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. ABSTRACT 

. 1 Little research nas' been .c.ar.ried out to e~amine the . 
'• 

• I • ' 

- ~elationship betwe~n a rem~~ial reader's concept of reading· 
. 

and how that · read~r approaches the act of reading. .. Th"is 
. . - . 

~tudy investigat~d the relationship of temedial readers' . . . . .: . s , 
concept ·of reading to ' r.ea.ding miscues, unaided. recill and 
. \ 

~·: a.l.ded r.ecall. . ~ 

' .T~enty ~em~dial readers were randomly sel~cted . from the 
. , .. · .. 

. · u.nrv·e .rs·~~>' clinic .' file~. · . These. 
, . . . 

reallers· .ranged in age fro~ 
\ . . 

.f .. 

I • \ . 

i t . . t' . s x o s1x een years. Data vere 6ollect~d for each child on . . . 

f~ur -~~~in·~ .r~la~ed _as~~-cts: 
ai~ ~nd unaide~ _ recalls. . 

·~ - ·. 
int_erview sheet, mi'scue~_, 

. . ' .. 
_.,, -· The most important finding in tl:tis stud}r'is that at the 

indep~n~ent ·reading -l~vel:-;-~me~ial · reader~ acti~ely ~~-ga~ed ··.· -. . .. . . . . . I 
r • • in meaning se~king rather than 9ecodingl words as wdefle te~ . 

in . th~ir intervie~ and a~ is reported in many ' studies 

· an·d poo~ -re-a'ders :;;·--:­

. Most .of the re~edial reader~ were ~ord dependen } that 

is 1 wheA . asked they .. 'lndicated that reading•-is "Saylng all the 

-: words cor~ectl; • . At both the . independent ·_' and instr :t:ti~nal ' : 
.. - ' . . . ~ ·-levels of reading, the · percentage of acc;:eptable .mis9u~s made .. 
. . . , . . I 

was similar but the total ndmb'er of unacceptable mis'cues made · 
. . . . • I . 

• I . 
at the instructional level was twice ·that ·a~ the independent -

level. At the i~dependent · level:, the p~~centage. of ~ recall 

_l__was great~r. than the percentage o~ rrc-a~l ~t ' tb~ lnstr.ucti~nal 
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At bo~h levels, • th•e una.ided recall was text · based·,. · . 
· that is, the ' rem_ed.ial r.eaders recalle~_t_lle informa~·i.on 

almost exactly as _it Wa$· wr~t~en· in· the text without paraphrasing 
• J • • • ' • • • .. 

or ·embellishlng the information. At both the independent 

. I 

.. 

. . . 
and instr~ctional leve·ls, · the recall increased. substantially .--··: 

. I 

I. 

.-

. . . 
~hen· 9ue,t·i~ns werE!/~ -i~~~-c~ting. a dependence · on probi~g 

. \ ' _t~ . he!P. ~hese_ remedial readers recall' 'more information ·than 

: . .. they _ reddily org4hiz_e and retrieve·. .The .remedial reader's -

_. . ) . : c~n~e~t .Jf r.ead~~g se~~~ 'to . ;ary' d~p~nding.---~n th;-;:e-~el of· 
~ . . 1'_ ·· ·(,>-~~J . . . . -' . \ ·· .·U ~~ -· ~h-~~ _ re,ad.in~ material bein·g read. 
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Introduction 

.. 

.. 

~any remediation programs nave been put in place in the 
.. 

pas.-t twe~ty ·years either as a result of ongoi_ng research or 
. I . 

untested assumptions, yet c~i~dre~_!n_Dur schools-experience 
' 

reading dif-ficulties. It ~s my ,goal • to study lemec;lial 

1 

. .. / 
_"r;eaders • c·onc~pt of re<!9in·g and h9~ that might be ref.ll;_ected • 

'"' · in the kinds- of strategies remedi ' l readers use when· reading·. - . ~ 

Such lnfo~~atfon m_ay allow for l urther .un'ders.tanding of the 
• . / r, 

_reading _process _. par~ic~larly / in the remeqiation of reading 

~difficul-ties. - I 
I 

For the pur~se of this study, the remedial reade-r is 
/ 

one who has not respon~d to reading programs:; t. are 

designed to meet the in~~ructional needs ~;d -~haract~i tics 
I . 

of ·the major_ity of. ch j!ldren~ · Over the years these children 

who have difficulty ,~earning to read have been the focus of 
' / 

mpch concern and -~.search. · Whil-e many have looked for a 
. I I . . ' ·. 

single cause _of ,~_ading dis.abil itie~, for example, percep~u·al 

func'tioning, Ol rostig, 1964; Kephart,· 196~:. l(epman, 1960) 
. -- --

others bell~ ed that the causes of reading disabilities are ~ 

many and v ri·ed (Vernon, ·1977; Naldoo, 1972: Bond & Tinker, . ~ 
t.... • . 

19 84; Ho' rd~, . 19 82) • _ 

I9/ the 1'60's a group of peopie unde~ the direction of 

- --- -

Kenne~h Goodman began listening ·to children's oral reading 
f 

.-L .. -

' 
~ 

I v. 
I 

. -. -- ~ .. -___.... 
. /. . 
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,. i ' 
·,r1 

; . .. . I 
(,--•· 

'--

res~onse! as a possible avenue to understand the · rea~ing 

process more clearly. They believed that'byGstudying tne 

(deviations in the expected response and the reader's actual .. .. ~ . 

response, that ~s miscues, they could determine.th~ str~tepies 

children use to r.ead. These and similar· s .tudies ( Jen·sen, 
. --

• . .. 1 

• 1973~ Beebe, 1980: Billardr 1.984) have brou~ht to the educator 

new insights into the teading process. 
J . 

Another ~eans of 
~ 

. und,erstandi-~g 'the reading process more cl-e,arly i's through . ' . 

--

~ . '·' . ;:.H\ the, use ·of pr.ot~co·f analyris. Cognitive psychologi.st·s ., 
· " ,; I• . · 
. . . ; · . :· . Newell and Simon ( 19 72) laid the foundation for further WP rk 

.. 
I . 

~~~ t: ·,1 ... ·, . ~ . 

~ ~ . , J· : . . . 0 • . . 

·. · ·. l :; · by Drum and· Lantaff '( 1-9 77), Ste~Ji .. and Glenn ( 19 79) and Fagan. 
I • ' ,. 

I 

.. ( 198.5) in which they examirie the clausal units . iO> a child's 
.' I 

' ' ''· • 1 : • . ~ recall to determine the deg~ee ·tb. which compre~ensiop has ': t' ~ 
i 

1 ' a 

0 

/ " • • taken place~ While studies~in ~iscue ~nalysis and protocol ; , ·i 
.~ l I' . 
1 l,' 

. "' 

I f ~ r' : '. . . \ 

analysis have helped the educator more fully understand, what 

.·· '1 : · 

.,~ ; 

~ ~ : ~ i' is happening during the reading process, much work.is yet to 
I . 
·
1

.be 

1 l 
< I 

• I 

"· done .• , 
..., ' 

, t a ' I 

BaCkgroand to the StgdJ-- .. 
' 

In~~ wor.k as remedial, instructor, I see children. -who 
. 

been, .in c'~-as$robms where the n~cessary reading s)tills 
. ' 

' hav 
I 

been tau~ht, bu~ cannot read at an 

- ~ The e children · often are in grades three or four : a·nCI have baa 
• f . 

: :>-\.at · I ~st two ye~rs of formal instruction in word recdgnltion 
.-} ~t. ' ' . l ! . 

'·: ·, ( eg. contextual clues, phonic ·analysis, ' structural analysfs) 
.. . I ' ' -11!·. • • . 

. ~ and. instruction in comprehension (eg. finding t~. main. id~a, 

I,' 
I .. 

·•' 

, ;, ( 

. . . •' . ( ' 
' ' -· . _,. · 

\ 

•. 

·' 

"' ' .,, 

. ' 
- - - ~ - 1 

J • ' ... 
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\• . ' 
" 1, oil) ' . 

' I 

-· ---· 
' . 

. . . 
----

1 
• .J, 

. ,. 
... 

... . I ' · . . · .. ' • 

(• -~ 

• n-, ~ • ~ 

·'· . I ., 
• 

• 3 J' 

sequencin~ ,. reading for d~fllll) • 
.. 

I 

. . Sever~l· 'approaches h~ve been used in \th.e :.~assC"oom. b'y · 

th~ t:'acher~ Of: ~h~se 'cl~i,lqren• for, 'th~ _instruct~i)tl 0( readi'ng 1 

. the ~pho~ic . ap~r-Qach ~ . the . l_anguag~ exp~r ience apprbac~ , ' arr. 

in· many c~es . a combin.a'tion _of these two have been us'ed) 
0 ' . • • 

yet. thes~~dren ~re .referred 'for r~me~l~~ion ~ecau~e.they 
(I ' " I lo (r 

are· having. ditt-iculty wftp the re~ding pro·ce.f:s. Mas:tY~ .Of 
' ' . ' . . " . 

o ... a ~ .. • n .. .,... 

the~e · ~h.il<(~en ·are \tioJ;"d·· by word~:.tea~ers. ~~~ · put m?·re emph,asi~l". 
0 ' .. l -" 0 • • 0 /, R 0 • 

on saY:ing alil th~ ·words cor.:rectly ~han .on the ·mean~n9- of ttte 

· . pass·a_ge. C<?n~eqtiently the~·. do·. ~~ ·do~prehend . wh~t ~~h~y are~ 
• 

read~~g • . · As~~~ng that •these .. children ~ave b~en-tauqht_. ·word .. 
.. r • . .o . . • a : v . · .. 

....... . recogn.i tion s~i-]:1~.:- ~no comprehen'sion skills.; assuming- that 
' . . . ' ' . . 
the text is well organized and fa~ilar to the cnild; assuming 

that thes~ childre~ do not-have a'ny kna'wn emotional, neur.oiogica1 . ' . ... ' 
' . ~- . . . 

or psychological disorder~ "where, ··th~n are. the possible 
& -~ 

breakdowns ' in the .deading process? · Are there other factofi 
' t' I .. . . . 

which woula be ~orth_Y o~ consideration? 'a..tstorical~y, • 
~ 

resear;.c~lers pave _attribu~~d . the .problems .to a .multitude of .• 

-.. ---~actors.· · ' ~. • . ~ · ... . 

Ba.rly .r~earcbers believed the reading problem lay_ in 

some physidal; deficiency~ W~pman .( 1960) , state_d. thai: children· 
.... ( . .. 

_with poor audi t.ory discrimination ab~ lH:ies w.ere more likefy ·_ 
. ~ ... 

to.have reading problems than those whoae auditory discrinHnati~n 
• 0 ., • • 

abilities were adequate: 'ConsequentlY, reme'diation progtams .._ 
. . . · .. ' . . ----

at that time emphasized auditory .'dlscrimin-atio'n skills. 

~ ' Kephart ( 1960) attributed defici-ent motor' skilrs to. one's 

:\ . 
·, 

I . ..: . . 
/ . 

: 

·. 

I 
· .:·/~·· 

; ~~ .. : · . . ~ . . . 
I ·' . . 

.' · ... 
·~ 
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·-

. tl' 

• • .,. .- ,. 

• 

• -

. , ~ ~4 
' · diff.ieuly~ .. ~,-w_ th r~ading and went as far as having rem~dia · 

'• r e."'de L a ~. on b!llance beamS to impiov~ t;e i r pe rceptua.J. ~ 
{/motor· kills which in tu.rn: he believti!d;-would improve the~r ,·. o . 

. I 

Frostig ( 1-964) believed :that to remediate a -;.~ ~f'e ad i ~9 
. fl'[;¥ ' - . 

---:-:-·· J reading prob-lem', one must first. correct the deficit per1='eptual 

, ' 

-

skill~ that she be~ie~ed e~isted jn . every remedial reader • 
. . 

:such skills as visuai · tracking "and fig~re-ground activities 
. . . 

, . ~were . em~has ized . in .tier · pe'rc~ptual training · t>rogram: These 
. . " ' . ' " . . . ' . . .. ' 

·· training ·programs . re.fe.rred t.o as -:'process tiai'ning" (Kirk, .. . . ... ., .· ·. . 
-· . Kliebhan & Lerne.r:, .. f978t'were often used for .. remedial r-eaders 

. . ';. '_., ' . ' . . 
• t • · tf ---· 0 

.. , )'lhether ·or not- they needed ·them. -Altho_uQh thes·e pr9g~ 
\ . . . . ' . . .. . 

·- ·.'were ·· .num~r.ous and much work w~s done with. the childr~n, 
. «. .- ~ .~ . -~- . . • . : . . . • , . • . . ..., "" 

·the~~ .~ffect_iveness ·wa.s ques~ionabl.e as m~ny probl~ms ··in · 
.. ' ' . ,., 

reading still rem•ined (Hammill &'Larsen~ 1974). _i'hus, 
~. ' 

there was· a need :to examine the remediation programs more 
·" 

th_oroughly. .. 
Res·earch_~rs .(Weiner & Cromer, 1967; , Otto, 1978) began · 

' ' . ' 

asking_ the quest~on '· "What should ·a child learn. in the . . . .. 
. . --<"' . • 

· . ·r~a~ing (r'ogram!" ·. and _· su.bsequ~ently examined ~he nu~erou~ 

s~il~s ,in'Volved in re~din_g. · 'au!l.r work, howeve~, l:las never 
. . . . . 

~- b&en aole ·to con_tirm · the existen~eo of subskills as separate z ... 
• ·· :~k_il~s to_ '"' b: . lea~ed · 

··. learning the skills. 
. . . 

or that there is a proper· sequence to 
~ -

Yet, ·educators began breakiri~ down the 
... ? • 

n ,' • • • ·, :.te~c't\lng 
-~ 

·. . () 

~f· ··re·adiilg intQ. subskills that had . to be master~d • 
' . ' . . 

\' . . .. ,. 

. 
• ·'~ t 

Cb~ldren were·-'_asked t~· find the ·ma~n idea _in.~ paragraph o~ 

. ~~. s.ec;i'~e~ce~~· ~o~~~i~e~ insignL!i.can~ _ e~ents in a .s~ory,~ 
"" :. o. .. • 

.. . ~ : 

<-( · , • .•• 

' - - ~ ... . ' . ' . 
·. ~~- ~ .. . - ~' 

' ' 

•' ·. 

. ; )'•,. . ; · . .. 

-
. :.' 

.· 

They 

' .. 

.. 
, 

• 

.. . 



c 

.. 

. ' 

. ... 

o I f I :~~ ' 

. . ... 

.. 
were taught pronouns~ contract ions, possessives and how to 

I 

-use verbs. Nevertheless, reading problems persisted • 
• . 

In the late 1960's, ano.th~r group of researchers 

conceptualized reading, not as a series of skflls to be 

lerned tn' isolatic:m but t"ather as skills to be learned by 

actually reading a book. T_~e~e. was no prescribed ~ence:-
. instead children learned the$e skills as th~y read. Emph~si~ .. 

~ 
now~ was placed on get-tin-g meaning . from .the printed word: 

# . 

However, many r~me~iation ' programs continued to emphasize a 
. ' 

· ski-lls approach to reas:]lhg. 
. . /, 1..... .. 

t . ·~ore th~~o~?~~y-und:rstand wny, some\ chi~dren had· much 

difficulty _wit}?.· reacr;~gg, · r-esearchers be.ga'n looking at the 

reading processes- of .good . and poor readers. In a study' 
.. . 

·carried out by Goodma~ and Burke ( 1973), it was found· that . . 
better readers r 'elied more on · syntax and semant1cs .than did 

' . the poorer .re~ders. A lat_er study by Canney and Winograd 

( 19 79) ~on,curs with _the finc~Hngs of the Goodman ana Burke . : . 
study. In . response to the question "What is reading?" posed . 

·by Canney and Winograd, poorer readers described .reading in . 
~ . . . . 

'decodfng terms 79%. of the tiine. · In other words: t .hese poorer . 
~ 

readers believed reading "!as "saying all_ the words"-, "reading 

words" or. "trying to figure / ou't wo~ds." ~anney and w"in~grad 
' . I 

( 1979) ·believ~d that these readers have missed the whole 
" . , ' I 

point ~f readin·g; · they have attendJd t'o bi t.s and pieces of 

language at the· ~?tpense of get~ing mea_ning. P.,r readers, 

then, don't expeqt to ilnd meaning _in what they read. In an 

. , 
-~ 

.. 
. \.. ·' 

-

o I 

· ··~ .. • . 
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• 
attempt to differentiate strategies involved in the comprehension 

.. r,-.-.. 
of good and ., poor--readers, Olshavsky ( 19 76-77) asked good - and 

I 

I • o 

poor: readers to think aloud after reading each clause in a 

short story. She found that proficient readers used certain 

6 

-strategies more often than the less proficient readers. The 

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

of information, synonym substitution, re-reading, hypothesis 

testing, stated failure.to understand a clause and addition 

of informa~.ion . ab~ut the story.': OlshavsJc¥ conclude~ "The . . . . 

·greater .u.se of strategies ·qy good readers implies that they .. . . . . 
t 

are ·more active in th~ir attempt to comprehend" (p. 672) •· 

· Furthermore, Goodman empha,sized throughQ.U.t his wr-itings ·that 
' . ) .. 

' '\ 

readers'must be actively engaged in the reading proc~ss; 
. I 

tha~ is, they must ~lways be seeking meanin9 •. 
, I 

" i~ seems that remedial readers ·do not look for meaning 
~ 

.. in what they are reading. 'Garner ( 1981 )- in her studies of 
( 

grades 6, 7 and 8 students' ability to· use rereading to - ~ 

facilitate -comprehension found~incidentall~ that p~or 

comprehenders focused on words within a ~entence. They did . . .. - - . 
not 'look at information ac~oss sentence~ or seem to real ize . .~ 

4 
when they did not unders~and. ~hjllips. ( 1985) identified two 

important differences ~etween sood and poor readers: 

"~onitoring,_ with goo~ r~aders ~ing more corrections than 

· do poor readers~ and-predi~, ·~ith ~a hiqh proportion of 

miscues' mad'e by ga_od readers being meaningful" (p. 114). 
..... 
~o~ rea~ers seem to know ~hat is expected of them in the 

.. 
. . 

. ' 

' 
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reading proce!fs: pbor readers ""do not. Good readers seem to 

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

words, they con~ i rm thei r "predictions, they monitor what they 

are reading, and they strive to u~derstand what it is they 

a.re reading. P_oor_ readers . tend to get' bogqed d_own on. saying 

all the words correctly. For them, the task at han4 'is 
~ 

decoding individual words no~ compre~ension. 

One would expect that the information genera~ed from 

the~e studies -and others (~ooper & Pet(oskey, 
·, 

1976: Beebe, 

1980.) woqld help in the plail.ning of . effective remedil\tion 
i . 

programs in _our. schools. Even though m_uch 't s being ~one 

· about programming for remedial readers:~ many childr:en .-in our 
'" 

·-- .,school system continue -to experience r~ading probl~ms. 
' . 

It is my __ convicti.on that ch~ildren must know that reading 
., 

is meaningful if they ar~ to become profic~ readers. · If 
., 
............. ..., ......... 

they think reading is saylng1 all the words right t~en t~ese 

children will set about saying all the words at the expense - • I 

\ . 
of seeking meaning. If, on the other hand, .~hey believe that .. 
reading is an ~ctive process in which one must search -for· the 

meaning, then .there may not be as ~any remedial reade~s in 

-our schools. If a relationship can be f6und between a 

remedial reader's concept of reading and comprehension, then 

it would seem that teachers of remediation programs may haye 
' . 

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

. these pro9rams can be successful. 

Most remedial programs are based on an adult's analysis 

'•. --

I 
• 

.i 
\ 

.... -

, . ·-

, · ,.. 
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-
of what the child does and does not know. They do not 

consider how the child conceives reading. It is hypothesized 

that if children think of reading in terms of decoding, then 
.( 

'fJ • -----

their focus will be on words not on me~ning. It is further 
~ A'JIII • I ' • - • • . 

hypothesized trat if that is the case, be~ause children 

conceive reading t:o be knowing a_ll the words, then it is 

like1y that they would be poor comprehenders. If such a 

relationship exists, then ·as educators we must ·ensure that 

remedial readers understand that re~ding .is .' meaningful. 
_..;..---

At_ten:ipts· to }mprove remediati\. programs will . co~tinue t? be 

insufficie~t where· prior conceptual di£ferences between· the 

teacher and the st~deni remain unQhanged •. · 

·.. Purpose of the Stody 

~- . The purpose of this study is to investigate the re~ationship 

of remedial readers' concept of reading to the reading 

miscues, . unafded _recall and ~ided recall. (1; __ ~s my belief 

that the remedial programs in place . i~ our schoo~s can only 

be partially effective as long as there are important conc.eptual 

differences in. what the remedial ~~a~r·conceives reading to ·- ·- ' . . . . 
be and what the teacher ~onceives reading to be.· - If a 

0 

stron9 relati6~ship can be found between how remedial readers 
- -·-. . 

conceive readin-g and the_ strategies they use to. read, then 
~ : , -I ., • 

it would seem that the first task is to teach remedial 

reader.s that ~eading is meaningf-ul. 

8 

Very few studies to . date have examined the remedial ·· 

~·· .. "' .... 

.. 

. ' 



.. 

. reader's concept of z;eading·, although several researcher's 

have made some very interesting incide~tal observations 

: concerning both the good and poor re~~er~'- concept of .reading. 
-

The~ have noted that poor readers tended to ' focus on words, 

obser~ing bits of information rather than understanding the 

9 

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

I 
I 

1: 

to larger more meaningful piece~ of inform~tion ahd generally 

i seemed to understand more of what they had 'read (Garner, 

·J 1.~'a1: Canney & ·w~ncfgrad, 197~). While.neither study deb~rm~ned 
that there was a relationship betwe~n the . _reader's concept . . . , , ' 

of reading and co~preh.ensidn, 'in'both cases; th~ readers who 

focused . . on w.ords .~t. the expense- of·. meaning \~(ere poo'r 
· -';o- ... . " . 

comprehenders. Conv·ersely, the readers who_ did not focus on 

:,;. I words but who were more concerned with' gettinq meaning from-

1 .~he text were the g·Qoc;l ~omprehenders. '. It' is the goal · of --this investigation to study\ if a relationship exists between 

· --.. ---t-· -childr.en...!_s_concept of _reading and how these children perform 

~n reading. . 

.For th~. purpose _of this investigation the following 

. ' questions will be examined: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

• 
4. 

• I 

What is the...- remedial r~ader' s co11cept 
' . 

What is the nature of the mi'scues 
reme~ial reader? ·· 

What is the nature of the remedial 
recall? 

. What .is the nature . of the remedial 
recall? \ . 

......:_ . . 

. ' c . 

reading? 

by the 

unaided 

.. 

,, 
__ _!_ 

. . . 

"'---~-~ . 

_, ... 

' •\ 



.. 
5. 

--

10 

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 relationship between the remedial 
reader's conce~t of reading and the nature ~f the 
unaided recall at th~ independent and instructional 
reading levels? . • i 

• I 

7. Is the .re a relationship ..Petween the · remedial 
reader • s concept of reading and th~ nature of the 
aided recall at the ind~pende~t 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 de£ inea-by 
questions fiv~, · si~, and seven? 

Heed for the study 

The review .,of literature has not identified research 
., 

that examines 'the . relationship between a remeaial reader's 

concept of reading and how a remedial reader performs in 

' reading comprehension. Goodman has stat~d throughout his 

wri~ings that the ' child who focuses on ~ords lo~es the 
# 

meaning of what is being. read. Undoubtedly, he observed this 

ph~nomeoon in his research: he has not, howeve·r, set about to 
• ' ' f 

study the possible rela~ionship between the remedial reader's 
• 

concept ~f ~·e_ading . ~nd the possi~j!e frelati~nship it might 
' . I . 

· have on com'prehension..-G~rner., Canney and Winograd made 
\ . . . . 

interest! ng incidental observations while carrying outj.h.ei r . -
research in the area of comprehension. As in the case of 

Goodman'~ work, it is implicitly .stated that if chi~dren 

·' 



•, 

\ · 

\ .. 

. ' l~ 

.. 

1 1 

think of reading as 'saying all the words · right' · then these 

children will attend to each word on the page while ignoring 

the intended meaning of the text. It i~ also i:mplied in .. 
. . . 

these studies that children who think reading is understanding 

what is being read generally attend to the meani·ng of the 

text ..rather than individual words. It is importan,t , . theTefore, 
. \ 

' to examine directly the relationship between the remedial 

I reader ' • co. n cept of ~-;;:a~ i ng . ,.nd hoW . the r e~'e~{al 're~~e r ~ 
performs. If the child ~hinks of reading as decoding words 

·.,. ' ' . 
does that mean the child· attends_ ~ the words at, the expens~ 

·of the· Qt~aning? .... 
rt:f .·' ·• 

·- . ~o.oking- at the. child' S · concept' ~f reading. may be a 
~:~ · ,. . . 

beg~nning PC?int to put a. remediation- program in place. Unt-1_1.·. · f 
the ~hila's conl::ept of reading is considered; it would seem "' 

that any re~ediation program that is being u~ed ~an only ' be . 

( 

< 

I • . 

partially · effective. If, for example, ·the remedial ''te·acher ___ __j.._:_ 

assumes that the students ih class read for meanin~ when in 

.actual fact they may be concentrating on word recognition, 
i 

then the teacher and the\Students may be at dissonance and 

the progra~ inapprogriat~ until the teache~. knows each 

child's concept of read~ng . 
·-· -· · -- .. ., 

Ira Aaron, who served as preside·nt of· the International 

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

as saying, "We seem to be helping children'lear n to decode 
. ,. 

better than we · help them learn to· comprehend" (The Evening 

Telegram, August .22, · 1985). 
0 

Aaron supports ~Y v~ew that . . ,.. 

.. 
.... · .. - ---

.. I , 

. . 
\ 

'""" . 
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·children who focus on words are not getting the meaning. In 
~ 

fact; te~c~ing may be re~ucing the effectiveness. of the 

curr~nt philosophy of reading if it is insisted that childre~ 

be good decoderspof words. How can children bec·ome good 

comprehenders ~ their qoncentration in reading is primarily 

on the a~alysis of words7 

· It -is essential that we know whether . or not -.the chi_ld • s 
I 

conc~pt O'f reading· aff~cts ~omprehension ~ What. ,do r~medial 

-
-readers believe r-eading . to . be? Do 'they be,lieve that the ·.· 
function 'of reading is to s.ay ·all the words ~orrectly? or-;---­

do they believe that .the most i.mport~nt · function . of r.eading 
' . 

~s understanding . w~at ~ne has read?--Tne answer~ . becom~. the 
I ,J 

starting point ~or an effective remediation program. Only 

\when we know more ab.out how · the remedial ·reader conceives 
l 

reading can we effe~ively plan for tha~-r~~der. Otherwise, 

_the teacher and. the child may be at. cross p~.cposes ~ the 
· l 

... 
remedial reader attepding to each word on the page, trying to 

say eabh one correctly and the ·teacher attending to the 

me.aning of the story as a whol~ ';more effective program 
--

may•be put in place ·if the teacher knows · the child's ~oncept 

.of r_eading at the outset of the remedi·a·l sessions and uaes ,. 

that · knowledge as the. starting point -for the remediation. If . . ... 

it can be determined that•there is ·-a relationship between the · 
. . . 

child's concept of reading and performanc-e on the reading - ---

-tasks, .then it may be necessary to ·take . this into account to . . 
plan remediation progtams that are better sui ted to each 

.. 

I 
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child~s needs. Remediation prosrams now in p]ace presuppose 
I -

understan,ding on the part . of the child inj places where 
1 I 

important· ~dnceptual differenc~s lie more or s unaddressed. 

Continued· improveme~tifi--.research and teachin must speak to 
._ 

these differen.ces; It is the purpose. of I h.is study to · 

identify remedial readers' concept of read in and how that 
. ' 

conception is reflected in miscues, unaided r call and aiq~d 

recall. 
I . 

Defi!itio~ of Terms 

\ 
pertinent are The def•in'itions consider.ed to the study 

give~ below: \ 

- - · 
.. 

Reading·- a sampling, .predicting, onf i rminq and 

integrating proc~ss. The reader, simuitaneous y makes use of 

' three types of information or ~ue systems dur ng the reading 

'process, namely, graphophonic, syntact:ic and ema.ntic. 

Remedial reader ·- a reader who has n t . responded as 
l I • . . . 

expected to .developmental · reading programs th tare desiqned 
. . 

to meet the . ins.truqtional- -needs a·nd char act rlstics of the 

majority of childreo~ 

Miscue an. ,oral reading resp~nse that d ffers from the 
. . 

expected . response to the wr~tten text. derlined words 

in Bob 1 s respo·ns~\ a~e .es of acceptable isC'UeS because 

the substi ~ut·':,~/lords a_r~ semantically an syntaCtically 

• acceptable. John • s response ·contains examples .f unacceptaple 
~ ' ,.., 

f 

.' . . . , · ' 

I 

,• 
~, 

. , • 
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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 f rest. 

Unaided recall - information the. reader recalls from .. 
what has beet1 read without the aid of questions or ·probing 

Aided recall - information the reader recalls from what 

has been read with ~he help of questions · or probing. It is 

us~ally preceded by unaided recall. 

Strategy ,- a systema~ic plan for achieving a specific 
• 

goal. The procedures tba~ a reader uses· to get from prTnf"~to · 

meanin9 are called . strateg~es. 
. ' 2 

Liilitations ·of the Study 

' The following are -recognized as possible limitations of 

this study: 

• 
"' 1 • Each ~ss/ssment was carried out by a different 

graduate student. Since different · approaches may 6 . . . 
have been usee! in the collection of dat'a, a difference 

. \ ' .. ·... ' . 

in data may exist. I limited myself to the.data 

most con1si~ent in all tw~~ty files. { 

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

the files of the studen·ts. ·In any dt.agnostic 

situation it is Always best that the clinician work 

' 11 

• 

. . 
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with the child, since this was not possible, I 

depended on the reports of other graduate _students~ 

• 
..... jo . - . . ~--1 
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RBVIB'tl OP TBB .RBLATBD LITBRATURB 
~ /" ' 

/ 

Introduction 
,. . 

' Por years research has been ongoing ·to determine the 
• "'<' 

causes !Jf reading disabilities. There are some wnb believe 

that perceptual deficits are the root of the difficulty · 
'~ 

(Frostig, . 1964: Kephart, 1 960) while oth'ers blamed poor · . 

ne 'U r o~og i ca-1---f"ullctioning (Orton, 19 3 7: Delacat'o, • '1 9 6 3: 
' . . . . 

.Levinson, 1980).· Ho~ever, . mo~tauthors (Howar·ds, 1992: Satz, 
?!-:-

19-77; Hartman: & Aartm·an ·, 
. . ' .... 

1973} as well : as t~e 'DlSSJ.bled 
\' ' : . ' . ' ' . . . . 

Re~ding Committee of the · r ·nternational Reading .Association 
' : _ _!.-.-1""""" b Q 

support the view that the causes of . reading failur-e are many 

~nd varied. "The caus.es are so interwoven .. and overlapped it 

becqmes speculative to .say why the }J"gnosed pr_oblem ·doe~ 

exist and exactly how it ts _affecting. the le,arning" (Howards, 
"' 

1982, p. 152). What . one person ref~rs to as a cause of a 

reading problem, . anQther sees as a sym~tom. We may be 

· looking at a number of cau-ses • that manifest themselves in 
I . 

,~ .... , 
various ways. ./., \ ' . 

What . determines why some children have more difficulty 

learning to read. than othe-rs · may· be ans'~ered in· part by . ' . - ---· • j • 

investigating sin9le f~ctor. ~heories and mu,ltiple c~usati.on . 
theories. 'under these two broad headings •I will pr;esent most . . 

' 

.. 

·p 

- ' 

o: 
0 I) 

of the reported reasons for r'ea.d~ng _;lisa,!?..i lit ies. \ 

\, 

l . • 

.. 
' 

., 
I. .. 

·' \ . 
IJ ••• .. 

. ~ 

•' 

·' 
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Single Pactor Theoriea of Reading Oiaabilitlea 
o. 

It has been a concern for years whether or not perceptual · 
. ' 

defi~its cause .readi!lg problems.. Perceptual processes refe'r 

to brain operations which ~nvolve interpreting and organiz..ine 
~ . I P 

the physical elements of sensory input (L~e & Be~ger, '1978) •• 
• , ' • • J 

Those who believed that reading failures were caused by 
' . . 

.perceptu~l deficits generally ag~eed that all processes were 
• ~· ¥ 

. · e9ually import;ant in interpreti rig and organi!'z ing'· infQrmati.on. 

Fe·rnald ( 19~~3) "recoinme nded · supplementing· the visual · arid· .. 
· auditory · stimuli with a kinesthetic stimulus·. 

' ' • ' • ' .to I 

she believed . . . . ' 
· in preqentat l. ve .measures, ·that is, if the child's visual,· . 

' ~ 

- --~uditory and kinesth.etic se'nses were used, .then that ~tfild 

-~ 

-- -
• 

would not have ~ny problems \U th reading. 

While many theo.rists blamed g~neral perceptual def ic'it!J ~ 
• 

as the- 'cause of reading disabilitiies, others were more 
' ~ . 

specific. ·' Frostig (1964} emph.asizecf t·he signific•nce of• 
• 

visual perc tual sk~lls .· in t~e reading p-rocess. She be!'ieved · 

' that to. cot . . ~·ct _a r~ading problem, on! .first. had to corre-~~ 
I • • ' tl. 

the vi sqal . p-: rceptual· problem.· Formal training of visual 
. 

perception, skills using Marianne Frost.ig•·s program was very 

much ' in vogue in the ;1960's. To~ay it if rec.ogniz~_d that 

wl)ile teaching visual perceptu-al: skills i:mproves · a child • s 
• ~ • J ' ' ' '· 

vi~_ual ,p:rc
1
ep7, it dpe.s no: -neC:~~.~a~ily im.prove r~ading •. 

· • I Kephart ( 1960) wen~ as far as ·havi!lg ch'ildren walk· on 
' "" 

b~lance beams to impr.ove 'their -'vi'sual-motor 'pe,r.ce~tion which · 
, ' 

\ . 
\.. 

,' 
. l . • 

~ . · . . • . 

. . 
... 
' . . 
,' I '' I. 

' ' ·. 
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t . . . 

in turn was to improve their reading ability. He ·believed 

• 
T- that many children were- coming -fo schoo"l lacking- in the basic 

• 

' 

• • 
perceptual motor skil~s because ~hey were beinq restricted in 
·- • ~ 1:] 

.~heir experimentation •. Ch-~ldren could not explore their 

worid adequately because of . ~ngers .or fear ' ,of brea~ing a 
I 

val~abl~ 1t~m in ~he~r home. As a result of these deficient 
I' 

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

in ·. fo.rmal -.~d':Jcational activitl~s r:. were le~s likely to learn 
. ·~ ~ . ~ 

· from · tpe:s ·e ·. activities ~and· were 'm~r.e ·likely to become slow . . ... .. ., 
co •• .. 

. ··D le.arners" O<ephart, . p. 16·) .' Children who are restricted in 
• 4 ,• 

their· abl·lity ··to e'xplore ~~d manipulate very often .de.va.l.Qp 
. : .;oo:- . · ~. . . ' • ·~ ' . • ·q .: . ' 

... 

~ ' .. ' .. . 
m9_i"'eo s'l~wly' 'than_ those. who are· n6t . :estricted. --~his slow 
. ·. . ' . . . ~ ·~ .· : ~. : . } . . . 

... 

• 

·.de~el~op~ent .ia general an'd not specific· to reading. Some 
, , " ., .. , . , . 

children who .e~peri~nce_~. reading problems~ howeve.r, were not 
, " . ' , . 

. restricted ~n their home e~vironmeht and ~ere allowed to 
' " 

exp·lore . .at wi 11. Fact'6rs ·,. other than thos¢ addressed by, 
. I . . ~ . 't1~{~-:~ I ~ • • 

KePhart : mus~ account for at least some of the reading prohtems 

th ~hildren experienced. 
. r 

The most widely di~c~~sed bypothesis has been thaf of 
• • . . r:: . 

Ort ( t 93 7).. While · he ·was aware of the many factors wh'ich 
• I \ ' 

C<?Uld\ influenCe readi.ng Problems, he was . co nee r 11';;d; with Wh:< 

he belie-.red to be ~ · c·ause of reading disabit'ities. fie 

thou9ht ~h~t sen~ory impulses wer;· recei'ved ·simultaneously in 
•)' ' . 

··- both ce'rebr·al ·hemispher~a· If one hemis_pher'e was . dominant, I . ... . ' . . ' . 
• ~ ' . , ,' ' : · , ' ,. ,

11 
/ • , • • ·•' 'J r 

.. s_lear.·ger~ept~~~:. would result •. lfowever, if cerebr~l d.ominance 

.was incoofttplete -~· the. result wou'ld l>e. shifting an·~ inconsistent .. . . ,. . . . ,.. •' . 

j , 

' " ' 

.. . 
, ' .. ' , . ' ' 

. . 

, . . 
' I .. ,, 

' .. 

• 

•• 
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perceptions. A chifd who confuses "b" tor "d" and reads · 
' -· 

"was" for "saw" would be an example_o~ one who has inconsistent 
. ~ 

---perceptions (Myers & Hammili, 1976). These very same .errors 

can o~cur when· chi.ldr.en are beginning to read because of , 

t their insufficient experiences with letters, words and with . 

print in generaL. This does not mea~ that the child has a . 
' 

reading problem un·less o the_coilfusion .persists beyond about · r .. 
gr.ade two. 

In 1~~3 .• Delac~to ' stated that the ,p~oble~s child'ren 

experience in , r!!ading could have b~en preven.ted if .~ parents 
' .. 

had ·been awar.i of sl~nif .icant deve.l.,op~ental f.actors which so . ' . 

• I • 
. g.re.~tly . infl'uen1e . subsequent neurological ·_.?rganlzati~n. ·. a ·e 

• • ' y • 

bel·ieved that ,chlldrerl .. must g~ through' the st.ages of creeping, - . ,. .... ~ .. ' . 

crawling, climbing and balancing before the.brain . can become ~ .. 
fully ot:ga*e·~ and ready for learning. The findings of a 

.,., 
study by . R~bbins (196~) did no~support Delab~to's po~tulated 

0 • 

. · relationship between neurolo"qical organization and reading 

achievement. This theory called -patterning has been recently 
• • 0 

denounced by. ' a committee of the Israeli Ministry of Health 
• - <-

'(Zigler· & Weintraub,." 1980)'. In the ,·spr~ng 'o'f 19~8 many~. 
• v 

American and Canadi~n groups_including the Ameri~an Acade~y 
. . ' . - ' . ' . , 

for Cerebral ' Palsy, the'Amer,ican Acad~my of Physical Medicin~-
• 1 . ~ • 

· and Rehab! 1 i tat ion, the.· ·canadian Asso~iation for Children . ~ . . 

with Learning Dlsabilit.ies l and th~ ·canadian Aasociltion for 

.; Retarded ... ~hlldren a:l.so .made s.tatem~nts . ·condemni~th_~s 
' . 

th~ory.. Many ~ere~r~l!palsied 6hildren n~ver go th r ough the . . 
0 

' 
.. 
.• 

.• ' 

--· .. . 

. . 

/ 

·. 

• .. 

' · . . 
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st~ges that Delacato stated as necessary b~fore learning c~n 

take place yet they learn tQ read beautifully. 
. \ 

An immed1ate 

case that comes to mind is the son of a f r ieno, who ·has 
• 

never been able to creep, crawl, climb or balance has done 

as well as other children in his class throughout school, 

no~ only jn i~arnin~to read but in reading to lear~. 

Wepman (1960) emphasized the importance of audito.ry 

perception in the reading process. His research is cited by 
.._r 

many who insi~t that the~re4s a close rel~tionship betwe·en 

re~ding and a~ditory discrimination skills. He found in his 
• • It __ .. \. 

~tudy of . first and ~econd grade .classes that c~ildren with · 

poor auditory discrimfnation abiiit-ywere more 11kely' to be, 
0 ' , ... 

pooJ;"er read,ers • Thomp~on (1963) found that out of th• best 

24 second grade readers tested on an auditory discrimination 

task given at the beginning of first grade, 16 could perform . . . 
.;. 

adequately. By co?tr~s~, out of the poorest readers, only 1 

demonstrated adequate skfll~ He concluded that weakness in 
.• 

auditory discrimination has continued to emerge as C! major 

cor relate of reading disabi·li ty. Groff ( 1 9 75) believed as 

w~ 11 that "a constant relationship _pet ween auditory 
. . 

discrimination and reading achievement is still aliye and 

thriving" (p. 57). Wepman's, Thompson's and Groff's theories 
, . 

would be vali~ · if the.t;acher ta~ght reading ~sing ~n apprd~ch ~ 

that requ~red · only fine auditor'Y discrimination. Most 

Yeadin~ progra"'s however 'do not depend ·solely on one'~ 

ability to hear the likenesses and differences of phonemes 

• • , .. 

• ., _ ·\ .. $ .. 
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and words. If the program did depend solely on fine auditory 
\ 

discrinH.nation ability and the child did nqt have adequate 

auditory·perception, ·then reading difficulties would · result. 

On the other hand, a teacher who uses a whole language 
-

approach to teach reading knows that the child with auditory 

perceptual difficulties can learn to read usinq tHis method. 

The teacher allows the children to use their own language in 

·learning to read and-shows them how to understand what they 

are read.ing • 

' Over the years others have attributed reading d-isabilities 

to a sfngle cause. Bender (.1951) credited re~ding disabilities 
. . . • I 

to--;-a-mab-u-r-a-t-i-ona-1- lag~be-1-i-e-v-e'd-t-ha·t..:.__specif ic brain . · 

centers involving.reading developed slowly while the ~est of 

the brain devrloped normally._ He · has now refuted this •idea -
in favor of a multip~e cause theo~y _ of reading ~~s~bilities 

which_ will be discussed later. 

Hereoity has also been cited as- the primary cause ·of 
r 

reading disabilities. Naidoo (1972) studied the relationships 

of familial history to other · featqres of reading disabilities 

t9 determine if · differenttypes of reading disorders existed. . . . 
' . 

....:..- _These studies showed a high incidence of reading problems in 

families of children who experienced difficulties in read~g. 
t 

This might logically be expected since these children may 

hav~ experienced read~ng difficulties because t~eir parents 

were not r'eade~·s and, therefore~ not ·good models of reading. 
' .. 

The child's ho~e environment then would probably be lacking , 
e 

-·· 
., ; I 

.. 
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(' 

The child may not have 

been read to early in life if the _parents had difficulties 

with reading or perceived -r~ading as not important. Harding 

(1983) found that Parents of average readers r~ad more ofte~· 
than those of poor ceaders. Thus,_an environment in which 

paren·ts are seen reading must be influential for the child. 

In 'order to read, Athey (1983) believed that children 

must have the l~nguage facili~to express .an idea and ask 

questions related to their experiences. She contended that 

middle ·class children start school with an enormous advantage 
-- - . . t 

for learning to rea~. This advantage has been· br·_~ght about 

' by the parent~~ willingness to clarif~ and expand ideas with 

tne child. 
. 

Ekwall 11976) in citing various ways te,chers ~ight not 
. I 

provide he.lp to specific individuals, expressed the viewpoint 

that more t~an 90% of ou~ re~ding failures could or should be 
.· ·-· .... 

blamed on ·poor teaching. Evidence of this claim ~as shown in 

a study by Durkin (1981) who, after carrying out a survey of 
• 

39 classrooms ~rom grades · three to six, reported,t. "The 

teae~ing of comprehension was almost nonexistent" (p. 453). 
\ 

Since it is . the viewpoint of Ekwall that only 2 percent of ~ 

our . students experience learning_di~~bili~ies · so s~vere as to 

require the services of a specialist, then 98 percent .of any 
. 

heter~geneous group·should be able to read without difficulty. 
• I . . 

Even if ~ne were mor~ liberal and said that 10 percent ~t 

our stu~ents need special- help in our schools;- then the 

• 

. . 
··.. . \ ... 
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·other 90 percent should be able to rea~ adequately. This is 

not the case. Many children in the regular classroom setting 

are experiencing severe r~ading difficulties. Using the 

results of Canadian Tests of Basic Skit..,..ls, the _ percentile 

score for averages showed the Newfoundland Grade 6 children 

in 1984-t~ be below the 50th percentile in word recognition 

and com~ehension (Department of Education, Annual Report, 
' . . 

1984). Teachers become frustrated when they have students who 

don't learn to read as well as other students their age~ 

These teachers, instead of· determining .the child's strengths 

and weaknesses in the reading process, g~ve the student more 

of the same kind of teachi~g, when in fact, a different 

approach may be all that is needed-. Qne student that I 

worked with was socially mature, her verbal abtlities were 

beyond her age, her reading was good, yet she was failing 

miserably in he~ Gr.a~e 7 courses. It. was found that when ., 
films, slides, maps, diagrams and other visual aids were used 

in cl,ss~ her retention of the subject was nearly perfect~ 

This .was ·a child who \fas· restrictE\d in her .ability to proc!!BS 
' . 

. I ' 

information unless she had the help of ·visual aids•. More 
" 

lec~ures, notes and extra studyi.ncj' "-'ould not be the .m~t 
effective form of help. She needed the visual cues that were 

not being provided by her• teachers. Alm ( 1981) inc_luded 

teaching methods a·s one of the eight topics listed as educationa.l 

fact~rs. that are the m~jor .cause of the reading dlfficulti.ef. 

·j· students· have today. 1 
''i 

.,_,/ \. ~ r 

.•. 

J. 

,l • 
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"' Another inhibitor to le~rning is a high degree of stress 
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(Monteith, 1981). ·~He estimated that 45% of all children born. ) 

in th~ United States today will spend at least a year living 

with only one parent. Al~ost all of these children undergo 

stress from external conditions and internal feelings. This 

stress preyents children fr·om· learning, learning to read if 

~he c~ild is young, or learning general information if the 

child is older • 
--

It would seem _then that the topic of reading disabil+ ties 
. . 

is comple·x and that multipl_e factors must be considered. 

Maltiple'Causation. ~eories of Reading Disabilities 
p .-

In . recent years "the single factor theories ~f . reading 

disabilities have been questioned by, many who .do not believe 

that all reading problems arise from a single inherent 

defici'en.cy-in. -a~l · readers. R~ading is ·a complex process-aM 

not_ e_ffecti vely learned as a unitary skill, so it woul~ be 

exp<:(;ted that there are various points of breakdown in 

different readers. Reading necessitates the acquisition of 

several different skills which are fully integrated. Tnese . ' 

' 
skills depend on norm~l functioning of a number of psycholog'ical 

processes: vi.sual and auqj. tory perception, memory, linguistic 

ability, _and reasoning (Vernon, 1477). 
-

Along with adequate functioning and integration o1 
. ~ 

p~ychological skills, other factors to consider when we lo~k 

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) has gone as far as to say that one 

' does not need to be unduly concerned with which causes' may be _ 

responsible for the reading failure. Instead, .what the 

teacher needS- to know is how the students deal with 'language., 
' - ..... 

_ learning, the· reading proces~, and how t_hey deal generally 
-

.with the world\ By virtue of the fact that hundreds of 

researchers ha~ found what th~y claim' to be the cause of a 

reading disabilit,y, one has to look more clos~ly' at the 
f' 

po'ssibility of varying .. c9mblnations of causes when children · 

cannot read as· we.ll·.as . is expected. . 
. ~ 

In thte past when a ·child had a reading problem, the 

child's eyes w.ei::e immediately cons ide red as the possible 

cause ·of the dif&iculty. 
.. . 

Because some optometrists believed 

that visual training improved one's ability to read, t~e 
t~ 

child was· placed ·on a prog·ram for thatpurpose. While 

correction· of the visual p~qblem, for example, the ability_ to 
/ 

follow print smoothly and accurately with both eyes, might 

increase the spe.ed of reading," it will not improve one's 

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

of eye movem~nts duting reading found that eye movement 

characteristics reflect the . difficulty or ease with which • · readers . are able to process. textual material but emphasized 
~-

that ey~ movements . ar:e not the caur of reading probl~ms • 

Re found · that one coulcl ' train~or reader to make more 

efficient eye movements, bit overall reading·' efficiency did 

... .. ... 
·-·-~· 
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not improve. Bender (1957), Frostig (1~72), and Goldberg et 

al. ( 1983) found that visual perception correlat;.ed highly 

with r~ading ability ~nd all agreed that if the perceptual 
,I 

deficit .was not corrected before the age of 6, percep&lal 
----

tra!ning after that age would probably not develop the skill 
" ' •. 

that is lacking. Do we then assume tha~wthe child who is 

lacking in some aspect of perceptual skills can not learn to 

read? Of .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 read~g disability. A child who· 

~a. visual perceptual .Problem may have ,tr~uble keeping .in 

place i~ reading, as· evidenced by the omission or confusion · 

~ of words which might lead to an eventual avoidan~e of reading 

f 

but ·these difficultie~ are not the causes of rea~ing prciblems~ 

Frostig (1964), Wepm~n (1960), K~phart (1960) ~nd others 

strongly believed that once pe~ceptual skills ~ere impr~ved, 
. .... __.. ._... 

r.eading would automatica~ly improve as well. However, the 

literature is replete with studies by those whose findings do 

not substantiate this claim. Frostig (1972j explai~s se~en 

yea~ -afte~ her program had iated that while 

perceptual ~aining may need s of some remedial 

programs, it can not be training in language or 
I 

higher thought proc 

Cohn . (,966) found that perceptual skills improved in 

first grade r~ers as a result
1

of. perceptual training with 
I '-, n , 

' 
the Frostig program' but reading did not improve. Su.llivan 

' 
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(1972} used the Kephart approach with educb ble retarded 
I 

children and reported no improvement in read ~ng. Children 
I 

with average to bright intelligence received p1 rceptual-motot' ·. 
. I 

trainin·g in as ix week summer program, and again,! no impro-vement 

in ~ding .. ability was evtdent. Robi nson (1,971) r~v i ewed 
the research on per_ceptual training and c-~n'cluded "this 

trai~ing results in improvement on t~sts of vi ual perception 

but seldom is the resultant reading improveme t substantial" 

(p. 5). A child who is trained in visual tra king, that is, 

~or example, · choosi~g "A" from a line of lett rs, will learn 
-· 

to ·select the appropriate letter quickly, but wiLl not ... _ 
• • C• 

necessarily rea'd any better because o£ t is new ski],. l .' 

Neither will teaching a child to find numera s hidden among . 

objectr\f'fgure-ground training) the. reading 

process. 

Groff (1975) and Larsen (1976) have questioned 

Wepm~n's research in auditory discrimination. They each have . . 
found in their studies ' that the~Drrelation et~een reading 

.and auditory discrimination is low. "\• . .. - so states that 

there / is a lack of agre.ement among the avail~i? e experimental 

data regarding the relationship of auditory d iscr imi nat 1 on 

an}:) reading. 

I have worked with a large number of chil ren who scored 

~ ~ within the average range on tests of auditory discrimination 
. .. 

yet experience difficulty in learninq to read On the other 

hand, some children who scored poorly on th se same tests 

ttt· 
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give no evidence of "difficulty with the reading process. 

Obviously. the time devoted to auditory training should be 

evaluated if the purpose of such .training. is to improve 

reading proficiency. 

In a longitudinal study carried out by Naidoo (1972), he 

found · that one large group .. of dis_qbled readers could be 

characterized by linguistic aeficits. A_ll oth~r groups 

9 showed· ~ ritultiplic~ty of problems so that it was impos'sible 
. . 

to ·find anlthe\ group with ~ c-ommon difficulties. Seventy 

percent, o~ tho~e ya~ients, who were reatling_ di~~bl.ed_; see~~ _. 

Denckl:a ( 1 ~1~ di~ not . f.it into any c1~ar-cut group. The 
' other 30% fell into.three groups-- a language deficit grou~, 

a group with ~isual-spatial diff~cuities, and a ~toup he . . . 

characteri~ed as "sweet, silly and sloppy" (p. 403). As in -other stu~ies, no one facto~ was common to all reading 

disabled children. 

~owards (198a) did not focus his stud~ on one cause ' of 

· reading disabilities ·but rather he investigated the many 

\ 

' causal factors under ~he headings: Educationalr Physictl a~d 
. . 

Psych~logical Pro_blems. In Dyslexia: An Annotated Bibliography 

(1982), the,re are 28 causes of r.eading dis.ab~lities listed .. 
and 1221 refere.nces that one may_ rea~ to find out more about 

. . 
.the multiplicity of the factors . attributed to reading problems. ~ 

. - .. 
The truth is that despi.te th~ numerous studies that have 

been carried out on the ~or relates o~ · Peading- there is no 

conclusive ev"idence that reading difficulties are caused ___ .. -
, 

... 
. • 

&~"· 

.. 

r 



., 

\ 

• 

. , ' 

/ 

• 
. mo r e by one factor than another . 

audi~ory and visual . discrimination, 
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The relationship of 

' 
visual and auditory . 

-r memory, intelligence and attention with reading achievement' ... . . 
show positive correlations that are generally low. There is 

some evidence that the- ability to process and organize 

lin~uistfc informatiofi may be strongly related tb the 

.difficulties experienced by poor readers (Gillespie-Silver, 

"' 1979~ Goodman, 1969, Goodman & Burke"'-1973~ Smith, 1971~ .... 
• r-' . 

Liberma~ &/ Shankwealer, 1985). There is also some evidence 

in Dur·kin's (1981) study to support the c.laim .that· "most 

~ reading disabilities are created an.d not inherent" (Bond & 

Tinke~/ ' 1984, p. 10). She claimed that in her observatio'ns 

of~ 39 classes of · grades three to six, · "mentioning" not 

"teaching" was evident. Only 45 minutes out of a total of 

_11, 587 minutes <if... reading periods-were actually spent instruct-ing 

the children ~n comprehension. 

i:t is my opinion that althouqh we as ·reading educators , 
may not have created the reading disabilities we have perpetuated . ~ 

a.. . ' .~ 
the ~roblems by not ~onsulting with the persons experiencing 

' 
the difficu~ties. It is ti'me to ask these children what 

they perceive the reading problem to be. If, for example, a . ( ,. . 

person becomes ill, the family practioner immediately discusse~ 

the illness with the person involved, yet we as reading . . .,. . 
educators often neglect to discuss with our students the pr9blems .. __ .. 

they are experien~ing 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 
• 

'l'he focus in this section will shift from the difficulties 

that some children encounter in learning to read to how 

natural it is for most children to begip reading. 

·Most children are born with an innate .des.ire to communicate 

with their fami,ly and with others in ·,their world. Be~a~se 
) 

of that d~sire almost ail ·children ~evelo~ language without 

having . to be taught. T~ey !earn·,' not by ·imitation bl/1:.' by 

testing tne rules of language.. When a young .ch'ild says "l .. . ' . 

_bringed the book home," the child is' over9enera.lizing the 

rules learned. The child soon learns to be understood and 

to understand and to produce se'ntences not heard before. " 

Halliday ( 1975) believed tha't "function precedes form in 
. ~ 

language development." This ability to create ' language makes 

it possible for children to use original sentences, and to .. 
"try out" their sentences. It is this need to communic.ate 
t 
that en~ourages language development. 

,. Chi.ldrer) growing up in a, literate society begin to 
' 

J~_. . ... e~~~unter ~r'i t .ten la~guage as welWas oral language, early in 

· - · · : Most of ·them beco.me aware of and are able to read 

~';-It: ~-~ - language to some extent bef~r;~they go to school •.. 
, 

Accardi ng to Smith ( 19 76) .the roots of rea4ing are discernible 
, . ' - . . 

whenever chi-ldrerr stri'le to make sense of print 9,eforE; they 
' 

are actually able to recognize an¥ of the words. They _ J 

, ' 

.• . 

. ' . '. 
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• J . 

' become aware of books, signs, captions, logo~_and certainly 

the names of their favorite cereals. Th~Jrecognize . their 
, .. i ,, • 

o,wn names and begin scr ibbliqg. When children po.i nt-, ~o a 

s igl\ or . a, cap~ion under a p~.cture a~t1 - ~sk, "~ha.t'~ . . 

.. 
that 

{I • 

th~ _printed ~essage. say?" they a.re becomin9 aware of 
.___,-

~ - If 
/ 

children get n_o response to · their que'stion then. a n'ece.ssary ' • 
(... par;t. of learnin~ to read has bee~ pas.aed _up·. Chilare(l as 

• 
' young as 4 years were -reported by DeFord ( 1980} to have 

distinguished between- . thei~ ~cri~~s and the writi:ogs ·of . .. . , 
_,. -- ) ' .... 

~others even though t;hey were .not actually•able· to re.ad. In 

j I , " 1 . a pro ect that . I carried t>U·t ·two years ago, one t~ year ·O d · . . . . : \ . 
child drew a. helicopter, ~ro.te the word "helico~ter" and . his-__:...-:-· 

., ' 

name. Th~ drawing of t~.e .helicopter was· barely distinguishable 
0 

I 

from th~ ~o.rds .,Yet he cle~rlyQ indicated which was the· dra~ir:tg 

and· which was the p~inted message. 
a - Qo • 

The Goodmaiis .( 19'79) diffe'rentiate the:. ~lew 'that learning . .. .- . 
~ 

to read is natu·ral from the view that· th~ d~vel·q.pment of 

litetracy is innate • . When children are' raised in an environment 
.. ; \ . , 

that is r i~h in print, ·~they pecome awAre- of whai; is papp~ning 
. ' . 

around them. They see their parents reading a paper, or a 

' letter · fr.:om a relative; ~ey ,observe also their· moth~;! r and · 
" 

fat·her following a recipe to make a desse.¢, or following ,, ·-..... ' 
' " instructions to '-a semble a . new t.oy. To hQpe that because 

..•. .. , .. . ~ ' -
children are immersed in this print they will learn to read 

• is leaving too much to chance. Parents have to facilitat~ 
/ . 

the process. Since understandin: tha~ print is meanln:ful 

.. 
,. , ___ . ..: .-·- .. 
. . \ " ·" 
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is fundamental ·to readinq, it is imperative t.hat parents 
0 . .. Q 

make their children aware of this. } 
• I ' 

Vety early -in life children are b~ough~ to a dep~rtmen~ 
. , ' . store or · a supermark~~ where th·ey observe siq-- s~h as ~Toy 

Department" or ftFresh Fr~it." The children may predi~t that ' . . 
the words · s .ay" ~~~~y's" or "Apples•. beca~se .. ·~ ,ar= t~~i~g to · · 

get me~ninq " from the print~d wor~. !to~ only ~us.~ ·the. parents 
.. . . . \ 

'6onfirm that these predictio~s are p~~tLally cor~ect b~t ~lso 
.. . • • .. • • • t • . • • • 

f . .. . . . .. ' . • "' ... 

'offer the· correct response~o ·the signs. ·~~ ~ · · 
• II, • \ , ·, I f) • '• , o 

As
1 

;sm.fth ( 197~) p~inted J_~t '· ~~i~drep .prob.abl~ b~g~~ t<?"' 
• ' • J • • 

read· f ··rom · the mdment - ~lrey beconre ··~aware of print in· .any . 
, , I • • , ' • 1 ~ 0 

. ·-
.. 

. . 
mean~n~ful--wa~ • . _The word "me~ningf~l" ·i~ impor~ant her~~ - · . 

•·. 

' . 
._..., -

. .. (. ~ 
· . . 
I ' ' ' .. ,, 

I • ' • ~:: 

0 ' 

' - \ " \ " I • ~ • • 

Children c~n ~eco.m.e·. awar::e, of 'the ·p~ int but · t~ey must· b.e • 

"act.J:\"'~ participants in· communication with unseen writers" I . ~ - -· . . . 
(G.oodmon; 1971, p. ~54). , '1,'he chlldr.en themselves must feel 

t;he need to communicate . with the writer to g·et ~he message o.r -: · 

carry out th~ wishes t~e writer wants to cqnvey. For example, 

you~_g children whd love .to help ar.o·und t~e ··~ would1 read 

sim.~le ~ructi-on~ if they were made aware tha~ there ·was · 

meaning· associated with the printed words. on the list ·of . 

instructions. . The young child is already awa~e of. manyOof. · 

the ·pr_inted ·messages in th·e- environment: "McDo na).'as "~ 
o • I ... , ' 

"Stop", "FroitLoops". We, as teachets, ·hav:e to make children· 

~ .~ware. 
\ . 

Young children expect that written language .w'ill make . 
' sen:se • 

. . 
Childre; sitt,ng in McDonalds r~taurant wo~d not 

' . 

.. 
. . . . 

.. 
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read "Strawberry Milk~hake~" as "Hats for Sale". The'y 

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

they. expect the sig~s to have meaning and to relate to th~ .. 
context in which it is written. When these sam~ children go 

t'o school for the first time, it is important that the 
> ' 

teacher reco9~ize the knowledge t~ey already have about _. . . 

reading. The tea-cher .has t'o "respond to what the child is 
f 

trying to do". (Smith, 1973, p·. 95). Ch.i:ldre,n have to be made 

• . aw.ar.,e th~t ·they. have been meaningfuily ~~g~ged in t;;task of 

reading lo~g before comin9 to school. The teacher must build 

what the' children ' already know: the-ir vocabulary,· the.ir on 
I .,;: .._ 

concepts Q and the!r ablity to handle, print. 

I- agree wit~ Ha~liday ( 1 ~ 75) when he said "'fhere is no· . 
d~ubt that many df our problems in titeracy education are of · 

-- , ~ 

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

learning to read hard. ·by "solemnly teaching letters., phonemes, 

words and word . attacks, hoping to make chi:ldr~n aware qf 

1;nguistic abstractions: while ~ailinq to take·- . seriously 

th~ir constantly demonstra-tive competence in ~sing and 

learning functlonal language" . (Goodman, 19 77, p. · 140). Io 
~ " It , I r , ~ ' . ,, 

other wor~s, we have been making childr~n goo~ decoders and 

neglecting 'wh~t they already know about . the language. 
r r . - . \ . • ' 

Bow Proficien~ Readers Differ·rra. ·ae.eaial Readers ' 
' . . ~ . . 

When Goodman · began his re.search in the 1960's, the,.., 

0 

. ' 

predominant view up'tb that time was th~t .reading was simply .. . 
0 

'. ( 

·--.\ . . .. 
4 , .. ~ 

( 

•' 
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a process of identifying each word. In 1965 he demonstrated .. 
that children were able to recognize words that were embedded 

' . 
in the context of a 'story that ha:d gone uprecognized in 

~ ....,_. .,. I J 

isolation ther~by challenging the view that children must 

recognize each word before they can read with understanding. 

Indeed, if children 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, ( 19 73) reached these conclusions: 

' 

1. There ·is only ohe reading process.· · Readers may 
differ in the control of this ~rocess.but not in the 
proce~s they u~e. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Non-proficient 
all together. 
preoccupation 
meaning. 

readers -show problems in getting it 
They tend to g·et bogged down in 
with letters and words and lose 

The major difference in readers of va•rying proficiency 
is their ability ~o compreh!nd what they read. 

Older non~proficient- readers ••• don't g~t much sense ~ 
from what they re·ad and ·seem not to expect sense. 
(p. 262) 

Not only .d[ non-profi~ient readers get bogged down in 

their.preoccupation with letters and words, but I have 

• 

r-· watched parents who, . when reading "l_ith their <:lhildren make 
- ~ . . ~ 

them ~ocus on 1 letters and WGrds. " "Break the word apart," 
~ . . 

"Sound it 9u~," or "Spell the word" are familiAr demands of 
• 

the parents~ _The children are not permifted to coatinue 

reading until the unknown word-is said, by then•, .o·ften the 

~aning is lost. Never in my experience of workin~ with 
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parents and their children have I heard ·a mother or father 

tell the child to "Read on until you know the. 'word," or ask 
.. 

the child "What do you think trre-·word could be?" Parents a.re 

' . ~omewhat surprised to realize that I don't want the child to 

f i:gure out the unknown wof<t before continuing on with the 

story. I have to teach these parent~ to use not "nly the 

graphophonic skills but ~lso syntactic and semantic cues when 
. 

they are helping their children with reading. 

Consider, for -example, the sentence, "Susan jumped on 

her horsE! and rode awar." A child reading this sentence 

might confuse· the word "horse" with "house". To figure out . ' . 

the word· "horse" phonet·ically the child has to look at th.~ . . 

b'eginning "h"; the "or". and then tl\e sound ·of the "s", and be 

aware of the silent "e". · ·If the child were taught to use 
' • I 

syntax then the word "house" would be syntactically correct. . . . . 
However, since the ultimate aim of reading is to t;Jet meaning, 

' 
~ing the child to use semarrtics is most·. ~seful. In this 

case the child would realize that one could not jump on a% 

"hous~" and ride away. Most children would have no d-ifficulty 

coming up with the word "horse" if they were readin.g fo_r meaning. 

Cooper and Petrosky (1'976), in reviewing the wqrk of 

psycholinguists, Kenneth Gootlman, Yetta Goodman, Frank Smith, 

Carolyn Burke andf' linguist, Noam Chomsky, derived reading 

strategies that are found in fluent readers but not in pqor 

read~rs: ~illespie-Silver ~1979) not only condurs with these 
' 

findings but bases her gui~e for · reading assessment and ., --
•• .. 

.. 

' ' 
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programming upon these characteristics of fluent re,aders: 

-
1. The reade.r.' discovers the distinctive features in 

letters, words, and meaning. 
II 

2. '!'he reader takes chances - risks errors in osder to 
learn about printed text and to predict meaning. . . 

3. The, ~reader reads to i:dentify meaning rather than ·to 
identif-y·· letters or words. t 

' 4. The reader guesses from cbntext at unfamiliar words, 
or else just sk~ps them • . 

s . 
. . . 

The· reader takes· ari active roie, bringing to bear 
his · or h~H knowledge of the world and of the 
partic~~ar topic i _n the text. 

6. The reader reads as · thou~h· h'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 · depending on the 
purpose. (pp. 191-195) 

~ . - . \ .. . 
The remedial ~ade rs tfat I see are so unlike these 

flueMIJt.r'eaders7 ~they drs l:a~ve~y few, if any, of the ab'ove 

characteristics. Thes children usually read word by word, 
. 

without much thought f~~the meaning. They are often afraid 

of be.ing wrong so . they will not guess at unfamiliar words. 
I ' • 

In a sto~~~sc~ibing th~adventu(e of .a .. young boy, one 

student with whom I wor.k j read, "He swirled down the river" . ,~ . ~ 

as "He_ swallo~ed down the ~iver." He was satisfied that he 
. . 

had read the se_ntence -correctl.y &nd conti_nued on• Obvio~sly, 

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

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

• I 

+ 

) 
r 
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what he had done was looked at the ·phoneme "sw" and possibly 

the end of the word "ed". Be did not consider the meaning. 

Most of the children with whom I work are passive readers, 

merely reading word by word to get to the end of the text. 

Even those children ~ith rich exper~ences do not bring 
\ . '\ . 

meaning to the print when they are laboriously r~ading the 

words. 

... 

For too long remedial readers have been passive participants 
f . ' 

in the reading process. No one has thought to ask · these 

children what they understand reading tp be. Perhap~ - for ... 
too lorig tbe readin~ teacher has p~t t~o much emphasis upon • 
saying all the words correctly. · Afte~ all~ the chi ldr~n who 
~ " 

perceive readilng as get:ting all · the words right had to 

aequii·e that unde~.standing from others. A b~f overview of 

the characteristics of go9d and ~oor readers is shown in 

Table 1. It provides informatiQ.n concerning the word recognition 

skills and comprehension strategies .u~d by good and poor 

readers. 

' ·- , 
• 

.. 
. ~ 

' . 
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Table 1 Classification of Good and Poor Readers 

Good Readers Poor Readers 
·. 

Word Identification and Ca.prehension 

Active comprehenders 
. (Bristow, 1983; Johnson & 

Winograd, 1983; .Ryan6 1981 1 · 

Actively monitor ongoing 
comprehension ~(Brown & 
Pallncsar, ·1982) 

.When -compr·ehension fails 
they adjust. reading rate, 
adjust - reading style an~ 
look back to previously 
read text (Garner & Reis, -
1981; Ryan, 1981) 

·. 
Use comprehension foster­
ing .~ctivlties which 
include: 

setting a purpose for 
.reading 

Largely passive (Bristow, 1985) 
> 

Do not monitor their comprehen­
sion (Garner & Hare, 1984) 

Make fewer spontaneous correc­
tions (D'Angelo, 1~82) 

¥~ 
Use context· clues less often .. >--- .r-
(Ryan, 1981) · -~~----

. . 
Do not use active strategies 
.and ~need explicit instruction 
. in comprehension fnhancing 

"' 

.,.I - foe;: using attention on 

strategies (Bristow, 1~5; 
Anderson et al., 19~) 

/
: main ideas 
- evaluating text-material 

in lighi of bac~g~ound 
knowledge 

~ self-questioning to en­
sure that comprehension is 
occuring 
making pre~ictions, infer-
~nces ~ 
drawing conclusions: 
(Brown & Palincsar, 1983) 

View reading as a sea~ch 
for meaning (Anderson et 
al., 1983) 

Make more corrections 
(Pnillips·, 1-985 > 

\. 

Regard meaning as a decoding 
process_J~-~h, 1978;~ · 
Anders~n - et al., 1983) 

\...> . 

• 

.. .... -.-
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Brror Pattern Ana~ysis 

The ever increasing number of ch~ldren who 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 · programs; results of these programs were. 

minimal. In 1965, the National Council of Teachers of 
~ . 

English ".(United · States) appointed a Task Force on Education. 

Thetr-niandate was. ~t·o "gather information about the hundreds 

of independent· and uncoordinated programs in lan~uage . and 
./ ' 

reading that ha.d sprung up in ev:er.y part of the. country" 

(All.en, 19 76, p. · 4). It became ~pparent as ·they travell~d 

throughout the nation 'that edu·cation had begun to look at 

other aisciplines for hel~ with their problems. One of these 

disciplines was linguistics. 

Just prior to the establishment of the task force, 

-
l~nguists were becoming concerned about the pOssibility~bat · 

. .. ;., •.• 

dialect difference might affect instruction in reading~ 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 t·o the 

teaching of grammar but Paul Roberts' text ~at-terns of English, 

based on descriptive g.ramrnar brought about change in the 

thinking of many people. NoamChomsky challenged tn.descriptive . 
linguists in his book Syntactic Structure which introduced a 

new theory of grammar that came to be know,n as "transformational 
• 

gr-ammar." These . developments in gramm~r influenced the way 
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educators viewed languag·e and how it should be taught. Cognitive 

psychologists, as well, had become interested in this d~bate 

on grammar, addireir expertise to th~ growing are? o.f 

idlterest, psychollnguistics. . . 

Important advances were also made in the s~udy of 

· ~ang.uage development of pre-schQol children (Durkin, 1966) 

--~ 

~nd school age ·children ·(Lob.an, 1963: .. Ruddell, 1965). · Tlteir 

r;searqh forced ed~~ators to t~ke anotqer look ;t'-'th_e · texts, ,~ ,.. 

they .were ·Using i.n their schools with. a ,.Miew to developing ..... , .. ,._ 
new materials; Advances were also ~ade in ~tudying the · 

process of . orai reading (Wep~r, 196~). · It was awareness 6f 
• j 

this reAearch that brought together scholars of diverse 
I . 
I • \ 1.nte rests at conferences at Cornell., New York in the late 

' 1960 • s. The research on error patte ~~ anaiys is 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 mi'scues children mad'e while 

reading orally new ins~ghts might be gained into the problems 

that many children were having with reading. 

Since academic achievement~is based on reading, learning 
,...,J • ' • 

to read is ~bvio~sly necessary for the academic surv~val of 

the child~ yet in our schools many children expe(ien~e 

extreme difficulty with reading. 

have tried to find the caus.e of reading problems children 

experience • . Perhaps they have gone a_round in circ;les because -
t I 

until re.~~ntly the same suspected· causes were being exam~.ed 

" 
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again and again. While the quantity of mis t akes a chil.d 

ma'kes in reading had caught · the at:tention of r~searqhers, no''"'-;-./ 

one· had looked. at the quality of the oral . miscue~. It was 
I 

the quality' of these fl!iscues that the researd:hers at Wayne , 

-State University studied. The process amining these 

miscues is called error pattern analysis. The used as thei r 

pers·pective the psycholi'f ... gulstic · na~ur: o the reading 

process •. ' . . 
\ 

\ In looking at the way children learn to ·· read, ' Renneth 
'-.l. 

Goodman ( 1969) established cert:a:rii'basic premise as guidelines 

for his further research into the reading rocess. They 

are: 
( ~ 

I 
(1) Reading . is language. Reading and 1 i are the 

~ 

receptLve processes in language. are 

the generative language processes. 

(2) Readers are users of language. children are .. 
lear.ning to read, they already know a great d al about their · 

language. They have used language to Commun cate and make 

sense out of the world. Readinq, then, must 3s a 

natural extension of th·e child •tfllang~age. nly then will 

the printed word have meaning for the reader. 

( 3 i Langu·age is the means by . which comm ni cation among 

people is brought a~out. It ~annot be divorce from meaning • 
• 

4!'"- ' · If r-eading is language .then neither can readi g be divorced 

from meaning. 
. 

Children expect to 
', (~ 

nd ··each · other 

through oral language (p. 46). 

• 
.. . 
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What is Miscue Anaiysia? 

Read l n_g is a sampling, . pred i _cti ng, confirming and 

integrating process during which the ·reader makes use of 

three types of information or cue ~ystems simu_l taneously. 

These three cue systems . are graphophonic, semantic 'and 
• 1 ' 

syntactic. The graphophonic c·ue system refers to the 
. . 

· relatipnshi ps between the graphic · . .represdntat1ion, that is 

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

!---~ The reader . s~ou~d ~t be ~aughJ: to · look at e,very letter . or 
. . ., . . 

·even every word in a sentence because to do so w~uld .necessari)y 
I . :J • , . 

be an extremely · slow process. Since re.ading is · not an exact . ' 
process, it would be wasting th~ reader • s time to ~nsist 

that··. at tent ion be ·given to each W"'rd • ... Instead this cue 
,. 

__ system must be used i'n conjunction with the other two systeJlls 

to get meaning from the text. 

Unless the chifld can focus on meaning, that . is, use the 

semantic cue system during the process of reading, the 

a'Jli ty to use graphophonic and syntactic cues are of minimal 

value. To 1be able t~ g·e~ mea~ in~ fro~ the printed word, the 

material must be mea~ingful .to ~h~eader. In his book, 

Understanding Reading, Smith. (1971) talks about surface 

structure and deep structure. To get from the words on the 
. .I 

p~inted page to the meaning ojff these words, the reader· must 
( . . . 

be able to use knowledge of syntax or the structure of· 

language. ~esearch indicates that by ,the time ,children come 

to school they hav-e alreacly mastered the g r limma tical system 

, 

~' ;. 
.y 

' . 
' 

' "' 

. . 
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Chomsky, ~ . and rules of their community language (Goodman, 1 9691 

195 7). When. observing cqild ren reading, it ~ i 11 be noticed 

that they rarely make a grammatical mistake1 more often the 

mistake i's in ~ semantics or in graphophonic relationships. 

Consider the fol~ow~ng, ~ 

B~pected Response: They were all waiting for the big~ ride. 

. ' Ora1 Response: They were all watching the big rider. 

~ 
In the p~vious example, although th!-! reader ha~ changed the 

llf meaning of the sentence, the grammatical structure has 
. .. . . 

remained intact. An example of a child who is using graphophonic 

and<~ aynta~tic cues but who · .is ignoring the meaning of the 
. ' 

sentence is: 

f 

Bxpected ~esponse: He made a ~tatement to the police . . 

Ora1 Response: He made a studment to the · play. .. 
t • 

In the following example. the child did not recognize the word 

"passes" but is tryin_g to. make sense of the sentence: · 
<!",J 

• )' . 
When- the train p~sses the whistle blows. 

.. 
Bxected Response: 

Ora1 Response: . Wh~n the train goes it blows the whistle. 

I 

Most c~ildreri, when reading orally make miscues·J that 
, 

.is, they deviate from the text. ~any teachers ask ·these 

children to stop and re-r.ead to correct their, mistaJtes. , c • 

These teachers think readin.g is an exact 
\ . 

children to read preci~ely what is on the 

process and expec 

page. 'l'hey -do no~ 

., .. 

" .. 
' \ 

• 

..... 
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concern themselves 4wi th the kind of miscue lthe child makes, 

b~t rather with the fact ~hat a miscue has Jeen made and must 
~ I I 
....... 

be corrected. Reading is not ar exact proc~s: most reade.rs 
..... 

de VIi ate from the text in their encounter 1 wi tfi',the written 

mate rial. 

Analyzing the mis~ues. the chi~dren mar1 gives a teacher 

the opportunity to .examine• the interac ion between the 
"\ 

chi1d 'a langil~ and the author's ~ang·uage •. It can a1so show . 

the teacher the -mil~~-;;-in wh~ch . the chil~ is proceSsing 

information. For example, is the•child atte~di~g too much to 

words and not' enough to meaning? M iecue ana'lys is allows the 
. . 

teacher to see how the reader's experiences can h7lp make the -printed page more meaningfui. We are lookingfat the thought 

~rocesses ~nd the language ·· processes of .the child when we. ) 

examine .the miscues. It is my belief that miscue ana1ysis is 

one way·to identify the strategies children use in compr-ehending . . 
the a~l:l<or 'sl~ean ing. 

What Is Protocol Analysis? .. 

Another 1method of examining the strategies · children use ,.. 
when reading is protocol analysis. Protocol ianalysis, as 

used in cognitive psychology to study problem sol vlng behavior, 

requires th~ subjects to think aloud as they so1ve a problem 
! -

(Newell and Simon, 1~72). The data of each subj~ct's exposed 
I 

thought processes (the pro·t.ocol) which _pe r~ain to. each 

clause of the text i~ then ana1yzed for evidence qf strategies • 
. .! 

( -

The u1 tima.\:e qoal of protocol . analys ~s is to determine 
C· I • 

() 

0 
J 
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the degree to which comprehension has taken place. As a " 

product, comprehens iono occurs each step along the way in 

conjunction wit_h the processes which contribute to it. Th\ls 

Fagan (1985) believed that readers may be interrupted during 

their reading to ascertain either the processes themseives or 

' the~ resultant compr~ensfon of the author • s meaning a·t that . . . . -·- "''~ 

_point in t1me. Fagan, however, · prefer red to use the f r'ee. 
'I 

re"call of his sl.l4jects for analysis. ' Free recall is th~ 
' 

inform.ation the reader can recall frotn what has been /.ad. !· 

J Drum and Lantaf.f ( 1977) also favored free recall and used 
. ' 

~ 

this protocol, · once it had been dhided·o into propositional 
() 

units for the'ir analysis. A reader's reca1Y ~s interpreted 
~ " ., . ~ r 

by a r~searcher or an educator is usually assessed in,terms 
. 

of the degfee to which it corresponds to~ author • s mearling 

as expressed in a text. Stein and Glenn· ( 19 79) ~n parfi ing 
. I ' 

children • s recall exS'mined · the causal links that occured .. . 
wi th'in each category and between epis.odes of a . sttory "f ,They 

. . \ ' . 

. • ~ i established a.s the~r categories; major setting, initiat. ng ., ~ . 
event, internal response, direct consequence and reaction. • • . , . 
TheC;jtat~d that children expect certain patterns of infqrmatio.n 

.. . 
when listening or reading a story an~ e.ncode information" to 

already existing psychological structures .or pat:terns of 

'·-......r.i:dformation. 
4 

"-.. Drum and Lantaff (1977) indicated five differept kinds 

of "\ext info~~a~'ion children remembered in their in-depth 

·analysis of the protocol of a boy and a girl: rete·ntion of 
-·· 

' 
·-
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the given information, inference bou_~ed by,~ text information • 
wt:tich may also indicate pr i~; knowl_ed?e, · inference no.t 

. -·-· 
~ounded by the text which may or may not be accurate 

represent~btons of tbe ge~eral corttent, general responses 
,I' ' 

that~are so vague that the. subject's ability to read the text 
• 

· o.r _to understand thef content are probably lacking, and 
~ 

parentheti~al remarks and repetitions bhat appear to be 
• 4 • 

characterist.ie of relating or writt.ng informat.ion ·from memory · 

. . 
!"i ~i.out ". clianc~ t.o , ed i. t or, • rE.rlse.. · 

.• 

A prot,col \~ay.-be divided ·into dit'ferent units for 
• -~ • '-.... • i • ' 

anm"lysfs: · P.t:oposition (Ilr·~m & Lanta££, 19i7) , . · clause ·(Runt,· 
I • .' 

~ .. _ . . • • • c-; : • • • ' 

1965) 1 syntactic .proposition (Fagan, 1985). or·um .and Lantaff 
' . ·'"",- · .· '• ...... . . 

pre~errced< to divid~ the·~~-rotoc.ol i.,_nto w~at ~h.ey descrJ.be ' as 
• 0 . • . . 

wor~able .un~ts,:' clausal pr-opositions, att:ribuee .Propositions 
,. ' 

or rhetorical proposition~. Each proposit.io~_ -llnit was then 
. ~ - -. .i. 

scored into one. of the followin4 categories:- 1-'e·xt· .Specific, 
• • • • • " •• 0 • i . 

Te-xt Entailed, ~~xt Elicibed; Text Evoke~ Te.xt .E.xternal. 
' 

Un_der thea~· fi~e, broad cate~.o~ies Drum and Laritaff fu~th~r 
t • . . , e 

subdivide.d:-'the' categories into sever'at' more .specifi·cally 
• • • ' '\ * ·-"" . •, · · -

·defined' categories. Fa~an {198SJ, whose resear~h~ is 6ased on . . . . , .. ' ... 
'the worlc of Drum and L•ntaff,. sugqestec;l that a T-un it (rpain · . ' . .. 

clause and any.....aubo~dinat~ 'c'lause) be used for analysis. An . 
- . . . 

assump~lon ·made when · choosing a .unit is ··that it represents a . 
ft ., - t f • I .~ 

.meaningful ·· dlvi-.sion of !~formation . and that the ;reader may 
•• . • • J • ' • • ' 

~ perce-i-ve··thls ·~nit when CQlJlprehen~H~g ~r recal~ing information~· 

Fagan ~uggested the . ~-unit re,Pre!.,!.nts a m&aningful division 
; 

\ . . 
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of information "about· ·which a judgement can be made asfl to 
. 

whether or not a summary has taken place" <I?· 4). It is 

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

a s~mmary of~formation within~the brevity of·a propositio~. 
- - I ......._ . 

Fagan next~ as~_..i.gne,? the T-unit to ... one of five categori~s. 

The five cateqo'ries used to· analyze the T-uni~~ of recall 
\ • I ,.~ ,. 

information and to assess comprehension are de£t-£'ed a·s follows: , ' 

. -. ' 
,., ' I 

A. Text Exact ( 
\ 

This c~tegory includes inf.ion from 'th~· telCt in its 

. _.exact form with minimal variations. It . is a·ssumed that this .. 

.. .• 
• 

informatiori was ~tored in rote fashion · ~nd is reprqduced in 
.I 

a similar state. • . . 

B •. ·Text Specific 
•' . 

., ,In this catege>'Z is placed i'nformation recalled that ~s 

spec~fi.c refe_rence~ in ~text. The reader may have transfo~med > 

some of this information by r~ordering or subst"ituting 

lexicaf terms. For examplef"" 

Text: People were very kind to the stranger. , ' . 
Protocol: They were · v~ry kind ~o the stranger. 

' .' 
/ ( 

c. Text Entailed 
~ ' ' 

In this. catetfory is placed . .ipformation that is a paraphrase 

of or synonymous with the information input, but the unit of 
,• t 

recall includes .inf.ormation . from more than one unit of 
.• 

For example: ' .. -- ' 
input. 

Text: She jumped into the icy water. · She was trying to .save .. 

..... 

-. . 
•• 

. ... 

r 

1 .. 

. 
• 

' 

· . . 
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' save the swimmer who was in troub!e. 
• 

Protocol: She jumped into the icy water.to save ~wimmer 

in trouble. ' . 

D. Text Experiential 

This .information l~ added by the reader to fill in gap~ 
• 

in the text data. · The re~ is reconstrl~cting information 

based on prior kn9wledge:· For ekample: 
. 

Text: The 
• 

_captain climbed the mast of the. distressed ship .. 
·ana signalled for .·help • . 

Protocol: The captain climbe4 the mast ·of. the distressed 

-· 

~hip and signalled for hel~ with his fl~g. 

' 
. ' 

E. Text Erroneous 

These errors constitute memory errors or are due to 
. ~ 

lack of attention to the text. For example: 

.. Text: · The lobster's c~aws • 
...... 

PqQtocol: The lob'Ster claws. ) 

Text:· ·wnile visitin'g . her · Aunt Lizzie at the farm last 

week, Teri he'tped harvest some carrots, peas , ·-zucchini 
r 

and tomatoes. '-
~ 

'L 

Protocol: Last weekend Teri helped her Aunt harvest some fruit. 

\. 
Analyzing the data,, whether it be the miscues that 

. . . ; 

children make when they are reading ' orally or the recall of 
.. , ' . . . . ' ,.", 

, ihildren's#stories can offer valuable insights into~~ ways 

·childr•n process text~ ther~by enabling the educator to 
• . 

.... . 
•' 
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understand the reading process more fully. 
.. 
It is only when 

we understand the reading process more fully that we can 

effectively help those children who .have difficulty learning 

to read. 

·, 

,., 

t 

1 

( 

, c., 

\ 

• 
\ 
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·. 
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CBAPTBR III 

IIBTBODOLOGY 

------

so 

'This chapter will !nclude a description of the sample, 
• 

materials, data collection procedures and data analysis.· 

Sillple 
...... 

., 11. The twenty children selected randomly .for this ~tudy had 

been previously assessed i-n a one · t .o one si tuati.on · at the 

Reading . Clin'i~ at Memorial University. The childr~n who· range 
. · -~ ..... -_ln. age from ~ix to sixteen. were r~ferred ~ the clinic tiy 

• I 

thei~ p~rents o~ . ~eachers because of reading difficulties. 

Generally, they live in st~ John's or the surrotmding. area • 
.:.--:---·-

Each child was given a battery of tests in reading achievement 

and process as well as ~he correlates of reading. The 

assessment · ~as....,_carried· out in one sess_l.~n in approximate.ly 
_,... -

.thrfe to foqr
1 

hours by a graduatP. student' in reading to me'et . 
the requirements for the cour'se, Practicu·m .in Remedial 

• 
y-··,(Reading. For the purposes of this study'Othe fpllowi~g . ' 

information was abstracte.d for each child 1from the clinic 

f ilea': a client interview sheet, . a record of the miscues 
r . . 

th~ child made whlle ·reading orally from a passaqe and from· 

an isolated word list, as well as the written account of . . ~ 

child • s 'bnaided •and aided recalls.·· 

Materials - · .. 
Th~~results from the following materials were used by 

the examiner: 
I 

.. ' ·I ----:- · 

.. 

------· 
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~ 

McCracken Standard Reading Inventory (McCracken, 1966) 
·-· ·· · 

Each child was administered the Standard Readin~ Inventory, 

Form A or Form B. Each of the forms has eleven stories for 

oral reading, eight stories fo~ silent reading as well as 

eleven graded word lists for ~easuring word ~ecognition 

ability in isolation. This is an individually administered 

reading test for measuring readipg achievem~t at pre-primer 

?.1 

through seventh grade levels. It measures a child's independent .-

reading level, the ... instructional level a·nd the frustrat ioo~ 
_ .... -" 

_l~ve1 ___ irv reading. 
. . 

The indepe·n~ent readlng ·level is .the :./ 
·. 
highest passage level that. the child can, read independently, 
. I ' . . 

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

comprehension, 
• 

The instructional reading levei is the level 

at which .the cnild finds the material challenging and requires 
' . 

instruction. Standards used in judging this level ar~ 95% 
\ . . 
word reco9nition 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 SO% comprehension are the most widely 

used standards for determining this ievel. 

Each . ·child is asked t .o r;e\d from tne· word li~ at a- -~ 

le~l which · c.ause!f no dt'fficuay, that is, can corr.ictly 

respond to 23 of\ the 2s ~ds. ~f· the •child is in Gr~de 4, 
I I \1• . 

for example, the examin•r will begin at ab~ut a Grade 2 
\/." . ~~- . ~ . 

level. When less than SO% of . the words on ·a single·LT&t: are 
. " I 

pronounced correc~ly, tha child is asked t~ stop . The 

• 
·• 
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highest level at which the child is able to pronounce 23 of 

the 25 wordi correctly 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 lev-el, that is ending Grade 1. Each child is 

asked to read passage~ i.ncreasing ·in difficulty,. som~ orally , .-} . -
and some silently until frustration level has b~en reached • 

. .. 
After each passage has been · read the child is asked to tell 

as ' much of the story as can 'be remembered. A Questions are 

subsequen{ly :sked to . aid further recall of information that ·· 

may have been omitted in the unaided recall. 

The pertinent iriformation necessary for this study was 

tabulated as follows: 

A. Miscues in Ora1 Reading 

I 
/ 

. 
As the child ~eads orally often deviations from the'texb 

ate made. Thes• miscues ·(deviations) are recorded by the 

examiner for subsequent analysis. The miscues from one oral ---- . 
reading passage at each child's independent level and one . . "-

oral reading passage~~ each child's instr~ction;l·level was 
~. 

used for the .purpose of this study. ·The independent le.vel 

was selected in order to have ~n accurate r~re!:ntation of 

how ·.a remedlal reader is reading\wh~\n ~he ma~erial is within 

th~ ~~pability of the child·. The inst·ruct'ional lev-el .. was 
• . . 

selected to .have a. representation. of how a 'temedial reader 

• reads· when the material is ·bey9nd the independent capability 

\• 
\.. 

~ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 
___ ..... ......... ------ · 

0 

• 
··--· · • • ~~ 4 
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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 s.he can cope with the material 
• 

~resented. At the frustration level, reading becomes a word 

identification process and all reader:>;.:ould 
' . ~ 

concept of reading thereby defeating the al 
/ 

~ave the same 

of th·is study. 

< 

B. Unaided Recail 

... When a. beg inntng level· on the oral ·passages has been 

' de~ermined, .the ·child .is told t'!e title of the story~r 

which a short discussion may follow which sometimes stimulates . . " . .. 

the child's prior knowledge aqout · th~ subjec~ •• --After the 

story has· been read, the child is asked to tell as much as 

can be remembered about the story! T·he examiner uses a 

number of questions which aricompany · each passage as · a guide 
~ . 

to determine what information should be recalled and ·the 

6rder in · ~hich it should occur. . ' . ----·- ~ '\ 

_ eq~ivalent to· one hundred percent. 

C. Aided !!call · 
. ~i 

Total cGrnprehension is 

The: questio_ns that are not answered dur inq the unaided 

r~call. are aske~ to obtain the information that may have been 
. " 

omitted during the retelling of th~ passage • . Total recall is 
. .. 

considered to ~e equivalent to, one hundred percent • 

• 
2. Client ·Interview Sheet . (Phillips-Riggs, 1981) 

The client interview sheet, ~ self-report mea·sure of a 

child!s ccincept of reading, i~ intended to help the e~aminer 

.. t 

. ' 

' 

. 
' .. 
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develop rapport wi.th the child while a~tempting to gain· a 
. . 

better insight into what .the ch1ld perc1ives reading to be. 

A better iQsight is acquired through. an) e~amination of the 

reading strategies the child thinks are used while reading 

and the reading strategies "the child/'f:~inks should be used 

wh_sp difficulties are exper~.,df' Also, how the child 
_.-

thinks reading may be improved after ten remediation sessions 

i .s revealed. 

There are a total of eleven questions on the client . 
intervfew sheet (see Appendix A). Eight will ·be ,abstracted; 

. , . . .. 
the remainin~. three are of . a more general nature ~hat do not. . . 
have sig~ificance for this study. The eight quesci<lns to be 

used are: 

' 

1. What is reading? 

2. How did~u learn to read? 

3. Who is the best reader you know? ~y? 

4. ~What do you think he/sh~ does w~en he/she comes to 
A word he/she doesn't know? 

• 5. How do you rate yourself as a reader -- good, 
average, fai.r, poor? Why? 

I 
What would you "like to improve about the way you 
read? · · ' ' 

.. 
6 • 

1. 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 havipg 
trouble reading? • . ~ . 

- _, • 

••"- r . 

• 
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3. Informal Observations of the Child's Concept ,of Reading 

Very often informal observations are · more valuable than 

a standardized measure. Children's body movJments, their 

motivation, their stamina and the comments theiY make abiut 

themielves an-d their work t 'ell us a great_.d 'al about the 

students with whom we are working. An astutei e aminer makes 

note of any comments, reactions or in~actions of the child 

and utilizes them . Jn.~ conjunction with standard zed measu-r-es 
I ' , 

to more thoroughly determine how the child is ap roaching the • • 

reading process. 
... 

Data Collection Procedare 

From the files of twenty students the f o lowing .. data 
.. 

were collected: 

I 

1. Miscues 

Miscues made by each .child during the oral reading of 

one passage at the instructioh~l- level and one passage at the · 

independent level was examined. For each miscue the following - --
q~estions, based on the work of ·Goodman and B~rk1 (1972), 

were asked: 

1. Is the miscue semantically :acceptable'? 

2. Is the miscue syntac'tically acce~taJfie? . 

I a the miscu-e visually ·a iinllar t!o the expected 
response? •· ~ 

-· ) 

3. 

• X 
Is the miscue auditorially similar to the expect~ 
response? J . 

4. 

\ ' -~ 5. Was the miscue corrected? 
t 

I 

,:•' I 

,. 

• • 
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' For questions 1, 2 and 5 a percentage of acceptable 

'miscues at both ;he independent and instructionai levels in 
. • I 

relationship to the total miscues made was c~l~u1a7ed for the 

purpose of a quantitative analysis. The rem~ining two 
~ 

questions were used to further support the discussion concernjng 

the strategies children use when they approach th·e reading task. 

2. Unaided Recall - ? v 

To assess the degree of comprehension as indi~d by a 

( ,child•s recall, Fagan {1985) suggests that the recatl first 
. \ 

· , 

be divided into T-units. He defines a. T-unit as. "a single 

· independent prediction (main clause together with any subordinate • . 
clauses that may be grammatically related to ·it). It mat ·be 

a. single or a complex sentence but not a compound sentence." 

(p. 4). Once the T-·unit·s have been det~r.mined, each one c~n 

be assigned to a category. Under the five,broad categories 

of Tex.t Exact, Text Specific, Text Entailed, T~~t Experiential -1 

and Text Erroneous, ·Fagan identified sub-categories. For the 
c 

purpose of ~his study the T-units were assigned to ~nly the , 
broad categories. Fagen's smaller; more specific headings 

. . . ' 

• served only to give the,xaminer examples of the kinds of 

information to inc1ude i the broad categories.- Clauses 

were the information unit examined in this study to identi~y 

how the child was interacting with the print • 
. 

Each child's unaided recall was analyzed to establish _____ _. 

what percentage of information was· recalled at both the ,. 

independent and instructi6nal reading levels. · The unaided 

, __ 
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recall was then divided into ·T-units. Each T-unit was 
~ 

analyzed using Fagan's recall categories ~o identify the 

source of information recal~ed. The data was collapsed into · 

two categories: percentage of T-units that were text based 
'• -

and r;:fercentage of T-uni ts that were extra-text based.-. · W.l1en 

T-units came from the original text, that _is, category Text " ,.,. "' .. . / ' ' 

Exact, Text Specific, or Text Entailed ~hen th~y were considered 

Text-Based. When the T-uni t ·s were beyond th~ original text 
' ' 1 . 

/ . 
expressed in the child 1 s own words, that is, category Text 

' 

Experiential or Text Erroneous then they· were · cons ide red 
• 

E~tra-T~xt Based. 
' 

3. Aided Recall 
-a 

When a child finishes telling a story, questions are 

' asked to aid recall of any informal:ion that may have been . . 
omitted during 'the retelling. Each child's protocol . was 

analyzed to consider whether the structure of questions aided 

the child 1 s recall at the indepen_dent an9 instr-uctional 

reading level. If so, what percentage of the information -was 
• 

recalled with questioning? For the purpose ·of a qualitative 
'I> 

'discussion the following questions were as~ed: ~as ~ny part 

of th.e story omitted during the retelling? Inform~tion ' 

omission detracted from th~ total comp~ehension score. 

Recall was based on the chi~ 1 S stated info~ation. 

J 
I • 4. Child is Concept of Reading 

, 
Diagnosis of concept, like ~any types of evaluation, 

, ,. 

. ' 
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• 
offers some difficulties. Concept is a construct not a 

behavior. It produces a grea~ 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 of.-·eoncept, 

Children were asked- ·to detei:'mine or evaluate their .own 

perception of reading in response to the questions asked in 

th~e~t int.erview. Using a dischotomous scale .~he response's 

were categorized as eithe\ decoding terms or mea~ing terms. 

If a child, for exa~ple, }nswered the question "What is 
.... ..' . 

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

words out lo_ud" the responses were pfaced in the decodi~g terms 

• category because the child's focus was on reading words. If 

the. child responded to the same question ~ith . respon~es like. 

"understanding~, "thinking about .what the.words say" or, 
) 

_ "f~. , when I know what it means", these responses were 
. ~ . ~ 

labelled meaning terms because the child.was focusing on 

getting meaning. The ·propor.tionate number .of responses in 
each category was then calculated. 

• r 

Informal Observations of tltLChild's Con·cept of 
Reading ..-; 

B. 

Du_r ing the asses_sment process, the examiner recorded 
--·· . - ·---- I . 

comments the children made pertaining to themselyes or the,ir 

·work. Note was also maaeOf any· behavior that might help the 
.,..,. 

examlner determine more fully hoW' the' child approaches the 
~ 

·,. 

• 

' 

;. 

. . 
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reading task. Informal · observations were plassified ~nder 

the following three headin 

inte.ractions. Comments inc 

about themselves or their re 

,-
comment~, react ions and -/ " comments children made 

Reactions included facial 

expres~ns, body movements, motivation · and stamina. 

Interaction~ included any interactr?n between the clinfcian 

and the child which indi~ated a child's confidence ~r lack .~f 

confidence.· 
~ 

The client interview shee·t used as a main rrleas.urer in 
. - t' 

this s~udy has not been formally validated. To compensa~e 
I • . . -

for that, all commenlts, . reactions and interact~on exchanges 

on the P!lrt of each· c1tild were noted. Such information 

seryd to lend support to the interview . sheet as a way of --
providing a validation check for the study. ~ 

I 

Inter-rater Reli-a~ Co~tact was main~_ai~ed with my 

thesis Supervisor as eaqh ste'p of the coding · unfolded. A 

minimum of one third o~ all protocols were analyzed by her on . . . . 
. - ) 

ever~~aspe~t of the study to ensur~ the reliability of the 

coding. The minimum percentage of ."int-eror rater reliability . -

was 91.4 :nd a ·ma~m percentage of 98.9. 

~ Data Analysis •• 
The data tl\at were analyzed were of two types, qualitative .., . . 

a,pd quant1tative. The first· folic questions lent themselve~. 

. . 

' :._.. . , ... '\ 
more to qualitative ·description thah to statistical analysis. 

.. 
Th~~first four questions are: 

, .. 
...- -

• 
... 

.\ . . ,• :•· ,. 
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1 ·/ What· is .. the remedial reader's c~ncept o reading? 

2. 
, 

3. 

-

• • What is t:he na'ture 'of the miscues made by the 
r·emedla'l reader? · · .,./ 

• 
What is the nat~re of the remedial reader's unaided 

, recall? 

What is the nature of· the remedial reader's aided 
recall? • ~ 

. . \ ~quant'i tativ~\ anallsis 'of the second group ~f questions 

using multiple!.,. correlh~ons.~-' al,lowe~ .an ex~mination ·.of. the 

.. 

. ' 
- -- · ' ... 

.... 

' 

.. 

, . . . 
linear relatio~sh~ps between each.of the .... ~ · :-- ~ .. . 

variables~ 

. D- .· 
. I. 

The second g~ _o·f · ctt\es~io~s-~:. •• 
. 5. 

'6 • . 

I.s .. th-ere a . ~elationship .betwee~ the. _remedial 
read~r 's concept of·· .. reading and the nau.._ure. of tl:!_e- 4f 
miscues made ~t tJ:te indepen<:]~nt ._\nd i~structional ·. 
reading levels? <' · · , • ·. - • 

I.s ~"·ere a- . r.elationshtg.- be~we~n -~~e: ~~;edi~,1./ ·. · 
reader's concept -of' reading . and the . nature oe th : ' 
·unaided recal~ at the independent and instructiona ... . . 

rd:::r~ev:ls~latio~;btp' b:tween the remecli·~;" 
~~der 's concer>t. of reading ' and the nature . of the ' . ' . 6 ' 

aided recall,at the independent an~ instructional · . 
. readi.ng levels? · .!,.-. 

f • • • • . 
I o. • p , 

1~ there a relationship between the ' remedi41 
r_eader 's .concept ..... of reading and· the ~ay the rellde~ 

· .approach.es ·the task . . of ·reading a-s def-ined by 
ques.tions five~ s.ix an~ .seven? · . . . . , : . "'· . Th"e. _.preced~nq. q,uestions were.· exami~- .to te~~ _ the 

8 •. 

•• ., .. 
• 

.. 

. ' ' ; ' • ' . ' I" . • 4 ' 
hypo~heses tft. i _f . ctt~~dre~ _think·' .of·. r~ad,in~ i.r ·term~ ~f .. 

deco~ing then their· focus will be on ·words, not on meaning, 
. ' . . . . . ' 

( 

and if .that is the case, ._since ·-children sonceive t:eading to 
,. . . .. .. . ~ -

.. 

. 
• 

. ~ 

.. 

. ' . ·. .·.• . . . . . . ~ 

- · : be. knowin9 all '•'tbe words, then : it is ~~Jke~ly that-they w~_ul~·--, , ~ _J< 
..be p~or comf,rehe.nd.ers. f • -+ ..• ' • • .· • "' 

, . 
,. •. 

I .. _' 

. ' ~ .. 
~·I 

'··. ' 
.. 

' ·' 
' . ., 

' 10..~. • ' ' 
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CBAP'l'BR IV 

FINDIRGS OF '~B STUDY 
~ -

.(.._ 

I . 

~he purpose of this chapter is to · present \ the ~ .... ,indings 
; 'tt 

of this study as they relate to the eight questions posed by 

this\ writer and to discuss ''the res~lts · in. terms ·of. t;.hese 

questions. ·_ One main statistical procedure, cor·relation 

analysia, was employed to anllyie the data. 

p~o~ram SPSS was used to comp], te the results·. 
• f• I ~~ 

• 'l'he writer examined the files '{,f twenty 

·A computer 

\ 
chil·dren who .... 

~ . . 
had been · previously assessed at the Reading .. . . ' 

Clinic du·ring -

the period . from July, 19.82 to July, .~985. "' In attempting to 
' . . 

· ·det~rinine each chiid • s·concept o_f re~ding ,. the wrUer scru·tini~ed 
'"' ' I ' , ' 

.. ,th~ •cli~~t: intervie·w ~heet, and .}\he_ ~ecords ·. o( discu_s~i~ns 
'\ . ' 

with '~nc;i- ,observations ·of .each Child mad~ .by the e~(lminer.-· . ' " , : , ' . ' "' . . 
The miscues of each child in a passage r~ad at·the lindependent . . . , 
and instructional level were ' listed by the ~riter an~ analyzed 

. · -.....,--
ip the following martner, tiased o~ the ~ork of Goodqan_ ~nd _ 

• . - > 
Burke { 1972}-: Is the miscue SP.mantic~lly and syntactically 

acceptable? Is·the miscue visually and aud~torlally similar·-, 

to the. ·expeoted response? Was tpe miscue corr.f!!cted? <' , I : 

· The unaided recall of each ·child· was divided into 
. . 

T-:-unitf\JaS d~fined by Fagan · (1.985)• M(j)dification of Pagan's 
.. .., ,. I 

~ork·, as ment·ton~·d. earlier was u'sed here. Ihst~ad of assigning · . .. . ': 
~' eac~ T-unit to a small, very sp~cifi~ heading, each was 

:"· 

., 

assigned to one•of fi~e catego~les: Text)~xact, Text Spe.eiflc, 
' / ,.,. 

· .T~xt Entailed, .Text Exper~-~ntial, and. Text Er. ron~o~a. · 'Th@ · 
t/ - .. . 

' .. 
. ' . . 

' . , 

• 

.· 

. ,. 

, . 
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percentage of information added after probing questipns were 

asked (aided recall) was also tabulated by the writer. 
* 

' 
The variables exa~ned and referred to in the subsequent - . 

tables are as follows: 

Concept of Reading - what the child conceives reading 
to be. 

) 

~iscue - an oral reading response that differs from the 
expected respon~e~to the written text. 

. . "". 
Unaided Recall - Information the reader can recall from 

·what ha.s been read without" th~ aid o·f questions ,or • probing. 

· Aided Recall ·- info~ation the reader can· recall from 
~what has been read wit~ th help of questions or probi~g. It 
is u~ually prec~ded by un ided r~~all~ , 

Independent Reading Level - It is the highest passage 
level that a child can .read independ~~ly, that is, with 99% 
word recognition' a9curacy and 90% compreherisi.on 

. . . 
instructional Reading Level \ It·: is th~ lev'el · at which 

the child finds the materi~l cn.~llenging and require's 
• instruction, that is, \ 95% word ~recognition accuracy and 7~% 

• comprehension. 

. .. 
ADalyaia of the Data 

• 
The first four questions were analyzed using descripti~e -

., 
· statistics · antl the .. wr iter • s infqrmal ·observations • 

. 
(' . I ' 

Qa~at'ion 1,What · is the remedial reader's concept of reading? 
0 • 

\ 
Tabl~ .2 presents the total percentage of re~onses. to • 

. ' . 
·the ~uestions in~e ;li~nt interv~ew 

word dependent or meaning dependent. 
..... 

•.,..,.----- ..,.. .. ~·-

. . ... ... ,' 

sheet that were either ..... 

( ' / 

! 

• 
\ 

.. 

•• 
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Table 2 and Cu ulative Percent for the 

Value ' Preqoency Percent Caaulati ve Percent 

wo,rd dependent 

meaning dependept 

fl' 

" 

17 

20 

• ,J 

85 

1 s .---: 

100 

~, 

\ 
/ 

85 

100 -, . 
' 

The f"indings - indicated that seventee\ of the twenty 

children responded with an answer that revealed thaL-...tlley 
' 

think of reading ~ri terms of knowing all_ tne words. Onl.y 15\ 
. . . 

~~ the children indic'a"ted that the purpose of reading is to 

·)lnde r;;tand what on.e has read. · . ( · ) 

· :rable J. presents the number \»f boys and the number of 

"' gir].s who were meaning depende!lt. and .the number who were word 

dep~ndent. 
( . 

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

----------~L-~----------------------------------------------"' 
Meaning , Word 

' 
Depend~nt 'fotal Sez De~D~ 

> 
·~ , 

Male 7 "" I ~ 9 

' 
Female 1 10 1.1 

' 
1 

The f indings~'show that 9% of the girls and 22\ of·' the 
I , 

boys indicated -t they were me_a~ing dependent, as,_determin.~d 

I 
.. 

# 

t 

,, 

.. 

' . 
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by ·the client interview sheet. The remainin<J' 91% of the 

girls and 78% of the .boys expressed that they wer-e (ord 

dependent . In other wor-ds, a very low percentage of these 

"· remedial reade-rs--~xpressed that they read for meaning. In 
• 

• 

distinguishing between good·and poor reade['s, many researchers 

( G i 1 1 e s p i e-S i 1 v e r , 1 9 7 9 ; Goodman , 1 9 8 2 ; B ·r~s tow , 1 9 8 5 ; 

Phillips,-, .1985) have reported that it .is good readers who 

read .for ··_rneanin·g, poor readers focus upo~ words within a 

sentence • 
, 

Informal observationsf· suggested that these. remedial 

readers rely .heav.i.,l; upon individual word~ wh.en they are­

. reading. . The· fol~~wing · comments illus:rat\ thf children's 

~reoc~pation on ~fia"words in read.ing: ",I'd llke to be able 

~P~ll all the words1 that Wouid impl-ove my rea~ing1" "A 

good reader reads fast .. and knows all the ,words;" ."Reading is • . . " . ·, 

fun w_hen you know all the word.s;" and "We learne\3 all' the 

words by heart, then 'we • d get books .and practise." 'The word • 
,. . 

· depend,ltt ·-readers demonstrated the\r concern for words as 
• < 

they wer~ . reading the passages. They were not always able to 
I 

synthesize - the parts after they had analyzed the words, yet 
• • • 

they· were satisfied 1 Wi th ~hat they had accomplished. In 

, f 
.... . 

. "". 

other words, although they were unable to use phonics ..... 
I , 

. ~ ~ 

effectively, they continued to -emplqy that strategy in many 
1: • . ~ ... ~ ' 

case-s as a sole means of reading the sentences~ Correctly 
, , > , , L ~ 

)~nt~fying . ~he w'or;s seemed .:_.o --b~ ~~ end ir:' itself • .,- Inform~l 
.... .. . ... 

observationb su'pported Goodman's t~ory that children who .. ~ 

;; • 
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lose meaning. ~he remedial readers in this 
' ~· -

tty t<:> 9ain meaning when they encountered 

' ' ~he pJonunciat1on of wor~ 

~n summaty, the finding~ indicated that 85% af these 20 · 
• 

children who had been referred to the Reading Clinic think of 
~ --

reading as knowing all_ the words. Fifteen .percent of the 

children p~rceived reading as un·~rst~ll;ding what one has 

read. ~ · \ 
f 

.\ 
' 

Oaes~ion 2 What ~s the nature ot the miscues made by the 
1 remedial ' reader? 

· Table 4 presents· the pe~cent}ge·, th.e mean and the 

standard J\viation of ~he miscues a1/Jab;: at t·h~ indePeri~'!nt 
lfvel. , > , ; _ _.:.. f • - --

(Table 4 Acceptable Miscues a~ the Independent Level 

•. 

' 
Percent of Hlllllber of • Percent of 
Acs;:eptable CbiJ:dren "i th ·children with 

. Miseues Accep~able Acceptable 
Miscues Miscues . 

\ 

0 1 r ·· ,. 5 
33 2 10 
50 1 5 
60 1 5 • 
66 .. 2 10 

~ 6'7 1 5 ... 
75 -1 . 5 
83 2 10 

' 99 9 4.S 
' 

Mean 75. 35'% .1. ' St~ard Deviation 28.598 . .... 

• 

-

Cwaalattve 
~etcent 

, ,;v-
20 
25 
35 
40 
45 
55 

100. 

,..,. 

.. , 

' ' 

( 

f 

. "' · 
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The mean percentage of acceptable miscues at the independsrnt 

level for all students ·was 75.4. This indicates that at the 
. \ 

independent level most students · corrected th.e_ir miscues when 
' ' what they rea·d was not semantica.,J.iy and syntactically acceptable. 

\ 
In fact, this evidence suggests ~hat at this level the 

~ 

. remedial readers were very similar to good readers . They 
• 

were not. focusing on words, instead they were ,monitoring 

their oral reJding, they ·were making predictions about the . 
words and then re-reading to confirm whether or not the word 

made. sense within the se~tence. They seemed to axpect that .. l 
the passage woufd have meaning. . ' 

... 

At the instructional level, th.e dat:a indicated that the 
! 

"' 

' .. · 
I 

" 

children maqe slightl,y more miscue_s that were n~t accep~able ,____...:....· 

that iS 1 t'hey did not Correct their miSCUeS aS Often., • nor did ... ' . . 
they monitor a~ carefully what t~ey, were readipg. The 

acceptabl~ miscues at the i.nt'~ctiona~ level are presented 

irr Table 5. ---- ·-

.. 
. . 
• 

... 
I 

.. 

I"' . 

,.,. . 

,., 

• 



; 

l 

.. 

\. ~ -

• 

l 

6 

I . 

\ 

• 1 

--
' 

• 6 7 •. .. • 
Table 5 Acceptable Miscues at the Instructional Level 

Percent of NUJiber of Percent of c~alative 
Acceptable Children vi th Children vi th .. erc::ent 

• Miscaes Acceptable Acceptable 
Miacaes Miacaea 

' 
> 

17 1 5 
40 1 10 
41 1 5 15 
~0 1 5 20 
56 1 5 , .. \ 25 ' . 60 1 5 30 
67 . 

-' . 1 5 35 
71 1 ' 5 · 40 
75 1 5 45 
80 3 15 60 
89 2 10 -70 .. , 9_1 1 5 75 
92 1 -- 5 8,0 
99. 4 20 100 

Total 20 1 on. ____ .. . 
............__ 

Mean 73·.; 7% - .Standard ·oev iation 23.304 ••• 
'-

It. is. important to not'e that at the\ instructional level the . ~ 
». . . ( 

f tot;)-_ number of m;~cues made ~as twic:;e th~t at the ·independent 

level. , Beebe {•19S9) found in her study of 46 Grfde _ fou,r 

boys that, tbe total( n9fl\bQ r: o·f miscues was 

I 

.... . . . 
negativety related to retei:ling and_ comprehension scores. , 

"However;, when . she looked beyor:td the total number of ,miscues _. , 
i 

and examined the miscues in light of · their type, she found 

that 'di-fferent types of miscues had different predictive 

values. It will be shown later in the results of this study . ' . 
that although the total number of ~iscues made by the remedial 

.. 

. . ' . /' ' -
readers negatively affected the retelling scores ·( unafde~ ----- .. " ,.. ·. 

I 
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recall), it was the total number of unacceptable miscues 
. 

that accounted for the considerable decrease in the retelling 

scores from 74% at the.independent level to 46.5% at the 

instructional level. The miscues at the instructional 

level also indicated that ~~ remedial re.aders' corrected 

more miscues th~t distorted syntax than they correct~d 

miscues ~at chang~d the meaning of the text. A total of 
• 221 miscues were made by the 20 children·. Of -these, 98 or 

.\ 
4 4 . ·3% were not semantically acceptable while 57 or· 25.8% 

W'f'ree not syntacti<?ally ac-e-eptable. These r~medial readers 
- ·-

attended to the syntactic ~tructure more often than tWey 
0... • • 

focused on the semantic,. structure of t;he sen·tence. 
. i 

• · This 
... . - --

findlng ~ends ~upport for the view t~at remedial readers at 

~he instrtittional level~seem tt pa~ attention ~ to w~rds~rnore . 

frequently than they do to the meaning of the · t~xt (see Table 

3) • . 

Up~n . examinatfon of the graphophonic .similarity between ... . ,. . 

the miscues and the actua~words, it was ·observed that thiBe-. 
remedial readers. depepd heavily upon graphic input while 

reading at the inst(uctional level. When they were -unsure of 

- ~ ~ 

' a word, thet, tended to say a visually similar word rat;her . ~~ ~ 

... 

than ·one that made sense within the sentence. Irf a few 
\. . 

instances, . the need for graphic similar! ty :was -so gn~at that 
,. 

nonsense ' words were substituted for . the real .wor~ ·"treatly" r \ 
for "treaty": "expenatio~~ for 

_•escaped": ·ard "imrnagetly" for 

' • . . 

' 
~-·· · · " ' · 

"expedition": ("e~ci~pped" 

"immediately.". , . -
\ 

for · 

· . 

• 

, 
,.. · 

·· ··""'~ 
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The findings indicated that at the ind.epe.ndent level 
' I 

most of the remedial· readers in this study appeared to qet 

meaning when ' they read orally. However, at the instructional 

-- level, they made twice as many miscues and more unacceptable 
' . 

miscues than they dip ·at the independe~t 1~!. Also, they~ 
• 

seemed to focus more on individual words and lose the meaning 

of what they were r•ading at the instructional level. 

I .. 
Qoestion 3 What ifl the natur~ of the child's unaided recall? 

At · the independent ~evel, the data indicated that'-
' 

'. 
approximately h~lf of· the children . recalled less than 75% of 

. the information without t ·he aid of queSft:ions. · Table . 6 

Percent of , --:."' 
" Information 

.~-, _ / ..__ / ~ecalled · 

~0 
40 
60 
70 
80 
90 
95 
99" 

Total 

_ Mean 74.05% 

Frequency 

. 2 
t 

,I 4 
' 2 

3 
3 
t 
4 

20 

Pefcent of 
Children 

10 
5 

20 
10 
1·5 
15 

5 
'2-9-

100 

{lj 

Standard Deviation 22.549 

, 

.. _ .. - ·· - _, 

_.-.---·" ·· " 

... 

Ca.ulative 
Percent 

10 
15 .. 
35 " 
45 
60 
/1.5 

j ao· 
/ ' 100 

,, 

• 4 

, 

-
·--

•• 

~ ' 
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The unaided recall at the indet>endent level was further 

ex~ne~ to determine whether the T-uni ts recalled were 

text-based (Text Specific, Text Exact or Text Entailed) or 
Q • 

extra-text based (Text Experiential or Text Erroneous). The 

' data show~d that all 20 remedlal readers were text' basea at ' 
H 1fT 

·the independent 'level, that is', their recall was similar_ to 
• I 

t=-he te~t; they did not)try to enrich or e~fend it ~th their 
' ~ 

backgroun~ knowledge. The writer wanted to determine whether 

oer ~t remedial readers reading at the independent level , 

( paraphras,ed what th~y had read'. To that end, Text Entailed 
.. I, -

T-un its were subsequently categorized s-eparately. It was . ~ . 

f oun~ that a mean of 19% of the information recalled was Text. ,-~ ~ 
•• . ' 

Entailed. In ·other words, the miscues they made ·while they , J 

were reading orally at the independent level· seemed to 

indicate that they were reading · for meaning. However, these 
\ 

remedial readers may have been reiterating what they had re-ad 
l . 

since they gav~ very little evidence that they had synthesized 

the information. The s~ories thems
1
elves may have led t:,t. 

reiteration o£ the facts since they were short ,rJhad very 
~ ~ . - J~ ' 

little detail antl- for the most part, were not representative 
't# ( .... 

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

Grade 1 l~!'vel. ' . .. 
3-,~he.ri~tructional level, the d~t.a,indicated that the 

mean percentage of unaided recall was 46. 5, whereas at the 
. . 

· independent l.evel t:he mean percentage wl;!ls 74. OS~ This 

' ' decrease in the (t.mount of information recalled unaided is 

~ 

. . 
. . 
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. 
&Jtbstantial. The percentage of unaided recall at • the 

instructional level is presented -in Table 7 • 

... 
Table 7 Unaided Recall at the Instructional Level 

--
· Percent of 0 0 Number 'of Perc:eat ·of 
Information Children Children 
Recalled , Reca~1ing Recal~ing 

Xnforaation Infoniatiob 

' 
20 . , 2 10 
30 . .7 35 
40 1. 5 
45 2 10 
50 2 10 
70 4 20 
80 1 -5 
90 1 5 

Total 20 lOO 

Mean 46.5% Standard Deviation 21 ."28 

Cwaalat i ve 
Perce at 

10 
45 
so 
60 

70 
90 g·s 

100 

These word depende,rit children whose total percentage of 

acceptable miscues at both the independent and instructional 

level~ were similar, now are showing a . wide discrepancy in 

their unaided recall scores. There are at le4st two possible 

reason~ for this discrepancy. The first reason is that when 

the children were reading orally· at the independent · level, 

they were less word dependent and better · able to at ten<! to· · 
. 

the material to 'be recalled. Secondly, a~ the number. of· 

miscues increased 'so did the number ofl unacceptab~e.~ miscues . 
increase. At first glance, it: wou~~ appear that · the·· total 

number of miscues caused the ·. UJtaided recall scores at the 

lost ruct ional level to decrease. ·n~weve r, · upon closer 
~ 

., 

... 
.. 

.. 

.. ---
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'e-xaminat.ion, it could·be see~\that the total n_umber of 

u~ac.ce.pt~ble miscues accounted for the wide discrepancy in 

· the unaided recall scores. Consider, for example, Child A 

who made a total of 17 ~iscues, an~c, C~ild ·. (who made a total 

of 22 miscu"es. At the independent level Child A made, five 

acceptable miscu~~·· one unacceptable miscue and had an 

unaided recal,l score of 80%. ;. At.· this same levei, Child B 

made three acceptable miscues, 'tw.o u·nacceptable miscues· and . . •, , 
'·h_a:d an un~i~ed ~reca~l fsCo-)e·. of· 80%-. . At the instruction~· . 

level~. ,Chll~ A made t~n ac~ept~b~e ~~s.cu~f, ~ne uoacceptabl~ ... 

miscue and ·had ail u'naided rkca'll 'f{c~re .of 70' .' Child ·.B, . . .,..~ .. ·- ·· 
h·owev~r' had . se ~·~n acdeptabte.' mi ~cues, . te~ un'accepta-~le 

mi~cu·e~ a·nd an unc:ri4ed· . reca~~ · sppb~~- ~f o~~Y 30.%. · Clearly~ .i { 
·. : . ,· . . . . ' ... . ' ' . 

w'o~ ·ld . ~een_t 't~ b~ the n.;imber·- of un·~cceptabl7 ~iscu~~ that ··was 
- . . . ' 

·•cau~ing. Child 8 ' t;o·have problems ~ith comprehension. · 
-- ·-- .... -

The unaided rec:alt at the instrus:tional level was also 

examined ·to geterinine whether the .T;units ·recalled were text . '· . ' . . ... . \ . . 

based '?r ex~-text based. The data indicated that at the .. 
instructional level ·85-% Qf· .the· childrents . recall was.text 

b~sed. Again, ~he writer. examined ·.the Te~t Enta;ied oateg~r_y 
sepa_rately · to~determ·i.ne whe.ther or nQt·1 .the childre~' were · 

' ' . 
trying to ._par~p)'lrase 'the text ·they- h~d ·read. It was found . 

• f 

that · a mean of ·23\ of the recalled in£otmat-ion .was Text 

Entailed. While. ··the percent~ge is slightly ,higher _th~n the 
lf;, • • • 

readers 19~ found a~ the .inc:t~pende_n_t level:~ these remedit~ 
.. .. ~ qene rall'y t~}t to' reoali: text· exact~y· as .· 1 t ' is wr i~ten 
.J :;· ..• , ...... 

without~ 

· I~ . 
vf' ~ rP 

, • ' . .. 
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' \. 
paraphrasing or. adding experiential information. 

. "\ 
'l'his m~y be . 

the'
1 
re~ul·t of dependence . on word ~~c~nit(on -and lit~ral ' '• ,.. 

comprehension, or it may be as ·Wa'9oner (1~83) s,tated ~· that 
\.,. .. 

pooa::.....teaders appear willing to accept' passively whatever tAle 

author presents .• 
~ 

To summarize, the flature of remedial readers' unaided 
. ·'\ '- . 

independent and instructional " - . 
recall was similar at both the 

levels in. the quality of i·nformat'ion they recalled.· At both 
-\ . . . ' 

levels the.lr tecall res~mble~ that 0~ the t.ext w·i th. vet.y 
• ' l. ' · 

little added from their own E!IXperi~nces. · Recall· at the 
' 

\ . . 
instructional level was significantly lower than .recal!l · a.t, .. . ' . . ' . 
the lndependent lev,el. result·tng .poss'ibly from the increase in· - . . 
the number of unac~eptable . ~i-sc.ues at the• iJ1s~_ru':tiorial·. · • 

level. 
0 \ 

What •s .the nature of the remedial readet 's ltide'd· -recall1 

. -

.. 
I '- • f 

At the ind'ependent level one ..... ..ha-1-f- of the r-emedial 

readerS had an· aided reca:ll si:o.\...re~ter th~n 90r,-: Til"e 

other half of the children scored ~een. 60% and 9P%. T~bl~ 
9 shows ~he perc,ehtage of ai~ed recall at the independent 

~ 

level. .. .. 
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Pteqaency ' . 
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-

Percept of 
Children 

•· 

.-· 

74 

Cwaalati ve · 
Percent ---

. Percent' of 
• ~ l~onaation 

~~ ' Recalled = · ( . -· 

l . 

~ j • 

r , . 

-, 

•, 

.· ' . .6: . ' 
. il • 

• . -:70 
80 ' 

. 85 
90 

. . 95 
·99 

Total 

'~- . 

Me·an- 9o .-os% · ·· . 
~ -

1 
.. 1 
·3 

1 . 
.•. 41 ' 
. : 'f . 
. 9 ' 

. ' 

• 
~· 

·5 
Q 1 5· 

,..,- ·5 
~. 20. 

·5 
45 

100 

.. ' 

' Standard Deviation 1)~1~ 

.5 
10 
25 . 

. 30 
\ .50 .. S5 

1~. 

. - . ~ 

~ ' .~. It is• irtter.est~n~ to _note that with the help of~ qu:~t'fbns --the . 
..._ . . . ~ . •· 

m·ean sc'or:e at th'e in~ependent level increased•-from 74% to --- ,, .. 
. 90't. 

.. . -~- ·xti .appea·rf?, the':'~ th_~t thes~ .remedial readers rieed ' the_ . .. ... . . . 

-~ 'structu~.e of questions .to .. acti.vate· o .. r ret~ieve information f . ..... 

:. ~- • • • ¥ ..... • • • - • • 

.. that they are unab~e to grganize themselves • 
.. . 

.. .. 
" , ~· .. , · T.~e mean percentage of aid~d rt(call 'tt . th~ in\tructional 

- · l~v-el , 'was· · 74 ~ -4·; w~er~s the mean ;~ore without the aid· of • - ' . ' , : • ' '"":t 
The 21.9\ increase is substantial and , 

I • 
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. . , . . 
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l. .. 
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"'- • :. • # • • . • ~ 
.. · · indicates the· need . ~ . . 

· · · presen~·s . ·th.e dit~ 
• • 

,. lev~l. . ' 
. ' .,. .. 
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fo_r ~questions to · ai'd 

for ~i~d recall at 
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Table-.? Aided Recall at .the · Instructional Level 

' lercent of 
Inforwatio~ 
Recalled' · 

• 3.0 
so .. 
60 

. 70 

.. ~ 
85 
90 
99 

. 
Total. 

• 

.. 

rreqaencr 

1 . 
1 
4· 

. 3· 
-1 
4 

: . 1. 
2 ' 
3 : 

IJ .. 
Standard 

i 

- Percent ·of 
Children 

. . 5 
5 

20 
.. 15 

5 
20 r 

Cuaalative 
.., Petcent 

. ( 

' . 

....... 
·. 5 
1 o· 

.. 30 
4~ . ., so 
70 • 

5 '\,.' 
\ 

·.~·_,_f- 75' 

10 85 
• .. 15 . / . .. , 100. 

_; 100 
l 

Deviation 17.762 • 

1 

Even tho~gh the questi.ons increased the a~ount of recall, it' 

may be that these remedial reaf'rs hav• become . too ~~pe~dent . . ' -
' on questions in · school and have n~t beeq.4"taught t()~: comprehend 

, a . . -- c . ' 

·. wha.tt t~ey are' readirig. r1urkin ( 1986) repor~ed' that ·children 
' : ._ . . . . .. ' 

ar~ not · l~arrH~~how ~o. compreh:nd ·s·imply because they have 

not been ~aught ~w to g_o . about gettin,:~ me·aning frMn text. ' ·. . . 
She .believes that teachers· as_k questions· for the f?Urpose· of 
,_.. I . 

~teaphing .comprehensi6n when · in fact they are ~ss~ssin~ what 
* 

. has . ~~ c-omprehended. P~haps. · instead of ·allowing children 
~ '· 

?'t-o become· dependent on q~estions to -~e~p them n!cal,l ~o-~e . 
. \~informatiOn _ ~han t ,he'y CAn Organize themselVeS 1 .te&Ch~r& 

' . . 

· sh'ould '·be g'ivil1g_. e~plicit infi!truc~ions in ·tfte process of 
~ ' 

comprehending 1· :. ; . 
.. '· , 

In sum~ary,'. findings from th.e analysis ·· of remedial 
' 

I . / .... 
' 

f· 

.. ' . ..--~--

\ • • I , • 

'- · 

.. 

-

• 
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.· 
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',, readers' aided recall indi~ted that the mean recall at the 
- ' ,f 

instructional l~vel was. C-QDSiderably lower-- than .the mean 

recall at the independent le~el. The~estions asked in the 
• b . 
aidedirecall at. both the ipdependent and in.struc:tional levels 

I 

;.. ~· ....... . . . improved · the amount of . . re'=all by· at lea'st 16\. 
., • ... 

Qa~stioas 5, 6 and 7 . 

• • • The · .next three ·questions were analyzed using a 

Pears6n-~roduct moment correlation coefficierit. This provides 
' . . -~ · '{ 

a correlation coefficient which· ind.icates t 'he degree to , . . 

which variations in one variable is related to variations in -
another . The statistics were used to e~amine the relationship 

.· ~ ~ 
between aoricept, acceptable . miscues, ' unaided recall, and 

\
1
t aided . recall. Due to the amount of. codi~g and the time 

.. . . . 
~~: / · . 

- ~~ ~ cons~aints on'the present study, the case base was minimized 
1 ' ; . . \ 

.. 

·• 

·. .. 

I\ 

~ ' \ 

.. 

I 

' 

> ' 

. , . ., 
to twenty .. and the level ?f sig,nifio.(lnce ado~ ed .was. _;at t~e 

. . .. 
. \-.10 level. Also, since this . was an explorat ·ry study on the 

multifaceted nature.of reading~ it was~ t that the level 
. i 

. ;.f of significAnce could be more.,J.enient to 'help detec~ifferences . . . ' 

. and suggest tren_ds ..... hree correlations were significant at 
I . 

• j , . 

the .10 level: aided recall and a~ceptable miscues, unaided 
4 ' ' t ' 

recall .and acceptable miscues, unaided rec~ll (independent ' 
llev_el) and .unaided reca,ll · (instructional lev~ll~ ·· Table 10 

provides a .!matrix of these correlation's and their \ evels of 
" '· .. 

signif~c¥c:e. ' '- ... 
•· 

,.. # .. 

\ 
• 

I 

..... 
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~- lllble 10 Correlatlo ... Between the Variables 
' . 

" 
.. .. .. COIICEPT 

.. 
ADRECUC ACCMIS ACMSil UNREqL UNRECIN AORECIL¥ UNRECS UNRECSIN .. .. 

C' 

CONCEPT 1.000 -.0957 .0610 -.0137 .2059 :t650 .16~ - .1765 
.... 

P•. P•.J44 P•.j Pa.4J7 . Pz.192 P•.243 P-.237 P~.228 
..... 

ACCM1S 1.0000 .i567 --- .0891 .0513 .2469 .4473 -t564 P• • . P•.354 pa,.415 P><,l47 P•.255 · P=-.024* .061. 

ACMSIL • 1.0000 ' -.2362 
. 

• 2519 - .2367 ·.1647 ;, • ._, .. ' .1178 
P•. P•.l58 P•.l42 P•.157 · P=.~~ - P•.llO 

\ ' r 
UIIRECJL ,....,)-.0000 ~ ·J166 ~ -.2985 • 

) P•. , ~·.469 p .000 P•.J78 P•J.IOO .... 
-

f 
UIIRECIII .0000 .0947 ' .6822 .0641 

pa, P'!.346 'P•.OOO Pa.J94 
·......___ 

.I 

Almtll # 
... 1.0000 .1633 . -.1136 ... P• • P•.246 Pa.Jl7 ... . .. 

AmlECUC 1.0000 -.2180 
,) 

t 
,. 

..... pa, \ P•.l78 .., 
" , . .. 

Utm:CS • 
w.ECSII ·).0000 

P•. 
-.. -· • 

) ' 

:1: 
T~ t~ to the pneu110ntcs ts u ·follows ·ACCMIS • AccepUble •tscues ·at ·u-e tndependent level; ADMSIL 
• Accept.lble atscws at tM h•structloul lewel; ..a!Ctl • Uulded reull at tM II'Ciependent level! 
.-£Cia • U..tded ·recall at u.e fnstrwc:tfoul lewel; MI£Cil • Al.ded renJl at Ute fndepeade~l; 
ADiftll • A14fd rectH et tM ~nstructiOMl level; ...:cs f ;.._.tcled recall a.at· ts teat bound . the 1 
t~t letiel: UlltlCSIII • •tded recall thlt ts teat DGund It the tnstructtonll level. · ....... 

....... 

' I 
.. ... , ... . 

-- . .,.,_ 
t-

....,_. 
.. 1 • I' 

" 
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/ 
Is there a rel~tionship between the remedial ..__Question 5 

.. reader's concept of reading and .the nature of the 
miscues made at the ~ndependent ·and instructional . 

., Pindings 

levels? • ·j · 

.. ·. 

'. . 
The correlation between measufe of concept and· acceptable 

• • • t I • • o 'I • • • ) ,. ' l 

~iscues at the ind~pendent level wa - .10~ The correlation 

. betwe.en J.a."e.s 0£ ~ncept and . c91epta~le miscu~s ·.,t th!' • 

instruct~· level was • 06. ·NeithetJ of- these •correlations . . 
.was significant at· the . • 1-0 level. , • .. ... 

Question 6 

,• 

Plndings 

\-
Is there a re~ationship .between ~he remedial 
reader • s co·ncept of reading and the n'\ture of the 
unaided recall at t~e independent and instructional 
levels? . , · 

~· K 

· ' : . 
.. ,· ' : 

~· 

The correlation between mea~efl The correlation 
.. 

between· measures i of co.ncept and unaided recall at the · 

.. 
t. 

inst~ucJ:lpnal ~ev~l -., wa/. 2·1. :.,~ Neither of these cor~~lations 
. ~ -~ · . 1. f ~- / _... 

was significant. -~ ~/ 
: ' .,.. ' . . . . ~. _.,..,.... I f..,_ . .,.~_,.. 

I . ' / • 
. Q!1estion 7. Is ' th~r~ f·a r~la_tionshlp - bet~een the rem.edi~l 

.reader•sl~ nc~pt _of · reading and .the nature of the 
• aided t eca 1 at·the indepenaent and fnstructional 

levels? 

.. PiDdlnga ~ 
i . I ~ 

. . 

The Cb~el~tion between measures of concept a ed 

r.ecall_ .at t}'~--i'~dep?fe.~~ level ·and .at t~e instructional 

level were b()~h • 17. !"· Neither of these corrs.lations ·was . 
. . 

significant. 

-" 

" l 
\ 

'" <If I 

•' 

• 

.. 
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s Discussions .of Questions 5, 6 and 7 • • 
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Althou~p · the clie~;\view sheet and informal ~ 
observ.atione indicated that the remedial readers'- in this ,. 

+ • 

study thought of reading in terms of• s~yirtg all . the words 

correctly, the m~scues .at . the . i~Aependent ~nd instr·uct!tnal• 

\,, lev~ls s.ho_).ed . that ~~e ch,i~dren w're try in~ ~o qet 'me~nlnq 
., f.r om. the .text as t~e~ were r.ead~n1g orally. The unaided ~ 

recalls at -the indepe~dent lev~l a~~ed to denote that 
• • • • 

~ · these remedial r•aders who indicated that they · were word .... . 
' \ ., .' . .. 

dependent, were reading for understanding as the mean (ecall 
~ 

was 74%. However, uport closer examination of the recalls, it 
. . . ' . 
'was seen that these remedial re~ders may have been reiterating 

w_!la.t tHey . had read ~ince they· had not given .any evidence 

• that they hB:d synthesized the ,information. At_ the tnstructi.onal 

level, altho~gh: the numb~r o~ ac·~~ptable "miscu~s ..ae_emeJ to' 
.. ·~ ' .... . . ' ~ ' ' ' ' 

ind~~ that they wer: readin~ for meaning., t~a.mean percent~ge 

of unaided recall was bnly 46.5. On the surface it'appeared -
' . 

that the total number ·9f miscues was causing the children to 

lose meaning of the passages,· b~t in looking b~nd the 
' . 

tota't number of mrscues at the type of miseues the remedfal 
"· '' 

readers made, J4: was seen that· the ... number of unaccept\ble 

• ml~~ues ,detract8d · from' i:he· co~prehensl~nJf the ~aaSaq\•, 
~a~~ing the unaided recat_l . ~core to detreaae . substantially. 

When questions · were as\ed to stimulate further ·recall 
t ' ' ' It 

·these r•med i ·al' readef:s_,. were ab=-te to remember · more· of the 

lnfot'matlon t~n (bey w~ Ab,le to retrie·v~ indepeildently. 
# 

•' 

f 

. - . 
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Is there a _relltionship--between the remedial 
- reade~'s concept. of reading and the way the 
reader approach~s the. task of read.ing ~s defined _j 
in .qu~stions s, 6 and 7. : 

... 
{ 

' The r;medi;!l . readers in this study were; for the mos,t 1 

part, wo~d dependent, that is, they bel1ev~d that ,being .able _ 
. ' . -

· . 

. " . . ~ . / 
to say ~11 the words correctly is. very important· in the • 

.. 

- · readi{l~ process. · S~nc~ these children were word depend~nt, •• I 

then t~~y.approached the task of reading with _ thl idea _that 

they must get Jr the~words . cor~rct • ._. If their focus . was on 
. ., 

word•- then ·possibly they ·did not ~ngage in -co~prehensiori 

A seeking beha'viors because their ·goal was directed towards 

_ . .,. 

•• 

. ' 
~aying the words and not towards reading fpr meaning. • 
Certainly, comprehension of the pasaages was much lower at~--- .. 

I . . . . . 
the instructional level as was indicated by the . children's 

•• . , ' I • 

recalls.. It may. be that at this level they got bogg~d down .· 
. . 

with the quantl~y of un~cceptable miscues they n m·ade. Had ' 

• t;.heir concept of r'ea~ing 'been meaning depen~ent. , ~~ese · , ..... ~ .. 
• 
~ rem•d-\.al readers might have continued the,! r search for ' 

~ . .__. . -- . 
' \.. •, 

Jl!eaning, rather th~o permitting themselves to focus on the , . 
~ . . . . ~ . ; \.._., 
individual ~ords 'at the · ~xpense of meaning. : 

I . \._ ___ .. } 

. . / S~rY 

·MO.f~. of the remedial re_aders in · this study were · word ~ · 

dependent. .·Generally they . app~~ach~d- th~ ' tas.k - of . re.ading · 
. ' "' . 

' ' ' I ' ,'\. 

~ _.."th a ·view to_ 'g~tt.'~ng . a~~ . the w~r.ds cArrect, . rat~ th.an 

comprehending· ~h~t·th~y were readi~g. - ~ 
.··.6' ' 

. till' . _,, 

•• • 
: ' • . , .. 

' r .. 

.. 

... ' 
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• 
SO~Y, .IMPLICATIONS AND RBCOKMBBDATIONS POR 

. PORTBBR RBSBARCB " 
·., - , 

• 
1 - . . 

The purpose of this chapter is to~) pre~ent a summary 

r ......._ of th~ major f'indiJ19S, 2 )" to draw conclusions . regar~Hng the . / ' 

( implicatio~s of the· -study, and 3) to make recommendations ' 
'for further research . ... 

.. Sa.ary . ; ' 
•_/ 

. -

... 

' ' . 

firldin~s of this study may be divided into 
• • • • 

. Form.al Findings as measured by, stbistical 

' 
7 Tll~ajor 

two categories: 
I 

procedures defined ·earlier iW this study' and Info~mal 
- ~ . 

~ Observ'ations of the strategies .. the children used to read • 

They _are spmmarized as fol}ows: 

Poraal Pindings • •• 
• 1 ) 

. \. . . ' "' ' . . . . 
Ei:ghty~f ive. percent of the . remedial. readers indlcat~d . 
that -they were more ~ord dependent.. than·~ean~ng. dependent ~ · . 
in tQei r reading. - . --· -. · ~ 

2) 

3) '' 

4) 

5) 

, . 
Twenty~two percent of the boys and 9\ o~•the girls 
lndica~ed that they were mo~e mel!ning dep~ndent t _h..an 
word dependent •. The. other 78\ of the boys and· 91 t of _ 
~"the girls inlUcated .that the·y were more word . depenc!e'nt. 

' . ' ~- ' . . 
I At the independent ' 'level~ most of the remedial readers. ' 
m~de ac~ept~ble miscues. 

' ' ' 

At ·the independent level, most o·f the remedial · reade£:a 
in this study remembered what· they had read (mean recall · 
was 74.0~\}. .. · · · · · 

1 ' 

At the instruc~ional -level, -the remedial read~~a . mac!e 
. ·more .unacceptable miscues than they did .at t}:le irilependent 
leve 1. . . . · · · -y- · · · 

',• 

., . '• 

..• 

I , 

' • • 

,. 
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6) At the instructional level, the remedial readers ma~e 
~ore semantic miscues than s~ntactic miscu~ (44.3% of 

.. . "'Whe miscues were not sem·antica.lly acceptab and 25.8% • 
were not ~yntactically acceptable). . · 

7) At the •instruc~ional level, the total numbe of miscues 
~ade was twice_ that made at tpe independent level • 

8) . 

9) 

10) 

... 
• J • • 

• At the l .nstructional level, the · remedial readers 
remembered less than half of what they had read without 
~he aid of· questions (mean rec~ll ' was 46.5%). · \ . . . ~ 

' •' r . . 

Recall of the passages read at both levels. was increased 
by·questions asked. ·~ 

At both the independent and instructional levels, the 
remedial readers tried to recall ex_actly' what they had 
read without paraphrasing or without adding ·experiential 
information·. ~-.- -.. 

11) · There was -a significant relationship between acceptable 
miscues and aided recall at the independent level. · 

Info~l Observations 

1 ) 

2) 

. 
These remedial readers seemed to focus upon individual 
words when they were reading more often than they 
~e~rched for mean~ng of the text. 

. ' ' 
-At the instructional le~el, phonics was often .used 
figuring ~ut unknown words even thoughJtQe.strategy 
n~always effective. · ~ 1 . , 

for 
was. 

• 
3) . At the instructional level, nonsense words were often 
~st.ituted for real words. _ . · · . 

..._. ..... At the instructional level, the children had more 
difficulty wit~ pronunciation of words causing them to. 
turn their. fo~s from meaning to word calling. 

.• • • I 

. . 
.~ I ·Conclusions pd I!Plicationa 

.. . . I . ,·, ., ~ "' 

Th'e major" pu'rpbse ~of _th·is s~u,c;ly waa- to examine the 
· ... • • • l J~ 

' natur& of remedial readers~! ~~nce'pt of reading,-ttte·~1scues,· 
• • 1 ' • • ,. • 

. .. ' ' . . . ., .. .. j 

the unai~ed and .~_ide~ recal~s· an~·- t.o inv~stigate the relationship 
• - t • . ~ • ~ " 

• • " ' ' ' A ' "\ • I I '' • ' '• , • 

between· · these variables. . The" review of the .Literature 
rf .· '·' . . II 

,·· I I , 

. ' , _ ... 
.. , ,J 

• 'I;. .• . . ., .. 
j ol'l , ·' ·. 

' . ' • ' . . .. ' ' . 

' 
· .. :i 

., .,. 
·I'' 

,. 
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revealed that very little research has been carr i ed out to 

investigate the~possible relationsh~p between r~medial 
t f 

readers' concept of reading and the way ' in which they approach . . . . 

_ __ .:.----- the task of rec~ding: The remedial · readers in this study· 

•• 

' 
... 

. ,..\.~ 
' 

appear to use different appro-aches .to the. , task of reading 
. ' 

J 
In reporting oh th~ ·appro~C!hes good th~~ · ~o good r~~ders. 

. . -
and poor readers use, Bristow 0985) stated ·fThere is a" 

. . 
pos~ibility that poor readers view reading differe_n_tly- than 

good readers, focu-si'ng oh word calling £ather than comprehension• 
• • . 

(p. 324). Many other ' r~archers -have made interesting 

observatiops concerning poor readers: "They focus on words -within a sentence and do not ~~ok ·at information across 

sent~nces• (Garner, 198~, p. -:3.78); "The'y comprehend in a . -
'piecemeal fashiop" (Canney and Winograd;.-..1979, p. 162); 

,I 

"Poor reader~ read as if -'they do not expect what they read 

to · malcr sense, as.... i'f getting every individual word right 

- vere·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 means of a 

d~;hotomo~s . sca~e that ~: remedial readers viewed reading 
- ~ . 

AS saying all the words correctly, rath~r than, ai a -search 
~ . . 

for m.eaning.An. ov~rview of the classification. of good and. 
• • ll ~ 

poor . :r\taders was prese-nted 'in Table 3 ln the previous Chapter. 
' ' . .. ' ?' . . 

· ... or~e·r findin~ in . thi~' .indlcated that . ther.e ·w.er.., 

s·~fcarit positive relationships between· aided re~a. 11 
' ' ' , 

(instructional level) a~d aeceptabl~ miscues (independent 
- -- f • 

" . I o 

. ·. 
) 

'-s 

' .' 

._, 

.. 

' .. ' 
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level); unaided recall (instructional level) that was text 

based and acceptable miscues (independent level): unaided 
• 

recall (independent level~ and unaid7d recal_l ( instruct\onal• 

level). Ali ·other correlations were· not significant. It· is 
\. --~ -" . . " "'· 

. po-ssible that more significant co.rr_~lations may' ' have been 
, ' 

f1ound had the writer . merged the t~o le.vels of reading to 
. . 
examine the proportion of acceptable · C!-nd· - u~nacceptable mis($ues 

l 

~n rela~ion to t"' ind,ividual' s total number of miscues. A 
. . . 

~reate'r varia,nce ·of ~he scores would ailo\!i' ·for higher. 

correlations, b~t-combining the two levels of reading would 
. ~ • ~ 

not have given this _w~iter 'insig\ts into h.fw the remedial 

reliders' in this study performed .at each level. 

The. findings indicated that .thest remedial read:rs 

appeared to be word dependent, judging from the responses . ' 
. . - . 
they bad given in the clien~ in~erview, yer the percentage of _ 

a.cceptab.le miscues made at both levels seemed to- indicate 
. /' > . - - . 

tha·t they were reading for meaning. However, upon examJ.nation 

of ' the unaided- r~calls at both the inde'\ende_nt level and the 

instructional level, it was ~etermined lhh.at · these children 

were very dependent Ltpon-- .the text.. Very little o~ their 

recall~ fell into the text entai-~ed category, inst4d . th~ 
( 

~~ Children re~ telattfd·; inv"·many c:_aSeS 1 . Specifically the WOrdS 
.. 

they had read. Beebe et al. ,_. ( 1984) found the, amount of 

- - - ~ · -1.:-4 

' i• 

: tex't entailed information in a Chil~ I 8 recall t~ 'be a powerful 

predic~or of reading comprehensi.on. scor.es on a standardized 
,.: . ' . . \ . . . . 

teat. 'rher report'ed that text specific inf'orma~i,on influences 

·. . )" 

- . . t . ·" . \ 

• 

. · .~ 

~- : 
~" -

; 
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-as 
• comprehen~ion b'ecause th-is .is what is abstracted from a -- . ~---""~ 

passage, integrated into the reader's cognitive structure 
' 

andirs such becomes pa:t of wh~t is reconstruc~d and retold ... 

as text entailed information. It seems, then,. that the 
. . 

· remedial readers in thi)s st~ wer~acting the inform~tion 
from the text but were · not always integrating it into their, 

existing' knowledge • ' . . ~he shor~ passages that the.~hildre~ _ .. 
\ . 

were expected to read may have . lent themselves to reiteration 

- of the facts.. It may be, however, t..,hat the children hav_e \ 

,. 

. , 
been accustomed to being specif_ic in their recall and generally 

not expecte4 to do otherwise· ·rn their class rooms. 

At the instructional level, these remedial readers,had 

more difficuLty recalling the informAtion in the stories than J 

they did at the independent4.level. This 'dan po!ijlibly 'be 

attributed to the quantity of unacceptable miscues made at 
-. . . 

the tnstruct1onal level. Although the percentage of acceptable 
~ , 

and unacceptable miscues made at both,revels was approximately 

the same, the q~tity of unacceptable miscues at the 

instructioqallevel was grea~ than the quantity of unacceptable ...... 

-miscues at the independent level. 
. . 

Beebe (1980) found in her ... 
study of 46 Grade four boys, tnat those who made unacceptable . . 

f · miscues had low retellirig sco~es. 
,,_. ... ·"" 

~ · . 
.. . 

• 
It may . be that when we place children in materials that 

• 
are" too difficul~ fo~ the~, ·Rt~ey make so many errors that 

~ . ~ 

they abandon attempts at sehs.e making .and · .focus on word level 
• 1 t 

decoding" 

' .. 

.. 

" 

.. 
I 

.. • I 
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readers are placed in diffldult material they act very 1 much: . . 
\. ~~ p?or t:e~rs_ <.~e~li~ and Osol, ~ 948) :~ Wh~n the remedial 

· ·readers in this stu~y were asked to read a passag~ that they 
' I . • . . ~ • , .. . 

' 

' I t .) • ' C ' 

foun·d cUfficylt, they were un~ble to ~aintain·: comprebension 

and se.~med ~o , f~cus;. ~ore on 'indi~:if~a~ ~words. _.It ls ~mp~rtant 
that ··children be placed in materials that·.are no~ t"~ dif~·icult · ' . ~ . \ . . ' . . ' " \ ' . . 

\ for them since~· as Hoffman · et a1 . .'(1984) found·, -·-difflcu,lt 

'material clearly 'pr~cludes . 'the use of active, compre~ension 
. ... . 

seeking behaviors. 

' . . 
At both the ind~perde~t an~ instr,uctional leyels, 

• • . . . ~ ~ J 
comprehensio~ of the passages read ~:facilitated by·questions 

asked .}or t'~ remedia~· r-eaders f.n . this stu~y. It. a'ppeared 

that these reme4-ial. ·readers needed the structu're of questions 

to help. them abstr_act more information from the ll.assages. - .. 
Beebe ( 19lt4) and Fagan . ( 1985) _both found ln the~ rese~~ch 

that q~estions stimulated furthet recall and, interpretation 

a·fter a child had retold . as'r"'much ;.ef the stor.y as could be 

remembered. 
... .~ 

-.... Some remedial readers need more th.an help abstracting - ... 
' the , information from. the tex~1 they need to be taught.- to 

• 
1'ncegrate the information into the.ir existing knowledge~ 

# 
• Good readers facilitate this procesEL__9Y~-. suc}l activities as 

. 
setting a purpose for. reading 1 activating backg r<;>und knowledge·; 

• I \ ' ~ • 

-- ' ' , I . 

self-questionlng to ensure .. that ~comprehension is occur ing, 

•· making . p.redicti~ba and inferences, and drawing concluilions 
' "'-" ! . 

(Pall ~;sar ; and Browh, 1 9 83) • : ~ oo r ;;;~a era , .. o~ •. thl! · ot.h& r 

, . 
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hand, · do not · use ' act:ive stra~egie~ and 'must· h~ve explicit ,.· . 

... 
, 
'!'\ - ' 

, . • •• ' . • 4;. ·• 

~ instruction in _ compre~en~ion enhapcihg strategies (Bastow~] · 

• 

1985) ~ Durkin ( t:9~6) beiieves that · teache~s ar.e not 1~~tru~ting 
children .in c'omprehen"sJ.onr -they. ar~· mere1.y as~e.ssi~q' 

' . •... . ~ . .. . ' . 

comp~e.hension.. In this ··study, questions asked in the -unaid~d- · 
• • • 0 • • • -~· •• 

. recall did 'not ori.lv assess what the~child .. already kne~ r bu~ ,. '• 
' . . 

helped stimulate 'f~~ther recatl ~ 
' . 

the end of the text, interspe'rsed in text or 
. 0 • , ~ • --- ' \ is one strategy •to 'teach poor re ~s, but these .ch d ren 

~ ~ . ' 

' wh~ have dif~icult~ with readin ~eed .to be ta~ght·many 
• 

<:>the~:'. strate9 ies ·to help them comp e11end. t;. 

In_ our 'searc'h fo·r the ca~~('"of ;ead~ng disa .. tieft., it 

is import.,ant that we, .as . ed~c~o~, ex,amine .closely th~e 
. , ' -

strategies 99od. readers use when t)1ey read.. • I<tt is e:qu,all 
... ·..,. ., . 

important for us ' to kno! . where the proces~el! a.re or'eaki~.,r-

. down · in poqr rea~rs ~. These poor readers must ~e . taug~\t . ~~ ;~ . 
--actively engage' i~ kekil)g meaning .fr .. om the tex.t, in"'·o~he~ . . ' . \ 

words, the.y' m~st r"e~· z.~ that t:heo ulti~a~e ~-oal of ,readinq 
0 

is. 
' r 

to 'tlnderstand wha . ene ha·s reacL Tl?.e~ , 11!u.st f-acilitate , 

..... compreherlsion by u~i.n(J .strategies go'~d r~aders employ. As 
~ - . ~ 

well, it is our responsibility to se~ that chlldre.n. a.re 
1 ' 0 

placed in ~eadinq ~at~ials that ar::e not tt:?o dff f icult for 

them ......... otherwise, they could bec_omeJ.boqqe~ ~own · wlth wor~~ cnfd 
• ) r ,., '. I .' 1'".1 • 

not able to attend to meaning. It ts . of ultimate import!Pce~ 

• 

I . , , 
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.' t~t ch,ildren ° r~ad ~;eaningf\il material and· spen'd more t!pte/: 0 

, , . , . 

0 

0 

£ngaged i~ · meaning rel:ted, 'ra~her than dec~~~ · .t,-ct"ivl~i~l!r. ' · 
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It is the responsibility -of teachers of readin_g · to teach • 
remedial read~rs to be good r~ders. 

,,· . ... 
1:. --Reco-.eodatioos for Parther Research • · 

. .... ... 
'The following recommendations for ·further ~esearch grow " -. 

out of w~at was, learned i~ this st~dy ' and . are offered to 
' .... ..- . . ' 
imp~ove similar stu'dies in the fut.urj!. 

. . .-. -......_ 

. -·The statistical r.esults ·of · this study reveaLed . low: 
' ., 

interco~r,elati'ons among .the v_ar ious measures u~ed .- .~is . 

f indir_lg supports tne.' m~ltiface~ed c~ncept1'of . n!.ading and_ 

SUqgest~ ., that_ reading COnCept r aSI cl Single me.asure 1 . appearS. 
' 

t·o be t'()o broad, as it was measured in this study. This 

f-inding. and .others ~eg the q.uestion "Is concept- of reading ~-
• 

unitary concept?" ·. Further -philosophical and ~mpirical ·. 

r;ese-arch is necess~ry on ·this par~icular question. 

·In tight. ·o.f ·_the . findlng t#at the-retfted.ial ·..readers in 
. . I . 

this study. performed as did good readers in oth~r studies..,_ at 

the independent reading le~el, then·eaution is recommended -in 
. ' ~ . 

any over~_l class~~-i~att~n of \~eaders. It is · recommended 

. t-h~t . all ~"ea-der~l regardles~ 1Q.f their so-called lev·el of 

pr~ficiency, be st~died at all three levels of re~ding ·: 

proficiency before general classificatory and sweepin<) 
. ..~. 

statements are made. 
. t . 
Many o~ th• remedial r~~der~' behaviours -and ·responses 

may be an artif'act of instruction fro~ which reflect possibly 
. 

many' of the problems. The quest~o~must be asked "How can we 
.. ~ · . 

begin to im~rove research and instructional materi~la?~ In 

- -· 

.......- .- I -

. ,. 

..,-·- -

.. 
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... dealing with such questions, /in the case of remedial reade~s, . . 
it is recommended that the philosophical assumptions be "' 

I 
~tudied tq ensure a firm starting point. 

.... . - ' 
The remaining recommendations perta1n to modifications 

- .. . .: '-..... . 
ba~ed . ori thi9 ·study. Ttie first ~~~elated to the data · 

;athering proced~r·es, namely that . the ' 'Study dealt .• w.~th i:he -~ 
. files of the remedial reader·s .rather· 'than tl'le ' child~ -·' -~ 
t:hem_~-~-~ve!J •· .G~the.ring data ~Y wo--;klri·~ with_ ea~h chil~--~.::::-..':.::< __ _ 

individually·· may al_low t~e inv~stigator to co~l_ect. mol"~ 
. . I .. . . . 

thotoiJgh data than · abstracting the data from files as was~ the 
· .• . . 1- ' / . 

~a.se in . this ·s~udy·. In adjiition, a~alysis of .. studen~ ---- . 

----
~ 

recalls on silent reading p~s~ages would pr9vide another '. 

dimension to a study of r~medial reading. 
-~-- . '·~ 

-- As well as using a~ interview sheet to dete.imine 

--

-
-

... 
' ' . ' . ' . 

' 

whether the child is .word ·dependent o~ meaning dependent, an 

add_itional ·.criterion might be establishe<d. For instance, 

lis~~ning . to the chil~ ·read orally at the lndependent~ 

instructional a.nd frustration level is ·pr~bab~y the }?est 

indicator of whether tha~ child is wq.rd depe-ndent .or meaning 

dependent. Guidel,lnes could be establi~hed to de_termine, · · 
.--- . 

while listening to the child read orally, whe~her he or she 

is depencfent on individual 'words or reading to gain meaning. 

This - ~dditional cr~~e~ion would probably _ provid~ valuable m 

.information, ~ince _in 'this study the ~hildren ~ho indicated 

·---_ _o..o.. the ' cli~nt-intervieW Sheet ~ they Were meaning dependent 1 
. . I I 

, I • ' 

did' not always read for meaning, and tne children .who. indicated 

. \ 
.., \ 

- ~ 
·' 

' " 
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that they we.re word dependent read for meaning at th_e independent -level. Perhaps, because these ·remedial readers experience 

fru~tration mo~t o~ the time at "school; they are confused 

about their true perception of reading. 
J • ~ '-. . . ' 

The fin~l recommenda'tion is that longer ,passages with a _.... . 
b~tter stoiyline would be· m6re ~onsistent . with Children's 

l ----. . . . . 
Literat~re ~nd with the. narrative ,te~ts read in school. In . . ... 

. ' ' . . ....,....__.. 
this' study, _informal inventory pass~ges were used but pe~haps 

the · lo~ge~ · stor;:ie~_ ~ould allow more room for\e~bellishm~nt. 9f· 
\ . . .. . 

information . and interpretation of ideas presented in the . 
~ ..... -text. 

-

--
--· -- .-

- __. 

--··· 

.. 
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-r\ --1 01 --.• ---- Client.Interview 

~ 

-
·. 

Name: 

• Age: 

What is reading?, ... ·' ---

. ..-. 
Row did y.o~ learn to read? 

f' 

... . J 

. . . 
.-· ·- who is ,the best r~eader . y.ou ·know+ · Why? 
) · .. 

c ----" . 
Wh'at do--you think s/he does when s/he comes ~o.,a word 
s/he doesn't know? 

"' . ---
.. • ---­H~w · would _yo~ rate yourselt as a reader 

average,-<-fair, poor? Why? ~ 
•• t • 

.. 

go.od, 

'What would you like to _. impr. o\le a~_ c out the: wa'y you..-r-ead? 
·* . . I I '( ..... . . 

. " 
.. ... ,. ~ ---' ' . ,.~ , 7 ., . v .. When you . are reading · and you come t~ a wor .. d you don ' .t 

• I • , , . ..,. know~ ~hat· do yo~ do? .. .• • .• . ·' ,. ' ' .. .. 

• . 
I' '' ' 

. ' 

' . . 

, ·. 

- , .,. .. ~. 
.., 

8. 

. (, . 
. '•'. •.. . g·. 

' . \ 

. . .. 
I I · .. ' . 

• l . . 

· w~a~· ·would you do /.o ·hel.p, some·o·ne · who was having 
_._;. t .rouble reading? Q 

. . . 

_· Whj~ .. -~o _ yo~ _~h·o~e.to . be better ·_at after our ten sessions. 
~~ • li 

\ .· 
I I o ~ 

I 't __ ,. 

. " 
~ 

i .• ... ' 

... _l, 

• I' 

.. ... 
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.here? 

Sch-ool Work [name subject ( s) 1 
•, 

Passing a Test {which?) 

.Rea'ding Faster -------------------­

UQderstanding what I read better - . 
0 , , • 

Learning how tq, study ··.:.·-----------------. l - • 0

: 

0 

• 

Writing Reports {whicl)?) 
~­

Othe~~~~··'----~--~~~~---------------------- "' 

---

lO~-~ -Whi<:h ~type of books int~rests you most? 
· ' 0 

11. 

Adventq~e . Stories [ 1 

Science Fiction 

Pirates 

Humorous Stories 

·Mysteries 

Sports . 

Other . 

' [ . 1 

[ 1 

{ 

[ 

[ 

What do y.ou do in Yf Ur spare 

..... -------. 

__, 

I . .. 

I • 

I 

" 

time? 

-· 

" 
~ c 

' 0 .. _ 

' \ 

.. ,----.. 
·~ 
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·-

.. -
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