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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Problem 

Downing (1980) stated that whenever individuals 

a ttempt to learn a new skill, their first reaction will 

be to try to understand what they must do to become 

s killed performers. This effort _to comprehend the task-­

i ts components, the functions of the skilled act, the 

c oncepts needed for talking and thinking about the task-­

seems to be characteristic of all skill development. 

Moreover, the ability to think and reason about the tasks 

involved in mastering the skill seems to be especially 

important in verbal skills such as reading (pp. 167-168). 

Canney and Winograd (1979) theorized that individuals 

develop "schemata" about the nature and functions of the 

reading process, just as they develop schsmata about 

other classes of events, situations, etc. Each person's 

schemata about reading evolves from his or her experiences 

with reading, including the instructional methodology to 

which he or she has been exposed. These schemata influence 

what individuals think they must do and learn to do in 

order to become skilled readers. If Canney and Winograd 

are correct (and Rumelhart in 1977 cautioned that schema 

l 
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theory, although a promising and useful tool in guiding 

theoretical and experimental thinking, is still in its 

i n fancy), then "knowledge of 'what reading is' should 

have a potent influence on how and when a person utilizes 

reading skills and strategies to extract information from 

text" (Canney & Winograd, 1979, p. 1). 

It is likely that good readers and poor readers have 

very different perceptions (schemata) of the reading 

p rocess. The poor reader may possess faulty or incomplete 

s chemata of the reading process, seeing it primarily as 

a passive, mechanical, teacher-centered activity, the 

goal of which is rapid, precise decoding of individual 

words. Good readers may voice similar perceptions; 

however, their reading performance typically does not 

reflect such an orientation. Inappropriate schemata of 

reading may contribute to ineffective reading performance; 

moreover, . it is theorized that until the reader's schemata 

change, no amount of additional skill instruction will 

significantly improve reading performance. The reader's 

schemata must be modified so that he or she perceives 

reading as a language-based activity, the primary object 

of which is comprehension (Canney & Winograd, 1979). 

Even a specious review of reading research reveals 

innumerable studies on the differences between the reading 
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pe r formance of 11 good" and "poor" readers. An examination 

of Golinkoff's (1975-76) review of studies dealing with 

c omprehension processes of good and poor readers confirmed 

the need for additional research on secondary level 

s t udents in general, and on how they conceptualize the 

r e ading process in particular. While Golinkoff found no 

d e fin itive factor emerges as the distinguishing one 

between good and poor readers, the pattern of differences 

i n their reading behaviors seemed to support the notion 

t hat these two groups hold divergent orientations toward 

t he reading process. Consequently, employing instructional 

methodologies which deliberately guide the poor reader 

(as well as the beginning reader) to develop an accurate, 

realistic schema of reading may prove to be a pivotal 

factor in helping them to become effective readers. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study was conceived of as basic, descriptive, 

heuristic research. It was guided by these research 

questions and null hypotheses: 

QuestioYl 1 

As measured by four tasks, are there differences in 

the perceptions of the reading process among three groups 
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o f ninth graders who read at low, middle, and high reading 

l e vels? 

With regard to the Open-Ended Interview and the 

Fo rced-Choice Questionnaire, the following null hypotheses 

we r e tested at the .01 level of significance. 

Open-Ended Interview. 

Hypothesis 1: There are no differences among the 

t otal number of responses low, middle, and high readers 

g i ve in each of the Open-Ended Interview response 

c ategories for the first seven questions. 

Hypothesis 2: There are no differences among the 

n un1ber of responses in each category that low, middle, and 

h igh readers give to each of the first seven Open-Ended 

I nterview questions. 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 3: There are no differences among the 

total number of responses low, middle, and high readers 

give in each of the Forced-Choice Questionnaire response 

categories for the first seven questions. 

Hypothesis 4: There are no differences among the 

~umber of responses in each category that low, middle, and 

high readers give in response to each of the first seven 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire questions. 
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With regard to the Silent Reading Task Cards and the 

Ora l Reading Task Cards, the following questions were 

examined. 

Silent Reading Task Cards. 
Oral Reading Task Cards. 

Question A: Are there differences among the total 

number of responses low, middle, and high readers give 

i n each of the response categories in their ratings of the 

r e ading of the five Task Cards? 

Question B: Are there differences among the number 

o f responses low, middle, and high readers give in each 

r esponse category in their ratings of the reading of the 

i ndividual Task Cards? 

Question C: Are there differences among the total 

number of responses low, middle, and hi gh readers give 

in each of the response categories in their ratings of 

the comprehension of the five Task Cards? 

Question D: Are there differences among the number 

of responses lo\v, middle, and high readers give in each 

response category in their ratings of the comprehension 

of the individual Task Cards? 

Question 2 

As measured by four tasks, are there differences 

in the perceptions of the reading process within each of 
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t hr ee groups of ninth graders who read at low, middle, and 

high reading levels? 

With regard to the Open-Ended Interview and the 

Fo r ced-Choice Questionnaire, the following questions were 

e xamined. 

Open-Ended Interview. 

Question A: Are there differences within each group 

a mong the total number of responses given in each of the 

Open-Ended Interview response categories for the first 

seven questions? 

Question B: Are there differences within each group 

among the number of responses given in each of the Open­

Ended Interview response categories to each of the first 

seven questions? 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire. 

Question C: Are there di f ferences within each group 

among the total number of responses given in each of the 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire response categories for the 

first seven questions? 

Question D: Are there differences within each g roup 

among the number of responses gi ven in each of the Forced­

Choice Questionnaire response categories to each of the 

first seven questions? 
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With regard to the Silent Reading Task Cards and the 

Ora l Reading Task Cards, the following questions were 

i nvestigated. 

Silent Reading Task Cards. 
Oral Reading Task Cards. 

Question A: Are there differences within each group 

a mong the total number of responses given in each response 

ca tegory in the ratings of the reading of the five Task 

Cards? 

Question B: Are there differences within each group 

among the nuw~er of responses given in each response 

category in the ratings of the reading of each of the five 

Task Cards? 

Question C: Are there differences within each 

group among the total number of responses given in each 

response category in the ratings of the comprehension 

of the five Task Cards? 

Question D: Are there differences within each group 

among the number of responses given in each response 

category in the ratings of the comprehension of each of 

the five Task Cards? 

Question 3 

For each subject and within each group, will there be 

consistent information elicited by questions 1 through 7 
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o n the Open-Ended Interview and the Forced-Choice 

Que stionnaire? 

Question 4 

Within each group, is consistent information 

e licited by the Silent Reading Task Cards and the 

Or al Reading Task Cards? 

Question 5 

According to responses elicited by questions 8 and 

9 on the Open-Ended Interview and the Forced-Choice 

Questionnaire, are there differences in the instructional 

models of reading of low, middle, and high readerst 

Rationale 

Canney and Winograd (1979) have stated that 

a reader's perception of the tasks of reading-­
his/her schema of reading--guide [sic] his or 
her behavior and influence [sic] how a reader 
uses current knowledge, decoding proficiency, 
and study strategies (p. 44) 

and that 

until we have a clearer perception of what each 
child knows about the reading process, it will 
be difficult to prescribe instructional tech­
niques which will reliably enhance students' 
comprehension of text. (p. 49) 

The diagnostic and resultant instructional usefulness in 

knowing how a student perceives the reading task are 

obvious. Canney and Winograd reported further that thei= 



9 

data supported the thesis that students' schemata of 

rea d ing can be used to differentiate between higher and 

lowe~ comprehenders. The need for studying children's 

perceptions of the reading process has been recognized for 

mo r e than 30 years, and yet Canney and Winograd commented 

t ha t they were "struck with the observation that so few 

e d ucators have been interested in ascertaining how students 

p e r ceive learning tasks in school" (p. 19). 

Also striking is the need for meaningful research on 

s econdary level and adult reading in general (Kavale & 

Li ndsey, 1977; Kingston, ·1972) and in the area of 

p e rceptions of the reading process in particula~. Cramer 

(1 978) reported that "research studies into beginning 

p r ocesses and instructional methods hav8 been estimated 

t o outnumber those dealing with the upper grades by a 

r atio of six to one'' (p. 153), and described the amount of 

secondary school reading research as ''disproportionately 

low'' (p. 137). Existing research on readers' perceptions 

of the reading process and their rnetalinguistic awareness 

demonstrates this tendency of focus i ng research on the 

younger or beginning reader. Almost no research has been 

conducted on how secondary level or adult readers--both 

good and poor readers--perceive the reading process. 
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Increased knowledge in this area may help explain 

the gap between some students' competence to understand 

and their comprehension performance. Overall, progress 

i n adult basic education (ABE) research has been 

d i sappointing. According to Kavale and Lindsey (1977), 

t he ABE movement has made little progress in promoting 

a dult literacy; few research studies have generated new 

i nsights about the nature of the individuals' reading 

p rocesses. Present ABE classes may include an increasing 

number of high school graduates who are functionally 
v 

i lliterate. Canney and Winograd (1979) pointed out that 

i nterest and experience were necessary, but not sufficient 

conditions for reading to occur. Moreover, lack of 

progress by these poor readers could not be explained 

1'solely by deficits in knowledge, syntactic complexity 

of text, or lack of instruction in reading" (pp. 10-11). 

The problem may stem partially from the type of instruction 

they received and their resultant inappropriate schemata 

of reading as a process: they may not perceive it as a 

meaning-centered activity. Therefore, they may not 

spontaneously employ the comprehension techniques which 

they do know because their schemata of reading does not 

include generalizing reading instruction to other (non­

school or non-academic) reading situations (Canney & 
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Winograd, 1979, pp. 10-11). For the poor readers in 

par ticular, their initial reading experiences may handicap 

them: in the first three grades they learn that reading 

i s decoding. Upon entering fourth grade, no accommodation 

(Anderson, 1977) occurs in schemata since they perceive 

no need to modify them. Thus, they remain locked into 

ina ppropriate schemata of reading. Moreover, if such 

s tudents have acquired only minimal decoding/word attack 

sk i lls and are relatively insensitive to whether compre­

h ension has occurred (since it is not part of their 

s chemata), then the problem for these readers is compounded. 

Many researchers have attested to the fact that poor 

r eaders are less aware of when they have comprehended and 

when they have not than are good readers (Buswell, 1920; 

Clay & Imlach, 1971; Cromer, 1970; Fairbanks, 1937; 

Golinkoff, 1975-76; Oaken, Wiener, & Cromer, 1971; Steiner, 

Wiener, & Cromer, 1971; Weber, 1970). Research by Barr 

(1974-75) and Harste and Burke (1978) strongly suggested 

links between the reading instruction students encounter, 

their perceptions of the reading process, and the ways in 

which they ultimately attempt to deal with print. 

Although research on secondary level students' 

perceptions of the reading process has been neglected, this 

area has been of interest to elementary reading researchers 
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f or more than three decades. Many of these studies on 

children's perceptions of the nature and purpose of reading 

utilized an interview technique only (Denny & Weintraub, 

19 66; Downing, 1969; Edwards, 1958; Reid, 1966) and relied 

on an insufficien·t number o£ questions, many of which were 

t oo abstract for children to deal with effectively. 

Mo reover, they did not attempt to relate the subjects' 

r eading ability to their perceptions of reading. Even 

s ubsequent studies (e.g., ~ohns, 1970, 1972, 1974; Johns 

& Ellis, 1976) which attempted to relate perceptions 

of reading to reading achieveQent contained many uncon-

t rolled variables or were clouded by methodological flaws 

t hat resulted in a large percentage of meaningless and/or 

"I don't know" responses from subjects {Canney & Winograd, 

1979). 

One notable exception is a recent research study by 

Canney and Winograd (1979). They utilized a concrete 

task to verify subjects' verbalized perceptions of the 

reading process. Their study, which firmly supported 

the theorized link between a reader's schema of readir.g 

and reading achievement, was designed specifically to 

overcome the inadequacies of earlier research studies. 

Of the other existing research, they wrote: 

Prior research has relied almost exclusivel y 
on abbreviated techniques to assess students' 
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concepts of reading. While researchers have 
reported fi~ding significant correlations 
between reading achievement and reading 
concepts, the procedures employed have been 
open to serious criticism. (pp. 46-47) 

In summary, the preponderance of research on 

children's perceptions of the reading process, as related 

to their reading achievement, must be evaluated cautiously 

in light of the methodological weaknesses they contain. 

Furthermore, research on secondary level readers' 

perceptions of reading is conspicuously absent in the 

li terature. In order to help fill that gap with meaningful 

f i ndings, any contemplated research must take into 

c onsideration the flaws found in analogous research 

conducted with younger subjects and avoid incorporating 

similar errors in its design. In particular, concrete 

tasks need to be utilized to verify subjects' verbal 

responses, or in cases where students' verbal production 

ability is low, to elicit information. 

Significance of the Problem 

Increasing public concern over graduating high school 

seniors who cannot "read,'' the national trend toward minimum 

competency testing, and the 11 back-to-basics" movement 

underscore the need for meaningful research on secondary 

and adult readers who have been unable to achieve fluency 

in reading. Tuinman, Rawls, and Farr (1976), in reviewing 
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r e s earch literature, public school and statewide records 

o n public school reading achievement, concluded that there 

i s no need for wholesale pessimism, but that 

the gradual improvement in reading competency 
over the four decades prior to 1965 may have 
lessened or halted; and ... over the last ten 
years there may have been a very slight decline 
in reading achievement. (pp. 462-463 ) 

Cook (1977) reported that illiteracy figures in the United 

S t a tes had shown steady improvement, and yet there were 

39 million citizens aged 14 or older who lacked the ninth-

g r ade education deemed necessary to meet the "functional 

r e a ding needs of a person living in the seventies" (p. 

10 5 ). Moreover, it has only been in t h e last decade that 

t he true burden of this illiteracy has been realized 

(p . ix ) and that real strides and concentrated efforts hav e 

b e gun to be made in the struggle to eradicate illiteracy. 

Although much still remains to be done, Cook ~sserted 

that more was learned about literacy education during the 

1960s than in the total 60 years preceding that decade 

(p. 118). 

Part of the reason for the slow progress that has 

been made may be the quality of research in the field of 

reading. It has been criticized repeatedl y as being 

fragmentary, disappointingly inconcl usive, and of poor 

quality (Weintraub & Farr, 1976, p. 2). Weintraub and 
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Far r, seeking remedies to the situation, urged the 

a do ption of alternate research models (i.e., those other 

t ha n the classical empirical design) (pp. 3-4). Another 

p r oblem that has plagued much reading research, including 

nearly all previous research on readers' perceptions of 

the reading process (other than Canney and Winograd's, 

1 97 9 ) ,was their lack of a theoretical base. It is now 

recognized that to be maximally useful, reading research 

mu s t be theory-based (Burke, 1969; Goodman, 1976a). 

Burke has written: 

If the study of reading is conducted upon a basis 
of theory, the results can be used to substantiate, 
refute or revise the theory, as well as to suggest 
the relative value and significance of specific 
aspects of the reading process. To be of value, 
data must be examined against an organized back­
ground. (p. 12) 

The present study utilized as its framework psycho-

l inguistic theory (Goodman, 1976b), information processing 

theory (Rumelhart, 1976; Smith, 1971), and schema theory 

(Anderson, 1977). The methodology of the present study 

was grounded in these theories. Results f~om the study 

were examined in light of these theories, and the research 

findings contributed to the explication and verification 

of them. 

It is also generally accepted that research must 

deal with the reading process as a whole, rather than 
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with isolated fragments of the process (Kolers, 1971). 

Bec ause reading is a synergistic process, dissected par~s 

of the process cannot be expected to appear or to behave 

in th e same fashion they did when still parts of the 

whole. Huey (1908), at the beginning of the century, 

recognized the need for using techniques to gather data 

tha t do not fractionate the process. Current researchers 

(C a mbourne, 1976-77; Goodman, l976a) ope~ating from a 

psycholinguistic orientation would concur. The "need to 

know just what the child normally does when he reads" 

(Huey , 1908, p. 9) remains today. It seems quite likely 

that each person's schema of reading influences or even 

controls what he or she "normally does" when reading. 

The present study yielded useful information about 

the schemata of reading as related to the reading achieve­

men t of three groups of high school readers. It extended 

to an upper grade level research which had previo~sly 

been confined almost exclusively to children in earlier 

grades. This study also made it possible to examine 

whether there was a relationship between the degree of 

retardation in reaai~g in nint~ graders and their scheQata 

of reading. It explored the usefulness of four tasks 

designed to elicit information about individual's schemata 

of reading. In particular, this study incorporated both 
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sile nt and oral reading tasks, rather than just silent 

rea d ing ones. It also improved upon existing studies by 

avoiding flaws contained in their designs, but it 

accomplished other broader purposes as well. Because it 

cons tituted basic, descriptive research, it expanded the 

knowledge base about the reading process, while also 

ge nerating hypotheses end shedding light on psycho­

linguistic , information processing, and schema theories. 

Fi nally , it seems to hold useful diagnostic implications, 

as well as instructional implications concer~ing readers' 

s chemata cf reading. 

It is postulated that most children are equipped 

with all the skills needed in order to learn to read 

(Smith, 1971) and that visible language makes no demands 

upon children that are unique to reading (Burke, 1977 ) . 

However , it is abundantly evident that not all children 

prosper in their attempts to learn to read. Understanding 

the variations in their conceptualizations of the reading 

process--their schemata--may provide a valuable clue to 

explaining the lag between their competence and their 

performance. 
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Assumptions 

In conducting this study it was assumed that: 

1 . Standardized reading test scores, informal 

tes ting, and teacher judgments provided sufficiently 

ac c urate assessments of subjects' reading abilities. 

2 . All subjects had schemata of the reading process. 

3. Even though verbal abilities of subjects may not 

b e uniform , all subjects possessed sufficient ability to 

ver balize about their perceptions of the reading process . 

Limitations of the Study 

The present study recogni zed these limitations: 

l . Sample size was restr i cted to a small number of 

stud ents , all selected from one grade of OEe school. 

2. Due to the nature of the st udy (basic, descrip­

tive research), only subjects who met specific criteria 

were selected for inclusion. Because random sampling was 

not used, the results can only be generalized to simi_ar 

type s of ninth graders. 

3. The data were gathered by one researcher. 

4. Because data were collected in a school setting, 

subjects' responses may have reflected schemata of "school" 

reading, rather than reading in general. 
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5. Only expository material was used in the concrete 

t a sks. Possibly, using material of a different genre 

would have elicited different responses. 

6. The low readability of the test materials may 

have influenced subjects' responses s i nce i t may have 

seemed easier to subjects in the middle and high groups 

than to those in the low group. However, the f act that 

11 students could comfortably decode the material should 

have helped dilute any negativ e influence t h e low 

r eadability might have had. 

7. Although care was t aken to build rapport and 

red uce or alleviate subjects' anxieties, it was impossible 

t o assess precisely whether any of them felt uncom f ortable 

in a testing situation related to reacin g or how such 

discomfort might have affected their performance d uring 

data collection. 

8. In the concrete reading tasks, brie f paragraphs 

were used. If lengthier, connected discourse had been 

used, perhaps different results would have been y ielded. 

9. It was possible that subjects' responses were 

valid indices of their perceptions of the reading process, 

but yet did not necessarily reflect all o f their 

perceptions regarding it. 
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Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following terms 

we re defined. 

1. Instructional model of reading--how a reader 

bel ieves his or her teacher perceives the reading process, 

a s inferred from the instructional emphases the teacher 

p laces upon decoding and/or meaning. 

2. Naturalistic research--research in which the 

i nvestigator's intrusion into the research setting is 

minimal and where the subject deals \vith actual reading 

ma terial by bringing his/her language competency to the 

ta s k at hand. 

3. Process-oriented research--utilization of research 

p rocedures which deal with reading as a process to be 

studied as a unitary whole, rather than treating it as a 

collection of discrete skills which can be examinEd 

individually. 

4. The three reading levels of subjects were defined 

as follows: 

a. Low reading level--a total grade level score 

between 3.5 and 4.9 on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading 

Test, Form C (1965). 



21 

b. Middle reading level--a total grade level 

score between 6.5 and 7.9 on the Gates-MacGinitie 

Reading Test, Form D (1972). 

c. High reading level--a total grade level 

between 9.5 and 10.9 on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading 

Te st, Form E (1972). 

Subjects whose total test scores fell within these 

three ranges and who in the teachers' judgments read 

within these ranges were referred to as low, middle, or 

high readers and as belonging to the low, middle, or high 

reading group. 

5. Schema (pl. schemata ) --a knowledge structure 

con taining slots or place holders, fo r each of the component 

pi e c e s of information subsumed under the more general 

idea , or structure. A schema indicates the typical 

relations among its component parts. Subschema can be 

embedded within a dominant schema. Schemata can be 

organized into a script (a dominant event sequence ) 

organized around a goal. It is knowledge of scripts for 

recurrent events that enable l earners to predict what, 

when, and who in familiar situations (Nelson, 1977 , 

p. 222). 

6. The four tasks used to ascertai n a s ubject's 

schema of reading are defined as follows: 



22 

a. Open-Ended Interview--a set of nine questions 

designed to determine whether an individual views 

reading as being primarily a decoding-centered or a 

me aning-centered process. 

b. Silent Reading Task Cards--a set of five 

typed passages (one intact, a syntactically altered 

within-sentence version, a graphophonica _ ly altered 

version, a semantically altered version, a 

syntactically altered across-sentences version) 

which subjects are asked to evaluate as being readable 

or unreadable and to explain their decision. 

c. Forced-Choice Questionnaire--a typed ver sion 

of the interview in which subjects must decide 

between bi-polar responses provided to each que stion 

(one of which reflects a decoding orientation and 

the other a comprehension orientation ) . 

d. Oral Reading Task Cares--while listening to a 

tape recording of five passages being read in 

different ways (one intact and four oth er versions 

corresponding to the altered versions noted in "b" ) , 

subjects look at typed copies of the original 

versions and evaluate each passage as good or poor 

reading and explain their decision. 
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Procedures 

§ ubjects 

Fifteen ninthgraders were selected from the popu­

l ation of a large urban school district in North Texas. 

The population of the school included students of both 

sexe s, all socioeconomic levels,and three ethnic groups 

(Anglo , Black, Mexican-American). F i ve students were 

s el e cted on the basis of teacher judgment and standardized 

t es t scores (Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, Levels C, D, 

o r E , administered by the school at the beginning of the 

Spr ing , 1980, school semester) as reading at each of three 

range s of reading grade levels: third-fourth (low ), 

six th-seventh (middle ) , or ninth-tenth (high). All 

subjects spoke English as their first language and possessed 

a t least average intelligence, according to test data in 

their cumulative folders. 

Materials 

Four experimental instruments were used to sample 

subjects' beliefs about and perceptions of the reading 

process. Each was either modified from existing instru­

ments or developed by the researcher. They consisted of 

(a) a structured iDterview, (b) a silent reading task 

in which subjects were asked about the readableness of 

intact and linguistically a ltered passages, (c) a printed 
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form of the interview containing bi-polar (decoding­

centered and comprehension-centered) responses from which 

subjects chose the one more nearly reflecting their 

beliefs ; and (d) listening to taped oral reading task 

cards in which subjects evaluated as "good 1' or "poor 1' 

reading , a series of linguistically altered passages 

heard on a tape recorder. 

Data Collection 

All subjects were tested individually by the 

r esearcher in a quiet room away from their regular class­

r ooms . Subjects were administered the four instruments 

in t he sequence listed above. Testing required approxi­

mately 20 to 30 minutes. Data collection sessions were 

tape recorded for subsequent analysis. 

Data Analysis 

Data ~ere examined to detect across-group and within­

group differe~ces in perceptions of the reading process. 

Some portions of the data were analyzed statistically; 

others were presented in terms of response freqLencies; 

the remainder was dealt with descript'vely . ~vithin­

subject consistency of resJonses was examined and reported 

quantitatively and descriptively. Fina_ly, group 
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d ifferences in instructional models of reading were 

xamined and presented in quantitative and narrative 

torm . 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Overview 

Three separate but overlapping areas are discussed 

in thi s chapter. The first is schema theory and factors 

that contribute specifically to the development of an 

individual's schema of reading. The second is a 

chronological review of research studies which have 

a ttempted to investigate how various groups of readers 

c onc e ptualize the reading process (i.e., their schemata 

of reading). Finally, research findings on differences 

between the reading performance of poor and good readers 

are examined to see what implications are suggested about 

how each group conceptualizes the reading process. 

Schema Theory: the Development of a Schema 
of Reading and Its Relationship to 

Readlng Performance 

Schema Theory 

Frank Smith (1975 ) stated that learning is a product 

of experience and that 

like comprehension, learning is an interaction 
between the world around us and the theory of 
the world in our head. . We perceive the 
world through the mental filter of what we 
believe the world to be 1 ike. ( p. 119) 

26 
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In an i nformation-processing framework, learning is seen 

as a process of problem solving, according to Smith. 

It is motivated by a desire to "make sense" of -t.he 

worl d a nd to increase the match between the theory of the 

worl d in our head and our experience. "Everything we 

know, t hen--the current state of our cognitive structure-­

is a consequence of all our previous attempts to make 

sense of the world" (Smith, 1975, p. 119). 

To be meaningful, learning must be self-initiated. 

Becau se it is a process of testing cognitive hypotheses, 

it necessarily involves risk-taking: risk of being wrong, 

ri sk of having to modify one's existing cognitive 

structure, risk of failure, frustration, and inconvenience. 

In this broader context of learning theory can be 

placed a "schema": a knowledge structure containing 

slots, or place holders, for each of the component pieces 

of information subsumed under the more general idea, or 

structure. A schema indicates the typical relations among 

its component parts. Subschemata can be embedded within 

a dominant schema. Schemata can be organized into a 

script (a dominant event sequence) and organized around a 

goal. It is knowledge of scripts for recurrent events 

that enables learners to predict what, when, and who in 

familiar situations (Nelson, 1977, p. 222 ) . Nelson's 
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the' ~~etical work suggested that events induce scripting; 

f rom scr i pting, concepts can be fashioned; and from 

co ~epts, skills are formed. 

Schema and Reading 

I n reading, the notion of schema is a particularly 

useful concept. It can be used to explain how individuals 

p roce s s the elements of print, how they comprehend 

connec t ed discourse (i.e., by using a story structure), 

and how they actually perceive the reading process per 

se (i .e., their schema of reading). 

Hypotheses at various levels of processing have 

been 'postulated: letter level, lexical level, syntactic 

level, and semantic level. Some theorists, such as 

Rumelhart (1977), have suggested that hypotheses can be 

generated at still higher levels in order to account for 

p rocessing stories. These high level hypotheses are 

called schemata, generalized knowledge about a sequence 

of events. In this framework, comprehension becomes 

a matter of matching input with an appropriate schema 

stored in memory. For this reason, if a reader understands 

something, his or her interpretation will always be much 

more than the comprehension of the sum of the words in 

the input sentence (Rumelhart, 1977, pp. 164-167 ) . 
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On a more elemental level, Rumelhart (1977) 

t h cc,1:- i zed that comprehension can be cons ide red an 

e x · J~·.1 s i on of perception. In his interactive model of 

r ea~ing , he described the process thus: 

We take sensory features and attempt to 
a ccount for them with low level hypotheses 
a b out, say, possible letters in a string. 
These hypotheses, in turn, are subsumed by 
others about possible words in a string. 
Hypotheses about words are then subsumed 
a s constituents in hypotheses about possible 
sentences in a string. Then these sentences 
t hemselves are subsumed under even higher 
l evel hypotheses--or schemata. The processing 
i s carried on both from the bottom up--that 
is , lower level hypotheses are "suggesting" 
higher level ones . . and from the top 
down--that is, higher hypotheses are predicting 
(and inferring) (sic] the existence of lower 
level ones. (p. 168) 

Although some information processing theorists and 

other researchers have explored how readers ut~lize 

schemata to help them organize and perceive text, the 

focus of the present study was on a larger scale--or at 

least approached the prcblem from the opposite direction--

namely, how schema theory could be applied to how 

readers perceive and conceptualize the process of 

reading itself, based upon their experiences with reading, 

and their subsequent scripts about how it functions. 
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St udsn t s ' and Teachers' Schemata of Reading 

Ca n ney and Winograd (1979) have contended a reader's 

p e rception of the tasks of reading (i.e., his or her 

s c ema ) directs reading behavior, including how the 

r e ade r uses current knowledge, his or her decoding 

proficiency and study strategies (p. 44). It seems 

l ikely that the term "reading" encompasses many 

d efini tions and is characterized by several distinguishing 

p rope r ties. According to Canney and Winograd, students 

probab ly have several different scripts that elicit 

different reading behaviors in various situations 

( PP. 5-6) . 

What factors help shape an individual's developing 

schema of reading? Two major influences seem likely: 

t h e individual's non-school experiences with print and 

t h e academic experiences ( instructional Qethodologies ) 

to which the individual has been exposed. Canney and 

~vinograd (1979) have commented: 

It seems inconceivable that the daily 
experiences of a young student in "reading" 
do not hav e a significant part in the deve l op­
ment of that child's schema of reading. As 
that schema is structured by daily e vents, it 
also operates to exclude actors, events, and 
other interactions perceived to be incidental 
to reading. If some students fail to perceive 
the central importance of actively seeking to 
make sense of text before, during, and after 
reading, the best comprehension instruction 
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may l ead to limited improvement. Until we 
have a clearer perception of what each child 
knows about the reading process, it will be 
diff icult to prescribe instructional techniques 
whi c h will reliably enhance a student's 
c omprehension of text. (p. 49) 

Ca nney a nd Winograd contended that many poor compre-

be nder s a re passive readers who respond mechanically to 

pr int, j u st as they have been taught to do in grades 

one , t wo , and three. "No accommodation of their 

schemata for reading occurs upon entrance to grade four 

because no such drastic change is perceived necessary" 

(Anders on, 1977, p. 8). 

Work by Nelson (1977) seemed to corroborate this. 

She po s tulated that schemat3 tend initiall y to be linked 

with the context in which they were acquired, rather than 

achieving a generality which would allow them to be 

a ppli ed to a broad range of structurally simi l ar 

situations. / For this reason, knowledge sometimes is not 

or cannot be applied to an appropriate case that is 

somewhat foreign to personal experience. Canney and 

Winograd (1979) echoed this belief when they stated that 

poor comprehenders may know techniques for comprehending 

tex t, but may not spontaneousl y employ them since their 

schema of reading does not include generalizing t h eir 

reading instruction to other reading situations. Poor 
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c on• (. e h enders may have to be told to apply the techniques 

(PF· 1 0-11 ) . 

The initial mind set toward reading which results in 

part f rom a child's formal introduction to reading in an 

a cademic context may explain to some degree why certain 

childre n fail to associate reading with meaning--or 

wi th ple asure. Research on children who learn to read 

ear ly and in an apparently natural manner (C. Chomsky, 

197 2 ; Durkin, 1966; Forester, 1977; Hoskisson & Krohn, 

19 7 4; Huey, 1908; Torrey, 1973) indicated that these 

c hildr en frequently had adults or siblings who not only 

served as models, but who demonstrated what reading was 

all about and, equally important, were wil ling to answer 

t he i r questions about reading. In elementary school, 

the reading achievement of the earl y , natural readers was 

s ignificantly higher than children of equal intelligence 

who did not read early (Durkin, 1966 ) . Perhap s this is 

because these early readers' initial schemata o f read ing 

were already set, based upon their own e xperiences, and 

were therefore, less sub j ect to being shaped o r a l tered 

by formal instruction. 

The potent effect of inductivel y de veloping an 

accurate initial schema of the reading process wa s 

illustrated in tne research findings of Tuc ker (1 9 74) . 
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I n t~ i s study, English-speaking children in Montreal 

who wer e involved in a total immersion program of French 

( i .~ ., i nstruction in French and with French texts only) 

re~d not only French texts as well as their French­

s peaki ng counterparts at the end of the school year, but 

were a l so able to read English and at comparable levels. 

The significant fact is that once these children had 

graspe d what reading was all about, there was no need 

for s ight words or phonics instruction. 

Paralleling the results of research on early, 

natural readers, Forester and ~ickelson (1979) confirmed 

that children who inductively develop their own rules 

about how reading works make progress in learning to 

read . "Teaching" the rules does not result in the same 

gains, perhaps because children entering first grade 

are still in the intuitive phase of the preoperational 

stage of development and are not ready to deal meaning­

fully with abstract lessons about reading (p . 85). 

"Explicit rules applied externally do not aid the reading 

process . Children will generate their own rules, much as 

they did when learning to speak, if g i ven the opportunity " 

(p. 86). Despite structured lessons on letters, saunas, 

words , and "rules," the children used broader categories 

and tried to apply strategies that paralleled those 
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e v: rient in language learning and cognitive development. 

Their research also revealed that children tried to 

a pp 1 y these strategies independently, if given the chance 

t o do so in the classroom. As a result of their active 

i nvJl vernent in the reading process, they inductively 

developed and applied two fundamental rules of reading: 

(a ) t o read, one looks for meaning and (b) to abstrac 

meaning , one looks for and uses patterns of language 

. (p. 82 ) . The authors noted that for many children, 

however, it will be necessary to demonstrate and convey 

to the m the notion that reading and written language are 

supposed to make sense. They suggested this can be 

accomplished in part by immersion in interesting and 

appropriate reading materials, by teachers actively 

model ing reading and by providing expanded feedback for 

children about their oral reading. Forester and 

Mickelson's subjects demonstrated that development moves 

from whole to parts and from gross to fine (e.g., gross 

processing of meanings and words precedes fine discrimi­

nation of letters). Since this pattern is typical of 

children's physical and cognitive development, as well 

as their learning, it may be that a synthetic, skills 

hierarchy (part to whole) approach actually militates 

against some children's learning to read. 
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Cohen's (1974-75) study on the effect of code 

e m_ a si s on oral reading concluded that first graders' 

e arli e s t strategies are only in part influenced by 

i nstru c tional method. "The learner also brings to reading 

hi· own prior awareness of what the process may be. This, 

t hen , may be confirmed or discredited by his contact with 

ins t r u e t ion " ( p . 6 4 0 )> • 

Somewhat at variance with the above studies were the 

resul ts of Barr's (1974-75) research. In her study of 

32 fi r st graders, half instructed by a phonics method 

and half with a sight-word emphasis, she found that the 

strategies of the individual children were, to a signifi-

cant degree, determined by the instructio nal method . 

Mor eover, 

most children who initially form a strategy 
different from the class instructional emphasis 
change their strategy to accord with the class 
method and/or materials by the end of first 
grade. (p. 555) 

Barr also noted that the unit of reading--the letter or 

word units around which the materials and methods are 

organized--lead children to translate print to s peech 

or meaning in quite different ways (p. 581 ) . 

Spiro (1979) hypothesized that misconceptions of 

reading as a primarily bottom-up process may be caused by a 
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c o de over-emphasis in early reading instruction, 
r e ading texts that are insular and lacking in 
r e levance to existence knowledge, and tests that 
s t ress literal text content rather than its 
i ntegration with related prior knowledge. 
(p . 120) 

I t may also explain why, according to Spiro, some 

childre n do not see knowledge-based processing as an 

appropriate activity in reading. They suffer from what 

he t e r med a "meaning is in the text" fallacy. They cannot 

corr ectly answer questions about the text that require 

extra- textual knowledge, although they can readily answer 

t hem under informal questioning. This suggests that they 

had t he knowledge, but simply did not perceive the 

a ppr opriateness of utilizing it. It is worth noting that 

for some children this fallacy applies only to their 

r eading for school. 

Schwartz (1979) concurred that beginning readers seem 

to focus on making word-level decisions rather than 

semantic and syntactic level decisions. Canney and 

Winograd's (1979) data on poor readers in grades two 

through eight also indic~ted a sizable number of them 

focused on lower level constituent codes (mainly word 

recognition). Their lack of metacognitive awarer.ess o f 

the goal of reading (comprehension ) seemed to prevent 

them from moving toward interactive process (Rurnelhart, 

1977) at a thematic level. 
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Ad ams, Anderson, and Durkin (1980) also pointed to 

th ? pe j o rative effects a child's early instructional 

e x D8 r i en ces can have on his or her developing concept 

of rea ding. In particular, they identified "round robin" 

read i n g as leading children to observe t hat oral reading 

is hal ting and word-by-word. This hardly presents an 

i deal mo del for "anyone who is attempting to put an 

autho r 's words together in a way that will assist in 

under standing them" (p. 158). They continued: 

The great emphasis put on oral read i ng in 
t he primary grades might be encouraging still 
more problems related to comprehension, f or 
it portrays reading as a performing art 
rather than an effort to understand what a n 
author has written. The erroneous portrayal 
i s undesirable because it could inhibit yo ung 
readers from arriving a t the unders tanding tha t 
reading i s not savin g something t o ano ther but 
is, instead, getting someth~~g f rom a nother. 
(p. 158) 

The a u thors were careful to add that o ver-relyi ng o n 

bottom-up or top-down processing to an e x treme can l ead 

to problems f or a reader. They v iewed skilled reading a s 

an interactive process e~tail ing s imul taneo u s bottom- up 

and top-down processing. 

Besides perceiving reading as a "per f ormi ng ar t , " 

many poor readers may view reading as a tea c her-

centered activity: a process o f calling word s a loud , 

fluently and expressiv ely , f ol l owe d by teac her- initia t e d 
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l o~· level recall questions. Good readers may verbalize 

s imLlar beliefs, but not be restricted by them or 

confin e d to those beliefs alone. Poor readers seem to 

l e arn t hat reading is an activity separate from other 

c onten t areas and language arts skills. Indeed the lack 

o f sub s tantive content and the artificial, unnatural 

l anguage found in many basal readers may promote this 

perception of reading. "Pleasure" reading is frequentl y 

neglec ted, or worse, used as busy work or only for book 

repor ts . The situation does not improve in the inter­

med i a te grades: students are still not encouraged to 

rel ate reading to their own experiences or to reason 

about the significance of what they have read (Canney 

& Winograd, 1979, pp. 6-7). 

Cazden (in press ) reported on the role of classroom 

interaction in learning to read . She stated that in some 

cases, a focus on meaning and a focus on phonics ma y be 

separated in a single classroom, with the teacher 

utilizing a different instructional fo c u s fo r the top 

and bottom reading groups. More importantly , s he noted 

that it is possible that these teacher behaviors toward 

the low group may increase t h ese children's reading 

problems (pp. 14-15 ) . 
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Although the issue has not yet been resolved, there 

i ~orne evidence that instruction has a lingering influence 

upc;1 a n individual's schema of reading. Stansell (1977) 

ma inta ined that prior instruction in reading controls 

p e r_eption of the process and limits performance. The 

l asting influence of instruction was documented in 

DeSanti 's (1976) study of four proficient readers, 62 

t o 82 y ears of age. His data indicated that readers 

probably never completely outgrow the influence of their 

instructional model. 

Even with college level students, the beneficial 

effect of deliberately shaping the students' schemata of 

read ing is suggested. Maxwell (1979) reported: 

Recent research suggests that if students in 
speed reading courses are given information on 
the nature of the reading process and current 
theories of memory and retention, not just 
spaced practice, they will show greater 
improvement. (p. 282) 

Apparently, even capable students enrolled in speed-

reading programs may benefit from an enhanced awareness 

of the reading process and how it operates. 

Spiegel (1978), writing about beginn~ng reade~s, 

stated . that the set of strategies chilcren de~ e~op ( such 

as risk-taking, monitoring what they have decoded to 

see if it makes sense, and self-correcting ) are as 

important as specific reading skills. These strategies, 
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s ht noted , "both cause and reflect the child's perception 

o f wh at reading is and of his or her own role in the 

r eadi ng process" (p. 7 7 2) . 

There was evidence to support the belief that 

i de a lly students should experience what fluent reading is 

l ike b efore they can read fluently, so that they will 

under stand what they are attempting to achieve. 

Cunningham (1978) urged the use of techniques that allow 

s tude n ts to experience effective reading and, thereby, 

a i d i n their own improvement, rather than being completely 

dependent upon precise instruction. Methods that have 

been successful in helping students experience effective 

read ing as a means of improving their reading included 

the imita tive method (C . Chomsky, 1976; Huey, 1908) , 

the impress method (Heckelman, 1969), and repeated 

readings (Dahl, 1974). Taylor (19 77) ecr.oed the need to 

help the older student who has not built the skills o f 

reading well enough to be able to re-tell a story after 

reading, to establish the habitual de mand for meaning 

(p. 670). 

A teacher's model of reading not onl y s ~ggests 

instruction, but may actually define it. Harste and 

Burke (1978) summarized it well: "Instructional strategies 

are directly related to alternate con ceptions of the 
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r e.1d i ng process. How the process is conceived both 

e '"te nd s and limits what is instructionally possible" 

(p . 1 1 ). They continued, however, 

Because readers encounter language in settings 
o utside of instruction and each encounter 
p rovides the opportunity for language users 
to make their own personal discovery of how the 
process works, the reader's model of reading is 
n ever solely dependent upon instruction. Many 
r eaders have already discovered more about the 
process prior to formal instruction than is 
conceivable according to the instructional model 
which they encounter. Such individuals may 
abandon their more functional model--trading it 
in, so to speak, for the proposed instructional 
model. Others may see reading instruction as 
unrelated to reading. Many readers simply 
outgrow their instructional model. The in­
process comprehending behavior of poor readers 
reflects and often appears more closely related 
to the instructional model than does such 
behavior in more effective readers. (p. 12 ) 

Duffy (1978) examined classroom reading instruction 

f rom an econometric perspective. Intensive observations 

in elementary school classrooms revealed that the 

teachers deployed resources (time, materials, etc. ) in 

ways that reflected their own "utility functions." In 

other words, their respective i~structional patterns were 

shaped by their conceptualizations of the reading 

process. Duffy noted that "given similar inputs regarding 

pupil endowment and resources in the forms of ma~erials 

and time, the teachers reflect d~stinctly different 

patterns of resource usage" (p. 16 ) . Clearly, teachers 



42 

ha v_. ... d if ferent preferences regarding instructional 

s t dte gies and techniques and these prefere~ces mirror 

t he<r o wn conceptualizations or schemata of reading. 

Ha rste and Burke (1977) noted that 

Wha t has become readily apparent and surprisingly 
persistent concerning the relationship between 
r eading instruction and the reading process is 
that (1) despite atheoretical statements, 
t eachers are theoretical in their instructional 
a pproach to reading, and (2) despite lack of 
knowledge about reading theory, per se, students 
are theoretical in the way in which they approach 
l earning to read. Both students and teachers 
e xhibit behavior which is sufficiently s y stematic 
t o allow inferences about a theory which must 
underly (sic) that behavior. (p. 32) 

It is significant that not only do both teachers and 

students have distinctive and identifiable theoretical 

orientations (schemata) toward reading, but that subse-

quent reading performance and classroom behavior are 

consistent with the model from which the person is 

operating (p. 32). Harste and Burke found that stud ent 

reading performance at least partially mirrors instruc-

tion. "An instructional setting allows the student to 

either reinforce or create an alternate schema" ( ~ . 33 ) . 

They described three possible models or orientat~ons 

toward reading that students and teachers may hold: 

a sound/s}~Ol orientation, a skills orien tation, or 

whole language orientation. They believed 
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l o oking at reading instruction in terms of 
theoretical orientation (of both the student 
a nd the teacher) is more cogent, insightful, 
a n d accurate one than looking at reading 
i nstruction in terms of reading approaches. 
(p . 40) 

They po s tulated that the key to understanding a person's 

or ientation toward reading (i.e., his or her schema) is 

t he c o rresponding size of the reading "unit" (letters, 

wo r ds , or larger than word units) the reader focuses on. 

A de l iberately vague question, "\tlha t do you do when you 

c ome to something you don't know when you are reading? " 

was u sed to elicit the reader's perception of the r e ading 

"unit ." 

Related to this i s the fact that many student s not 

only fai l to develop accurate, appropria te schemata of 

t h e process of reading, but f ail to perceive the funct ions, 

usefulness, or purposes of reading, as well (Blom, 1978; 

Cook , 1977; Denny & Weintraub, 1966; Downing , 1969; 

Miller, 1976; Roettger, 1980). This may be the resul t of 

home and/ or academic environments vlhich fa.il to communi-

cate or demonstrate t he signi ficance and val e of reading. 

Blom (1978) believes that teaching the function s of 

reading still receives insufficient attention in this 

country. 

Miller (1976) theorized students' concepts about 

the reading process may be culturally based. Subcultural 
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di~ierences, in his opinion, may be responsible for 

d 'ffer ences in the way students value reading, as well 

a s di f fe rences in the levels of information processing 

t hey bring to the task. He ~rote: 

Students' conceptions of what reading is all 
a bout probably differ in different social strata. 
We need to know whether their conceptions 
s ignificantly affect how they go about the 
ac tivity of reading. The problem may not be 
that students do not know how to perform the 
var ious cognitive processes involved in reading 
comprehension, but that they simply do not 
recognize that those processes are relevant 
t o the task they think they have been given. 
( pp . 7 2 6- 7 2 7 ) 

There is an obvious need for additional research on 

r eader s' schemata of reading, how it develops and the 

inf luence it exerts upon subsequent reading performance. 

Answers remain elusive since investigating the=e questions 

is complicated by at least two factors: (a) learning to 

read may in itself affect and facilitate linguistic 

awareness of print which, in turn, may influence progress 

in reading and (b ) if a child receiv es instruction at 

school, it becomes almost impossible to disentangle the 

effects of this from what is learned at ho me or from t hat 

which the child has acquired by his own expl oration 

(Mason, 19 8 0, p. 2 0 7) . 

Finally, it is interesting to note that newer mo d e l s 

of reading, such as those espoused by K. Goodman, Smi t h 
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an:~ Rumelhart, evolved because of discrepancies they 

o b·-"e r v ed between readers' actual behavior and the 

e x s ting, "logical" (i.e., hierarchic) conceptions of 

t} ·~ rea ding process (Harste & Burke, 1978, p. 18). In 

o ther words, these models were precipitated by changes 

i the se researchers' schemata of reading. 

Reader Perception of the Reading Process 

Although some inferences may be drawn about 

secondary-level readers' perceptions of the reading 

process by examining studies of the reading strategies 

they use, few studies have been conducted on their 

perceptions per se. There have, however, been numerous 

studies investigating younger readers' notions about the 

reading process. Since several studies involved repli-

cations or modifications of previous studies, the 

research is presented in chronological sequence. This 

sequencing also reveals the progressive sophistication 

which has evolved in the design of studies exp loring this 

area. A discussion of flaws in some of the design s is 

also presented in this section. 

In 1940, Brumbaugh explored 700 kindergartners' 

expectations about first grade. Half of the subj e cts 

surveyed said that they expected to learn how to read and 

that this would probably be a difficult underta . ing. 
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Br rmb a ugh surmised that these negative expectations might 

be a t t ributable to comments made by parents or older 

s ibl i ngs . She also speculated that these children's 

negative perceptions might influence their performance 

a nd recommended providing the children with appropriate 

inf ormation about the reading process. 

Another early study was that of Edwards (1958), 

who ques tioned 66 second-, third-, and fourth-grade 

remed ial readers about what they thought "good" reading 

was . Edwards found that these children fel t reading was 

bas ically a matter of speed and fluency (i .e., like an 

adult 's reading), and that they often tried (to the~r 

de triment at times) to "read" smoothl y and fluently , 

s i nce that was the "reading" that was socia.lly acceptable. 

The subjects perceived reading as an accurate d ecoding 

process rather than a meaning-seeking process a~d, 

further, believed that teachers and parents shared 

similar perceptions. Edwards advocated the direct 

teaching of the correct concepts about the mean ing­

centered nature of the reading process, as a mean s of 

making instructional efforts more productive. 

Denny and Weintraub (1 963, 1966 ) explo red first 

graders' reasons for wanting to learn to read a nd what 

they felt they must do in order to learn how to read. 
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A 1 e x ami nation of the 111 subjects' responses to the 

i n'e r vi ew questions revealed that a fourth of them had 

e i~her v ague reasons or could give no reason for wanting 

t o l e arn to read. Moreover, approximately one-third of 

the s u b j ects offered no meaningful explanation of what 

o ne must do tQ learn to read. Denny and Weintraub 

po int ed to the necessity of helping pupils see a 

reason for learning to read and how this can be 

accompl ished. They also noted the need for investigating 

change s that may occur in a reader's concept of reading 

as a result of learning or failing to learn to read. 

Reid (1966) employed interviews on three separate 

occasions during the first year of reading instruction of 

12 British 5-year-olds. In general, Reid found that the 

children were greatly confused about the nature of 

reading. Their notions were hazy, although by the end 

of the year, the children said that to be a word, a 

group of letters must mean something. Reid observed the 

children's difficulty in dealing with the terminolo gy of 

language and reading. He theorized that part of a child's 

success in attaining concepts about reading seemed to 

depend on whether the child possessed the vocabulary 

needed to grasp the various schemata which e v en an 

elementary discussion of language entails (i.e., "word ," 
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" lE··t t er " ). For this reason, Reid felt it might be 

ben fi cial to help develop consciously and carefully 

a n a wareness of the terminology of reading and the nature 

o f t h e reading process. 

A replication of Reid's study by Downing (1 969) 

yi e lde d similar results: 

to how or why people read. 

the subjects were unclear as 

Their awareness of linguistic 

terminology was rather restricted. Downing suggested 

util i zing a language experience approach and related 

activities to help children inductively d e velop accurate 

perc e ptions of the reading process. 

Johns (1972) found a significant posit ive c orre­

lat i on between children's reading achi eve me n t, a s 

me a sured by a standardized reading test, and the maturity 

of their perceptions about reading. Three y ears l ater, 

J ohns (1975) asked approximatel y 100 good a nd poor 

r eaders (fourth and fifth graders ) , "t1hat is readin g?" 

Although the good readers gave more answers t h at were 

meaningf ul, there was great d i versity a mong t heir 

responses. Mo r eover, less tha n half o f t h e go o d readers 

gave meaningful responses to the q uestian . The s u r pris­

ingly small number of meaningful res ponses g i v e n b y the 

good readers highlights the f act that c h ildren ma y be 

able to perform a tas k effectively ( i .e. r e a d we l l ) , 
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a ;·) y e t lack the rnetacognitive and/or metalingeistic 

ab ~l i ty to analyze what they are doing or verbalize 

a l: CH.lt i t. 

I n that same year, Downing, Ollila, and Oliver 

(197 5 ) e xplored the effect of sociocultural factors on 

c hildren's cognitive clarity about communication skills. 

Economically deprived Canadian Indian k i ndergarten 

c hi l dren, whose culture was devoid of traditional written 

language, displayed much confusion about the nature of 

the r eading process and the functions o f speech, read i ng , 

and writing. This again suggested the need in some 

c i rcumstances for instruction in these areas. 

Laffey and Muia (19 7 6) modified Reid's study to 

examine word identification strategies beginning readers 

use. Interviews on three occasions throughout the school 

year revealed that the children relied most f requentl y 

a~d consistently on phonic analysis. The y postulated that 

the instructional methodology to which children were 

exposed was responsible for their re l iance on t his o ne 

primary strategy. 

Tovey (1976) used tasks and interv iews i n a p s y c ho­

linguistic framework to investigate how first t h ro ugh 

sixth graders perceived the reading act with regard to 

(a) reading as a silent process, (b) reading as a wa y o f 



50 

d ·;.' i v i ng meaning from written language, (c) reading as 

a •Jredict ive process of selecting the minimal cues 

n ece s sary to derive meaning from print, and (d) how 

t he t hree cueing systems operate in reading. Possibly 

a s a result of instruction, all of the first and 

s econd graders and 89% of the other children read aloud 

when asked by the examiner to "read" three different 

pa ssages. In response to the question "What do you think 

you do when you read?," 28 % of the subjects indicated 

tha t reading had "something to do with meaning," while 

43% of the responses emphasized words. The sub jects 

seemed confused about the necessity of looking at every 

l e tter and every word: 63 % changed at least one o f their 

original responses in follow-up questioning. There were 

83 % who reported that they looked at every word when 

reading and 57 % who said they looked at every letter in 

every word. (It should be noted that some of the younger 

subjects in the study may not have possessed suffi cient 

metalinguistic awareness of such terms as "letter" and 

"word" to understand what they were being asked.) 

Although actual reading performance indicated that 

subjects were using unconscious knowledge of syntactic 

and semantic cueing systems, 93 % o f the subjects ?erceived 

graphophonic cues as the only stra tegy they used to 
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det.rmi ne the pronunciation or meaning of unknown words. 

To vey theorized that the children's perceptions of 

r eading as an oral process between the reader and the 

l istener (rather than a meaning-centered activity 

b etwe e n reader and author) was a result of instruction 

which t h e children had received. 

Schenckner (1976) examined first and third graders' 

concep ts about reading in relation to t heir reading 

achi evement. He found a significant, positive corre­

latio n between first graders' reading achievement and 

their concepts about reading, although correlations 

between concepts about reading and intell igence were not 

s ign ificant. The third ·graders' concepts about reading 

wer e more mature than those held by the yo un ger c h ildren. 

According to research by Hutson and Gave (1 97 8 ) , 

ma ture perceptions of the reading process are related to 

age. In their study, they asked 108 5- through 9-y ear-olds, 

"What is readinc;?" As age increased, so did the maturity 

of responses (i.e., reference to word reco gn i t ion, meaning, 

or both) . The most capable r e aders gav e t h e most mature 

definitions of reading. 

Pace (1979 ) , in a discussion of metacomprehension, 

pointed out that readers can per f orm ma ny pl anf u l action s 

of which they ma y not be fully consc i o us, possibl y becau se 
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h,·y have become automatic through habitual use. Moreover, 

i f a r e searcher requires an explicit verbal statement from 

th~ r e a der acknowledging that he or she is cognizant of 

what he or she is doing, then findings would probably 

h ave t o be restricted to upper elementary school-age 

children, since self-reports in young children are not 

c ommon (althcugh they do exhibit in reading behavioral 

e vidence of self-regulatory or planful activity). Pace 

main t ained that knowing about cognitive processes in 

oneself is, in fact, a more sophisticated ability than 

the r egulation of them. In light of this, the findings 

of many of the previously-cited studies must be inter­

preted cautiously. Younger children may not have been 

abl e to verbalize what their schema is, e ven thoug h they 

had ideas about what reading entails. This is i mportant 

to consider since most of the subjects in these studies 

were pre-school or elementary-grade children. 

A verbal production deficiency in lower compre­

henders may account in large measure for the variations 

in oral interview responses from sub j ects, as Denny and 

Weintraub's (1963) study and Johns and Ellis' (1 97 6 ) 

study seemed to suggest. There is a l so a possibili t y , 

as noted earlier, that some younger children ma y not h a v e 

possessed sufficient corrmand of metalinguist i c 
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t e >'' .\ ' ino logy to understand the questions being asked by 

t hf ' r e searchers. 

Ano~her area of concern in many of the studies cited 

wa .. ; t h e failure to allow subjects to "warm up" to 

conce ptually difficult interview questions. Furthermore, 

many o f the studies relied on one judge to evaluate the 

r es pon ses and most failed to use any additional, 

conc r ete tasks to support the interview. Finally, the 

major ity of the studies lacked (or failed to identify) 

any t heoretical framework, a prerequisite for meaningful 

res e arch. 

Canney and Winograd (1979), mindful of the flaws 

con tained in the design of many previous studies on 

readers' perceptions of the reading process, used 

psycholinguistic theory (Goodman, 1976b) and schema 

theory as a framework and combined an oral interview with 

a concrete task to examine how good and poor readers in 

grades two through eight conceptualize the reading process. 

The researchers found at every grade level, the higher 

comprehenders were more aware of the meaning-focused nature 

of reading and that this awareness increased over the 

grade levels more for higher comprehenders than for 

lower comprehenders. Lower comprehenders attended more 

to the decoding aspect of reading and belie ed that 
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"r·::d.d i ng" could occur without comprehension. Finally, 

a nJ p erhaps most importantly, they concluded that students' 

s c.ema ta of reading can be used to differentiate between 

hi~ne r and lower comprehenders. 

One of the few studies which touched even indirectly 

upon secondary level students' perceptions of the reading 

proc e ss was conducted by Olshavsky (1978a). Using a 

"surv ey or reading beliefs," she surveyed 100 randomly­

selected eighth, tenth, and twelfth graders. The poor 

readers, as classified by a standardized reading test, 

bel ieved that the good readers did not ever re-read, always 

read hard books, knew every word, and were able to read 

every textbook! 

In summary, the majority of these studies dealt with 

younger subjects and may have been superficial in their 

attempts to ascertain students' perceptions of the reading 

process. Generally they were in agreement as to the 

facts that (a) younger children and poor readers exhibit 

confusion about the nature and functions of the reading 

process, and (b) older students and better readers have 

clearer and more accurate perceptions about reading . 

1any of the researchers suggested that direct instruction 

might help remedy children's distorted or incomplete 

schemata of reading. 
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Comparisons of the Performances of 
Good and Poor Readers 

Numerous investigations have been carried out in an 

a t t e mp t to identify salient differences in the strategies 

a nd r e ading performances of good and poor readers. Many 

o f th e se lend support to the theory that good and poor 

r ead ers conceptualize the reading process very differently 

f rom e ach other. If this is true, it could hold valuable 

i mpli ca tions for reading instruction. 

In this section, good and poor readers will be 

c ompared on the following dimensions: decoding ability, 

t ext o rganization and comprehension, strategie s and 

co gnit i v e processing, linguistic awareness, and compre-

hension monitoring. A summary profile is presented zor 

both the 900r reader and the good reader. Finall y , ~his 

i~iormation is linked with readers' schemata of reading . 

Decoding Ability 

One area in which good and poor compreh enders differ 

is in their decod~ng speed, particularly ·v~~h u~£amiliar 

words (Buswe_l, 1920; Cromer, 197 0 ; FairbanKs, 1937 ; 

Golinkoff & RosinsKi, 1976; Katz & Wi cklund, 1971; Perfetti 

& Hogaboam, 1975). According to Weber (1970 ) , poor 

cornprehenders in first grade not only made illOre ~ecoding 

errors, but they more frequent ly fai led to se_f-correct 



56 

e r :t 1 •• rs that altered sentence meaning. They may have 

f a l l ed to detect altered meaning since they were not 

c omp rehending to begin with. Fairbanks (1937) and 

Swans o n (1937) reported the higher incidence of 

uncorr ected, meaning distortion errors among older poor 

comprehenders, as well. 

While the above studies dealt with oral reading, 

Buswell's (1920) study examined recognition errors in 

silen t reading. He found that in silent reading, the eye 

"stumbled" over the same difficult words as in oral 

read ing. Reading, whether oral or silent, remained a 

laborious word-by-word process for the poor comprehenders. 

Recent research by Fleisher, Jenkins, and Pany (1979) 

on the effects on comprehension of increasing the decoding 

s p eed of poor readers suggested that their slowness in 

decoding is correlational rather than causal: "If 

decoding speed is implicated in comprehension, the 

relationship may be one of necessity rather than 

sufficiency" (p. 47). They found that decoding training, 

whether focusing on isolated words or on phrases, signifi­

cantly increased the decoding speed of single words, yet 

did not improve comprehension performance. This was a 

significant finding in light of the fact that many 

children conceptualize "good" reading as consisting 
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p r · tt;ar i ly of speed and fluency (Edwards, 1958), and based 

o n t' i s inadequate schema of reading, may be expending 

g r Fat e ffort to acquire skills that will not in 

a c tuali ty improve their reading. 

Goodman (1973) contended, however, that there are 

c h i ldr en who can decode adequately, but fail to associate 

a n y meaning with what they are reading. Based upon his 

e xtensive studies of oral miscues, Goodman theorized that 

c hildren who are poor readers do not exploit the various 

so urces of contextual and visual information in optimal 

pro portions. 

Text Organization and Comprehensio n 

The reader's ability to process units o f text large r 

than individual words also seems to differentiate good 

from poor comprehenders. Clay and Imlach (1971) found that 

poor cornprehenders were less able to organize text. They 

described many poor comprehenders' oral reading as sounding 

as if they were reading a grocery list. They concluded 

that the reader's activ e processing of text wa s a nece ssary 

adjunct to the paragraph indentation and punctuation 

already provided by the author to help segment text . 

They theo~ized that poor comprehenders' difficulty in 

segmenting and organizing text could be due to poor 
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d e ( ~ d i ng, poor language comprehension or lack of insight 

i n t··) t he reading process. 

Buswell's (1920) classic monograph on "eye-voice-

s pun " (EVS) chronicled the poor comprehenders' inability 

t o us e sentential cues in determining the correct 

pr o nunciation of ambiguous words. Buswell noted that f or 

t he poo r comprehenders 

The whole process [of reading] is a more or 
less monotonous repetition of words as they 
are encountered. The eye moves along at a 
regular rate and the voice follows. The end 
of a sentence creates no special disturbance 
fo r it is passed over with little attention. 
(p. 5) 

The EVS of good comprehenders, in contrast, shrank at the 

end of sentences since they perceived them to be the end 

of a meaningful unit. Their EVS was controlled by 

"thought units" and was not merely "a matter of the 

mechanics of good construction'' (p . 50). Because thought 

units, rather than the physical organizat ion of the text, 

guide good readers, they seemed to perceive the sentence 

as a unit of meaning. Moreo ver, they anticipated and 

interpreted the meaning of the sentence in larger unit s. 

They had fewer and briefer fixation pauses (i .e., they 

did not read each and every word; they u sed context to 

speed up word recognition ) . The poo r readers, on the 

other hand, seemed unable to use intraword and interword 
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r e d.tndancy to help read single words or to use a 

" s c~tn- for-meaning" strategy. They regressed more 

fr ~' u ently than the good comprehenders, who backtracked 

o nl af ter unsuccessful attempts to grasp the meaning 

o f a l a rger segment of text. In short, good and poor 

r eader s seemed concerned with different aspects of the 

read ing process: the good comprehenders sought to gain 

mean i ng from what they read, while poor comprehenders 

appea red more concerned with word identification. 

Research by Cromer and Wiener (1966), utilizing 

cloz e tests, supported Buswell's finding that poor 

c omprehenders read word-by-word and do not take advantage 

of i nterword redundancies. Similarly, a study by 

Steiner, Wiener, and Cromer (1971) revealed that poor 

comprehenders seemed to be "identifying words as i f the 

word s were unrelated items unaffected by s yntactical o r 

contextual relationships" (p. 511). These readers failed 

to comprehend not because they lacked word identification 

skills, but because they did not integrate the meanings 

of separate words to arrive at the meaning of the entire 

sentence. This is congruent with Goodman's (1973 ) 

speculation about children who decode adequatel y , but do 

not comprehend. 
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Re s earch was conducted by Isakson and Miller (1976) 

u s i .g f ourth graders who possessed adequate, equivalent 

wo r d r e cognition skills, but differed in their compre-

he n sio n a bility. Their study was done to correct 

d i f fi c ulties in Cromer's (1970) study, which identified 

goo d a nd poor readers from one score on a standardized 

r e a d ing test, and studies supporting Cromer's, such as 

t h a t of Oaken, Wiener, and Cromer (1970), who defined 

groups on the basis of comprehension ability alone, and 

t hat of Clay and Imlach (1971), who defined groups on the 

b as i s of one measure achieved by averaging three subtest 

s cores. Isakson and Miller's findings indicated poor 

comprehenders apparently fail to utilize language structure 

t o he lp derive sentence meaning. 

Instead of using semantic and syntactic cues 
to integrate the meanings of individual words 
into sentence meanings, they seem to ignore 
the cues and treat words as individual 
entities. (Isakson & Miller, 1976, p. 791) 

The good readers, in contrast, were sensitive to language 

constraints in sentences. The difference between the good 

and poor comprehenders was apparent in the use they ma d e 

of language structure, rather than in their abilities to 

read individual words (since this v ariable was controlled ) . 

Kolers (1975) also noted that effective readers do not 
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t r y to r espond to the structure of words, but use language 

t o an t i cipate the text's meaning. 

Re ade r s' Strategies and Cognitive Processing 

I n 1975, Olshavsky used introspective techniques to 

gather data about the reading strategies of ninth graders, 

a s t h ey relate to reading achievement (high vs. low) 

i nteres t (high vs. low) in the material and writing style 

(conc re te vs. abstract) of the material. She found that 

t he poor readers frequently reported a failure to under-

s tand individual words, whereas the proficient readers 

wer e more likely to report di ff iculty with large r units 

o f textual material. The proficient readers seeme d t o 

e xpect the material to make sense; they were knowingly 

interacting with text, and they were not concerned with 

getting every word as long as they were comprehending. 

Ol shavsky found that although both groups had the same 

strategies available to them, the skilled readers 

utilized the strategies mere appropriatel y a n d more 

fr equently. The proficient readers were extremely adapti ve 

and gave evidence of planning strategies to meet their 

goals. In sum, 

Different patterns of reading responses were 
found to be used by proficient and non­
proficient readers, by readers with high 
and low interest in the material and by 
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r e aders with two styles of short stories. 
(p . 130) 

Ng andu (1977) used a retrospe~tive interviewing 

t e cl ni que to examine the reading behavior of remedial 

h i g 11 s chool sophomores. She also reported that when the 

n umbe r and diversity of reading behaviors increased, so 

d i d t h e readers' comprehension of the specific selection 

b eing read. Her subjects also indicated that the writing 

s tyle (narrative) and a high interest level of the 

mater i al had a positive effect on comprehension. 

In a similar vein, Harste and Burke (1978) theorized 

t hat the amount of cognitive activ ity, rather than the 

t ype of cognitive processing or the correctness / 

inco rrectness of the responses, may be the di stingui s hing 

facto r between good and poor readers. In examining the 

profi les of good readers, they reported that they h a ve 

fo und, 

[There is] a constant movement between textual 
information and their own information. Once 
a reader has completed the uninterrupted 
retelling and questioning is introduced, quite 
different patterns of cogniti v e processing 
appear. Many poorer readers appear dependent 
upon questioning to become cogniti vel y activ e. 
(p. 24) 

Stansell (1977) examined six proficient ninth-grade 

readers' perceptions of the reading process a nd their 

impact upon strategies when used in dealing with narrativ e 
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an ~ ~xpository material. He utilized introspection, 

r e tro s pection, retelling, miscue analysis, and interview 

t e chni ques to gather data. He found, somewhat surpris­

i ngly , that they tended to characterize their reading 

s tr~ tegies as attending to words; that they mentioned 

co ntex tual strategies, but saw them as less preferred than 

wo rd- c entered ones; that they acknowledged skipping words 

was a deliberate strategy, but viewed it as a bad one; 

t hat they saw the primary goal of reading to be accurate, 

e xac t word recognition and believed that good readers could 

a pply this ability with great speed (cf. the "automatic 

d ecod ing" of Samuels, Begy, & Chen, 1975-76). It seems 

highly likely that some of Stansell's findings may be 

artifacts of his research design: the nature of the 

interview questions and the fact that students read the 

material orally in the experiment. Stansell also pointed 

out the salient role that instruction may play in molding 

and limiting readers' self-reported concepts about the 

reading process, which may not actually be exhibited in 

their reading performance. Finally, Stansell concluded 

that a reader's prior knowledge (his or her schemata in 

general) may be a more influential factor than differ­

ences in the mode (expository or narrative) of writing. 
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In d•~cquate prior knowledge seemed to limit readers to 

t h e s e of relatively ineffective strategies (p. 105). 

Ho wever, Canney and Winograd (1979) contended that an 

i nd ' v i dual's schema of the reading process itself will 

i nfl u e nce how he or she uses current knowledge. In short, 

s ome r eaders may not perceive it as appropriate to 

a ssocia te extra-textual knowledge with t~ e reading task. 

Sullivan (1978) also found that poor readers at the 

six th- and eighth-grade levels had difficulty relating past 

knowl e dge to reading materials. When evaluating the truth 

or f al sity of conclusive statements, they tended to rely 

on their own judgment, rather than being able to identify 

supporting material in the text as the good readers could. 

Sullivan speculated that the poor readers' sense of 

restructuring makes them intolerant of ambiguity or lack 

of closure. Consequently, they will draw conclusions 

hurriedly in order to complete a task. Ha r ker (1974) , 

reviewing introspective-retrospective case s tud ies, 

stated similar findings: low-level readers tended to 

impose upon selections personal opinions and ideas which 

d istorted the meaning. Good readers, however, did not 

allow "extraneous, personal, s ub j ect ive, and e motional 

responses" to interfere with the clear determination of 

meaning (p. 91 ) . 
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Rai sner (1978) explored the reading strategies 14 

no n-pro ficient college readers utilized when attempting 

t o dea l with materials from four content areas. She 

c omb i n e d miscue analysis with retrospective techniques 

i n which subjects listened to tape recordings of their 

r eadin g and commented on their miscues. In general, the 

s ubjec ts failed to take full advantage of the available 

c ueing systems. Raisner noted, 

These subjects seemed to have been taught that 
reading consists of pronouncing words and did 
not seem to sense that reading is a process in 
which all their language knowledge can be put 
to use. . Students should be taught that 
reading is a language process, and that since 
they know language, they have c~es in the 
sentence structure that they might employ in 
drawing meaning. They should be made aware of 
prediction and confirmation as legitimate 
strategies, and should not be made to feel 
guilty for regressing and correcting. Instruc­
tion should embrace the knowledge of the reading 
process which psycholinguistics has yielded, in 
order to loosen the bond that "pronouncing the 
word" appears to have on adults. (p. 4 6) 

The question of whether good or poor comprehenders 

use the same strategies, but in different proportions 

or to different extents, or whether they d iffer in how 

appropriately they apply certain strategies, remains 

unresolved. 
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Li~s 1Jistic Awareness 

Ano ther area in which good and poor readers seem 

t o /J.i f f e r is in what Blachowicz (1978) termed "metalin­

g u i _;t i c awareness" --awareness of the language and 

lingui s tic concepts that comprise the terminology 

f r e q u ently used in reading instruction. Blachowicz 

s pe c u lated that inadequate rnetalinguistic awareness may 

h a mper young children's efforts to learn to read. Downing 

(1 98 0) noted that ". . there is growing evidence t hat 

c h i ldre n develop linguistic awareness in learning to read 

and that this awareness is associated with literacy 

a chievements" (p. 167). Recently Tovey (1980) investi­

gated the ability of children in grades two through six 

to d eal with what DeStefano (1972 ) called the "language 

instruction register"--the specialized language used in 

talking and thinking about teaching and learning language 

skills, including the technical language of reading 

instruction. Although children often "have a poor g rasp 

of the meaning of phonics terrr:s, yet a far better grasp 

of applied phonics," (p. 432), it is poss ~ble that the 

use of and emphasis upon metalinguistic terminology in 

instruction obscured rather than elucidates the p rocess 

of reading for some children and could contribut e to the 

development of misleading or non-productive sc h e mata o f 
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t h r e a d ing process. Focusing the learner's attention 

o n t~e t echnical labels for concepts, rather than upon 

t h ··.· z:;o ncepts themselves and their application, may be 

d e trime ntal to certain children. Although many children 

l ear n t o read in spite of poor instruction, Downing 

(19 69 ) c ontended that teaching formal phonics rules 

i s un necessary at best and may even cause long-term 

r eadin g difficulty. 

I t is possible for students to apply certain 

metal inguistic concepts in their reading even though 

they were unable to verbalize about the concepts or 

def ine them (e.g., the child gives a memorized definition 

t hat "a consonant is any non-vowel," but cannot point out 

a consonant on a page of print). Teachers may frequently 

equate the ability to define a term with the ability to 

apply the concept. Consequently, ~he teacher ma y also 

erroneously assume that communication has taken place 

in the classroom instructional process when, in fact, 

it has not. This seems especially likely in the case in 

which the teacher accepts the child's ability to define a 

term as being tantamount to his or her understanding the 

term. 
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C o~.:'_~ 're hens ion Monitoring 

A final area in which good and poor readers may differ 

i s ln c omprehension monitoring ability. Olshavsky (1978b) 

no ··-~d t hat the poor readers in her study seemed less 

s e ns i t ive to when comprehension had (or had not) 

o c c ur r ed. They also had less insight into the procedures 

t h e y u sed in reading and were less likely to seek 

c l a r if ication of information they understood poorly. 

Baker (1979) theorized that comprehension monitoring 

(evaluating and regulating on-going comprehension 

processes) is a critical component of comprehension. 

Comprehension can be monitored on many levels (e.g., 

words, ideas, how ideas relate to what a reader already 

knows). Ideally, monitoring should be a p rocess that can 

be adapted flexibly to the reader's purposes for reading 

and the characteristics of the material (pp. 1-3 ) . It is 

important to know how students monitor comprehension, 

not just whether they monitor it. Because school 

curricula generally do not include instruction in compre­

hension monitoring, children are left on their own to 

acquire it (p. 11). Baker indicated that additional 

research was being planned to investigate differences in 

comprehension monitoring by good and poor readers. 
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A Px 'fil e of the Poor Comprehender 

As noted earlier, there may be more than one type of 

poo r r e ader or comprehender. Wiener and Cromer (1967) 

s ug ge sted four possible models of poor comprehension: 

1. The defect model, in which a non-function or 

dy sfunction (such as a sensory impairment ) causes reading 

problems . 

2 . The deficit model, in which there is an absence 

of some function or ability needed for reading (such as 

a def ic iency in vocabulary or word identi f ication skills) . 

This more typical poor comprehender can be identified by 

poor oral reading. 

3. The disruption model, in which interference (such 

as anxiety or hyper-emotion) hinders the reading process. 

4. The difference model, in which there exists a 

mismatch between the reader's mode of responding (e.g., 

word-by-word) and the response pattern assumed necessary 

for adequate reading (e.g., in word groups). In other 

words, this reader might have word identification ski ll s 

equal to those of a good reader, but yet not adequately 

comprehend sentence or passage meanings. This reader ma y 

experience difficulty mostly at the test organization 

level of process. 
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Th e "de f icit" and "difference" models describe the 

ma j cri ty of poor comprehenders. Subsequent research 

o n rea d ing comprehension and aural comprehension 

s ugge s t ed that poor readers do not possess a general 

l a ngua g e deficit that could account for their reading 

d i ffi c ulties (Oaken, Wiener, & Cromer, 1971). 

I n summary, poor comprehenders appear to have 

i nade q uate decoding skills and/or decoding speed. They 

a ppea r to have less ability to organize text flexibly into 

units larger than a single word. They are preoccupi e d 

with word identification and seem to read in a word-by­

wo rd manner, often failing to utilize sentential markers, 

and i nterword and intraword redundancies. They may 

fail to utilize the available cueing systems adequatel y 

or appropriately. They may not utilize extra-textual 

knowledge to help them comprehend. They are seemingly 

less able to alter their reading sty le to meet task 

demands. This may be attributable to the fact that they 

are less aware of what it means to comprehend text. 

Their comprehension monitoring ability may be vastl y 

inferior to that of the good comprehenders. Th ey are 

not sensitive to when comprehension has (or has not ) 

occurred (at least with elementary schoo l students ) , and, 
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COJJ3eq u ently, they are more likely to make substitutions 

wh t.t~h d istort or destroy meaning. 

~t'_ro f ile of the Good Comprehender 

Collectively, from the studies previousl y cited, 

t he p r oficient comprehender emerges as one who is able to 

use p rior knowledge in order to read in large (at least 

a s l a rge as phrases), flexible units, according to the 

t as k at hand. This reader selectively utilizes information 

bet ween and within words to minimize fixations and 

word -by-word decoding. The good comprehender scans for 

meaning and actively attempts to gain meaning from what is 

being read and is sensitive to whether comprehension has 

occurred. He or she actively attempts to bring to bear 

hi s or her knowledge of the world (schema t a ) and o f the 

particular topic of the text. 

Schema of Reading 

An examination of the factors (reported abo v e ) that 

distinguish good and poor readers and affect comprehension 

:r-eveals that 

There is a lag between student's competence to 
understand and their comprehension performance 
that is not explained solely by deficits in 
knowledge, syntactic complexity of text, or 
lack of instruction in reading. (Canney & 
Winograd, 1979, pp. 10-11 ) 
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Th .. s a s yet unexplained lag may be due in part to a 

r e.t,der ' s inappropriate schema of reading. Canney and 

Winog r ad were of the opinion that these inappropriate 

S'"'bema ta of reading contributed to many students' 

f al lure to comprehend text. 

An inappropriate schema for reading, encouraged 
by an over-em?hasis on phonics instruction 
and teacher-centered activities labeled 
"reading," might explain why many poor readers 
are able to acquire specific word analysis 
skills, including some sight vocabulary, but 
seem incapable of synthesizing such knowledge 
into effective strategies for reading. It is 
as though such readers have never gotten the 
big idea--the correct perception--that reading 
is a language-based activity in which the 
reader attempts to make sense o f text. (pp . lO­
ll) 

Po ssibly because of iatrogenic instruction in reading, 

many poor readers do not grasp the importance of top-down 

processing. Consequently, they "do I!Ot bring their 

linguistic competencies to bear on text, fail to perceive 

the relevance of skill instruction in reading" (p. 4) 

and thus remain locked into a mechanical, ritualistic way 

of responding to text. Additional instruction will be 

fruitless until students' schemata of reading are properly 

modified (Canney & Winograd, 1979). 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN AND PROCEDURE 

Subjects 

Subjects in this study were 15 ninth graders from 

a lar ge , urban school district in North Texas. Because 

t his study constituted basic, descriptive research on 

o ne· specific area of interest, subjects were selected 

only if they met certain criteria. WaldYop (1976) urged 

researchers to select sample subjects :rfrom a clearly 

defined population in which there is reason to believe 

tha t there is variability among persons with respect to 

the skills being measured" (p . 32 ) . Subjec~s were 

cho sen i f they met the following criteria, and not on the 

basis of gender , socioeco~omic status, ethnicity , or race. 

Reading Level 

Subjects were selected to represent three different 

reading levels, as determined by Forms C, D, and E of 

the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test (administered by the 

high sc~ool at the beginning of t h e Spring, 1980, 

semester) a~d the judgment of the school's readins 

specialists. Five subjects were se lec ted wh o read at 

approximatel y the third-fourth grade le el, fi e at the 

73 
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s ixt~- seventh grade level, and five at the ninth-tenth 

g r ade l e vel. The third-fourth grade level readers were 

e nroll e d in a compensatory English class designed for 

s t ude nt s whose reading levels range from kindergarten 

t hrough thi r d grade. The sixth-seventh grade le vel 

r eaders were enrolled in a compensatory English class 

design ed for students whose reading levels range f rom 

fo ur th-through sixth-grade level. Students who read at 

t he n i nth-tenth-grade level were enrolled in regular 

freshman English. 

I nte l lectual Ability 

All subjects possessed at least average intelligence 

(IQ of 85 or above), as measured by the Cal ifornia 

Short-Form Test of Mental Maturity (1965 ) score in the i r 

cumulative records. This helped e l i minate any in f luence 

s ubnormal intelligence might exert on the de velopment o f 

i ndividuals' schemata of reading. 

Oral Language 

All subjects spoke English as their f irst language. 

This helped preclude problems arising f rom sub j ec t s 

whose developing schemata of reading mi ght h a ve been 

affected by differences between their initia l oral 
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l a ~guage and that used in instruction (by teachers and 

i n wa t er i a 1 s ) . 

Gr c:de Level 

Subjects were selected from one grade level only: 

t he n i nth grade. Using subjects from a single grade level 

he l p e d to some extent to control for the effect number 

o f y e ars in school and age might have. Also, only one 

prev i ous study included subjects as old as eighth grade 

and none has used high school students. This study 

e xte nded the research to a higher grade level. 

There were several reasons for this particular 

selection of high school students as subjects. First, 

there is a relative dearth of research on reading at the 

upper grade levels and beyond (Kavale & Lindsey, 1977; 

Kingston, 1972), particularly with regard to how 

individuals perceive or conceptualize the reading process. 

Moreover, most research has focused on exploring the 

way in which skilled reading functions (Cohen, 1974-75; 

Ngandu, 1977; Williams, 1973), although the media 

continue to report great public concern and indignation 

about high school graduates who cannot read. Selecting 

subjects who were required to attend school may also have 

helped control the role motivation might play. Presumably, 

an adult who reads poorly and who has chosen oluntarily 
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t o c.·nr o ll in an "open door" community college or an ABE 

c l c< .'Js , might possess perceptions of reading and its 

va 1ue t hat are atypical from most other adults who read 

po C::-_ l y . In addition, it would have been more di ff icult 

t o obta in information about their intellectual abilities 

a nd e d ucational backgrounds. Finally, choosing subjects 

within one grade level who possess different reading 

a bil i t ies made it possible to observe any changes in 

s ubj e c ts' response patterns across re~ding levels. 

Summa ry Description of Sample Sub j ects 

The sample consisted of 15 ninth g r aders f rom a 

large urban high school. Subjects possessed normal o r 

abov e average intelligence and spoke Engli s h as the ir 

fi r st language. Table 1 presents the compos i t i on of the 

sample groups by sex, ethnicity , and read ing l e vels. 

Ta b le 2 details the sex, e t h n icity, a nd r e a d ing leve l 

of each subject. 

Letter of Explanation to Parents a n d 
Wrltten Consent to Part ic ipate 

A copy of the letter of explanation sen t t o s ub j ec t s' 

parents is displayed in Appendix A. Partic ipation by 

subjects was voluntary and wr i tten co n sent was ob t ai ned 

f rom both the parent or guardian a nd t h e sub j ect b e f ore 

any subject was allowed to partic ipate i n the s tudy . 



Reading 
Level 

Males 
Low 
Middle 
High 

Females 
Low 
Middle 
High 

'!'otal 

Sub j ect 
Nt.!mber 

031 
032 
033 
034 
035 

061 
062 
063 
064 
063 

091 
092 
093 
094 
095 

77 

Table 1 

Composition of Sample Groups by Sex, 
Ethnicity, and rteading Levels 

Mexican-
Black A..'1glo American 

3 l 0 
1 2 0 
0 1 0 

l 0 0 
0 l l 
l 3 0 

6 g l 

Table 2 

Sex, Ethnici~y, a~d ~eading ~evel 
of I~cii?iciual Sub ec~s 

Sex E~hnicity 

~1ale Anglo 
Female 3lack 
Male Slack 
Male Black 
Male Black 

Hale Anglo 
Male a lank 
~-1ale Anglo 
Female Mexican-American 
Female Anglo 

Male Anglo 
Female Anglo 
Female Anglo 
Female Slack 
Female Anglo 

Total 

4 
3 
l 

l 
2 
-+ 

15 

~ead.:.ng 
Level 

3 . 9 
4.1 
3.7 
3. 8 
4. 9 

7.1 
. 1 

7 .... 
6 . 3 
6. 5 

- • 6 
10.6 
_0.9 

- . 6 
10.9 
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Development of Assessment Instruments 

Pilot testing was conducted to examine potential data 

c o ll e c t ion instruments and refine them into a usable form. 

A o t a l of four instruments comprised the assessment 

batte r y . All four of the instruments were designed to 

el i c i t i nformation about readers' schema of the reading 

p rocess . The study also attempted to e xamine the 

consi s tency among the types of response give by each 

s ubj e ct as measured by the four instruments. A high 

d egr e e o f consistency may suggest that any one (or two) 

c oul d be used alone to determine adequatel y a n indiv idual 1 s 

schema of reading. Knowledge of a reader's schema of 

read ing would be useful both d iagnosticall y and i n struc­

ti onally. 

The four instruments and their evol u tion are d etailed 

below. Two of them were modi f ied forms o f t h e Bur ke 

Reading Interview (Burke, 1976 ) . One f o rm o f the 

I nterview was open-ended, whereas the oth er was a p rin ted 

f ormat containing bi-po l ar, f orced-choice responses. In 

the other two tasks, the subj ect (a ) decid e d wheth er each 

of se v eral typed passages he or she had read was read abl e 

and expl ained why or why not, and (b ) e val uated the oral 

reading of several passages heard on tape as b e ing " good" 

or "poor" reading and explained his or her c ho i ce. 
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Wi th regard to methodology, Canney and Winograd 

(1 97 9 ) determined that an interview procedure can yield 

v al i d in formation even f~om young subjects if a - sufficient 

n w1be r of questions (more than two or three) and appro­

pria t e , nonleading probes were used. They also concluded 

t hat a series of passages, altered in systematic ways to 

r educ e meaningfulness and written at levels that subjects 

c an e a sily decode, can be used to distinguish between 

s ubj e cts who perceived reading as accurate decoding and 

tho s e who conceptualized it as entailing comprehension. 

They also concluded that the combination of intervi ew and 

t a s k evoked more reliable informat i on about students' 

sche mata than either procedure by itsel f . 

The inclusion of concrete tasks involv ing both 

s ilent and oral reading, along with the interv iews (which 

r equire no reading on the subject's part ) , was i n tentional . 

Newman (1977) stated that data from both oral and silent 

reading are necessary to assess reading behavior in a 

meaningful manner. He noted that many e xperts regard 

silent reading comprehension as the better way o f 

i~vestigating somprehension skills (p. 8 8 5 ) . Silent 

reading allows a person more time to t hink about what has 

been read. Oral reading, on the oth er hand, ma y distract 

some students or make them self-conscious, whereas 
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he - •," i.ng the material aids others in processing and 

r e a '.ning information. Therefore, it is not possible to 

ge 0cra lize safely ''that for all individuals either oral 

o r .__. il ent reading is easier or more difficult, less 

p r o uc tive or more productive" (Newman, 1977, p. 883). 

Fo r t h is reason, tasks involving both silent and oral 

r eading, in a manner that does not require subjects to 

"per f orm ," were incorporated in this study. The tasks 

(a ) e ncompassed many divergent schemata of reading, 

(b) minimized problems stemming from possible limited 

verbal production or shyness in subjects, and (c) provided 

a concrete means of eliciting information in the event 

t ha t there were discrepancies between what subjects think 

they do (i.e., verbalize) and what they actually do. To 

strengthen explorations of the relationship between 

reading achievement and perceptions of the reading 

process, Canney and Winograd (1979) urged the inclusion 

of concrete tasks as data-gathering instruments. 

Canney and Winograd's (1979 ) suggestion that eas ily 

decodable material be used has also been adopted in this 

study. Support for this also comes from Kibby (1979) who 

stipulated that "a reader must be able to identify a 

certain number of words in the passage before there is any 

specific language or content to interact with" (p . 390). 
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Ki bb{ f o und that utilizing difficult material (as is 

r o ut · n e l y done in miscue analysis in order to elicit a 

s u f 1:ic i e nt number of miscues) may not provide a true 

p i ~:ure of the syntactic and contextual strategies a 

r e ader normally uses when dealing with easier material. 

St ated Kibby, 

A child's ability to apply experience and languag e 
f a cility is not likely to be affected by the 
di fference in the syntactic, semantic, and 
content difficulty of second and third g rade 
material, since these differences are only 
moderate (especially when the student is an older 
d isabled reader) . The difference in per f ormance 
i s likely due to the amount of the information 
the reader is able to obtain from the author's 
message; the key to that information is that t h e 
child must be able to automatically , or at least 
very easily, read a significant proportion o f 
the words in the passage. (p. 391) 

In th is study, material which subjects were requ i red to 

r ead silently was written at a second-grade readability. 

The four instruments were: 

Open-Ended Interview (Appendix B) 

This instrument, a modification of the Burk e Reading 

Interview (Burke, 1976 ) , consisted o f nine ques t i ons. 

Seven questions were designed to el i cit information abo u t 

the subject's schema of reading (based upon what the 

subject perceived to be the focus of the reading process--

the reading "unit"--and his or her opinion as to what 

constituted good and poor reading ) . The oth er two 
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que ~ t :1.. ons concerned the subject's instructional model of 

reaa~ng (based upon the instructional methodology to which 

he c: s h e had been exposed and how the subject would try 

t o i1s t r uct someone else in reading). 

Th e final set of questions and their wording resulted 

f r om p ilot testing using a large pool of possible questions, 

wo r ded i n various ways. Questions which were vague, 

d i fficul t for subjects to understand, or which led primarily 

t o attr ibute responses ("reading is fun ... boring . 

h a rd, " etc.) or function responses ("reading is to learn 

. to obtain information . . for pleasure, " etc.) 

were d iscarded, since the object was to ascertain what the 

s ubject actually thought the reading process is ( i.e., 

how the process works). When necessary, grammatical rules 

wer e violated to obtain a wording of the questions which 

sounded similar to the subjects' normal speech. 

The questions were sequenced in such a way as to 

allow the subject to gather confidence and allow him or 

her time to warm up to the topic. Global, abstract 

questions (e.g., "What is reading?" or "What constitutes 

good or poor reading?'') were avoided. Such questions 

tended to make subjects feel that there was "a" right 

answer, or else the complexity of the questions o ver-

whelmed them. In previous research studies, it was f ound 
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tha ~. t hese questions lead to a high percentage of vague, 

me a ingl ess, or "I don't know" responses. 

Di rections to the subject were: 

I 'm interested in high school students' views 
on reading. I'd like to ask you some of 
yo ur opinions. There are no right or wrong 
answers. If it's all right with you, I'm 
going to tape record our conversation so that 
I won't have to take time to stop and write 
down what you are saying. Any time you don't 
understand something--the directions or a 
q uestion--please feel free to tell me. 

Silent Reading Task Cards (Appendix C) 

This task was based on progressive modifications of 

a similar task developed by Canney and Winograd (1979). 

I t consisted of five passages of comparable length, 

s tyle (expository), interest level, and readability 

(second grade level) in their original forms. With 

the publisher's permission, these passages were adapted 

from Getting the Facts, Level B (Boning, 1976). They 

were selected for several reasons. First, they were 

relatively interesting to a wide range of ages. Second, 

they sounded like natural language to a far greater 

degree than most material written at this level o f 

readability. This allowed subjects to bring their 

language competencies to bear on the task. Third, their 

low readability insured every subject of being able to 

decode/pronounce all of the words contained in them. 
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Th e directions for this task were: 

Now I'm going to show you some cards. Each 
c ard has some writing on it. I'd like for 
you to look at each card, one at a time. 
You may look at it as long as you like. You 
don't have to read the card outloud. After 
you finish looking at the card, please tell me 
whether you think a person could read the 
c ard or not and then tell me why. 

The five passages consisted of an intact passage and 

f our linguistically altered versions. These versions, 

l i sted in sequence of presentation, were: 

1. Syntactic-WS version: Changes in s yntax within 

s e n t ences (HS) were made by re-typing the sentences 

with the words rearranged in random order. The wares 

f =om each sentence were typed on separate, equal-sized 

s lips of paper. These were then mixed and se_ected one 

a t a time. The words for each sentence were re-typed 

in the order in which they were drawn. The resultant 

sentences and paragraph were no longer meaning:ul, 

although all of the words in it were decodable. 

2 . Intact version: This consisted of a complete, 

coherent, meaningful paragraph. 

3. Graphophonic version: The letter sequences o : 

the original words were rearranged so that decodable 

:1onsense "words" resulted. The letters were resequenced 

so that the .:-ules of English or-"" hograpny \vere .. ot v io l a ... ed. 

~lords consisting of single vowels (i.e., "a '' and " _ " ) 
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we r ._-: r eplaced with other single vowels. Punctuation 

frc~1 t he original version was preserved and capitalized 

l e t ~e r s in the original were replaced with other capital 

l e ~er s. The resulting passage consisted of pronounce­

a b l e "words" which were not meaningful. 

4 . Semantic version: Every other noun and every 

o t her verb in this passage were replaced with other nouns 

a nd v erbs selected from the Harris-Jacobson Short 

Re ada bility Word List (Harris & Sipay, 1975, pp. 666-6 7 5 ) . 

The l ist is a compilation of words which occur with h ~ gh 

f requency in first-and second-grade level boo k s ~rem 

wi d e l y used basal reader series. Int~ansiti ve 1erbs a n d 

pronouns were not altered. Each noun and verb to oe 

a ltered was replaced with the first noun or erb gi en 

i n the Harris-Jacobson list which began with the same 

letter as the noun or verb it was replacing. The 

resulting paragraph was not meaningful s~nce i~ was 

composed of "deviant sentences," a li:1guistic term whic h 

describes sentences which appear strange or nusua_ to 

a native speaker for semantic reasons ( ~ardhaugh, _9 77 ) . 

5. Syntactic-AS version: Changes in s yntax across 

!entences (AS ) were made by preserving original word 

order, but altering the placement of sentential bo undary 

markers (periods ) . The number of sente .. ces rema~ned ~ ~e 
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s at~ . Capitalization and spacing were corrected so that 

t ,. , p a ragraph looked as if it were a normal paragraph. 

Pe i o d s were moved so that the new sentences still 

c o~ ·J t a i ned both subjects and verbs and were comprehensibl e. 

Th~ meani~g, however, was different from that of the 

o r i g inal sentences in the unaltered version. 

Each passage was typed in pica type, in the form of 

a s i n gle paragraph on a 5" x 8" white card. No titles 

were used. The passages (cards) were sequenced so that 

nei t h er the Intact passage nor the Graphophonic passage 

(t h e two extremes in terms of readableness ) occurred at 

t he beginning or end of the series. Putting the Intact 

pa s sage first might have influenced sub j ects to expec t 

all of the passages to be meaningful. If le f t f or last, 

some subjects might have anticipated its being correct 

s i nce that was the only kind not yet p resented. The 

Graphophonic version, which was meaningless and contained 

no real words, was also placed within the sequence for 

similar reasons: to avo~d an initial mind set and to 

avoid the appearance of an apparent progression o f 

increasingly meaningful passages. 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire (Appendix D) 

This instrumen t consisted of a t yped co py o f t he 

same nine questions subjects were as ked i n it i all y . 
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HowGv e r, beneath each question two sets of responses 

we re t yped. One set of responses was typical of responses 

g i ven by top-down, meaning-centered processors (i.e., 

a composite of responses given previously to the oral 

I nterv iew by other good readers in pilot testing) . The 

s econd set of responses under each item consisted of those 

t ypic al of bottom-up, decoding-centered processors (i.e., 

a composite of responses given by poor readers in pilot 

t est i ng.) In pilot testing, the interview was given to 

approximately 40 high school and community college 

s tud ents who were selected on the basis of reading test 

s cores . All students had taken either the Nelson-Denny 

Reading Test, Form 0 or the Gates-MacGinitie, Form E . 

Approximately half of the students read at or above ~he 

50th percentile; the other half scored below the 25th 

percentile. Responses from these two groups of students 

were chosen deliberately since they reflect two opposite 

ends of a continuum, although it is obvious that in 

reality, readers probably utilize both types of processing 

in an interactive manner (Rumelhart, 1976). The order of 

the two sets of responses beneath each question was 

randomized. This was accomplished by the throw of a die . 

An even number on the die led to the "top-down" answer 

being listed f ~_rst; an odd number res ul ted in the 
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"bCJt_ t o rn-up" response in the left-hand position beneath 

t h e q ue stion. 

I n structions to the subjects were: 

Next, I'm going to show you the same questions 
I asked you at the beginning, but befieath each 
q uestion are two sets of answers that other 
students have given. While we're looking 
a t it together, I'll read each question and 
t h e two sets of answers outloud. Then 
I 'd like you to tell me which answer comes 
c losest to your opinion. 

Other formats which could circumvent the problem of 

possible low verbal production or lack of metalanguage 

i n s ubjects were explored in pilot testing, but found 

unsa tisfactory. One such experiment consisted of having 

sub j ects view two videotaped interviews of two subjects. 

The same questions as those on the initial interview were 

used . One set of responses represented top-down, meaning-

centered reading; the other was typical of bottom-up, 

decoding-centered processing. Because subjects became 

confused in remembering who had said what in the video-

tapes, and were preoccupied with the v isual aspects of 

the presentation, this approach to data collection was 

ruled out. 

Oral Reading Task Cards (Appendix E) 

This instrument consisted of a set of five cards with 

a typed passage on each and a cassette tape with a 

recorded version of each passage. On white 5 11 x 8" cards, 



89 

wh : _h subjects looked at while listening to· the oral 

r e 0d i ngs of the passages, were typed the intact, unaltered 

f o_ ~J s of the passages. They were typed in pica type, 

i n pa r agraph form, with no titles. The passages were 

r e c o r ded by the researcher. In pilot testing, no subject 

i ndic ated any awareness of that fact or inquired about 

t he i dentity of the speaker. 

The passages were adapted from the same source as 

t hos e used for the silent reading task cards (Getting the 

Fac t s, Level B). The passages contained approximately 

the same number of sentences and words per sentences, 

were of uniform writing style (expository) and interest 

level, and had a second-grade readability. The low 

r e adability assured all subjects of being able to decode 

t h e words in the passages. Despite the low readability, 

the passages reflected relatively natural (i.e., spoken) 

language patterns. 

Each taped passage contained five miscues of one 

particular type (graphophonic, syntactic, or semantic ) , 

except for the Corrected version. The Co~rected version 

contained a total of seven miscues (of all types ) , but 

miscues which altered the meaning were self-corrected b y 

the speaker on the tape. In all taped versions, t h e first 

sentence was kept intact. 
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Directions for this task were: 

People have different ideas about what's 
good reading and what's bad reading, so the 
last thing we're going to do is to have you 
lis ten to some passages that are being read in 
di fferent ways. I'll give you an exact copy 
of the card the person on the tape was reading 
from. Listen to the tape of how the person 
reads each of the passages on the cards. After 
you've heard each card, we'll stop the tape 
pl ayer and I'll ask you your opinions about 
their reading. There are no right or wrong 
answers--I'm interested in your opinions 
only. We'll do a couple of sample passages 
f irst to be sure you understand what we're 
doing. Feel free to ask questions if you 
don't understand. 

The five altered versions which subjects heard on 

t ape were: 

1. Syntactic-WS verson: Word additions, omissions, 

and transpositions ~ithin sentences (WS) were used to 

disrupt passage meaning. 

2. Graphophonic version: F~ve uncorrected grapho-

phonic miscues (transposed letters, accent on wrong 

syllable) served to disrupt passage meaning. The 

miscues were selected from ones poor readers made in 

reading the passage during pilot testing. 

3. Corrected version: Miscues of the t ypes exhibited 

in the other versions were represented in this passage. 

However, those which would distort the meaning were 

corrected by the reader on the tape so that meaning was 

preserved. 
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4 . Semantic version: Five nouns in the passage 

wer ~ r e p laced with five other nouns randomly selected from 

t he Ha r r is-Jacobson Short Readability List (Harris & 

Si pay , 1 975, pp. 666-675), described earlier. A table 

o f ran dom digits (Dayton, 1970, pp. 379-383) was used to 

s e l ec t words from the Harris-Jacobson list. 

5 . Syntactic-AS version: Syntactic changes were 

ma d e a c ross sentences (AS). Hord order and sequence were 

pr e s e r ved; however, sentential boundary markers (periods) 

we re moved and inserted at subsequent points. Periods 

we re placed so that the resulting sentences contained 

bo th subjects and verbs and were comprehensible. The 

mea nings of the resultant sentences differed from the 

o r i ginal ones, making a somewhat bizarre paragraph. 

The sequence of the passages was structured so that 

t h e Corrected version was placed within the sequence 

rather than at the beginning or end. This was to avoid 

an initial mind set in the subject, the expectation of 

progressively "better" or "worse" oral reading of the 

passages, or the anticipation on the subjects' part that 

the last passage must be the best one if all previous 

ones seemed to them to have typified poor reading. 

Two sample passages were used to be sure that the 

subject grasped the task. One trial passage contained 
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f i ~a mi scues of various types, all of which distorted 

th ~ me aning. After completion of both trials and the 

e xami n er's determination that the subject understood the 

t a sk , the first passage was presented. If the subject 

d id no t comprehend the task after two trials, the two 

t rials were repeated. Pilot testing indicated that the 

t wo t rials were generally more than adequate to demon­

s tra t e to subjects what was to be done .. 

If the subject had trouble getting started, the 

e xaminer after one minute asked "In your opinion, is this 

good or poor reading?" If the subject did not explain 

his or her choice, the examiner after one more minute 

asked, "Why do you think it's good/poor reading?" If 

the following information was not included in the 

subject's response, the examiner asked, "Do you think the 

person understood what she was reading?" "Hhy do you 

think so?" 

Other Pilot Testing Results 

Pilot testing was carried out using 15 students 

from three high schools and one community college. On 

the basis of this work, modifications were made which 

led to the final format of the instruments, the directions 

to be read to subjects, and the sequencing o f the tasks. 
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A s ummary of the last pilot test results is given 

i n ~ppendix F. Three students from the school where the 

ac t~' al t esting was conducted participated in this pilot 

te ~~ing . These students were not part of the actual 

s t udy , however. All three subjects were females, two 

Anglo and one Black, reading at three different grade 

l evels : third, sixth, and ninth grade. 

Results indicated that there was a high degree of 

c orre s pondence (83%) between each subject's oral Inter­

v iew responses and those given on the Forced-Choice 

Quest ionnaire. This indicates that both instruments 

s eeme d to yield approximately the same information and 

tha t subjects were consistent in their response patterns. 

There was also a pattern of sharp differentiation 

among the three readers' orientations to reading. For 

the third-grade level reader, only 3% of her responses to 

the Forced-Choice Questionnaire reflected a meaning 

f ocus; whereas this figure jumped to 71% for the sixth­

grade level reader and 100% for the ninth-grade level 

reader. 

On the Silent Reading Task Cards, all subjects 

accepted the Intact version as readable and rejected the 

graphophonically altered version as unreadable. Since 

this original Graphophonic version did not differentiate 
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amo n··! s ubj ects of various reading levels, it was modified 

to 1 "\Ke the nonsense rt~ords pronounceable ( decodable) . 

Th i s wa s achieved by resequencing the actual letters of 

eac h word so that, although they were nonsense words, 

the y d id not violate normal letter sequences of English 

or t hogr aphy . There was a sharp differentiation among 

the s ub j ects on the Syntactic-WS and Semantic versions 

(no Syntactic-AS version, altered by changes in the 

sentence boundaries, was used in the Silent Reading task 

in thi s pilot test) . The poorest reader felt that both 

of the se versions were readable, but did not make sense. 

The sixth-grade level reader rejected the S yntactic- ~S 

versio n as u~readable and =ound the Semantic Jer sion 

readable, but not sensible. The best reader wa s ~e aning -

focused and stated that a person could read the vers ion s 

if he knew the "code" to unscramble the Sy"'"ltactic- , s 

v ersion or if he knew the context from which the 

bizarre Semantic version had been taken. (She speculated 

that it could have come from a "fantasy" stor_. l 

In the Oral Reading task, a primary dist~nction 

between the poor reader and the other tvJO sub j ects r.vas 

her inability to judge acc uratel y vhether compre hension 

had occurred or not. She accepted all ·ersions, other 

than the Graphophon~c, as be~ng good or "pret"-y good" 
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rea r1.' ng . She accepted the Syntactic-AS version (rapid, 

ace !ra t e, sequential decoding, but periods ignored and 

pa s s a g e meaning altered) as being ~nderstood by the reader 

o n t! e tape. She also believed the reader on the tape 

understood the Semantic version, even though t~e substi­

t u t i on of some nouns for others had completely altered 

t he me aning of the passage. 

These data suggested sufficiently strongly both that 

s ubjects of varying reading abilities seemed to have 

d iffe rent orientations toward the reading process 

(i.e ., different schemata ). Moreover, these differences 

were reflected in their respo r ses to these instruments . 

Administration of Assessment !nstrumen~s 

Data Here gathered between Apri_ 29 and :. _a y 9 , 98 . 

Eacn subject who returned a consent form signed by both 

~ he parent and subject was escorted by the examiner to 

an unused classroom. The examiner v isited briefl with 

the student about an on-going school acti·ity to help 

establish rapport and red uce an y a~x~et_ the sub ' ect mig~t 

have. The exam~ner and the sub j ec~ sat at ri ght a ngl es 

at the cor~er of a table so that materials could _e 

easily manipulated and passed bac~ and forth . The 

examiner reconfirmed the sub~ect's ear:~er a p9ro al ~o 
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tap~ r ecord the session, explaining that this minimized 

t h e n e e d for the examiner to take notes during the 

s e s-io n. 

Th e sequence of the tasks was the same as the order 

i n whic h they were described previously: (a) the 

Open- Ended Interview; (b) the Silent Reading Task Cards; 

(c) t he Forced-Choice Questionnaire; and (d) the Oral 

Re a ding Task Cards. This arrangement alternated the forms 

o f t h e Interview with two concrete tasks. The Open-Ended 

I nte r view was placed first so that the subject's responses 

wo uld not be biased by any of the other tasks. A concrete 

t ask , determining the readableness of several passages, 

was placed next to provide a buffer between the two f orms 

o f the Interview in order to erase the subject's short­

t e rm memory of his or her responses to the initial 

interview. Also, the Silent Reading Task was positioned 

second because it was the simpler of the two concrete 

(non-interview) tasks and should, therefore, have helped 

subjects feel confident and at ease in verbal~zing 

responses. The third instrlli~ent was the printed form of 

the Interview, the Forced-Choice Questionnaire, whic~ 

required no reading on the part of the subject since the 

examiner read it aloud. Finally, the taped oral readings 

of the five different passages was presented. Since this 
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ta s:~ wa s somewhat more complicated, and involved the 

app~ication and integration of various information the 

s ubjec t s may have given earlier, it was placed last. The 

t i me r e quired to administer the four instruments was 

a ppro ximately 20 to 30 minutes per subject. 

Data Analysis 

After the data collection sessions were completed, 

t he examiner transferred subjects' responses to Subject 

Response Sheets (see Appendix G) and transcribed any 

a ddi t ional comments which they made. Data yielded 

by t his study were primarily descriptiv e and were dealt 

with as follows. 

Open-Ended Interview 

Each of the subject's responses was classified as 

having (a) a decoding-focus, (b) a meaning~ focus, (c ) 

both decoding and meaning focuses, or as (d ) non­

classifiable. Canney and Winograd's (19 79 ) descriptors 

and pilot test data were used as the bases f or classi­

fication of responses. (See Appendix H f or descrip tors 

for each category.) The frequency of each type o f 

~esponse was computed for each subject to see if t here 

was a predominant pattern or orientation. Within each 
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gr ·.;~ 1p of subjects reading at the same level, an examina­

t i cll was made to see if group patterns seemed to emerge. 

For all statistical procedures, the more censer­

va t.· v e . 01 level of significance was used. Because of 

t he l a rge number of tests that were run, this level o f 

s i g n if icance was selected to help control the Type I 

e r r or rate. 

In order to examine statistically the frequencies 

o f e a ch type of response (A, AB, and B) selected by each 

group , the chi-square test of independence (Stanley & 

Glas s, 1970) was computed for the responses to eac~ of 

t he first seven Interview questions. The toLal number of 

A responses and B responses yielded by each group were 

a na lyzed using the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA ) 

p r ocedure (Dayton, 1970) to see if differences existed 

across groups. A significant ratio was found, so post 

hoc pairwise comparisons using the Duncan multiple rang e 

procedure (Dayton, 1970) were made to determine where 

significant differences existed. The total n umber of AB 

responses (given by the middle and high groups only) 

was analyzed for differences using a two-sample ~-test 

(Glass & Stanley, 1970). The final two questions, 

which pertained to the instructional methodology the 
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s t ... Jen t initially received, were not included in these 

COi·~~) uta tions. 

After the examiner classified the responses to the 

Op n - Ended Interview, an independent rater classified the 

r e sponses to be sure that a reliable classification had 

b een a chieved. The independent rater, a graduate student 

i n r e ading, was supplied with descriptive information 

o n t h e four categories of responses (see Appendix H). 

Using these descriptive guidelines, the rater categorized 

s ubj ects' responses to the nine Interview questions. 

Th e rater was given unmarked, unidentified sets of responses 

from which to work. The percent of agreement for q uestions 

1-7 only, 8 and 9 only, and 1-9 was calculated f or the 

low , middle, and high groups and for the sample as a 

whole. The initial, overall interrater reliabili t y on 

the classification of subjects' responses to the nine 

Interview questions was .93. The percentages of agreement 

on questions 1-7 and for questions 8-9 only were also 

.93. After the initial, independent ratings were carried 

out, the two raters were able to resolve the nine 

conflicted ratings, thereby achieving 100 % agreement in 

the final categorization of responses. 
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Fo rc~d-Choice Questionnaire 

The subject's choices of responses were marked 

on n e Subject Response Sheet. On the Questionnaire, 

the r e sponses printed on the left were the A responses 

a nd t h e responses on the right, the B responses. These 

wer e l i sted on the Subject Response Sheet (Appendix G) 

unde r columns headed "Decoding" and "Meaning," to 

i ndicate the type of response each represented on each 

quest i on. The frequencies of decoding responses and 

meani ng responses were computed t o detect any pattern 

wi thin groups. Similar comparisons were made across 

groups, as well. 

As with the Interview responses, the chi-square 

test of independence was used to determine whe ther the 

frequencies of A responses and B responses for the 

:irst se~en questions differed signif i cantl y across 

groups. The total frequencies of A responses and B 

respcnses per group were compared using a one-wa: 

analysis of variance ( A~OVA) to detect s~~~ificant 

differences across groups. Since a sign~ficant ~ ratio 

resulted, Duncan multiple range post hoc comparisons 

were run to determine where significant differences 

existed. 
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F inally, for each item, a comparison was made to 

s e e i f subjects' oral answers given previously on the 

I n terview and their Forced-Choice Questionnaire answers 

we re c onsistently of the same type. Responses to the 

I n te r view were rated as having a decoding-focus (A), a 

meaning-focus (B) , both a decoding and meaning-focus 

(AB) o r as non-classifiable (NC). Criteria for each 

c a tegory are given in Appendix H. Responses to the 

Ques t ionnaire were classified as having either a decoding­

f ocu s (A) or a meaning-focus (B). To compare subjects' 

r esponses on the two tasks, the following criteria were 

a ppl ied to responses to questions 1-7 on both instruments: 

(a) the two responses were rated Y (Yes), "consistent," 

i f the subjects gave the same type of answers on both 

tasks (i.e., A/A orB/B); (b) the two responses were 

rated N (No), "inconsistent," if they gave a decoding 

response to one task and a meaning response to the 

other (i.e., A/B orB/A); (c) the responses were rated 

Y/ N (Yes/No), "partially consistent," if they gave a 

decoding and meaning response (AB) to the Interv iew 

question and either a decoding response (A) or meaning 

response (B) to the Forced-Choice question (i.e., AB/ A 

or AB/B); (d) the rating CC (cannot compare) was used 

when subjects gave a non-classifiable response (NC) to 
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t he !nt e rview, since there was not a comparable response 

c a t eror y on the Questionnaire (i.e., NC/A or NC/B). 

Th e percentage of consistent answers was computed 

f o r ~ach subject. The collective responses for each 

gr o up we re then examined for within-group and across­

gr o up c onsistency. 

Th e final two questions were used to explore the 

i nstruct ional methodology to which subjects had been 

e xposed and to examine its subsequent impact on subjects 

wi thin groups and across groups. Frequencies of each 

t ype o f response were tabulated so that comparisons 

co uld be made between subjects who had experienced a 

decoding model of reading in instruction and those 

who had been taught primarily by a comprehension­

centered approach. 

Silent Reading Task Cards 

Subjects' responses to the questions "Could a 

person read this?" were classified under one of three 

categories: Yes (it can be read ) ; No (it cannot be read ) ; 

or Yes/But (indicating that the subject had more than 

one schema of "reading" ) . These categories parallel 

those of Canney and Winograd (1979). The collective 

frequencies of responses for each group were compared 
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for e. ~ ,.r: h version to identify any trends within groups and 

acro s -~ - g roups. 

Ora l Rea d ing Task Cards 

J ub jects' responses to each of the five versions 

wer e r e c orded under one of these categories: "Good" 

(i t represents good reading); "Poor" (it represents poor 

rea d ing) ; "Good and Poor" (conditional responses in which 

the s u b ject indicates that certain things about it 

wer e good or poor; typical of such answers would be '''t 's 

goo d, but. .,""pretty good," "fair," "medium," 

etc . ) . It was noted for each passage whether t h e 

sub jec t felt the reader on the tape understood ~hat was 

be i ng read. This made it possible to ~etermine whether 

the subject thought "reading" could still be "good" in the 

abse nce of comprehension. The frequencies of res~onses 

for the three groups were examined for differences with~­

and across groups as to the types a nd number of passages 

accepted as representing "good" reading. 

Summary 

Fifteen ninth graders were grouped on the basis o f 

teacher judgment and standardized test scores into three 

equal groups having low, middle, or h~gh le-els of reading 

achievement. Four instr~~ents (an Open-~nded I~cerview , 
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S i l~; ~_, t t Reading Task Cards, the Forced-Choice Questionnaire, 

a n d 1)ra l Reading Task Cards) were developed, piloted, 

a nd the n individually administered to each subject between 

Apri l 2 9 and May 9, 1980. The purpose was to gain 

i nforma tion about (a) differences in perceptions of the 

r e ading process within groups and across groups, (b) 

t he con sistency of the responses yielded by the instru­

ments, and (c) each group's instructional model of 

r eading. Results were recorded and analyzed both 

s t ati s tically and descriptively. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

Th e primary purpose of this study was to investigate 

how ninth graders of three levels of reading ability 

p e r ceiv e the reading process. The study focused mainl y 

on dif fe rences within and among groups of subjects. 

Ano ther purpose of the study was to examin e the usefulness 

o f the f our data-gathering instruments and the consis­

t ency of the responses the instruments elicited. A 

final purpose was to gain insight as to any possible 

r e lationship between the instructional methodology to 

which subjects had been explosed and their conceptuali­

za tions of the reading process. 

Data from the four instruments were transcribed 

and t hen analyzed using a combination of quantitative 

and descriptive procedures. The findings to the research 

questions and hypotheses are presented below. 

Question 1 

As measured by four tasks, are there differences 

in the perceptions of the reading process among three 

groups of ninth graders who read at low, middle, and 

high reading levels? 

105 
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\Vi t h regard to the Open-Ended Interview and the 

Forc~d-Choice Questionnaire, the following null hypotheses 

we r e te s ted at the .01 level of significance. 

Open~Ended Interview 

Hy pothesis 1. There are no differences among the 

t o t al n umber of responses low, middle, and high readers 

g i v e in each of the Open-Ended Interview response 

c a t egori es for the first seven questions. 

Decoding (A) Responses: A one-way analysis of 

varianc e computed on the total number of decoding (A) 

r es po nses given by each group indicated that there were 

signif icant differences among the groups. Therefore, the 

null hypothesis was rejected for decoding responses 

(see Table 3). 

Source 

Among 

Within 

Total 

*E < 

Table 3 

ANOVA Summary Table: Total Decoding (A) 
Responses on Interview 

df ss MS 

2 34.53 17.27 

12 24.40 2.03 

14 58.93 

.01 

F ratio 

. 8.49* 



107 

~~1bsequent Duncan multiple range post hoc comparisons 

ind is· t e d the differences between the low group and 

eac h ~ f the other groups were significant at theE < .01 

lev e l. The q ·' value of 4.78 for the low and middle 

gro up s exceeded the shortest significant ran ge (SSR) 

o f 2 " 75 . The q' value of 5.65 for the low and high 

gro ups exceeded the SSR of 2.87. The q' value of 1.57 

fo r t he middle and high groups failed to exceed the SSR 

of . 2.75 . Although the low group gave significantly more 

decodin g responses than either of the other groups, the 

number of decoding responses given by the other groups 

did n o t differ significantly. 

Meaning (B) Responses: One-way ANOVA results o n 

the n umber of B responses given by the various groups 

also resulted in a significant ~ ratio. Therefore, the 

nul l hypothesis was rejected for the meaning responses 

(see Table 4). 

Post hoc comparisons using the Duncan multiple 

range test indicated the differences were significant at 

theE < .01 level between all pairs of groups, with the 

number of meaning responses increasing as t h e reading 

levels of the groups increasea. The q' values for the 

low and middle groups (3.24) and for the middle and high 

groups (2.92) exceeded the SSR of 2.66. The q ' value of 



So u1c e 

Amo ng 

Wi t hin 

To t a l 

10'8 

Table 4 

ANOVA Summary Table: Total i1eaning (B) 
Responses on Interview 

df ss 

2 36.13 18.07 

12 22.80 1.90 

14 58.93 

* E < • 01 

f_ ratio 

9.51* 

6. 16 f or the low and high groups exceeded the SSR of 

2. 7 8 . 

Decoding and Meaning (AB) Responses: Since the 

low g roup gave no AB responses, a two-sample t-test was 

us e d to examine the distributicn of total AB responses 

given by the middle and high groups. The computed value 

(!_=.97, df = 8) was not significant at the .01 

level. Therefore, there were no signi f icant differences 

between the two groups in the nurr~er of AB responses 

given by them. 

Hypothesis 2. There are no differences among the 

number of responses in each category that low, middle, 

and high readers give to each of the first seven Open-

Ended Interview questions. 
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Chi-square tests of independence were used to 

e xc.t·l i n e the distribution of A, AB, and B responses to 

e a ·h of the first seven questions across the three groups. 

Si 1ce question 2 yielded a significant chi-square value, 

t he null hypothesis was rejected. Question 2 dealt with 

c hara cteristics subjects attributed to good readers' 

r ead ing. Table 5 displays the computed chi-square values 

f or e ach question. 

Table 5 

Computed Chi-Square Values for Responses to 
Interview Questions 1-7 

Ques tion x2 df Significance 

1 7.66 4 NS 

2 16.42 4 S* 

3 2.25 2 NS 

4 6.66 2 NS 

5 7.81 6 NS 

6 2.50 2 NS 

7 4.23 4 NS 

*E < .01 

No post hoc comparison was run on question 2 since 

an examination of the su~mary of Frequencies of Responses 

Table (Appendix O) indicated where significant differences 
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l ay. On question 2, low readers gave decoding responses; 

mi ddl e r eaders gave decoding and meaning responses; and 

t h h i gh readers gave meaning responses. 

Of interest too was question 3, whose chi-square value 

a pproached significance. Question 4, which asked how the 

s ubj ec t s believed "good" readers would deal with "some­

t h ing t hey didn't know," elicited only decoding strategies 

from the low group. 

Forced -Choice Questionnaire 

Hypothesis 3. There are no differences among t h e 

to ta l number of responses low, middle, and high readers 

give in each of the Forced-Choice Questionnaire response 

categories for the first seven questions. 

A one-way ANOVA computed on the total number o f decod­

ing (A) responses across groups resulted in a s igni fi cant 

F ratio (see Appendix D). Since this q uestionnaire 

required subjects to choose between bi-polar responses, t h e 

stated number of B responses was also s i gnificant. Th ere­

fore, the null hypothesis was rejected (see Table 6 ) . 

Post hoc comparisons using the Duncan multiple range 

test revealed that significant di f ferences existed at t h e 

.01 level between all pairs of groups for decoding responses 

and meaning responses. The q' values for the low and 

middle groups (2.78) and for the middle and h igh g ro ups 
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Table 6 

ANOVA Summary Table: Total Decoding (A) 
Responses on Questionnaire 

df ss MS 

2 29.20 14.60 

12 15.20 1.27 

14 44.40 

*.E < .01 

F ratio 

11.53* 

( 3 .9 8) exceeded the SSR of 2.17. The q' · value of 6.76 for 

t he l ow and high groups exceeded the SSR of 2.67. The 

low g roup selected predominantly decoding responses; 

whereas the middle group's responses were more evenly 

divided between the decoding and meaning categories. In 

contrast, the high group selected six times as many meanins 

responses as decoding responses. 

Hypothesis 4. There are no differences among the 

number of responses in each category that low, middle, 

and high readers give in response to each of the first 

seven Forced-Choice Questionnaire questions. 

Chi-square tests of independence were applied to the 

distribution of the A, AB, and B responses across the three 

groups. There were no significant differences at the .01 

level of significance. However, questions 1 and 2 
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app r·:- c h ed significance. (See Appendix L for summary 

freq;...\,,.~ nc ies of all responses to the questionnaire.) 

Que s:·i on 1 dealt with what subjects do when they are reading 

and '';o rne to something [they] can't figure out." All of 

the l ow readers and four of the five middle readers gave 

decoding strategies. Four of the five high readers, 

however, gave meaning responses. Question 2 concerned the 

charac t eristics subjects attribute to the reading of good 

rea der s. In response to question 2, all of the middle 

group a nd the majority of the low group selected the A 

answer , indicating that to them, skilled readers were 

cha rac terized by their decoding ability. 

With regard to the last two tasks, the Silent Reading 

Task Cards and the Oral Reading Task Cards, the following 

questions were examined. 

Silent Reading Task Cards 

Question A. Are there differences among the total 

number of responses low, middle, and high readers give 

in each of the response categories in their ratings of 

the reading of the five Silent Reading Task Cards? 

Subj~cts were asked to determine whether each passage 

could be "read" and to explain why they felt it could or 

could not be read. Responses fell into three categories: 

No (it was unreadable); Yes (it was readable); Yes / But (it 
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wa s .re a dable, but with one or more qualifications added or 

l i m.d:. a t ions noted. These included comments such as "if you 

spo~·.e that language," "if you knew the kind of story it 

c ame f r om," "but it wouldn't make sense," etc.). 

Wi thin each group, five of the Yes (Y) ratings were 

g i ven correctly to the Intact passage. (The Intact passage 

wa s t h e only one that was meaningful.) The totals reflected 

t h e d if ferences between the high group and the other two 

g r oups , which were more similar to each other. The low . 

a nd mi ddle groups gave nearly the same number of Yes (Y) 

r e sponses (13 and 14, respectively). The high group gave 

f i v e Yes responses. The number of qualified-yes responses 

(Y/B) increased across groups from the low group to the 

h i gh group (3 to 5 to 7). The high group gav e the most No 

(N) responses, 13, as compared with 6 from the middle 

group and 9 from the low group. 

In summary, differences did exist between the high 

group's accuracy in judging the readableness of the 

passages and the lesser degrees of accuracy exhibi t ed by 

the other two groups. 

Question B. Are there differences among the number 

of responses low, middle, and high readers give in eac h 

response category in their ratings of their reading o f 

the individual Silent Reading Task Cards? 
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I n general, a shift from focusing on decoding 

a s pect s towards focusing on comprehensibility as the key 

t o rea d ableness was evident in the data. Subjects of 

a l l t hree groups recognized the Intact version as being 

r e adab le. However, their ratings of the remaining 

pa ssage s were more divergent. On the Syntactic-WS 

p a ssa ge, more subjects in the middle group accepted the 

passag e as Y/B (readable with certain qualifications), 

t han e ither of the other two groups. On the Graphophonic 

v e rs i on, no subjects in the high group rated this meaning­

l e ss passage as readable, whereas one subject in each of 

t he o ther groups found it somewhat readable (i.e., accepted 

i t a s Y/B). 

The two passages which seemed to distinguish most 

c learly the high group from the middle and low groups 

were the Semantic and Syntactic-AS passages. The 

Semantic passage, a meaningless passage comprised of real 

words, was accepted as being completely readable (Y ) by 

four of the five subjects in each of the two lower groups 

and as Y/B by the remaining subject in each group. In 

contrast, no subject in the high group rated the passage 

as completely readable (Y). Rather, all five high 

readers rated it Y/B, with four of the five stating that 

i1: "could be read, but it wouldn't make sense." 
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On the final passage, Syntactic-AS~ four subjects in 

e ach of the lower .·groups accepted these altered sentences 

a ~ r e a dable (Y), with one subject in each group rejecting 

t hem c ompletely as unreadable (N) . In distinct contrast, 

f our subjects in the high group rejected this passage as 

unre a dable (N), with the remaining subject accepting it 

o n a conditional basis (Y/B). The responses to the last 

two passages seemed to delineate the high group from the 

other two groups, with the lower two groups perceiving 

readableness as consisting to a large extent of 

pronounceability. 

Question C. Are there differences among the total 

number of responses low, middle, and high readers give 

in each of the response categories in their ratings of 

the comprehension of the five Silent Reading Task Cards? 

A record was kept of the number of specific 

references each group made to the comprehensibility of 

each passage and an indication of whether the comments 

suggested that the passage "made sense," "did not make 

sense," or "made partial sense." These data reflect 

only verbalizations about comprehen~ibility that were 

volunteered by subjects. It is possible that some sub j ects 

might have had opinions about passage co mprehensibility , 

and yet not expressed them. 
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An examination of the total number of references 

s h< ,•.;e d 14 from the low group, 9 from the middle group, and 

1 0 ~rom the high group. Whereas the number of references 

a c ' s s groups did not seem to differ appreciably, the 

group s did vary in the accuracy of their assessments of 

passa g e comprehensibility. The high group was better 

a ble to assess passage comprehensibility than either of 

t he o ther two groups were. 

Question D. Are there differences among the number 

o f r esponses low, middle, and high readers give in each 

r e sponse category in their ratings of the comprehension 

o f the individual Silent Reading Task Cards? 

All references to comprehension on the Syntactic-WS 

passage, except one, correctly identified the passage 

as being incomprehensible. The single exception was a 

middle group subject's comment indicating that it was 

partially comprehensible, but would require "a couple of" 

readings. Across all groups, subjects who referred to 

the comprehensibility of the Intact passage noted 

correctly that it "made sense." Only low anc middle 

group readers mentioned comprehension in relation to the 

Graphophonic passage's readableness. Both were correct 

in stating that it did not make sense. 
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Th e final two passages, the Semantic and the Syntactic­

AS vne s , provided the sharpest contrasts among the three 

gr o1;ps . On the Semantic version, three low readers and 

o ne mi ddle reader rated the passage as readable and 

comtrehensible. Of the four high readers who mentioned 

c ompr e hensibility with respect to the Semantic passage, 

no t o n e of them accepted it as meaningful (although all 

f i ve s tated that it could be "read"). 

The last passage, the Syntactic-AS version, also 

e l ic i ted sharply divergent responses from the three groups. 

The most significant responses were from the low group: 

t wo l ow readers felt the passage "made sense." Of the 

middle group, one subject reported the passage "made 

s ense" and one saw it as making partial sense. Of the 

h i gh readers, the one subject who made a direct reference 

to comprehension commented it could be understood "much 

better" if the punctuation were "fixed." 

The low and middle groups' assessment of the compre­

hensibility of the Semantic and Syntactic-AS passages 

suggested that although they see a relationship between 

readableness and comprehensibility, some of them may have 

difficulty determining what makes sense and what does not. 

(Appendix K displays summary frequencies of all responses 

given to the Silent Reading Task Cards.) 
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Or a ._ .Re a ding Task Cards 

Qu estion A. Are there differences among the total 

nw ~er of responses the low, middle, and high readers 

g i v i n each of the response categories in their ratings 

o f the reading of the five Oral Reading Task Cards? 

Subjects were asked to evaluate the way the taped 

pa ssage s had been read. Responses fell into three 

c a tegories: G (it was good reading); G/P (it was good 

i n some respects, poor in others, i.e., fair), or P (it 

wa s poor reading) . (See Appendix I for a description of 

e ach c ategory.) 

The collective ratings of each group's assessment of 

t he o ral reading of five different passages revealed that 

t he number of G ratings decreased across groups from six 

in the low group to one in the middle group to none in the 

high group. The middle group showed the most ambi valence, 

selecting 14 G/P ratings. The high group gave approxi­

mately twice as many (21) "poor" ratings as either the 

middle group (10), or the low group (12) (see Table 7 ) . 

If subjects considered meaning to be a prerequisite for 

"good" reading, then five of each group's total (25) 

responses should have been 11 good" (G) ratings. (The 

meaning of the four other passages was altered by the way 

they were read.) In light of this, the ability to e valuate 
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o r a· r e a ding increased across reading levels from the low 

g r o1p t o the high group. 

Table 7 

Group Ratings of Oral Reading Task Cards 

Gr oup 

Lo w 

G 

G/P 

p 

Mi ddl e 

G 

G/ P 

p 

High 

G 

G/P 

p 

Syntactic­
WS 

3 

1 

1 

1 

4 

5 

Grapho­
Corrected phonic 

1 

3 3 

2 1 

5 2 

3 

3 

2 5 

G = Good reading 

G/P = Good/Poor (fair) reading 

P = Poor reading 

Syntactic-
Semantic AS 

2 

1 2 

4 1 

3 

5 2 

1 

5 4 
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Qu e stion B. Are there differences among the number 

o f res p onses the low, middle, and high readers give in 

e a ch r e sponse category in their ratings of the reading 

o f che individual Oral Reading Task Cards? 

Tab le 7 shows that the low group rated the reading 

o f e very passage except the Corrected version more highly 

t h a n t he middle group. The middle group rated the reading 

o f every passage as highly or more highly than the high 

g roup . The entire high group rated the reading of the 

Syntac tic-WS, Graphophonic, and Semantic versions as "poor" 

( s ee Appendix M). These results indicated that as the 

r eading level of the group increased, so did the ability 

t o j udge accurately the oral reading of the passages. 

Question c. Are there differences among the total 

number of responses low, middle, and high readers give in 

each of the response categories in their ratings of the 

comprehension of the five Oral Reading Task Cards? 

After hearing the passages on tape and evaluating the 

way they were read, subjects were asked whether they felt 

the person on the tape comprehended what was being read. 

Responses fell into three categories: Y (Yes, the reader 

comprehended it); Y/N (Yes and No, the reader partially 

comprehended it); and N (No, the reader did not comprehend 

it). With a meaning-centered orientation, the passage 
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wh i rt should have been identified as having a Y rating 

wa s t h e Corrected version, since the reader would not 

hav~ ma de the corrections had she not comprehended what 

wa s e ing read. The alterations (left uncorrected) in 

t h e o t h e r versions distorted the passages' meanings. 

Th ere was a differential shift across groups with 

t h e h i gher groups increasingly recognizing that compre­

h e n sio n had not occurred in the majority of the passages. 

Th e hi g h group gave 21 N ratings, the middle group 11, 

a nd t h e low group 10. The high group gave 2 Y ratings; 

whereas the middle group gave 5, and the low group g ave 

11. The middle group again retained a transitional 

s tance, recording the greatest number of Y/ N responses 

(9) c ompared with 4 from the low group and 2 from the 

h igh group. 

Question D. Are there differences among the 

number of responses low, middle, and high readers give 

in each of the response categories in their ratings o f 

the comprehension of the individual Oral Reading Task 

Cards? 

Table 8 shows that more than half of the sub j ects 

in the low and middle groups believed the person reading 
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Table 8 

Group Ratings of Individual Oral 
Reading Passage Comprehension 

Syntactic- Grapho- Syntactic-
Group ws Corrected phonic Semantic ~-S 

Low 

'i 2 3 3 3 

Y/ N 1 2 1 2 

N 2 2 4 

Mi d dle 

y 2 3 

Y/ N 2 
, 3 3 ..L 

N 1 1 2 5 2 

High 

y 2 

Y/N 1 1 

N 5 2 5 5 4 

Y = Yes (the reader comprehended the passage ) 

Y/N = Yes/No (the reader partially comprehended the 

passage) 

N = No (the reader did not comprehend the passage ) 

the Syntactic-WS, Graphophonic, and Syntactic-AS passag ed 

comprehended them eitherpartial1y or completely. In 

contrast, four of the five subjects in the high group 
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re ~~ e c t ed these as not being understood by the reader. One 

l o ·r g r oup subject believed the reader partially compre-

he de d the Semantic version, although no subjects in other 

gr o up s believed this. On the Corrected passage, three of 

t h e l o w readers and three of the middle readers be l ieved 

t h a t the person understood the passages; whereas two high 

r eader s thought this to be true. In this instance, the 

l ow and middle readers were more accurate (from a meaning­

c ente red orientation) in their appraisals since the reader 

would not have corrected the miscues had comprehens i on not 

been occurring. (Appendix M presents a compila t ion of all 

r e sponses given in the Oral Reading Task Cards.) 

Summary of Findings to Question 1 

The data from all four tasks indicated that d iffer­

ences existed across groups in the ways se l ected ninth 

gr aders perceived the reading process. According to data 

from the Interview and the Questionnaire, t h e g roups 

differed in their orientations to the readin g p rocess 

and in their conceptualizations o f good readi ng. 

Significant differences were reflected i n t he g roups' 

total frequencies in the response categor i es t o the t wo 

tasks, with the number of meaning responses i ncreasing 

across levels of reading achievement from t h e low group 

to the high group. There was a signi f icant d i ff ere nce 
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i n t h e i r responses to question 2 on the Interview. This 

q ues t i o n dealt with the characteristics subjects attributed 

t o goo d readers. The low group appeared more concerned 

wi th t he decoding aspects of the process and characterized 

goo d r eaders primarily as rapid, accurate decoders. 

Moreover, they reported using graphophonic cues as their 

major strategy in dealing with unknown words, as well as 

r e lyi n g on external sources of help (teacher, parent, 

d ict i onary). The middle group maintained a transitional 

s tanc e between the low group and the high group. The i r 

a nswers reflected a concern for both decoding and compre­

h ending as a part of their schema of reading. The ma j ority 

o f them included the ability to comprehend as part of 

t heir conceptualization of good readers. The high group 

s eemed more concerned with the central role of comprehen­

s i on in reading. In general, they characterized good 

readers as being high cornprehenders. Some of them implied 

that their schemata of reading incl uded flexible strategies 

for dealing with print. Several of them may have had 

more than one schema of reading since t hey i ndicated that 

a nonsense passage could be "read," e ven though it was 

not comprehensible. 

Data from the Silent Reading Task Cards and the Oral 

Reading Task Cards also indicated certain d if f erences 

across the groups in their responses to the i nstruments as 
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a · ,.; o l e, as well as to certain passages contained in each. 

Th ~ t h ree groups differed in their evaluations of the 

r e a.J i n g of passages and the comprehension of passages. The 

l o v gr oup, more often than the other groups, stated that 

l i ngu i stically-altered material was comprehensible and that 

t h o r al reader had comprehended what had been read. Some 

l ow g roup subjects rated the reading of certain passages 

"fai r ," although they stated the reader had not compre­

he nde d them. The low group tended to give higher rating s 

t han the other groups on the readableness of passages which 

were not meaningful. The middle group also rated some 

non - meaningful passages as readable. The high group 

t ended to reserve "readable" ratings for comprehensible 

pas sages and gave more No ratings when assessing the oral 

r eader's comprehension of linguistically-altered passages. 

Question 2 

As measured by four tasks, are there differences in 

the perceptions of the reading process within each of 

three groups of ninth graders who read at low, middle , and 

high reading levels? 

With regard to the Open-Ended Interview and the 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire, the following questions were 

examined. 
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O[_,:_n- Ended Interview 

Question A. Are there differences within each group 

am.) ng the total number of responses given in each of the 

Op_n- Ended Interview response categories for the first 

s eve n questions? 

The high group showed the greatest internal consis­

t e n c y, followed by the low and middle groups, respectively. 

The middle group's responses spanned all four categories 

a nd were more evenly distributed between the decoding (A) 

a n d the meaning (B) categories than either the low or high 

g r oup's. The low group gave approximately two-and-one-half 

t i mes as many decoding (A) responses (24) as meaning (B) 

responses (9) and no decoding and meaning (AB) responses. 

The middle group gave primarily B responses (19), followed 

by A responses (11) and AB responses (4). The high group 

overwhelmingly selected B responses (28), followed by A 

responses (6) and AB responses (1 ) . 

Question B. Are there differences within each group 

among the number of responses given in each of the Open­

Ended Interview response categories to each o f the first 

seven questions? 

In the low group, all five subjects gave decoding (A) 

responses to questions 1, 2, and 4. The three classifiable 

responses to question 5 were also A responses. Questions 
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3 , ~ ' a nd 7 each elicited two A and three B responses. 

(S•L Appendix B for Interview questions.) 

I n the middle group, there was a consensus on one 

ques t ion: all subjects gave a meaning (B) answer to 

ques t ion 6. Answers were relatively evenly split between A 

a nd B responses to questions 3, 4, and 7. On the remaining 

t hree q uestions (1, 2, and 5 ) , there was an even greater 

d i v ers ity among the A, B, and AB responses within the group. 

Within the high group, there was a consensus o f B 

r espo nses to questions 2, 3, and 5. Responses to the 

other questions spanned only two categories (usually A 

a nd B), with the B category predominant in every case. 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire 

Question C. Are there differences within each g roup 

a mong the total number of responses given in each o f t he 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire response categories f or t he 

first seven questions? 

Within the low group, there was a preference fo r 

decoding (A) responses (22 ) over meaning (B) responses (13) . 

Within the middle group, the A responses and B responses 

were more evenl y split (15 a nd 19, respectively) , with a 

slight preference for B responses. Wi t hin the h i gh g roup, 

there was a definite preference for B responses o ver A 

responses (30 to 5). 
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Question D. Are there differences within each group 

among t he number of responses given in each of the Forced­

Choic e Questionnaire response categories to each of the 

f i rs t seven questions? 

Table 9 shows that within the low group, there was 

unani mity in choosing the decoding (A) response to question 

1 . (See Appendix D for questions.) On five questions, the 

l ow g r oup was nearly evenly split between A and B responses. 

On o n e question, four of the five subjects selected the 

s ame answer. On five of the questions, the majority of the 

l ow group subjects selected the decoding (A) response. This 

group exhibited the least within-group consistency. 

Within the middle group, the responses were not so 

evenly divided between the decoding (A) and meaning-focused 

(B ) answers. Subjects were in agreement in their responses 

to one question and nearly evenly split on one. However, 

four of the five subjects were in agreement in their 

responses to the remaining five questions. The middle 

group displayed more within-group consistency than the low 

group. 

Within the high group, there was a consensus on two of 

the questions and on the remaining six questions, four of 

the five subjects selected the same responses. The 

within-group consistency in responses in the high group 

was the greatest of the three groups. 
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Table 9 

Group Responses to Questionnaire Questions 1-7 

Gro ~~P 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

L O VI." 

A 5 3 2 4 3 2 3 

B 2 3 1 2 3 2 

Mi ddl e 

A 4 5 2 4 1 1 1 

B 1 3 1 3 4 4 

AB 1 

Hi gh 

A 1 1 1 1 1 

B 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 

A = Decoding focus 

B = Meaning focus 

AB = Decoding and Meaning focus (subject's response 

was that he would do what was indicated in the 

A answer and then do what was indicated in the 

B answer) 

With regard to the Silent Reading Task Ca rd s a nd the 

Oral Reading Task Cards, the following que s tions were 

investigated for each. 
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S il ··~ !1 t Reading Task Cards 

Question A. Are there differences within each group 

a rne 1g t he total number of responses given in each response 

cat ~gory in the ratings of the reading of the five Silent 

Re a d i n g Task Cards? 

I n each group there were responses given in every 

c a tego ry, although in each group the preponderance of the 

r e spo n ses was confined to a single category: Yes (Y) 

f o r t h e low and middle groups; No (N) for the high 

g r oup . The low and middle groups displayed within-group 

c ons i stency in the large number of passages each accepted 

as r e adable (Y) . The high group was internall y consistent 

i n r ejecting the majority of the passages as unreadable 

( N) • 

Question B. Are there differences within each group 

among the number of responses given in each response 

category in the ratings of the reading of each of the five 

Silent Reading Task Cards? 

The low group was in agreement on the readableness 

(Y) of the Intact passage. Their evaluations of the 

remaining four passages spanned two categories, with four 

of the five subjects choosing the same category . These 

figures suggest considerable consistency within the low 

group. 
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Th e middle group's responses were also in agreement 

on l~e I ntact passage's readableness (Y). Their evalua­

t io:l~ o f the other four passages spanned two categories 

each~ On three of these passages, four out of five 

sub ~ects gave identical evaluations. On the fifth 

pa s sag e , (Syntactic-WS), the five subjects were nearly 

e venly divided in their ratings. On the task, the middle 

g r oup d emonstrated the least within-group consistency. 

Th e high group had the greatest within-group consis­

t e ncy . On three passages (Intact, Graphophonic, and 

Se mantic), all subjects were in agreement. Of the 

r ema i ning two passages, four of the five subjects gave 

t he s ame response (N). 

Question C. Are there differences within each group 

among the total number of responses given in each response 

category in the ratings of the comprehension of the five 

Silent Reading Task Cards? 

Within the low group, two of the seven Comprehensible 

(C) ratings were correct. (The two correct references 

were the ones made to the Intact passage.) Within the 

middle group, two of the four C ratings were correct, 

showing slightly more accurate judgments about a passage's 

meaningfulness. Within the high group, both references 

to a passage's being comprehensible pertained (correctly ) 
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t o the Intact passage. As inferred from these gratuitous 

c owmen ts, the high group was superior to the other groups 

i n c o r rectly assessing the comprehensibility of the 

pa ssages. 

Question D. Are there differences within each group 

a mong the number of responses given in each response 

c ategory in the ratings of the comprehension of each of 

t he f ive Silent Reading Task Cards? 

Differences within each group were reflected mainly 

in their assessments of the Semantic and the Syntactic-AS 

pa s s ages. Some groups in the low group were unaware or 

unable to judge that the Semantic and Syntactic-AS 

pas sages were not meaningful. These same passages elicited 

s imilar results from some middle readers, but with about 

half as many inaccurate judgments. Within the high group, 

one subject found the Syntactic-AS passage partially 

comprehensible. Overall, the high group's assessments 

were the most accurate on all five passages. 

Oral Reading Task Cards 

Question A. Are there differences within each group 

among the total number of responses given in each response 

category in the ratings of the reading of the five Oral 

Reading Task Cards? 
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The low group's ratings were the most evenly distri­

b u ted among the three categories (G, good; G/P, fair; 

P , po o r), showing more variability within the group than 

e i ~her of the other two groups. The middle group gave 

t h e greatest number of "fair" responses (14) and one 

"go o d " rating. In contrast, the high group had the 

l eas t variability. Those subjects found the reading of 

none of the passages representative of "good" reading, 

g ivi ng four "fair" ratings, and the remainder (21) 

" poo r." 

Question B. Are there differences within each group 

amc ng the number of responses given in each response 

category in the ratings of the reading of each of the five 

Oral Reading Task Cards? 

The low group's ratings of the Oral Reading passages 

reflected more variability within the group than the middle 

group (see Table 7). The middle group reflected more 

variability in its responses than did the high group. The 

low group was not in agreement in its ratings of any of 

the passages, but four of the subjects concurred on their 

ratings of the Semantic passage, rating it "poor." 

Within the middle group, the subjects unanimously rated 

the reading of the Corrected passage "fair" and the 

reading of the Semantic passage "poor." 
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Wi ~~in the high group, there was the greatest consensus 

a nK>ng the ratings. All subjects agreed that the reading 

c f t h e Syntactic-WS, Graphophonic, and Semantic passages 

wa ~.:-. "poor. " 

Question C. Are there differe~ces within each group 

a mo ng the total number of responses given in each response 

c a t e gory in the ratings of the comprehension of the five 

Oral Reading Task Cards? 

Within each group, total answers spanned the three 

cat e gories (Y, Y/N, N). However, a different pattern of 

d istribution existed within each group. Within the low 

gro up, there were almost equal numbers of Y and N responses 

given (11 and 10, respectively). Within the middle group , 

there were almost equal Y/N and N answers selected (9 and 

11, respectively). The high group gave almost exclusively 

N ratings ( 21) . (Twenty of t h e total 25 responses for 

each group should have been N ratings.) The high group 

most accurately assessed comprehension and showed the 

most within-group agreement. 

Question D. Are there differences within eac n group 

among the number of responses given in each response 

category in the ratings of the comprehension of each of the 

five Oral Reading Task Cards? 
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Within the low group, subjects were almost evenly 

s pii t between two response categories on three of the 

p~~sages. On the Syntactic-WS passage, their responses 

s p,·:t n n ed the three categories, indicating the least amount 

o f ag reement. On the Semantic passage, four subjects 

correc tly stated that the person on the tape had not 

c ompr ehended what was being read (see Table 8). 

The middle group unanimously rated the Semantic 

pas s age as not being understood by the oral reader (N) . 

Th e i r answers were almost evenly divided between two 

c a t egories (Y/N and N) on t:he Graphophonic and Syntactic-AS 

passages. On the Syntactic-WS and Corrected versions, 

however, subjects showed the greatest diversity in their 

rat ings, covering three categories for each. 

The high group's evaluations of comprehension were, 

overall, the most accurate and the most consistent within 

any of the groups. All subjects rated the Syntactic-WS, 

Graphophonic, and Semantic passages as not being compre­

hended by the reader. Four of the five sub jects rejected 

the Syntactic-AS passage, rating it N. Finally, the 

Corrected version elicited the most varied responses, with 

two of the subjects incorrectly choosing the N rating. 
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S u~·~-,~1ary of Findings to Question 2 

Results from the four tasks indicated that the high 

gr o u p had the greatest within-group agreement in its 

r e spo nses. As a group, the subjects were concerned with 

c o prehension as the goal of reading. Moreover, they 

coll e ctively demonstrated the ability to assess accurately 

t he c omprehensibility of material and an oral reader's 

c omprehension of material read. 

The low group also demonstrated within-group agreement 

in i ts responses to the four instruments, although less 

t han and different from that of the high group. Subjects' 

r e s ponses indicated a decoding orientation to the reading 

process. As a group, the subjects made less accurate 

assessments of both text comprehensibility and an oral 

reader's ability to comprehend material that had been read. 

The middle group manifested the most within-group 

variability in its answers. Subjects tended, however, to 

select more "middle-of-the-road" responses (AB, Y/N, and 

G/P) to the various instruments. 

Question 3 

For each subject and within each group, will there be 

consistent information elicited by questions 1 through 7 

on the Open-Ended Interview and the Forced-Choice 

Questionnaire? 
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I n general, there was consistency in subjects' 

r e s po nses to the first seven questions on the Interview 

a n ·1 Questionnaire. Table 10 reflects the percent of 

a greement for each subject, reading across the rows, and 

t he a verage percent of agreement for each group at 

bott om of the Y column. Overall, the low group and the 

h igh group were the most consistent in their responses 

( app~oximately 83% each). The middle group had a lower 

a ve r age percent of agreement (approximately 71 %). 

Within groups, the low group reflected the least 

wi t hin-group variability in the percent of agreement for 

i n d ividual subjects. The middle and high groups both 

had the same range of variability, although the direction 

o f the variability differed. Two of the middle group 

subjects answered two questions differently, whereas two 

of the high group subjects answered all of the questions 

the same way on both tasks. 

The table in Appendix N shows the consistency of 

responses among all subjects (by group) for the individual 

questions 1-7. In the low group, there was less co n sis­

tency in subjects' responses to questions 2 and 5. Some 

of the middle group changed responses on all questions 

except 1, 4, and 7. The high group's responses remained 

nearly the same on all questions, except 2 a nd 7 . 
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Table 10 

P~rcent of Consistent Responses Per Subject and Group 
on Interview and Questionnaire, Questions 1-7 

Su. sjec t y N Y/N cc 

:So w 
(' 31 85.7 14.3 
03 2 85.7 14.3 
03 3 85.7 14.3 
03 4 71.4 28.6 
03 5 85.7 14.3 

x1 = 82.8 

Mi ddl e 
0 61 
06 2 
06 3 
06 4 
0 6 5 

High 
0 91 
0 92 
093 
094 
09 5 

82.7 14.3 
42.9 42.9 14.3 
85.7 14.3 
71.4 28.6 
71.4 28.6 

x = 71.4 2 

100.0 
42.9 57.1 
85.7 14.3 
85.7 14.3 

100.0 

x3 = 82.9 

Y = Yes (Answers same on Interview and Que stionnaire ) 

N = No (Answers differed on Interview and 
Questionnair e ) 

Y/N = Yes/No (AB response on Interview, A or B 
response on Questionnaire) 

CC = Cannot Compare (NC on Interview, A or B response 
on Questionnaire) 
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S u~r~- : ~l,ary of Findings to Question 3 

The Interview ·and the Questionnaire did elicit 

c o1s i s tent responses from the groups. On the average, 

s u L j e cts in the three groups answered 79 % of the questions 

t he s ame way on both instruments. The high and low groups 

d isplayed virtually the same degree of consistency 

(app r oximately 83%), followed by the middle group (71 %). 

On an individual level, 10 of the 15 subjects gave 

c o n sistent responses to 85% or more of the questions: 

t hre e other subjects were consistent in approximately 

71% of their responses; and two deviated substantial ly 

(4 2 .9%). Of the two subjects where responses deviated 

substantially on the two tasks, one was a member of the 

middle group and the other was in the high group. 

Question 4 

Within each group, will there be consistent infor­

mation elicited by the Silent Reading Task Cards and the 

Oral Reading Task Cards? 

These two instruments cannot be compared as directly 

as the other two, even though both dealt with subjects' 

perceptions of what reading is and how they feel reading 

relates to the comprehensibility and/ or comprehension. 

The Silent Reading Task Cards contained a completely 

intact (unaltered) passage; the Oral Reading Task Cards' 
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co :.~:.<, t e rpart to this was a corrected passage. On the 

s ·:t··~n t Reading Task Cards, subjects' gratuitous comments 

on .. )a s sage comprehensibility were noted; on the Oral 

Re ·d i n g Task Cards, subjects were asked if they thought 

t he p e rson reading the passage had comprehended it. 

(See Appendix 0 for summaries of response frequencies to 

Si l ent Reading Task Cards and Oral Reading Task Cards.) 

Table 11 shows that there was a shift between the 

l ower two groups and the high group toward rejecting the 

f our non-meaningful Silent Reading Task Cards as 

unrea dable. Subjects who included comprehensibility as an 

e ssential component of readableness gave more No (N) 

r es ponses to these cards since only the Intact version 

wa s sensible. A similar trend occurred in sub j ects' 

ratings of the Oral Reading Task Cards: as the reading 

level of the groups increased, so did the number of Poor 

(P) ratings, indicating the high group's greater awareness 

of the fact that meaning was lost in the way four of the 

passages were read. Subjects who required the oral 

reader to read the passages in such a way as not to distort 

the meaning tended to assign lower o verall ratings, since 

only the Corrected passage met this requirement. 
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Table 11 

Gro u p Responses to Silent and Oral Reading Task Cards 

Re spo n se 

y 

Y/ B 

N 

y = 

Y/B = 

N = 

G = 

G/P = 

p = 

Silent Reading 
Task Cards 

Group 

Oral Reading 
Task Cards 

Group 
Low Mlddle Hlgh Response Low Middle Hlgh 

13 13 5 G 6 1 0 

3 5 7 G/P 10 14 4 

9 7 13 p 9 10 21 

Yes (passage is readable) 

Yes/But (passage is readable, but with certain 
qual if ica tions) 

(passage is not readable) 

Good reading 

Fair reading 

Poor reading 

The Silent Reading Task Cards responses show that all 

groups displayed similar within-group consistency , although 

their responses were concentrated in diff erent categories. 

The low and middle groups each gave 13 Ye s (~) responses, 

while the high group gave 13 No ( J) responses. Th e Oral 

Reading Task Cards responses show that the high group 

exceeded the other groups in within-group consistency. 

The low group showed the greatest within- group variability , 

followed by the middle group . The low and middl e groups 
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s howed slightly less, although nearly equal, consistency 

i n the i r responses to the two tasks than did the high 

g r oup . 

Surr~ary of Findings to Question 4 

Th e two tasks, although not precisely comparable, 

d id r eveal consistent orientations toward the reading 

proce s s from each of the groups. On both task s, t h e 

r espo nses of the low and middle groups were more similar 

t o e a ch other, and both differed from the high group. 

The h igh group's responses indicated that sub j ects' 

as s e ssments of readableness were predicated upon the 

c omprehensibility of the material. Their ra t i ngs of ora l 

r ead ing were predicated in large measure upon t h e o r a l 

reader's comprehension or lack of comprehension of t h e 

material being read. The responses o f the low a nd middl e 

group indicated that they were either less awa re of o r 

less concerned with the role of comprehension i n the 

reading process. 

Question 5 

According to responses elicited by q uestions 8 and 

9 on the Open-Ended Interview and the Forced-Cho i ce 

Questionnaire, are there differences in the instruct iona l 

modelsof reading of low, middle, and high readers? 
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Questions 8 and 9 of these instruments dealt with 

s~IJ j ec ts' instructional models oi reading. Question 8 

w s "How do you think a teacher would try to help someone 

who was having trouble with their reading?" Question 9 

was , "Do you remember how you first learned to read?" 

Table 12 shows each group's individual and collective 

r espo nses to questions 8 and 9 on the Interview and the 

Ques tionnaire. Subjects' responses to the Interview 

c o uld be classified as decoding/meaning (AB) or non­

class ifiable (NC), two categories of responses which did 

not exist for the Questionnaire. Because sub j ects had to 

select either the A (decoding) or B (meaning) response 

(wh ichever carne closer to their own beliefs), the 

Questionnaire yielded more specific information. 

Interview responses to questions 8 and 9 contai~ed 

several AB or NC responses. The dotted lines in Table 

12 reflect shifts in subjects' responses from their answers 

on the Interview to the answers they selected on the 

Questionnaire. Five of the six shifts which occurred in 

the low group became A responses. All six of the middl e 

group's shifts became A responses. One of the three 

high group's shifts became an A response. Several other 

points of interest emerged from the data. First, the 

majority of the AB and NC responses carne from the low 
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Low 

Mi d dle 

Hig h 

A 

B 

AB 

NC 
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Table 12 

Shifts in Responses to Interview and 
Questionnaire Questions 8 & 9 

Question 8 Question 9 
Intervlew Questlonnalre Intervlew Ques ·tlonnalre 

B B NC . . . A 
A A NC . . . . . A 
A A NC . . B 
A B NC . A 
NC A 1\.B . . . . . A 

3A/1B/1NC 3A72B 1AB/4NC 4A/1B 

AB . A NC . A 
AB . . . A A B 
NC . . A A A 
AB . . A B B 
B B NC A 

3AB/IB/1NC 4A/TB · 2A/1W2NC 3A/2B 

AB . . B B B 
NC . . B NC . . . . . A 
A A B B 

A A A A 
B B A A 

2A/lAB/lB/lNC 2A73B 2A/2§71NC 3A/2B 

= Decoding focus 

= Heaning focus 

= Decoding and meaning focus 

= Non-classifiable 

and middle groups. The high group, in contrast, tended 

to give more definite, clear-cut responses. Second, 

four of the five low group subjects gave NC responses when 

asked how they "first" learned to read. Finally, the 
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~a j ority of the middle group readers initially responded 

to q uestion 8 by indicating the teacher would help 

tro ubled readers by utilizing both decoding and 

nea n ing strategies. However, when forced to choose one, 

they unanimously shifted to the A response. 

Using the more specific results produced by the 

Q e s tionnaire, the total of the group responses in terms 

of d ecoding (A) and meaning (B) responses were: low 

grou p , seven A and three B; middle group, seven A and 

thre e B; and high group, five A and five B. The low and 

mid d le groups both g~ve more than twice as many decoding 

responses as meaning responses, but only slightly more 

decoding responses than the high group. These data 

suggested that slightly more subjects in the low and 

middle group had experienced a decoding instructional 

model of reading and might believe that this is how the 

teachers perceive the process. Fewer subjects in the high 

group seemed to have experienced an approach to reading 

that was as strongly oriented toward a decoding approach. 

Summary of the Findings of the Study 

The major findings of this study were: 

1. As measured by four tasks, there were differences 

in the perceotions of the reading process among three 

groups of selected ninth graders who read at low, middle, 
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a nd high reading levels. The low group perceived the 

p r o c ess primarily as decoding; the high group, a meaning­

c e n tered process. The middle group reflected a concern 

f o r both decoding and meaning, seeing both as parts 

o f t he process. The ability to evaluate accurately the 

~omprehensibility of written material and to assess 

co r r ectly an oral reader's comprehension of material that 

had been read decreased across groups from the high group 

to the low group. 

2. As measured by four tasks, the high group 

ma n ifested the greatest within-group agreement as to 

p e r ceptions of the reading process. The low group 

d emonstrated slightly less within-group- agreement, and 

middle group sub j ects showed the least within-group 

agreement in their perceptions of the reading process. 

3. The first seven questions of the Open-Ended 

I nterview and the Forced-Choice Questionnaire elicited 

consistent information from the majority of the subjects. 

Two-thirds of the subjects gave the same responses to 

85% or more of these questions. Of the remaining five 

subjects, three were consistent in their responses to 71 % 

of the questions, while the other two subjects answered 

less than half of the questions the same way on both 

instruments. The average within-group consistency of 
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re s ponses was approximately 83% for the low and high 

4ro ups and 71% for the middle group. 

4 . Responses to the Silent Reading Task Cards and 

lhe Oral Reading Task Cards indicated that both instru­

men t s had elicited consistent information regarding 

~ub j ects' perceptions of the reading process. High group 

sub j ects generally demonstrated more within-group 

co n s istency in their responses. The low and middle 

gr o ups showed less, but approximately equal, consistency 

i n t heir responses to the two tasks. 

5. Interview and Questionnaire data revealed that 

whe n subjects shifted ambiguous or nonspecific responses 

on the Interview task to more precise responses on the 

Que stionnaire, the low group emerged as having a decoding 

ins tructional model, the middle group a decoding and 

meaning model, and the high group a meaning-centered 

i nstructional model. 



CHAPTER 5 

SU~illARY AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter consists of two major sections: a 

s ummary and a discussion. A summary of the investigation 

a n d of the results of this study are presented first. 

Ne xt , in the discussion, are sub-sections dealing with 

(a ) reading achievement and perceptions of the reading 

p r o cess as related to findings of previous studies, (b) 

sub jects' instructional models of reading, (c) the data­

ga t hering instruments, (d) implications of the study, and 

(e) recommendations for further study. 

Summary 

Summary of Investigation 

In this study, four tasks were used to investigate 

how 15 selected ninth graders perceived the reading 

process and to determine their instructional models of 

reading. According to a standardized reading test score 

and teacher judgment, five subjects read at the third­

fourth grade level (low group); five read at the sixth­

seventh grade level (middle group); and five read at the 

ninth-tenth grade level (high group). All subjects 

possessed at least normal intelligence and spoke English 

148 
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a;J t h eir first language. Both sexes and three ethnic 

gr' u p s were represented in the study. 

The four tasks were: (a) the Open-Ended Interview, 

(~) t he Silent Reading Task Cards, (c) the Forced-Choice 

Que s t ionnaire, and (d) the Oral Reading Task Cards. The 

In terv~ew and Questionnaire, which contained the same 

nin e questions, were modified from the Burke Readir.g 

I nve ntory as a result of a pilot test. The sets of 

task cards consisted of passages altered linguistical l y 

t o r educe their readableness and comprehensibi lity. 

The Silent Reading Task Cards were modified f rom a 

similar instrument developed by Canney and vvinograd (19 7 9 ) . 

Th e Oral Reading Task Cards were developed by the 

r e searcher to parallel the Silent Reading Task Cards. 

Al l passages were of similar length, were expository in 

style, were of similar interest level, and readability 

(second grade level). The four instruments were 

administered individually to subjects between April 29 

and !1ay 9, 1980. Data-gathering sessions were tape­

recorded so that subjects' responses coul d be transcr i bed 

for analysis. 

Data were analyzed to detect across-group, within-

group, and within-subject variations in responses. 

Analysis procedures included one-way ANOVA's, Duncan 
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m~l t iple range tests, chi-square tests of independence, 

c·.rd a t_-test. Where appropriate, results were reported 

d~ scriptively in terms of frequencies and trends . 

.:_~ummary of Findings 

In terms of the research questions, the findings of 

t.1i s study are summarized below. 

Question 1. As measured by four tasks, are there 

di f f erences in perceptions of the reading process among 

thr e e groups of ninth graders who read at low, middle, 

and high reading levels? 

Open-Ended Interview 

Hypothesis 1: There are no differences among the 

to t al number of responses low, middle, and high readers 

give in each of the Open-Ended Interview response 

categories for the first seven questions. 

The null hypothesis was rejected on the basis of a 

significant result in a one-way ANOVA. Subsequent post 

hoc comparisons using the Duncan multiple range test 

indicated significant differences in the large number of 

decoding responses chosen by the low group and fewer 

decoding responses given by either of the other two 

groups. There were also significant differences among all 

pairs of groups in the number of meaning responses. As 
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r-ead i ng levels increased, so did t he number of meaning 

~esponses. A t-test indicated that there were no 

~ignif icant differences between the middle group and the 

h.Lgh group in the number of decoding-and-meaning responses, 

the only two groups giving decoding-and-meaning responses. 

Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences 

among the number of responses in each category that low, 

mid d l e, and high readers give to each of the first seven 

Ope n - Ended Interview questions. 

Chi-square tests of independence revealed that the 

thre e groups gave significantly differen t answers to 

que s tion 2. This question dealt with characteristics 

s ub jects attributed to good readers. Low readers gave 

dec oding responses; middle readers gave decoding and 

mea ning responses; and the high group gave meaning 

re sponses. 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire 

Hypothesis 3: There are no differences among the 

total number of responses low, middle, and high readers 

give in each of the Forced-Choice Questionnaire response 

categories for the fi r st seven questions. 

A significant one-way ANOVA and subsequent post hoc 

comparisons revealed significant differences between all 



152 

['~'j ·. r s of groups. The low group selected predo!ninantly 

d~coding responses. The middle group chose slightly more 

m.:-~r;.n ing responses than decoc;ling responses. The high 

g. ·oup overwhelmingly chose meaning responses. 

Hypothesis 4: There are no significant differences 

amo n g the number of responses in each category that low, 

midd le, and high readers give in response to each of the 

fir s t seven Forced-Choice Questionnaire questions. 

Chi-square tests of independence indicated that the 

grou ps did not differ at the .01 level of significance in 

the i r responses to individual questions. However, the 

l o w group gave predominantly decoding responses to five 

q u e stions. The middle group gave more meaning responses 

to four questions. The high group gave a preponderance 

of meaning responses to every question. 

Silent Reading Task Cards 

Question A: Are there differences among the total 

number of responses low, middle, and high readers give in 

each of the response categories in their ratings of the 

reading of the five Silent Reading Task Cards? 

The high group was far more accurate in appraising 

the readableness of the Intact passage and the linguisti­

cally altered passages. In contrast to subjects in the 
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~: ther groups, they tended to use comprehensibility as 

iJ e determinant of a passage's readability. 

Question B: Are there differences among the number 

0f re sponses low, middle, and high readers give in each 

ce s ponse category in their rating of the reading of the 

ind ividual Silent Reading Task Cards? 

All groups recognized the Intact passage as being 

r e a dable. Answers varied in response to the other 

pas sages, but the Semantic and Syntactic-AS passages most 

cl early delineated the high group from the other two 

gro ups. The majority of subjects in both of the lower two 

gro ups accepted these meaningless passages as readable; 

whereas high group subjects rejected them as unreadable 

or accepted them as able to be "read," but not as making 

sense. 

Question C: Are there differences among the total 

number of responses low, middle, and high readers give in 

each of the response categories in their ratings of the 

comprehension of the Silent Reading Task Cards? 

As inferred from gratuitous remarks made by subjects, 

the high group was better able than either of the other 

groups to assess the comprehensibility of the passages. 

Question o: Are there differences among the nurnber 

of responses low, middle, and high readers give in each 
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r~spone category in their ratings of the comprehension 

ot t h e individual Silent Reading Task Cards? 

Again, the Semantic and Syntactic-AS passages 

prov ided the sharpest contrasts among the groups. Although 

c mments from all of the groups suggested that they had 

some a wareness of a relationship between readableness 

and c omprehensibility, some subjects in each of the lower 

_roup s seemed to have difficulty in determining whether 

the passages made sense or not. Subjects in each of these 

group s declared that these two meaningless passages were 

comprehensible. 

Oral Reading Task Cards 

Question A: Are there differences among the total 

number of responses the low, middle, and high readers 

give in each of the response categories in their ratings 

of the reading of the Oral Reading Task Cards? 

In terms of frequencies of responses, the number of 

"poor" ratings increased across reading levels from the 

low group to the high group, indicating that the ability 

to assess accurately oral reading ability increased as 

the reading levels of the groups increased. Because 

meaning was altered or destroyed in the way four of the 

passages were read, a maximum of five "good" ratings 

should have been elicited from each group. 
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Question B: Are there differences among the number 

ot r e sponses low, middle, and high readers give in each 

r ~ spon se category in their ratings of the reading of the 

indi vidual Oral Reading Task Cards? 

The low group rated the reading of every passage 

exc e pt the Corrected passage more highly than the middle 

g~oup. The middle group rated every passage as highly or 

mor e highly than the high group. Therefore, the high 

g o u p was most accurate in recognizing the poor reading 

o f the majority of the passages. 

Question C: Are there differences among the total 

n umb er of responses low, middle, and high readers give in 

e ac h of the response categories in their ratings of the 

c omprehension of the five Oral Reading Task Cards? 

There was a differential shift across groups with 

the higher groups increasingly recognizing that compre­

hension had not occurred in the majority of the passages. 

Question D: Are there differences among the nlli~ber 

of responses low, middle, and high readers give in each 

of the response categories in their ratings of the compre­

hension of individual Oral Reading Task Cards? 

More than half of the subjects in the low and middle 

groups believed the person reading the Syntactic-WS, 

Graphophonic, and Syntactic passages had understood them 
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e.ither partially or completely. Only one subject in the 

h i g h group believed comprehension had occurred. In 

con t r ast to the other passages, the Corrected passage was 

r~ted as not being understood by more of the high readers 

than readers in the other groups. 

Question 2. As measured by four tasks, are there 

d if f erences in the perceptions of the reading process 

wi thin each of three groups of ninth graders who read at 

l ow , middle, and high reading levels? 

Open-Ended Interview 

Question A: Are there differences within each group 

a mo ng the total number of responses given in each of the 

Op e n-Ended Interview response categories for the first 

seven questions? 

The high group showed the most internal consistency, 

selecting meaning responses overwhelmingly. The low 

group, which chose predominantly decoding responses, was 

next in within-group consistency. The middle group ranked 

last in consistency, selecting mainly meaning responses, 

but also a fair number of decoding responses and more 

decoding-and-meaning responses than either of the other 

groups. 
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Question B: Are there differences within each group 

<FtlOng the number of responses given in each of the Open­

End e d Interview response categories to each of the first 

~~:~ ven questions? 

The low group gave primarily decoding responses to 

fo ur of the questions. The middle group was more divergent 

i n i t s responses to the majority of the questions. The 

hi gh group gave only meaning responses to three of the 

que s t ions. On the remaining questions, the high group's 

an s wers spanned only two categories, with the mean i ng 

ca t e gory predominant in each case. 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire 

Question C: Are there differences within each group 

amo ng the total number of responses given in each of the 

For ced-Choice Questionnaire response categories for 

the first seven questions? 

The low group favored decoding responses; the middle 

group's responses were more evenly split, with a slight 

preference for meaning responses; the high group demon­

strated a definite preference for meaning responses. 

Question D: Are there differences within each group 

among the number of responses given in each of the 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire response categories to each 

of the first seven questions? 
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The low group demonstrated the least within-group 

cr nsi stency in their responses to individual questions. 

T1 e middle group subjects surpassed the low group in their 

a gre ement in responses to the individual questions. The 

high group displayed the greatest within-group consistency 

in s ubjects' responses to the individual questions. 

Silent Reading Task Cards 

Question A: Are there differences within each group 

mo n g the total number of responses given in each response 

ca t e gory in the rating of the reading of the five Silent 

Rea ding Task Cards? 

Although each group gave answers in every category, 

the low group and middle group exhibited within-group 

consistency in the large number of passages each accepted 

as readable, and the high group reflected consistency in 

rejecting the majority of the passages as unreadable. 

Question B: Are there differences within each group 

among the number of responses given in each response 

category in the rating of each of the five Silent Reading 

Task Cards? 

The low group demonstrated considerable within-group 

consistency in their responses to every passage. The 

high group, however, showed the greatest within-group 

consistency in rating identically three of the passages 
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~r d r ating the rem~ining two passages with 80% agreement. 

!,i "i ddl e group subjects, in contrast, exhibited the largest 

s pr e a d in their response categories they chose for 

i 1.1d i v idual passages. 

Question C: Are there differences within each group 

aillcn g the total number of responses given in each response 

cate gory in the ratings of· thecomprehension of the five 

Sil e n t Reading Task Cards? 

As inferred from the gratuitous comments of subjects, 

h e high group was the most accurate in assessing the 

c omp rehensibility of the passages, followed by the middle 

and the low group, respectively. 

Question D: Are there differences within each group 

among the number of responses given in each response 

category in the ratings of each of the comprehension of 

the five Silent Reading Task Cards? 

Differences within each group were reflected mainly 

in their assessments of the Semantic and Syntactic-AS 

passages. Some low and middle readers were either unaware 

or unable to judge that these passages were not meaningful. 

High group subjects were more accurate in their assess­

ments of all the individual passages, except the Corrected 

passage. 
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Oral Reading Task Cards 

Question A: Are there differences within each group 

amo n g the total number of responses given in each response 

c~tegory in the ratings of the reading of the five Oral 

Read ing Task Cards? 

The low group showed the most variability among the 

r .spo nse categories. The middle group selected mainly 

" f a i r " ratings and the high group demonstrated a 

p r e d i lection for overwhelmingly choosing "poor" ratings. 

Question B: Are there differences within each group 

a mo n g the number of responses given in each response 

c ate gory in the ratings of the reading of each of the five 

Ora l Reading Task Cards? 

On all passages, the low group showed more variability 

t han the middle or high group. Within the middle group, 

subj ects unanimously rated the reading of the Corrected 

pas sage "fair" and the Semantic passage "poor." The high 

g r oup had the greatest consistency, with all subjects 

rating the Syntactic-WS, Graphophonic, and Semantic 

passages "poor." 

Question C: Are there differences within each g r oup 

among the total number of responses given in each re3ponse 

category in the ratin gs of the comprehension of the five 

Oral Reading Task Cards? 
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Within each group, answers spanned all categories, 

bu ~ wi th different distribution patterns. The low group 

g ~..:t ve n early equal numbers of "yes" and "no" responses. 

Th·::~ mi ddle group chose almost equal numbers of "yes/but" 

a ..:l '·~"' "no" responses. The high group gave almost exclusively 

" ro " r atings, showing the most accurate assessment of 

c omp r e hension and the greatest within-group agreement. 

Question D: Are there differences within each group 

a mo ng the number of responses given in each category in 

t he r atings of the comprehension of each of the five Oral 

Read i ng Task Cards? 

On three passages, low readers' responses were 

nearl y evenly split between two categories; their responses 

c ove red three categories on the Syntactic-WS passage; 

four of the five agreed in their ratings of the Semantic 

pas sage. The middle group unanimously rated the Semantic 

pas sage "no" and were nearly evenly divided between ~~yes 

and no" and "no" in their ratings of the Graphophonic 

and Syntactic-AS passages. Their ratings of the remaining 

passages reflected even more diversity. The high group 

readers all rated the Syntactic-WS, Graphophonic, and 

Semantic passages "no" and four of the five rated the 

Syntactic-AS passage "no." The Corrected passage 

elicited the most varied responses from them. 
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Question 3. For each subject and within .each group, 

wLl l there be consistent information elicited by questions 

1 t hrough 7 on the Open-Ended Interview and the Forced­

Cho i ce Questionnaire? 

In general, there was consistency · in subjects' 

responses to the first seven questions on both instru­

ments . The low and high groups had the same approximate 

p e r c e nt of agreement (83%); the middle group showed agree­

me n t on approximately 71% of the questions. Two-thirds 

o f t h e subjects in the study answered approximately 86 % 

o f t he questions the same on both instruments; however, 

o n e middle reader and one high reader answered fewer 

t h a n half of the questions the same way on both instru­

ments. 

Question 4. Within each group, will there be 

consistent information elicited by the Silent Reading Task 

Cards and the Oral Reading Task Cards? 

Even though these two tasks could not be compared 

as directly as the other two, certain trends were still 

evident. On both sets of task cards, there was a shift 

upward across groups towards including comprehensibility 

as a prerequisite of readableness and comprehension 

by the reader as a prerequisite of good oral reading. The 

three groups displayed similar within-group consistency in 
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t~~ ir Silent. Reading Task Cards responses, although their 

respo nses were concentrated in different categories and 

th~~ a ssessments became more accurate as the group reading 

l~vel s increased. The high group was the most consistent 

Wl t hin group, as well as the most accurate, in evaluating 

the r eading and comprehension on the Oral Reading Task 

Card s . 

Question 5: According to responses elicited by 

questions 8 and 9 on the Open-Ended Interview and the 

Forced-Choice Questionnaire, are there differences in the 

isnt ructional models of reading of low, middle, and high 

readers? 

When shifts from subjects' ambiguous or non­

classifiable responses to these questions on the Interview 

t o their more specific responses on the Questionnaire were 

e x amined, the low and middle groups emerged as each having 

seven decoding responses and three meaning responses. 

The high group produced five decoding responses and five 

meaning responses. These numbers suggested that slightly 

~ore subjects in the lower groups had experienced a 

decodi~g instructional model of reading and might believe 

that this is how teachers perceive the reading process 

as well. 
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~~JOr Findings of the Study 

Within the limitations of this study, these major 

find i ngs seem warranted. 

1 . There were differences in the ways selected low, 

m"dd l e, and high ninth-grade readers perceived the reading 

p~ocess. More specifically, the low readers appeared to 

c once ptualize reading as a decoding process~ the middle 

r ead e r s viewed it as consisting of decoding and comprehen­

s ion ; and the high readers perceived it as a meaning-getting 

p roce ss. In more general terms, there was a shift from a 

d ecoding orientation to a meaning orientation as the 

r ead i ng levels of the groups increased. 

2. The data-gathering instruments elicited consistent 

i nformation. The Open-Ended Interview and the Forced­

Cho i ce Questionnaire educed consistent information. The 

Si lent Reading Task Cards and the Oral Reading Task Cards 

a lso elicited similar types of information. 

Discussion 

Reading Achievement and Perceptions of the Reading Process 

Insight into the Reading Process. Olshavsky (1976-77) 

reported that poor readers seemed to have less insight into 

the procedures they use when reading than do the good 

readers. The findings of this study suggest that either 

this was the case or that they suffered from what Canney 
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~~d Winograd (1979), Denny and Weintraub (1963, 1966), and 

..::;( ·:hn s and Ellis (1976) have described as a verbal produc­

t . Lo n deficiency. The low group readers gave more "I don't 

k r~ow " and "I don't know, but . . . " responses, indicating 

eith e r a lack of awareness (and a lack of confidence in 

some of their answers) or else a lack of appropriate 

terminology with which to explain their perceptions. In 

general, it seemed more difficult for them to articulate 

the i r thoughts and/or formulate responses. As the reading 

l e ve l s of the groups increased, so did the amount and 

q ual ity of verbalization produced by the subjects in each 

g r o up . For example, a high group subject commented about 

t he Syntactic-WS Silent Reading Task Card, 

I'd have trouble [reading this]. 
are out of order. If I sat down 
sentence and the words for those 
sentences were there, but out of 
could put them in order if I had 

The words 
and took each 
specific 
order, I 
time. 

More often than subjects in the other groups, the low 

readers stated, "I don't know how to explain/say it, ... " 

or "I can't put it into words." Pace (1979) has pointed 

out, however, that students are sometimes capable of 

performing metacognitive tasks (such as reading) even 

though they cannot consciously analyze or discuss them. 

On the other hand, the low readers may have been unable 

to verbalize about what they were doing because they 
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themselves were not clear about what they were doing. 

1ne s e two possibilities must be kept in mind when 

con s idering the results of the present study. 

Metalinguistic Awareness/Verbal Production 

Def i ciencies. Assuming that subjects were consciously 

awa r e of their perceptions of the reading process, some 

low group readers had difficulty expressing their beliefs 

and perceptions about it. One reason, related to 

a verbal production deficiency, might have been what 

Blac howicz (1978) termed "metalinguistic awareness," 

a n a wareness of the language terminology and linguistic 

c o n c epts typically used in reading instruction. 

Blachowicz, and more recently Downing (1980), have 

suggested that there may be a relationship between 

c hi ldren's levels of metalinguistic awareness and their 

success in learning to read. In the present study, all 

of the subjects except one correctly utilized the 

metalinguistic terms they spontaneously employed in 

their answers. It should be noted, however, that these 

terms consisted mainly of very commonly used terms 

(e.g., "word," "syllable," "letter," "sentence"), rather 

than more specialized reading and phonics terms (e.g., 

"blend," "digraph," etc.). The one subject who exhibited 

great confusion, although he seemed unaware of it, was a 
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·~aember of the low reading group. In explaining the 

~eadableness of the paragraph that constituted the Intact 

fJ a s sage of the Silent Reading Task Cards, he said, "You 

c a n read that good. It rhymes. It start (sic) with the 

r i g ht paragraph and end (sic) at the right paragraph 

a n d tell (sic) you what happened." In describing some 

o t her passages, he again used the terms "rhyme" and 

" p a ragraph" incorrectly, although he later used the term 

" s e ntence" to correctly describe what he had been calling 

a "paragraph" in previous answers. The only specific 

r e f erences to reading terminology came frcim the upper two 

groups. One middle and orte high group reader mentioned 

" sk imming" and two high group readers used the term 

"context" (although several subjects in these two groups 

i n dicated they used the context, but did not use that 

t erm to describe it). In summary, it appears that the 

results of this study, although not designed to examine 

the relationship between increased metalinguistic aware­

ness and higher reading achievement per se, supported the 

findings of .previous studies in this area. 

The Focus of the Reading Process: The Unit of 

Reading. Harste and Burke (1977) have postulated that a 

person's orientation toward reading corresponds to what 

he or she perceives to be the size of the reading "unit." 
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I n this study, the low readers were more preoccupied 

wi th decoding the letter, syllable, and word level 

c o nstituents of reading material. The high group also 

ga ve word-level strategies, but the focus was on deter­

mi n ing the word's meaning rather than its pronunciation. 

Mi ddle group subjects' answers varied, with some subjects 

co ncerned with pronunciation and others with meaning. 

Th e majority, however, were concerned with both. 

In this study, the first question on both the Inter­

vi e w and the Questionnaire was, "vJhen you are reading and 

yo u come to something you can't figure out, what do you 

d o ? " In response to the Interview question, the high 

gro up was the only group in which any of the subjects 

real ized that the "something" did not necessarily have 

to be a word. On the Questionnaire, four high group 

sub jects selected the larger unit of meaning response 

(i .e., the "something," by implication, was a sentence, 

passage, paragraph, or concept which was not understood). 

This is consistent with Olshavsky's (1975) findings that 

ninth-grade poor readers more frequently reported a 

failure to understand individual words, whereas proficient 

readers were more likely to report difficulty with 

larger units of textual matter. In the present study, all 

subjects in the lower two groups, except one middle group 
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s u b j ect, selected the syllable/word unit of reading 

.:J.n s wer to the first question on the Questionnaire. 

When asked specifically about the necessity of 

loo k i ng at every letter and every word in order to read 

30met hing, the majority of the high group said "no" or 

gav e a qualified response (stating that it was a function 

of t he difficulty of the material and/or their purposes 

fo r r eading). Some of the subjects in each of the other 

gro u p s answered these questions affirmatively. In 

par t i cular, two low readers maintained that it was 

nec e ssary to look at each letter. This i s consistent 

wi t h the findings of Tovey (1976) in his research with 

youn ger subjects in first through sixth grade: 83% 

said they looked at every word when reading and 57 % 

said they looked at every letter of every word. Also 

sign ificant was the fact that 63% changed one of their 

orig inal responses in follow-up questioning. In the 

p r e sent study, the Forced-Choi ce Questionnaire served 

as a "follow-up" to the Interview to see if subjects 

changed their answers or gave consistent responses. All 

s ubjects gave relatively consistent responses. However, 

t wo subjects in the middle group subsequently reversed 

their original answers on the need to look at every letter . 

This suggested that some subjects in the middle group 
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mi ght have been unsure or confused in their beliefs. One 

po ssible explanation is that these subjects are in a 

t ransitional stage of shifting from a primarily decoding 

f o cus to a more meaning-centered conceptualization of the 

r e a ding process. 

Reading and Comprehension. One distinction among the 

p e rceptions of reading held by the three groups in the 

s t udy was the role they assigned to comprehension in the 

r e a ding process. Two instruments, the Silent Reading 

Ta s k Cards and the Oral Reading Task Cards, were 

pa r ticularly helpful in explicating these relationships. 

When evaluating the Silent Reading Task Card which 

ha d been altered semantically to destroy meaning, four of 

the five subjects in the high group stated that it could 

b e "read," but that "it wouldn't make sense." (This 

s uggested that they might have a subsidiary schema of 

reading as pronouncing words in addition to a primary 

meaning-centered one.) In the middle group, four of the 

five subjects accepted the semantically altered passage 

as completely readable because "it \vas real easy," "you 

could understand it," and "it's in sentences." In the low 

group, three of the five subjects accepted it as readable 

on the basis that "you can understand it." Apparently, 

even though some o f the low and middle group reader3 were 
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a ware of comprehension as an aspect of "reading," they 

may have lacked the ability to distinguish meaningful 

material from nonsense. This might imply a more general 

c omprehension deficit that is not necessarily peculiar 

t o reading. It is possible, however, that these subjects 

ma y have assumed that although some of the passages did 

no t make sense to them, a "good" reader would have been 

a b l e to comprehend them and rated them comprehensible 

f o r this reason. In addition, subjects' ratings of 

me a ningless passages as comprehensible might suggest 

t ha t these students have been exposed previously to 

Br e ading" materials which did not sound like natural 

l a n guage or make a great deal of sense (e.g., "'rhe fat 

ca t sat on the mat with a rat") . Consequently,, they may 

hav e learned that material does not necessarily have to 

ma ke sense in order to be read. If these subjects 

ac tually could not distinguish comprehensible from incom­

prehensible material, then knowing that "comprehension" 

i s important in reading does not actually benefit them 

s i nce they cannot apply the concept accurately. 

A similar pattern of responses .existed in the Oral 

Reading Task Cards. Two of the five subjects in the low 

group and two of the five in the middle group gave "fair" 

ratings to the way the passages had been read on the 
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t ape, and yet stated that they did not think the reader 

ha d comprehended what had been read. To these subjects, 

r e aders can evidently do a "fair" job of reading something 

e ven though they do not say precisely what is written 

o r understand what they are "reading." Canney and 

Wi nograd (1979), using a similar task, found some of the 

poorer readers in their study believed good reading could 

o c cur in the absence of comprehension. In contrast to 

t h ese poor readers, no high group readers in the present 

s t udy gave "fair" ratings unless they believed the reader 

h a d at least partially comprehended the material. 

Comprehension Monitoring. As noted previously, some 

po or readers in the study seemed unable to ascertain 

whe ther textual material was sensible (i.e., compre­

hensible). If this is so, their ability to monitor 

comprehension, and hence correct miscues, is severely 

i n hibited. Olshavsky (1976-77) has already reported that 

poor readers seemed less sensitive to whether comprehen­

sion had or had not occurred. Weber (1970) noted that 

poor comprehenders not only made more decoding errors, but 

f ailed to self-correc~ meaning-altering errors because 

they we r e not comprehending to begin with. The present 

study suppo r ted both of these observations. 
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On the Corrected passage of the Oral Reading Task 

Ca r ds, subjects from all groups noted that the reader 

ha d gone back to make corrections. In the low and middle 

g r oups, all comments were negative: rereading was viewed 

a s a fault in the reader. Only in the high group were 

the r e comments to indicate that this could be a positive 

atr a tegy since the reader had not comprehended initially. 

One high group reader said, "She realized her mistakes 

and re-pronounced them." Another commented, "This was 

~etter. When she made a mistake, she went back and 

co r r ected it." Responses from the low and middle group 

wer e consistent with a result of Olshavsky's (1978) 

surv ey of "reading beliefs" among 8th, lOth, and 12th 

grad e poor readers. In her study, poor readers believed 

that good readers did not ever reread or need to reread. 

Text Organization and Comprehension. The present 

study supported previous research (Buswell, 1920; Clay & 

Imlach, 1971; Cromer & Wiener, 1966; Isakson & Miller, 

1976; Steiner et al. 1971) on good and poor cornprehenders' 

ability to organize text. These studies chronicled the 

" grocery-list" -like quality of many poor comprehenders '. 

~ d' reading, even by those who possessed adequate ueco lng 

sk i lls. 
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Clay and Imlach pointed to lack of insight into 

t h e reading process and poor language comprehension as 

po ssible causes. Steiner et al. theorized that these 

r e a ders failed to integrate the meanings of separate 

wor ds to arrive at the meaning of the sentence as a whole. 

I s akson and Miller also suggested that poor compre­

h e n ders failed to utilize semantic and syntactic cues to 

a c hi eve this integration. Buswell (1920) implicated the 

a b i lity to use sentential cues effectively. He observed 

t hat the "eye-voice-span" (EVS) of good comprehenders 

s h r ank at the ends of sentences (i.e., the ends of 

me a ningful units). He speculated that their EVS was 

g uided by "thought units," rather than the physical 

organization of the text. He reported, however, that for 

poo r comprehenders, "The end of a sentence creates no 

special disturbance for it is passed over with little 

attention" (p. 5). This was strongly supported by the 

data from the present study. In the Silent Reading 

Task Cards, four of the five subjects in both the low 

and middle groups believed the passage which had been 

altered syntactically across sentences (by moving the end 

punctuation so that meaning was destroyed) was "readable" 

(and some felt it was comprehensible, as well). Their 

reasons for declaring it readable included, "it was in 
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:/•:! n t ences, 11 11 the words were in order, 11 and 11 it's easy. 11 

j··o r of the five high readers rejected it as unreadable, 

iJ d the one who accepted it on a qualified basis noted, 

sr,he punctuation is wrong. You could understand it much 

L·tt e r if it were fixed." Similarly, on the Oral Reading 

~a sk Card altered syntactically across sentences, the 

mrj o ri ty of the low group subjects rated the reading 

o~ i t 11 good 11 or "fair" and the majority of the middle 

grou p rated it 11 fair." Presumably these subjects did so 

beca u se the reader read the words in the order in which 

thqy appeared on the card, despite the fact that 

pu _ctuation was ignored and stops were made at syntacti­

c al l y inappropriate junctures. Four of the five high 

g ro u p subjects rated this 11 poor" reading. The remaining 

s ub ject, who gave it a "fair" rating, commented, "She 

d idn 't read the punctuation right. It made sense, but 

d iffe rent from what was on the card." 

These results support the previously cited studies 

o n t e x t organization and comprehension. Further, they 

ac cord with evidence elicited by the other tasks that the 

poor readers were preoccupieq with the correct pronuncia­

tion of words in serial order, as opposed to the high 

group's concern for meaning of larger units of text. 
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Flexible Reading Strategies. Since poor readers in 

t hi s study perceived reading mainly in terms of accurate 

word-calling, they gave no evidence that they had need 

f or any reading strategies other than those associated 

wi th determining "what a ·word is." Several high readers, 

however, qualified their answers based on their purposes 

f o r reading and/or the difficulty of the material. This 

s uggested that they perceived reading to be a more complex 

pr o cess which required a repertoire of approaches in 

o r d er to handle different types of materials successfully. 

This supports the findings of Olshavsky's (1975) intro­

s p e ctive examination of proficient and nonproficient 

nin th graders' reading strategies. She found the profi­

cient readers were adaptive in their use of strategies 

and reflected the planning of strategies to achieve 

their purposes for reading. One subject each, in the 

mi ddle and high groups, gave skimming as an example of a 

si tuation in which it was uanecessary to look at every 

letter and/or word. One high group subject also made 

the distinc·tion between reading for pleasure and reading 

for school, indicating she used different strategies for 

handling unkno\-In "things" when reading these two types of 

materials. 
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The Role of the Teacher. A survey of the responses 

t o the Interview revealed another difference across the 

1ro ups that was not reflected in the tabular data: the 

r o l e of the teacher/adult in the subjects' schemata of 

rea ding. Cazden (in press) has pointed out that some 

t eac hers use different instructional emphases when 

dP a ling with good and poor readers. More specifically, 

some tend to stress decoding with poor readers and to 

fo s t e r instructional dependency in them. With the good 

read ers, the opposite is true: the teachers tend to 

stre ss comprehension and independence in reading behavior. 

Ha.rsteand Burke (1978) have also noted that "many poorer 

read ers appear dependent upon questioning [by the 

teac her] to become cognitively active" (p. 24). Results 

o f th is study accord with Cazden's and Harste and Burke's 

observations. Subjects in the low group indicated a 

s tronger dependence on the teacher (or parent or older 

sibling) in helping them deal with unknown words they 

encountered when reading. In fact, asking someone 

o r using graphophonic cues to determine a word's 

pronunciation were the two primary strategies poor readers 

viewed as options when dealing with unfamiliar words. 

Furthermore, they perceived 11 good" readers as using 

s imilar strategies (although the responses, "look it up" 



178 

a nd "skip it" were also mentioned as strategies "good" 

r eaders used) . Middle and high group readers sometimes 

i ncluded "ask someone" or "sound it out" as strategies, 

b u t typically in conjunction with other strategies. 

Mo st middl e and high group readers reported using the 

c o ntext as their first recourse in dealing with unfamiliar 

wo rds. 

Schemata of Reading and "Good" Reading. The data 

f r om this study indicated that there was a relationship 

b e t ween the ninth graders' levels of reading achievement 

a nd their perceptions (schemata) of the reading process. 

This is consistent with the findings of Canney and Winograd 

(1 9 79), Hutson and Gove (1978), Jo~~s (1972), and 

Schenckner (1976), although their studies dealt with 

yo unger subjects. Hutson and Gove, working with 5-

t h rough 9-year-olds, found maturity of perceptions about 

r e ading to be related to both reading ability and age. 

I n the present study, the nature of subjects' perceptions 

were related to reading achievement, but not to age 

(since all subjects were approximately the same age). 

Low group readers generally conceptualized reading 

as t h e act of decoding and pronouncing words correctly. 

Those who did include comprehension as an aspect of 

reading seemed unable to identify comprehensible material 
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o r effectively evaluate an oral reader's ability to 

mo nitor comprehension. Their responses suggested that 

t h ey had a limited repertoire of reading strategies, which 

we re used inflexibly, and that these entailed a 

r el iance on external help if their own attempts proved 

i n adequate. The low group characterized "good" readers 

a s being good on the basis of their decoding abilities. 

Their comments implied that they believed good readers 

we r e doing essentially the same things that they were, but 

we r e doing them more rapidly and/or accurately. Further­

mo r e, they believed good readers shared these same 

p e r ceptions of the reading process. They described good 

r e a ders as being able to "pronounce everything right," "go 

s t r aight through without stopping or stumbling at a 

word" and "read fast." These findings correspond to 

those of Edwards (1958), who reported that remedial 

second, third, and fourth graders viewed "good" reading 

primarily as a matter of speed, fluency, and accurate 

d ecoding. 

One low reader in the present study acknowledged 

t hat she did not know what good readers were doing that 

made their reading "good." This accords with Cunningham's 

(1978) theory that because many poor readers have never 
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experienced fluent reading, they lack accurate notions 

a bout it. 

The middle group seemed to incorporate decoding and 

meaning in their schema of reading. Only one subject 

i n the middle group characterized "good" reading solely 

i n terms of decoding ability. The ~emaining four subjects 

me ntioned the ability to comprehend as a distinguishing 

t r ait, although two of the subjects mentioned both 

me aning-getting .. and decoding abilities as characteristic 

o f good readers. One subject, for example, described 

a good reader who was reading aloud as being able 

" t o flow through and understand what he's reading." 

The high group's schemata of reading appeared to 

c e nter around comprehension. Although their schemata 

encompassed decoding as well, it was a subsidiary 

c omponent. Every subject in this group characterized 

"good" readers in terms of their abilities to comprehend 

(o r to comprehend accurately or rapidly) and/or to convey 

meaning to others if they were reading aloud. For 

example, one subject described a good reader as one who 

"reads alot and knows what he's read." Others described 

good readers as being able to paraphrase what they had 

read. 
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Instructional Models of Reading. The instructional 

mo del (i.e., the teachers' model) of reading can be 

i n f erred from subjects' responses. Some middle group 

s ubj ects, however, had abandoned or modified their 

initial decoding model for one that entailed comprehen­

s i o n as well. Only one of the three high readers who 

ha d been exposed initially to a decoding instructional 

mode l still gave predominantly decoding-centered responses 

to the other items on the Questionnaire. Of the subjects 

i n the entire study, there were two who mentioned 

lea r ning to read at home prior to enrolling in school, 

a nd more specifically, mentioned being read to at home. 

Bo t h subjects' (subjects #091 and #093) responses to the 

data-gathering tasks reflected an almost total preoccupa­

t ion with meaning as the goal of reading. These subjects' 

read ing achievement supports findings on the superiority 

of the reading of "natural," early readers (C. Chomsky, 

197 2; Durkin, 1966; Forester, 1977; Huey, 1908). 

When questioned on the Interview about how they 

thought a teacher would help . th.ose who were having trouble 

with their reading, the majority of the low group 

responded with decoding focus responses. The majority 

of the middle group gave the combination decoding-and­

meaning response. The high group's responses spanned all 
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c ategories. In response to the same question on the 

Questionnaire, in which subjects were forced to select 

e i ther the decoding or meaning focus answer, the majority 

o f the middle group subjects gravitated to the decoding 

o r i entation. The high group, in contrast, gave primarily 

me an ing focused responses, despite the fact that three 

o f them had initially encountered a decoding instructional 

mod el. 

When queried as to how they (the subjects) would try 

t o help others with their reading (i.e., when they were 

ca s t in the role of the teacher), a similar pattern of 

re s ults emerged. In their responses to both the Inter-

vie w and the Questionnaire (question 5), the low group 

fa vored a decoding approach; the middle group was somewhat 

mix ed in its approaches; and the high group preferred a 

me an ing-centered approach. 

Several previous researchers (e.g., Brumbaugh, 

1 94 0; Edwards, 1958; Reid, 1966) have advocated the direct 

teaching of concepts about the nature of the reading 

process. In the present study, four of the five subjects 

who were poor readers had been exposed to initial reading 

instruction which emphasized decoding. A shift was 

evident among the middle group readers, who had attained 

higher reading levels. It is impossible to determine 
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whether this shift occurred as a result of direct instruc­

t i on about the importance of comprehension, or whether 

s ubjects determined this by themselves, or both. Corre­

l at ion does not imply cause, but it is conceivable and 

l o gical that the failure to perceive comprehension as 

t h e goal of reading may have led the poor readers to 

s tr ive continuously for mastery of a single inadequate 

c omponent of the reading process--decoding--as the key to 

becoming effective readers. Noreover, if older poor 

r e aders should be taught by a teacher who emphasizes 

me aning and assigns decoding a subordinate role, they 

ma y at first be both confused and frustrated. They may 

e v en insist that the teacher is not teaching "reading." 

Th e Data-Gathering Instruments 

The Interview and Questionnaire served as effective 

c r oss-checks on subjects' answers. The Interview had the 

advantage of allowing subjects a full range of responses. 

The Questionnaire, while it might have precluded some 

types of responses, yielded more precise, quantifiable 

information and avoided problems stemming from low verbal 

production in some subjects. The two instruments 

appeared to yield consistent information. 

The Silent Reading Task Cards and the Oral Reading 

Task Cards were not as directly comparable as the other 
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two tasks. Their comparability could have been enhanced 

by including a comprehension probe on the Silent Reading 

Task Cards, although to do so would possibly have caused 

subjects to include comprehensibility as an aspect of 

readableness, when they would not otherwise have done so. 

Despite some differences in the nature of the two tasks, 

t hey did make it possible to explore subjects' perceptions 

a bout both silent and oral reading. They did indicate 

e ach group's concept of readableness and of "good" 

r eading, as well as what each considered comprehensible 

a nd comprehended by an oral reader. In evaluating the 

way the Oral Reading Task Cards were read, subjects' 

r a tings may have been influenced by the difficulty of 

t h e passages (second-grade level) relative to their 

own reading level. This may account for the increased 

n umber of "poor" ratings the high group gave to the 

passages in this task: they expected most people would 

b e able to read such "easy" passages with few or no 

e rrors. Using different sets of passages written just 

below each group's reading level might have evoked 

different ratings from the middle and upper groups. 

Because of their brevity, the least satisfactory 

components of the instruments were the Interview and 

Questionnaire items concerning subjects' instructional 
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models of reading (questions 8 and 9). Additional 

qu estions could have provided more detailed information 

n o t only on initial reading instruction and experiences, 

bu t on subsequent instruction during elementary school, 

j un ior high, and high school, as well. This might have 

ma d e it possible to determine whether instruction was 

i n part responsible for the shift toward comprehension 

wh i ch occurred in some middle and high group readers, 

a s well as for the perseveration in a decoding orienta­

t i o n by the low readers. 

Since these two sets of instruments yielded similar 

r e s ults, either the Interview or the Questionnaire could 

be used in combination with the Silent Reading Task 

Ca rd s or the Oral Reading Task Cards to obtain a fairly 

c o mplete picture of a subject's schema of reading. The 

Questionnaire and the Silent Reading Task Cards are the 

s impler ones to work with, however. A classroom teacher 

co uld evaluate students' perceptions to identify those 

who perceive reading mainly as decoding and who conse­

quently may employ limited strategies when reading. 

Implications of the Study 

Within the constraints and limitations noted earlier, 

this study seems to hold these educational implications. 
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1. Teachers need to become aware of their 

theoretical orientation. toward reading, as well as how 

t hi s manifests itself in the instructional methodologies 

and materials they use. 

2. Teachers should informally assess students' 

(p a rticularly low-achieving readers') perceptions of the 

r e a ding process. 

3. Teachers should seek out interesting, compre­

hensible materials and employ procedures and activities 

t h a t illustrate the use of flexible strategies to achieve 

v a rious purposes for reading. Students should be led 

i n ductively to understand that the goal of reading is 

c omprehension and that people read for both information 

a~d pleasure. 

4. Teachers need to avoid making poor readers 

i n structionally dependent. Teachers can remove themselves 

f r om the center of instructional activities and foster 

the independent use of strategies by students. 

5. Teachers should examine whether they are using 

different methodologies and/or orientations with students 

o f different reading levels. More specifically, they 

ne e d to determine whether they are directing poor r eaders' 

a ttent i on and e f forts primarily toward decoding aspects 

o f reading and the proficient readers' toward comprehension. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 

1. Research should be conducted to investigate 

what changes occur in beginning readers' concepts of 

r e ading as a result of learning or failing to learn to 

r ead. 

2. Research should be conducted to explore the 

r e lationship between students' grasp of metalinguistic 

t e rminology and their levels of reading achievement. 

3. A study similar to the present one should be 

c a rried out with teachers to examine their schemata of 

r e ading in relation to the instructional procedures 

a n d methodologies they use in teaching reading. 

4. Research should be conducted to investigate 

t h e value of direct teaching about the nature of the 

r eading process. 

5. Longitudinal research should be conducted with 

students who are one to two years below grade level in 

reading who are in a transitional stage between decoding 

and comprehension as the primary focus of the reading 

process. More specifically, these students' subsequent 

achievement (or lack of achievement) needs to be tracked 

in light of changes in their schemata of reading. 

6. The present study should be r8plicated with a 

larger group of subjects to validate the results. 
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April 17, 1980 

Dear Parent: 

With the cooperation of High School, I 
am investigating high school students' opinions and 
views about the reading process. As a former 
teacher and a graduate student at Texas Woman's 
University, I am hopeful that the information I gather 
can help in plannfng future reading programs. 

With your permission, your child will have an 
o pportunity to participate. The activities should take 
a pproximately 20 minutes and students should find them 
both interesting and enjoyable. 

To assure the protection of each subject's privacy, 
t he names of individual students, the school, and the 
s chool district will not be identified in a report of 
t he results. 

Please help by reading and signing the attached 
permission form. Your child should return the signed form 
t o his or her English teacher as soon as possible. 

Thank you for your help. Please feel free to contact 
me (234-3932, evenings) if you have questions or would 
l ike additional information. 

JE 
Attachment 

Sincerely yours, 

Janet Elder 
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OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEW 

DIRECTIONS TO SUBJECTS 

"I 'm interested in high school students' views on 

~ eading . I 'd l i ke to ask you some of your opinions. 

~here are no right or wrong answers. If it's all 

J:ight with you, I'm going to tape record our conver­

.·,a t i on so that I won't have to take time to stop and 

wri t e down what you are saying. Any time you don't 

Udde r s tand something--the directions or a question-­

plea se fee l f ree to tell me." 
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OPEN-ENDED READING INTERVIEW 

1 . ~vhen you are reading and you come to something you 
can't figure out, what do you do? 

2 . Think of someone you know who is a good reader. (Pause) 
Wha t is it about the way they read that makes it good 
reading? 

3 . 

4 • 

5 0 

8 

9 . 

Do you think (that person) ever comes to something 
s/he doesn't know when s/he's reading? 

If s/he did come to something s/he didn't know when 
s/he was reading, what do you think s/he'd do? 

How would you try to help someone who was having 
trouble with their reading? 

Does a person have to look at every letter in order 
t o read something? 

Does a person have to look at every word in order to 
read something? 

How do you think a teacher would try to help someone 
who was having trouble with their reading? 

Do you remember how you first learned to read? 
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SILENT READING TASK CARDS 

DIRECTIONS TO SUBJECTS 

"Now I'm going to show you some cards. Each card 

h a s some writing on it. I'd like you to look at each 

c a rd , o ne at a time. You may look at it as long as 

yo u l ike. You don't have to read the card outloud. 

Af t er you finish looking at the card, please tell me 

wh e ther you think a person could read the card or not 

a nd then tell me why." 
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SYNTACTIC-WS VERSION 

Si lent Reading/Syntactic-WS Subject's Card 

Weeks flea two takes a circus to a ready 

get it to in be. Pull it learn can wagon to 

a. Ball learn kick a can it a to. Even dance 

it to learn can. It girl sometimes up look a 

is dressed be a to or boy like. Sometimes 

neck collar gold put its around is a. 

s .· l e nt Reading/Unaltered Syntactic-WS 

It takes two weeks to get a flea ready 

to be in a circus. It can learn to pull a 

wagon. It can learn to kick a ball. It can 

even learn to dance. Sometimes it is dressed 

up to look like a boy or a girl. Sometimes a 

gold collar is put around its neck. 



Silent Reading/Intact 
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INTACT VERSION 

Subject's Card 

What animal builds the biggest home? It 

is the pack rat. It is no bigger than your 

hand, but its home sometimes weighs a ton. 

A pack rat never stops building. Eyeglasses 

and .mirrors have been found in the walls of 

its home. 

Silent Reading/Unaltered Intact 

What animal builds thE biggest home? It 

is the pack rat. It is no bigger than your 

hand, but its home sometimes weighs a ton. 

A pack rat never stops building. Eyeglasses 

and mirrors have been found in the walls of 

its home. 
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GRAPHOPHONIC VERSION 

Silent Reading/Graphophonic Subject's Card 

Starn phelasten rea gyra. Lyon i we£ rea 

ithew. I ithew phelasten si ont nese ryve nofte. 

Goln oag o ithew phelasten swa katen ot eth gink. 

Lyon u gink uclod heva i ithew phelasten. Hewn 

noe swa fodun, eth popele thugoth ti swa funderlow. 

Silent Reading/Unaltered Graphophonic 

Most elephants are gray. Only a few are 

white. A white elephant is not seen very 

often. Long ago a white elephant was taken 

to the king. Only a king could have a white 

elephant. When one was found, the people 

thought it was wonderful. 
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SE~~NTIC VERSION 

Silent Reading/Semantic Subject's Card 

The airplanes earn five meals at one 

table. First they put eggs inside a face. 

Next they paint the fish inside a cage. 

Then they put the chicken inside a safe. 

All of this is opened inside a cake. It 

is cooked. Then it is time to eat. 

Silent Reading/Unaltered Semantic 

The Arabs eat five meals at one time. 

First they put eggs inside a fish. Next they 

put the fish inside a chicken. Then they put 

the chicken inside a sheep. All of this is 

put inside a camel. It is cooked. Then it 

is time to eat. 
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SYNTACTIC-AS VERSION 

Silen t Reading/Syntactic-AS Subject's Card 

Kamala was a little baby who lived in 

a far-away land one day. Her mother put her. 

Outside the house a wolf carne. Along it took 

Kamala. To its den the wolf took care. Of 

Kamala soon she began to act just like a wolf. 

Silent Reading/Unaltered Syntactic-AS 

Kamala was a little baby who lived in a 

far-away land. One day her mother put her 

outside the house. A wolf carne along. It 

took Kamala to its den. The wolf took care 

of Kamala. Soon she began to act just like 

a wol f . 
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FORCED-CHOICE QUESTIONNAIRE 

DIRECTIONS TO SUBJECTS 

"Next I'm going to show you the same questions I 

asked you at the beginning, but beneath each question 

are two sets of answers that other students have given. 

Whil e we're looking at it together, I'll read each 

question and the two sets of answers outloud. Then I'd 

like you to tell me which answer comes closest tc your 

own opinion. " 



Which answer to each question comes c l oser to wha t you believe? 

1. \-lliEN YOU ARE READING AND YOU COt-1£ 'I'O SOHE'l'IIJNG YOU CAN' 'l' F'IGU RE OUT , WH AT DO YOU DO '? 

Sound it out. 
Try to divide it into syllables. 
Ask somebody else, a teacher. 
Skip it. 

Go back and read that part again. 
Ask someone to explain. 
Keep going to see if it makes sense later on. 

2. 'i'ltlNK OF SOt-lEONE YOU KNOW WliO IS A GOOD Ht::ADEll ANO 'l'EI.L WliNl' 1'1' IS ADOUT 'filE WAY 'l'liEY READ 'l'HA'l' 
MAKES lT GOOD READING. 

lie knows what's important and what isn't. 
lie can make sense out of what he's 

reading; he understands it really well. 

li e pronounces all of the words right. 
lie kiiO\..Jti phonics, rules about vowels and 

conso11ants, and can sound out almost any word. 

3. 00 YOU 'flliNK HE EVEH COMES TO SOME'l'IIING liE DOES N' 'l' Kt!OW ~-JIIEN HE IS READING? 

4. 

Probably; sometime s. No, I doubt it. 

IF liE DID COME 'l'O SOME'l'IIING liE DlDN' 'l' KNO\..J WilEN 11£ \~AS READING, \vHA'l' 00 YOU 'flUNK HE'D 00? 

Sound it out. 
Look it up in a dictionary. 
Ask a teacher or another person. 

He read it; yo over it again. 
Use all of the rest of the information in the 

s e ntence o r pa ragraph to help figure it out. 

5. UOH \'JOULD YOU 'l'RY 'l'O IIELP S0!'-1EONE: \vi!O \vAS HAVING 'l'HOUBT.E Wl'l'll 'l'llEIR READING? 

Listen to the m read or read to them. 
Ask the m to t e ll me about it to see i f 

they und e rstood wha t the y r ead. 
Give the m inte re s ting bo ok::> to r ead 

at horne. 

I would see what the word was and help them sound 
it o ut. 

1 would a lso t e ll the teacher that they needed 
s o u1e e xtra help. 

6. DOES A PEHSON HAVE 'l'O LOOK A'l' EVERY LE'I"t'ER lN OHDf.:H '1'0 HEAD SOt-1E'l'HING? 

Sure . Jlow else can you tell \-Jhat t he 
\·JOrd is? 

1 d o n't think so. 

7. DOES A PEHSON IIAVE 'fO LOOK A'l' BVEHY WORD lN OHDEH '1'0 READ SOME'l' ll ING? 

Ot course . No, yo u c an usua lly skip some and still tell 
\1 h a t ' s yo i n g on • 

N 
0 
w 



8. 110\'l DO YOU 'flUNK A 'l'EACIIER WOULD 'fHY '1'0 ll£Lfl SOMEONE \-HJO \'lAS HAVING TROUBLE Wl'l'H '1'1-JEIR READING? 

Mostly have him re~d alot. 
Help him learn t:o find main ideas and 

see how they fit together. 
Have him discuss things he•s read. 
Let him listen to stories on tape. 

9. DO YOU HEMEt-1BER 110\~ YOU F I RS'f LEAHNED '1'0 l<l!:AO? 

In first grade we took turns reading 
outloud in a group. We learned about 
the alphabet and phonics. We used 
some workbooks. 

Start with letters and sounds, then go to books 
with easy words and work up to harder ones. 

Use workbooks, drills, flashcarda. 
Give him extra helps with phonics. 

Hy ROther read to me alot when I was little. 
After awhile I could read those books and 
then I could read other books, too. 

Note; The "Decoding" and "Meaning" columns on the Subject Response Sheet (Appendix G) indicate 
which answer~ to each question (the left one and the right one) \-Jere decoding-focused (A) 
and meaning-focused (B). 

N 
0 
,p. 
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ORAL READING TASK CARDS 

DIRECTIONS TO SUBJECTS 

"People have different ideas about what's good reading 

and what's bad reading, so the last thing we're going to 

do is to have you listen to some passages that are being 

read in different ways. I'll give you an exact copy of 

the card the person on the tape was reading from. Listen 

to the tape of how the person reads each of the passages 

on the cards. After you've heard each card, we'll stop 

the tape player and I'll ask you your opinion about their 

reading. There are no right or wrong answers . I'm 

interested in your opinion only. We'll do a couple of 

sample passages first to be sure you understand what we're 

doing. Feel free to ask questions if you don't under­

stand." 
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TRIAL 1 

Tri a l 1: Oral Reading/Unaltered Subject's Card 

People say hello in many ways. In one land 

the people jump up and down when they see a friend. 

That is their way of saying hello. Some people 

just fall down on the ground when they meet. 

Some rub their hands together. Other people put 

one foot into the air when they see one another. 

Trial 1: Oral Reading/Taped Version 

People say hello in many ways. In 

one land the people jump up and down when 

1. they see a friend. That is the way they say 

2. hello. Some folks just fall down on the ground 

3 . when they meet. Some just_ rub their hands 

4.5.6. together. Others ( ) put one foot up 

in the air when they see one another. 
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TRIAL 2 

Trial 2: Oral Reading/Unaltered Subject's Card 

Long ago people went to feasts for fun. 

At a single feast, thousands of people might 

be present. Herds of cattle were killed for 

meat. There might be 20,000 kinds of food 

to choose from! These feasts lasted for 

days or even weeks. 

Trial 2: Oral Reading/Taped Version 

Long ago people went to feasts for fun. 

1 . 2 . At a signal feast, thew·snads of people might 
~ 

3.4. be pre·sent. Herds of cat·luh were killed for 

killed for meat. There might be 20,000 kinds 

5. of food to chose from. These feasts lasted 

for days or even weeks. 
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SYNTACTIC-~'JS 

Oral Reading/Unaltered Syntactic-WS Subject's Card 

People who walk in their sleep are called 

sleepwalkers. Some sleepwalkers do really funny 

and unusual things. One man got up in the middle 

of the night, went outside and cut down a tree. 

He was asleep the whole time. One woman got out of 

bed, went into the kitchen and began to cook. She 

fixed a big, fine meal and never woke up. 

Oral Reading/Syntactic-WS Taped Version 

Mi scue & Type 

1. addition 
2. addition 

3. omission 

4. omission 

People who walk in their sleep are 

called sleepwalkers. Some sleepwalkers do 

not really do funny and unusual things. 

One man got up in the middle of the night, 

went outside and cut a tree. He 

was asleep the whole time. One woman got 

out of bed, went into the kitchen and 

) to cook. She fixed a big meal 
---

5. transposi- fine and never woke up. 
tion 
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GRAPHOPHONIC 

Oral Reading/Unaltered Graphophonic Subject's Card 

At one time a city in the South was 

overrun by rats. A man offered rattraps for 

sale. He promised the traps would catch a 

rat a day. People were surprised when they 

paid their money. All they received was a 

cat. At first they were angry. But the cats 

chased all the rats away and then the people 

were happy. 

Oral Reading/Graphophonic Taped Version 

. 1. 

2. 3. 

4 . 

5 . 

At one time a city in the South was 

overrun by rats. A man offered rattarps 

for sale. He por·ffifsed the tarps would 

catch a rat a day. People were surprised when 

they paid their money. All they ruh·kev'd 

was a cat. At first they were an·gri. But 

the cats chased all the rats away and then 

the people were happy. 



211 

CORRECTED 

Oral Reading/Unaltered Corrected Subject's Card 

People once thought that names had a lot 

to do with luck. They thought it was bad luck 

to meet someone who had the same name as theirs. 

They would run away from them. Some Indian 

children thought that if they said their own 

names, they would never grow up. 

Oral Reading/Corrected Taped Version 

1. graphophonic 

2. syntactic-lilS* 
3. syntactic-WS** 
4. syntactic-AS 

5. semantic 

6. semantic 

7. graphophonic 

*transposition 
**omission 

People once thought that names 

had a lot to do with luck. They 

taught it was ... thought it was 

bad luck to meet someone who had 

a name the same as theirs. They would 

run ( from them some . from ---
them. Some Indian kids thought that 

if they spoke their own names, they 

would never gor up ... grow up. 
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SEMANTIC 

Ora l Reading/Unaltered Semantic Subject's Card 

Some animals have very strange jobs. 

In Scotland, geese are used as police. They 

are placed in stores because they make loud 

noises if anyone tries to break in. Another 

strange job is that done by baboons. In 

South Africa they sometimes act as babysitters 

for people's children. 

Oral Reading/Semantic Taped Version 

1. 

2. 3. 

4 . 

Some animals have very strange jobs. 

In Scotland, chairs are used as police. They 

are placed in jars because they make loud nests 

if anyone tries to break in. Another strange 

job is that done by sailboats. In South 

Africa they sometimes act as babysitters for 

5. people's fingers. 
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SYNTACTIC-AS 

Ora l Reading/Unaltered Syntactic-AS Subject's Card 

Some people say that the cat is the most 

important animal that ever lived. In Egypt the 

cat was believed to be a god. No one was allowed 

to take a cat out of that country. The Egyptians 

did not want other nations to learn about cats. 

Oral Reading/Syntactic-AS Taped Version 

Some people say that the cat is the most 

important animal that ever lived in Egypt. The 

cat was believed. To be a god, no one was 

allowed to take a cat out. Of that country, the 

Egyptians did not want other nations to learn 

about the cat. 
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PILOT STUDY: SUM~qy OF RESULTS 

March, 1980 

OPEN-ENDED !NTERVIE\v and FORCED-CROICE QUESTIONNAIRE 

In the pilot . study, these instruments consisted of 10 questions . 
The first and second question were collaosed into one question: question 
7 dealt with che teachers' i~struc~ional-methods; quescion 10 was 
replaced since it was confusing to subjects. 

to•.¥ Middle Hi9:h 
Quest~on- Quest~on- Quest~or.-

Question Interview naire Interview naire Interrietv naire 

1 A A B B B B 
2 A A B B a A 
3 NC B a B B 8 
4 8 A B 8 B a 
5 A A B B B B 
6 A A A a A 8 
7 A A B A A A 
8 A A B B E B 

9 A A A .a. 3 s 
10 .i\ 8 ~c .i:\B NC a 

8A/lB/lNC 8A/2B 2A/7B/1NC 2A/1AB/73 2.\/ 73/ l)JC 2.\/ 83 

A Decodi.:1g Response AB = Decodir.g ar.d Y!ear:.i.:1g 
a Meaning Response NC Non-classifiable 

SILENT RE.a.orNG TASK CARDS 

Passaqe tow Middle High 

Syntactic-WS Y/8 N Y/E.* 
Intact y y y 

Gr3phophonic N N N 
Semantic Y/B Y/B Y/B** 
Syntactic-AS+ 

lY/2YB/lN lY/lYB/2N lY/ 2YB/l~ 

+Not used in pilot testing 

Y = Yes (Passage can be read) 
N No (Passage cannot be read) 

Y/B Yes/But (Passage is readable, but with certain qualifications) 

The high reader was ore-occupied with comprehension: 
*Could be read "if"words were rearranged in correct orde " 

**Could be read "if reader knew the context it was taken rom" ( sub~ect 
· 1 k 1 n ...... e con-ovt'"' "a -_-ant-_::o_c::y sr-ory" ) suggested it could poss~b y ma ·e sense ..... ·... '--·" ...; ~ _ - _ 
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ORAL READING TASK CAPnS 

Rating of Reading Reading Co mprehensio n 
Passage Low 

Syntactic-W'S G/P 
Graphophonic p 
Corrected G/P 
Semantic G/P 
Syntactic-AS p 

3GP/2P 

G 
p 

G/P 

Good reading 
Poor reading 

= Fair reading 

M~cdle H~gh Low :V!idC.l e :li qh 

p G/P y N N 
p p N N N 
p G/ P y y Y/ N 
p p y N N 
p p y N N 

SP 2GP/3P 4Y/1N lY/ 4N lYN/ 4N 

Y = Yes (Reader comprehended it ) 
N No (Reader d ~d not comorehend it ) 

Y/N Yes/No (Reader partialiy comprehended l' -' '- I 

The primary distitiction ~etween the l ow reaC.er and the other two was t hat 
she was unable to judge whether comprehension had occurred or not; she 
felt that in everv condition exceot the Graohoohonic, tie reaC.er had 
comprehended. Th~ other major di~ference ~~s ; n t~e Sy~tactic-AS 7e= i o n: 
the low reader accepted ~ccurat.e, .:apid ~ecoding as :::>ei:1g "gocC." read ::<;, 
even though the reader violated ~ll the punctuation ~arks and conplet ~y 
distorted the meaning ~y C.oing so. 
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SUBJECT RESPONSE SHEET 

Subject # Sex Ethnic Group Date 5/ /80 RL --- ---

I . OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEW 

II. 

(A = Decoding focus; B = Meaning focus; AB = Decoding 
& Meaning Focus; NC = Non-classifiable) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4 . 
5 . 
6. 
7. 

***************** 
8. 
9 . 

A: B: AB: NC: 

SILENT READING CARDS 

(Y = Yes; N = No; Y/B = Qualified "Yes") 

Readable Reason 

1. Syntact-~vs y N Y/B 

2. Intact y N Y/B 

3. Grapho- y N Y/B 
phonic 

4. Semantic y N Y/B 

5. Syntact-AS y N Y/B 

Y: N: Y/B: 
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II I. FORCED-CHOICE QUESTIONNAIRE 

(Y == Yes; N = No; Y/N = Partial; cc = Cannot compare) 

Decoding Meaning Consistent with .j.j. I rr 

1. Left Ri-ght y N Y/N cc 

2 Right Left y N Y/N cc A: 

3. Right Left y N Y/N cc B: 

4. Left Right y N Y/N cc Y: 

5. Right Left y N Y/N cc N: 

6. Left Right y N Y/N cc Y/N: 

7. Left Eight y N Y/N cc CC: 

***************** 
8. Right Left y N Y/N cc 

9. Left Right y N Y/N cc 

IV. ORAL READING CAF.DS 

(G = Good; p = Poor, G/P == Fair; y = Yes; N = No; 
Y/N = Partial) 

Trial 1: Trial 2: 

Comprehended Rating Reason 

1. Syntact-WS y N Y/N G p G/P 

2 . Grapho- y N Y/N G ? G/P 
phonic 

3. Corrected y N Y/N G p G/P 

4 • Semantic y N Y/N G p G/P 

5. Syntact-AS y N Y/N G p G/P 

G: P: G/P: Y: P· '. Y/N: 
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OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEV'J RESPONSES: DECODING FOCUS (A ) 

In general, these are responses which suggest that 
reading is primarily decoding; that it is . a teacher­
centered, teacher-directed activity; that it is primarily 
a mechanical/physical process; that meaning is embedded 
in the material rather than the reader. The focus is on 
letters and words and their pronunciation, rather than on 
word meaning or meaning in general. Reading is viewed 
as a precise process. 

The following responses typify those embodying a decoding 
focus. 

l. When you are reading and you come to something you 
can't figure out, what do you do? 

sound it out 
break it down/break it into syllables 
blend the letters/sounds together 
spell it out 
try to pronounce it (correctly) 
use phonics 

look it up ) 
ask someone? 
skip it ) 

(when given as the sole answer or in 
combination with the answers above 
or with each other) 

2. Think of someone you know who is a good reader. What 
is it about the way they read that makes it good 
reading? 

never misses a word/reads without stumbling or making 
mistakes 
reads fast/fast and accurately (no mention of compre-
hension) 
keeps their eyes on the book (or other physiological 
references) 

3. Do you think s/he ever comes to anything s/he doesn't 
know when s/he's reading? 

no 
(negative responses) 
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4. If s/he did come to something s/he didn't know 
when s/he was reading, what do you think s/he'd do? 

the same as I would do 
(same answers as for #1, above) 

5 . How would you try to help someone who was having 
trouble with their reading? 

tell them the word 
read it to them/read it for them 
help them sound it out, break it down, pronounce it, 
etc. 

6 . Does a person have to look at every letter in order 
to read something? 

yes 

7. Does a person have to look at every word in order to 
read something? 

yes 

8. How do you think a teacher would try to help someone 
who was having trouble with their reading? 

(same answers as for #1, above) 

9. Do you remember how you first learned to read? 

learned the alphabet first 
learned the sounds of the letters 
learned syllables 
learned phonics 
learned the symbols 

(Complete answer must consist of these types of 
responses only; if additional information pertaining 
to comprehension is included, the "AB" rating is 
appropriate.) 
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OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEW RESPONSES: MEANING FOCUS (B) 

In general, these responses indicate that meaning is 
t he primary concern; the reader takes an active role in 
s eeking meaning; the reader brings meaning to the 
material; reading is viewed as a cognitive process rather 
t han a strictly mechanical/physical one. Reading is seen 
a s a flexible process in which the reader uses different 
s trategies for different types of materials for different 
p urposes. Reading is not viewed as a precise process. 

1 . When you are reading and you come to something you 
can't figure out, what do you do? 

use the context/see what fits/use the rest of the 
sentence 
skip it and then come back 
try to figure out its meaning/figure out the definition 
see what makes sense 
(Use any other explanatory information on the page 
or in the text.) 

look it up 1 
ask someone 
skip it 

(when given in combination with any 
of the answers above) 

2. Think of someone you know who is a good reader. What 
is it about the way they read that makes it good 
reading? 

comprehend well/comprehend accurately/comprehend it 
fast 
grasp or understand what they ~ead 
think about what they are read1ng 
others can tell the meaning when they read 
read (aloud) with feeling/read with expression 

read fast~ 
I 

(when mentioned in combination with 
any of the above) 
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3. Do you think s/he ever comes to anything s/he doe s n't 
know when s/he's reading? 

yes 
sometimes/probably 
(any answer that acknowledges that there are or may 
be occasions when the reader does encounter unknown 
things, even though these occasions may not be 
frequent ones) 

4. If s/he did come to something s/he didn't know when 
s/he was reading, what do you think s/he would do? 

the same thing I would do 
(same answers as for #1, above) 

5 . How would you try to help someone who was having 
trouble with their reading? 

have them read alot 
help them to understand 
teach them word meanings/definitions 
teach them to use the context 

6. Does a person have to look at every letter in order 
to read something? 

no 
most of the time, no 
not if you're skimming (indicates awareness of flexible 
strategies) 
not if you're familiar with it 
only when you don't know what it is 
(any negative response) 
sometimes 

7. Does a person have to look at every word in order to 
read something? 

(same answers as for #6 above) 

8. How do you think a teacher would try to help someone 
who was having trouble with their reading? 

(same answers as for #5, above) 
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9 . Do you remember how you first learned to read? 

my (mother/relative/etc.) read to me alot when I was 
little 
by reading easy books (at home) and asking (someone) 
when I had questions 
by memorizing books/stories that were read to me and 
then being able to read them myself 
(no mention of phonics or direct instruction should 
be made) 
by reading picture books and then moving on to 
stories 
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OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEW RESPONSES: DECODING 

AND MEANING FOCUS (AB) 

I n general, an answer must contain items from both list 
A and list B. 

1 . When you are reading and you come to something you 
can't figure out, what do you do? 

(items from both lists must appear) 

2. Think of someone you know who is a good reader. What 
is it about the way they read that makes it good 
reading? 

uses punctuation marks 
(items from both lists) 

3. Do you think s/he ever comes to anything s/he doesn't 
know when sh/he's reading? 

(see other lists; answer will be either affirmative 
or negative) 

4. If s/he did come to something s/he didn't know when 
s/he was reading, what do you think s/he would do? 

(items from both lists) 

5. How would you try to help someone who was having 
trouble with their reading? 

(items from both lists) 

6. Does a person have to look at every letter in order 
to read something? 

(See A, B, or NC) 

7. Does a person have to look at every word in order to 
read something? 

(See A, B, or NC) 
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8. How do you think a teacher would try to help someo ne 
who was having trouble with their reading? 

start with easy things and work up ("things" must be 
unspecified) 

(items from both lists) 

9. Do you remember how you first learned to read? 

(answer must indicate that student received the kinds 
of help found on the other two lists: both decoding 
and meaning emphasis) 
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OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEW RESPONSES: NON-CLASSIFIABLE (NC) 

If combined with an A or B answer, use the A or B answer. 

1 . When you are reading and you come to something you 
can't figure out, what do you do? 

try to figure it out 
I don't know 

2 . Think of someone you know who is a good reader. What 
is it about the way they read that makes it good 
reading? 

they concentrate on it 
they try hard 
I don't know 

3. Do you think s/he ever comes to anything s/he doesn't 
know when s/he's reading? 

I don't know 

4. If s/he did come to something s / he didn't know when 
s/he was reading, what do you think s/he'd do? 

try to figure it out 
I don't know 

5. How would you try to help someone who was having 
trouble with their reading? 

I don't know 
try to help them 
go over it with them/read along with them/have them 
read aloud 
take it slow 
start with easy things and work up ("things" must be 
unspecified) 

6. Does a person have to look at every letter in order 
to read something? 

I don't know 
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7. Does a person have to look at every word in order to 
read something? 

I don't know 

8. How do you think a teacher would try to help someone 
who was having trouble with their reading? 

( s arne as # 5 ) 

9. Do you remember how you first learned to read? 

I don't remember 
I can't remember 
in first grade 
(any mention of basal readers since there is no way 
to determine the instructional approach used with 
them) 
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ORAL READING TASK CARDS: RESPONSE CATEGORIES 

The following descriptors apply to subjects' ratings 

o f the taped oral reading passages: 

G = Good: any response indicating that the subject felt 

it was good reading (e.g., "fi!1e," "good," "great," 

etc.) 

P = Poor: any response indicating the subject felt was 

poor reading (e.g., "bad," "terrible," "awful," 

"no good," etc.) 

G/P = Fair: any response indicating the subject felt it 

was between good and poor or was good in some 

respects and poor in others; acceptable, but with 

certain qualifications (e.g., "fair," "so-so," 

"in bet~..veen, " "not too bad") 
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OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEW: SUHMAHY Of' RESPONSE FHEQUENCIES 

Subject Question 
Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A B AD NC 8 9 A B AB NC 

031 A A B A NC D A 4 2 - 1 D NC 4 3 - 2 
032 A A A A A B B 5 2 - - A NC 6 2 - 1 
033 A A B A NC A A 5 1 - l A NC 6 1 - 2 
034 A A B A A A B 5 2 - - A NC 6 2 - 1 
035 A A A A A B B 5 2 - - NC AB 5 2 1 l 

'l'ota1 A 5 5 2 5 3 2 2 24 3 27 
B - - 3 - - 3 3 9 1 - 10 
AB - - - - - - - - - 1 1 
NC - - - - 2 - - 2 l 4 7 

061 AB AB B B AB D B - 4 3 - AB NC - 4 4 l 
062 A AB B A A B A 4 2 1 - AB A 5 2 2 
063 A A D A NC B A 4 2 - 1 NC A 5 2 - 2 
064 B B A D B D B 1 6 - AD B 1 7 1 N - - w 
065 A D B A D B B 2 5 - - ll NC 2 6 - 1 w 

Total A 3 1 1 3 1 - 2 ll - 2 13 
B 1 2 4 2 2 5 ) 19 1 1 21 
AB l 2 - - 1 - - 4 3 - 7 
NC - - - - 1 - - 1 1 2 4 

091 B B D D B 13 H 7 - - 1\B B - 8 1 
092 A D B A A B B ) 4 - - NC NC 3 4 - 2 
09) B D B 0 B B AB - 6 1 - A A 1 7 1 
094 A D 0 A A B il ) 4 - - A A 5 4 
095 u D 13 13 il B B - · 7 - - u A l 8 

'l'o t a1 A 2 - - 2 2 - - 6 2 2 10 
B 3 5 5 3 ) 5 4 2ti 1 2 31 
AB - - - - - - l l 1 - 2 
NC - - - - - - l l 2 

-- - - ----- - -

Re spons e s: A = Decoding Focus; B :....: Mea niu<J Foc us; AD = De coding & Meaning; 
NC = No ncla s si f iabl e 
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SILEN'l' HEADING '!'ASK CAHDS; SUMMARY OF RES PO NS E P REQU ENCI ES 

Subject Grapho- 'l'otal Refs. to 
Number Syntact-WS Comp Intact Comp pho n i c Co mp Se ma nti c Comp Syntactic-AS Comp Y Y7B N Comp 

031 Y/B I y X N X Y/B X y c 2 2 l 2 
0 32 N I y c N I y c y c 3 - 2 5 
o:n N I y c N I 'f c N I 2 - 3 5 
034 N X y X N I 'f c y X 3 - 2 2 
0 3 5 N " y X Y/B X y X 'f X 3 l l A 

Tota l Y - 3 5 2 - 3 4 3 4 3 3 14 
Y/B l l l - 3 
N 4 4 - l 9 

061 Y/B p y X Y/B X y X y X 3 2 - l 
062 N X y X N X 'i X y X 3 - 2 -
063 Y/B X y c N X y X y X 3 l l l N 

w 
064 N I y c N I y ~ N p 2 - 3 5 Ul 
065 Y/B X y X N X Y/ B p y c 2 2 l 2 

'l'ot a l Y - 2 5 2 - l 4 2 4 2 13 9 
Y/B 3 1 1 - 5 
N 2 4 - 1 7 

091 Y/B I y c N X Y/ B I Y/B p l 3 1 4 
092 N I y X N X Y/B I N X l l 3 2 
0 9) N I y c N X 'f/0 I N X 1 l 3 3 
0 9 4 N X y X N X Y/ B X N X 1 l 3 
1.) 9 5 N X y X N X Y/ B I N X l l 3 l 

'I'o t a l Y - 3 5 2 - 4 - 1 5 10 
Y/D 1 -· 5 l 7 
N 4 5 4 13 

Reada bl e ; Y == Ye s; N "" No ; Y/D = 'f e s/Bu t 

C01npre he nsion: C = Said it ma d e sen se ; I = Said it did no t ma ke s e nse ; P == Said i t made par tial sen s e ; 
X == Made no re f erence to cornprehen~ion. 
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FORCED-CIIOICE QUES'l'lONNAlH.E: SUMMARY OF RESPONSE FREQUENCIES 

Subject Question 
Number -l--2 3 4 5 6 7 A B AB 9 9 A B AB 

031 A B B A A B A 4 3 - B A 5 4 
032 A A A A A ll u 4 3 - A A 6 3 
033 A A 8 A B A A 5 2 - A B 6 3 
034 A B B A A A A 5 2 - B A 6 3 
035 A A A A ll B l3 4 3 - A A 6 3 

•rotal A 5 3 2 4 3 2 3 22 3 4 29 N 
u - 2 3 1 2 1 2 13 - 2 1 16 - w 

-..j 

061 A A Il A AB B n 3 3 1 A A 5 3 1 
062 A A Il 11 u 0 )j 2 5 - A B 3 6 
063 A A B A 8 I) A 4 3 .- A A 6 3 
064 A A A A A A B 3 4 - A B 4 5 
065 B A A A u 11 u 3 4 - B A 4 5 

'l'otal A 4 5 2 4 1 l l 15 4 3 22 
tl l - 3 1 3 4 4 19 l 2 22 
AB - - - - l - 1 - - l 

091 tl u B u 0 l:l B - 7 - D B - 9 
092 }j B u u B Jj A l 6 - B A 2 7 
093 B tl D D 0 u 11 - 7 - A D 1 8 
094 A A u A A H u 4 3 - A A 6 ) 

0~ 5 B 0 B B B u u - 7 ·- u A 1 6 

'I'otcll A 1 l - 1 l - l 5 2 3 10 
B 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 30 ) 2 )) 

------ - --· 

Responbes: A ::;; Decodin~J focus; B .=..: Me <.ming Focus; 
A t. D :::: DecodinlJ ilnd M.::a uintJ 
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ORAL READI NG TASK CARDS : ~UMMAR 'f OF RESPONSE FREQUENCIES 

G c a ~ ho-

Sub ject S:z::nta c tic - WS Correc t phon ic Sc::n~a n C lC Syntactic - AS 
Numbe r Rat~ng Camp Rat .J. ng Comp Ra t .J.ng Camp Ra tl ng Comp Rac 1ng Ca mp G G/ P p '{ Y/ N N 

OJ l G 'i /N G/ P '{ G/1? '{ ~ N p 'l/N 2 2 
032 p N G/ P '{ p N p N G/ P '{ 2 J 
OJJ G/ P N p N G/P '{ p N G '( l 2 2 
0 3 4 G '{ G/ 1? '{ G '{ G/ P Y/N G/ P Y/N 2 ) 

0 3 5 G '{ p N G/ P N p N G '{ 2 2 

Total G ) 2 
G/P l 1 2 7 
p l 4 l 12 
'{ 2 ) ) ll 
Y/ N l 2 1 2 
N 2 .t 10 

061 G/ P '{ G/ P '{ G/ P 'f / N p N G/P 'f /N 1 l 
062 G/ P ~ G/ P '{ !? N ? N p N ) .t 
0 63 G '{ G/ P N ? 'i / N p N p N 3 J 
0 64 G/ P Y/ N G/ ? Y/N ? N ? N G/P 'l / N 
06 5 G/ P Y/N G/ P '{ G/ P '{ / ~j p N G/ P 'l / N 

Tota l G 
G/ P L4 
p LO 
'{ 2 
'f/N 
N u 

OH p ~ G/ P '[ p " p N G/? Y/N 
0 9 2 p N G/ P '{ p N ? ~ ? N 

0 9) ? N G/P N p N ? tJ ? N 

094 ? N p '{ / N p N ~ I p N 

09 5 ? N ? N ? ~~ ? N ? N 

Toca 1 G 0 

G/ P 
p 5 H 

'{ 

'f / N L 

N 
4 21 

Rat i ng : G . Good ; G/ P 3 fair; p : Poo r 
Comprehensio n : '{ a Read c:r un<.lt:rscood; N HeaJt! r did not under s t a nd ; Y/ N Par cial 
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CONSIS'l'ENCY 0£·' nESPONSES Bl::'l'WEcN I'l'EMS ON IN'l'EHVIEW AND QUESTIONNAIRE 

Subject Question 
Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 y N Y7N ___ cc ---a- ----9-------v--tr----v;N cc 

031 y N y y cc y y 5 1 - l y cc 6 1 - 2 
032 y y y N y y y 6 l - - y cc 7 l - l 
033 y y y y cc y y 6 - - l y cc 7 - - 2 
034 y N y y y y N 5 2 - - N cc 5 3 - l 
035 y y y y N y y 6 l - - cc Y/N 6 1 1 1 

Total Y 5 3 5 4 2 5 4 2H 3 - 36 
N - 2 - 1 l - l 5 l - 6 
Y/N - - - - - - - - - - l 1 
cc - - - - 2 - - 2 1 4 7 

061 y Y/N Y y y y y 6 - l - Y/N CC 6 - 2 1 N 
062 y Y/N Y y N N y 4 2 1 - Y/N N 4 3 2 - ~ 

063 y y y y cc y y 6 - - 1 cc y 7 -· - 2 ........ 

064 y y N y y N y 5 2 - - Y/N Y 6 2 1 
065 y N N y y y y 5 2 - - y N 6 3 

Total Y 5 2 ) 5 3 ) 5 26 l 2 29 
N - 1 2 - 1 2 - 6 - 2 8 
Y/N - 2 - - - - - 2 3 - 5 
cc - - - - 1 - - l 1 1 3 

091 y y y Y. y y y 7 - - Y/N Y 8 - l 
092 N y y N N y N 3 4 - - cc cc 3 4 - 2 
093 y y y y y y Y/N 6 - l - y y 8 - l 
094 y N y y y y y 6 l - - y y 8 l 
095 y y y y y y y 7 - - - y y 9 

•rotal Y 4 3 5 4 4 5 3 29 3 4 36 
N 1 2 - 1 l - 1 5 l - 5 
Y/N - - - - - - 1 l - - 2 
cc - - - - - - - - l 1 2 

Rating: Y == Yes; N == No; Y/N == Partial (used with an All response in the 
Interview); CC;.::: Cannot compar-e (us8d with an NC response in the 
Interview) 
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SUMMAHY 01'-. FREQUENCIES OF HESPONSES 

L 11 r-Mii -r-·----.--~lH 
L M II L M fl L M H 

·I. OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONNAIRE 

A 

AB 

B 

NC 

5 3 2 

0 1 0 

0 1 ] 

0 0 0 

5 1 0 

0 2 0 

0 2 5 

·o o o 

2 1 0 

0 0 0 

3 4 5 

0 0 0 

I I I. l~ORCED-CIIOICE QUES'l'IONNAI RE 

A 

AB 

B 

5 4 

0 0 

0 1 

1 

0 

4 

3 

0 

2 

5 1 

0 0 

0 4 

Syntactic-HS 

2 

0 

3 

2 0 

0 0 

3 5 

Intact 

5 3 1 

0 0 0 

0 2 4 

0 0 0 

4 

0 

l 

4 

0 

l 

l 

0 

4 

Card 

3 l 2 

0 l 0 

0 2 3 

2 l 0 

3 

0 

2 

l 

l 

3 

1 

0 

4 

L ---M- H L M 11 
Graphopho-nrc 
L M II 

II. SILEN'f READING PASSAGES: READABLENESS 

y 

Y/B 

N 

0 

1 

4 

0 

3 

2 

0 

l 

4 

5 

0 

0 

5 

0 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

l 

4 

0 

l 

4 

0 

0 

5 

6 
L M If 

2 0 1 

0 0 0 

3 5 4 

0 0 0 

2 

0 

3 

l 

0 

4 

0 

0 

5 

7 
i.. M II 

Total 
L--M-11 

2 2 0 24 11 6 

0 0 l 0 4 1 

3 ] 4 9 19 28 

0 0 0 2 1 0 

3 

0 

2 

l 

0 

4 

1 

0 

4 

22 18 5 

0 1 0 

13 16 30 

Semantic Syntactic-AS 
L M II 

4 

l 

0 

4 

1 

0 

0 

5 

0 

L M II 

4 

0 

1 

4 

0 

1 

0 

1 

4 

8 
L -MH 

3 0 2 

0 3 l 

1 l l 

1 1 1 

3 

0 

2 

4 

0 

1 

2 

0 

3 

9 
L M H 

0 2 2 

1 0 0 

0 l 2 

4 2 1 

4 

0 

1 

3 

0 

2 

3 

0 

2 

Total 
L M H 

13 

3 

9 

13 

5 

7 

5 

7 

13 

N 
~ 

w 



Card Cct nl 
§xntact1E--ws correcTecr Gra~p_!!~~c - Semant1c Syntactic-AS -- -m- Total 
L H II L l1 II L M II L---M---~1 L M II L M H 

IV. ORAL READING CARDS: RATING OF HEADING 

G 3 l 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 l 0 

G/P l 4 0 3 5 3 3 2 0 1 0 0 2 3 l 10 14 4 

p 1 0 5 2 0 2 l ) 5 4 5 5 1 2 4 9 . 10 21 

IV. ORAL READING CARDS: COMPREHENSION 

'i 2 2 0 3 3 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 11 5 2 

Y/N l 2 0 0 l 1 0 3 0 l 0 0 2 3 1 4 9 2 

N 2 1 5 2 l 2 2 2 5 4 5 5 0 2 4 10 ll 21 

N 

A = Decoding Focus; B = Meaning Pocus; AB = Decoding & Meaning; NC = Nonclassifiable ~ 
~ 

Y = Yes; N = No; Y/B = Yes/But 

G = Good; G/P = Fair; P =- Poor 

Y = Reader understood; N = Reader did not understand; Y/N :;:: Header partially understood 

ReadinlJ level: L :;:: Low; H = Middle; H :;:: High 
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