeneralizing the

rules learned. The chiid soon learns to be understood and

to understand and to prodhce sentences not heard before.f

Halliday (1975) believed that "function precedes form in

. ﬂ . '
language development.” This ability to create 'language makes

it possible for children to use original sentences, and to

zgry out"™ their sentences. _ It is this need to communicate

that encourages language development.

Children growing up in a. literate society beqin to

»”

4wtencounter written language as wel{gas oral language&early in

awh — ——

4rit“en language to some extent before they go to school.

According to Smith (1976) the roots of reading are discernible

whenever childrenm strive to make sense of print beforg they

\

are actually able to recognize any of the words. They ,

»
<

'ﬂl Host of'them become aware of and are able to read
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: children are immersed in this print they will learn to read

‘N

'become aware of books, signs, captions, logos and cert&iniy

the names of their favorite Ttereals, Thefhrecognize their

. °

own names and begin scribbling. When children point\\b a
sign, or a caption under a picture J%d ask, “What s that
say?" they are becoming aware of the_printed message. > If .

— N /
children get no response to their question then a necessary

part of learning to read has been passed up. Childrep as

) young as 4 years were reported by DeFord (1980f to have

distinguished between: their scrih\les and the writings of .

_—

) D) .
pOothers even though they were not actually‘able to read. In
a project that I carried out -two years ago, 023 twb year-oldf-

child drew a. helicopter, wrote the word "helicopter and his—"
name. Thé drawing of the helicopter was barely distinguishable

I
from the words yet he clearly,indicated which was the drawing

'
.

and which was the printed message. R

The Goodmans .(1979) differentiate the view that learninq

to read is natural from the view that the, development of

—_—

literacy is innate. - When children are'raised in an environment
that is rich in print, they become aware of what is happening
around them. They see their parents reading a paper, or a
letter- from a relative, they ,observe also their mother end'

father following a recipe to make a dessent, or following

instructions to assemble a new tpy.\ To hope that because

is leaving too much to chance. Parents have to facilitat&

the process., Since understanding Ehaf/print ia meaningful

»

R Y
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is ﬁgndamental to reading. it is 1mperat1ve fhat parents

by

make their children aware of this, |
T Very early-in life chlldren are brought to a department
store or'a supermarket where they observe sxgigrsuch as "Toy

Dcpartment" or "“Fresh Fruit. The chil&ren may predict that

the words say "Toys or "Apples” beCauseotagy are trylng to -

get meaning from the printed word Not only must ‘the parents - \55

'confirm that these predictlons are partLally correct but‘also’ "lfé;

'offer the correct response,to the signs. if ‘ , ,;!" :.__.Jff
“.f : Ai Smith (1976) pointed put, children probably begin to\\\ |

read from the moment - they. become-aware of print in .any
meaningful*way.‘ The word meaningful" is 1mportant here,;
Children can become aware of the print but- they must be‘;"*
"ac&ive particigents in communicntion with unseen writers"
(Goodman, 1977, p. 254).. The children themselves must feel

the need to communic&te.with the writer to gét the message or &
carry out the nishes the nriter wants to convey. For example,

young children whd love to help around the~~ Pase wouldlread

simple ipptructions if they were made aware that there was'-

_meaning asaociated'with the printed worda on the list of. .

instructions.‘ The young child is already aware of manyOof'
the printed'messages in the‘environment: “McDoneids' : "

"Stop . "Fruit Loops". We, as teachera, have to make children :
. =
more Qware. n i C o . |

LY

¢

Young children expect that written lanquage will make

'sense.' Children sitéghq in McDonalda rE%taurant wou@d not o
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read "Strawberry Milkshakes" as "Hats for Sale". They

probably would say “"Hamburgers"™ or "French Fries™ because

they. expect the signs to have meaning and to relate to the
context in which it is written. When these eame children go
to school for the first time, it is important thatlthe
‘tea'cher recognize t=he knowledge they already have a’bout'
reading. The teacher has ¢€o "respond to what the child |is

trying to do" (Smith, 1973, p. 95). Children have to be made

aware that they have been meaningfully engaged in tt’taek of

reading long before coming to school The teacher muat build

—

on what the' children already know: their vocgbularyr their

concepts and their ablity to handle»print -

I-agree with Halliday (1975) when he said "There is no

doubt that many oJf our problems in literacy education are of

.our own making (p.’viii) We have been trying to make

learning to read hard -by solemnly teaching lettersu phonemes,
words and word attacks, hoping to make chtldren aware of

7 P i ’ ' . .
linguistic aebstractions, while failing to take" seriously

their constantly demonstrative competence in using and
- 7/

learning functional language" (Goodman, 1977, p. " 140). In

other worda, we have been making children good decoders and -

neglecting ‘what they already know about. the language.
L ¢ . . !

How Proficient Readers Ditfer'tro-'nenedial Readers‘

l'q ‘5

When Goodman" began his research in the 1960 s, the,

predominant view ip to that time was that reading was simply

R d
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a process of identifying each word. 1In 1965 he demonstrated

<

that children were able to recogdize words that were embedded
in the context of a ‘story that had qon; unrecognized in
isolation thereby challenging the view that children must
recognize each word before théy can read with understandLng.

Indeed, if chxldren take time to look at each word, the

meaning of the text is lost. From their research on the

reading process in readers with widely different levels of
< . '
proficiency, Goodman and Burke, (1973) reached these conclusions:

v

1. There is only ohe reading process. - Readers may
differ in the control of this: process but not in the
process they use. -

2, . Non-proficient readers show problems in getting it
all together. They tend to get bogged down in
preoccupation with letters and words and lose
meaning. ¢

3. ThenmjordifferenceinreadersofvdTyingproficien&y
is their ability to comprehend what they read.

4, Older non-prof1c1ent readers...don't gﬁt much sense
from what they read and seem not to expect sense.
(p. 262)

Not only-dijﬁon—proficient readers get bogged down in

their preoccupation with letters and words, but I have

watched bdrehts who, . when reading with their children make
them ﬁ%cus on letters and words. _"Break the ‘word apart,"

"Sound it gug," or "Spell the word" arehfamiliér demands of
the parents. _ The chi;dren are dot permi‘ted to cogtinue
reading until the unknown word-—is said, by then, often the

”

ﬂ”aning is lost. MNever in my exéerience of working with

®

.
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parents and their children have I heard ‘a mother or father
tell the child to "Read on until ynu know the word," or ask
the child "what do you think the Word could be?" Parents are
somewhat surp}ised to reelize that. I don't want the child to
fi.fgure out the unknown word before continuing ::m with the
story. 1 have to teach these parents to use not bnly the
graphophonic skills but also syntactic and semantic cues when
they are'helping their children with reading.

Consider, for -example, the sentence, "Susan jumped on
her horsé and rode away. A child reading this sentence
might confuse the word "horse" with "house". To figure out
the word "horse" phonetically the child has to look at the
beglnning "h", the "or" and then the sound of the "s", and be
aware, of the silent "e".' 1If the child were taught to use
syntax then the“word "house" would be syntactically correct.
However, since the ultimate aim of réﬁdlng is to get'meaning,'
ﬂi'.hing the child to use semantics is mosthhseful. In this
case the child would realize thst ene could not jump on a’
"house" and ride away. .Most children would have no difficulty
coming. up's with the word "hor'se." if they were readin:g for meaning.

Cooper and'Petrosky (1976), in reviewind the work of
psycholinguists, Kenneth Goofiman, Yetta Goodman, Frank Smith,
Carolyn Burke and‘linguist, Nosm Chomsky, derived reading
strategies that are found in fluent readers but not in poor
"readers. Gillespie-Silver (1979) not only concurs with these

-

findings but bases her gquide for: reading assessment and

% . - -

~
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programming upon these characteristics of fluent readers:

-~

1. The reader discovers the distinctive features in
letters, words, and meaning. ‘

£

2, The reader takes chances — risks errors in osder to
learn about printed text and to predict meaning.

3. The, Lreader reads to identify meaning rather than to

identify letters or words. ’

4. The reader guesses from cbntext at unfamlliar words,
or else just sktps them..

5. The reader takes  an active role, bringing to bear,
- his  or her knowledge of the world and of the
particular topic in the text.

6. The reader reads as~thougt{ e or she expects the
text to make sense. :

7. The reader fills short term memory with the largest
©  possible units -- meaning of phrases or sentences
rather than words or letters. . .

. 8. The reader shifts approaches dependlng on the

X

The remedial ﬁade?é that I see are so unlike these
fluenﬁ.r.eaders; 't'hey dis l-aydvery few, 1f any, of the above
characteriatics: Thes children usually read word by word,
without much thought fer the meaning, They are often afraid
of being wrong so they will not guess at unfamiliar words.

In a story describing th adventure of -a young boy, one

e -

student with whom I wo&;“read, "He swirled down the river;‘

as "He swallowed down the river." He was satisfied that he
had read the sentence -correctly And éonti.nued on. Obviously,

the child was not thinking about what he was reading or he

would have questioned why someone would "swallow a river."®

f |
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What he had done was looked at the phoneme "sw" and possibly
the end of the word "ed". He did not consider the meaning.
‘Most of the children with whom I work are passive readers,
merely reading wofd by word to get to the end of the text.
Even those children with righ experiences do not bring

3 . ,
. meaning to the print when they are laboriously reading the

words.

Fortoqlongtemedialreadershavebeenpassiveparticip?nts
in the reading process. 'No one has thought to ask these .
children what they understand reading'tp be. -Pérhapa-fof
téo long the.reading'teacher has put too much emphasis up;;
saying all the words cor}ectly.- After all, the children who
ﬁérceive reading as getfin;.all'fhe words right had to
aequire that undépstanding from others. A beEf overview of
tﬁe charécéeristics of gopd.and poor readers is shown in
'Table1. Itprovidesinforqgtiqnconcerningthewordreéognition
skills and comprehension strategfés used by good and poor
readers. |

Y o ’
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Table 1

Classification of Good and Poor Readers

38

Good Readers

.-

Poor Readers

Active comprehenders
. (Bristow, 1983; Johnson &
Winograd, 1983; Ryan,
~ Actively monitor ongoing
comprehension .(Brown &
Palincsar, '1982) .

When .comprehension fails
they adjust reading rate,
adjust reading style andg,
look back to previously
read text (Garner & Reis,:
1981; Ryan, 1981) '

Use comprehension foster-
ing sactivities which
include: '

setting a purpose for
reading

focusing attention on

main ideas

evaluating text—material
in light of background
knowledge
self-questioning to en-

. sure that comprehension is
occuring

making predictions, infer-
ences

drawing conclusions
(Brown & Palincsar,

1983)

View reading as a search

Largely passive, (Bristow,

| Word identification and Comprehension

1985)

1981y

_ Do not monitor their comprehen-

sion (Garner & Hare, 1984)

Make fewer spontaneous correc-
tions (D'Angelo, 1982)

Use context clues less often adl
(Ryan, 1981)

- 1

Do not use active strategies
.and( need explicit instruction
.in comprehension ¢nhancing
strategies (Bristow, 1985;
Anderson et al., 195}) ,

Regard meaning as a decoding

for meaning (Anderson et process (Smith, 1978;, o
al., 1983) ‘ Anderson et al., 1983)
Make more corrections > '
(Phillips, 1985) - 4
- P ¢
e
- P



Brror Pattern Analysis

The ever increasing number of children Qho couldn't
read caused much concern in the 1960's. Although numerous
studies were ongoing and large sums. of money were being
spent on remedial'prbgraﬁs; results of these programs were.
minimal. In 1965, the National Council of Teachers of
Enqlish“(United-Stgtes) appointed a Task Force on Eduéation.
Their nandate was -to "gatheryinformation about the hundréds
‘ oF ;ndgpendeAQ'and uncoordinated programs in lanquage. and
r;aaing that haﬂ sprung up in evérQ'part of the country”
(AlLen,'1976, p.'df. It became apparent as they travelled
throughout the nation ‘that education had begun to look at
other disciplines for help with their problems. One of these
disciplines wés linguistics.

Just prior to the establishment of the task férce;
linguists wére becoming concerned about the péssfbilityqthat'
dialect difference ﬁightvagfect instruction in ;eaQingﬁ At
a conference held in Indiana, not only was dialect difference
discussed, but also the nature of'English grammar. At that
time\the schools were using a prescriptive approach to thé

teaching of grammar but Paul Roberts' text ‘Pat"te'rns of English,

based on descriptive grammar brought about change in the
thinking of many people. NoamChomsky challenged the-descriptive

linguists in his book Syntactic Structure which introduced a

new theory of grammar that cﬁme to be known as "transformational

[ 4 . * .
grammar." These developments in grammar 1nfluenced the way

’ A S
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educators viewed language and how it should be taught. Cognitive

psychologists, as well, had become interested in this debate

on grammar, addin heir expertise to the growing area of

a

interest, psycholinguistics.

Important advances were also made in the egudy of

—1anguage development of pre-school children (5urkin, 1965)

and school age -children (Loban, 1963; Ruddell, 1965). . THeir

research forced educators to take another look at the - texts ‘\\\ ~

they were -using i-n ‘their schools wi.th-a‘iew to developing ’

new materials. Advances were also dade in studylng the

process of oral reading (Weber, 1968). It was awareness of
T g

this reBearch that brought together scholars of diveree

\interests at conferences at Cornell, New York in the late

1960'3. The research on error pathfn anaiysis at Wayne
State University under the direction of Kenneth Goodman grew
out of the discussions at these conferences. Researchers
hoped that by looking at the miscues children made while

reading orally new insights might be gained into the problems

:tnat many children were having with readind.

Since academic achievementsis based on reading, learning

to read is bbvionsly necessary f°F the.academic survﬂbal of
the child, yet in our schools many children expegience
extreme difficulty with reading. Researchers, for years,
have tried to find the cause of reading problems children
experience. . Perhaps fhey have gone qround in c;rqles because

Rl

until recently the same suspected causes were being examjﬁed

— '

\..

,
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again and again. While the quantity of mistakes a child

makes in reading had caught the attention of rFsearQhers, no

one had looked. at the quality of the oral,miécueé. It was
¢ /

T~/

the qualitj of thése miscues that the researc¢hers at Wayne .

-State University studied. The process of examining these

miscues is called error pattern analysis. They used aé their

pe{spec;ive the psycholﬁrguistic-naﬁure of the reading

[
process..

- \ . ‘
, In looking at the way children learn to|read, Kenneth
Goodman (1969) establishea certain basic premiseL as guidelines
for his further research into the reading process. They
are: :
T d

(1) Readiné_is language. Reading and ligstening are the

receptive proéesses in language. Speaking 'and writing are
the generative language processes.
' (2) Readers are users of language. Whilp children are
learning to read, they already know a great ddal abou; their
lahguage. They have used language to communicate and make
sense out of the world. Reading, then, must he treated as a
natural extension of the chi.‘ld" langﬁage. Dnly then will
the printed word have meaning for the reader. l
(39 LéngUage is the means by which communication amohg

people is brought about. It cannot be divorced from meaning.

If reading is language .then neither can reading be divorced

from meaning. Children exbect to comprehenaneach'other(

——

through oral language (p. 46).

—
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What is Miscue Anafiysis?

“~

Reading is a sampling,,predi‘cting, confirming and
integrating process durin§ which the reader makes use of
three types of information or cue systems simultaneously.
These three cue gystems are graéhophonic, semantic 'and

. 1,
syntactic. The graphophonic cue system refers to the

‘relationships between the graphic ‘,represe'.nt‘at‘ion, that is

letters, and the sounds of these letters alone or in combination.

The reader should %t be taught to look at every lettetvor

even every word in a sentence because to do So would.necessari}y

! B N
be an extremely slow process. Since reading is not an exact

[y

process, it would be wasting the reader's time to insist

that- attention be 'given to each word. Instead this cue

_system must be used in conjunction with the other two sfyste;ns

[

to get meaning from the text.

[

Unless the ch®ld can focus on meaning, that .is, use the
semantic cue system during the process of reading, the
abllity to use graphophonic and syntactic cues are of minimal

. . . * .

value. To be able to get meaning frg@\ the prI(nted word, the

material must be meaningful to the reader. In his book,

Understanding Reading, Smith.(1971) talks about surface

structure and deep structure. T6 get from the words on the

' : o
printed page to the meaning of}§ these words, the reader- must

( : . .
. be able to use knowledge of syntax or the structure of:

language. ¥Research indicates that by the time children come

to school they have already mastered the grdmmatical system

&
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and ru}es of their community lanquage {Goodman, 1969; Chomsky,
1957). When observing children reading, it ®ill be noticed

« that they rarely make a grammatical mistake; more oftén the
mistake is in-semantics or in graphophonic relationships.

Consider the fcllowing, . 3

Expected Response: They were all waiting for the big ride.

.
Oral Response: They were all watching the big rider.

[ : .
In the p?{vious example, although the reader had changed the

~Meaning of the sentence,- the grammatical structure has

é

remained intact. Anexampleof achildwho is using éraphophénic
and, gyntadtic cues but who- is igno.ring the meaning of the

sentence is:

.
-, ) !

Bxpected Response: He made a étatement to the police..

‘ .
Oral Response: He made a studment to the play.

4

In the following example the child did not recoqnize the word

"passes" but is trying to make sense of the sentence: -
%)
a . . :‘ ' \
Bxected Responses When.the train passes the whistle blows. .

Oral Response: . When the train goe? it blows the whistle.

"

Most childrerf, when reading orally make miscues; that
]

v

whany teachers ask these

is, they deviate from the text.
children to stop and re-read to correct their, mistakes.
y . - * % L)

’ -
These teachers think reading is an exact process and expec

children to read precisely what is on the page. fhey do noq
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concern themselves with the kind of miscue 'the child makes,
but rather with the fact that a miscue h?s !een made and must
be corrected. Reading is not an exact proc&s,\ most readers
deviate from the text in their encounter witH\the written
matelrial.

Analyzing the miséues_ the children mgk’ gives a teacher
the opportunity to ,e_xamine-the interaction between the
.child's lan}QQé‘ and the author's language..| It can also show.
the teacher the ‘méﬁrre—;‘in which the chil\d is processing
' information. For example, is the'cluld atte\pding too much to
words and not’enough to mean:.ng? Mlscue analysis allows the
teacher to aee how the reader"' s experiences can help make the
printed page more meaningful. We are lookm;»;at the thought :
?rocesses fnd the .language " processes of .the child when v:ve.
examine.the miscues. It is my belief that miscue analysis is
one way-te ideptify the straﬁegies children use in comprehending

the autWor *s/meaning.

\

® What Is Protocol Analysis? . '

Another method of examining the stratégies ‘children use
wk:;r{ reading is Protocol analysis. Protocol %analysis, as
used incognitive psychology to study problem solvling bel';avior,
requires the subjects to think aloud as they soive a problem
 (Newell and Simon, 1972). The data of each subjilect's exposed
thought processes (the protocol) which perf’:ain to . each

clause oE the text is then analyzed for evidence ¢f strategies.

The ultimate goal of protocol analysis is to determine

e , _oa, ”
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\

the degree to which comprehension has taiten place. As a-
.product, comprehension" occurs each step along the waly in
conjuhction with the processes which contribute to it. Thus
Fagan (1985) believed that readers may be interrupted during

‘their reading to ascertain either the processes themselves or

4

point in time. Fagan, however, -preferred to use the free,

recall of his sthects for analysis. ' Free recall is the
information the reader can recall from what has beel: :?ad b
JDrum and Lantaff (1977) also favored free pecall and used
this protocol, once it had been dwided into propositional
units for their analy515. A reader s recall as interpreted
by a r'eséarcher or an educator is usually assessed in,terms
of the degy;ee‘ to whi'ch‘ it corresponds to\che\author's meeping
as expressed in a text. Stein and Glenn (1979) in par/smg
children's recall exgmined the causa].l links that occured
within each category and between episodes of a. story., ,They
established as theCr categories, major setting, initiating
event, 1nterna1 response, direct consequence and reaction.
Theﬁtated that children expect ce rtain patterns of information
when listening or reading a story and encode information to
already existing psycnological structures or patterns of
Vi:forma'tion. -
Drum and Lantaff (1977) indicated fFive different kinds
_of ext information children remembered in their in- depth

analysis of the protocol of a boy and a girl: retention of

L o
w S

-

the" resultant comprehension of the author'!s meaning at that

‘
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. y .
the given information, inferernce bounded by,text information

which may also indicate prior knowledée, 1nference not -

hounded by the text which may or may not be accurate
representations of the general content, general responses

that_are so vague that the.subject's ability to read the text

‘or to understand the{content are probably lacking, and

=g
parenthetical remarks and repetitions that appear to be

characteristip of relating or writlng informatlon from memoryi
without a chancelto edit or reuise. .

A prot&col may,be divxded into different units QSf

anaiysiS° proposition (Drum & Lantaff, 1977) clause (Hunt,‘
1965); syntactic proposi:tion (Fagan, 1985).' Drum and Lantaff
o

preferred to divide theiinproﬁocol ipto what they describe as

- workable .units: clausal propositions; att’ribut‘.e propositlons

) or rhetorical propositions. Each propositionuunit was then

o
scored into one of the following categories- Text Specific,
»
Text Entailed, Text Eliciﬁed, Text Evoké&r Text External
Under these fiue broad categories Drum and Lantaff fuﬁpher

subdivided- the categotie‘s into several more specifically

'~defined\categories. _Fagan {1985), whose research’is based on

the work of Drum and nlntaff,:sugqested that a T~unit imain'

clause and anyﬁsubordinatq:clause) be used for analysis. An.

aasumptlon made when choosing a unit is that it represents a.

&

Ameaningful divtsion of iﬁformatlon and that the ‘reader may
'_ perce-i—ve this unit when cqnprehending or recalling information.

Fagan suggested the 3— nit represents a mesningful division

‘ .

l; "'
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of infor‘ma_tion "about"yhicn a juldgement can be made asg to

whether or not a summary has taken place" (p. 4)‘. It is

more difficult, he believed, to determine if there has been

a summary o,ﬁ\igformation within the brevity of-a propositioq
—

Fagan next assigned the T-unit to -one of five categories.

The five categories used to- analyze the T-uni‘qs of recall

1 14
AR ol

information and to assess gomprehension are defil'n.ed as follows:

~

T A - /
" A, Text Exact ) - (
[}

This category includes infgwxion from\the' text in its

" exact form with minimal variations. It.is assumed that this

o
information ‘was stored in rote fashion and is reproduced in

a similar state. o e

. B. ' Text Specific

Voa

b In this categor\{ is placed information recalled that Has“

&
specific references in b{_‘text The reader may have transformed

-

,some of this information by reordering or substituting
lexical terms. PFor exampler_ -
Text: People were very kind to t'he stranger.
Protoco’l; They were - very kind to the stranger. '
g C.( Text Entailed N '_ o ‘ )

In this categ‘ory is placed.information that is a paraphrase

i of or synonymous with the information input, but the unit of

reclall includes .inf.ortna"tion from more than one unit of

input. For example: oo \ - “
Text: She jumped into the icy water. - She was trying to save

L ' .

- . -
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¢

save the swimmer who was in trouble.
.
Protocol: she jumped into the icy water ,to save a,swimmer

in trouble.

D. Text Experiential N

This information i3 added by the reader to f£ill 1n gaps
. in the text data. ' The read is reconstructing information
based on prior knowledge:” For ekample:

TexE: The captain climbed the mast of the distressed ship
. - ‘, .
‘and signalled for‘help.c

4

Protocol: The captain climbed the mast of . the dxstressed
| ship and signalled for help with his flag.

»

E. Text Erroneous

These errors constitute memory errors or are due to
lack of attention to the text. qu example:
«Text:» The lobster's ckgws.
qutocolz The lobster claws.
Text: While visiting .her Aunt Lizzle at the farm last
week, Teri helped harvest some carrots, peag,wsucchini

&

and tomatoes. _.
! v

Protocol: Last weekend Teri helped her Aunt harvest some fruit,
rt ) ] . \
Analyzing the data, whether it be the miscues that
children make when they are reading orally or the recall of

children 's, stories can offer valuable insights into‘t e ways

‘children process text, thereby enabling the educator to

o
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understand the reading process more fully., ‘1t is only when
we understand-thé reading process more fully that we can
effectively help those children who .have difficulty learning

to read.

‘)
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" ‘ CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY o

"This chapter will include a description of the sample,

materials, data collection procedures and data analysis.

- ) ' Saémple
"y The twenty children selected randomly ?or this study had
'been previously assessediin a one to one situation at the
ReadingACIiﬁio at Memorial University. The children who range
~ in age from six to sixtgg;dwere referred‘jﬂl the clinic by
their parents or teachers because of reading difficulties.

3

_ Genérally, they live in St,. John s or the surroundlngwgifa.

Bach child was given a battery of tests in reading achievement

anq process as well as the correlates ¢of reading. The
assessment;gasacarrie& out in one session in appgoximately

thfgh to four hours by a graduate student in reading to meet

o the requirementg for the course, Practicdmﬁio Remedial
Y’Wi{;egding. For the purposes of this studybtho‘followi;g

\ " information was abstracted for each child *from the clinic
files: a client interoieo sheet,_a record of the miscues

the child made whfie reading orally from a passage and from

an isolated word list, as well as the written account of”tpg

- child's %naided ‘and aided recalls.

Haterials

————-—‘

Thé results from the following materials were used by

the examiner°
‘!

Y Sl S
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C 1. McCracken Standard Reading Inventory (McCracken, 1966)

)

oo

Each child was administered the Standard Reading Inventory

Form A or Form B. Each of the forms has eleven stories for
or~a1 reading, eight stories for silentlreading as well as
eleven graded word 1lists for m;;;uring word.;ecognition
ability in isolation. This is an individually administered
reading test for measuring readipg aéhievem‘eqt at pre-primer

through seventh grade levels. It measures achild's independent

reading level, the. instructional level and thé frustration

L
.
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A

léVé’iﬂ‘ ins ieading. The independent reading ‘level is .the ?

highest passagé level that the child can. read independently,

that is, with 99% word recognition accuracy and 90%

comprehension. ' Thé instructionai reading level is the level

at which the child finds the material challenging and reguires .

' N w» .
instruction. Standards used in judging this level are 95%
\‘ »

word recognition accuracy and 70% comprehension. The frustration _

'reading level is the level at ‘which the material is too

difficult for the child. Less than 90% word recognition

accuracy and less than 50% compfehension are the most widely

.used standards for determining this fevel.

Eachuchild is asked to rhﬁfrom the word 1is-e-.a_t a -
1

leyel which causes no d.i'fficu Yr that is, can corrjctly

respond to 23 oﬂthe 25 Ns. If the child is in Grade 4,

v
for example, the examiner will begin at about a Grade 2
T W

level. When '{ess than 50% of the words on a singleft are.

pronounced correct‘ly, the. child is asked tq stop. The

[ 1Y

. .
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highest level at whien the child is able to pronounce 23 of
the 25 words cerrectly determines the beginning level on the
oral reading passages. If the highest level at which the
. child wa} able to read 23 of the 25 words correctly. was
beginning Grade 2, then the initial story would be at the
next lowest level, than‘is ending Grade 1. Each child is
asked to read passages\increasing in difficulty, eome orally

‘:nd some silently until frustration level has been reached.

After each passage has been read Ehe chiid is asked to tell

as much of the story as can be remembered.” Questions are

subsequen{iy asked to aid further recall of information that

may have been omitted in the dnaided recall.

The pertinent information necessary for this study was

‘

tabulated as follows: L

A. Miscues in Oral Reading

>

As the child reads orally often deeiations from the text

ate made. These miscues Tdeviaéions) are recorded by the

examiner for subseguent analysis. The miscues from one oral

reading passage at each child's 1ndependent level and one
oral reading passage at each child's instructional level was
used for the.purpose of this stss;. ‘The independent level
was selected in order to have gn accerate representation of

- '-—-'”4-—-
how a remedial reader is readingiwhen the material is within

'the Eapdbility of the child. The instructional lewel was .

selected to have a representation of how a femedial reader

reads when the material is beyond the independent capability
‘\ \ . ' . - \ ) " s »

.
N o

\\ a-— . .
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of the child. The frustration level was not used because the

intention of this writer was to determine how a remedial

< ) .
reader reads when he or she can cope with the material

presented. At the frustration level, reading becomes a word

[ |

identification process and all reéderQ\:;:ld have the same

concept of reading thereby defeating the al of this study.
v ' |
B. Unaided Recall

~When a~begi‘nn1ng level  on thLe oral pass‘ages ha—s;'been
Aege;mined, the child is told the title of the story, fter
which a short discussion may follow which sometimes stimulates
the child's prior knowledge abolit’ the subject.. After the
story has been read, the child ié asked to teli as much as
can be rememberéd about the story. The examinet uses a
number of questions whigh accompany each passage as'a guide
to determine what information should be recalled and the
6rdgr in which it should occur. Total camprehension is

¢ p——

_equivalent to. one hundred percenf:

C. Aided ggcall '

- of
° The{questiéps that are not answered during the unaided

recall are asked to obtain the information that may have been
omitted during the retelliné of thqlpassage.' Total recall is

considered to be equivalent to-one hundred §ercent7

L 4

2. c1ient'Intefview,Sheetk(Phillips-Riggs, 1981) . ‘,/m\J

The client interview sheet, a self-report measure of a

t

child's concept of réading, 1§.intended to help the eiaminer
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. develop rapport with the child while dytempting to gain-a

better insight into what the child percéives reading to be.

A better insight is acquired through an) examination of the
reading strategies the child thinks Arg uséd while readiné
and the reading strategies ‘the child/{hinks should be used
whsn difficulties are expgiiﬁpced‘p Also, how the éhild
thinks reading may be improv;d after ten remediation sessions
is revealed.

There are a‘totar of eleven questions on the client

interview sheet (see Appéndix A). EBight will be .abstracted;

the reméining,three are of.a more general nature_thdt'do not.

" have sigpificance for this study. The eight questisns to be

used are:

1. What is reading?
2., How did\you learn to read?
3. Who is the best reader you know? Why?

4. What do you think he/shé does when he/she comes to
word he/she doesn't know?

5. How do you rate yourself as a reader -- Jood,
average, fair, poor? Why?

6. What would yoquike to improve about the way you
read? ’

7. When you are reading and you come to a word you
don't know; what do you do?

8. What would you do to help someone who was having
trouble reading?

r———

¥ e

Y
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3. Infokrmal Observations of the Child's Concept of Reading

Very often informal obgservations are.-more valuable than
a standardized measdre;“—Children's body movéments, their
motivation, their stamina and the comments they make abput
theﬁ?elves ana their work tell us a greap_ﬁéal about the
students with whom we are working. An astute:examiﬁer makes
note of any comments, reactions or inb‘pactions of the child
and utilizes them .in,conjunction with standardized measuYes
£6 more Phoroughly.determine how the child is approaching éhe

LA

reading process. . .1

pata Collection Procedure

4

- From the files of twenty students the following data

were collected: - !
{
I
|

1. Miscues . : N
T s

- !

Miscues made by each .child during the oral reading of

one passage at the instructiohal level and one passage at the

s

independent level was examined. For each miscue the following

questions, based on the work of -Goodman and Burki (1972),

were asked: : ' .

1. Is the miscue semantically -acceptable?
v ° \ - .
2. Is the miscue syntactically acceptalle?

3. Is the miscue wvisually similar g_o the expected

response? w«k} ‘
4. Is the miscue auditorially similar to the‘expecéqe
. response? . L :

%+ & Was the miscue corrected?
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. )
For questions 1, 2 and 5 a percentage of acceptable

*miscues at both the independent and instructional levels in

relationship to the total miscues made was calculajed for the

purpose of a quantitative analysis. The rem ining two
L]

questions were used to further support the discussion concérnjng

the strategies children use when they approach the reading task.

2. Unaided Recall .

To assess the degree of comprehension as indi?;\d by a
child's recall, Fagan (1985) suggests that the recall first

be divided into T—uni\ts. e defines a T-unit as. "a single

' independent prediction (main clause together with any subordinate

clausés that may be gramatically related to"it).' It may be
a, sin:;le or a complex sentence but not a com;ound sentence."
(.p. 4). Once the T-units have been det®gmined, each one can
be assigned to a ca{tegory. Under the five ,h broad categories
of Text Eiact Text Specific, Text Entailed, Text Experiential
and Text Brroneous, Fagan identified sub-categories. For the
purpose of -this study the T-units were assigned to only the
broad categories. Fagen' s’smqller, more specific headings
served orily to give the ¢éxaminer ex'amples of the kinds of
infprmation to include i{fthe broad categories.. Clauses
were the information unit examined in this study to identify
how the child was interacting with the print. o

_‘E_:gch child's unaided recall was dnalyzed to establish

what perceritage of information was' recalled at both the

independent and instructibnal reading levels. The unaided

»

LT to "-v~~

-
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' recall was then divided into'T-units. Each T-unit was
analyzed using Fagan's recall‘zategorieS'to identify the
source of information recalied. The data was'coilapsed into -
two categories: percentage of T-units that were text baaed
and peércentage of T-units that were extra text based When

T-units came from the original text, t&at 1is, categaory Text

/
wsd b

Exact, Text Specific, or Text Entailed then th’éy were considered
Text—-Based. When the T-units were beyond thﬂ original text
expressed in the child's own words, that is, category Text

Expériéntial or Text Erroneous then they were'considereq

-

Extra—-Téxt Based. ‘ ; . g s

3. Aided Recall_ ' ' .
<

When a child finishes telling a story, questions are

asked to aid recall of any informition‘that may have been
omitted during:the retelling. Each child's protocol.was
analyzed to consider wlether the structure of questions aided
the child's recall at the independent and instructionull.
reading level. If so, what percentage of the information -was
recalled with questioning? For the purpose -of a qualitative
discussion the following questions were asked. Was any part'
of the story omitted during the retelling? Informgtion
.omission detracted from the total comprehension score.

Recall was based on the child's stated infogmation.

4. cCchild's Concept of Reading

Dinﬁnosis of concept, like many types of evaluation,
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offers some difficulties. Concept is a construct not a
- behavior.. It produces a great number of behaviors but

generally no pattern of Behaviors has been found that is
consistent across all individuals. The child's concept of
reading can be examined using the following two measures:

: .
A. Self-report measure ofxég;;ept~

Children were asked -to determine or evaluate their .own
perception of reading in response to the questions asked in

theclient interview. Using a dischotomous scale the responses

. ' -
////N\\ were categorized as eitheﬁsfecoding terms or meaning terms.

nswered the gquestion "What is

~ If a child, for example,

N

’

reading?” with responses such as "saying words" or "reading

words out loud” the responses were piaced in the decodiﬁg terms
+« category because the child's focus was on reading words. 1If
the child responded to the same question{with responses like

"understanding®”, "thinking about what the.words say" or
H ‘ )
—fun, when I kpo&iwhat it means", these responses were
-

&
labelled meaning terms because the child.was focusing on

getting meaning. The proportionate number of responses in
each categary was then calculated.

! ) -

.. B. Informal Observations of the Child's Coﬁcebt of
Reading

During the assespment process, the examiner recorded

2

- e = #

comments the children'madé pertaining to themselyes or their
“work. Note was also made of any behavior that might help the

examiner determine more fully how the child approaches the
”
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reading task. Informal -observations were plassified ‘under

expreSE}?ns, body movements, motivabion'and‘stdmine.

Interactions included any interactrgn'between the clinfcian

and the child which indicated a child's confidence or lack.of °

« <

confidence.’
. X .
The client interview sheet used as a main Measure in

this study has not been formally validated. To compensate
\ . ' . -
for that, all comments, reactions and interaction exchanges

on the part of each MRild were noted. Such information
ser,ed to lerid support to fhe interview. sheet aas a way of

providing a validation check for the study.
4

Inter-rater Reliahility. Contact was maintained with my

~—

thesis Supervisor as eagh step of the coding:uﬁ?olded.' A

minimum of one third 6f all protocols were analyeed by her’on
every -aspegt of the study to ensure the éeliability of the
codiné. The minimum percentage of .inter~rater reliability
was 91.4 and a maxi\:m percentage of 98.8,

[ %

L Data Analysis

B} -
The data that were analyzed were of two types, qualitaiive

apd quantitative. The first fodr questions lent themselves
N N

more to qualitative description thah to statistical analysis,

. ¢

1 Theéfirst four questions are:

o
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° 1./ What'is.the remedial reader's concept oélreading?

2. What is the nature of the miscues made by the_

-— _ + remedial reader? : >
- -
3. What is the nature of the remedial reader's unaided
» recall? L - o

=4, What is the nature of the remedial reader's aided
recall? . y

R‘quantitative analysis of the second group of guestions .
using multiplé;correlhflons allowed .an examination of the
linear relationships between each of the variables. -

The eecond gris’)p of qigestions /i-;. . - '
- 5. Ia -there a. relationship between the. remedial °
reader's concept of" reading and the nau\;e of the- '1'
Lo . miscues made at the™ independent 3nd in ructional -
e . reading levels? . \ C.
X o
o 6. 1s there a‘relationshig betWeen the remedia <
L= reader's concept of reading ‘and the natire of th§¢
# “.. ;7 'unaided recall at the independent and instructiona
k Pl reading levels? : ‘.

L]
-

. Cd : S
e e 7. there a’ lationship between the. remedial :
N o, réader's concept. of reading and the nature of the °
% aided recall at the independent and instructional -
Y ,reading levels? . -
8. .Is there a relationship between the remedial
. ©  reader'’ s.concept of reading and- the way the reader,
T ' ‘approaches the task. of reading as defined bJ
» . P questions five, six and seven?

& The _precediné; questions were. examim to tesf the_'

. hypotheses that. {f children ‘thihk' of reading inﬂterms of"

decoding then their focus will be on words,_not on meaning,'
and if that is the case, .8ince- children sonceive reading to

‘be. knowing all ‘the words, then it is liKely that they would j/#f

, . ‘ Yo .

be poor conbrehenders. . S C -
f L™ . . -

1)
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- CHAPTER IV .\ '
. R € Lo .
- FINDINGS OF'JEHE STUDY - ° -
, [\

The purpose of this chapter is to present the Qindings
of this study as they relate to the eight questions posed by

thisi writer and to discuss “the results -in. terms of~ t.hese
’ . o

guestions. _One main statistical procedure, correlation

ahn‘al.ysis. was employed to anllyie the data. A computer

program SPSS was used to complete the results,

had been: previously assessed at the Reading Clinic during
) 'S
the perlod from July, 1982 to July, 4985. 1In attempting to

a fdetermine each child' 8 concept of redding, the wr! 1.ter scrutiniéed

'the *client interview sheet, and the records of discussions
with and observations - ‘of each child made by the ekaminer

The miscues of each child in a passage read at- the findependent
'

and instructional level were listed by the writer and analyzed

in the following marner, based on the work of Goodgan End.

Burke (1972): 1Is the miscue semantically and synta’étlcally

N\
The writer examined the filesqof twenty children who -

acceptable? Is-the miscue visually end audl‘tarlally similar i~y ]

to the expected response? Was t‘he miscue corrected?

. ‘The unaided recall of each ‘child- was divided into
= -unite, as defined by Fagan (1985). qulfication of Pagan's
work as mentioned earlier was used here. Instead of assigning
each T-unit to a small, very speclfic heading, each wag

assigned to one'of five categogiesz Text Exact, Text Spe'clfic,

'I‘ext Bntailed, Text Experiential, and. 'I‘ett Erron“eous. ‘The-

¢ . . . *

o I;‘ . . . ‘ r

¥

T
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percentage of information added after probing questions were

~ v \ 67

o

asked (aided recall) was algo tabulated by the writer.

The variables examined and referred to in the s&bsequent

tables are as follows:

Concepc of Reading - what the child conceives reading
to be. ‘ ‘ -
. e 3 -
‘Miscue - an oral reading response that differs from the
expected ‘responge “to the written text.

%

Unaided Recall - 1nformation the reader can recall from ——.

‘what has been read without the aid of questions or-*probing.

Alded Recall - information the reader can recall from
“what has been read with tér help of questions or probing. It
is usually preceded by unaided rwmcall.,
Independent Reading Level - It is the highest passage
level that a child can read independently, that isa, with 99%
word recognition accuracy and 90% comprehedsion : .

Instructional Reading Level\h It-is the level at which

the child finds the material challenglng and requires
sinstruction, that is, ;95% word -recognition accuracy and 70%

™ comprehension.

-~ -~
-~ -

o . Tk
' Analysis of the Data

A

— : *
The first four questions were analyzed using descriptive

‘statistics afi the writer's informal observations.

. -
Queation Y\ What' is the remedial reader's concept of readlng?
:\\ e Table 2 preseAZs the total percentage of responses to';
| 'ﬁhe éuestiona in heiflient interview sheet‘ghat were e;ther
word dependent or meaning dependepf. (

+ o ¢ 7 .

L e

. 1 . ea E -

—

-
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1"" .
Table 2 Frequency, Percent and Cuhulative Percent for the
R Study Sample (N=20 _ .

N -
N - i
N Value Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
word dependent 17 85 85
. I}
meaning dependent 3 , 15 .. 100 N
[ : S _ “! '
20 100 : :
. : /
? -~ 0

The findings ~indicated that seventeelkof the twenty
chlldren responded with an answer that revealed that _they

think of reading in terms of knowing all the words. Only 159

of the children 1ndic'a'ted.that the purpose of readiﬁg ia to -

understand what one has read.’ 4

- Table 3 presents the number W2f boys and the number of
girls who were meaning dependept_ and the number who were word

dep_endent'.

{

Table 3 Number of Children, by Sex, Who Were Either Word
Dependent or Meaning Dependent

Meaning . . Word ‘
. Sex D:p:jt\ Dependent Total
- Male ! . P 7 - ‘- 9
Female 1 10 11

-

’ . b
The findings“'shod that 9% of the girls and 228 of the
_boys indicated %t they were meaning dependent, as determined

e | R /
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by the client interview gsheet. The remainingt 31% of the
girls and 78% of the boys expressed that they were (ord
def)endent. In other words, a very low percentage of thes_e

. remedial readers —éxpressed %hat they read‘ for meaning. 1In
distinguishing between good and [;oor readers, many researchers
(Gillespie-Silver, 1979; Goodmdan, 1982; Bkﬂ}stow, 1985;
Philli{.;s,',,'iééS) have reported fhat' it is good Ireaders who
read .i:'oé"»meanin'g, poor readers focus updh words within a

, gentence.
g Informal observationsf suggested that thesé. remedial
- readers ‘rely. .heavi,lg( upon individual wordfq when they are—
reading. . The following comments J.llustrat{ the children's
preocq#pati.on on the’words in reading° "I'd like to be abley
' spell all the words; that would improve my reading;" "A
good reader reads East'and knows all the words;" "Reading is

LI

words by heart, then'we'd get books and practise.” ‘The word

N ‘depend'gnt “readers demonstrated thejr c’oncerh for words as

*  they werq' réading the passages. They were r;ot always able'to
synthealze the parts after they had analyzed the words, yé’t‘
~ they were satisfled with what they had accomplished. 1In

other words,.although they were unable to use phonics

. e,ffecti‘vely,‘ they continued t;b employ that strategy in many .

A cagses as a sole means of reading the sentences; COrrectlg
— K

?entifylng the wor%s seenmed to*be an end in itself,vInformal

observations supported Goodman's theory that children who

¥

Eun when you know all the words;" and "We learned all the '

N
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attend to words 1o)se'meaning. The remedial readers i'n this
study did not try ll(’t:q gain mea;xing when the} encountered
difficulty with the p}onuncviat‘ion of 'worda.,_

In summaty, the findingg indicated that 85% of thfae 20
child::en who had bef;n referred to the Reading Clinic think of
reading as knowing all the words. Fifteen percent of the
children perceived reading as un‘d;rstan.ding what one has

read. . ?
#

-
-
- . ~
- ’
.
.

Question 2 What js the nature of the miscuea made by the
 remedial "reader? -

Table 4 prese'nts the pefcenta e', _the x’nean and the

1
-standard d‘viatxon of the miscues ac/g able at the independent

‘lc.fvel. ' . — : e
. o . .. - - } g . ‘ * ' . v
{ Table 4 Acceptable Miscues at the‘ Ihdependen't Level . P

H : . . ’ . i '

‘]' " o s N
Percent of Nomber of * .  Percent of Cumnlative - .
Acgceptable Children with Children with Petcent
ll.tacues Acceptable . Acceptable S

. : . Miscues . Miscues.
» \‘ . ' N
0 1 s y . gy"‘ R
33 2 . 10 o 1
50 1 5 v 20 . -
60 . s 1 5 L 25 \
66 -2 10 35 r
. 67 1 5 = 40 © e
75 -1 . 5 ' 45 A
83 » 2 , 10 55
‘99 9 45 ' 100i

-

~
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The mean percentage of acceptable miscues at the independent

level for all students ‘was 75.4. This indicates that at the
. A
independent level most students- corrected their miscues when
. . h Y

what they read was not semantically and égntactically acceptable.

A
In fact, this evidence suggests that at this level the
y

. remedial readers were very similar to good readers. They

were not focusing on words, instead they were monitoring
their oral regding, they were making predictions about the

words and then re-reading to confirm whether or not the word

made, sense within the sentence. They seemed to expect that
- /' N .
the passage would have meaning. o )

?” At the instructional level, the data indicated that the -

children made slightly more miscueg that were nqt acceptable, . -

)

that is, they diq‘not correct their miscues as often,- nor did
they monitor as carefully what they, were reading. The

acceptable miscues at the in§%5pctiona1 level are présented

L}

i Table 5. — L : . S

Nr
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Table 5 Acceptable Miscues at the Instructional Level

Percent of Number of Percent of Cumulative
Acceptable Children with Children with * ercent
Miscues Acceptable Acceptable
Miscues Miscues = _
I/\ .

17 1 \ 5

40 1 , 10

41 1 5 15

50 1 5 20

56 . 1 5 g . 25

60 1 5 30

67 001 5 35

71 17 5 ‘ 40

75 1 5 45

80 ' 3 ‘ 15 60

89 2 10 70

91 1. 5 75

92 L 5 . 80

99, 4 20 100
Total | ' e . i 1080 R
Mean 73.7%- ‘ Stdndard-Deviation 23.304 e

~ .

\|

It is.important to note that at the, instructional level the"

H
i - (
total number of miscues made was twicfe that at the ‘independent

level. Beebe (1980) found in her study of 46 Gr§de four
boys thafythe total{,n_umbe‘:j of miscues was

. : . : :
negatively related to retelling and. comprehepsion scores.

"However, when.she looked beyond the total number of miscues

¥

and exaxi\i_x_a_ed the miscues in light of their type, she £ound
that ﬁi‘fferent t'ypeé gf miscues had éifferent predictive
values. 'It: wj.ll be shown later in the resullts of this study
that although the total r.aumbgr pf‘ u\iécues made by the remedial

readers negatively affected the fetelling scores (unaided
S ’

&

!

\
-~

[

s =

-
e it
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n .
recall), it was the total numbér of unacceptable miscues

that accounted for the considerable decrease in the retelling
scores from 74% at the  independent level to 46.5% at the
instructiogal level. The miscues at the instructional
level also indicated that tgéhe remedial readers corrected
more miscues th'at distorted syntax than they corrected
miscues Abab chang;d the meaning:of the text. A total of
221 ;iscues were made by the 20 children. Of these, 98 or
44.3% were not semaﬁlically acceptable while 57 or 25.8%
wfreenot syntactically acveptable. These remedial readers

—_—

attended to the syntactic structure more often than they
' o . . ] .
focused on the semantic .structure of the sentence. - This
. h B .

fihding lends support for the view that remedial rqadgré at
the instructional level’seem te pay attention#to wards‘more,
frequently than they do to the meaning of tﬁe~£ext—(see Table
3).

Upon. examination of the graphophonic similarlty between
» -
the miscues and the actuwal* words, it was * observed that these

remedial readers depend he&vily upon graphlc input while

reading at the instructional level. When they were unsure of

. ) '-O

a wo?d, the{ tended to say a visually similar word rather
‘\; -

than one that made sense within the sentence. I a few

L
1nstances, the need for graphic similarity ‘was-so great that -

P L]

nonsense ‘words were substituted for the real worg “"treatly"®

for “treaty":; “expenation“ for "expedition™; 'exciapped“ for '

%

L4 -~

Ay ——n ”
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The findings indicat?d that'at the indepandent level
most of the remedial readers in this study appeared to‘qet
meaning when they read orally. However, at the instruactional
level, they made twice as many miscues and more unacceptable
miscues than they did at the zndependent lgzéi ﬂlso, they ¢
seemed to focus more on indivxdual words and lose the meaning

of what they were rgading at the 1nstructional level.

]
N

Queation 3 What 15 the nature of theé child's unaided recall? c—

-« At 'the 1ndependent level, the data indicated that (
l .
approximately half of the children recalled less than 75% of
Table.6 .o

' / )
presents the percentage of unaided recall at the independent

e
level. . A - i '
Table 6 Unaided Recall at the Independent Level
y {/ ' ‘ . I
. . .
Percent of Frequency Percent of Cumulative
Information Children Percent
'/~ Recalled S
a - . .
30 . 2 . 10 - 10
40 1 5 A 15 : .
60 s 4 20 35
P 70 2 10 45
. 80 3 N 15 i go -
90 3 15 15, .
95 1 5 /ao o
99 4 20 . 100
Total ” ' 30 700
Ny ,
~ Mean 74.05% Standard Deviation 22.549 _
-
1 [ » L) -
/"\‘ - .
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- The unaided recall at the indefendent level was further
exylned;, to determine whether the T-units recalled were
text-based (Text Specific, Text Exact or Text 'Entailed') or
extra-text based (Text quper{ential or Text Erroneous). Tt:e
data showed that all 20 remed\al readers were text based at
*the 1ndependent'level, that i.s"r their recall was similar_to
the text; they did not’try to enrlch or extend it w\{th their

background knowledge. The writer wanted to determlne whether

or tmt remedial readers reading at the independent level,

/paraphrased what they had read. To that er;d, ‘Text Entailed

T-units were subsequently categorized s*eparately. It was

D

founa that a mean of 19% of the information recalled was Text i

W

Entailed. In -other words, the miscues they made ‘while they
were reading orally at the independent 1level seemed to
indicate that they were reading'for neaning. However, these
remedial readers may have been reiterating what theyxhad read

since they gave very little evidence that they had synthesiz.ed

the information. The stlories theme'elves may have led tp

reiteration of the facts since they were short, rlhad very

little detail ang, for the most part, were not representative

.of the narrative text the children read in school beyond the

\ 4

Grade 1 level. . N

At therinsgtruictional 1evel, the data, indicated that the
P

mean percentage of unaided recall was 46.5, whereas at the

'independent level the mean percentage was 74 05. This

'decrease in the amount of information recalled unaided '15
N Q‘ . . ) . a

IS SRR

»

e

»
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sybstantial. The percentage of unaided recall at'the

instructional level is presented in Table 7.

£y

Table 7 Unaided Recall at the Instructional Level

—
‘Percent of Number of Percent of Cumulative
Information Children Children Percent
Recalled . Recalling Recalling
Information . Informatioh -
> *
20 . ’ 2 10 10
30. .7 35 o 45
40 1, S ' 50
45 2 10 . 60
50 2 10 . 70
70 4 20 90
80 1. -5 3 — 95
- 90 1 5 S " .100
Total 20 100
Mean 46.5% Standard Deviation 21 .28 ; -

These word dependent children whose total percentage of
acceptable miscues at both the 1ndepeﬁde_nt and instructional
levels were similar', now are showing a wide discrepancy in
their unaided recall scores. There are at leas't two possible
reaéon_s for this discrepancy. The first reason is that when
the children were readi-ng orally at the independent - level,
they were less word dependent and better able to attend to-
the material to e .recalléd. Secondly, ag' the number of
miscues increased 80 did the number of unacceptable: miscues
increase. At firét glance, it would appear that’ i:he'; total

number of miscues caused the"-unaided recall scores at the

ipstructional level to decrease. ‘However, upén closer

v

v . ¢
. - Ml - -
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'e‘x&mination, it could be seen\thet the total number of

unacceptable miscues accounted for the wide discrepancy in -

- the unaided recall scores. Consider, for ‘example, Child A
who made a total of 17 miscues, and Child {who made a total
of 22 miscu’es. At the independent level Child A made five
acceptable miscuer‘ one unacceptable miscue and had an
unaided recall score of 80% " At "this same leve]:, Child B

nade three acceptable miscue's,'t'wo unacceptable miscues’' and

’

had an unaided .recall /"‘ore of- 80%., At the instrhctiona’I’
level, Child A made ten acceptable miscue: one unacceptable -

‘miscue and had an unaided r,ecall ‘dJoore of 70%. Child B,

however, had seven acceptable miscues, ten unacceptable

miscues and an unaided recall score of only 30%.‘ Clearly, 1t, L
\ .o
would geem ‘to be the number of unacceptable miscues that was

H

causing Chlld B to have problems with comprehension.

s

The unaided recall at the instructional level was also
examined to determine whether the T-units recalled were text
hased or exN-text based. _ The data indicated that at the
instruct‘ional level ~85% of  .the: children's. recall wa'e'text
) hnsed. Again, the writer examined the Te;tt Entailed category
separately tondetermine whether or nqt’ the childreﬁ were
trying to paraphrase the text they had " read. - It was found.
that a mean of 23% of the recal led information was Text
Entadled. Whila-the percentage is slightly higher than the"
19\ found at the independent level, these remedigl readerqs'

generally try to recall text exactly as’ it is written without: .~

L
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paraphrasing or.adding experiential inf\ormation: This may be.
tl}e'J result of dependence on word ::ectgniti,oﬁ and 1it_e}a‘_1
comprehension, or it may be as Wagoner (1383) s,tatid}i that
poorereaders appear‘wi lling to accept passively 'whatever the
author presents

T0o summarize, the aature of remedial readers' unaided

. . N
recall was similar at both the indepe‘nde}t and i.nstrﬁt_:tl_onal

levels in the quality of informaf"lon they recalled At both

" levels their fecall resembled that of the text with very

- Question 4 What es the nature of the remedial readet's aided

little added from their own e&xperiences.' Reball at the |

mstructional level was significantly lower than recal-l -at,

L

the independent 1eve1 resulting possibly from the 1ncrease in

the number of unacceptable miscues at the instructiona.l"

. & . . . kY
level, ".‘ '

f
» -

récall?

4

At the i.ndEpendent ‘level” ones..half of the femedial

readers had an’ aided recail geor Boreater than 90%” The

:’f:";‘

othet half of the children scored be¥ een,60% and 90%. Tdble‘

9 shows the p.erc‘ehtage of ai.d'ed recal} at the independent

level. o ‘ S : '. *‘ .
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Table %Ai'ded 'heé'all at the Independent Level :
N . * - . -
‘ - e & . ' 4
‘ percent of Fiequency . Percent of Cursulative
- Information Children Percent
Recalled ) , I '
\ _ -
' N 5
‘__:70 "1 . N 5 _10'-
8o ° -3 e, 15 25 .
85 1. ~ 5 . 30 .
* 90 w4 “ 20, \ 50 \
<7 es 21 "5 - 55 A
99 - 9. | 15 ' © 100,
Total LN 760 —
Mean® 90_.'05%- ) + Standard Deviation 11019 . .
» - » - 3 n

£

‘-

i

It is 1nterest1ng to note that with the help of’questfthVEhe‘

mean score at the lndependent level 1ncreased~from 74% to

908,

-

* .

It‘appears, then, that thesg remedial readers need the

structure of queetions to activate or retrieve information

that they are unable to orgdnize themselves.

2 ¥

®

The mean percentaqe of aided rigall at the initructional

1evel was 74 4, whegées the mean gcore without the aid of '

Hquestiond’waa 46 5.

indlcates the need fnr questions to aid re

i 1

The 27.9% 1ncrease is substantial and .

all.-
‘;x

I

Table 10 -

presents the déta for ai(gd recall at the inst'uctional

@‘ L

level.

d
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Mean 74.350%. Standard Deviation 17.762

— v
H

Lo . ' 4 L
Even though the questions increased the amount of recall, itq.l

- may be that these remedial reaﬁrs haves become too dependent

J

‘on questions in school and have n8t been,taught tB comprehend

-

thhat they are readlng. Durkin (1986) reported that" children

are not" learningwsfw to comprehend ‘simply because they have
not been taught h

She belleves that teachers ask questions for the Shrpose-of‘

/teaching comprehension when in fact they are asaeseing what

. has W comprehended. Paghaps - instead of allowing children

L
to become dependent on questions to help them recall more

¥

uinformation than they can organize themselves, teachers

stuld "be giving expliclt instructions ln the procees of

comprehending. L ."-, , /*,, .

In summary,. f£indings from the analysis of remedial

w to go\about getting meaning fr&h text. *

o
P » ‘ ! 75
° ' '\ ) !
Table 9 Aided Recall at the'Instructional Level i
- 1 o - ! -y
Percent of . Frequency - Percent ‘of Cumulative
Informations . _ . Children N Percent . .
Recalled . - o I
. 30 S , 5 -~ .5 T
50 . C 5 S [
60 4 20 Do 30 .,
+70 3 15 45 :
. 1 . 5 ¥ SO
; ng‘ 4. ‘ 20 70 .* ,
85 - I 5 L ~, 775 3 :
90 2 - 10 85 AR
99 37 - -as 1 > 100.
Total . T ‘163 j 100 '
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readers' aided recall indicated that the mean recall at the
‘l
1nstructiona1 level was cdﬁsiderably lower than .the mean

;ecall at the independent leyel. Thelg;estions‘asked in the

b

aided}rec;ll at_both the gpdébendent and instructfonal levels

improved’ the amount 6E,reqa11 b&‘at least 16%.

i -
1 . s ‘ )
. .

————

Quastions 5, 6 and 7. | L ‘ -

fThepnext three ‘questions were analyzed using a -

Pearson-product moment correlation cqeffiéieht. This provides

a cozfelatign coefficient which gﬁdlcates t;e degree to
which Vatiations in one vatiable is related to variations 1p
another. Thé statistLCQIWere used'to examine the relationship
between aodcépt, accept:ble miscues, unaided recall, and
aided'recall. Due to the amount ot coding and the time

const;aints on ‘the present study, the case base was minimized

to twenty and the level of signifioance adop ed was at the

.10 level. Also, since this.was an explorat'ry stuqy on the

multifaceted nature ,of reading, it was [felt that the level .

71 of signific&nce could be niére,.lenient to help detec‘tiifferences '

and suggest trends. gglhree correlations were signi!icant at

L

the .10 level: aided recall and acceptable miscuea, unaided
recall .and acceptable miacues, unaided recqll (ihdependent
level) and unalded recall (inatructionhl 1eJé1r. Table 10
provides a. matrix of these correlations and thelr kfvels of

-

slgnif;chce._ . N ' g VU

.
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Jable 10 CorrelatiodjyBetween the Yariables

(COMCEPT  ACCMIS ACMSIL UNRECIL UNRECIN  ADRECIL¢ ADRECIN  UNRECS  UNRECSIN

= =
- - - - e -
CONCEPT 1.000 -.0957  .0610 -.0137  .2059 . 1650 L1694 .1765
X pP=. P=.344  P=. P=.477 " P=.192 P=.243 P-.237 ’ P=.228
ACCMIS 1.0000  .0891 L0513 .2469 567 L4473 . 23564
) - P=,’ Ps=.354 P=.415 P=_147 pP=.255 . P=._024' 061"
ACHSIL ' »> 1.0000 '-.2362 ~ .2519  -.2367 64T e 1178
Pa. P=.158  P=.142  Pe.157 Pl P=,310 .
. s % ¢ A
UNRECIL \ ~».0000 0185  .8166 _ .0 -.2985 |
: P ‘(;-.469 Pg.ooo p=.378 P=4100 .-
. - . - »
UMRECIN : ' -0000 .0047 . 6822 * L0641
- - » . P’ Y ?553‘6 . P- .om P’ .39‘
ARECIL & - - 1.0000 .1633 . . -.1136
. . P, P=.246 P=.317
ADRECIN - ' : 1.0000 . -.2180 e
~ P=, N P=,178 ‘
UNRECS a ‘
- |
UNRECSIN , - : : 'l';OOOO
., o . . . )

The key to the pneumonics 1s as follows ACCMIS = Acceptable miscues at ‘the independent level; ADMSIL
= Acceptable miscues at the imastructional level; UNRECIL » Unaided recall at the independent level,

UMRECIN = Unafded recall at the instructional level; ADRECIL = Aided reca)) at the independent level!
ADRECIN = Alded recall at the instructional level; UNRECS = Umaided recall that is text bound a3’ the v
independent level: UNRECSIN = Ufifided recall that is text bound at the instructional level. 4 ~ |
" ° - £ 3 . ’ ' . ) . - , ‘T‘
-, / < ! ) i
L] - < - - ' ) ” - “
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.was significant at the .10 level.

¢ l
Question 7, Is thqreéa relationship .between the remedial

' Pindings % . ﬁ
1 ~ | ' B * : :
The EB;{elgtion between measures of concept and¥*&ided

- o . / _ 78
Question S is tnere a relationship between the remedial

reader's concept of reading and.the nature of the
“ miscues made at the independent and instructional ,

' . levels? - i{r“* :
" < Pindings , . ' _ _ N

¥ ' )
The correlation between mensure of concept and acceptable :
3 &

miscues at the independent level wa -‘.10. The correlation

res of opncept and Cﬁ%ptable miecues @t the:
[ 7 ]
level was .06. Neit ef‘of these correlations_,

between

instructional

o+

Question 6 Is there a relationship between the remedial
reader's concept of reading and the niture of the
unaided recall at the independent and instructional
levels? .. . ‘- x

& B n
Pindings KR

(]
B 1]

The correlation bet@ween meaaefeg The correlation

between measures: of conﬁbpt and unaided recall at the
'* . H

instruc;ional level wa .21. "Neither of these corPelations
. . : &
& L
was significant." } . \“k. =
l - . (;;““ﬁ'

ncépt of reading and the nature of the

reader's c
1 atthe indepenaent and instructional

L . aided ﬁec
: levels?

T

-

recall at tpe indepzs ent level ‘and at tQ? instructional .
level were bo;h:.17.ﬁ Neither of these corrséations'waeA

signitiénnt. | \'

¥ i
IS
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s Discussions .of Questions 5, 6 and 7

»
-

Although' the clieMe, view sheet and informal

- , observatlons indicated that the remedial readers” in this

-

R : study thought of reading in terms of+ saying all. the words
- correctly, the miscues at the independent and instruct!‘nal‘

\, levels showed that these children were trying to get meaning

. ". +« ' from. the text as. the were reading orally. 'l‘he ‘dnaided M
recalls at sthe independent level adain/QS'e'Eed to denote that .
. %, . these remedial re‘aders vgho.indicated that they~we‘re word’
e « dependent, nwere‘read‘ing f'or: understanding as the mean recall

 was 74%. However, upof closer’examination of the recalls, it
i “was seen that these remedial readers’ma; have been reiterating
what tHey had read sinTe they' had not given any evidence
that they had synthes:.zed the information. At the fnstructional ‘
~.. level, although the number of acceptable ‘miscues _seemec} to
| indicate that they were readini for meaning, the.mean percentage .
IR of unEied recall was bnly 46.5. On the surface it’ appeared ~— S
. ) that the total number of miscues was causing the children to ‘
lose meaning of the paseages,' but in looking beYond the

e - .. . total number 'of.mfsc'ues at the Itype of miscues the remedial
. readers made, L*: was seen that the.number of unaccept ble

miscues detracted from the comprehension f the passa&s,
‘cauging the unaided recall score to decrease. substantially. ‘
f..  When questions were ai\led to stimulate further 'recall
these rtmedial readers were able to remember. more of the

information than Qhey we able to retrieve independently.

» *
. LN

‘f
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vﬂl‘ 'ith a view to getting ell the worde cdrrect, | rath‘r than -

, Diecneeion -

to say dll the words correctly is. very important in the

. : . , . 80

Question 8 Is there a relxtionship..between the remedial

T - .- - - -reader's concept. of reading and the way the R
reader approaches the task of reading as defined-
in .questions 5, 6 and 7.

( ¢ .
* The remedi,al reeders in this study were, for the most 4

pert, word dependent, thet is, they believed that being eble

‘reading process, ° Since these children were word dependent, ' “(

then they approached the tesk of reading with thi idea ‘that

they must get :ﬂ the words corr'ect. If _their focus was on
.

' word_s“ then possibly they did not engage in -comprehensior

Fy

individual words 'at the’ expense of meaning.’

seeking behaviors because their ‘goal was directed towards

saying the words and not towerds re%'ding for meaning. '

-

Certainly, comprehension of the pasaages was much lower at .~

7/
the instructional ‘level as was indicated by the. children 8

recalls. It may. be that at this level they got bogged down '

with the quantity of unqcceptable miscues theyﬂmede. Had
their concept of reeding ‘been meaning depem{ent, these LA
F_

remedial reedera might have continued their search for <

°

meaning, rather than permitting themsi}ves to focus on the, .

. v .
Sumsary = . - | S
‘Mogt of the remedial readers in thie study were word ¢

dependent. Generally they epprieched the teek of reading

comprehending uhet they were reeding.

1] 4
v a
.
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: They‘are sgmmarized as follows:
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. . SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS AND RBCOWDATIONS POR
| - - FURTHER RESEARCH
\,‘x . ! , ey L4 n‘.

The purpose of this chapter is to 1) present a summary

' /=~ of the major findings, 2) to draw conclusions regarding the

 ‘ 

S .
1mp11cations of the study, and 3) to make recommendations

»

for further ;esearch }‘
- Summary

,Tﬁ' major fiﬁdings of this study may be divided into
' / ., . ' R . .
two categories: Formal Findings as measured by~et§tistica1

procedures defiried earlier i% this study and Informal

. : £ )
"Observations of the strategies ,the children used to read.

A

Fornal Findinga . : e

1) E1ghty—five percent of the remedial readers indlcated
 that they were more word dependent. than’ meaning dependent
in their reading. - — e

2) - Twenty-two percent of the boys and 9% of «the girls

. indicated that they were more meaning dependent than
word dependent. The other 78% of the boys and 918 of
fthe girls inﬁicated that they were more word. dependernt.

3).-, At the 1ndependent level, most of the remedlal readers.j
. made acceptable miscues.

4) At the 1ndependent level, most of the remedial readera
in this study remembered what: they had read (mean recall - -
was 74.058%). ‘

IO

’ S) - At the 1nstruc€ienul 1evel,"the remedial readers’made

_more unacceptable miscues than they did.at the 1:"ependent
level, , ' o

o "
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'6) At the instructional level, the remedial readers made
ore semantic miscues than syritactic miscueg (44.3% of

were not syntactically acceptable).

'7) At the instructional level, the total numberf of miscues
made was twice that made at the independent level.

8) 'At the instructional level, the remedial readers
remembered less than half of what they had read w1thout
the aid of questions (mean recall was 46.5%).

9) Recall of the passages read at both levels ‘was increased
by - questions asked. w .
,3 .
10) At both the independent and instructional levels, the
remedial readers tried to recall exactly what they had
read without paraphrasing or without adding: experiential

e miscues were not semantically acceptab and 25.8%-

#*

= information. . —_—,
. 11) - There was a significant relationship between acceptable
' miscues and aided recall at the independent level.
. e 0 . f‘
SRR Informal Observations ras | e® Y |
-~ . N
1) These remedial readers seemed to focus upon individual
wordd when they were reading more often than they
P - ' gearched for meaning of the text.
L 4
2) At the instructional level, phonics was often used for
figering out unknown words even though;the’ strategy was.
v tValways effective. ' v o3
3) At the instructional level, nonsense.wqrds were often
substituted for real words., _ -
* ‘4) “At the instructional level, the children had more
difficulty with pronunciation of words causing them to,
- ~ " turn their fogus from meaning to word calling.
,‘ 3 . . “ B ‘ L
’ cOnclusions;gnd I-plicationn o e
S The major,purpose«of this study was to examine the
natur‘-of remedial readers' concebt of reading,—tite" miscues,
the unaided and aided recal;s and- to investigate the relationship
T between these variables..¢ The\review of the Literature
-’ .o * + - ‘l,'i‘ 4" f .ﬁ .
3 o v . W L ‘ -
s ; o i ¢ o

Las



—a———

+

it

*~

) 83

revealed that very little research has been carried out to
lnvestigate the\,posmble relatlonship between remﬁedial
readers concept of reading and the way in which they approach
—the task of reeding. The remedial readers in this study-
appe.ar to uee differentvapproache,a .to'k the task of reading

)

than' do good‘ readers. In repor‘tin’g oh the ‘ef:’proaohea good.
and ooor readers uee‘, Bristow (1985) stated-f‘l‘h'ere is a
poseibility that poor readers view reading differe,rltly- than o
good readers, focusing onh word calling rather than comprehens ic:n"
(p. 3:24). ilany other ‘r\ggearchers ‘have made interesting
observgtiops concerning poor readers: "They focus on words
within a sentence and do not Yook 'at information across
sentences" (Garner,- 1981, p. \3J8); "They comprehend i.n a
‘piecemeal fashion" (Canney and Winograd,'l'rq979. p. 162);
"Poor readers read as if ‘tjhey do not expect what tney read
to makp sense, as if getting every individual word right
~were the key" (Smith, 1978, p. 34). The remedial readers in
this s.tudy focused on words more than they did on gaining
,meaning from the text. It was: determined by meens of a
dichotomous scale that | e remedial readers viewed reading

s

“as saying all the words correctly, “rather than as a- gearch
° ‘
for meaning.An overview of the classificationb of good and

poor."rbalders was presented in Tablle‘ 3 in the previou’s Chapter'.
. other f£indings in ‘tnispgtydy' indicated that. there were

si»g'rri‘ficant positive relationships between aided recall

_ﬁ,,(,,instruct’ional level) and acceptable miscuea (independent

It ' .- . »

n
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level); unaided recall {instructional level) that was text
based and acceptab'le miscues (independent 1level); unaided
recall (independent level) and unaided recall (instructi‘onal'

level). All other correlations were not significant. It is.
\ ’

——

'possible that more significant correlations may have been

found had the writer: merged the two levels of reading to

examine the proportion of acceptable and’ unacceptable misques
in relation to t!\ individual's total number of miscues. A
greate’r variance of the acores would allow‘for higher‘
correlations,’ but combining the two levels of reading would
not have given this writer insxgl‘ts ‘into hi)w the remedial
readers in this study performed at- each level.

The. findings indicated that thes' remedial readers
appeared to be word. dependent, judging from the respon‘ees
they had given in the client. interview, yef "the percentage of
acceptable miscues made at both levels seemed to- indicate.
that théy were reading for meaning. However, upon examination
of ' the unaided recalls at both the independent level and the
instructional level, it was determined%:h,at‘these children
were very dependent tIpon- the text., Very lit‘tle of their
recalls fell into the text entailed category, inste d the

children reite/rate’d, in” 'many cases, .specifically the ‘words

. they had read_.‘ Beebe et al., .(1984) found the amount of
‘text entalled inEOrmation in a child's recall to'be a powerful

.predictor of reading comprehension scores on a standardized

%
teat. ‘!‘hey reported that text specific information influences

. . . X . . .
v . .
. ' . A}
+

x



comprehension because this is what is abstracted from a
passage, integrated into the reader's cognitive structure
and"as such becomes pa;t of wh‘at is reconstructéd and retold .
as text entailed information. It seens, t!;en,. that the
‘remedial readers in thi}s Stlf}'{ wer@acting the igformation

from the text but were' not always integrating it into t‘:~he1n

. : 7.
existing knowledge. .The short passages that the children

—

were expected to read may have lent themseives to reiteration

of the gacts. It may be, however, that the children have\ c

been accustomed to beling Specif'ic in their recall and generally
_ not expected to do otherwise in their classrooms. ]
At the instructional level, these remedial readers had

more difficulty recalling the informition in the stories than

they did at the independentflevel. This ‘dan posggibly be ‘

attributed to thel quahtity' of unacceptable miscqes made at
t.he tnstructional levesl. Although the percentage of acceptable )
and unacceptable miscues made at both‘Ievels was approximate}.;‘
the same, the gufr'ltitx of unacceptable miscues at the
instructional level wavs greabday than the quantity of unacceptable
hm'iscues at the independent level. Beebe (1980) found in her
stug]y of 46 Grade }:‘our b;)ya, thal; those who made unﬁcceptable
miscues had low retelling scores. - -~ .

° It may.be that wher:}'we place chiidren in materials At‘hat

are too difficult fog’ them, "'they make so many errors that
% .

they ‘abandon attempts at sense making and focus on word level

"

- st ! k4 . .
decoding® (Bristow, 1985, p, 320), IT“ fact, when good
“ o .A ! " 4 R -
]

*

L.

]

. -
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> readers are placed in diffldult material they act very ‘much
S L like poor rea?grs (Leslie and Osol, 1948). when the remedial
RS
] "“readere in this study were asked to read a passage that they e 7

found diffiqplt, they were unable to maintain comprehension .

®
.«

e . and seemed to Eocus more on individual-words. It is important

that children be placed in materials that-are not t00 difficult' .--._-.'

- . ' P
- ' for them since, as ﬂoffman et al (1984) found,'”difficult

el

material clearly precludes ‘the use of active, comprehension
seeking behaviors. e ‘

s ‘ At both the independent and instructional levels,

4 9

comprehensio iof the passages read ﬂs facilitated by: questions p

asked for t remedial réaders .in ‘thig study. It appeared

that these remedial readers needed the structure of questions ~

to help them abstract more information from the‘p,assages.
Beebe (198%) and”Fagan,-(1985) both found in theii research
that questions st-imulated further recall and interpretation
2 after a child had -r‘etold. as-«-mdch .0f the story as could be
remembered. _ S e
‘ .»\ | Some remedial readers need mgre than help abstracting
‘the. information from.the text; they need to be taught. to
- 1it'e:grate the information into their eari'sting knowledge.
»Good readers facilitate this process by- such actiVi{ies as
settimj a purpose for. r(eading, activating backgrou'nd knowledge’,‘
(

LN
aelf-questioning to ensure that comprehension is occuring,

-~ making predictiohs and inferences, and drawing concludions .
<~ . ' b

(Palingsar;\and Browﬁ, 1983). ‘Poor/rre,lders,. on th'e'otber
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hand, - do not: use active strategies and “must’ have explicitr

\

¢ instruction in d“mprehension enhancing strategies (Bastow,!

T 71985). Durkin (1986) believes that teacher's are not instructing

»

‘who have difficulty with readin

.children in comprehension; they are’ merely assessinq

comprehension. In this* study, questions asked ia the unaidEd
recall did not only assess what theochild already knew but

helped stimulate further recall, Perhaps,

the end of the text, interspersed in text or

9

is one strategy ‘to teach poor re £s, but these ch dren

iheed to be taught many

othénastrategies to help them compyehend. : &

In our search for the caus<;?f reading disablWities, it

is important that we, adg educators, examine closely the

. strategies good rea%ers use when'they read. . It.is equaLB{

' important for us ‘to know where the processes are breaking*
-down in poor readﬁrs. These poor readers must be taugﬂx to —
- actively engage in Jbeking meaning from the text, in*0o herfl
words, they must reJ}{;e that the ultimg;e goal of reading is .

to understand whatl, ene has read. They must facilitate

- comprehedsion by using strategies good readers employ. As

well, it is our responsibility to seq,that children are
placed in reading\matorials that are not too difficult for
them;_ptherwise, they could becomelbogged down with/wo:ds anﬁ
not able to attend to meaning. It ds. of ultimate importwnce
tyat children read meaningful material and spend more time

ngaged in meaning related, rather than decodipg activitiok.
J R T - . : . 1

¢

.
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.
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: improve similar studies in the future. N .
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.

N
It is the responsibility of teachers of reading to teach

-~

remedial readers to be good renders.

I Y -
——

Recommendations for Further Research , .
: o :

" out of what was learned in this study and . are offered to

-\,‘--

The statistical results of this study revealed’ low.

\

intercorrelations among the various measures used. ) This.

B

' finding supports the’ multifaceted conceptrof reading and

suggests that reading concept, asoa single measure, appears.

- to be too broad, as it was measured in this study. This

'The following recommendetions for'further Pesearch grow

finding.end,bthers heg the question "1s concept of reading é,ﬂl

unitary‘concept?"'.Further“philosophical and empirical-

research is necessary on ‘this particular question. ’

*In light of‘the‘finding.tﬂat thefremedial'readers in
this study performed as did good readers in other studies,at
the independent reading level, then caution is recommended ‘in

any overall classification of \eaders.. It is’ recommended

'tﬂet all r\\ders, regardless of their so-called level of
-proficiency, be studied at all three levels of reading‘
' proficiency before general classificatory and sweeping

. statements are made.

Man{ of the remedial readers’ behaviours and‘responses

Imay be an artifact of instruction £rom which reflect poasibly

many of the problems. The question,must be asked "How can we

-

-

L]

begin to improve research and instructional materials?' In

1]

e



r

~dealing with such questions, in the case of remedial readers,

it is recommended that the philosophical assumptions be *

*

f
studied to ensure a firm starting point. .

—— \

The remaining recommendations pertain to modifications
basedlon this-study. " The first is related to the data‘

gathering procedures, namely that the" study dealt with the ‘

files of the remedial readers rather than the childr\n
themselves. Gathering data by wo;;ing with each child\\\\\
individually may allow the investigator to collect more -
C tho?ough data than abstracting thL data.from files as was the
- case in. this study. In addition, aﬁ/analysis of student
' recalls on silent reading passages would provide another
__dimension to a study of remedial reading.

As well as using airinterview sheet to.determine
whether the child is word dependent or;meaning dependent, an ‘ : -
additional .criterion might be established. For instance,
listening. to the child read orally at the independent;

"~ instructional and frustration level is ‘probably the hest . -
LA indicator of whether that child is wq;d'dependent.or meaning
.dependent. Guidelines could“be'established.to determine,3' \
while. listening to the child fead orally, whether he or she

is dependent on indiGidual'words or reading to gain meaning.
This additional criterion would probably provide valuable °
.information, since in this study the children who indicated ’ '
_,on,the client.interview sheet t_:’h_a_t the)'( were meaning dependent,

did not always read for meaning, and the children whofindicated



//’ " this study,.informal’ invehtory paséqgesi were used but perhaps

. \

90

that they were word dependent read for me‘e.ming at the independent

"

‘'w  level., Perhaps, because these remedial readers éxperience '

.f’ru‘stration most of the time at “school; they are confused

about their true perception of reading. i

}

The final recomménda’tion is that longeér ,passagé's_with a
. —

better storyline would be more consistent with Children's

. . . ) . . .
Literature ‘and with the narrative texts read in school. In

=5

the longer zstor\ie"’s_ would allow more room for\A‘embellishm,ent‘ of .

- .
text. 4 ! . ! .

- i

info.r‘nlatibn,and interpretation of ideas presented in the .
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L . Name:
./') - ~ L] . Age:
. . 1. What is readiﬁé?, ‘ . T
A : ‘ v ® v o g »
N : L
7 ) . LD e g '
(i w2, - - How did yoy learsi to read? .
] e Lt ~ . - v : _— Co '
- P ' ' &*
S 3. ;35Wﬁ§ is the best ﬁéade; you know? Why? | A .
| ‘ - . ‘ . . . i
E " : e L ¢
. ' .
“%" . 4.  What do»you think s/he does when s/he comes to.a word
) : s/he doesn't know?
- a N P .
L4 . \‘ . R .
: _ ' . o S r
- » 5. How would you rate yourself as a reader -- good,
Wb , T averager«fair, poor? Why? d o
* < .-
. .. . . . ,._.H : .
. . ‘/’ t v A} ‘ ‘ - .
. 6. . What would you like to improve at out the: way you,read?
v, v . , ‘e
¢ .0- .,‘ . . " 0y
“ % '\' ’ ’ T d e —
s ey 1. . When you are reading” and you come t3 a word you don't
& . s .o~ knaw, what do you do? S
o 8. what would you do 2o help\someone who was having
"L trouble reading? Q ,
~ G o~ o J ' :
' CR 18  WQPt“do you hope:to be better at after our ten sessions
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here? - - .
——
School Work [name subject(s)]
Paséing a Test (which?) I
.Reading Faster ‘
Understanding what;I read better
Learning how tqastut.iy .
o . -Writlng Reports (f;ihich?)’
‘ o Othe.@; _ . . : T
~ .. L ' - ‘ ‘ )
-— } s * - f - e
- S0 JWhic‘:‘h Eifpe of books interests you most? .
) | Advent"u.r‘eﬂ.,Storigs - { )
Science Fiction 7] K ,
l . i Pi rate‘s i D { )
. Humorous Stories { ] .
i ‘Mysteries ( . ' (I
- Sports - ‘ { ]
* ~ Other. (] — 2 R
. 1. W'hat do you do in y?ur sparé time?
- = } |
- A
—
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