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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to explore the 

relationship between lesson interaction patterns and 

fourth-grade Guamanian students' reading comprehension. 

14 

In the last decade, a variety of new approaches have 

emerged in the field of education that extend our ability 

to better understand the teaching-learning process. These 

approaches allow close and detailed examination of how 

teachers and their students interact in creating classroom 

settings, particularly as they refer to reading lessons. 

The present study continued the investigation of classroom 

participation structures and their relationship to reading 

comprehension in a multilingual and multicultural setting. 

Three reading discussion lessons were observed and 

audio- and videotaped in four, fourth-grade classrooms in 

Guam during the months of November 1989 to April 1990. Of 

the three discussion lessons, one was selected for in depth 

analyses. Students were in the Level 11 reading group of 

the Silver Burdette-Ginn Basal Reader Series. Teachers 

were instructed to teach their lessons according to their 

usual procedures. No attempt was made to alter delivery of 

instruction. 



From transcriptions of the audio- and videotapes, 

Mehan's (1979) procedures were used to describe turn

allocation and speech act procedures. In addition, 

retellings were analyzed utilizing the retelling profile 

developed by Mitchell and Irwin (1991). 

15 

Although the study was conducted in schools with 

bilingual, multicultural and multilingual teachers and 

students, the participation structures found in these four 

Guam classrooms appear no different from the participation 

structures found in most American classrooms. In terms of 

the questions being explored in this dissertation, 

sensitivity to the linguistic and cultural background of 

Guamanian students was not evident. 

The results of the qualitative and quantitative 

analyses of the data pointed to three major findings. 

First, variability existed in the participation structures 

found in the four, fourth-grade reading discussion lessons. 

Second, there were minimal differences in participation 

structures when teachers who adhered closely to basal 

reader ~~terial and instruction were compared with teachers 

who did not adhere as closely to basal reader material and 

instruction. Third, the study suggests that the 

participation structures found in the four, fourth-grade 

reading discussion lessons were related to the reading 

comprehension of these fourth-grade Guamanian students. 



Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

16 

In the last decade, a variety of new approaches have 

emerged in the field of education that extend our ability 

to better understand the teaching-learning process. These 

approaches, grounded in the disciplines of anthropology and 

linguistics with influences from psychology and sociology, 

allow close and detailed examination of how teachers and 

their students interact in creating classroom settings, 

particularly as they refer to reading lessons (Mehan, 

1979; Shultz, Erickson, & Florio, 1982; Green, Harker, & 

Golden, 1987). 

The purpose of this study was to explore the 

relationship between lesson interaction patterns and 

fourth-grade Guamanian students' reading comprehension. 

Children in Guam classrooms represent many languages and 

cultures, although the language of instruction is almost 

uniformly English. Studies conducted in ethnically diverse 

settings have suggested that the organization of 

interactions or participation structures in instructional 

events has important consequences for student achievement 

(Philips, 1972; AU, 1980; Mehan, 1982; Erickson & Mohatt, 

1982). 
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Participation structures as defined by Philips (1972) 

are marked by ways of speaking, ways of listening, ways of 

getting the floor and holding it, and ways of leading and 

following. This definition of participation structures 

guides the present study. 

Classroom discourse has received focal attention when 

discussing the participants in the teaching-learning 

process during reading (Cazden, 1986, 1988a). As Cazden 

(1986) asserts, 

Spoken language is the medium by which much 
teaching takes place and in which students 
demonstrate to teachers much of what they have 
learned. Spoken language is also an important 
part of the identities of all the participants 
(p. 433). 

By examining the interactive use of language that follows a 

reading lesson, it was possible to show potential 

influences on reading comprehension. The specific context 

of the reading discussion lesson, defined as the story-

reading and story-discussion segment of the lesson was 

selected for investigation. 

A major concern of educational researchers has been 

the consequences of instruction for learning. 

Nevertheless, until recently, researchers have either 

studied participation structures of lessons (i.e., who gets 

to speak when, what, and to whom, Philips, 1972) or have 

concerned themselves with the academic content of lessons. 

However, this preoccupation with one or the other has led 
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to the neglect of an important problem: the relationship 

or connection between participation structures and academic 

learning, specifically reading comprehension. This study 

attempts to explore this relationship in the context of 

classrooms in Guam. 

I chose to conduct this dissertation in Guam for two 

reasons. First, as a Guamanian educator, I am committed to 

building greater understanding about the educational scene 

in Guam. Presently, students in Guam classrooms are not 

performing at acceptable levels on standardized tests in 

all academic areas and their success declines as they 

progress through the grades. Most of these so-called at

risk students are indigenous to the island. Second, there 

is little documented research on adult-child interactions 

in Guam classrooms. An in-depth analysis of this cultural 

setting can provide knowledge that can contribute to 

finding effective learning environments for these children. 

Hence, the goals for this study were to 1) describe 

the participation structures that existed in these 

Guamanian classrooms and 2) analyze participation 

structures that influenced reading comprehension. 

Significance of the Study 

This study will make significant contributions to 

theory, research and practice in reading and the teaching

learning process in classroom settings in Guam and may be 
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applicable to other regions in Micronesia. Findings will 

have considerable impact in classrooms with diverse 

populations where children come from various ethnic groups, 

speak several languages, and represent a variety of social 

backgrounds. 

with respect to theory, the study will contribute to 

the development of an interactional theory of learning and 

teaching of reading. It will provide researchers and 

teaching professionals with strategies for relating social, 

cultural, and academic aspects of reading lessons. 

For educational practitioners, the study will provide 

descriptions of participation structures used with 

multicultural populations to accomplish reading lessons. 

Assumptions Underlying the study 

The study is based on four assumptions: 

1. Reading instruction is a collaborative process; 

students and teachers build upon each others' 

contributions. 

2. Reading comprehension, during the reading discussion, 

is an interactive process; social meaning is 

constructed by teachers and students as they interact, 

building on students' prior knowledge and experiences. 

3. "Successful participation [between students and 

teacher] during the reading discussion, involves 

knowledge of subject matter information and its 



logical organization, as well as knowledge of 

discourse and its social organization" (Erickson, 

1982, p.156). 
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4. Successful participation [between students and 

teacher] involves a sensitivity by the teacher to the 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds of the students. 

The Specific Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to explore the 

relationship between participation structures and reading 

comprehension. The specific research questions to be 

addressed were 

1. What participation structures are present during 

reading discussions with Guamanian children 

a. Teacher 

1. How does the teacher elicit information 

from students? 

2. In what ways does the teacher make 

use of contributions in succeeding responses? 

3. In what ways does the teacher help children 

focus, clarify, and expand on their ideas? 

b. Students 

1. How do students get access to discussion? 

2. What do students contribute to the discussion? 

3. In what ways and to what degree are 

students' responses appropriate to the setting? 
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2. What differences exist in the participation structures 

of teachers who adhere closely to basal reader 

material and instruction and teachers who do not? 

a. Teacher 

1. How does the teacher elicit information from 

students? 

2. In what ways does the teacher make use of 

student contributions in succeeding 

responses? 

3. In what ways does the teacher help children 

focus, clarify, and expand on their ideas? 

b. students 

1. How do studen'cs get access to discussion? 

2. What do students contribute to the discussion? 

3. In what ways and to what degree are students' 

responses appropriate to the setting? 

3. How are participation structures related to reading 

comprehension as measured by retellings? 



22 

Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The organization of this review of literature has been 

influenced by the need for background in two areas: 1) 

theoretical and methodological framework and 2) related 

research on participation structures in classroom studies: 

a) of multiethnic/multilingual groups, b) which considers 

the social and cognitive contexts of reading groups, and c) 

in Micronesia. 

Theoretical and Methodological Framework 

Theoretical Perspective 

Sociolinguistic Research. sociolinguistic research 

that has developed in the last twenty years in the united 

states and England has been very productive in providing 

knowledge and insights into the teaching-learning process. 

The early development of sociolinguistics came from 

the language and culture studies in anthropology, 

specifically from the works of Dell Hymes, John Gumperz, 

and Charles Frake (Blount, 1975). This approach described 

the communicative resources of a speech community and the 

organization of these resources on a sociocultural basis. 

In addition, the importance of context helped shape the 
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theory. An additional contribution to sociolinguistics 

came from ethnomethodologists in the field of sociology, 

who focused on methodology, stressing the necessity for the 

researcher to keep accountable his own involvement in the 

social analysis. Involvement did not merely include a 

statement of purpose, bias and/or theoretical orientation 

but the realization that social information can be observed 

by being a participating member in interaction (Sanches & 

Blount, 1975). 

Theory and research in sociolinguistics has provided a 

conceptual framework through which the interpersonal and 

intrapersonal aspects of reading/literacy in educational 

settings can be explored (Green & Weade, 1987). The value 

of this theory is that it extends our ability to explore: 

"the regularities, details, and variations in classroom 

life; the nature of the demands for appropriate 

participation in instructional activities; and social and 

academic outcomes and consequences of such participation" 

(Green, Harker, & Golden, 1987, p. 46). 

Methodological Perspective 

Ethnography of Communication. The study of the 

function and context of language has been explored by 

ethnographers of communication. These researchers have 

studied patterns of activity organization, language use, 

and the rights, obligations, and demands within and across 
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everyday contexts of social lif~. Bloome and Green (1984) 

stated that a basic premise of this work is that within 

face-to-face interactions, participants make communicative 

demands on each other as they work together to construct 

conversations. 

communicative rights, obligations, and demands (e.g., 

who gets to talk, when, where and about what) can change 

from moment to moment and in different situations. In 

classrooms, for example, there are different communication 

rights and obligations for participation in whole class 

instruction, teacher-led reading instruction, and peer-to

peer lessons. within each situation or context, 

participants negotiate communicative rights and obligations 

based on how they define what they are doing and who they 

are (Erickson, 1977). 

Research on participation structures of reading events 

have provided insight into how students display competence, 

how they may be evaluated, and how cultural differences may 

be manifested (e.g., Au, 1980; Philips, 1974; Shultz, 

Erickson, & Florio, 1982). In addition, ethnographers of 

communication in educational research have been concerned 

with how people gain access to face-to-face interactions 

(e.g., Green & Wallat, 1981; Michaels, 1986; Green & 

Harker, 1982), with how people communicate and interpret 

intentions and meaning (Gumperz, 1981) and how people use 



language to structure communicative situations for the 

transmission of knowledge (e.g., Mehan, 1979). 
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The research and theoretical constructs discussed 

above provide the background for microethnographic studies 

of classroom interaction which zero in on the particular 

route of this research study. 

Microethnoqraphy. The use of machine recordings as a 

primary data resource in fieldwork research has been called 

"microethnography" (Erickson, 1986). Other names have been 

applied to this perspective. McDermott (1976) referred to 

his works as "context analysis," while Mehan (1979) 

preferred the term "constitutive ethnography." 

The scope of microethnography is to investigate 

particular cultural scenes within key institutional 

settings. The analytic focus is detailed analysis of 

audiovisual records of events by which the interaction 

processes may be studied intensively. The more common 

fieldwork methods of participant observation, interviewing, 

and study of written public records in the setting and 

community provide support for the interpretive analysis of 

the audiovisual records (Spindler, 1982). Additionally, 

microethnography takes into account the perspectives of the 

participants when analyzing the events (Erickson, 1977). A 

primary goal of microethnography is to explore social 

events, such as reading lessons, by describing the 



26 

interactional works of the participants involved (Erickson 

& Shultz, 1977, 1982; Mehan, 1979; AU, 1980; Shultz, 

Florio, & Erickson, 1977). 

Related Research on Participation 
Structures in Classrooms 

Participation Structures of 
Multiethnic/Multilinqual Groups 

A number of studies have focused on the participation 

structures present in homes and schools with students from 

different backgrounds (Philips, 1972, 1974; AU, 1980; 

Heath, 1982, 1983; Clay, 1985; Cazden, 1988; Dumont, 1972; 

Erickson & Mohatt, 1982; Erickson, 1984; Guilfoyle, 1988). 

Underlying these studies is the issue expressed by 

McDermott and Hood (1982): IIFor days, weeks, and years, 

how can a child not know how to get a teacher's attention 

appropriately? This is not a question of incompetence in 

the child's stock of knowledge. Rather, it is a problem of 

social organization. How are scenes arranged for a child 

to display incompetence in such simple tasks year in and 

year out?" (p. 238). 

Studies of Native American Indian populations 

(Philips, 1972, 1974; Guilfoyle, 1988; John, 1972; Dumont, 

1972) have described social situations present in 

classrooms and homes. Philips's (1972, 1974) study of the 

Warm Springs Indians was undertaken to define the 
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communicative contexts in which Indian and non-Indian 

behavior and participation differ and to describe the ways 

in which they differ. 

Comparative observations were made in all-Indian 

classes in the reservation grammar school and non-Indian or 

white classes in another grammar school at the first- and 

sixth-grade levels. A major difference between the 

participation structures most commonly found in the Indian 

home and those most commonly found in the school classroom 

involved the role of the adult in the interaction. At 

school, the leader (the non-Indian teacher) attempted to 

control all activities, communicative and otherwise. In 

such a participation structure, the Indian students 

performed much more situationally inappropriate behavior 

inside the classroom (silence, failure to answer questions, 

giggling) than did white students in the classroom. 

Philips noted an absence of participation structures in 

which one person overtly controlled or attempted to control 

a great deal of the activity of other people in the 

interacting group in everyday life on the reservation. 

Philips (1974) concluded that in both their 

appropriate and inappropriate ways (as defined by the 

teacher) of communicating, Indian and non-Indian students 

differed. "The Indian children failed to participate 

verbally in classroom interaction because the social 
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conditions for participation to which they have become 

accustomed in the Indian community were lacking" (p. 392). 

Erickson and Mohatt (1982) attempted to determine if 

Philips's findings could be generalized to the Odawa 

Indians on the Northern ontario Reservation. Differences 

were found in the social organization of the classroom of 

the Indian and non-Indian classrooms. Similar results have 

been reported by researchers who have studied other North 

American Indian groups. 

other studies exploring cultural congruence and 

incongruence in classroom instruction have been conducted 

with u.S. groups (Carrasco, 1984; Moll, 1986; Erickson, 

1984) and with Pacific Island Groups (Clay, 1985; Cazden, 

1988a; Moore, 1990; Au, 1980; Au & Mason, 1981). Au and 

Mason (1981) studied the relationship between the 

interactional styles and learning to read in two 

classrooms. One teacher had little contact with Hawaiian 

children while one had worked successfully with Hawaiian 

children. Results indicated that teacher-pupil interaction 

was managed very differently by the two teachers. The 

teacher with successful contact interacted with her 

students in a manner which was not only culturally 

congruent, but her lessons displayed much higher levels of 

achievement-related student behavior than those of the 

teacher with less contact. 



These studies suggest that the interactional styles 

learned at home and in the community could conflict or 

interfere with communication in the classroom and thereby 

influence learning. 
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It is not enough to describe the cultural organization 

of social relationships in classrooms and homes, but, in 

addition, we need to discuss studies that introduce ways of 

successfully incorporating or adapting home language use in 

instruction for particular groups. The "talk story" 

adopted by The Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) 

for Polynesian children in Hawaii illustrates one such 

successful incorporation which facilitated the adaptation 

of these children to the school's language use and helped 

them succeed in reading (AU, 1980; Au & Mason, 1981; Tharp 

& Gallimore, 1988). The adaptation of home language used 

by teachers of working class Black and White children in 

the Piedmont Carolinas is another model of ways in which 

expanding classroom genres promoted increased academic 

performance of minority children (Heath, 1982, 1983). 

In Erickson and Mohatt's study (1982), both Indian and 

non-Indian teachers made adaptations in the direction of 

greater cultural congruence between home and school 

participation structures. For example, changes took place 

in the non-Indian teacher's classroom as the year 

progressed. Children were seated in table groups instead 
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of sitting individually in rows. During discussion, table 

groups rather than an individual were called on to respond. 

More time was spent with children in small groups than in 

whole group lessons. By changing overall patterns of 

classroom organization, the teacher had created 

"privatized" arenas for interacting with children. 

Guilfoyle's (1988) study described how one teacher 

using the whole language approach organized the learning 

environment to accommodate the Indian students' experiences 

and cultural background while facilitating literacy 

learning. Results indicated that interaction, 

participation, and literacy learning were facilitated when 

instruction and the social context were organized to 

acknowledge and accommodate the experiences, language 

learning, and ways of knowing that Indian children brought 

to the classroom. 

These adaptations in the direction of greater cultural 

congruence with community principles of participation are 

also described by many other groups, for example, Edelsky 

(1986) and Wigginton (1972). Failure by schools to 

recognize cultural variations in sociolinguistic patterning 

results in learning difficulties and feelings of 

inferiority for some children (Shultz, Florio, & Erickson, 

1977). Culturally congruent social organization of 

instruction can reduce the situation of interactional 
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interference that occurs in the classroom. By reducing 

these interactional difficulties, there can be an increase 

in student opportunity to learn and a decrease in 

misunderstandings between teacher and student (Erickson, 

1986). 

social and Cognitive Contexts in Reading Groups 

The importance of literacy in the primary grades and 

the prevalence of homogeneous groups for reading 

instruction have brought attention to how high versus low 

reading groups are taught (see Cazden, 1986, for a review 

of these). 

The most important question is whether differential 

treatment is helpful or harmful. Some researchers have 

specifically focused on the instructional tasks provided 

reading groups. For example, Allington (1977) found that in 

remedial and corrective reading instruction, more time was 

focused on the mastery of isolated skills with very little 

emphasis on instructional time devoted to reading in a 

text. In another study, Allington (1983) found that the 

instruction provided good readers tended to be oriented 

toward more meaningful discussion of stories read than that 

provided poor readers. with practices such as these, poor 

readers continued to be poor readers. 

Board (1982) explored the nature of instructional 

influence on children's reading development. His study 
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found that instruction to the high readers facilitated the 

meaning-getting process more than instruction to the low 

group. In neither group did the semantic exchange 

constitute the major portion of instruction: grapho-phonic 

exchanges predominated. The implication was that neither 

reading group is likely to use information from context on 

the basis of their instructional experiences with connected 

texts. If children do learn to use text information 

effectively, they likely do so on their own. 

Collins's (1986) study was concerned with the way the 

language used by students and teachers influenced 

children's learning opportunities in formal classroom 

settings. He expected to show how the kinds of interaction 

patterns were linked to communicative background and 

interactional history. What he found was differential 

treatment between high-and low-ability groups. The major 

distinction between the groups was in the kinds of 

instructional tasks rather than turn-taking protocols. 

Comparisons of the two groups indicated that 1) low-group 

readers were given extensive sound-word identification 

drill with little attention to .'the meaningfulness of the 

task, while high-group readers were given practice in 

passage reading and answering of questions about the 

material read and 2) in instructional procedures, 



correction of low-group readers focused more on semantics 

and pragmatics of text comprehension. 
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Through the use of methods of conversational analyses, 

insight into the ways in which communicative mismatches 

reinforced the effects of institutional categorization of 

ability was revealed. Teachers appeared to have a model of 

what literate behavior sounded like and, as a consequence, 

had differing expectations about students' readiness or 

ability to assimilate the skills needed for literacy. 

Another aspect of reading discussion is the oral 

language patterns of children during teacher-directed 

reading lessons. Research and theoretical speculations on 

the development of inner speech, the expanding social 

functions accompanying and influencing the acquisition of 

linguistic forms, and the relationship between language and 

thought have informed us of the importance of the oral 

rendering of text. Furthermore, at the early stages, the 

oral rendering of text is developmental. It contributes to, 

rather than impedes, growth (Hoffman, 1981). 

Durkin's (1978-79) research indicated that student 

verbalization during teacher-directed reading lessons is 

typically limited to responding to teacher questions which 

require a short and usually literal level text-based 

response. 
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Gambrell's (1987) study of the oral language patterns 

of teacher directed reading lessons found that the major 

function of children's oral language was to respond to 

teacher-initiated questions. student responses were 

predominantly at the word level. At first grade, only 1% of 

the student responses were beyond the sentence level and, 

at second and third grades, only 3% were beyond the 

sentence level. The findings of this study suggest that 

children engage in very limited oral language expression 

about the stories. Their talk about stories is not se1f

generated, instead it is dictated by teacher request for 

specific responses. The language opportunities which 

children were afforded during reading instruction focused 

as a piecemeal approach to comprehension as opposed to 

verbal responses which reflected a holistic concept of 

reading comprehension. 

Walter (1987) developed a system to describe the 

interactive nature of language during instructional 

discourse. The system analyzed instructional discourse 

during reading lessons where comprehension was the major 

goal. Results indicated that there were similarities and 

differences in the organization of discourse among lessons 

and discourse strategies used by teachers and students to 

interactively accomplish reading lessons. 
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Moreover, researchers have lov!~ed at the contributions 

of the instructional environment differences of good and 

poor readers and the influence of learners on teachers. 

What has been overlooked is that teachers may also 

influence learners and contribute to inefficient and 

ineffective learning strategies (Mehan, 1979; Magliaro & 

Borko, 1985). 

Eder (1982) examined the development of communication 

styles in ability-based reading groups in a first-grade 

classroom. Her findings indicated that there were different 

levels of communicative competence at the beginning of the 

year. Specifically, high group members gained access to the 

floor much more often than low group members. In addition, 

the two higher groups made more topically relevant 

initiations early in the year. Reading interruptions were 

common in all groups. The findings suggest that students 

were being socialized to different conmunicative norms 

depending on their assigned group levels. 

Moll and Diaz (1986), in an analysis of lessons across 

language and ability groups, found that the complexities of 

reading behaviors in two classrooms were determined by the 

types of "interactional activities" or participation 

structures in which teachers and students were involved, 

and that these participation structures 'Here influenced by 



organization constraints and by presuppositions about the 

children's competence. 
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The next two sets of studies have looked at 

differences in processes involved in reading comprehension 

or to measures of reading comprehension. 

In this first set of studies, Green (1977) analyzed 

videotapes of eleven teachers to examine what could be 

learned about teaching-learning processes from a 

sociolinguistic perspective. While findings showed that how 

the teacher structured a lesson was related to how students 

performed on the criterion measure directly related to the 

lessons, in-depth explanations on what contributed to the 

differences were not possible. Further analyses of the 

videotapes were done by Green and her colleagues to examine 

in depth the differences and similarities between lessons 

taught by two teachers ranked high and low in terms of 

student performance on the retelling task. Three different 

approaches focusing on construction of meaning in 

interactional situations were used to analyze two teachers' 

lessons. While Green's (1977, 1988) works explored social

instructional aspects of lesson structure and lesson 

delivery, Harker (1988) looked at semantic analysis, 

comprehension and text analysis, and Golden's (1988) work 

was grounded in reader response theory, literary theory and 

text analyses. Analyses of the three studies concluded 
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that a) participation rights and obligations were different 

for each group, therefore the lessons were not the same 

socially (Green, 1977); b) the teachers emphasized 

different aspects of the story and stressed different 

content, therefore the academic demands were different 

(Harker, 1988); and c) the students in each group were 

presented with different mediated text and, therefore, this 

mediated text played a critical role in how students 

constructed meaning in a literary text (Golden, 1988). The 

findings suggest that setting, materials and students may 

not be the major factors that lead to differences in 

learning; differences may be attributed to individual 

teachers' delivery, structure and intent. 

In another set of studies, Au and Kawakami (1984) 

focused on how the social organization of lessons could 

support the development of children's reading 

comprehension. By analyzing video tapes of reading 

comprehension lessons, characteristics of effective 

comprehension instruction could be identified. Three 

studies explored the relationships between the cognitive 

and social dimensions of instruction. 

The first study (Au, 1980) was concerned with the 

match between patterns of interaction and particular 

instructional goals. The study built on the importance of 



cultural compatibility in the structuring of talk during 

ETR (experience-text-relationship) lessons. 

38 

The second investigation (Au & Kawakami, 1984) looked 

at how instruction could lead development in classroom 

reading lessons. The study considered the importance of 

keeping instruction within the zone of proximal 

development. 

Finally, the third study (Kawakami & Au, 1983) looked 

for ways in which control over text comprehension processes 

might be transferred from teacher to students. Findings 

from all three analyses suggest that the development of 

students' ability to comprehend text will proceed well in 

lessons where there is 1) a match between patterns of 

teacher-pupil interaction and the types of comprehension 

skills being targeted, 2) the importance of students' 

willingness to take risks during discussion of text, and 3) 

student control over the text comprehension and discussion 

process in areas where they are more proficient but teacher 

guidance where there is less proficiency. 

The studies which have been reviewed in this section 

seem to suggest that by improving teacher/child 

collaboration we can increase children's opportunities to 

learn. Furthermore, these studies show that students will 

have access to quality instruction that they need and 

teachers attempt to provide. 



studies of Participation structures 
in Micronesian Glassrooms 

Only recently has research in Guam and the rest of 

Micronesia been given serious consideration. Most of the 

39 

studies have been experimental in nature with the majority 

of studies utilizing tests to explore effects. Studies of 

classroom instruction have been rare. 

In this section, I present research which is not 

necessarily from a sociolinguistic perspective, but 

important for this study. I begin by discussing studies 

which have been conducted in various island regions of 

Micronesia. Then I present research conducted in Guam 

classrooms. 

Researchers concerned with student success in the 

Micronesian area (Tkel, 1990; Womack & Habuchman, 1990) 

have specifically looked at learning styles and oral 

participation. 

Tkel (1990) examined the preferred learning styles of 

fifth grade students from Palau and Yap. Of interest to 

the present study was the significant difference found 

between the Palauan and Yapese students' preference for 

working alone, with peers, or in combined ways. Tkel found 

that the Palauan students preferred to work in several 

ways, that is, alone, with a peer, with adults or in 

combined ways. Yapese students showed a higher preference 

only for working with peers. 
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Womack and Habuchman (1990) reported on a study 

conducted by Scull and Hill (1988) at the Community College 

of Micronesia (CCM) in pohnpei. Both staff and students 

recognized that shyness was interfering with many students' 

education and overall academic success within the college 

environment. Womack and Habuchman (1990) argued that 

certainly there are many causes for student reluctance to 

enter into oral activities, including speaking English as a 

second language, growing up in small communities, and, 

without doubt, cultural training regarding age and status. 

The study was the first organized attempt to change 

CCM student behaviors. The researchers departed from the 

acceptance of the "conventional wisdom" that because many 

Micronesians are shy and withdrawn in class, teachers 

should alter their teaching styles. 

Scull and Hill (1988) asked students in one psychology 

class to talk about what they would like to change about 

their own social behavior. Eighty-five percent stated that 

they would like to be less shy. In another survey with 

different students, fifty-seven percent rated themselves as 

shy or very shy. 

To learn behaviors needed to participate in the 

culture of higher education, Scull and Hill (1988) offered 

a non-credit eight session course entitled "Breaking 

through the shyness barrier." The course content included 



basic social skills, classroom social skills, and 

assertiveness. 

After the eight session courses, results indicated 

that there was a reduction in anxiety associated with 

social situations. The course was successful in changing 

the students' perceptions of their own feelings. 
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Womack and Habuchmai (1990) see a promising future in 

modifying student behavior. They are encouraging 

elementary pre-service and in-service teachers to gradually 

teach discussion and questioning skills in English and the 

vernacular in the lower grades. They advocate oral 

interaction as a means of improving English at all levels 

of instruction. 

Spencer, Palomo, and Vela (1987) conducted two studies 

investigating Chamorro and English oral language 

proficiency with Chamorro children in Guam. Students in 

the Fanayakan Summer School Program were pre- and 

posttested on the LAS I, LAS II, and two tests of Chamorro 

oral language proficiency: the Sensuran Fino' Haya (SFH

Kindergarten to grade 5) and the Sensuran I Lengguahen 

Chamorro (SLC- grades 6-12). The SFH and the SLC were 

constructed to parallel the LAS. 

Results indicated that the majority of students in the 

study were limited-English speaking (LES) or non-English 

speaking (NES). Their English performance was highest on 
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measures of spoken vocabulary, listening and picture 

matching, and sound discrimination. They experienced 

greatest difficulty with tasks which required integrating 

listening and speaking of original sentences. Spencer, 

Palomo, and Vela (1987) argued that for many Chamorro 

students in Guam, most of their elementary years are years 

in which they cope with their predominantly English 

schooling experience without the benefit of proficient oral 

English language skills. 

In the Chamorro language, students were found to be 

non-Chamorro speaking (NCS). Tasks requiring students to 

produce Chamorro vocabulary words or to express ideas in 

original Chamorro sentences were exceedingly difficult. 

The ability to compose original speech or to interact 

verbally in Chamorro were not present in pre- or posttest 

occasions. These skills were largely undeveloped in 

English as well. 

Both studies suggest that there may be a greater 

likelihood of finding Chamorro students with varying 

degrees of Chamorro oral proficiency in the southern 

student populations than in those of central or northern 

Guam. Inarajan students (from southern Guam) may have a 

language resource in Chamorro that could be used to a 

greater degree to promote their academic learning. 
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Spencer, Palomo, and Vela (1987) suggested that more 

sociolinguistic information of Guam Chamorro children's 

verbosity was needed. They stated that it was troubling to 

find that Chamorro children's production skills were low in 

Chamorro and in English. Their observations of classroom 

instruction in Guam suggest that it would be advantageous 

to provide teacher training in strategies that encourage 

language interaction and self expression. The authors 

maintained that the design of English instruction in Guam 

classrooms is better suited for native English speaking 

students than for students progressing through the 

developmental stages of second language acquisition. 

The studies which have been reviewed related to adult

child interactions in Guam classrooms and Micronesia are 

few and provide us with a limited view of what is happening 

in the Micronesian region and the kinds of research being 

conducted. The studies have focused on learning styles, 

oral participation and the language proficiency of 

Micronesian students. Findings from these Micronesian 

studies provide information for the exploration of 

participation structures and their relationship to reading 

comprehension which is explored in the present study. 



Chapter 3 

THE SETTING 
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To properly define the parameters of this study, I 

shall briefly describe Guam and its geographic setting, the 

political/administrative characteristics, and a profile of 

the cultural and linguistic diversity on the island. Then, 

I will discuss schooling and literacy in Guam, including 

literacy instruction and policy, and finally I will 

describe the specific schools and classrooms selected for 

the present study. 

Guam: The setting For This Study 

Guam is a Micronesian Island. It is one of 2,100 

islands covering an approximate total land mass of 700 

square miles. The islands in Micronesia are culturally and 

linguistically diverse. 

Because of the isolation of Guam from the u.s. 

Mainland, and the unfamiliarity with this area common to 

most educators and government officials, it is necessary to 

provide some discussion of the political and social 

features in which Guam's educational institutions function. 
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Geography 

Guam lies just north of the equator in the western 

Pacific. It is one of the largest, most populous and 

southernmost of the Mariana Islands. The total land area is 

209 square miles (541 square kilometers). A map of 

Micronesia appears in Figure 1. 

Guam serves as the transportation hub for the region 

and has daily air service to the Commonwealth of the 

Northern Marianas, Belau, Hawaii, and the u.s. Mainland. 

Political/Administrative Characteristics 

Guam is a u.s. Territory that has been under u.s. 

sovereignty since 1898. It is governed by an Organic Act 

passed by the u.s. Congress, and its people are u.s. 

citizens. The island is currently re-examining its 

political relationship with the u.s. Government, and there 

are signs that a "Commonwealth" status will eventually be 

the end result. 

Cultural/Linguistic Diversity 

Guam is culturally and linguistically diverse. The 

natives of Guam are the Chamorros who have incorporated 

many cultural elements from the Hispanic World. Their 

culture has been further complicated and influenced by 

association with various nations, the level of socio

economic development, and the nature of contacts with the 



Figure 1. Map of the Micronesian Region. 
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non-Micronesian World. The native language of the island 

people is Chamorro. 
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Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Korean, and other Asian 

communities of significant size, in addition to Mainland 

u.s. populations, represent other distinguishable groups 

living in Guam. As a center of transportation and 

communication for the island region, it also has sizable 

numbers of islanders from various parts of Micronesia 

(i.e., The Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas, Republic 

of Belau, Yap, Chuuk, pohnpei, Kosrae, and the Republic of 

the Marshall Islands). 

The Chamorro population is a group-oriented society. 

As Mangubhai (1991) discussed in reference to Pacific 

cultures, the Chamorros place a great deal of emphasis on 

personal relationships. Activities such as preparing food 

for a fiesta, building a home, or fishing are accomplished 

together with members taking a part in the completion of 

the activity. In these group activities, the Chamorro 

language is used most comfortably and the talk that 

develops, as people socialize, is developed by the members 

within the smaller groups of the larger group activity. 

Chamorro children, from a very early age, are taught 

to respect rank and authority. They are to be seen but not 

heard in the presence of adults. For example, when adult 



48 

visitors arrive in their homes, children are expected to 

greet them with a kiss, traditionally delivered on the 

hand, and then are further expected to fade into other 

areas of the house. If circumstances do not allow them to 

leave the adult group, their presence is acknowledged, but 

participation in conversations with adults, particularly 

when not addressed, is unacceptable behavior. Children 

participate in conversations primarily with siblings and 

peers. 

The Chamorro culture is based on strong oral 

traditions. Value is placed on oral forms of communication 

with print playing a smaller role in the daily functions of 

the people. Children bring to school their rich oral 

traditions which typically are not regarded or developed in 

school practices. 

These cultural patterns will be further considered as 

the interpretations of teacher and student interactions 

during the reading discussion lessons are examined. 

Schooling in Guam 

Guam's school system is much more cosmopolitan in 

nature than other Micronesian systems. It features a K-12 

structure and approaches services and practices typically 

found in "stateside" school systems. A long and close 

administrative and political relationship to the U.S., as 



well as many opportunities for access to the U.S., have 

contributed to the development of these characteristics. 
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The majority of teachers have college degrees received 

from the University of Guam and work in schools with 

adequate supplies and instructional materials. Teachers 

serve mixed populations of students (e.g., Chamorro, 

Filipino, State-side, Oriental) and in the last few years, 

Guam has experienced increased migration of non-English 

speaking students from other parts of Micronesia. 

Presently, there are twenty-four elementary schools, 

six middle schools, and five high schools located in most 

villages throughout the island. The Guam Community College 

and The University of Guam are institutions of higher 

education. 

Literacy in Guam 

English has become the most prevalent vehicle for oral 

and written communication in Guam. It is the language of 

most government services, and business transactions; it is 

the medium of instruction in schools and mass media. Most 

legal and government documents are written in English. 

Newspapers, the entertainment industry, instructional 

materials and other reading material are printed in 

English. 

In response to the decline of the Chamorro language, 

advocates of the indigenous language have struggled to 



increase its prominence. A Chamorro Language Mandate 

Program is visible in the schools. An active Chamorro 

Language Commission and an influential Organization of 

People for Indigenous Rights may be credited with the 

language restoration process that is underway (Spencer, 

1990). 
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Signs of the language restoration process include the 

development of materials and teacher training to support 

the Chamorro Language Mandate Program, The Pacific Daily 

News (Guam's daily newspaper) inclusion_of Chamorro 

Language inserts, bilingual Chamorro-English signs on all 

public facilities, the printing of legal and government 

documents in both English and Chamorro, and radio and 

television programs' inclusion of Chamorro entertainment. 

In addition, more materials (e.g., the first Chamorro Music 

Book) are being published in Chamorro. 

Literacy materials for other ethnic groups are present 

on the island. Newspapers, magazines, dictionaries, comics, 

and other reading materials may be found in limited 

quantity in stores that specialize in their products. Many 

bring literature from their countries or make requests from 

family members to send literature. Because Japan is Guam's 

biggest client for tourism, more literature is printed for 

the Japanese people than for any other group. Tourist 

information, magazines, road maps and other literature are 



printed in English and Japanese. Most salesclerks, hotel 

personnel, and others working directly with Japanese 

tourists must be able to speak Japanese. 
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Literacy experiences differ throughout the island. In 

an informal survey which I conducted with 5th grade 

students in one southern and one central school, students 

were asked to write down everything read or written by 

family members during a three-day period. The data 

collected from Southern school students showed that the 

most common reading materials found in homes were 

newspapers, school library books, comics and mail-order 

catalogs. Writing was typically for letter writing or for 

filling out checks to pay bills. As a teacher in this same 

school six years ago, I found that many households had very 

few reading materials. central school students' reading and 

writing experiences, on the other hand, were more varied. 

Most mentioned reading for everyday purposes (i.e., 

birthday invitations, reading directions on products), and 

school-related reasons (e.g., textbooks, skills pack, 

library books). Writing was done in activities such as 

using the computer, doing classroom assignments, letter 

writing, keeping diaries, and writing poems and stories. 

The survey informed me that there were differences in 

literacy experiences between the Southern and Central 

Schools. 
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Literacy Support Groups are present on the island. 

Most villages have a public library and all schools have a 

library. The materials in school libraries are current and 

typically, librarians receive money to purchase new 

materials. other literacy support groups include the 

International Reading Association, The Guam Council of 

Teachers of English, The Micronesian Language Institute, 

and various commercial businesses. These groups promote 

literacy by sponsoring the yearly Readathon, Summer Reading 

Program, essay festivals, bookmobiles, or by providing 

financial assistance for bringing authors or conSUltants to 

the island. 

The degree of literacy on the island is a major 

concern expressed by educators, businessmen, government and 

law offices. Many people cannot read or sign a lease, read 

land claim settlements, fill out job applications and 

perform other common transactions. Quite often fingers of 

criticism get pointed at the education system. 

Literacy Instruction in Guam schools 

The medium of instruction, with the exception of The 

Chamorro Language Program, is English. u.S. developed 

textbooks for Language Arts, Math, Health, Science, and 

Music are adopted island-wide and found in all schools. 

Instructional materials for the Chamorro Language Mandate 

and Bilingual Programs are developed by the staff and 



teachers in the program. Presently, bilingual 

instructional materials are being evaluated for their 

appropriateness and difficulty level. In a recent 

discussion with the director and staff of the Bilingual 

Program, there was concern for the lack of content-area 

instructional materials in the Chamorro Language. 
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The Silver Burdette-Ginn Basal Reading Series (Clymer 

et al., 1982c) is the reading series adopted by Guam. The 

necessary materials for the program include a teacher's 

manual, student textbooks and skill pack. In this program, 

students move through readers and their success is measured 

by their ability to successfully complete the End of the 

Level Test. 

Island-wide achievement testing is conducted in 

English each year. The Science Research Associates (SRA) 

norm-referenced u.S. achievement series which yields scores 

in reading, mathematics, language arts, reference 

materials, social studies, science, applied skills and 

composite score is administered to grades 1,3,5,7,9,11, and 

12 in the Fall of each year, while The Guam Basic Skills 

Mastery Test (BSMT), a criterion-referenced test addressing 

a priority list of mathematics and language arts skills, is 

administered to grades 2,4,6,8, and 10 in the Fall and 

spring of each year. 
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The most recent reports from the comprehensive Testing 

Program (CTP) of The Guam Department of Education gives 

some indication of just how students are performing on the 

standardized and curriculum-referenced tests. Shafer's 

report (1990) on the Basic Skills Mastery Test (BSMT) which 

was administered to grades 2,4,6,8 and 10 in school year 

1989-90 indicated that the Language Arts and Mathematics 

scores tended to decline after the third grade (until high 

school was reached). All grades after second grade 

performed a little below average in the Language Arts 

component of the test. Martinez's report (1990) on the 

Science Research Associates (SRA) Achievement Test which 

was administered to grades 3,5,7,9 and 11 showed similar 

results. 

Shafer (1988) stated that something happens after the 

primary grades that "causes" a severe drop in skill 

acquisition. "Preservice and inservice programs need to 

begin to focus on the child as an individual and not just 

as a group; the key being able to personalize instruction 

for each child. To be able to do this type of planning and 

teaching will require a different approach to teaching" (p. 

6) • 

Based on information from research on language 

development, cultural and community values, academic 

achievement data, and classroom observations, the Guam 
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Division of Curriculum and Instruction (1990) designed an 

integrated curriculum model for grades kindergarten through 

three. The need for a curriculum model of this type was 

roused by reports on the drop-out rates in Guam high 

schools. One out of every four students tend to leave 

school between the seventh and twelfth grades (Northwest 

Regional Educational Laboratory, 1971). Primary reasons 

offered for the high drop-out rate were 1) school is an 

unfriendly or antisocial place, 2) teachers are not 

supportive of students, and 3) family financial problems 

are viewed as more important than finishing school. Other 

contributing factors were 1) leavers tend to have 

unfavorable attitudes about self, thus affecting their 

confidence to drop out; 2) leavers are influenced by 

friends or classmates to drop out; and 3) leavers 

apparently are less confident in their use of English, also 

affecting their ability to achieve in school. In another 

study of Guam dropouts, Bartonico (1987) documented 

selected characteristics of male Chamorro and Filipino high 

school dropouts. He concluded that the act of dropping out 

was an example of passive resistance based on 

dissatisfaction toward certain elements in the school. 

Primary reasons for this dissatisfaction were the 

perception of the school environment as being unsafe; the 

lack of relevancy and pertinence of the school curriculum 



and lack of school supportiveness. In addition, students 

indicated that if given the choice they would change 

teachers over subjects. Chamorro students tended to 

dropout at higher rates than other ethnic groups. 
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To take into consideration Guam's multicultural, 

multilingual populations, the focus of an integrated 

curriculum is on language development. The results of the 

newly adopted curriculum model have yet to be seen as it 

has just been implemented in all Guam schools. 

Literacy Policy and Instruction 

In 1983, The Board of Education adopted policies for 

instructional time for elementary schools. The subjects in 

the Elementary grades include Language Arts, Mathematics, 

Social Studies, science, Physical Education/Health, 

Music/Art, and Chamorro. (The Board of Education policies 

for instructional time can be found in Appendix A). 

Typically, the two hour daily Language Arts Block is 

divided so that students receive 45 minutes of Reading with" 

Phonics included, 45 minutes of English Language, and 30 

minutes of Spelling. 

Textbooks are adopted island-wide. The Ginn English 

Series and the Silver Burdette-Ginn Basal Readers are 

textbooks found in all elementary classrooms. There is no 

written document stating that teachers must use the basal 

reader provided by the Department of Education, but there 
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is a strong unwritten warning emphasized by the Language 

Arts Consultant for the Department of Education about 

proper placement and testing responsibilities of each 

teacher for the basal reading series. Most teachers 

interpret the use of basal readers as a must. In December 

1990, I had a phone conversation with the Department of 

Education's Associate Superintendent of Curriculum and 

Instruction regarding the use of the basal reader program 

in all schools. The Associate superintendent of Curriculum 

and Instruction stated that teachers did not have to use 

the adopted basal reader but were responsible for the 

reading objectives specified in the curriculum for each 

grade level. Furthermore, the Department of Education 

would not purchase instructional materials if teachers 

decided to venture and use other instructional materials. 

Research sites: schools and Their Classrooms 

Three schools were selected after preliminary 

observations. One school was located in Central and two 

were in Southern Guam. The three schools: Mariana 

Elementary, Toggai Elementary, and Tapungan Elementary had 

high populations of Chamorro students. From the three 

schools, four teachers were asked to participate in the 

study; two teachers came from Mariana Elementary, one from 

Toggai Elementary, and one from Tapungan Elementary. 
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Background information about each school and the classrooms 

in the study are provided below. 

Mariana Elementary School 

Mariana Elementary School is a central district 

school. It is an average-size school serving approximately 

466 students, the majority of whom are Chamorro (74%) 

followed by Filipino (12%), White caucasians (5%), Trust 

Territory (4%), and others (5%). Presently, Mariana 

Elementary has received large populations of other 

Micronesian students who have arrived with limited or non

English ability. 

In 1984-87, Mariana Elementary School was selected to 

be a Demonstration School. The Administrator and staff of 

Mariana Elementary were carefully selected to be a part of 

the Demonstration School. Educators and other staff were 

considered because of their high quality teaching or 

working practices. Under a special grant, the school 

received federal monies and was supplied with instructional 

materials and furniture beyond what other schools received. 

After three years of implementing educational practices 

for success, the Demonstration School dissolved. This came 

about because of a change in administration; a new Governor 

was elected and with that came a change in the 

administrators for the Department of Education. The school 

returned to its previous state. 
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Today, many of the teachers involved in the 

Demonstration School have returned to their previous 

schools. Traces of what was once a Demonstration school can 

still be seen in the abundance of instructional materials, 

a small but rich library collection of books, and 

occasional school-wide literacy activities. 

Classroom A: Classroom Environment. The classroom 

walls and bulletin boards are decorated with student art, 

the alphabets in English, pictures of the Presidents of the 

U.S., and Do's and Don't's of English. Most are 

commercially made decorations; very little student samples 

are displayed. Classroom rules are posted in one corner. 

They are 1) sit tall, 2) Raise your hand, 3) Work quietly. 

Additional instructional materials include a few dated 

newspapers, dictionaries, teachers' resource kits for the 

Ginn Basal Reading Series, and a Scholastic Library Set 

which contain a variety of books for students' independent 

reading. 

There are separate desks arranged in rows for each 

student, tables, shelves, and counter space. The space 

around the room is set up for reading groups or other group 

activities. A diagram of the classroom can be found in 

Appendix B. 

Classroom B: Classroom Environment. The classroom 

has tables, shelves, and counter space. A bulletin board 



displays these rules: Behave safely, Respect others, 

Respect authority, Respect property. 
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Materials in the room include science kits, language 

arts kits, and one shelf full of dictionaries, 

encyclopedias, old reading textbooks, and children's books. 

Student desks are in rows facing the front. The space 

at the back of the room is set up for reading instruction, 

a library corner, and other group activities. A diagram of 

the classroom appears in Appendix B. 

Toggai Elementary School 

Toggai Elementary School is a southern district 

school. It is a modern two-story building designed for team 

teaching with octagonally shaped classrooms. 

Toggai Elementary is a large school serving 

approximately 795 students, 47% of whom are Chamorro, 

followed by 26% Filipino, 18% caucasians, 2% Trust 

Territory, and 7% others. In anyone classroom, a teacher 

could have a culturally mixed group. 

A unique feature of the school is that there is an 

atmosphere of cooperation and collaboration. The principal 

is visible at the school site, takes time to talk to 

students during the school day and is supportive of 

teachers and of people involved in special projects. In 

addition, the principal was completing a doctoral program 

in Educational Administration and was knowledgeable in 



progressive education practices. Teachers expressed their 

appreciation for this type of leadership. 
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Classroom C: Classroom Environment. The classroom is 

octagon-shaped. Every corner is utilized. A bulletin board 

displays a tree with lists of fiction and non-fiction books 

read. Other corners display themes: Your Body, Know Your 

Island, Guam, u.s. and Nations, Library--"Good Readers" and 

"Books are Friends." The phrase "Read, Think, and 

Understand" is written on the wall where reading 

instruction takes place. 

Many materials are present for different subject 

areas. A good collection of library books is kept on book 

racks and tables. 

The room is set up for planned activities with active 

student involvement. student desks are arranged in groups 

of four and the set up allows for group work. A diagram of 

the room can be found in Appendix B. 

Tapungan Elementary School 

Tapungan Elementary School is a southern district 

school located in the village of Tapungan. It is an old 

concrete school which has been extended with temporary 

rooms to accommodate increased enrollment. 

Tapungan Elementary School is a small school serving 

approximately 322 students. 98% of the students are 

Chamorro and 2% of the students are from other cultural 
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groups. Over the past years, the enrollment has continued 

to be predominantly Chamorro. 

The unique feature of this school is that it is 

located in the oldest Chamorro village in Guam. The 

Chamorro traditions and customs are very strong. The 

kinship system or extended family is visible in the village 

and schools. All children can comprehend oral Chamorro and 

the majority speak Chamorro. Among adults and children, 

reading and writing the Chamorro Language is less developed 

and the Chamorro Program in each school provides the 

opportunities for school-aged children to learn to read and 

write Chamorro. In their home environment, Chamorro is the 

more comfortable language, whereas at school, English is 

the language of instruction. 

Classroom 0: Classroom Environment. The classroom 

has limited furniture. student desks and chairs are of 

various sizes. Each student has a desk and there is one 

round table at the back corner of the room used for reading 

instruction. A shelf at the left back corner has Science 

and Social Studies materials and displays, and many of 

these materials are brought by the teacher. Very few 

resources and supplies are visible. There is a library set 

which is kept near the teacher's desk. Student desks are 

arranged in rows facing the front of the room. A diagram 

of the classroom can be found in Appendix B. 
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Classroom rules are displayed on a bulletin board. 

They include 1) Follow directions, 2) Keep hands and feet 

to yourself, 3) Name calling is not allowed, 4) Raise your 

hand before speaking, and 5) Do your best work. 



Chapter 4 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to explore the 

relationship between participation structures and reading 

comprehension of fourth grade Guamanian students. 

The organization of this chapter consists of 1) a 

description of the pilot study, 2) preliminaries to the 

main study, 3) the main study, 4) procedures of data 

collection, and 5) procedures of data analyses. 

pilot study 
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Nine months prior to the study, a pilot study was 

conducted in two fourth grade classrooms in Guam. The 

purpose of the pilot study was to examine the relationship 

between participation structures and academic content in 

the story-reading discussions of two teachers and to plan 

the final study. 

One reading lesson was videotaped in each classroom 

and analyzed to identify participation structures and 

question direction and types. Methods developed by Au and 

Mason (1981) and Green (1977) were used for the analysis. 

The pilot study indicated differences in instructional 

and social patterns of the two lessons. Teacher I focused 

on story content and was observed to have a larger 



proportion of talk time than her students. Student 

responses were minimal. Teacher G, on the other hand, 

utilized participation structures that maximized 

opportunities for student talk. Students initiated 

questions throughout the discussion lesson. 
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As a result of the pilot study, it became obvious that 

there was considerable information concerning the 

interaction of teachers and students during reading lessons 

that merited further exploration. It also became obvious 

that a comprehension measure, such as story retelling for 

determining how participation relates to student outcomes, 

would add an important dimension to the research. 

Questions concerning the relationship between participation 

structures and reading comprehension were refined, and a 

research design appropriate to answer the questions was 

shaped through the pilot study. 

Preliminary to the Main study 

Preliminary Observations 

In October 1989, twenty-six fourth grade classrooms in 

central and southern Guam were observed. The schools served 

predominantly Chamorro school populations. 

The fourth grade level was selected because in the 

traditional view of reading instruction, it is commonly 

believed that at this grade level emphasis is placed on 
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comprehension. Additionally, it is at this level that 

content subjects begin to be taken seriously (Durkin, 1978-

79; Mason, 1983). 

criteria for Selection of Teachers 

A set of criteria was developed to identify two sets 

of teachers who would participate as subjects for this 

study. The parameters for consideration were 1) teachers 

who adhered closely to basal reader materials and 

instruction and 2) teachers who did not adhere as closely 

to basal reader materials and instruction. Teachers who 

adhered closely to basal reader materials and instruction 

were characterized as ones who a) controlled and 

orchestrated instruction, b) followed specific steps and 

scripts prepared by the basal reading program, and c) made 

exclusive use of materials provided or suggested by the 

basal program. 

Teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal 

reader materials and instruction were described as ones who 

a) supplemented the basal reader with reading in other 

sources (e.g., trade books, news magazines), b) allowed 

students to have control over some of their reading, c) 

encouraged wide reading and writing, d) provided 

opportunities to hear books read aloud, and e) integrated 

reading with other aspects of language learning and other 

subjects. 
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It was difficult to find well-defined representatives 

of teachers who adhered closely to basal reader material 

and instruction and teachers who did not adhere as closely. 

Therefore, teachers in the study differed in the degree 

that they used basal materials. 

Teachers A and B were identified as teachers who 

adhered closely to basal reader material and instruction 

and Teachers' C and D represented teachers who did not 

adhere as closely. 

Main study 

Subjects 

Teachers. Four fourth-grade teachers participated in 

the present study. Two teachers were from Mariana 

Elementary, one from Toggai Elementary, and one from 

Tapungan Elementary. Teacher A, of Chamorro background, 

from Mariana Elementary had eleven years of teaching 

experience in Special Education and fourth grade 

classrooms. She received her professional training at the 

University of Guam and was beginning a Master's Program in 

Reading at the time of the study. 

Teacher B, of Chamorro background, from Mariana 

Elementary had ten and a half years of teaching experience 

at the third and fourth grade. She attended the University 



of Guam for her professional training and was enrolled in 

the University of Oregon Program held in Guam. 
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Teacher C, of Filipino background raised on Guam, from 

Toggai Elementary had been a teacher for nine years in 

second and third grade classrooms. She received her 

professional training from the University of Guam and was 

enrolled in credit-hour workshops. 

Teacher D, of Chamorro background, from Tapungan 

Elementary had taught for seven years and received her 

training at Valparaiso University. She was working on a 

master1s degree in Reading at the University of Guam. 

Students. One reading group of fourth-grade students 

(9 years old) in four classrooms participated in the study. 

Students were at similar instructional levels in reading 

and ranked at the middle to top of their class in reading. 

Students were placed at Level 11 in the Silver Burdette

Ginn Basal Reader Series, and reading group placement was 

determined by the teacher prior to the study and based on 

the Ginn Reading Placement Inventory. 

There were seven students from Classroom A, four 

females and three males. All students were Chamorro. The 

reading group from Classroom B included twelve students, 

four females and eight males; Of the twelve students, four 

were Chamorro, three were part-Chamorro, three were 

Filipino, two were Anglo. There were eleven students from 
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Classroom C, six females and five males. Of the eleven 

students, five were Filipino, two were part-Filipino, two 

were part-Chamorro, one was Anglo and one part-Japanese. 

The reading group from Classroom D included five students, 

four females and one male. Four students were Chamorro 

while one was part-Chamorro. Gender and enrollment charts 

for each group appear in Tables 1 to 4. 

Procedures 

Retelling Training sessions. Prior to conducting the 

research study, it was necessary to hold several training 

sessions in retelling with students involved in the study. 

When students were asked to retell what they had read 

during the pilot study, many provided short and incomplete 

recalls of what had been read. Training sessions in 

retelling provided experience that students needed to make 

the retelling task a familiar one. Retelling training 

sessions were developed based on suggestions from Mitchell 

(1990). (Retelling training procedures are included in 

Appendix C.) Students were taken through steps to learn 

how to retell. The researcher provided a model so that the 

children could understand the nature of the task. Prior to 

reading the expository text, students were told that they 

would be doing something new called retellings. Then the 

researcher read the text on Cobras to the entire class. 

Students were asked to listen carefully and see if the 



Table 1. Summary of Students by Gender and Ethnicity: 

Student # 

2 
13 
14 
22 
26 
27 
34* 

Classroom A. 

Gender 

M 
M 
F 
F 
M 
F 
F 

*absent during retellings 

Ethnicity 

Chamorro 
Chamorro 
Chamorro 
Chamorro 
Chamorro 
Chamorro 
Chamorro (Saipan) 
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Table 2. Summary of Students by Gender and Ethnicity: 

Student # 

1 
3 
4 
8 

15 
16 
20 
25 
30 
31 
33 
35* 

Classroom B. 

Gender 

M 
M 
F 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
lot 
M 
F 
M 

Ethnicity 

Chamorro 
Chamorro 
Filipino 
Anglo 
Chamorro 
Chamorro 
Anglo 
Filipino 
Chamorro/Filipino 
Chamorro/Filipino 
Filipino 
Chamorro/Anglo 

*absent during retellings 

71 
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Table 3. Summary of Students by Gender and Ethnicity: 
Classroom C. 

Student # Gender Ethnicity 

5 F Filipino 
7 M Filipino/Anglo 
9 F Anglo 

10 M Filipino 
11 M Filipino 
12 F Filipino 
18 M Filipino 
19 M Filipino/Anglo 
28 F Chamorro/Filipino 
29 F Japanese/Anglo 
32 F Chamorro/Hispanic 
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Table 4. Summary of Students by Gender and Ethnicity: 
Classroom D. 

Student "# Gender Ethnicity 

6 M Chamorro 
17 F Chamorro/Anglo 
21 F Chamorro 
23 F Chamorro 
24 F Chamorro 
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researcher was retelling all the important parts. They were 

asked if there was anything else that the researcher shoUld 

have told. 

Following the model, students were asked to listen to 

an expository text on Pandas. They were invited to retell 

the text as if they were retelling it to someone who had 

not read it. The other students in the group were asked to 

listen carefully and to add information to what the 

retelling child had said. As discussed by Mitchell and 

Irwin (1991), students had the opportunity to practice 

retelling themselves, to hear peer modeling of retellings, 

and to discuss their own retelling and the retellings of 

others. 

One more retelling practice session was held the 

following day. At this point the researcher felt that the 

students, as a group, understood the process of retelling. 

These retelling training sessions were similarly 

presented in the four selected classrooms. Although only 

one reading group in each class would be involved in the 

study, all students had an opportunity to be involved in 

these retelling sessions. 

Reading Materials. Three expository texts from the 

Level 11 Silver Burdette-Ginn Basal Reading Series (Clymer 

et al., 1982c) were preselected by the researcher for this 

study. The basal reader text was chosen in order to work 
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with reading materials currently being used in the 

classroom. In addition, expository texts were selected 

because, through them, the researcher could learn how 

reading comprehension was fostered when new information was 

presented. 

The criteria for selecting the expository texts were 

1) texts which had not previously been read by the 

students, 2) texts of comparable length, and 3) from the 

limited number of expository texts within the level 11 

basal reader, texts which captured the interest of fourth 

graders. 

The three expository texts selected were "Animals Need 

Doctors, Too (Clymer et al., 1982a);" "Mountains From 

Beneath the Earth (Clymer et al., 1982b);" and "Wagons 

West" (Clymer et al., 1982d) 

Reading Lessons. within the months of November 1989 

to April 1990, the four teachers conducted three reading 

lessons with their group of students that became the focus 

of this study. Teachers read and discussed expository 

texts from their current basal reading program. 

They were asked to teach their lessons according to 

their usual procedure. No attempt was made to alter 

delivery of instruction. 



Summary of Main Study Subjects and Procedures 

The subjects were four teachers (three of Chamorro 

background and one Filipino raised on Guam) and their 

fourth-grade level 11 reading groups from one central and 

two southern school districts in Guam. Teachers' A and B 

were identified as being teachers who adhered closely to 

basal reader material and instruction. Teachers' C and D 

represented teachers who did not adhere closely to basal 

reader materials and instruction. 
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All students in the four classrooms were involved in 

two retelling training sessions prior to the research 

study. Following the retelling training sessions and 

during the period from November 1989 to April 1990, 

teachers were asked to conduct three reading lessons using 

expository texts from the Level 11 Silver Burdette-Ginn 

Basal Reading Series (Clymer et al., 1982C). The 

directions included teaching their reading lessons 

according to their usual procedures. 

Procedures for Data Collection 

To explore participation in classrooms as it relates 

to reading comprehension, the major method of data 

collection used in this study was through videotaping. 

Observations, interviews, and retellings were collected, 

and the triangulation of these data sources (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1981) strengthened the evidence drawn as the 
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research questions were explored. All of these methods of 

data collection are discussed in the order of their 

application in the study. A timeline (Figure 2) presents a 

visual display of data collection and analyses. 

Observations 

In November 1989, selected classes were visited twice 

prior to videotaping to observe reading lessons, to become 

familiar with the children, and to take note of classroom 

organization, teaching procedures, and the physical 

arrangement. In addition, observations were conducted on 

the days reading lessons were videotaped. Field notes were 

used to support video- and audiotape analyses. 

Teacher Oral Interviews 

Teachers were asked to describe their reading program 

as it was generally organized. In this initial interview, 

they talked about the reading program, students and their 

reading growth, the degree that they used the basal, 

reading discussions, and rules for speaking (See Appendix 

D) • 

Student Oral Interviews 

Students, as a reading group, were asked to discuss 

their perspective of reading. Students were asked to talk 

about the reading period, the discussion during the lesson, 

the importance of reading, rules for speaking, what they 



Figure 2. 

Preliminary 
Observations 

Criteria for 
Selection of 
Teachers 

Selection of 
Research Sites 
and Teochers 

Observations of 
Four Clossrooms 
In Study 

Orol Intervlell: 
Teochers 

Orol Intervlell: 
Students 

Retelling 
Trolnlng 
Sessions for 
Students 

Vldeotope 
Instructions for 
Teochers ond 
Students 

Vldeotoplng: 
111, tl2, tI3 

Individual 
Orol Retellings 

Urltten 
Intervlell 
Folloiling 
Vleiling 
Sessions: 
Teochers ond 
Students 

Urltten 
Intervlell: 
Teochers 

Transcriptions 
ond Coding 

Interrater 
Trolning 
Sessions 

Scoring of 
Retellings 

Interroter 
Rell obit I ty 
Check: 
Retelling 
Prof lies 

Interroter 
Relloblll ty 
Check: Coding 
Transcripts 

Preparation 
and Report 

78 

Timeline for Data Collection and Analyses. 

1989 1990 1991 
Oc Nv De Ja Fe Ho Ap Ha Ju Jl Ag Sp Oc Nv De Ja Fe Ho Ap Ha 

-

-

f-

-f- -f- -f-

- f-

-f-

- -

- -

- f- -- -i-

-f- -f- -f-

-

l-

I-

f-

f-

f-



79 

would like to happen differently in reading time, and types 

of reading experiences (See Appendix D). 

Videotape Permission and Instruction: Teachers 

Prior to the study, written permission for 

participation and videotaping was requested by the 

researcher (See Appendix E). The researcher explained the 

importance of videotaping each lesson with the teacher. 

Teachers were requested to proceed with reading instruction 

and were assured that they would have the opportunity to 

view the videotapes at the end of the year. 

Videotape Instructions: Students 

After parent permission for their child's 

participation was granted (See Appendix E), the researcher 

informed students that their reading group would be 

videotaped throughout the school year. They were 

instructed to proceed with their regular activities and 

pretend it was another student in the classroom. To 

satisfy their requests, students were told that they would 

have the chance to view the tapes at the end of the school 

year. 

To reduce reactivity effects, the first part of a 

lesson was videotaped but not utilized in this study. 
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Audio- and Videotaping 

The lessons were audio- and videotaped over a five

month period, November to April of school year 1989-90. A 

tape recorder and a video camera were set up in close 

proximity to the reading group in order to obtain clear 

recordings of all students and the teacher. During each 

taping, student and teacher participation in the reading 

discussion lesson was observed, and notes were kept on the 

classroom organization and occasions of interest. 

with the collaboration of the teacher, the video 

camera was placed in a particular location near the reading 

table where it would not interfere with the normal movement 

patterns of the classroom participants. 

student Individual Oral Retellings 

A reader's recall or retelling of what he/she has read 

has been recognized as a way of gaining insights concerning 

comprehension (Goodman, 1978; Mitchell & Irwin, 1991). Each 

student was asked to tell what he/she had read and 

discussed following the completion of each discussion 

lesson. Oral retellings were audiotaped. 

Initially, retellings were unaided. This was followed 

by an assisted retelling in which the reader clarified or 

elaborated points mentioned earlier but which were 

ambiguous to the researcher. (See Appendix F for retelling 

directions and a sample transcript of a student retelling.) 



Teacher/student written Interviews 
(following viewing sessio~El 
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After all reading lessons for the study were 

completed, teachers and students together viewed 15 minutes 

of each reading discussion lesson with the researcher. 

Then they were asked to write their views of what they had 

seen on the videotapes (See Appendix G). Questions 

included which one they enjoyed most and why they chose 

that particular discussion lesson. In addition, teachers 

were asked to discuss areas needing improvement, their 

goals for teaching each text, and to make any other 

comments. 

Teacher written Interviews 

Teachers were asked to write their thoughts to a 

written interview (See Appendix H). They wrote about the 

importance of vocabulary, discussion, focus on 

comprehension, skills pack and other activities. In 

addition, teachers wrote about the reading discussion, more 

specifically about the ways students became involved with 

text, strategies employed to keep discussions going, and 

opportunities for student discussions among themselves. 

Summary of Data Collection Procedures 

The major method of data collection techniques 

included observations, teacher/student oral interviews, 

audiotaping, and teacher/student written interviews. These 



82 

data collection procedures were selected because they were 

believed to be the most appropriate means of addressing the 

research purpose. 

Procedures for Data Analyses 

After data were collected, videotapes were viewed 

repeatedly and interviews and observation notes were 

consulted for the purpose of selecting one text and 

discussion lesson for macro- and microanalyses. The 

videotapes of all teachers' discussion lessons were viewed 

to obtain a holistic sense of what was happening in the 

observed discussions. 

The discussion lesson for "Mountains From Beneath the 

Earth il was selected for five reasons: 1) the text was 

compatible with students' prior knowledge; 2) it was judged 

by the researcher to be a considerate text, that is, it 

followed a familiar structure and its syntax, style, 

clarity of presentation and coherence were at acceptable 

levels; 3) the lesson appeared to have a richness of data 

from the various data collection sources; 4) the lesson was 

typical; and 5) the audio- and/or videotape sound and 

picture quality was good throughout all the discussion 

lessons. (See Appendix I for "Mountains from Beneath the 

Earth" text.) 
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Transcriptions 

Audio-Videotape of Discussion Lessons. After tapes 

were viewed and instances selected for more critical 

analysis, reading lessons were transcribed. Procedures for 

viewing tapes analytically and transcribing suggested by 

Erickson and Shultz, 1977; AU, 1980; and Green, Harker, and 

Golden, 1987 were utilized in the present study. 

Transcriptions were completed in three steps. First, 

audiotapes were transcribed. The transcripts based on 

these audiotapes alone proved inadequate because they were 

based on verbal cues alone. The importance of verbal and 

non-verbal cues for this study made it necessary to take 

another step. In the second step, videotapes were reviewed 

or observed again using the transcripts. Non-verbal 

actions were added at appropriate places in the 

transcripts, when they were observed, and the accuracy of 

transcripts were checked. Then in the third step of the 

transcription procedure, the segmentation process was 

simplified. In this step, the speaker for each message 

unit was identified. with the inclusion of speakers, the 

transcripts were ready for further analyses (See Appendix J 

for sample transcript). 

Audiotape of Interviews and Retellings. Transcripts 

of oral interviews and individual retellings were also 

prepared. Again, the audiotapes were repeatedly played to 



capture the utterances in as close an approximation to 

their sequential and syntactic structure. 

Analyses of Participation structures 

After transcripts of the discussion lessons were 

constructed following the three step procedure, 

participation structures were analyzed utilizing turn

allocation and speech act procedures introduced by Mehan 

(1979). 

In the following section, I provide a description of 

Mehan's speech act and turn-allocation procedures used in 

this study. Then, I discuss how these procedures were 

coded. 

speech Act Procedures: Interactional Sequences. 
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Mehan's procedures (1979) provided for the categorical 

description of speech acts in classroom lessons. Classroom 

lessons are alternations of verbal and nonverbal behavior 

between teachers and students. The most common pattern of 

classroom discourse is the three-part sequence of teacher 

initiation, student response, teacher evaluation (IRE). 

These sequences are interactional in that they involve the 

cooperative completion of activity by the participants 

involved. Interaction in lessons is not initiated 

exclusively by teachers. Students as well as teachers 

elicit information, provide information and give 

directives. Interactional sequences occur in specific 
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places in lessons. They may occur in the opening phase, 

instructional phase or closing phase of a lesson. 

Directives and informatives occur in opening or closing 

phases of lessons, while elicitations occur in the 

instructional phase. Through directives participants are 

physically rearranged to prepare for instruction. In the 

informative sequence, information is provided about what is 

going to happen during the main section of the lesson. 

Elicitations engage participants in the exchange of 

academic information. 

Speech Act Procedures: Elicitations. Mehan (1979) 

described the speech act procedures of elicitations which 

teachers and students use during the instructional phase of 

classroom lessons. Participants elicit information from 

others during the instructional phase of lessons. The four 

kinds of elicitations are 1) choice elicitation - calls 

upon the respondent to agree or disagree with a statement 

provided by the questioner; 2) product elicitation - asks 

respondents to provide a factual response such as a name, a 

place, a date, a color; 3) process elicitation - asks for 

respondents' opinions or interpretations; and 4) 

metaprocess elicitations - asks students to be reflective 

about the process of making connections between 

elicitations and responses. 
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Turn-Allocation Procedures. Mehan (1979) described 

the procedures by which teachers allocated turns to 

students during classroom lessons. Under normal classroom 

conditions, respondents are selected in one of three ways: 

by individual nomination, by invitation to bid, or by 

invitation to reply. By individual nominations, the 

teacher nominates a particular speaker by name. By 

invitation to bid, the teacher asks students to raise their 

hands as part of an elicitation act. By invitation to 

reply, students may state what they know directly. 

Speech Acts and Turn-Allocation Procedures: 

Interactional competence. Mehan's procedures (1979) 

provided for the description of speech acts and turn

allocation procedures together as a means to describe 

interactional competence in classroom lessons. Students' 

success at incorporating their contribution into lessons 

involves inserting information in the appropriate 

junctures, choosing topics relevant to the course of the 

discussion, and making original contributions. An 

appropriate juncture is defined as the point between 

completed interactional sequences. 

If students do not integrate all of these components, 

they neither gain control of the floor nor change the 

course of the lesson. Students' initiations are sanctioned 

or given negative evaluations if they attempt to initiate 
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action without taking junctures into account. Their 

initiations are ignored completely if they introduce 

information at the appropriate juncture but do not tie this 

information to previous topics. comments will be picked up 

by others but bound off, if they introduce information at 

the appropriate juncture and tie this information to 

previous topics. students' contributions are incorporated, 

when they are placed in the proper juncture, have relevance 

to previous discussion, and make an interesting or original 

contribution. 

Coding. coding the transcripts for speech act and 

turn-allocation was a six-step process. The steps are 

presented below. 

step 1: Interactional sequences were identified. 

step 2: The researcher coded whether they were 

teacher- or student-initiated sequences. 

step 3: Teacher- and student-initiated sequences were 

identified as directives, infonnatives, 

or elicitations. 

step 4: Teacher and student elicitations were coded 

as choice, process, product or metaprocess 

elicitations. 

step 5: Teacher initiations were looked at again. 

Turn-allocation was coded as individual 
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nomination, invitation to bid, or invitation 

to reply. 

step 6: Student initiations were coded as being 

sanctioned, ignored, bounded off or 

incorporated. 

Steps 1-4 are graphically presented in Figure 3; 

Step 5 and 6 are shown in Figure 4. (See 

Appendix K for coding system and sample 

transcript). 

Number and percentage of speech acts and turn

allocation procedures are presented in tables designed 

after Mehan's (1979) models (see Chapter 5 for tables). 

The researcher coded all transcripts. To check the 

reliability of coding procedures, a second rater was 

trained in the procedures for coding transcripts. The 

rater was a doctoral candidate in Reading Education with 

background in observation of instruction and analyses of 

transcripts. Reliability based on percentage of agreement 

between researcher and coder was .73. 

Analysis of Reading Comprehension: Retelling Profile 

The extent of students' reading comprehension was 

evaluated based on each individual's oral retelling. A 

retelling profile developed by Mitchell and Irwin (1991) 

was used to analyze all retellings. 
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Figure 4. Coding, steps 5 and 6. 

Initiations 

Teachers students 

Bound Off 

Turn Allocation 

Selections 

Individual to 
Nomination Bid 



91 

Recognizing the importance of selecting a retelling 

scoring approach for the purpose of exploring the 

interaction among readers, text, and the context of the 

situations, procedures for assessing retellings discussed 

in the works of Mitchell and Irwin (1990) were selected for 

use in the present study. Mitchell and Irwin's Retelling 

Profile consists of twelve items, four in each of three 

areas: text-based comprehension, reader's response and 

reaction to text, and reader's language fluency. A 

retelling profile can be found in Appendix L. 

To use the profile, a teacher would rate a retelling 

according to his/her evaluation of how much evidence was 

provided in the retelling about the reader's performance 

relative to each item. A check mark would be placed in the 

appropriate box according to whether the retelling 

exhibited no, a low, a moderate, or a high degree of each 

category on the retelling profile. An alternative to the 

check marks, suggested by the authors is the use of a point 

system. The respective boxes would be quantified as Q, ~, 

~, ~, for no, low, moderate and high, respectively. The 

authors caution that a sum of all points for all twelve 

items would be meaningless and would ignore the integrity 

of the domains. Therefore, the points should be summed 

only for the four items in each domain. 
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The point system scoring of each retelling profile was 

utilized in this study. 

Interrater Training sessions. After all retellings 

were transcribed, five educators were asked to participate 

in evaluating the 33 student retellings along with the 

researcher. Of the five educators, two were working on a 

Masters of Reading Degree, one had a Master's degree in 

Elementary Education, one was a Reading Professor at the 

University of Guam, and one was a doctoral candidate in 

Teaching of English as a Second Language. 

A two-day training session for interraters was held in 

order to establish agreement in the rating procedures. The 

interrater training session was based on a training session 

hand-out prepared by Mitchell (1990). (See Interrater 

Training Procedures in Appendix M.) First, background 

information on the retelling profile was shared with the 

five raters. Second, a demonstration on a sample protocol 

was shared. The researcher talked it through while 

interraters followed along on their copies of the protocol. 

Third, at the practice stage, interraters practiced on 

another sample protocol individually and discussed it as a 

group. Fourth, all interraters scored another sample 

protocol independently. Tbeir ratings were discussed and, 

at this point, there was higb agreement. Therefore, at the 



last step, each rater independently rated all protocols. 

Ratings of all retellings were completed in July. 
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Interrater Reliability. To establish interrater 

reliability, the ratings of four retellings (#8, #20, #25, 

#4) were completed in July and rescored three months later. 

According to a correlation of aggregate scores, interrater 

reliability was .71 on Text-based Comprehension, .46 on 

Response and Reaction to Text, .80 on Language Use, and .81 

for Total. 

The correlations across all six raters for all four 

retellings were in the high to moderate range (Huck, 

Cormier, & Bounds, Jr., 1974). 

Range in percent of agreement with researcher was 40.0 

to 95.0 for text-based comprehension, 15.0 to 80.0 for 

reader's response and reaction, and 30.0 to 100.0 for 

language use. 

Although there was considerable variation among 

individual raters, variation CQuld have resulted from 

differences in training between the two scoring sessions. 

Extensive training and discussion occurred as part of the 

first scoring session, but this training component was 

omitted from the second scoring session. Procedural 

guidelines were available to raters for both sessions. 

From the interrater scores, it may be that training is a 

necessary component of scoring sessions, even for 
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experienced raters, particularly regarding reader response 

and reaction. Additionally, the great variation in the 

reader response score could have also resulted from raters' 

changing concept of the reading process over time. Raters 

included graduate students who took additional coursework 

in Reading over the three month interval between scoring 

sessions. 

The Relationship Between Research 
Questions and Data Analyses 

In this section, the research questions that guided 

the main study will be linked to the data analyses 

procedures that were used in responding to them. First, 

each research question will be presented followed by a 

description of the data analyses technique(s) that were 

employed in the search for its explanations. 

1. What participation structures are present during 

reading discussions with Guamanian children? 

This Inajor question has been broken dOTiJn into six 

minor questions. The first three minor questions address 

teacher participation while the next three questions 

address student participation. The data analysis technique 

will be described under each minor question. 

a. Teacher 

1. How does the teacher elicit information from 

students? 
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The answer to this question came from the coding of 

elicitations for all teachers. Elicitations were 

identified as being a choice, product, process, or 

metaprocess elicitation. The aggregate number and 

percentage of teacher elicitations are presented in a table 

(See Chapter 5). 

2. In what ways does the teacher make use of 

contributions in succeeding responses? 

This question was answered by the coded portion 

of the transcripts and videotapes. Although, videotapes 

were used to identify non-verbal interactions, these had 

also been coded onto the transcripts. Student-initiated 

sequences were identified and coded as sanctioned, ignored, 

bound off or incorporated by the teacher. The aggregate 

numbers and percents of student-initiated sequences are 

presented in a table (See Chapter 5). 

3. In what ways does the teacher help children 

focus, clarify, and expand on their ideas? 

The data sources used to answer this question were 

transcripts and observation notes. Information from these 

sources were used to describe how the teacher helped 

students focus, clarify and expand on their ideas. 

b. Students 

1. How do students get access to discussion? 
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The answer to this question came from the coded 

portions of transcripts and videotapes. Videotapes 

identified non-verbal interactions. Mehan's (1979) turn

allocation procedures identified how students gained access 

to discussion. students were individually nominated, 

invited to bid or invited to reply by the teacher. Numbers 

and frequencies of turn-allocations for all students are 

presented in a table developed to discuss this question 

(See Chapter 5). 

2. What do students contribute to the 

discussion? 

The answer to this question came from the coded 

portions of the transcripts. Mehan's (1979) speech act 

procedure: interactional sequences and speech act 

procedure: elicitations were used to identify all student 

initiations. Student-initiated sequences were coded and 

aggregate student-initiated sequences were presented in a 

table developed to answer this question (See Chapter 5). 

3. In what ways and to what degree are students' 

responses appropriate to the setting? 

First, the term "appropriate" used in this question 

needed to be clarified. An appropriate response, as 

defined by Mehan (1979) and utilized in this study, is a 

response that is "correct" in content as well as form. 



Form involves using appropriate turn-taking procedures to 

gain access to the floor. 
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To answer this question, transcripts and observation 

notes were consulted. Information from these data sources 

were used to present the appropriateness of student 

responses within classroom instruction. 

2. What differences exist in the participation structures 

of teachers who adhere closely to basal reader 

material and instruction and teachers who do not? 

This major question was broken down into six minor 

questions. The first three questions address teacher 

participation during the reading discussion while the next 

three address student participation. 

a. Teacher 

1. How does the teacher elicit information from 

students? 

The main data source used to answer this question were 

the coded portions of the transcripts. In addition, 

observation notes supported transcript findings. 

Speech act procedures: elicitations were coded in the 

transcripts. A table was developed to indicate number and 

percent of initiations for each teacher (See Chapter 5). 

2. In what ways does the teacher make use of 

student contributions in succeeding 

responses? 
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Coded portions of the transcripts provided the main 

source of information to respond to this question. Speech 

act and turn allocation procedures: interactional 

competence were coded to describe if teachers ignored, 

sanctioned, bound off, or incorporated student 

contributions. In addition, observat.ion notes were used to 

discuss the question. A table was developed to report the 

number and percentage of student-initiations for each 

discussion lesson (See Chapter 5). 

3. In what ways does the teacher help children, 

focus, clarify, and expand on their ideas? 

Findings were explored through observation notes, 

transcripts, teachers' oral interviews, and teachers' 

written interviews. No tables were developed, but a 

presentation based on integrating information from these 

sources provided a response to this question. 

b. Student 

1. How do students get access to conversation? 

The answer to this question came from coded portions 

of the transcripts, observation notes, teachers' oral 

interviews and student groups' oral interviews. First, 

turn-allocation procedures were coded in the transcripts 

identifying how students gained access to discussion. 

Then, a table of the distribution of turn-allocation 

procedures was developed to discuss this question (See 



Chapter 5). Other data sources were consulted to support 

the quantitative data presented in this table. 

2. What do students contribute to the 

discussion? 

A response to this question was derived from coded 

portions of the transcripts. Mehan's speech act 

procedures: interactional sequences and speech act 

procedures: elicitations were employed to identify 

student-initiated sequences during the discussion lesson. 

Student-initiated sequences were coded, and a table was 

developed reporting the distribution of student-initiated 

sequences during each discussion lesson (See Chapter 5). 

In addition, observation notes and teachers' oral 

interviews supported the quantitative representation of 

data. 

3. In what ways and to what degree are 

students' response appropriate to the 

setting? 

Information from observation notes, videotapes, 

transcripts and teachers' oral interviews answered this 

question. A presentation on the appropriateness of 

students' responses was possible when all these data 

sources were consulted. 

3. How are participation structures related to reading 

comprehension as measured by retellings? 

99 
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The answers to questions number one and two for this 

study provided information about the participation 

structures within classroom instruction. In addition, the 

quantitative data gathered from the analysis of retelling 

profiles provided information about retellings. Together, 

the analyses of participation structures and retellings 

contributed toward the answer to this question. 



Chapter 5 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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Four teacher-led reading discussion groups are 

described in this section. The four videotaped lessons on 

"Mountains From Beneath the Earth", a text about volcanos, 

were collected in January and February 1990. 

In each reading discussion lesson, participation 

structures and reading cOll1prehension retelling measures 

were derived from the corpus of materials collected. The 

analyses of the data yielded responses to the major 

questions addressed in this chapter and throughout the 

dissertation: What participation structures are present 

during reading discussions with Guamanian children? What 

differences exist in the participation structures of 

teachers who adhere closely to basal reader material and 

instruction and teachers who do not? How are participation 

structures related to reading comprehension as measured by 

retellings? 

six subheadings were selected for each major question. 

These subheadings were teacher elicitations, use of student 

contributions, teacher support, access to discussion, 
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student contributions, and appropriateness of student 

responses. 

The results will be presented in terms of numbers, 

percentages and descriptive analyses across the lessons of 

the four teachers. Teacher reading discussion lessons 

varied in terms of time, therefore, percentages will 

provide more appropriate means of describing and comparing 

teachers. For example, Teacher A's reading discussion was 

9 minutes long; Teacher B's was 36 minutes in length; 

Teacher CiS was 28 minutes; and Teacher D's reading 

discussion was 25 minutes in length. 

Research Question 1: What Participation structures are 
Present During Reading Discussions with Guamanian students? 

Teacher Elicitations 

Aggregate scores of teacher elicitations in Table 5 

indicate that a variety of elicitations were present during 

teacher-initiated sequences. Percent of product 

elicitations was greater than all other elicitations 

combined (69.2%). Choice elicitations (12.4%) were the 

next most frequent type of elicitations. In all teacher-

initiated sequences, there were no metaprocess 

elicitations. Examples of teacher elicitations include 

(1) Product elicitations: 

"Where does the word volcano come from?" 

"And who was he?" 



Table 5. The Distribution of Teacher
Initiated Sequences (for all 
teachers) • 

(Aggregate Scores) 

Teacher Initiation 

Directive 
Informative 
Choice Elicitation 
Product Elicitation 
Process Elicitation 
Metaprocess Elicitation 

Total 

N 

14 
19 
31 

173 
13 
o 

252 

103 

% 

5.6 
7.6 

12.4 
69.2 
5.2 
0.0 

100.0 
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(2) Choice Elicitations 

"Well, will we agree that with fire and ashes he split 

the earth?" 

"Can you visualize what steam is?" 

Use of Student contributions 

Table 6 indicates that there were various uses of 

student contributions for all teachers. The majority of 

contributions were bound off (45.2%) with other 

contributions incorporated (32.9%) followed by ignored 

student contributions (19.2%). There were few sanctioned 

student contributions (2.7%). Examples of the use of 

student contributions are presented below. 

(1) Bound Off 

130. T: 

131. Ss: 

132. I: 

133. A: 

134. T: 

Well, will we agree that with fire and ashes 

he split the earth? 

No (nonverbally) 

Or maybe • • • he just throws the lava. 

Or maybe he's real big and takes it and 

throws the ashes. 

O.K. Very good. You really went through 

that and it's kind of a difficult things. 

(2) Incorporated 

29. I: And it can destroy good soil. 

30. T: Okay. 

31. A: If you want soil. 



Table 6. Students' contributions to 
Classroom Discussion (for all 
teachers) . 

(Aggregate Scores) 

Student Initiation N 

Sanctioned 2 
Ignored 14 
Bound Off 33 
Incorporated 24 

Total 73 

105 

% 

2.7 
19.2 
45.2 
32.9 

100.0 



32. T: 

(3) Ignored 

13. A: 

14. T: 

(4) sanctioned 

59. F: 

60. T: 

Teacher Support 
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You brought up a good point. It makes good 

soil. 

I know how islands are formed. 

Mountains From Beneath the Earth. This 

story is going to be a non-fiction story. 

How about this? 

wait please. 

From observations and transcripts, most student 

initiations were found to be informatives. Teachers 

typically responded to their informatives; however they 

provided only the minimal requisite response. They did not 

usually pursue the student's topic. In addition, teachers 

spent a large amount of time checking students' recall of 

specific details presented in the text. 

Access to Discussion 

Table 7 shows that turns were allocated in various 

ways. The majority of turns allocated to students were 

invitations to reply (40.1%) followed by individual 

nominations (37.8%), and invitations to bid (22.1%). 

Examples of turns allocated to students are presented 

below. 



107 

Table 7. The Distribution of Turn-Allocation 
Procedures (for all teachers). 

(Aggregate Scores) 

Turn-allocation N % 

Individual Nomination 82 37.8 
Invitation to Bid 48 22.1 
Invitation to Reply 87 40.1 

Total 217 100.0 



(1) Invitation to Reply 

42. T: Is that how they really got fire? (to any 

student) 

43. Ss: No (nonverbal response) 

(2) Individual Nomination 

51. T: And then what happened, Leah? 

108 

54. s: Mrs. S , is Dionisio Polido a girl or a 

boy? 

(3) Invitation to Bid 

86. T: 

87. T: 

He was out there and all of a sudden he saw 

steam. What happened after that? (Divina 

raises her hand.) 

What happened after that, Divina? 

student contributions 

Table 8 indicates that student initiations varied. 

The majority of initiations were inforrnatives (58.1%) 

followed by choice elicitations (18.9%) and product 

elicitations (14.9%). No directives were initiated by 

students during these discussion lessons, and a small 

percent of process or metaprocess elicitations appeared in 

discussion lessons. Examples of student contributions are 

presented below. 

(1) Inforrnatives 

"Actually, it wasn't a volcano that came out the earth; 

just rocks." 



Table 8. The Distribution of Student
Initiated Sequences (for all 
teachers) . 

(Aggregate Scores) 

Student Initiation 

Directive 
Informative 
Choice Elicitation 
Product Elicitation 
Process Elicitation 
Metaprocess Elicitation 

Total 

N 

43 
14 
11 

3 
3 

74 

109 

% 

58.1 
18.9 
14.9 
4.1 
4.1 

100.0 



"Smoke kept coming out when it was steam." 

(2) Choice Elicitations 

"Volcano is beneath the earth and will it erupt?" 

"Did they name the volcano that made the island?" 

(3) Product Elicitations 

"How come the place • • • they call it the ring of 

fire?" 

"Where's the most famous volcano on earth, Mrs. 

D ?" 

(4) Process Elicitations 

"I thought it hardened into rock?" 

"A volcano is underneath Guam and will it erupt?" 

(5) Metaprocess Elicitations 

"How come when it dries up, it's water and then the 

lava's on land?" 
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"What happens if there's an active volcano and then it 

erupted and it connects. Do we own that land?" 

Appropriateness of Student Responses 

From transcripts and observations, student responses 

followed the normative character of interactions. Students 

responded when individually nominated, and their responses 

received an evaluation from the teacher. There were 

someinstances when students' responses were appropriate in 

content but not in timing. These responses were 

sanctioned. At other times, their responses were 
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appropriate in timing but not in content. They were given 

time to provide an appropriate response before the floor 

was given to another student. 

Summary of Research Question 1 

In summary, the aggregate scores of teachers indicate 

that differences existed in participation structures in 

reading discussions with Guamanian children. Teachers 

frequently made product elicitations which required one 

word or s~ort answer responses. In addition, the majority 

of student contributions were bound off, that is, teachers 

responded briefly and then moved on to another topic. 

Teachers did not typically pursue student initiations. 

Findings about student participation indicate that students 

gained access to discussion by being invited to reply or by 

being nominated individually. Most student initiations 

were informatives, and their responses to teacher 

elicitations were often appropriate in content as well as 

social form. 

Research Question 2: What Differences Exist 
in the participation structures of Teachers 
Who Adhere Closely to Basal Reader Material 

and Instruction and Teachers Who Do Not? 

To discuss this question, first I discuss the 

differences that exist in the discussion lessons of 

teachers who adhered closely (Teachers A and B) to basal 

reader material and instruction versus teachers who did not 



112 

adhere as closely to basal reader material and instruction 

(Teachers C and D). Then, I present a discussion of each 

teacher and the participation structures that existed in 

their discussions. 

Teacher Elicitations 

Group Comparisons: Teachers Who Adhered to Basal 

Reader Materials and Instruction and Teachers Who Did Not. 

Table 9 illustrates the distribution of teacher-initiated 

sequences for group and individual comparisons. There were 

no major differences in the ways that teachers who adhered 

closely to basal reader material and instruction and 

teachers who did not adhere as closely elicited information 

from students. For both groups, product elicitations were 

the most frequent type of teacher elicitations followed by 

choice elicitations. No metaprocess elicitations were 

initiated by the teachers in either group. Group 

differences existed in the percentage of process 

elicitations made during reading discussion lessons. Both 

teacher who did not adhere as closely to basal reader 

material and instruction made more process elicitations 

than the teachers who adhered closely to basal reader 

material and instruction. 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher A. Out of "a total of 

26 initiations, there were 23 teacher elicitations in 

classroom A. Of these 23 elicitations, 73.1% were product 



Table 9. The Distribution of Teacher-Initiated Sequences for Four Fourth-Grade 
Teachers. 

Teacher Initiation 

Meta-
Choice Product Process Process 

Teacher Directive Informative Elicitation Elicitation Elicitation Elictation Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

A 3 11.5 4 15.4 19 73.1 26 100 

B 5 5.6 4 4.5 9 10.1 68 76.4 3 3.4 89 100 

C 3 3.5 3 3.5 11 12.9 61 71.8 7 8.2 85 100 

D 3 6.0 12 24.0 7 14.0 25 50.0 3 6.0 50 100 

I-' 
I-' 
W 
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elicitations. In other words, Teacher A made requests for 

factual responses. Choice elicitations occurred 15.4% of 

the time. No process or metaprocess elicitations were 

initiated. 

Her product elicitations usually received product 

responses. These elicitations were questions taken 

directly from the basal reader teacher's manual to which 

students responded with information contained in the text. 

There was no extended discussion of information about 

volcanos. Examples of teacher elicitations include 

(1) Choice Elicitations 

"Anybody else want to add on to that?" 

"Jesse, Jesse, you're the only one?" 

(2) Product Elicitations 

"Where does the word "volcano" come from?" 

"And what does "vulcan" mean?" 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher B. Teacher B made a 

total of 80 elicitations out of 89 initiations. Of all 

elicitations 76.4% were product elicitations, followed by 

10.1% choice elicitations, and 3.4% process elicitations. 

More product elicitations were found in her reading 

discussion lesson than in any other reading discussion 

lesson. Product elicitations usually received product 

responses. Teacher B made 3.4% process elicitations and 
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did not make metaprocess elicitations. Examples of Teacher 

B's elicitations include 

(1) Choice Elicitations 

"Did you see it erupting?" 

"Is there anything you know about volcanos or want to 

share about?" 

(2) Product Elicitations 

"Andrew is shareing that when it erupts, you know, lava 

keeps coming--lava comes out. What happens to the 

lava?" 

"There's also what?" 

(3) Process Elicitations 

"Nonfiction are true stories. So in this case, this is 

going to be a true story again about what do you 

suppose?" 

"As you browse or skim through your pages, what do you 

think we'll be covering?" 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher C. In Teacher CiS 

discussion lesson, 71.8% were product elicitations, 12.9% 

were choice elicitations, and 8.2% were process 

elicitations. More process elicitations were found in her 

reading discussion lesson than in any other reading 

discussion lesson. Teacher C did not initiate metaprocess 

elicitations. Examples of Teacher CiS elicitations include 

(1) Choice Elicitations 
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"Which part of what Joan said do you disagree with?" 

"Do volcanos have to go (whoop) like that right away?" 

(2) Product Elicitations 

"And where would you find most of the volcanos?" 

"Now, what is the most popular volcano in Japan?" 

(3) Process Elicitations 

"I'm almost giving birth. What does that mean ••. "a 

volcano gave birth?" 

"What do you mean about tourist attraction?" 

Individllal Comparisons: Teacher D. Teacher D made a 

total of 35 elicitations during the reading discussion 

lesson. Fifty percent of all elicitations were product 

elicitations; 14% were choice elicitations and 6.0% were 

process elicitations. 

During the discussion, there were three instances of 

Teacher D generating process elicitations. Teacher D did 

not initiate metaprocess elicitations. Examples of Teacher 

D's elicitations include 

(1) Choice Elicitations 

"Did they believe the coyote brought the fire down from 

the burning mountain?" 

"So, is this a story about fact?" 

(2) Product Elicitations 

"And who was he?" 

"Where did they think he was?" 
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(3) Process Elicitations 

"There's a difference between this story and the story 

before. Can you tell me the difference?" 

"Why do you think they made up the story?" 

Summary of Teacher Elicitations. In summary, no major 

differences were found in how teachers elicited information 

from students when teachers who adhered closely to basal 

reader material and instruction were compared to teachers 

who did not adhere as closely to basal reader material and 

instruction. Both groups frequently made product 

elicitations. Furthermore, individual teacher findings 

indicated that product elicitations were the most common 

type of elicitations made during reading discussion lessons 

with Teacher B initiating more product elicitations than 

any other teacher. Group differences only existed in the 

percentage of process elicitations made during the reading 

discussion lesson. Teachers who did not adhere as closely 

to basal reader material and instruction had larger 

percentages of process elicitations than teachers who 

adhered closely to basal reader material and instruction. 

Process elicitations were made by Teachers' B, C, and 0 but 

not by Teacher A. Teacher C initiated the most process 

elicitations. 
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Use of Student contributions 

Group comparisons: Teachers Who Adhered to Basal 

Reader Materials and Instruction and Teachers Who Did Not. 

Table 10 illustrates students' contribution to the 

discussion lesson for group and individual comparisons. No 

major differences were found in the ways teachers who 

adhered closely and teachers who did not adhere as closely 

made use of student contributions. Both groups of teachers 

bound off many student contributions during the reading 

discussion. Teachers who did not adhere as closely to 

basal reader material and instruction bound off greater 

precentages of student initiations than teachers who 

adhered closely to basal reader material and instruction. 

In addition, both groups of teachers, incorporated student 

contributions into the reading discussion. student 

contributions were sanctioned in the reading discussion 

lessons of teachers who adhered closely to basal reader 

material and instruction, but no instances of sanctioned 

student initiations ocurred in the discussion lessons of 

teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal reader 

material and instruction. Furthermore, larger percentages 

of student initiations were ignored in the discussion 

lessons of teachers who adhered closely to basal reader 

material and instruction as compared to teachers who did 



Table 10. Students' contributions to Classroom Discussion for Four Fourth-Grade 
Teachers. 

Number and Percentage of Students' Initiations 

Teacher Sanctioned Ignored Bound off Incorporated Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

A 2 40.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 5 100 

B 8 32.0 6 24.0 11 44.0 25 100 

C 8 61.5 5 38.5 13 100 

D 5 16.7 17 56.7 8 26.7 30 100 

~ 
I-' 
\0 
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not adhere as closely to basal reader material and 

instruction. 

Individual comparisons: Teacher A. Students 

contributed 5 initiations during the reading discussion. 

Teacher A sanctioned 40%, ignored 20% and bound off 40% of 

all contributions. There no instances of student 

initiations being incorporated in the discussion. 

Individual comparisoins: Teacher B. Teacher B made 

use of student contributions by incorporating 44% of all 

contributions in the discussion. In addition, Teacher B 

ignored 32% and bound off 24% of students' contributions. 

A total of 25 student contributions were made during the 

discussion. A typical example of the way student 

information was incorporated follows. 

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

The teacher opened the discussion by reading the title 

"Mountains from Beneath the Earth". The subsequent part of 

the transcript follows. Note how students and teacher 

incorporated information. 

Transcript Three: 

4. C: 

5. *T: 

You know in Hawaii the volcano is erupting and 
they might have another island. ••• I saw it 
erupt. It turns black (unclear). 

That's right. 
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6. *T: Did you see it erupting? 

7. st: Were you scared? 

8. I: I went to another island. It's very rocky. I 
thought it broke apart of it. Maybe broke apart 
Guam long time ago. 

9. *T: Well that's how it is too. 

10. st: The Micronesian islands 

11. *T: That's how the islands are really formed. From 
volcanic- um • eruption 

12. C: Like when the lava flows into the water it turns 
black and then the red lava comes back out. 
Cause it's very hot. 

Note: *indicates teacher (T); st (unknown student), 
C, and I are students in the focussed reading 
group. 

INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

Active student involvement was present in this 

discussion. The teacher and students incorporated CiS 

contributions (4) into their next responses. As was quite 

evident, students had a large amount of background 

knowledge about volcanos from having seen a volcano erupt 

or through other related experiences. 

Mehan (1979) discussed three essential components 

necessary for having student contributions incorporated in 

a discussion. They are 1) getting the floor, 2) holding 

the floor, and 3) contributing an original or interesting 

idea. 
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The students in this reading group were successful at 

introducing talk at the proper place and having their 

contributions picked up by the teacher or other students. 

Individual comparisons: Teacher C. Students' 

contributed 13 initiations to the discussion: 61.5% of 

their contributions were bound off; and 38.5% were 

incorporated. There were no instances of sanctioned or 

ignored contributions. 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher D. In Teacher D's 

discussions, there were 30 initiations by students. Of the 

students' contributions, 56.7% were bound off by the 

teacher; 26.7% were incorporated and 16.7% were ignored. 

Typically, when a student init,iated an idea, it was in 

the form of a question. The question asked for a "yes" or 

"no" response. Teacher D would respond to his/her 

elicitation and move on to her next question. 

Summary of Use of Student contributions. In summary, 

no major differences were found in the ways teachers made 

use of student contributions when teachers who adhered 

closely to basal material and instruction were compared to 

teachers who did not adhere as closely. Both groups of 

teachers frequently bound off student initiations. 

However, teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal 

reader material and instruction bound off larger 

percentages of student initiations. Group differences were 



123 

found in the numbers and percentages of sanctioned and 

ignored student initiations. Individual teacher 

differences were found. All teachers incorporated some 

student responses with the exception of Teacher A. 

Furthermore, Teacher B incorporated the largest percentage 

of student contributions (44.0%) as her lesson progressed. 

Teacher Support 

Group comparisons: Teachers Who Adhered to Basal 

Materials and Instruction and Teachers Who Did Not. No 

major differences were found between teachers who adhered 

closely to basal reader material and instruction and 

teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal reader 

material and instruction in the ways they helped students 

focus, clarify and elaborate on ideas. All teachers most 

frequently requested one word or short-answer responses to 

elicitations. There were less frequent attempts to help 

students clarify or elaborate on their contributions. 

Teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal reader 

material and instruction were more flexible in the 

opportunities they provided students to become involved in 

the reading discussion. They related many personal 

experiences to text content, provided informative 

responses, or utilized retellings to support student ideas. 

On the other hand, teachers who adhered closely to basal 

reader material and instruction typically simplified 
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questions, related personal experiences to text content, or 

minimally supported student ideas. 

Individual comparisons: Teacher A. There was very 

little evidence of Teacher A providing support to 

children's ideas. In fact, student talk was minimal and 

mainly for the purpose of reading answers to their 

questions. The teacher controlled and monitored the 

content of the reading discussion and did not include 

student experiences, thoughts or opinions. 

In an oral interview, Teacher A explained that when 

students experienced difficulty comprehending text, she 

would try to simplify questions. An examination of Teacher 

A's transcripts shows that simplifying questions was done 

infrequently during the reading discussion. 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher B. Teacher B 

listened as students shared information which they had 

experienced, read in other texts, or seen in movies. She 

encouraged them to expand on those ideas. other students 

often added on to the reading group student's 

contributions. 

In an oral interview, Teacher B indicated her concern 

that there were too many questions in the basal reader, and 

they were too difficult for her students. She stated how 

she frequently simplified questions or asked her own 

questions in order to encourage higher level thinking. 



125 

In her written interview, she explained that students 

became involved with text by relating text information to 

similar experiences in their lives. In addition, she wrote 

that the strategies she used to keep the discussion going 

drew upon higher order thinking skills (i.e., encouraging 

students to elaborate, imagine, and evaluate concepts, 

questions, and thoughts). 

Teacher B was observed listening with interest to 

students' contributions, and even with a large reading 

group, was able to incorporate student ideas expressed 

earlier in the discussion. An example from the transcript 

follows: 

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

The group was discussing the formation of volcanos. 

One student (A) wanted to contribute his knowledge of how 

islands were formed. 

Transcript Five: 

59. A: 

60. *T: 

61. A: 

62. *T: 

63. C: 

I know how islands are formed. 

O.K. well would you like to share how they are 
formed. Do you have an idea? 

Underwater, hot lava goes higher and higher and 
higher and higher. 

That's right. Ok. Do you see what the point is? 

Sometimes when it erupts it • • • (inaudible) 



64. *T: 

65. I: 

66. *T: 

67. *T: 

68. *T: 

69. C: 

70. *T: 

71. *T: 

72. *I: 

73. *T: 

74. I: 
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Andrew is sharing that when it erupts you know 
lava keeps coming, lava comes out. What happens 
to the lava? 

It erupts in the water. 

Turns into rocks. It turns into rock. 

There's also what? 

There's also the soil. 

That's how the Hawaiian Island ••• were formed 
because it kept on going up. 

O.k. and here Craig is sharing that that's how 
the Hawaiian Islands were formed. Had to do with 
the volcanos erupting. 

But going back to An__ • • • when he made a 
comment about the soil being very good. Yes the 
soil around the volcano after it has erupted 
after years after it cools up the soil is good 
very fertile (But • 

But it destroys all the other soil. 

It would be chancy chancy to live around a live 
volcano especially// 

//ugh ••• cause you're going to get burned up. 

Note: *indicates teacher (T); C, I, A, are students 
in the focussed reading group. 

INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

The student's contribution (59) was one that brought 

up ideas for other students to discuss. Teacher B did not 

disregard this contribution but incorporated it in her next 

response or evaluation as seen in Lines #60, #62, #70, and 

#71. 



127 

Earlier in the discussion, another student(not A) made 

a remark about "if you want soil" (line #31). This 

student's contribution was discussed again ill line #71. By 

incorporating student initiations, the teacher supported 

their ideas and let students know that what they had to say 

was important. 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher C. Teacher C related 

text questions to real life experiences. In an oral 

interview, she discussed the importance of applying text 

information to real life situations. She used student 

contributions to build other points that were relevant to 

the text. When students expressed an idea, she probed 

further for clarification. Teacher C also provided 

retelling practice during the discussion. The reteller was 

able to demonstrate his/her comprehension and organization 

of ideas while the others listened to see if relevant 

information was being told. The following example 

illustrates teacher support. 

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

The students were discussing Dionisio Polido and what 

he saw as he was plowing his cornfield. Student J had the 

floor and was retelling what Dionisio experienced as he 

stood in his cornfield. 
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Transcript Seven: 

40. J: 

41. C: 

42. T: 

43. C: 

44. T: 

45. C: 

46. T: 

47. D: 

48. T: 

49. N: 

50. T: 

51. T: 

52. L: 

53. T: 

he was trying to make, make , grow corn but it 
couldn't grow. Every time he planted seeds, it 
wouldn't grow. Something else grew and every 
time he plants a seed something else grows and 
one day urn • • • he came to the spot where he 
planted seeds. It was like the opening and the 
earth splitting and then when he went closer to 
look at what's happening and he saw the volcano 
come out and 

(shaking his head in disagreement) 

you're shaking your head, Chris. 
You disagree with what Joan said. 
you disagree with. Which part of 
do you disagree with? 

You said no. 
Tell us what 

what Joan said 

She said • • • urn • • • (no response) 

You started shaking your head when she said • • • 

She said that the volcano erupted. 

What could she have said before that? 

Smoke kept coming out when it was steam. 

Steam alright. 

urn • • • he heard a great roar and the earth 
cracked. 

uh-hm. 

And then what happened Leah? 

Actually it wasn't a volcano that came out of the 
earth; just rocks. 

Very good. 

Note: *indicates teacher (T); J, Nand L are students 
in the focussed reading group. 
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INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

This is an illustration of how Teacher C supported the 

students' ideas as they participated in discussion. First, 

the teacher and students listened, without interrupting, as 

one child (40) retold Dionisio's experiences in the 

cornfield. In line #41, Student C did not agree. The 

teacher could have easily clarified Student J's retelling, 

but instead, allowed the student to clarify or provide 

reasons for his disagreement with Student J's retelling. 

other students (line #47, #52) contributed and provided 

information to make the first student's retelling more 

accurate. 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher D. Teacher D related 

the content of text to many student contributions of 

personal experiences. Through this strategy, content 

became more relevant. In an oral interview with the 

teacher, she discussed that some of the strategies she 

employed to keep the discussion active were 1) varying 

questioning, 2) allowing students to predict, 3) relating 

personal experiences, and 4) tying their comments to 

movies, videos, and games. 

These strategies were evident as the teacher focused, 

clarified, and elaborated on student contributions. The 

following example shows how the teacher supported student 

ideas in this reading discussion. 
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DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

Teacher D and students were discussing the formation 

of a volcano using a chart illustration that was drawn 

during yesterday's lesson. Students made numerous 

elicitations (#124, #126, #128, #129, #131, #133, #135). 

Transcript Nine: 

123. *T: Clifford was telling us yesterday and Natasha was 
telling us and it is important. The volcano 
started like this. We've got this mountain that 
has this hollow top. We know what happens 
underneath earth. Get to be pressure so it blows 
out and then eventually the lava forms here and 
flows out into ground. It also, Natasha said, 
forms good farm land. So that's one good thing 
about • • • 

124. C: I thought it hardened into rock? 

125. *T: ••• having a volcanic eruption. In some cases 
like when it's falling into water and it steams. 
But in other places like on land, it becomes 
fertile soil. So that's a positive: that a good 
thing. 

126. Tr: How come when it dries up it's water and then the 
lava falls on land? 

127. *T: Because they're different places where you have 
volcano. The one we're talking about forming Guam 
was in the water. 

128. C: But what was the one that formed Guam? 

129. Tr: Why does it fallon the land? 

130. *T: Well if the volcano is on the land, then it just 
flows on the land. But if its in the water or 
under the water, Tria, like in the case of Guam, 
eventually// 

131. C: //What was the name of Guam's volcano?// 
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132. *T: It'll fall into the water. 

133. Tr: Where's the volcano? 

134. *T: Well, there's different places where they might 
be. The ones for this man happened to be on 
land. 

135. N: Where's the most famous volcano on earth, Mrs. 
D ? 

136. *T: Mt. st. Helens. There are lots of volcanoes that 
are still active. Hawaii right now. Mt. Fuji is 
one that is not active anymore, but it was the 
same at one time. Why is Mt. Fuji famous anyway? 
Because it's a resort now and it also how does it 
look? 

Note: *indicates teacher (T); C, Tr, and N are 
students in the focussed reading group. 

INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

Teacher D provided informative responses to student 

elicitations. This appears to be her way of providing 

support to student ideas. 

Student elicitations were interesting and included 

sincere questions about the text information and 

experiences related to living on an island. What was seen 

from the transcripts is that soon after one student 

contributed, other students demonstrated their ability to 

introduce a new topic. 

The discussion suggests that teacher D had created a 

classroom environment that encouraged children to 

participate, to use language and to take risks. 
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Summary of Teacher support. No major differences 

existed between teachers who adhered closely to basal 

reader material and instruction and teachers who did not 

adhere as closely to basal reader material and instruction 

in the ways they helped children focus, clarify and expand 

on their ideas. Both groups of teachers frequently 

requested one word or short-answer responses to 

elcitations. There were less frequent attempts to help 

students clarify or elaborate on their contributions. 

Group differences were found in their flexibility to 

provide opportunities for students to participate in the 

reading discusssion lesson. Individual teachers supported 

student ideas differently. There was minimal evidence of 

Teacher A providing any support to student ideas. Teacher 

B encouraged students to elaborate upon ideas by relating 

text content to real life experiences and, in addition, she 

incorporated student ideas in proceeding responses. 

Teacher C listened as students expressed ideas and probed 

for clarification. Furthermore, it was through retellings 

that students were encouraged to show their understanding 

of text and to ask peer retellers for clarification. In 

Teacher D's reading discussion lesson, students made 

numerous choice elicitations. She provided an informative 

response to these elicitations, and this appeared to be her 

way of supporting student ideas. 
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Access to Discussion 

Group Comparison: Teachers Who Adhered to Basal 

Reader Material and Instruction and Teachers Who Did Not. 

Table 11 displays the distribution of turn-allocation 

procedures for group and individual comparisons. 

Differences were found between teachers who adhered closely 

to basal reader material and instruction and teachers who 

did not adhere as closely in the ways students gained 

access to discussion. The majority of turn-allocations for 

teachers who adhered closely to basal material and 

instruction were individual nominations. In comparison, 

the majority of turn-allocations for teachers who did not 

adhere asclosely to basal material and instruction were 

invitations to bid or invitations to reply. 

A 3 X 4 chi-square analysis was performed to determine 

whether turn-allocation procedures differed among the four 

teachers. There were significant differences (p < .01) 

between teachers and individual nomination, invitation to 

bid and invitation to reply. 

Individual comparisons: Teacher A. Out of 23 turns, 

students gained access to discussion by being individually 

nominated (39.1%), followed by invitations to bid (30.4%), 

and invitations to reply (30.4%). 

Students typically raised their hand and waited to be 

called upon. In an oral interview, Teacher A stressed that 



Table 11. The Distribution of Turn-Allocation Procedures for Four Fourth-Grade 
Teachers. 

Turn-Allocation Procedure 

Teacher Individual Invitation Invitation Total 
Nomination to Bid to Reply 

N % N % N % N 

A 9 39.1 7 30.4 7 30.4 23 

B 41 51.3 4 5.0 35 43.8 80 

C 28 35.4 31 39.2 20 25.3 79 

D 4 11.4 6 17.1 25 71.4 35 

% 

100 

100 

100 

100 

..... 
w 
~ 
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students must raise their hand before they answer. 

However, she also expressed that she was flexible with 

rules for speaking. In the student group interview, 

students shared that "the only time we answer is the focus 

on comprehension." 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher B. Table 11 shows 

that the majority of the time during Teacher B's reading 

discussion lesson, students gained access to the 

conversation by being individually nominated 51.3% of the 

time, invited to reply 43.8% of the time, and invited to 

bid 5.0% of the time. From observations and the 

videotapes, students gained access to conversation by 

raising their hand or by speaking without being invited. 

In my observations, the teacher attempted to get all 

students involved. When she called upon those who had 

remained quiet throughout the discussion, they usually 

responded warily or not at all. 

In her oral interview, Teacher B explained that there 

weren't any set rules for speaking. She encouraged 

students to speak. She said that she was aware of those 

students who did not contribute. Therefore, she made 

attempts to calIon them to respond. In many of these 

instances, these students did not respond. 
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In the student group interview, students unanimously 

agreed that they had to raise their hands to get a turn to 

speak. 

Individual comparisons: Teacher C. Teacher C invited 

students to bid 39.2% of the time, followed by individual 

nominations 35.4% of the time and invitations to reply 

25.3% of the time. 

From my observations, Teacher C tried to give equal 

time to everyone. There was one student who remained quiet 

throughout the discussion. No attempt was made to invite 

her to participate verbally in the discussion. students 

typically raised their hand when they wanted a turn at 

speaking. When they were given the floor to speak, 

everyone listened. 

In the oral interview, the teacher explained that 

there were rules for speaking, but that the rules were 

flexible. Teacher C stated that, as much as possible, 

students were encouraged to speak and she tried to provide 

equal speaking opportunity to students. During student 

retellings, "they are not interrupted until they have 

nothing further to say. Then others may add on to the 

retelling." 

Individual comparisons: Teacher D. Teacher D invited 

students to reply 71.4% of the time. students were invited 



137 

to bid 17.1% of the time and individually nominated 11.4% 

of the time. 

students in this classroom generated many questions. 

In addition, they actively participated in responding to 

teacher elicitations. Overlapping talk (talk at the same 

time) or latching talk (talk that flowed right after 

another speaker) was observed during the reading discussion 

lesson in this classroom. The teacher did not appear to be 

bothered when students' responsed in unison or jointly as 

they completed a response to a particular question. There 

were instances when she had to verbally control the talk. 

otherwise, anyone was invited to speak. 

In her oral interview, the teacher stated that there 

were subtle rules for speaking. She mentioned her attempts 

to encourage talk. The students from this classroom who 

were interviewed as a group had their own conceptions about 

the rules: "Raise your hand before you speak. When someone 

is talking you can't raise up your hand." 

Summary of Access to Discussion. In summary, results 

indicated that teachers who adhered to basal reader 

material and instruction allocated turns primarily by 

nominating individuals to speak while teachers who did not 

adhere closely to basal reader materials and instruction 

frequently invited students to reply or bid for a turn. 
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Significant differences were found between teachers 

and individual nomination, invitation to bid and invitation 

to reply. 

Student contributions 

Group Comparisons: Teachers Who Adhered to Basal 

Reader Material and Instruction and Teachers Who Did Not. 

Table 12 shows the distribution of student-initiated 

sequences for group and individual comparisons. No major 

differences were found in the types of student initiations 

made in both groups. Informatives were the most frequent 

type of student initiations for both teacher groups. No 

instances of student directives were found for both teacher 

groups. Group differences existed in the percentages of 

process and metaprocess elicitations. Students in the 

discussion lessons of teachers who did not adhere as 

closely to basal reader material and instruction initiated 

10% or 3 metaprocess elicitations. No metaprocess 

elicitations were initiated by students in the discussion 

lesson of teachers who adhered closely to basal reader 

material and instruction. Furthermore, a larger percentage 

of student-initiated process elicitations (15.4%) was found 

in the reading discussion lesson of teachers who did not 

adhere as closely to basal reader material and instruction 

while 4% or 1 process elicitation was present in the 
.. 

reading discussion lesson of teachers who adhered closely. 



Table 12. The Distribution of Student-Initiated Sequences for Four Fourth-Grade 
Teachers. 

Student Initiation 

Meta-
Choice Product Process Process 

Teacher Directive Informative Elicitation Elicitation Elicitation Elictation Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

A 4 66.7 1 16.7 1 16.7 6 100 

B 23 92.0 1 4.0 1 4.0 25 100 

C 9 69.2 1 7.7 1 7.7 2 15.4 13 100 

D 7 23.3 11 36.7 9 30.0 3 10.0 30 100 

I-' 
W 
\0 



Much of the latter group differences were influenced by 

individual teachers. 

Individual comparisons: Teacher A. 

contributed minimally to the discussion. 

students 

Out of 5 

140 

contributions, 66.7% were informatives, 16.7% were choice 

elicitations, and 16.7% were product elicitations. 

students did not contribute directives, process 

elicitations or metaprocess elicitations during the reading 

discussion lesson. 

students contributed very short responses to teacher 

elicitations. Although students initiated some 

informatives and elicitations, these initiations were 

mostly verbal expressions of having followed directions or 

understood the assignment (e.g., "I got one!", "okay, I did 

it.", "How about this one?", "Jesse, did you do it?"). 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher B. Students 

contributed a large amount of information to the discussion 

in Teacher B's class. Ninety two percent of all student 

contributions were informatives. In addition, 4% or 1 was 

a choice elicitation and 4% or 1 was a process elicitation. 

Student contributions included text content which they 

related to real life experiences. One student contributed 

information about volcanos from experiences of having seen 

a volcano erupt. Other students brought in ideas learned 
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from content area textbooks or literature read beyond the 

basal reader. 

Individual comparisons: Teacher C. In Teacher CiS 

discussion lesson, the majority of the students' 

contributions (69.2%) were informatives, 15.4% were process 

elicitations, 7.7% or 1 was a choice elicitation, and 7.7% 

or 1 was a product elicitation. No directives or 

metaprocess elicitations were evident during the reading 

discussion lesson. 

Students contributed lengthy retellings during the 

discussion. While they contributed, everyone else was 

supposed to be listening and thinking about additional 

ideas that they could add to the person's retelling. 

Teacher C gave the students opportunities to speak and to 

organize their thoughts. 

In an oral interview, Teacher C stated that students 

in her classrooru practiced oral as well as written 

retellings while others listened. The following example 

presents an exerpt from the discussion lesson. 

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

In the last minutes of the discussion, Ann contributed 

information about a volcano story that she had viewed on 

television. 
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Transcript Eight: 

268. A: 

269.*T: 

270. A: 

271.*T: 

272. A: 

273.*T: 

274. A: 

275.*T: 

276. A: 

277.*T: 

Hey, Mrs. S ____ I have this book, you interested 
in that, and I watched it on TV that I forgot 
where it is but the volcanic stuff, lava went all 
over people. They chipped it off very carefully 
and they could see all the people. They became 
like statues or something. 

Oh, that was in China. 

Huh? 

China, they have this little man that ••• they, 
that was buried like soldiers. 

Not in China; more like in Rome, Roman place. 

Yeh, you saw like soldiers, horses 

Not soldiers; like people a town covered with 
lava 

Oh yes, yes, yes. Pompeii 

Yeh, pompeii. 

That was a very good story. If you can find 
• • • Ann is talking about a city that was buried 
by a volcano and um • • • the city in Italy and 
the volcano erupted, that's what she was talking 
about, and when the volcano erupted people didn't 
know that the volcano erupted and all of a sudden 
um • • • zoom so the lava just went dashing down 
the mountain and then all of a sudden the whole 
city was covered with it and then hundred of 
years later on, their people found out that there 
was another city that was all covered with the 
lava and they turned into rocks. And so what 
happened is that they had to chip off all the 
parts of that city and now they, I think it's 
still standing up there, ok. Yeh. That's a very 
good thing to do a research on. When you're 
talking about volcanoes, Ann, you can probably go 
to the library or we have World Books over there 



or look under Italy and probably look it up on 
the World Book and tell us more about it. 
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Note: *indicates Teacher (T); A is a student in the 
focussed reading group. 

INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

The teacher added to Ann's information in order to 

clarify to the other students what Ann had spoken about 

(268) • 

What is worth noting is the fact that the student 

didn't simply accept the teacher's responses (270, 272, 

274). Through additional turns at talk, they collaborated 

and finally agreed (275 and 276). 

Then, Teacher C clarified and extended Ann's account 

of the story (277) for the rest of the reading group. In 

addition, she discussed other sources that they could 

consult for more information. 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher D. A total of 30 

student initiations were made during the discussion in 

Teacher D's Classroom. Of these, 36.7% were choice 

elicitations, 30% were product elicitations, 23.3% were 

informatives, and 10% were metaprocess elicitations. Of 

the four reading discussion lessons, Teacher D's was the 

only one in which students contributed metaprocess 

elicitations. 



student contributions included text information and 

its relation to real world situations. Many student 

elicitations were structured as choice elicitations, but 

upon further analysis, the students seemed to be going 

beyond just desiring a choice response to wanting an 

explanation. 

144 

students were actively involved as they responded to 

teacher elicitations and as they elicited information from 

the teacher. Throughout the discussion, there was an 

unquestionable acceptance of the teacher's response to 

their elicitations. This may suggest ideas related to 

their strong cultural traditions. These students practice 

a respect for the teacher's age, authority, and knowledge. 

Two examples of student contributions are presented to 

illustrate the points discussed in this section. 

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

Teacher D and the reading group were talking about the 

difference between this text and the previous text "The 

Firebringer." The Firebringer is a Paiute folktale and 

"Mountains From Beneath the Earth" was introduced with a 

discussion about that particular Paiute folktale. In the 

transcript that follows, the student (53) wondered how 

Indian stories were collected. 



Transcript Ten: 

53. C: But if this was an Indian story, how did the 
people make this book? Copy it? 
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54. *T: Ok, oh because they go allover the world to find 
different stories about different cultures. 

Note: * indicates teacher (T); C is a student in the 
focussed reading group. 

INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

The student's elicitation was interesting and one of 

the few metaprocess elicitations found in the transcripts. 

He tried to draw a reason from the teacher who hesitated as 

she thought about a response to this elicitation. 

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

The students and teacher were discussing the Pacific 

Ring of Fire from a rough sketch of the area that Teacher D 

had drawn on chart paper. This discussion followed: 

Transcript Eleven: 

186. *T: Guam is around the area where they have active 
and inactive volcanoes. 

187. C: What happens if there's an active volcano and 
then it erupted and it goes to Guam and then it 
connects, do we own that land? 

188. *T: I don't think there are mountains that close. 
We'll never be around to see that. If it happens 
it'll take thousands of years to develop. 
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189. C: Our kids, kids, kids, kids, kids. 

190. Ss: (all giggle) 

191.*T: I suppose if it connects to Guam, yes, Clifford. 

192.*T: O.K, any other questions like that? 

193. Ss: (no response) 

Note: *indicates teacher (T); Ss (students); C is a 
student in the focussed reading group. 

INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

In line #187, the student made a thought-provoking 

contribution. His contribution was built on prior 

knowledge about formation of volcanos and the benefits of 

volcanic eruptions. When he made the elicitation, it 

appeared as if he had already reasoned for himself, but was 

interested in the teacher's validation (188). His 

evaluation of the teacher's response (189) indicated his 

understanding of time as it related to volcanic eruptions 

and the formation of land. 

The student was successful at introducing his own 

topic and changing the course of the discussion in the 

process. The other students (190) responded by giggling, 

and the sense that I got as I observed was that they 

thought it would be a good idea if Guam became bigger. 

Summary of Student contributions. In summary, no 

major differences were found in what students contributed 

to the discussion when teachers who adhered to basal reader 
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material and instruction were compared to teachers who did 

not adhere as closely to basal reader material and 

instruction. Groups differed in the percentages of process 

and metaprocess elicitations. Individual teacher results 

indicated that the majority of student contributions in 

Teacher A, B, and C's discussions were informatives whereas 

the contributions in Teacher D's discussion were choice 

elicitations. students did not contribute metaprocess 

elicitations in Teacher A, B, and C's discussion lesson. 

Appropriateness of Responses 

Group Comparisons: Teachers Who Adhered to Basal 

Reader Materials and Instruction and Teachers Who Did Not. 

No major differences were found in the ways and degree that 

student responses were appropriate to the setting when 

teachers who adhered closely to basal reader material and 

instruction were compared to teachers who did not adhere as 

closely. The majority of students provided responses that 

were appropriate in content and social form. A small 

number of cases of inappropriate responses were present in 

both reading groups of teachers who adhered to basal 

materials and instruction and teachers who did not adhere 

as closely. 

Individual Comparisons: Teacher A. Students were 

observed reading answers to questions that the teacher read 
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from her basal manual. There were few occasions where they 

extended the content of the text to related experiences. 

When inappropriate responses were given, students were 

informed by the teacher's change in voice pitch and a 

reiteration of the inappropriate response. An example of 

the inappropriateness of student responses is presented 

below. 

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

In this part of the discussion, students were asked to 

talk about what the farmer saw while he was looking at his 

cornfield. Another student was individually nominated to 

speak. As she was reading an answer from her reader, 

student (41) made an initiation. 

Transcript 1: 

41. R: I got one! 

42. *T: Shh • 

Note. *indicates turns taken by teacher (T); R is 
student. 

INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

In the middle of another student's response, a student 

(41) excitedly initiated a contribution. The teacher 

sanctioned her behavior. As Mehan (1979) discussed, there 

are proper places to insert talk and other behavior. When 



students contribute at an inappropriate time, their 

initiations are negatively evaluated by the teacher. 

Proper timing is the place following an Initiation

Response-Evaluation sequence. 
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Individual comparisons: Teacher B. Most student 

responses were appropriate to the setting. Quite often 

they related text information to real situations. Some 

instances of inappropriate responses were evident in the 

discussion lesson. These inappropriate responses were 

usually inappropriate because they were contributed at the 

wrong time. 

Individual comparisons: Teacher C. Student responses 

were usually related to the text. Their responses were 

long, detailed recounts of ideas in the text or ideas 

related to real experiences. 

After a discussion of relevant text information, the 

teacher reviewed the "focus on comprehension" questions. 

Quite often students' responses were "Hey, we went over 

this. Why are we doing it again?" Their responses were 

justifiable. 

When a student's response was inappropriate, what was 

evident from observations and videotapes was the teacher's 

change in pitch and the repetition of an inappropriate 

response. Two examples are presented below. 
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DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY 

Teacher C and her reading group were discussing 

information about Mt. Fuji. In transcript #1, the topic 

focused on what good things Mt. Fuji had left for farmers. 

In transcript #2, the teacher and students were discussing 

Mt Fuji as a tourist attraction. 

Transcript #1: 

146.*T: 

147. K: 

Kirby, what was this farmer so thankful for about 
Mt. Fuji? 

That it doesn't erupt anymore. 

148. Ss: (laugh) 

149.*T: We don't need to laugh. We need to make sure 
Kirby knows what exactly he read. 

Note: *indicates teacher (T); Ss (students); K is a 
student in the focussed reading group. 

Transcript #2 

225. *T: Why was it so hard to go up there? 

226. A: Forest was so thick. 

227. *T: Forest? (high pitched voice) 

228. A: I mean the hot lava. 

229. *T: The lava? (high pitched voice) 
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230. N: Lava? It doesn't erupt anymore. 

Note: *indicates teacher (T); A and N are students in 
the focussed reading group. 

INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY 

These transcripts provide evidence of inappropriate 

student responses, in terms of content, and how it was 

handled by the teacher. 

In transcript one, the teacher elicited a response 

from a student and received an unexpected response. This 

appeared to be an appropriate and practical response which 

the students possibly viewed as being witty. The teacher 

(#149) reprimanded the stUdents for laughing as denoted in 

her tone of voice and use of language. She evaluated the 

student's response as being inappropriate. 

In transcript #2, a student explained why Mt. Fuji was 

difficult to climb (226). The teacher judged the response 

inappropriate by repeating the student's response with a 

rising pitch. The student's second reason (228) was also 

evaluated as being inappropriate. The teacher and one 

student negatively evaluated her response. 

In both examples, the teacher pattern was evident. 

Whenever an inappropriate response, in terms of content, 

was made, the teacher reacted by repeating the 

inappropriate response and changing the pitch in her voice. 



This sanctioned the response and was followed by the 

students' evaluation through laughter. 
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Individual comparisons: Teacher D. Most often 

students' responses included content that the teacher's 

elicitations requested. From observations and 

transcriptions, their responses were ones that related teAt 

information to real experiences or to ideas learned from 

other sources. In an interview, the teacher stated, "I can 

usually tell they are listening by the questions they ask." 

Throughout the discussion, one student frequently made 

elicitations at an inappropriate time. His elicitations 

were usually ignored. 

Summary of Appropriateness of Responses. No major 

differences were found in the ways and degree that student 

responses were appropriate to the setting. Responses to 

teacher elicitations for all teachers were frequently 

appropriate in content and in social forms. In each class, 

there were cases of inappropriate responses by particular 

students. In Teacher C's class, when responses were 

inappropriate in content, students were informed by the 

teacher's change in pitch. In Teacher A, B, and D's class, 

cases of inappropriate responses in social form were 

ignored or sanctioned. 
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Summary of Research Question 2 

Group Comparisons: Teachers Who Adhered to Basal 

Reader Material and Instruction and Teachers Who Did Not. 

No major differences were found when teachers who adhered 

closely to basal material and instruction were compared to 

teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal material 

and instruction in terms of teacher elicitations, use of 

student contributions, teacher support, student 

contributions and appropriateness of student responses. 

However, sUbstantial differences were found between teacher 

groups in the ways students gained access to discussion. 

Individual teachers within each group were found to 

have qualitatively and quantitatively different 

participation structures in their reading discussion 

lessons. Differences were found in how they allocated 

turns, the amount of student elicitations, how they 

supported student ideas, the types of student initiations, 

and the amount of student initiations to teacher 

initiations. For example, Teacher A sanctioned the most 

student contributions; Teacher B incorporated the largest 

percent of student contributions; Teacher C used retellings 

to support student ideas and students in Teacher D's 

reading group contributed metaprocess elicitations. 



154 

Research Question 3: How are Participation structures 
Related to Reading Comprehension as Measured by Retellings? 

To answer this question, the analyses of 

participation structures presented in questions number one 

and two will be discussed for each teacher. Then a 

discussion of the results from the analysis of retellings 

will be presented. Together, they will contribute toward 

the answer to this question. 

Participation structures within Reading Discussions 

Classroom A. In Classroom A, the teacher controlled 

and monitored the discussion lesson and students were 

passive participants. student talk was restricted to 

responding to teacher elicitations when they were 

individually called upon. Teacher A made product 

elicitations which asked for a short answer or one word 

responses. When students responded, they read answers 

directly from their books or notebooks. Students made few 

elicitations, and these elicitations were either 

sanctioned, bound off or ignored by the teacher. 

Table 13 presents the frequency of teacher- and 

student-initiated sequences. Of all initiated sequences, 

81.3% were teacher-initiated sequences while 18.8% were 

student-initiated sequences. Teacher talk dominated in 

this classroom. 



Table 13. Frequency of Teacher- and Student-Initiated Sequences (Total Number of 
Sequences = 32). 

Teacher-Initated 
Sequences 

Elicitation 

Informative 

Directive 

other 

TOTAL 

Number % 

23 71.9 

3 9.4 

26 81.3 

Classroom A 

Student-Initiated 
Sequences 

Elicitation 

Informative 

Directive 

other 

TOTAL 

Number % 

2 6.3 

4 12.5 

6 18.8 

I-' 
U1 
U1 
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Classroom B. In Classroom B, the discussion was 

dominated by teacher-initiated sequences and based on text 

questions. Most teacher elicitations were product 

elicitations. Teacher B incorporated many student 

contributions, and most student initiations were 

informatives. students were frequently nominated to speak, 

but they were also invited to reply or to bid for the 

floor. Student responses were usually appropriate in 

content and social form. 

The frequency of teacher- and student-initiated 

sequences during the reading discussion lesson is 

illustrated in Table 14. Teacher-initiated sequences 

occurred 78.1 % of the time while student-initiated 

sequences occurred 21.9% of the time. Teacher talk 

dominated the reading discussion lesson. 

Classroom C. In Classroom C, the students appeared to 

be familiar with the way the reading discussion was 

organized. Teacher elicitations were usually product 

elicitations. Teacher C presented elicitations in a pace 

and tone of voice that stressed the importance of 

understanding the question as well as providing ideas from 

the text that answered the question. When students 

contributed, their contributions were mainly informatives. 

A few process elicitations were contributed by students 

during the discussion lesson. These student contributions 



Table 14. Frequency of Teacher- and Student-Initiated Sequences (Total Number of 
Sequences = 114). 

Teacher-Initated 
Sequences 

Elicitation 

Informative 

Directive 

other 

TOTAL 

Number % 

80 70.2 

4 3.5 

5 4.4 

89 78.1 

Classroom B 

Student-Initiated 
Sequences 

Elicitation 

Informative 

Directive 

other 

TOTAL 

Number % 

2 1.8 

23 20.2 

25 21.9 

I-' 
U1 
-...] 
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were either bound off or incorporated in the discussion. 

Teacher C encouraged students to speak, and students were 

seen as active participants in the reading discussion. 

They were given opportunities to practice oral and written 

retellings. 

The distribution of teacher-and student-initiated 

sequences during the reading discussion lesson appear in 

Table 15. Of all initiated sequences, 86.8% were teacher

initiated sequences while 13.3% were student-initiated 

sequences. Teacher talk dominated the discussion lesson. 

Classroom D. In Classroom D, teacher and students 

were actively engaged in their discussion. Teacher D spoke 

at a fast but quiet tone. students also spoke at a fast 

pace in overlapping or latching talk. They initiated almost 

as much talk as the teacher and these initiations were 

typically choice elicitations. Although student 

contributions were bound off by the teacher, some 

contributions were incorporated. Teacher D encouraged 

student participation by inviting anyone to respond 

throughout the discussion lesson. 

The frequency of teacher-and student-initiated 

sequences appear in Table 16. During the reading 

discussion lesson, 62.6% of all initiated sequences were 

teacher-initiated sequences while 37.5% were student

initiated sequences. students made elicitations 30% of the 



Table 15. Frequency of Teacher- and Student-Initiated Sequences (Total Number of 
Sequences = 98). 

Teacher-Initated 
Sequences 

Elicitation 

Informative 

Directive 

other 

TOTAL 

Number % 

79 80.6 

3 3.1 

3 3.1 

85 86.8 

Classroom C 

Student-Initiated 
Sequences 

Elicitation 

Informative 

Directive 

other 

TOTAL 

Number % 

4 4.1 

9 9.2 

13 13.3 

~ 
U1 
1.0 



Table 16. Frequency of Teacher- and Student-Initiated Sequences (Total Number of 
Sequences = SO). 

Teacher-Initated 
Sequences 

Elicitation 

Informative 

Directive 

other 

TOTAL 

Number 

35 

12 

3 

50 

% 

43.S 

15.0 

3.S 

62.6 

Classroom D 

Student-Initiated 
Sequences 

Elicitation 

Informative 

Directive 

other 

TOTAL 

Number % 

23 30.0 

7 7.5 

30 37.5 

I-' 
m 
o 
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time while Teacher D elicited from students 43.8% of the 

time. Teacher and student talk during the discussion 

lesson were nearly equal. The results suggest that students 

were being given opportunities to speak during the reading 

discussion lesson. 

Findings from Retellings for Reading Groups 

Table 17 indicates the mean scores of students' 

retellings for each reading group discussion. 

Classroom A. Teacher A's reading group received 

retelling mean scores of 4.67 on Text-based Comprehension, 

4.40 on Reader's Response and Reaction to Text, 5.40 on 

Reader's Language Fluency, and 14.47 in total mean score. 

Their total mean score was the lowest of all four reading 

groups. 

Classroom B. In classroom B, retelling mean scores of 

students' retellings were Text-based Comprehension (5.09), 

Reader Response and Reaction to Text (4.09), Language Use 

(5.59), and total mean (14.77). Students in Classroom B 

received the second lowest total mean score of all four 

reading groups. 

Classroom C. In classroom C, mean scores of students' 

retellings for the three domains were Text-based 

comprehension (7.80), Reader Response and Reaction to Text 

(5.88), Language Use (7.82), and total (21.50). Students 



Table 17. Mean Scores of Students' Retellings 

Text-based Readers' 
Compo Response 
(1-4) (5-8) 

Mean Mean 

For entire sample 6.01 5.11 
(Missing = 0) 

Teachers 

A 4.67 4.40 

B 5.09 4.09 

C 7.80 5.88 

0 5.75 6.83 

Language 
Use 
(9-12) 

Total 
Mean Mean 

6.50 17.62 

5.40 14.47 

5.59 14.77 

7.82 21.50 

7.08 19.67 

N 

180 

30 

66 

60 

24 

I-' 
~ 

'" 



in Classroom C received the highest total mean scores of 

all four reading groups. 
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plassroom D. Mean scores of students' retellings for 

the three domains were Text-based Comprehension (5.75), 

Reader Response and Reaction (6.83), Language Use (7.08), 

and total (19.67). Students in Classroom D received the 

second highest total mean scores of all reading groups. 

A one-way analysis of variance and Tukey's HSD were 

used to further analyze student retelling mean scores. The 

results showed significant differences (p < .05) between 

Teacher C and Teachers' A, B, and D on Text-based 

Comprehension. Significant differences (p < .05) were 

found between Teacher C and Teacher B and between Teacher D 

and Teachers' A and B on Reader's Response and Reaction. 

There were significant differences (p < .05) between 

Teacher C and Teachers' A and B and between Teacher D and 

Teachers' A and B on Language Use. 

Summary of Research Question 3 

Teachers were found to have qualitatively and 

quantitatively different participation structures. In 

Classroom A, the teacher controlled and monitored content 

in the discussion lesson. Students provided minimal 

responses when called upon. The total mean retelling score 

for the reading group was the lowest of all four teachers. 

In Classroom B, the teacher dominated the discussion and 
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requested students to respond to text questions. The total 

mean score of student retellings for the reading group was 

the second lowest of all four teachers. Teacher C 

encouraged students to talk and'to organize their thoughts 

through retellings. The total mean retelling score for her 

reading group was the highest of all four teachers, perhaps 

due to that group's experiences with retellings. In 

Teacher D's discussion lesson, students were actively 

engaged and generated many questions. The total mean 

retelling score for the reading group was the second 

highest of all four teachers (Table 13). Students in this 

group were used to presenting their ideas and responding in 

discussions, which may be related to their scores in the 

Reader Response and Language Use sections of the retelling 

profile. 

Variability existed in the participation structures 

within the reading discussion lessons of the four teachers. 

These differences in participation structures seem related 

to differences in the quality of retellings. Retellings 

tended to be of a poorer quality in discussion lessons 

where students passively participated. Retellings tended to 

be of a higher quality when students actively participated 

in the discussion lesson. The findings suggest that 

participation structures found in the reading discussion 

lessons of individual teachers seemed.to affect the quality 
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of retellings. Moreover, students in the reading 

discussion lessons of teachers who did not adhere as 

closely to basal reader material and instruction received 

higher retelling scores than students in the reading 

discussion lessons of teachers who adhered closely to basal 

reader material and instruction. The degree of teacher 

adherence to basal instruction appeared to influence the 

quality of student retellings. 

Discussion 

The most revealing finding was that, although the 

study was conducted in schools with bilingual, 

multicultural and multilingual teachers and students, the 

participation structures found in these Guam classrooms 

appear no different from the participation structures found 

in most American classrooms. In terms of the questions 

being explored in this dissertation, sensitivity to the 

linguistic and cultural background of Guamanian students 

was not evident. 

Interestingly, there were no instances of the use of 

the Chamorro language in all reading discussion lessons 

even though two of the four teachers and the students, 

particularly those in Classroom D, were Chamorro speakers. 

No instances of codeswitching were observed; student 

retellings were rendered in English only. One explanation 

for this English only practice might be that teachers, 
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students and school administrators have formulated their 

own ideas about what the school language "should" be. 

Another explanation might be the colonial perspective which 

favored the exclusive use of English instruction at the 

expense of the native language. 

All teachers in this study used the basal readers and 

their instruction proceeded in a similar manner: 1) 

presentation of unfamiliar vocabulary; 2) silent reading; 

3) discussion of text using text-based questions; and 4) 

skillspack seatwork. Only one teacher used other sources 

such as the globe and additional reading material to 

clarify the concepts in the basal textbook. 

The teacher and student interviews, which appear 

below, present individual views about reading and the use 

of basal readers. The information reveals the reading 

model used by each teacher and explains why participation 

structures were organized as they were in each reading 

discussion lesson. Students' responses to the question by 

the researcher, "What would you like to happen differently 

in reading?" follow three teacher interview questions. It 

was intended to provide their reaction to the teacher's 

reading instruction practices. 

Teacher A: 

What is your definition of Reading? 



[Reading is] teaching children how to read and 
the skills necessary to improve their reading. 

How much do you use the basal manual? 

without the manual [laughs] that manual has to be 
next to me because without it [laughs]. 

Describe your reading program. 

What about it? Oh, what goes first? I have my 
kids define the words first. Then we go over it 
the following day. [We] use them in a sentence. 
Um ••• what else ••. that's it for the 
vocabulary. That's the beginning part. Of 
course we have to go over that. Then we read the 
story. Then I follow that comprehension skills 
at the bottom. After each page you know you're 
supposed to ask these questions. Then at the end 
of the story, I have them answer the "focus on 
comprehension" written down. That's it for 
comprehension. Actually, my group, I have a 
pretty good group so I really don't see any 
problems as far as comprehension. Then, followed 
by the skills in that story. 
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What would you like to happen differently in reading 
[to students]? 

The only time we answer is the focus on 
comprehension. No more work, no comprehension, 
no definitions, no checkpoint, no school. 

Teacher A's reading discussion consisted of the 

questions at the end of the text which required simple 

recall of the text content. Students passively 

participated during the discussion and responded primarily 

when they were called upon. More time was spent on 

vocabulary words and skillspack than on text content. In a 

discussion with Teacher A, she mentioned that her goal was 

to complete the unit. The students' interview responses 

indicate that students viewed reading as work and learning 
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isolated skills. Retelling scores were the lowest of the 

four reading groups. 

Teacher B: 

What is your definition of Reading? 

Reading is the interpretation of written symbols 
in a meaningful way. Meaningful in a sense that 
one values the joys of reading, becomes a 
"critical" thinker, develops his/her range of 
vocabulary, etc. 

How much do you use the basal manual? 

Intensely. Yes, I use it. I guess that's what I 
base myself on. 

Describe your reading program. 

Basically we begin off, start out with vocabulary 
or concepts that are---I know the kids won't be 
familiar with. We try to introduce that. Then 
we get into the story. I use different ways. 
They can read one time, they can read orally 
cause I monitor also their oral reading skills. 
And then it could be silent reading or where they 
would read first, and I'll pose some questions 
before they go off so they come back and discuss 
questions. sometimes it would be just from the 
book where there are questions at the end where 
they'd read it and come back where we'd go over 
them. Then after that, we get into some kind of 
an activity that is like a culminating activity 
for that lesson and to reinforce concepts--art 
activity, poetry. And then we do get into some 
skills that are being taught for that story. 
That's basically what it is. 

What would you like to happen differently in reading 
[to students]? 

No homework, no seatwork, no focus on 
comprehension, no checkpoint. Everything to be 
reading. 
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Teacher B based the discussion around the text 

questions. students responded to the questions bringing in 

a large amount of background information. Teacher B was 

skillful at incorporating their responses as the discussion 

developed. However, the discussion was always pulled back 

to the text-based questions, and talk was dominated by the 

teacher. 

students expressed their dislike for busy work and 

would prefer "everything to be reading." The students' 

responses revealed that a large portion of reading time was 

spent writing answers to text questions instead of 

developing meaning by interacting with their reading group 

about the text. 

Teacher c: 

What is your definition of reading? 

Reading is the root to success; builds children's 
interest and attitude; literacy; act of 
interpreting printed word and the basic tool of 
education; one of the most important skills in 
the everyday life; reading opens the door to 
learning and enjoyment because we can share the 
knowledge and life of people of today and the 
past throughout the world. Reading provides 
continuous self-improvement and enjoyment. 

How much do you use the basal manual? 

The teacher manual, it really helps a lot but it, 
if I go through step by step, it takes a long 
time. It's a pretty lengthy process. I pick up 
some things that I like, and then if I think that 
they have good suggestions, I use that. We just 
don't have the time. The other thing is kids 



know what they're suppose to know, why dwell on 
it? 

Describe your reading program. 

start with vocabulary development. We discuss 
vocabulary. Some words--they don't know. Most 
of the words the kids already know so I ask what 
it is--Iet them explain, instead of giving 
answer. If difficulty arises, ask them to go 
back to the glossary. Use sort of like semantic 
mapping. For example, if we have water-
different things--what are its uses. We get so 
carried away. Kids go crazy over it. Long time 
just for vocabulary. Take whole reading time. 
Go over each of the words. Tell me what it 
means. After that read a story. Comprehension 
is not hard. Not having difficulty, content not 
hard, I ask different levels of questions. Then 
we go over the back--focus on comprehension. 
summarizes the whole story, they say "hey, we 
went over this. Why are we doing it again?" 
After we do that we go over skills pack with 
charts of course. Most of time be able to do it 
without difficulty. 
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What would you like to happen differently in reading 
[to students]? 

Do retellings, projects, art, make a book report 
about it. 

Teacher C's reading discussion began like all the 

other discussion lessons. However, students were 

encouraged to retell while others listened. This practice 

allowed students to demonstrate their comprehension and 

organization of ideas. Students in classroom C received 

the highest retellings of the four groups perhaps due to 

the group's experiences with retellings. 

The students in Classroom C responded with various 

ideas for what they would like to happen differently in 
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reading. students did not respond as Teachers A and B's 

students with no more work and no more definitions. 

Rather, they responded with enthusiasm for more activities 

such as retellings, art, and other reading projects. 

Observation notes indicate that Teacher C utilized 

activities that actively involved students in learning. 

Teacher D: 

What is your definition of reading? 

[Reading is] comprehension--(l) being able to get 
main idea, (2) being able to understand how the 
events in a story flow together (sequencing). 

How much do you use the basal manual? 

Unfortunately, I use it. That's a hard question 
because I think I use it a lot but am slowly 
realizing that I shouldn't depend on it as much 
as I do. I think that I use it a lot because I 
know my kids have to finish this level 11 or 
level 9 test and that is in our school system. 
The only way they're going to be thought of as 
being up to par in reading---and that's the 
extent that I kind of fit it into the program. 

Describe your reading program. 

We usually start every story the same. 
Background information and vocabulary. Two 
notebooks: (1) vocabulary notebook and (2) 
wordbook. The wordbook has list of words. After 
silent reading by themselves--we rarely do oral 
reading--we mostly just discuss the stories. And 
I don't follow the questions in the book. I just 
ask main ideas of stories mostly because of time. 
Every once in a while I'll have them do 
comprehension questions at the end of the book. 
They do it as collaborative work--work together, 
discuss and actually write answers individually 
after they discuss. Usually time set aside to 
work on skills. with isolated skills, I'm 
beginning to feel they're not really that 



important to the reading process. But I also 
know that they--realistically--they are tested in 
these skills to get out of this book so that it 
needs to be covered. I try to have more writing 
time not as successful as I would like. We have 
a writing assignment due for the week. 
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What would you like to happen differently in reading 
[to students]? 

More questions, more questions being answered, 
put different people in different books, read 
other books, make the reading time longer, a 
higher book, forget about the levels and just 
read the book. 

Teacher D created an atmosphere that invited students to 

participate. students contributed many personal 

experiences about the topic ;'volcanos" which the teacher 

related to text content. They generated many questions and 

responded in discussion, and this may be related their high 

retelling scores in the areas of reader response and 

language use. 

students' positive responses to the researcher's 

interview question indicate that they enjoyed discussions. 

This was most likely due to Teacher D's "inviting" way of 

teaching. They would prefer to read "different" books 

without being assigned to a specific level. The students' 

responses were interesting because they expressed their 

sentiments about basal reading level placement. 

The information gathered from student/teacher 

interviews and the results of this study reveal that most 

of the teachers based their teaching around the basal 
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reader manual. They felt they needed a guide to show them 

the way. Even when they had developed positive views about 

teaching and learning, Teacher 0, for example, stated that 

"realistically they are tested in these skills to get out 

of this book so that it needs to be covered." 

The adoption of an island-wide basal reading program 

and other textbooks, for that matter, restricts the 

teacher's rights to choose instructional materials that are 

mos·t appropriate for his/her students. Furthermore, the 

procedures typically suggested by basal reader publishers 

standardizes teaching and discourages diversity, 

flexibility, and creativity of teachers and students 

(Goodman et al., 1988). These points need to be given 

serious attention especially when the students in these 

different classrooms unanimously agree that there should be 

uno focus on comprehension", "no skillspack", "no 

seatwork", and "forget about levels and just read." 

Students appear to be expressing boredom with routine and a 

desire for diversity. Their positive statements show their 

enthusiasm about reading (e.g., do projects, art, 

retellings, make reading time longer). 

Culturally appropriate strategies were not obvious in 

these classrooms with the exception of Teacher D's. Au & 

Mason (1983) suggested that to facilitate academic learning 

by culturally different children, it may be important to 
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determine how participation structures in classroom lessons 

are congruent with students' background experiences. 

studies in ethnically diverse settings reviewed in the 

literature have suggested that the organization of social 

interaction in instruction has important consequences for 

students (e.g., Philips, 1972; Au, 1980; Guilfoyle, 1988). 

In addition, studies have suggested that minimal 

adaptations by the teacher in the direction of 

participation structures that are culturally congruent with 

the communicative traditions found at home may facilitate 

learning (e.g., Heath, 1982; Shultz, Florio, & Erickson, 

1982; Clay, 1985). 

Chamorro students were the majority group found in all 

reading groups with the exception of Classroom C. (Refer to 

Tables 1 and 2 in Chapter 4). In what follows, the 

cultural aspects of the Chamorro group as they relate to 

the structures found within the reading discussion groups 

are presented. The researcher acknowledges that there were 

other cultural groups within the reading discussion. The 

second largest group were the Filipino students who share 

similar interaction structures with the Chamorro group. 

The researcher believes that the interpretations would be 

applicable to the Filipino population as well. 

The Chamorro group is a group-oriented society. 

Activities typically are accomplished in group cooperation. 
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People celebrate, pray, and mourn together. within 

conversations, one person does not get and hold the floor. 

It is shared with others who jointly accomplish the 

conversation. 

In Classrooms' C and D, students gained access to talk 

by being invited to reply or to bid for the floor. 

Although, students were nominated individually at times, 

this was not the primary manner in which they received 

turns at talk. By allowing an open form to elicitations, 

situations were created for children to contribute. Mlat 

was particularly evident in classroom D, where Teacher D 

was of Chamorro ethnicity, was the joint, overlapping and 

latching talk as students constructed responses to teacher 

elicitations. Teacher D was not bothered by this type of 

behavior which suggests that she was responding to 

culturally acceptable patterns of talk. 

The students in Classroom D were displaying culturally 

appropriate Chamorro behavior. By allowing anyone to 

respond in ways that were most comfortable, Teacher D had 

created an atmosphere where students generated many 

questions and provided informatives during the reading 

discussion. Joint performances in talk among Hawaiian 

children has been discussed extensively in the works of Au 

and Mason (1981). In their study, Teacher LC (low contact) 

used participation structures which were commonly used with 
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the mainstream culture; the major structure required 

students to wait to be called on to speak. Teacher HC 

(high contact) used a different participation structure: 

one which allowed children to share turns in joint 

performance. Much higher levels of achievement were found 

in Teacher HC's classroom because interaction was 

consistent with the children's culture. 

Teachers who come from the same cultural and 

linguistic background should be at an advantage as compared 

to those who are not. But being of the same cultural and 

linguistic background does not guarantee a positive 

attitude toward the children and their background. Within 

Teacher A's and B's discussions, for example, the practice 

of individually nominating students to respond was quite 

common. There were many instances where students who were 

called upon did not answer or responded quietly and 

cautiously. This behavior was also reported in an 

interview with Teacher B particularly as she attempted to 

involve students who had remained passive throughout the 

discussion. Boggs' (1985) discussed the use of direct 

questions with children in the Hawaiian society. He stated 

that children are taught early neither to make demands of 

nor to direct questions to parents. Furthermore, Boggs 

stated that "direct questions are llsed when a parent is 

about to punish in order to accuse a child of wrong-doing, 
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and to extract from the child's own lips the incriminating 

evidence" (p. 69). Based on my observations and 

participation as a native Chamorro, similar uses of 

questions when speaking to children are present in the 

Chamorro society. 

This analysis has some implications for teachers. The 

findings in this study suggest that it may be more 

advantageous for teachers, such as Teachers A and B, to 

minimize individual nominations and increase invitations to 

reply or bid if student par~icipation is to be encouraged. 

A commonality found across Classrooms B, C and D was 

the fact that students related various personal experiences 

as they discussed the topic "volcanos". Most student

generated questions and informatives were related to the 

topic and had substance. But the concern is why this did 

not happen in Classroom A. Although the expository text 

was selected because students would be able to relate their 

experiences and interest to its content, there was minimal 

interaction and no personal experiences were shared as the 

reading discussion developed in Classroom A. Teacher A 

appeared to be more concerned with control and getting 

through the content than with supporting reading 

comprehension. She utilized participation structures 

suggested by the basal reader company; structures which are 

not appropriate for these island children. 
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Mangubhai (1991) shared substantive information about 

the use of personal experiences that Pacific children bring 

to the Western educational system. He stated, 

A boy or girl learned how to fish by going out 
fishing with fishermen or fisherwomen and 
modelling their behavior on those of the experts. 
Modern western educational system, on the other 
hand, takes children away from the daily life and 
puts them into institutions where much of the 
teaching and learning that takes place is 
divorced from life outside the institutional 
walls and where particular personal experiences, 
especially those that are outside the mainstream 
middle-class values, are less important than 
broader more generalizable ones. Hence, students 
who can only operate within the parameters of 
personal experiences, who only interpret what is 
read in the light of their own personal 
experiences find it difficult to cope with school 
tasks that ask them to look at knowledge as an 
artifact, to be discussed, evaluated and 
judgements made about it (p. 7). 

Personal experiences related to the topic of volcanos were 

typically recognized and incorporated within Teacher B's, 

C's and D's reading discussion. Text content became 

meaningful only when familiar experiences were related to 

text information. 

within the Chamorro society, conversations are not 

usually initiated by children. Furthermore, in the company 

of adults, children are seen but not heard. Their presence 

is accept0d but participation in conversations among 

adults, especially when not addressed, is unacceptable 

behavior. within the company of adults, if attention or a 



question is directed to them, children typically remain 

quiet and shy. 
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Although a Chamorro literate system now exists, this 

is an oral society. Opportunities to speak are limited to 

answering adult questions or participating in conversations 

with siblings and peers. Most child talk takes place among 

peers. 

In Classroom D, the students generated many questions. 

This was unexpected behavior because children in this 

society listen to rather than ask the questions. Being 

fully aware of this, Teacher D took advantage of the 

opportunity to respond positively to these initiatives as a 

way of encouraging the students to talk more. In her 

interview, she discussed her attempts to encourage talk in 

the classroom. 

The teacher's attempt to recognize and incorporate 

children's initiations appears to be an instructional 

practice that is necessary if reading comprehension is to 

take place. Ramirez (1991) reported that in three bilingual 

education programs for language minority children, teachers 

did most of the talking in classrooms and students produced 

language only when they were working directly with a 

teacher, and then only in response to teacher initiations. 

Teachers in all three programs offered a passive language 

learning environment, limiting student opportunities to 



produce language and develop more complex language and 

thinking skills. 
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Within the reading discussions of these four teachers, 

there were participation structures that maximized 

opportunities for successful outcomes, specifically reading 

comprehension measured through retellings. The results of 

this study suggest that there are strong relationships 

between participation structures and reading comprehension 

and that the role that language and culture play within 

classroom participation structures must be recognized in 

the teaching-learning process. 

The findings for these questions should be interpreted 

with discretion. The contrast groups (teachers who adhered 

closely to basal reader material and instruction and 

teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal reader 

material and instruction) may not have been the most 

appropriate sample selection. Both groups used basal 

readers to a large extent, and therefore, great differences 

between groups were not found. In addition, the sample 

size and time differences between reading discussion 

lessons which could not be controlled by the researcher 

could be responsible for not allowing sUbstantial 

differences to occur. Individual teacher differences were 

more explicit and describable. A case study approach would 



181 

have allowed a more detailed examination of classroom 

interaction patterns that influenced reading comprehension. 
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Chapter 6 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents a summary of 1) the problem, 2) 

research relevant to the study, 3) design and procedures, 

and 4) major findings. Then conclusions, implications and 

recommendations of this study are presented. 

The Problem 

The purpose of this study was to explore the 

relationship between participation structures and reading 

comprehension of fourth-grade Guamanian students. The 

specific research questions addressed were 

1. What participation structures are present during 

reading discussions with Guamanian children? 

a. Teacher 

1. How does the teacher elicit information from 

students? 

2. In what ways does the teacher make use of 

contributions in succeeding responses? 

3. In what ways does the teacher help children 

focus, clarify, and expand on their ideas? 



b. Students 

1. How do students get access to the 

discussion? 

2. What do students contribute to the 

discussion? 

3. In what ways and to what degree are 

students' responses appropriate to the 

setting? 

183 

2. What differences exist in the participation structures 

of teachers who adhere closely to basal reader 

material and instruction and teachers who do not? 

a. Teacher 

1. How does the teacher elicit information from 

students? 

2. In what ways does the teacher make use of 

student contributions in succeeding 

responses? 

3. In what ways does the teacher help children 

focus, clarify, and expand on their ideas? 

b. Students 

1. How do students get access to the 

discussion? 

2. What do students contribute to the 

discussion? 



3. In what ways and to what degree are 

students' responses appropriate to the 

setting? 

3. How are participation structures related to reading 

comprehension as measured by retellings? 

Research Relevant to the study 
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Research was reviewed which was relevant to the 

present study. Relevant research included theoretical and 

methodological perspectives and related research on 

participation structures as seen in studies of a) 

multiethnic groups, b) social and cognitive contexts in 

reading groups, c) Micronesian classrooms. 

Theory and research in sociolinguistics has provided a 

conceptual framework through which the interpersonal and 

intrapersonal aspects of reading/literacy in educational 

settings can be explored (Green & Weade, 1987). The theory 

extends our ability to explore the nature of demands for 

participation in instructional activities (Green, Harker &, 

Golden, 1987). Participation structures as defined by 

Philips (1972) are marked by ways of speaking, ways of 

listening, ways of getting the floor and holding it, and 

ways of leading and following it. The present study 

utilized the information discussed in the theoretical 

constructs to explore the interaction of Guamanian 

students during the reading discussion. 
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The social organization of discussion has important 

consequences for student learning. A number of studies 

have focused on participation structures present in homes 

and schools with students from different backgrounds 

(Philips, 1972; Au, 1980; Clay, 1985). These studies 

suggest that adaptations of the teacher in the direction of 

participation structures that are culturally congruent with 

the interactional styles learned at home may facilitate 

learning. other researchers have looked at the nature of 

instructional influence on reading development (Allington, 

1977; Board, 1982; Collins, 1986); oral language patterns 

of students during reading lessons (Durkin, 1978-79; 

Hoffman, 1981; Eder, 1982); and the differences in 

processes involved in developing reading comprehension 

(Green, 1977; Au & Kawakami, 1984). These studies suggest 

that by improving teacher/child collaboration, children 

will have access to quality instruction that is necessary 

to the development of reading comprehension. Studies 

conducted in Micronesia focused on learning styles (Tkel, 

1990), oral participation (Womack & Habuchman, 1990), and 

oral language proficiency (Spencer, Palomo, & Vela, 1987) 

of Micronesian students. The studies suggest that 

strategies for encouraging first and second language 

interactions and accommodating student interactional 

preferences (e.g., peer or individual) are necessary for 
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improving the classroom environment. The present study 

continues the investigation of participation structures and 

their relationship to reading comprehension in a 

multilingual and multicultural setting. 

Design and Procedures 

The investigation was conducted in one central and two 

southern district schools in Guam. Four fourth grade 

teachers and their level 11 reading groups which were 

determined by the teacher prior to the study participated 

in the study. The reading groups varied in size. The 

teachers had at least seven years of teaching experience 

and were identified by the researcher as being either 

teachers who adhered closely to basal reader material and 

instruction or teachers who did not adhere as closely to 

basal reader material and instruction. 

Three reading discussion lessons using expository 

texts were observed, audio- and videotaped in each of these 

classes during the months of November 1989 to April 1990. 

The three texts used during the lessons were preselected by 

the researcher, of comparable length, had not been 

previously read by the students, and captured the interests 

of fourth grade students. Of the three discussion lessons 

for each teacher, one was selected for in depth analyses. 

In order to obtain naturally occurring data, the 

teachers were instructed to teach their lessons following 
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their usual procedures. No attempt was made to alter 

delivery of instruction. In addition, videotaping 

instructions were given to each teacher and their students 

in order to reduce reactivity effects. 

The major method of data collection was through 

videotaping. In addition, observations, interviews, and 

retellings were collected and served as additional data 

sources in this study. 

To analyze the data collected, transcriptions of the 

reading discussions, interviews, and oral retellings were 

constructed from the audio- or videotapes. Transcriptions 

were coded to identify the participation structures found 

in the reading discussion. Mehan's procedures (1979) were 

used to analyze turn-allocation and speech act procedures. 

In addition, retellings were analyzed utilizing the 

retelling profile developed by Mitchell and Irwin (1991). 

From the results, quantitative and qualitative 

analyses were conducted to identify similarities and 

differences among the four reading discussion lessons in 

the use of elicitations, use of student contributions, 

teacher support, access to discussion, appropriateness of 

responses and the relationship between these participation 

structures and retellings. Transcripts, observation notes, 

and student and teacher interviews were used to answer the 

research questions. 



Major Findings 

Although the study was conducted in schools with 

bilingual, multicultural and multilingual teachers and 

students, the participation structures found in the four 

classrooms appeared no different from the participation 
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structures found in most American classrooms. In terms of 

the questions being explored in this dissertation, 

sensitivity to the linguistic and cultural background of 

Guamanian students was not evident. 

The findings based on the three major questions 

follow. 

Participation structures Present During 
Reading Discussions with Guamanian Children 

Differences existed in the participation structures in 

reading discussions with Guamanian children. The aggregate 

scores of teachers indicated that teachers frequently made 

product elicitations which required one word or short 

answer responses. The majority of student contributions 

were bound off, that is teachers responded briefly and then 

moved on to another topic. Teachers did not typically 

pursue student initiations. students gained access to 

discussion by being invited to reply or by being 

individually nominated. Most student initiations were 

informatives, and their responses to teacher elicitations 

were often appropriate in content as well as social form. 



Differences in the Participation structures of 
Teachers Who Adhered Closely to Basal Reader 
Material and Instruction and Teachers Who Did Not 
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Teacher Elicitations. No major differences were found 

in how teachers elicited information from students when 

teachers who adhered to basal material and instruction were 

compared to teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal 

reader material and instruction. Product elicitations were 

the most frequent types of elicitations and no metaprocess 

elicitations were made in the reading discussion lessons of 

both groups of teachers. In addition, teachers who did not 

adhere as closely to basal reader material and instruction 

made more process elicitations than teachers who adhered to 

basal reader material and instruction. Individual teacher 

findings indicated that product elicitations were the most 

common type of elicitations made during reading discussion 

lessons with Teacher B initiating more product elicitations 

than any other teacher. Process elicitations were made by 

Teachers' B, C and D but not by Teacher A. 

Use of Student contributions. No major differences 

were found in the ways teachers made use of student 

contributions when teachers who adhered to basal material 

and instruction were compared to teachers who did not 

adhere as closely. Both groups of teachers bound off and 

incorporated student contributions during the discussion 
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lesson. Individual teacher differences existed. Teachers' 

B, C and D incorporated some student responses with the 

exception of Teacher A. Teacher B incorporated the largest 

percent of student contribution while the other teachers 

frequently bound off student contributions. Teacher A was 

the only teacher who sanctioned student contributions. 

Teacher Support. No major differences were found in 

the ways teachers helped children focus, clarify and expand 

on their ideas when teachers who adhered closely to basal 

reader materials and instruction were compared to teachers 

who did not adhere as closely. All teachers frequently 

requested one word or short-answer responses to 

elicitations. Individual teachers supported ideas 

differently. Minimal support was given by Teacher A. 

Teacher B incorporated student ideas in her proceeding 

responses and encouraged students to elaborate on their 

ideas. Teacher C provided opportunities for students to 

retell, and it was through retellings that students were 

encouraged to show their understanding of the text. In 

addition, other students were encouraged to listen to 

retellings and to extend the ideas presented by the 

reteller or to ask for clarification of information. 

Teacher D appeared to support student ideas by providing 

informative responses to their choice elicitations. 
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Access to Discussion. Differences were found in how 

students gained access to discussion. Teachers who adhered 

closely to basal reader material and instruction allocated 

turns primarily by nominating individuals to speak while 

teachers who did not adhere as closely to basal reader 

materials and instruction frequently invited students to 

reply or bid for a turn. 

significant differences were found between teachers 

and individual nomination, invitation to bid and invitation 

to reply. 

Student contributions. No major differences were 

found in what students contributed during the discussion 

lessons when teachers who adhered closely to basal reader 

material and instruction were compared to teachers who did 

not adhere as closely. Informatives were the most frequent 

student initiations and no instances of student directives 

were found in the discussion lessons of both groups of 

teachers. Group differences existed in the percentages of 

pro~ess and metaprocess elicitations made by students. The 

majority of student contributions in Teacher A, B, and CiS 

discussions were informatives while the majority of student 

contributions in Teacher DiS discussion were choice 

elicitations. 

Appropriateness of Responses. No major differences 

were found in the ways and degree that student responses 
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were appropriate to the setting when teachers who adhered 

closely to basal reader material and instruction were 

compared to teachers who did not adhere as closely. 

Responses to teacher elicitations for all teachers were 

frequently appropriate in content and in social form. In 

each class, there were cases of inappropriate responses by 

particular students. Their responses were ignored or 

sanctioned. 

Relationship between Participation structures and 
Reading Comprehension as Measured by Retellings 

Variability existed in the participation structures 

between the reading discussion lessons of the four 

teachers. These differences in participation structures 

may be related to differences in the quality of 

retellings. Retellings tended to be of a poorer quality in 

discussion lessons where students passively participated. 

Retellings tended to be of a higher quality when students 

actively participated in the discussion lesson. The 

findings suggest that participation structures found in the 

reading discussion lessons of individual teachers seemed to 

affect the quality of retellings. Moreover, the degree of 

teacher adherence to basal reader material and instruction 

appeared to influence the quality of student retellings. 
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Conclusions 

The goals of this study were attained: a) to describe 

the participation structures that existed in these 

Guamanian classrooms and b) to analyze participation 

structures that influenced reading comprehension. On the 

basis of the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions can be made with respect to these goals: a) 

participation structures can be observed and defined by 

analyzing discourse during reading discussion lessons and 

b) teacher/student interactions during discussions may 

influence student performance on a reading comprehension 

measure, retellings. 

The study highlights the complexity of investigating 

participation structures and, in addition, finding the 

relationship between participation structures and reading 

comprehension. As the teachers and students interacted 

during the reading discussion, both academic and social 

knowledge were displayed. The analyses of participation 

structures involved viewing social and academic aspects of 

teacher/student interactions which were expressed verbally 

or nonverbally. Green, Harker, and Golden (1987) stated 

that academic and social aspects of lessons are interwoven 

and instruction is viewed as a process of meaning 

construction. 
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Implications of the Findings 

Implications for Reading Research 

To explore participation structures and their 

relationship to reading comprehension, researchers should 

consider 

a. the social as well as the cognitive aspects of the 

reading lesson in the analysis of teacher/student 

interactions; 

b. the participants' (teachers and students) cultural 

and linguistic background and their ideology of reading 

that affects lesson accomplishment; 

c. the analysis of classroom participation structures 

in the reading lesson within the broader contexts of the 

school and the community. 

Implications for Reading Instruction 

To support participation structures that foster 

comprehension, teachers should consider 

a. reading instruction which actively involves 

students in learning and 

b. reading instruction that accommodates for 

linguistic and cultural diversity in classrooms. 

Implications for Reading Instruction in Guam 

To support participation structures that foster 

comprehension in Guam schools teachers need to consider 
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a. the linguistic and cultural background of 

Guamanian students. Guam teachers need to respond to the 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds of their Pacific Island 

and Asian student populations. Many students come from 

homes in which English is spoken as a second language or 

not at all. Yet, the use of students' home language or 

culture are disregarded in the instructional process. 

Incorporating aspects of language and culture may help 

students become more responsive to learning. 

b. literacy approaches that support learning. 

Literacy approaches that consider the learners and build 

upon their language, culture, interests and common 

experiences need to be explored. Approaches and methods of 

teaching should emphasize the use of authentic learning 

experiences and integration of subject matter with language 

arts to effectively support learning. 

c. curriculum. When the Guam School system accepted 

American instructional materials, they also accepted the 

activities recommended by the publishers--activities that 

were designed for mainstream children. Instructional 

practices in Guam schools seem very similar to those 

recommended for native English speakers. There is little 

evidence of curriculum adaptation for Guamanian children. 

Teachers need to be empowered to make responsible decisions 

about goals, objectives, instructional. materials, and 



instructional practices that are suitable for Guamanian 

children. 
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d. instructional practices that promote active 

teacher/student participation. The classroom teacher plays 

a significant role in the ways in which students interact 

in the classroom. It would be fruitful for teachers to 

review their present instructional practices particularly 

in the ways they encourage students to interact in the 

classroom. Making sUbstantial changes in classroom 

participation structures may be one of the ways that 

learning can be developed. 

e. professional development. Those involved with 

teacher preparation and education (e.g., The University of 

Guam and the Department of Education) should address issues 

related to classroom interaction that en:1ance learning. 

For example, additional emphasis should be placed on 

building knowledge and attitudes about language and 

language differences to encourage optimal classroom 

participation. This assures that teachers will examine 

their attitudes in the face of the real performances of 

real pupils (Goodman, Goodman, & Flores, 1979). 

Recommendations for Further study 

Two types of recommendations can be made with regard 

to 1) further analyses of the data and 2) further research. 



197 

Recommendations for Further Analysis of the Data 

Further areas of analysis are suggested by the study. 

1. Teacher interactions which need to be further studied 

a. the relationship between teacher elicitations and 

student responses; 

b. the relationship between the elicitation complexity 

and response complexity; 

c. the relationship between interactional difficulties 

(e.g., when students interrupt, fail to reply, lose 

interest, become distracted) and reading 

comprehension; 

d. the relationship between teacher support and 

comprehension. 

2. Student interactions which need to be further studied 

a. content of student elicitations: personal 

experiences or text content. 

3. The content of high retellings versus the content of 

low retellings as it relates to participation 

structures need to be further explored. 

4. The relationship between participation structures and 

retellings needs to be further explored by 

a. comparing retellings of passive versus active 

participants in the reading discussion; 
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b. comparing the participation structures and reading 

comprehension of the three expository reading 

discussion lessons. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Future research might examine the following areas. 

1. To determine the generalizability of findings, the 

study can be replicated in reading discussions 

a. at different grade levels; 

b. at different schools with the same grade level; 

c. with different ethnic groups; 

d. in other Micronesian Islands; 

e. with different texts. 

2. To investigate participation structures in classrooms, 

research can be conducted which compares 

a. the participation structures and reading 

comprehension in the Chamorro Program and regular 

classrooms in Guam; 

b. the participation structures in peer-group 

activities versus teacher-directed activities. 

c. the organization of interaction in classroom events 

versus nonschool environments. 

3. To investigate reading comprehension as measured 

through retellings following reading discussions " 

research can be conducted which compares the following: 
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a. oral retellings in L1 and L2; 

b. written retellings in L1 and L2; 

c. oral and written retellings in L1 and L2. 
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APPENDIX A 

SCHOOL BOARD POLICIES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 



SCHOOL BOARD POLICIES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 

PRIMARY LEVEL (1-3) INSTRUCTIONAL TIME BLOCK 

Subject 

1. Language Arts (Reading, Spelling, 
Phonics, Writing)*** 

2. Mathematics 
3. Social Studies 
4. Science 
5. Physical Education/Health 
6. Music/Art 
7. Chamorro 

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL TIME: 

Minutes Per Week 

600 
250 
150 
150 
125 
125 
100 

1,500 

***It is strongly recommended that reading and writing 
skills be taught in content areas to reduce reading and 
writing problems that hinder the grasp of content. 

INTERMEDIATE LEVEL (4,5) INSTRUCTIONAL TIME BLOCK 

Subject 

1. Language Arts (Reading, Spelling, 
Phonics, Writing)*** 

2. Mathematics 
3. Social Studies 
4. Science 
5. Physical Education/Health 
6. Music/Art 
7. Chamorro 

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL TIME: 

Minutes Per Week 

600 
250 
140 
140 
110 
110 
150 

1,500 

***It is strongly recommended that reading and writing 
skills be taught in content areas to reduce reading and 
writing problems that hinder the grasp of content. 

ADOPTED: BOARD OF EDUCATION 12/19/83 
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APPENDIX B 

CLASSROOM LAYOUTS 
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APPENDIX C 

RETELLING TRAINING SESSIONS FOR STUDENTS 
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READER RETELLING PROFILE 

Retelling Training Sessions for Students 

(Adapted from Mitchell's Training Session, February 1990) 

"We're going to do something new. It's called retellings." 

STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

Teacher Modeling 

a. Read the text to children 
b. "I'm going to retell this story to you. I 

want you to listen carefully and see if I'm 
telling all the important parts." (Choose a 
fairly short reading selection). 

c. Retell the st.ory to the students 
d. Encourage students to add information 
e. Discuss 

1. Is that important to the story? 
2. Does that part help us understand the 

story better? 
3. Why is that part important for us to 

remember? 

f. Repeat the process 

1. For later modeling stages: Use longer 
texts 

a. retell only part of the story 
before offering opportunities for 
children to add information to the 
teacher's retelling 

Group Oral Retellings 

a. Read a new text 
b. Ask a volunteer to retell the story as 

completely as possible 
c. Invite other students to add information to 

what the retelling child has said 
***during this step, children have the 
opportunity to practice retelling, to 
hear peer modelling, and to discuss 
their retellings and the retelling of 
others. 
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APPENDIX D 

ORAL INTERVIEWS 
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Teacher Oral Interview 

1. Describe your reading program 

2. Talk about the degree that you use the basal manual 

3. Describe the reading discussion section of your lesson 

a. What is the purpose of a discussion? 

4. What are the rules for speaking in your classroom? 

5. Tell me about your students--Where they are in reading 
growth and where you expect them to be at the end of 
the year. 



students' Oral Interview 

(As a group before all reading lessons) 

1. Tell me about the reading period 

a. What would I see? 
b. What would I hear? 
c. What kinds of things would you be doing? 

2. Rules for speaking in reading discussions 

a. Do you like to answer questions when your 
teacher calls on you? Why? 
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b. What does the teacher do when you don't answer? 
c. In what ways does the teacher help you, when 

you don't understand the passage or story? 
d. Is it necessary to discuss the story as a group 

in order to understand it? Why? How can it be 
helpful? 

e. How do you get a turn at talking? 

3. Expectations and perceptions of their teacher 

a. What do you expect to learn during reading? 
b. What would you like your teacher to do different 

in the reading discussion? 
c. What questions do you have about your reading 

program? 
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CONSENT FORMS 
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PARENT PERMISSION FORM 

Dear Parent/Guardian: 

I am conducting research for a doctoral dissertation 
under the Language, Reading, and Culture Department at the 
University of Arizona. 

Your child's teacher, the principal, and the Associate 
Superintendent of Elementary Education have given their 
approval for this study. I am now making a request for 
your permission to allo,w your child to participate. 

Your child's participation in this study will enable 
me to provide his/her teacher with valuable information on 
language and learning which will be explored through the 
children's language samples. I believe that the study is 
interesting enough that your child and his/her teacher will 
enjoy being a part of it. 

I will be observing, interviewing, and videotaping 
students and their teacher during the reading lesson. As I 
foresee the research study as being one that will provide 
information worth sharing at my doctoral defense and 
teacher workshops, I would also like to request permission 
to share the videotapes during these occasions. I will 
take special responsibility to present it so that there are 
no damaging consequences for all those involved. 

This research will be conducted during November, 
February, and April. Please read and complete the consent 
form indicating your desire for your child to be included 
in the study. The form should be returned to Mrs. 

promptly. 

Should you need to speak to me further on this matter, 
I would be more than happy to meet with you. You may call 
me at 734-4113 ext. 3953 (work) or 477-1088 (home). 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Marilyn Camacho Salas, Researcher 

___________________ , Teacher 

___________________ , Principal 
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CONSENT FORM 

I give my permission for my child to participate in this 
study. I understand that participation is voluntary and 
that refusal to participate will in no way cause my child 
to be discriminated against. I also give Miss Salas 
permission to share the information on videotapes at her 
dissertation defense and teacher workshops. 

SIGNED ________________________________________________ _ 

DATE ___________________________________________________ _ 

CHILD'S NAME ----------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX F 

RETELLING DIRECTIONS AND SAMPLE RETELLING 
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Retelling Directions 

(Following Each Reading Discussion) 

steps: 

1. Begin with an unaided retelling. 

"Tell me about the story that you read and discussed." 
If there is no response say, "close your eyes and 
think about the passage." 

2. Aided retelling: 

Probe to encourage the child to tell more about the 
information he/she had mentioned earlier: 

"Tell me more " 
"What else do you remember?" 

" You mentioned ••• " 



Sample of Taped Oral Retelling 

Tell me about what you read and discussed in the reading 
group. 

Read about volcanoes. Why volcanoes are special to 
us. Um. • • they give • • • how they give us land. Urn 
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• how it rumbles, how it splits the earth in half and 
that's it. 

Remember anything else? 

Ah • • • it gives us, it gives us land and um . • • urn 
• they found the word volcano from a guy named Vulcan. 

Uh • some volcanoes are extinct. That's it, I . 

You mentioned extinct. What does extinct mean? 

Gone forever. 

You talked about how it gives us land. Say some more 
about that? 

Urn • . . the volcano erupts and when the volcano 
erupts the rocks like go on the land and then it starts pil 

· piling up and then for may years ago it forms land. 

Did you like the story? 

Not really. 

Why didn't you like the story? 

Cause it tells you, I don't know, it's just like I 
want make-believe stories better than the fact ones. I 
rather like make believe stories better than facts. 

What do you like in make-believe stories? 

When animals talk and they say funny things. 

In the story, what did you like? 

Um . • • like when the volcano erupts and when he said 
that a volcano covered a whole city up. 
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WRITTEN INTERVIEWS 

(FOLLOWING VIEWING SESISONS) 
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written Interview: Teacher 

(Following Viewing Session) 

Teacher 

1. Of the three reading discussion lessons, which did you 
enjoy the most? (check one) 

2. Why? 

Mountains from Beneath the Earth 
Animals Need Doctors, too 

__ Wagons West 

a. What did you like most about the reading 
discussion lesson? 

b. What (if anything) needs to be improved? 

3. Talk about the goals for each lesson: 

a. What was your goal for teaching "Mountains from 
Beneath the Earth?" 

b. What was your goal for teaching "Animals Need 
Doctors, too?" 

c. What was your goal for teaching "Wagons West?" 

4. Other comments: 
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written Interview: students 

(Following Viewing Session) 

Name ________________________________________ _ 

1. Of the three reading discussion lessons, which did you 
enjoy the most? (check one) 

Mountains from Beneath the Earth 
Animals Need Doctors, too 

___ Wagons West 

2. Why did you choose that one? 
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WRITTEN INTERVIEWS: TEACHERS 
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written Interview: Teacher 

(Reading Program) 

Teacher ________________________________ ___ 

1. What is your definition of reading? 

2. On a scale of 1-5 (5 being the highest) how would you 
rate the importance of the following in a reading 
lesson: 

Vocabulary 
Discussion 
Focus on Comprehension (book questions) 
Skillspack 
Other (specify) 

a. How much time (minutes) do you presently spend on 
each: 

Vocabulary 
Discussion 
Focus on Comprehension (book questions) 
Skillspack 
Other (specify) 

b. What would be the ideal time? 

Vocabulary 
Discussion 
Focus on Comprehension (book questions) 
Skillspack 
Other (specify) 

3. In your classroom, do children typically give oral or 
written retellings? Discuss. 



4. During the reading discussion: 

a. What are ways that students get involved with 
text? 

b. What are some strategies you have utilized to 
keep the discussion going? 

c. What do you do when a student has a question? 

d. What opportunities do you provide for student 
discussions among themselves? 
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e. What opportunities are provided for students to 
give feedback to each other? 
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5. List professional experiences and years. 

6. Where did you receive your professional training? 
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APPENDIX I 

READING TEXT: 

"MOUNTAINS FROM BENEATH THE EARTH" 
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"Mountains From Beneath the Earth" 

Many stories of long ago tell us where fire came from. 
The Paiute tale explains that an Indian boy learned about 
fire from coyote, the Counselor of Man. Together they went 
to a burning mountain to bring fire back to the people. 

stories from other countries also tell how fire came 
to people. Many of the old tales about fire tell about a 
burning mountain. The burning mountain of those tales 
might be a volcano. 

Where does the word volcano come from? It was formed 
from the name Vulcan. Long ago Romans thought that a god 
named Vulcan lived deep in the earth. There he kept hot 
fires burning. When Vulcan became angry- which was often, 
because he had a very bad temper- he would split the earth. 
Then fire and hot ashes would explode and pour out onto the 
land. 

Volcanoes may not be deep inside the earth, but high 
temperatures are. Sometimes it is so hot that there that 
rocks melt. Gases inside the rocks turn to steam. Then 
the steamy gases push against the earth-much the way steam 
pushes against the lid of a pot of boiling water. When 
water boils, the steam can get strong enough to pop the lid 
off the post. When the steam inside the earth gets strong 
enough, it rips a hole in the earth. out comes the melted 
rock, called lava. Lava may flow out slowly, like a river 
of fire. At other times it blasts out with a terrible 
force. 

More than one hundred years ago a volcano erupted. It 
destroyed an island in the Pacific Ocean. Some people say 
that the eruption made the loudest noise ever heard. Dust 
and ash from the eruption rose thousands of feet into the 
air. After the dust had settled, the island was gone! 

A volcano may form just as suddenly as one may 
disappear. A new volcano was formed in 1943. It happened 
in Paricutin, Mexico. 

A farmer was plowing his cornfield. It has a low spot 
where corn never grew well. The farmer, Dionisio Polido, 
tried once more to grow corn on that spot. Something grew 
--but not corn! 
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As Dionisio began planting seed, he noticed how warm 
to his touch the earth was. He thought that what he saw 
was impossible. As he stooped to get a closer look, his 
hat fell off his head. Just then a low rumble started. 
The ground began to shake under his feet. Suddenly there 
was a great roar and the earth split. Rocks blew out of 
the hole, sending Dionisio's hat flying. He ran away in 
terror. 

A few hours later he returned. A pile of rock as high 
as a full-grown tree covered the spot. within a week the 
pile rose to be five hundred feet high. Then lava began to 
flow out over the pile of rocks. within two years most of 
the village of Paricutin had been buried. Dionisio had 
seen the birth of a volcano! 

Paricutin is little more than forty years old. Most 
of the world's volcanoes are hundreds or thousands of years 
old. The volcanoes that erupt fire and hot ash are called 
active volcanoes. Some, though, have not erupted for 
years. They are known as extinct, or inactive, volcanoes. 

Kilauea is one of many volcanoes on the island of 
Hawaii. It was extinct for one hundred years. During that 
time, it had a lake of hot, bubbling lava in its crater. 
But it did not erupt. Then in 1924, the lava lake sank 
from sight. Explosions occurred. Kilauea has erupted many 
times since. 

Mount st. Helens has caused millions of dollars in 
damage. It has caused forest fires, floods, and mud 
slides. it has covered cities with ash. It has destroyed 
crops and wildlife. Scientists watch its activity closely, 
so that they can warn people to leave the area when it may 
erupt. 

Today, scientists are more able to tell when a volcano 
might erupt. Years ago scientists could not predict an 
eruption. In those days whole cities of people might be 
destroyed by the burning lava. 

Most volcanoes in the world are near each other. If 
you look at a map, you will see a ring of volcanoes in the 
Pacific Ocean. That ring is called the Pacific Ring of 
Fire. 

Japan is part of the Ring of Fire. There are 33 
active volcanoes in Japan. Japan has what many people say 
is the most beautiful voclano of all, the snowcapped Mount 
Fuji. Fuji is extinct. it last erupted nearly three 
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hundred years ago. When it did, people in Tokyo, seventy
five miles away, awoke to find the city covered with six 
inches of volcanic ash. The sky above was dark for many 
days. 

Today Mount Fuji is a famous resort. It rises more 
than 12,000 feet above the sea. it is shaped like a 
perfect cone and can be seen for miles. Fuji is Japan's 
best know landmark. Every summer people climb its trails 
to the top. For a time, the crowds on the mount were so 
thick that people had trouble walking. Then a cable car 
was installed. NOW, if they want to, people can ride a 
cable car right to the top of the volcano. 

Not all volcanoes can become resort areas, but there 
are other benefit:s. The lava that a volcano leaves becomes 
rich farming soil. As the people of Japan say, "We don't 
complain. After all, we have the volcanoes to thank for 
the ground beneath our feet. 

Quoted from Clymer et al., (1987). 
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APPENDIX J 

TRANSCRIPT OF READING DISCUSSION LESSON 
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Transcript of Reading Discussion: Classroom A 

1. *T: Now this one is a cinch. What I'm going to do is 
make you read the story for your other assignment 
and do the focus. 

2. R: For Mountains Beneath the Earth? We already did 
it. 

3. *T: Alright. See? See? That's fine. 

4. *T: So let's correct it now. 

5. Ss: No (moaning) 

6. J: He didn't do it. 

7. st: He didn't do it. 

8. *T: Who did not? 

9. J: Jesse. 

10. *T: Who did not? 

11. st: I did, I did! 

12. J: Jesse, did you do it? (asking Jesse) 

13. Ss: Jesse, Jesse 

14. *T: Never mind, o.k. 

15. R: okay, I did it. 

16. *T: So how many of you did not. 

17. J: (raises his hand) 

18. *T: Jesse, Jesse, you're the only one? 

19. *T: Jesse, Jesse you're the only one? (Jesse nods) 

20. *T: As usual. 

21. *T: Did you do it, Velma? 

22. V: (nods) 
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23. R: She's still in limbo (all laugh). 

24. *T: O.K. #1, exchange. Number 1: Where does the 
word volcano come from? Number 1, where does the 
world volcano come from? 

25. V: (raises her hand but is ignored.) 

26. *T: It doesn't have to be Jay all the time. 
(Interruption from students who are not in the 
reading group) Adrien! And then when it's time 
to correct or turn it in we're not done.) 

27. *T: Ok. Number 1, where does the word volcano come 
from? O.K. #1 Clarissa? 

28. C: It was born from ••• Vulcan. 

29. Ss: Vulcan 

30. *T: And what does Vulcan mean? Add more to it. It's 
a hot-tempered god who lived inside the earth and 
caused it to split. Fire comes out when it gets 
angry. It'll get all angry and explode. 

31. *T: O.K. How does a volcano start, Jay? 

32. J: The temperature becomes hight; melts the rocks 
(reads book) • • • deep inside the earth. 

33. *T: Alright. That's a very good one. 

34. *T: Velma, do you have another one? 

35. V: (quiet response) 

36. *T: I can't hear you. 

37. *T: #3, describe what the farmer saw. O.K. Clarissa. 

38. C: (reads from book) . he noticed (unclear) 

39. *T: O.K. 

40. C: (continues reading) 

41. R: I got one! 

42. *T: Shh . 



43. *T: 

44. A: 

45. *T: 

46. Ss: 

47. *T: 

48. R: 

49. *T: 

50. *T: 

51. J: 

52. *T: 

53. J: 

54. *T: 

55. Ss: 

56. *T: 

57. R: 

58. st: 

59. F: 

60. *T: 

61. *T: 

62. F: 

63. *T: 

64. *T: 

Anybody else want to add on to that, Angelica? 

It says, He saw the ground shake and the earth 
split and rocks flew out. (Reads from text.) 

230 

O.K. anybody else? He saw smoke rising from the 
earth, the earth split and rocks blowout of the 
hole and the mound broke. Mound, remember we 
talked about that in Science, mound? But this 
mound moved to 500 feet high. 

(respond) 

Okay. 

Taller than this building 

Yep! 

Why is Mt. Fuji special? Jay? 

It's a famous resort and itis Japan's best known 
landmark (reads). 

And it's the most beautiful volcano of all and 
it's shaped like a .•• 

banana 

A volcano shaped like a ? 

(laugh) 

Like a perfect 

cone 

banana 

How about this? 

wait please. 

Anybody else want to add on to that, Frank? 

It erupted 3 hundred years ago and its famous. 

Famous landmark. 

Reena? 



65. R: 

66. *T: 

67. *T: 

68. A: 

69. *T: 

70. J: 

71. *T: 

72. *T: 

73. F: 

74. *T: 

75. J: 

76. *T: 

77. R: 

78. *T: 

79. *T: 

80. F: 

81. *T: 

82. *T: 

83. *T: 

84. Ss: 

85. *T: 

86. F: 

87. *T: 
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Because it is a famous resort, and it rises more 
than 12,000 feet above the sea. 

O.K. and the last one. 

Why are some volcanic eruptions good? Angelica? 

Because it becomes rich soil. 

And what else does it do? besides it makes an 

It makes the plants grow. 

O.K. 

There's another reason why it's good. After it 
erupts, what happens? What does it form? 

Lava, 

It forms ••• Jay, what does it form? 

It forms (unclear) 

I know but there's another one 

It forms to • • • 

Shh • • • wait. 

Frank? Come on. 

Environment. 

O.K. that's one. 

What's another one? 

It forms another island and then people can live 
on it. 

(all) Oh Yeh! 

Oh yeh. 

I was going to say that. 

O.K. That's it. That's it. 
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88. *T: Skillspack, skillspack. 

Note: *indicates turns taken by teacher (T); F,R,J 
etc. indicates students; Ss are students; an st 
is an unknown student. 
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APPENDIX K 

CODING SYSTEM AND SAMPLE OF CODED TRANSCRIPT 
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Coding System for Reading Discussion: Speech Functions 

Code Category 

I Initiation. One participant, most frequently the 
teacher, asks a question. 

IO Initiation-directive. Participants are physically 
arrange to prepare for instruction. 

II Initiation-informative. Information is provided 
about what is going to happen during the 
discussion. 

IE Initiation-elicitation. Academic information is 
exchanged by teachers and students. 

E Elicitation. Academic information is exchanged. 

E-Ch 

E-Pd 

E-Pc 

E-Me 

Choice elicitation. Calls upon a respondent to 
agree or disagree with a statement provided 
by the questioner 

Product elicitation. Asks respondents to provide 
a factual response such as a name, a place, 
a date 

Process elicitation. Asks for respondents' 
opinions or interpretations 

Metapr:-ocess elicitation. Asks respondents to be 
reflective about the process of making 
connections between elicitations and 
responses 

R Response. Participants respond to elicitation. 

R-Ch 

R-Pd 

R-Pc 

Choice response. Respondent agrees or disagrees. 

Product response. Respondent provides a factual 
response. 

Process response. Respondent makes an opinion or 
interpretation. 



R-Me Metaprocess response. Respondent makes 
connections between what is requested and 
his response 

EV Evaluation. Respondent acknowledges the response 
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Coding system for Reading Discussion: Turn Allocations 

Code Category 

IN Individual nomination. A student is called upon to 
respond. 

IB Invitation to bid. Students are asked to raise their 
hands to respond. 

IR Invitation to reply. Any student may answer. 
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Coding system for Reading Discussion: Student Initiations 

Code Category 

S Sanctioned. Student's initiation is given a negative 
evaluation by the teacher. 

IG Ignored. Teacher does not respond to student 
intiation. 

BO Bound off. Student initiations are picked up by 
others but not incorporated. 

INC Incorporated. Initiations are picked up and discussed 
in proceeding responses. 



Partial Segment of a Coded Transcript 

67. *T: Why are 
some volcanic 
eruptions 
good? 
Angelica? 

68. A: Because 
it becomes 
rich soil. 

69. *T: And what 
else does it 
do? besides 
it makes 
an 

70. J: It makes 
the plants 
grow. 

71. *T: O.K. 

72. There's 
another 
reason why 
it's good. 
After it 
erupts, what 
happens? 
What does it 
form? 

73. F: Lava, 

74. *T: It 
forms • 
Jay, what 
does it form? 

75. J: It forms 
(unclear) 

76. *T: I know 
but there's 
another one 

Speech 
Functions 

E-Pd 

R-Pd 

E-Pd 

R-Pd 

Ev 

E-Pd 

R-Pd 

E-Pd 

R-Pd 

Ev 

Turn 
Allocations 

IB 

IR 

IR 

IN 
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Student 
Initiations 
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APPENDIX L 

RETELLING PROFILE 



Retelling Profile 
DireClioDS: Jndicate with II check (V') the degree to which the reader', 

retelJin& renects the reader', comprehension in terms or the rollowlng criteria: 

I, Retellin& Includes inrormation direclly luted 
In telll. 

2, Relelling Includes inrormation inrerred directly 
or indirectly rrom text. 

3. Retellin& Includes what Is imporlant to remember 
Irom tht text • 

... Retelling provides relevant content, concepts, 
and contelll. 

5. Retelling indicates reader's allempts to connect 
background knowledge with text inrormalion. 

6. Retelling Indicates reader's allemplS to make 
lummary lIatements or generalintions based 
on the telll and apply them to the real world. 

7. Retellin& indicates reader', highly individual· 
istic and crealive impressions or or reactions 
10 the lext. 

8. Retelling indicates reader', arfective involve· 
ment with the text. 

9. Retelling demonstrates reader', language nuency 
(usc or vocabulary, sentence structure, language 
conventions, ctc.). 

10. Retelling Indicates rcader', organization or com· 
position abilities. 

11. Retelling demonstrates reader's sense or audience 
or purpose. 

12. Retelling indicates rcader's control or the me· 
chanics or speaking or writing. 

Low 
None Degree 

IDttrprttlllion: Jtems 1·4 indicate reader's text·based comprehension inrormation; 
Jtems 5·8 indicate reader's response and reactions to tellt; 
hems 9·12 indicate reader's language use. 

Moderate 
Degree 
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High 
Degree 



241 

APPENDIX M 

INTERRATER TRAINING PROCEDURES 



READER RETELLING PROFILE 

Interrater Training Procedures 

(from Mitchell's (1990) Training Session) 

1. Background on Profile 

a. Purpose 
b. Parts 
c. Holistic Nature 
d. How it is used in instruction/assessment 

2. Appropriateness of Profile for Research 

a. Three domains: text-based, reader response, 
language use 

b. Qualitative system, but can be quantified 
c. Reliability of instrument 

3. Individual items on Profile (see profile) 

4. Procedures and scoring of data (by researcher) 

a. Read the text from which the retellings were 
created 
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b. For a longer,more complex text, reread the text a 
second time, highlighting important information 

c. Establish expectations for population by randomly 
selecting 20% or more (but at least 5) sample 
protocols. Read through them but do not score them 
at this time. Consider each retelling in its 
entirety, including responses to open-ended, 
indirect and direct probes, if any. Think about 
how they are the same; how they are different; and 
how they compare with the text. Put these sample 
protocols aside for later scoring. 

d. Begin scoring by reading a new protocol. Rate each 
item according to the profile. Selectively reread 
retelling as necessary. 

e. continue scoring all remaining protocols in random 
order, including the samples originally drawn to 
establish expectations for the population under (c) 
above. 
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5. Scoring of Data by Interraters 

a. Train interraters on Profile (steps 1-5) 
b. Demonstration Stage. Demonstrate on sample 

protocol (trainer talks it through while 
interraters follow along on their own copies of the 
protocol) 

c. Practice Stage. Ask interraters to practice on 
another sample protocol (all rate the same protocol 
individually and discuss it while rating) 

d. Application stage. Ask interraters to do another 
sample protocol independently (all rate the same 
protocol individually and discuss after everyone is 
finished) If HIGH agreement at this point among the 
group, move to next step. If not, do another 
protocol as in step d. above 

e. Independent Rating. Each rater independently rates 
protocols in his/her packet. 
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