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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to examine the responses 

of third grade students to literature discussions. The 

theoretical framework of this study is embodied in a 

transactive theory of reading as explained by a reader

response perspective. 

The design was descriptive to provide insights 

concerning the instructional setting, teacher-researcher 

role, students, and teacher-colleagues. Ten third grade 

students, identified by their classroom teachers as 

"remedial" readers, participated in this study. The 

students, from three classrooms, attended a 45 minute 

weekly literature discussion session for a period of 16 

weeks. Texts for the discussions included multiple copies 

of traditional folk tales. 

Data for this study were gathered through participant 

observation, formal and informal interviews, miscue 

analysis, field notes, and audio recordings of the 

literature discussions. The data were analyzed using a 

constant comparison process; that is, a process of 

developing initial coding categories from the data and 

refining or adding to the categories as the data were 

evaluated for "fit." 
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The findings suggest that the students had a difficult 

time, initially, engaging in the literature discussions. 

Not having been involved in literature discussions, the 

students knew little of the social conventions of 

discussing with their peers. After a few sessions, 

however, the students were able to more fully engage each 

other with the literature. Although some students remained 

quiet throughout the discussions, all of the students had 

at least one evaluative response to make for each of the 

stories. Results from the miscue data suggest that these 

"remedial" readers improved dramatically in their ability 

to read and retell stories. In addition, I discovered that 

I needed to balance my role of teacher and researcher and 

expand my views of response. The teacher-colleagues noted 

that the students were more confident readers in their 

classrooms, and in one case, a teacher described how she 

changed her interactional patterns with the students. The 

findings suggest that the role of the teacher is crucial in 

facilitating response. How the teacher organizes 

literature discussions, what factors are highlighted, and 

the freedom students feel in discussing issues are 

positively or negatively influenced by the teacher. 



CHAPTER 1 

THE JOURNEY BEGINS 

Some of the students in my class are having 
trouble with reading. I know that they are ready 
to read, they only need more help. What they 
need is intensive phonics instruction and I know 
their reading will improve. (Third grade teacher 
at Big Trees Elementaryl) 

16 

Some third grade students at Big Trees Elementary are 

in "trouble." Their teachers believe them to be "remedial" 

readers, that is, these particular students "read below 

grade level." Further, as reflected in the opening 

quotation, they are perceived by their teachers to not read 

as well as most third graders and to be in need of 

intensive phonics instruction to improve their reading. 

I am a teacher who returned to Big Trees Elementary 

School after spending two years of doctoral study at the 

University of Arizona. My teaching assignment included 

working with a small group of third graders. Rather than 

subject these students to an intensive phonics program, 

which I believe to be inconsistent with the reading 

process, I chose instead to conduct a weekly literature 

discussion session. This dissertation is the story of my 

work with this literature discussion group. 

1 Pseudonyms are used throughout this study to 
preserve the anonymity of the participants. 
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The purpose of this dissertation is: (a) to analyze 

the classroom teachers' perspectives concerning "remedial" 

readers, (b) to describe and interpret the literature 

discussion group in terms of both student reading and 

discussion, (c) to analyze the changes and challenges I 

experienced as a teacher-researcher utilizing principles of 

a theoretically grounded pedagogy, and (d) to interpret 

these results for their implications on classroom 

instructional practice. 

This chapter presents an introduction to the 

theoretical perspectives that underlie this study, 

specifically: (a) learning to read by reading, (b) 

understanding the sources of meaning, and (c) bridging the 

gap between research and practice. The specific problems 

and questions that guided this research inquiry are also 

presented. 

Theoretical Perspective 

The theoretical perspectives shaping my understandings 

of the reading process link the social nature of 

psycholinguistic theory (K. Goodman, 1967; F. smith, 1982) 

with literary transactional theory (Rosenblatt, 1978). In 

the following paragraphs, I explicate the reading process 

from a psycholinguistic perspective and present a 



paradigmatic framework for understanding the nature of 

reader and text. 

Psycholinguistic Theory 

Psycholinguistic theory views the reader as actively 

bringing and creating meaning when engaging written text. 

From a psycholinguistic perspective, a reader creates 

meaning within a pragmatic or social context, building on 

the knowledge and meaning the reader already holds, while 

utilizing syntactic, semantic, and graphophonic cueing 

systems in an interrelational fashion. A key aspect of 

psycholinguistic theory is the influence of the social 

context on the creation of meaning (Bloome, 1985; K. 

Goodman, 1986; Halliday, 1975; Harste, Woodward, & Burke, 

1984). And although reading may be referred to as a 

psycholinguistic process, it is more accurately a socio-

psycholinguistic process of great complexity. 

From a psycholinguistic perspective, reading is 

extremely complex, multifaceted, and involves much more 

than identifying individual words. In fact, precise 

18 

identification of words is viewed as potentially inhibiting 

the creation of meaning. Ken Goodman (1967) argues for a 

more global perspective of reading when he states: 

Reading is a psycholinguistic guessing game. It 
involves an interaction between thought and language. 
Efficient reading does not result from precise 
perception and identification of all elements, but 
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from skills in selecting the fewest, most productive 
cues necessary to produce guesses which are right the 
first time. The ability to anticipate that which has 
not been seen, of course, is vital in reading, just as 
the ability to anticipate what has not been heard is 
vital in listening. (p. 127) 

In a more recent and now classic chapter, the "Unity 

of Reading," Goodman (1984) describes reading as a meaning 

construction process. within this process, the reader 

brings to the text experiences, beliefs, and knowledge that 

the reader uses to create a "parallel text" in the process 

of constructing meaning. From this perspective, 

letter/sound relationships and the pronunciation of words 

are secondary (and potentially stifling) to the active 

creation of meaning. Although some teachers and 

researchers may consider the errors or "miscues" a student 

makes in oral reading as problematic, these miscues or 

unexpected responses are "windows on the reading process, 

because comparison between expected and observed responses 

can reveal the reader's knowledge, experience, and 

intellectual process" (Goodman & Goodman, in press). 

Viewing the reader as an active constructor of a text, 

what Rosenblatt (1978) refers to as a "poem," Goodman, 

Rosenblatt, and others find themselves in conflict with 

researchers who have different theories of the reader and 

text. Thus, to fully understand and appreciate the view of 

reading as a constructive process, it is necessary to 



understand the theoretical perspectives of where meaning 

resides. 

Reader and Text: Where is the Meaning? 
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Where meaning resides is intensely debated by reading 

researchers and practitioners. Harste's (1985) explanation 

of a "paradigm shift" in reading comprehension is one way 

to conceptualize the sources of meaning. In Harste's 

chapter, "Portrait of a new paradigm: Reading comprehension 

research," he perceives a shift in focus from "transfer to 

transaction" (p. 12.2). Harste further describes the 

characteristic views of transfer, interaction, and 

transaction with regard to reading comprehension (meaning). 

A transfer, or transmission model holds that meaning 

is in the text. within this frame, a reader's 

responsibility is to "get" the meaning from the text. 

Reading, as viewed from a transfer model, is a process of 

learning reading skills that are ultimately utilized to 

comprehend the meaning in the text. Following this model, 

the reader must proceed through each sentence, letter by 

letter and word by word to arrive at meaning (Gough, 1972). 

In explaining this perspective, Gough (1985) states, "the 

hallmark of the skilled reader is the ability to recognize, 

accurately, easily, and swiftly, isolated words" (p. 688). 

Thus, reading is viewed as a complex skill which can be 
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learned in much the same way one learns how to swim or ride 

a bicycle (Samuels, 1976): as a set of subskills which are 

to be learned from simple to complex (Gagne, 1973). 

Following this skills model, LaBerge and Samuels (1985) 

argue that slow readers must be "given extensive training 

on each of a variety of tasks, such as letter 

discrimination, letter-sound training, blending, etc" (p. 

713). In concluding his discussion of this model, Harste 

(1985) argues, "Under an information transfer view of 

reading, the text reigns supreme, the reader and the 

reading skills of the reader are seen as being the major 

variable" (p. 12:4). 

The interactive model, often associated with Rumelhart 

(1977), recognizes the reader and the text as fundamentally 

independent of each other with primary emphasis shifting 

back and forth on a continuum from reader-based to text

based. Based on this model of reading, there are numerous 

factors, such as prior knowledge, motivation, reading 

context, and sociocultural background, which influence 

reading. A "basic assumption of interactivity theory is 

that every aspect of learning failure is related to broad 

social, economic, political, and cultural influences" 

(Wixson & Lipson, 1991, p. 564) and that "reading ability 

and disability are not absolute properties of the 

interaction around specific reader, text, and contextual 
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factors" (Wixson & Lipson, 1991, p. 561) but will be 

obstructed whenever a critical skill or piece of knowledge 

is lacking. Meaning, from an interactive perspective, is 

in both the text and the reader. It follows therefore, 

that characteristics of the text and of the reader can be 

analyzed separately to understand the interaction of reader 

and text in the comprehension process. 

Reading, from a transactive perspective, is based on 

the interpretations of readers. This model views reading 

as a naturally occurring social process which parallels the 

development of oral language (K. Goodman, 1973). The 

unique characteristics of the reader (e.g., prior 

knowledge, understanding of self and language structures) 

in the engagement with the text creates a mutual shaping of 

both reader and text to create what Rosenblatt (1978) 

refers to as the "poem." It is the creation of this poem 

by the transaction of reader and text that differentiates 

transaction from interaction. 

In her revision of Literature as Exploration, 

Rosenblatt (1938/1968) outlines the distinction between 

interaction and transaction. As she explains: 

The usual terminology--e.g., "1;he reaction of the 
reader to the literary work," "the interaction between 
the reader and the work," or references to "the poem 
itself"--tends to obscure the view of the literary 
experience presented here. • • • In various 
disciplines transaction is replacing interaction, 
which suggests the impact of distinct fixed entities. 
Transaction is used above in the way that one might 
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refer to the interrelationship between the knower and 
the known. The poem is the transaction that goes on 
between reader and text. (Rosenblatt, 1968, p. 27) 

In a more recent article, appearing in Theory into 

Practice, Rosenblatt (1982) credits John Dewey with the 

term transaction. This transaction, according to 

Rosenblatt, is "a two-way process, involving a reader and a 

text at a particular time under particular circumstances" 

(po 268). 

As these theoretical issues are discussed and debated, 

there is the concern about the perceived gap between 

theory, research, and practice. In the following section I 

briefly discuss one way in which this gap may be bridged. 

Bridging the Gap 

Harste and Burke (1977) argue, that teachers have a 

theory of reading which influences their instructional 

practices. If we conceive of theories as beliefs held by an 

individual, then there is no gap between theory and 

practice. The implications of this statement is that there 

is a close connection between a teacher's theories and 

instructional practices. However, I argue there is a gap 

between research supporting theories which differ from 

teachers' and teachers' instructional practices. 

A gap exists between the knowledge generated by 

researchers and the instructional practices of teachers. 
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To many researchers, the practices of teachers are not 

adequately grounded in theory or research. To many 

teachers, the theoretical perspectives of researchers are 

irrelevant or confusing. The opinion~ of both teachers and 

researchers result in disregarding the others' work. 

One potential reason for the perpetuation and even 

widening of this research into practice gap is that most 

published educational research has been primarily conducted 

on teachers and their teaching rather than within a 

teaching situation by teachers. Swanson-Owens (1986) 

argues this issue: 

If we are to be successful in implementing new 
curriculum, then, we must address the problem of 
teacher's. developing meaning in relation to that 
curriculum. If we believe that outsider 
interpretations have underutilized or misunderstood 
insiders' meaning systems • . • then we need empirical 
studies that explore the phenomenology of change, 
studies that illustrate how teachers actually 
experience change as distinct from how outsiders might 
have intended or predicted that experience. (p. 71) 

Teacher-researcher studies, such as the study reported 

here, are designed to bridge the gap between research and 

practice by employing systematic research methods to 

understand the problems of practice encountered by the 

teacher while teaching. In this way, teacher-researcher 

studies potentially bridge the research and practice gap by 

providing accessible and credible research by teachers who 

do study the professional literature to find answers to 

problems of practice (Allen, Combs, Hendricks, Nash, & 



Wilson, 1988). In addition, such studies bring an added 

and often fresh dimension to the research enterprise by 

providing guidelines to teachers who might think research 

can only be conducted by university-based researchers and 

by providing information to university-based researchers 

from an emic or insider's point of view. 

statement of the Problem 

The problem addressed here is two-fold: first is the 

issue of teachers and research; second is the issue of 

teaching "remedial" readers. 
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Bridging the researcher-teacher gap is especially 

important to teachers who are trying to use the 

professional literature to develop or improve their 

instructional programs. One recent topic of concern to 

teachers, which has received new instructional focus in the 

last ten years, is how to utilize or expand the use of 

children's literature within the existing reading 

curriculum. 

This revival of interest in children's literature is 

promoted by researchers both at universities and in 

classrooms who have for many years argued for individuals 

learning to read by reading (Goodman, Shannon, Freeman, & 

Murphy, 1988; Huey, 1968; Meek, 1980; Smith, 1982), 

advocated the importance of committing class time to 
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sustained silent reading (Allington, 1975; Huck, Hepler, & 

Hickman, 1987; McCracken, 1971; Towner & Evans, 1975), and 

encouraged teachers to establish classrooms where 

children's literature and literature-based basals take the 

place of traditional basal reading programs as the center 

of the reading curriculum (Burchby, 1988; Egawa, 1990). In 

addition, national attention to the utilization of 

children's literature as an important aspect of learning to 

read has been argued in such policy statements as Becoming 

a Nation of Readers (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 

1985) and What Works (U.S. Department of Education, 1986). 

In these reports teachers are encouraged to limit the 

number of assigned reading worksheets and workbook pages 

and allow more time for children to read books. 

The problem that occurs is that teachers often receive 

conflicting and, consequently, confusing messages in the 

professional literature concerning reading instruction. It 

is confusing, for example, when teachers read reports and 

articles which encourage the use of "whole texts" in 

meaningful reading situations and other reports and 

articles which encourage teachers to teach phonics directly 

(Adams, 1990; Anderson et al., 1985; Chall, 1983, 1987), 

emphasize phonics instruction prior to comprehension 

(Grant, 1987), and focus on automaticity (Samuels & 

Eisenberg, 1981) through decoding as a necessary 



precondition for comprehension. Further, teachers are 

often confused and even threatened when the results of 

standardized reading tests which purport to evaluate 

decoding skills, are linked to accountability and job 

security; sending strong messages to teachers concerning 

how reading should be taught. 

27 

The conflicts teachers encounter regarding the 

emphasis of phonics and literature as curricular components 

is not surprising. Even in reports such as Becoming a 

Nation of Readers (Anderson et al., 1985) the authors hold 

seemingly conflicting theories about the reading process. 

In one section, for example, they state that "on the 

average, children who are taught phonics get off to a 

better start in learning to read than children who are not 

taught phonics" (p. 37). And in another section they write 

that "priority should be given to independent reading" 

(p. 82). 

As a result of such conflicting messages, teachers are 

not always clear about how reading is learned and how they 

can assist students in becoming proficient readers. The 

problem is further complicated when teachers are faced with 

students whom they believe to be "remedial" readers. 

Although there are proponents of teaching phonics to 

"poor" readers (Speckels, 1980), others believe there is an 

over emphasis on phonics instruction with "remedial" 
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readers (Milligan, 1986) and "remedial" readers are not 

given enough opportunities to read (Allington, 1977, 1980; 

McDermott, 1977). As Shumaker and Shumaker (1988) argue, 

The very format of literary works is liberating for 
remedial students. A paperback volume or library copy 
of a book excites and challenges them. It is not a 
textbook, not a workbook; it is a real book, the kind 
they see in the hands of adults and classmates. 
carrying it, they feel themselves participants in the 
academic community. Reading it, they feel included in 
valuable educational activity. It becomes an 
important recognition, a symbol of acceptance and 
worth. (pp. 545-546) 

The problem facing many teachers is reflected in the 

title of Chomsky's (1978) article, I~When you still can't 

read in third grade: After decoding, what?" What is there 

for teachers to do with "remedial" readers? If phonics 

doesn't work, what will? As many teachers discover, reading 

the theoretical perspectives and results of research 

studies is one thing, applying them to one's own classroom 

is something else again. 

Teachers might take solace in the perspectives of 

writers who support the use of children's literature to 

teach phonics (McCracken & McCracken, 1972; Quinsey, 1990; 

Trachtenburg, 1990), especially with "remedial" students 

(Cobb, Bonds, Peach, & Kennedy, 1990; Minskoff, 1986). And 

yet, as smith (1983) argues, "There is absolutely no 

evidence that • . • drill in phonics or other nonreading 

activities helps the development of reading" (p. 12). 
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If we accept the premise that reading is improved 

through reading, then students who are identified as 

"remedial" readers would benefit from a program where the 

reading of literature written for children is at the center 

of the reading program (Passow, 1990; Purcell-Gates, 1989; 

Shumaker & Shumaker, 1988). Viewed from a theoretical 

stance, adopting a transactive reading position to teach 

reading may allow students opportunities to fully engage 

text and validate their own abilities. This, then, is my 

goal: to bridge the gap between theory and practice through 

conducting a teacher-researcher study which explores the 

use of a literature discussion group with "remedial ll 

readers. 

Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to describe the 

involvement, responses, and engagement over time of ten 

third grade students identified by my teacher-colleagues as 

"remedial" readers. In addition, this study seeks to 

analyze the perspectives of three third grade teacher

colleagues concerning "remedial" readers as well as the 

changes and challenges I experienced as a teacher

researcher utilizing principles of a theoretically grounded 

pedagogy. 
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In an attempt to clarify the issues I wish to explore 

in this study, I have organized the research questions to 

reflect these different focuses: a teacher-colleague focus, 

student focus, and a teacher-researcher focus. 

Teacher-Colleague Focus 

1. How do the three teacher-colleagues conceive of 

the reading process as applied to "remedial" readers? 

2. Are the teacher-colleagues aware of any changes in 

the reading of the students participating in the literature 

discussion sessions? 

student Focus 

1. What changes in responses to the literature occur 

over time? 

2. How will the students respond to a meaning 

emphasis to reading? 

Teacher-Researcher Focus 

1. How do I organize a group of students for 

literature discussion? 

2. How do I balance my role as a teacher and as a 

researcher? 

3. What changes and challenges do I experience 

utilizing principles of a theoretically grounded pedagogy? 
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To answer these questions, I have utilized a 

qualitative methodology which relies primarily on the 

analysis of data from teacher and student interviews, 

transcripts of literature discussions, and field notes. 

Significance of the Study 

Children's literature is undeniably the first literary 
experience, where the reader's expectations of what 
literature is are laid down. Books in childhood 
initiate children into literature; they inaugurate 
certain kinds of literary competencies. . • . They 
offer a view of what it is to be literate. (Meek, 
1982, p. 19) 

Implied in Meek's statement is the importance of 

teachers understanding the literary experience, since the 

more we know about the response of students to literature, 

the more we are able to understand the likelihood of 

continued reading with literary texts (Odland, 1970). 

Understanding how to translate a transactive theory into 

practice may assist researchers and practitioners in 

understanding how readers develop opportunities to fully 

engage with the text, help teachers know how to support 

readers during such opportunities, and validate their own 

abilities within the school experience. 

If, as Rosenblatt (1978, 1985) argues, the text and 

reader play a transactive role, then the nature of 

literature discussions needs to be more fully explored. My 

aim is to describe and interpret the literary community 
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that develops in a literature discussion group of 

"remedial" readers from a teacher-researcher perspective. 

This study expands the current research in literature 

discussion literacy in several ways: (a) by analyzing the 

perspectives of teacher-colleagues concerning "remedial" 

readers, (b) by contributing to our understanding of the 

characteristics of readers during literature discussions, 

(c) by adding to our understanding of the changes and 

challenges experienced in utilizing a theoretically 

grounded pedagogy by a teacher-researcher, and (d) by 

contributing to a growing body of research on the 

complexities and dynamic nature of literature discussion in 

elementary schools. 

Organization of the study 

This dissertation is organized into eight chapters. 

Chapter 1 introduces the theoretical issues that lead to 

the research questions. Chapter 2 provides an expanded 

discussion of relevant theoretical and empirical research 

topics introduced in Chapter 1. Chapter 3 outlines the 

research methodology and includes a description of data 

collection and analysis. Chapter 4 presents the context 

for this study through a description of the social, 

cultural, and political influences on the instructional 

setting. Chapter 5 presents a discussion of my emergence 



as a teacher-researcher. Chapter 6 describes the three 

teacher-colleagues. Chapter 7 details the findings in 

terms of student reading and discussing. Chapter 8 

considers tentative conclusions, instructional 

recommendations, and suggestions for further research. 

33 
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CHAPTER 2 

FOLLOWING THE LITERATURE TRAIL 

The purpose of this study is to describe the 

involvement and responses of 10 third grade "remedial" 

readers as they engage in a weekly literature discussion. 

In addition, this study seeks to analyze the perspectives 

of my third grade teacher-colleagues concerning "remedial" 

readers and my role as teacher-researcher. 

Four arenas of educational research and writings 

provide the foundation for this review: remedial readers, 

teacher's beliefs, teacher-research, and the transactional 

theory of reader-response. The intent of this review is to 

parallel the research questions which focus on the 

students, teacher-colleagues, and my role as teacher

researcher within the context of a transactive pedagogy. 

Remedial Readers 

The intent of this study is to describe the 

involvement of remedial readers in a weekly literature 

discussion group which I call the Reading Club. In 

understanding why I decided to develop this program it is 

necessary to develop a foundation of the typical 

instruction afforded remedial readers. 
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In the last 75 years there has been a shift in the use 

of "remedial" to mean "characteristic of instruction to 

characteristic of the reader" (Johnston & Allington, 1991, 

p. 985). The term remedial takes on a medical connotation 

where a remedy is sought to "fix" whatever is preventing an 

individual from reading proficiently. This view of the 

individual as deficient and consequently, "at-risk" of 

failure (see Richardson, Casanova, Placier, & Guilfoyle, 

1989 for a discussion of at-risk characteristics) has 

important educational ramifications under a host of 

categorical programs such as Chapter 1, special education, 

migrant education, and bilingual education. Regardless of 

the program, what has evolved over the years is a system 

identifying and categorizing students who are viewed to not 

read as well as their peers. Thus, categorical federal 

programs, such as Chapter 1 of the Educational 

Consolidation Act (ECIA) of 1980 and Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act (EHA) of 1975, have been 

implemented with the intent of correcting, or "fixing" a 

student's ability to read. The implementation of these 

federal mandates are discussed in the next sections under 

organizational and instructional patterns of remediation. 
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Organizational Patterns of Remediation 

Typically, remediation occurs with no more than eight 

students in a group (Calfee & Drum, 1979; Stonehall & 

Anderson, 1982). These groups of students, which are 

"pulled out" or removed temporarily from their regular 

classroom to another site on the school campus (Birman et 

al., 1987), meet with a teacher who generally holds a 

specialized credential (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982). 

Although this pattern of small group instruction with a 

specialist is the norm, there is a growing movement towards 

one-to-one instruction found in such programs as Reading 

Recovery (Clay, 1985; Pinnell, 1989), Success for All 

(Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Livermon, & Dolan, 1990), and the 

Howard Street Tutoring Program (Morris, Shaw, & Perney, 

1990) • 

Another characteristic pattern of remedial programs is 

when they typically start. Except for Reading Recovery 

(Clay, 1985; Pinnell, 1989) and Success for All (Slavin et 

al., 1990) which both start in first grade, remedial 

programs start after students have been in school for a few 

years. When remedial programs begin is, in part, reflected 

in provisions by state and federal programs funding 

remedial programs (McGill-Franzen, 1987), which require 

proof that a student is at least one year behind in 

reading. An assumption guiding most remedial programs is 



that students need to be maturationally ready for reading 

and thus, not in need of remedial programs until near end 

of first grade or the beginning of second grade. 

Instructional Patterns of Remediation 
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Instruction in remedial programs is generally separate 

from regular classroom instruction (Allington, Stuetzel, 

Shake, & Lamarche, 1986; McGill-Franzen & Allington, 1990; 

Moore, Hyde, Blair, & weitzman, 1981). This creates a 

situation where the regular classroom teacher and the 

remedial specialist are unaware of each others' programs 

(Johnston, Allington, & Afflerbach, 1985), causing students 

to receive fragmented and often less reading instruction 

(Birman et aI, 1987; Rowan & Guthrie, 1989; Stanley & 

Greenwood, 1983) than students who are not targeted as 

needing special help. 

Throughout the research literature, it is apparent 

that good and poor readers receive differential reading 

instruction. Typically students considered remedial, or 

poor readers, spend less time reading text than good 

readers (Allington, 1977, 1980a; Allington & McGill

Franzen, 1989; Haynes & Jenkins, 1986; Ysseldyke & 

Algozzine, 1982), focus on accuracy of print rather than on 

the construction of meaning (Allington, 1983; Haynes & 

Jenkins, 1986; Stanovich, 1986), and spend.more time on 
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specific skill worksheets rather than the reading of texts 

(Allington et al., 1986; Haynes & Jenkins, 1986). When 

responding to miscues, teachers tend to interrupt poor 

students more often than good readers (Allington, 1980b; 

Eder, 1982) and provide good readers more time to read 

silently while poor readers are expected to read orally 

(Gumperz & Hernandez-Chavez, 1972; Rist, 1978). These 

criticisms of the instructional patterns of remediation 

mirror the theoretical assumptions of the transfer model of 

reading (Harste, 1985). Designers of remedial reading 

programs and the teachers who work in these programs often 

ascribe to the transfer model. 

The implementation of remedial programs by the teacher 

is a crucial element in the type of instructional program 

"remedial" readers receive. Implementation is crucial 

because there is research to suggest that teachers will 

implement remedial programs, such as Reading Recovery, 

based on their own beliefs rather than the programs' 

theoretical base (Lyons, 1991). Thus, teacher beliefs are 

crucial to understanding the instructional perspectives 

teachers hold. 

In the next section, I discuss the literature on 

teacher's beliefs and practices, which provides another 

lens for analyzing the perspectives of my third grade 

teacher-colleagues and my role as a teacher-researcher. 



Teacher Beliefs 

Teachers' beliefs and expectations, particularly 
about individual differences between learners, 
have direct and indirect, positive and negative, 
influences on children's learning. (Johnston & 
Allington, 1991, p. 996) 
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In the literature there has been increased interest in 

understanding the relationship between teacher beliefs and 

their actions (carter, 1990). Whether referred to as 

personal theories of practice (McCutcheon & Jung, 1990), 

practical knowledge (Elbaz, 1983), knowledge-in-action 

(Schon, 1982), personal practical knowledge (Clandinin & 

Connelly, 1987), or practical arguments (Fenstermacher, 

1986), there is an assumption that teachers' ways of 

knowing influence their instructional practices. 

In the present study, I am interested in how my three 

teacher-colleagues conceive of the reading process as 

applied to "remedial" readers. From a constructivist 

perspective (Magoon, 1977), I view my teacher-colleagues as 

creating instructional meanings based on "a system of 

beliefs and attitudes which direct perception and 

behaviors" (Deford, 1985, pp. 352-353). As smith (1982) 

suggests: 

What we have in our heads is a theory of what the 
world is like, a theory that is the basis of all our 
perceptions and understanding of the world, the root 
of all learning, the source of all hopes ad fears, 
motives and expectancies, reasoning and creativity. 
And this theory is all we have. If we can make sense 
of the world at all, it is by interpreting our 



interactions with the world in the light of our 
theory. (p. 54) 
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It seems important, therefore, to discern the beliefs 

or theories of the world teachers hold. Investigation of 

teacher beliefs will lead to better understanding the 

decisions they make and increase the likelihood that 

professional practices will be continually renewed and 

refined (Clark, 1988; Munby, 1982; Nespor, 1987; Weinstein, 

1989) . 

A Matter of Definition 

In their attempt to clarify the construct of teacher 

beliefs, Clandinin and Connelly (1987) discovered a 

"bewildering array of terms" (p. 487) some of which 

include: practical knowledge, beliefs, perspectives, 

conceptions, opinions, and epistemologies. It makes it 

difficult, therefore, to sort out where knowledge ends and 

beliefs begin. 

I view the concern over knowledge and beliefs as 

embedded within epistemology. Webster's New World 

Dictionary of the American Language (1986) describes the 

etymology of epistemology as based on the Greek episteme, 

meaning "knowledge," which in turn is derived from the 

Greek epistanai, meaning "to understand, believe." If 

epistemology is defined as "the study or theory of the 
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origin, nature, methods, and limits of knowledge" (p. 471), 

how does epistanai or belief fit in? If we conceive of 

beliefs as a "set of conceptual representations which 

signify to its holder a reality or given state of affairs 

of sufficient validity, truth and/or trustworthiness to 

warrant reliance upon it as a guide to personal thought and 

action" (Harvey, 1986, p. 660), then we move to a personal 

truth condition. 

From a cognitive perspective, knowledge and beliefs 

seem to intermingle and become indistinguishable from each 

other. This view of merging knowledge and beliefs is 

perhaps best exemplified by Clandinin and Connelly's (1986) 

term, "personal practical knowledge." Personal practical 

knowledge is embodied knowledge the teacher has acquired 

through his or her experience within the contexts of 

teaching, i.e., teachers, students, and schooling. This 

type of knowledge is not independent or disembodied from 

the knower, but in fact is personal and highly 

idiosyncratic (carter, 1990). 

In the next section I discuss selected studies which 

have investigated the nature of teacher beliefs related to 

reading. 



Reading Research into Teacher Beliefs 

Many of the studies which have focused on teacher 

beliefs have investigated pre-service teachers and the 

potential these beliefs have to influence teaching 

practices (Brookhart & Freeman, 1992; Bullough, 1991; 

Goodman, J., 1988; Lasley, 1980; Weinstein, 1988). This 
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line of research assumes that prospective teachers bring a 

rich experiential base of knowledge and beliefs, what 

Lortie (1975) refers to as the "apprenticeship of 

observation." 

Reading researchers foray into teacher beliefs has had 

mixed results. Basing her work on Harste's and Burke's 

(1977) research-in-progress which concluded that "despite 

atheoretical statements, teachers are theoretical in their 

instructional approach to reading" (p. 32), Deford (1978) 

investigated teachers' beliefs using the Theoretical 

orientation to Reading Profile (TORP). And while Deford 

found high agreement between the TORP, a paper-pencil 

inventory, and observed classroom behavior; Hoffman and 

Kugle (1982) found a lack of agreement between the TORP and 

classroom behaviors. In concluding their study, Hoffman 

and Kugle were concerned with the TORP's assessment of 

teacher beliefs. They argued: 

It would be easy to conclude that for most teachers 
there is no strong relationship between teacher 
beliefs and teacher behaviors. It would be more 
reasonable based on the findings from the focused 



interviews, however, to bring to question the notion 
that we can validly assess beliefs through a paper
and-pencil type task. (p. 6) 
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Duffy (1977) also found mixed results in a three year 

study of teacher beliefs. Selectively studying eight 

teachers, Duffy discovered that only four "consistently 

employed practices which directly reflected their beliefs" 

(p. 54). This study raises the question of how teachers' 

instructional practices are guided by beliefs if they do 

not teach in ways consistent with their beliefs. The Duffy 

study, further, raises the possibility that teachers hold 

multiple and complex beliefs (Bussis, Chittenden, & Amarel, 

1976) which potentially conflict with their instructional 

practices. 

Avoiding the instrumentation concern of Hoffman and 

Kugle, a team of researchers (Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, 

& Lloyd, 1991), developed an interview protocol to elicit 

teacher beliefs about reading comprehension. In this 

study, belief interviews and observations of teachers while 

teaching reading comprehension were found to be in strong 

agreement with each other. However, the study also found 

that one teacher's beliefs and practices were not in 

agreement which caused (Richardson et al., 1991) to 

conclude that changes in beliefs precede changes in 

practices. 
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In the present study I have modified the (Richardson 

et al., 1991) interview protocol in an attempt to develop 

an understanding of the three teacher-colleagues view of 

reading and conceptions of "remedial" readers. My interest 

in this line of research is to develop a fuller picture of 

the context in which the "remedial" readers in this study 

function. To pursue these understandings I have adopted a 

position as a teacher researcher, the literature of which I 

discuss next. 

Teacher Research 

In the last two decades, research on teaching has been 

dominated by two distinct paradigms which Shulman (1986) 

identifies as process-product and "classroom ecology." 

Because this knowledge base has traditionally been 

generated by university-based researchers, there is often 

missing from research on teaching the voices, concerns, and 

questions of teachers. This has created a gap between the 

utilization of theory and research, as developed by 

university-based researchers and the practices of teachers. 

Teacher-research, which is the focus of this section, 

is more than an imitation of university research. It is, in 

fact, considered by many to be a new genre of research 

(Bissex & Bullock, 1987) which can add multiple 

understandings to the knowledge base on teaching. This 
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occurs because the research questions in this genre emanate 

from the concerns, experiences, and practices of teachers 

as they seek to understand their own teaching. 

The questions which teachers pose as teacher-

researchers are not the simplistic questions as "What do I 

do on Monday?" but have at their core the same theoretical 

concerns and questions asked of university-based 

researchers. For example, a teacher might ask: "will 

students respond to comments in their journals?", "How 

should spelling be taught?", "Can students' progress as 

readers reading children's literature?" These questions 

are not trivial and in fact, are at the heart of the 

questions asked concerning teaching. 

What is Teacher-Research? 

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1990) define teacher research 

as "systematic and intentional inquiry carried out by 

teachers" (p. 3). This definition, which they credit to 

the work of Stenhouse provides a framework for evaluating 

the research and writing carried out by teachers. In 

explicating this definition, Cochran-Smith and Lytle argue: 

By systematic we refer primarily to ways of gathering 
and recording information, documenting experiences 
inside and outside of classrooms, and making some kind 
of written record. By intentional we signal that 
teacher research is an activity that is planned rather 
than spontaneous. And by inquiry we suggest that 
teacher research stems from or generates questions and 
reflects teachers' desires to make sense of their 



experiences--to adopt a learning stance or openness 
toward classroom life. (po 3) 

Teachers are always observing and making both formal 

and informal observations in the classroom. However, 

"systematic and intentional inquiry" is more than the 
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normal everyday activities and reflections of teachers; it 

is a focus on inquiry into problems of practice. Thus, 

"teacher research is aimed at informed action produced and 

understood simultaneously" (Patterson & Shannon, 1993, 

p. 9). 

The notion of action in the research process provides 

a descriptive label often associated with teacher-research, 

that is, action research. Corey (1953) defined action 

research as "research undertaken by practitioners in order 

that they may improve their practices . . . to solve their 

practical problems by using the methods of science" (po 

141) . 

Teacher-research studies come in a variety of forms, 

with research conducted by individual teachers (Dekker, 

1991; Mcconaghy, 1986), collaboratively with university-

based researchers (Short, Crawford, Kahn, Kaser, Klassen, & 

Sherman, 1992; Strickland, Dillon, Funkhouser, Glick, & 

Rogers, 1989), and with other teachers (The Philadelphia 

Teachers Learning Cooperative, 1984). Teachers are in a 

unique position to generate research knowledge (Mccutcheon, 

1981; Schubert, 1980; Stenhouse, 1981). And thus, as more 
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and more teachers become interested in learning and writing 

about their experiences in the classroom (see Armstrong, 

1980; Atwell, 1986; Burton, 1986; Jensen, 1988; Paley, 

1981), the role of teacher-researcher is becoming more 

accepted as a technique for conducting research. 

In the next sections I discuss some of the rationales 

and concerns of this form of inquiry. 

Rationales for Teacher-Research 

Teachers who engage in teacher-research already have 

overcome many of the problems with which outside 

researchers must contend. For example, a teacher

researcher is already a natural part of the school culture. 

Thus, "gaining access" (Spradley, 1980), problematic in 

other participant roles, is virtually eliminated as an 

issue. Related to access to the school setting is the ease 

with which a teacher-researcher can legitimately talk to, 

study, and otherwise engage those associated with the 

school culture. It is, for example, very natural for the 

researcher in the established role of teacher to engage 

parents, students, teachers, and administrators in 

conversation. Also, as an integral part of the school 

culture a teacher-researcher is already familiar with the 

tacit school, student, and community cultural rules and the 

linguistic norms associated with these groups. 
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The cultural congruence of teacher-research is not 

easily dismissed. It is, for example, very natural for a 

teacher to seek answers to questions while teaching. More 

importantly, however, is the authentic collection of 

multiple types of data that typically accompanies teacher

research. These include activities normally engaged by 

teachers while teaching, as compared to many traditional 

university-based studies that impose artificial methods 

into a natural environment. 

Although all of these issues are important when 

considering teacher-research, the key aspect is the 

production of knowledge associated with teacher-researcher 

studies. For, rather than become a consumer of the 

research conducted by outsiders as presented in books, 

journals, and conferences, teachers who conduct their own 

research are able to study and learn about the problems, 

issues, and questions that have a direct bearing on their 

teaching situation. Thus, they are able to build their own 

bridges connecting theory and practice. 

Teachers find the process of conducting their own 

research intellectually stimulating and a powerful 

antecedent of change in teaching practices (Goswami & 

Stillman, 1987). In addition, the demonstration that 

teachers are learners too, sends a strong message to 



49 

students and peers that learning is a valuable and lifelong 

experience. 

The teacher-researcher is ideally suited to explore 

the nature of students, curriculum, schooling, etc., as 

part of his or her professionalism. As Griffin (1984) 

argues, 

Professional activity is characterized in part by 
the interaction of knowledge, skill, experience, 
reflection, and subsequent redirection or modification 
of practice. The professional educator uses 
information from a variety of sources, including 
personal experience, to make a multitude of decisions 
about the most desirable ways to proceed with students 
in classrooms • . . the key elements here are not just 
the knowledge and experience that come together to 
prompt action but the intervening reflection and 
questioning that provide justifications and reasons 
for action. (p. 38) 

In this process of learning, teachers are able to 

change and transform their views of learning and start a 

journey towards transforming education, in a capacity 

Giroux (1988) refers to as "transformative intellectuals" 

(Giroux, 1988). This is in sharp contrast to the 

"deskilling" (Apple, 1986) of teachers into specialized 

technicians as the result of administrative mandates and 

instructional materials. 

Concerns about Teacher-Research 

The picture for teacher-research is not all rosy. In 

fact, there are many problems and concerns associated with 

this genre of research. For example, researchers who are 
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involved in teacher-researcher studies often find the work 

"tiring" (Pollard, 1985). This is problematic when one 

considers the energy it takes to teach students all day and 

collect and analyze data as well. 

Ethical issues of conducting covert research emerge 

(Denzin, 1968; Galliher, 1973; Roth, 1962) when study 

participants are unaware that they are being studied. And 

although it might only be problematic if the teacher

researcher were "found out," the ethical issues of studying 

people without their consent is problematic for many 

researchers. Further, the ethical nature of the 

instructional interaction of teacher-researcher and 

students must constantly be evaluated. Two questions that 

surface are, Is the teacher-researcher providing the best 

instructional program possible when conducting research? 

Does the teacher-researcher compromise his or her beliefs 

about what is best for students because of the study? 

Teacher-researchers must constantly address ethical 

situations and questions such as: What is best for the 

students? Does the research interfere with student 

learning? Does the teacher-researcher make decisions based 

on good instructional strategies or strategies that make 

for an interesting study? 

Perhaps the most persistent concern about teacher

research is the issue of rigor. Even if conceived as 
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systematic and intentional inquiry, teacher-research is 

still subject to attacks as in some way "soft" research and 

at best informal research. This concern over rigor has its 

antecedents in a larger discussion over the relative merits 

of differing research methodologies. Because of the 

lengthy discussions often associated with what has become 

known as the quantitative-qualitative debate (see Eisner & 

Peshkin, 1990), I will only briefly address the concerns of 

rigor in regards to generalizability. 

In quantitative research, rigor as associated with 

generalizability has conventionally been discussed as an 

issue of external validity (see Campbell & Stanley, 1963; 

Cook & Campbell, 1979). If we accept Zumwalt's (1982) 

argument that generalizations are defined as context-free, 

it becomes problematic to discuss teacher-research in light 

of generalizations due to the often specific nature of the 

context in which the research occurs. Thus, a new 

conceptual understanding for generalizability needs to be 

considered. 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest that transferability 

loosely parallels external validity. Transferability 

refers to the degree that the researcher has provided 

sufficient "thick description" (Geertz, 1973) in reporting 

the data base on which interpretations and judgments are 

made. Implicit in the notion of transferability is the 



responsibility of those interested in the conclusions of 

the study to determine the extent to which the results 

apply or "fit" their social, cultural, and instructional 

situation. Consequently, it is important, as Jorgensen 

(1989) has noted, to determine the extent to which the 

researcher's understanding and description "reflect(s) 

everyday life meanings and usage" (p. 36) of the group 

under study. 
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Teacher-researchers strive to investigate their own 

contexts and to add to their own knowledge. If and when 

others read these studies, they must read for the trends 

which have meaning to their own situations. Thus, teacher

research has the potential for both assisting the teacher's 

own questions of practice but can also add to the larger 

body of knowledge on the research of teaching. 

As evidenced by the noticeable exclusion of teacher

research studies found in the recent Handbook of Research 

on Teaching (Wittrock, 1986), teacher research as 

"legitimate" research has far to go. Although some might 

consider it "imperfect research" (Applebee, 1987), others 

view teacher-researchers in a unique position to add to the 

professional knowledge base on teaching (Patterson, 

Stansell, & Lee, 1990; Stansell & Patterson, 1987). 

Whether teacher-research is considered as formal, informal, 

or imperfect research, the issue remains that teacher-
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research provides multiple layers of meaning into teaching 

so crucial in the development of a knowledge base into 

teaching. 

The focus of this study is to apply a transactive 

pedagogy to the engagement of literature within a 

discussion group. As a teacher-researcher, I understand 

that as my work is shared with others I am adding to the 

knowledge base of the research on teaching. However, what 

is the basis for my theory of literature? What are the 

implications of this theoretical perspective for teaching? 

These and other issues surface as I discuss in the next 

section the transactional theory of reader-response. 

Transactional Theory of Reader-Response 

Since the 1930s, the study of literature in school has 

been primarily influenced by New critical theory (Welleck & 

Warren, 1949), which emphasizes a close reading of the 

text. Embedded in this perspective is the view that there 

is one "correct" interpretation which the teacher is 

leading the students develop. This approach to literature 

is text-based with the teacher in the role of knowledge

holder and evaluator. In response to New Criticism, reader 

response theorists have emphasized an alternative view to 

the teaching of literature. 
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A response approach to literature focuses on how a 

reader responds to text by acknowledging the active role of 

the reader in the construction of meaning (Bleich, 1978; 

Fish, 1980; Holland, 1975; Iser, 1978; Rosenblatt, 1978). 

Viewing the reader as an active agent, reader-response 

theorists seek to explain the variety of interpretations 

that individuals bring to a text. Although often linked 

together by their emphasis on the active construction of 

meaning associated with the reader, "There is considerable 

disagreement as to the degree to which the reader and/or 

the text contribute to meaning and how meaning is 

constituted" (Beach & Hynds, 1991, p. 455). Rosenblatt 

(1992) suggests that there is a spectrum in which 

reader/text response can be considered. She views this 

spectrum as including reader-based, text-based, and 

"reader-pIus-text" based theories of literary criticism. In 

the next few paragraphs I briefly outline some of the views 

held by various reader-response theorists. 

Reader-Based 

Viewing reading as primarily a reader-based process, 

both Norman Holland and David Bleich focus their writing on 

the subjective nature of response. Holland (1975), arguing 

from a psychological position, views the individual's 

"identity theme" as influencing the construction of 



meaning. As a result of the unique nature of each 

individual's identity theme, Holland suggests that each 

text will be uniquely personal as the reader reads him or 

herself into the text. 
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Rather than explaining a reader's response from a 

psychological perspective, Bleich (1975, 1978) argues that 

the subjective nature of response gives rise to a critical 

assessment of what is of most importance to the reader. It 

is this "subjective criticism" (Bleich, 1975, 1978) that 

varies with each individual and so focuses on an 

individual's ability to justify his or her identification 

of the most important events in the text based on "personal 

predilection. II 

For Bleich (1975), literature is a work of art that 

must be perceived, as such, by an individual to exist. 

since a work must be perceived, and this perception takes 

the form of sensory data, it follows that each individual 

will have a different subjective response based on his or 

her unique characteristics. This "wholly subjective 

process" (Bleich, 1975, p. 3) is developed through 

opportunities to interact with others as a "communal act" 

(Bleich, 1975, p. 78) in which a "collective subjectivity" 

(po 95) develops. Bleich's notion of a communal act and 

collective subjectivity is consistent with Fish's (1980) 
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argument that readers reach a consensual agreement of text 

through an "interpretive community" (p. 182). 

The emphasis on the social nature of learning, or 

interpretive community, provides a rationale for utilizing 

literature to expand the idiosyncratic response of the 

reader. Fish acknowledges that each individual is part of 

numerous communities, i.e., school, social, ethnic, gender, 

etc., which all influence the form and meaning of 

literature. As Fish (1980) suggests: 

The act of recognizing literature is not constrained 
by something in the text, nor does it issue from an 
independent and arbitrary will, rather, it proceeds 
from a collective decision as to what will count as 
literature, a decision that will be in force only so 
long as a community of readers or believers continues 
to abide by it. (p. 11) 

Fish's (1980) interpretive community is a powerful 

metaphor for understanding the socio-cultural development 

of literature discussion groups. students not only learn 

from each other, but are also able to clarify their own 

thinking through social interaction. 

Text-Based 

Although Fish's notion of an interpretive community is 

suggestive of a social development of text, he and other 

poststructuralists carried the "'New Critics' preoccupation 

with text" (Rosenblatt, 1992, p. 59) to new heights. Fish 

(1980) argues that the text constrains and manipulates the 
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interpretation an individual develops. From Fish's 

perspective, the choice of vocabulary and use of language 

in the text guides the reader's responses. 

Reader-PIus-Text Transaction 

Although the above writers have described the literary 

experience in various ways and affected pedagological 

change in how literature is taught and studied, it is 

Louise Rosenblatt, who has had the greatest impact on 

literacy pedagogy from a reader-response perspective. She 

focuses on the unique individualistic, social, and form-

seeking nature of the transaction between reader and text. 

Because she is often identified as the first writer to 

explicate what has become known as reader-response literary 

criticism (Suleiman & Crosman, 1980), I will highlight her 

thoughts in the remainder of this section. 

Rosenblatt (1976) views the transaction of reader and 

text as crucial to citizens living in a democracy. As she 

writes in the third edition of Literature as Exploration 

(1976): 

As the student vicariously shares through literature 
the emotions and aspirations of other human beings, he 
can gain heightened sensitivity to the needs and 
problems of others remote from him in temperament, in 
space, or in social environment; he can develop a 
greater imaginative capacity to grasp the meaning of 
abstract laws or political and social theories for 
actual human lives. Such sensitivity and imagination 
are part of the indispensable equipment of the citizen 
of a democracy. (p. 274) 



The reader, from Rosenblatt's (1938, 1976, 1978) 

perspective, actively constructs meaning through a 

transaction with a potential text. It is through this 

transaction between reader and text that something unique 

occurs which Rosenblatt (1978) refers to as the "poem." 

58 

Rosenblatt (1978) explains that the text is not an 

independent object that can be known. The reader brings 

his or her understandings, prior knowledge, intertextual 

understandings, and schemas to any engagement of text. 

within a particular context, the stance a reader takes 

toward a text can be conceptualized as a continuum from 

efferent to aesthetic. She describes the efferent stance, 

from the Latin meaning "to carry away," as the detailed, 

information seeking, and logically drawn conclusion reading 

that a reader engages in. The aesthetic stance, from the 

Greek meaning "to perceive," is created during reading 

through focusing of "personal feelings, ideas, and 

attitudes" (Rosenblatt, 1978, p. 23). 

In efferent or "nonaesthetic reading, the reader's 

attention is focused primarily on what will remain as the 

residue after the reading--the information to be acquired, 

the logical solution to a problem, the actions to be 

carried out" (Rosenblatt, 1978, p. 23). In contrast, 

during "aesthetic reading, the reader's attention is 

centered on what he is living through during his 
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relationship with that particular text" (p. 25). This 

evocation or lived through experience, in contrast to 

efferent reading, occurs during the reading of the text. 

The engagement of text, especially from an aesthetic 

stance, allows the reader to develop intertextual 

connections. As Rosenblatt (1983) explains: 

In aesthetic reading, we respond to the very story or 
poem that we are evoking during the transaction with 
the text. In order to shape the work, we draw on our 
reservoir of past experience with people and the 
world, our past inner linkage of words and things, our 
past encounters with spoken or written texts. (p. 270) 

The reading context is an important consideration when 

making these intertextual ties. For, though Rosenblatt 

(1983) believes that a text can be read from both an 

aesthetic and efferent perspective, she believes that it is 

problematic if a reader uses a response stance that is 

inappropriate for the type of text or context. This 

inappropriate stance, for example, could take the form of 

reading a legal contract aesthetically. 

Aesthetic reading is vastly underrated in schools. It 

is the aesthetic stance that "produces a meaning in which 

cognitive and affective, referential and emotive, 

denotational and connotational, are intermingled" 

(Rosenblatt, 1983, p. 273). And yet, Rosenblatt argues 

that the encouragement of aesthetic stances to literature 

"is the kind of reading most neglected in our schools" (p. 
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271). She views the efferent stance as the focus of school 

engagements with literature. Rosenblatt finds the school's 

focus on an efferent stance as problematic since it trains 

the reader to discount the aesthetic. 

The focus of aesthetic reading is especially crucial 

to those identified as remedial readers. As Johnston and 

Allington (1991) argue: 

Aesthetic reading is least likely to occur in remedial 
reading because of the focus on skills; the lack of 
independence and choice on the part of the readers; 
the use of reading material prepared specifically for 
the conveying of skills; the lack of diversity of 
allowable responses; and, where comprehension is 
considered, the oppressive concern for accurate 
recall. (p. 994) 

Though Rosenblatt (1976) sees the text as a potential 

text (what Ken Goodman [1985] refers to as a "parallel" or 

"dual text" [po 827]), she recognizes that certain 

interpretations "are more defensible than others" (p. 79). 

It becomes important, then, for the student to engage in 

literary discussions to compare his or her perception with 

other students and the teacher, and, in addition, to 

reflect on both self and the elements in the text that 

evoked certain interpretations or misinterpretations. In 

this way, teachers do not solely or uncritically accept 

subjective response. Indeed, Rosenblatt (1978) believes 

the reader will "achieve a sound approach to literature 

only when he reflects upon his response to it, when he 

attempts to understand what in the work and in himself 
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produced that reaction, and when he thoughtfully goes on to 

modify, reject, or accept it" (po 76). In this way, the 

student reflects about his or her own background, 

knowledge, emotions, etc., to determine why he or she 

perceived and responded to a piece of literature in a 

certain way. 

Meanings from text, therefore, are enhanced through 

reflection of responses, especially within the social 

context of the classroom where students have the 

opportunity to discuss the text together. As Barnes (1976) 

suggests: 

Thus we shall not be able to understand what they 
learn without considering that they make sense of new 
knowledge by projecting it upon what they already 
know. Classroom learning can be best seen as an 
interaction between the teacher's meanings, and those 
of his pupils, so that what they take away is partly 
shared and partly unique to each of them. (po 22) 

Though Barnes uses the term "interaction," the concept 

that he is addressing is actually transactive. It is this 

taking away of a socially negotiated meaning in the 

transaction of readers, text, and teacher which is so 

crucial to literature discussion from a transactive 

perspective. 

In the next section, I have included selected studies 

which focus on elementary students' response to literature 

and on researchers who conduct literature response research 

from an ethnographic or teacher-researcher ·perspective. 
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to Literature 
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There are numerous factors studied under the rubric of 

response to literature (Beach & Hynds, 1991). Early emic 

response studies (Hepler, 1982; Hickman, 1979; Kiefer, 

1983), for example, as well as more current studies (Anzul, 

1988; Capps, 1991; Guice, 1991; Paille, 1991; Weston, 1989; 

Zarrillo, 1991) illustrate the increased interest in 

investigating the responses of elementary age children to 

literature from an emic or insider's perspective. 

For the purposes of this discussion I focus my 

examination on some of the more recent studies that 

investigate responses to literature of students in the 

elementary grades from an emic, or insider's perspective. 

Hickman (1979), in her pioneering work on student 

responses in a naturally occurring context, studied as a 

participant-observer, the response patterns of 90 children 

in three elementary classrooms. She observed that the 

responses of the students were influenced both by the 

instructional setting and by the teachers who organized the 

settings. Hickman also found that students make a variety 

of responses which include verbal, written, dramatic, and 

artistic. similarly, Kiefer (1983) found, after 

investigating the responses in a first/second grade class, 

that the teacher played a key role in broadening the depth 



of student responses through rereading of stories, 

organizing discussions, and highlighting text 

illustrations. A finding supported by Weston (1989) 

working as a teacher-researcher in her fourth grade 

classroom when she focused on discussion and students' 

written, artistic, and dramatic responses to the stories. 
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The response literature suggests that the role of the 

teacher can greatly influence what occurs. Eeds and Wells 

(1989) found that students of differing abilities engaged 

in rich discussions with student teachers who were members 

rather than leaders of the discussion groups. This less 

didactic approach by Eeds and Wells suggests that the 

teacher can be more "in control" of a literature discussion 

group by participating as a group member rather than as a 

teacher/leader. Similarly, Anzul (1988) found, when working 

with fifth and sixth grade students, that when she was less 

didactic and played a more questioning role in discussions 

that student engagement was greater. Hepler (1982) who also 

studied the response patterns of fifth and sixth grade 

students, learned that readers engage in social responses 

which Hickman and Hepler (1982) describe as a "community of 

readers." 

The idea of a community of readers, which includes 

students and the teacher, suggests that the teacher is 



essential to the literacy and social interaction of 

literature discussions. 
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Paille (1991), for example, discovered this when she 

worked as a teacher-researcher in a fifth grade classroom. 

She focused on the oral and written responses of students 

to literature through the course of one year and found that 

students strived to create meaning and personal connections 

to what was read through oral discussions and dialogue 

journals. She concluded that students seemed to respond 

more fully when the teacher was a participant rather than 

taking an outsider stance as a teacher. The expression of 

the personal, appears to occur even when not planned by the 

teacher (Capps, 1991). 

Capps (1991) found, in her year-long study of a first 

grade classroom that in highly controlled lessons students 

have aesthetic responses to reading even when these 

responses are not encouraged by the teacher. She also 

found that when students had to respond to questions that 

had little personal meaning, their responses where 

stereotypical. Yet, when questions had personal meanings, 

students' interpretation of the text were creative. Not all 

students, however, want to share their responses with their 

peers, as Zarrillo (1991) found in his role as researcher

teacher. In his study, he learned that individual 

conferences with students are essential for providing 



students with opportunities to express personal feelings 

and thoughts concerning text. 
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Guice (1991), a participant-observer investigating a 

class of sixth graders as a community of readers, found 

that readers choices of texts were influenced by both the 

school and home contexts. The study concluded that the way 

in which readers defined themselves as readers and their 

responses to texts differ according to the reading/text 

contexts. 

Summary of Literature Review 

In this chapter I discussed the typical instructional 

patterns of remedial reading, the importance of teacher 

beliefs, the influence of teacher-research, and the 

transactional theory of reader-response. 

The premise of this chapter is that there is an 

essential mesh between action and reflection that occurs in 

transactional theory, the conducting of research as a 

teacher-researcher, and the practice or application of a 

theoretically grounded pedagogy within the classroom. This 

meshing of theory, research, and practice is crucial for 

practitioners and those wishing to learn more about the 

development of theory, research, and practice in classrooms 

because it makes "visible the experience of teachers and 

students acting in the world" (Burton, 1985, p. 227). 
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In the next chapter, I describe the methods I utilized 

as a teacher-researcher to learn more about: (a) the 

perspectives that the students' classroom teachers have 

concerning "remedial" readers, (b) the social interactions 

within the literature discussion group I established for 

the students in terms of both student reading and 

discussing, and (c) the changes and challenges I 

experienced as a teacher-researcher utilizing principles of 

a theoretically grounded pedagogy. 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGNING THE JOURNEY 
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The study reported here utilizes a qualitative 

research design: (a) to analyze the perspectives that the 

students' classroom teachers have concerning "remedial" 

readers, (b) to describe the social interactions within the 

literature discussion group in terms of both student 

reading and discussion, (c) to analyze the changes and 

challenges I experienced as a teacher-researcher utilizing 

principles of a theoretically grounded pedagogy, and (d) to 

interpret these results in terms of implications for 

classroom instructional practice. The design of the study 

incorporates a qualitative methodology to provide 

description and interpretation of the instructional 

setting, teacher-colleagues, students, and teacher

researcher. 

Due to the often large amount of data of a qualitative 

study, I have condensed information in this chapter 

concerning the setting, teacher-researcher, teacher

colleagues, and students. In Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7 

respectively, I elaborate on these aspects. 
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Setting 

Big Trees Elementary is one of four elementary schools 

in a small school district in Northern California. The 

school, which is located near a rural town of approximately 

11,000 people, consists of kindergarten through sixth-grade 

with a population of approximately 525 students. All 

classrooms in the school are self-contained, with the 

exceptions of separate science instruction with a science 

specialist at the third grade level and separate science 

and physical education instruction with two teacher 

specialists in grades 4-6. 

The students who attend Big Trees Elementary are 

predominantly from Anglo families with socio-economic 

backgrounds ranging from parents who are unemployed to 

parents who are professional. For a fuller description of 

the school as well as the state, county, and school 

district context see Chapter 4. 

Reading Club 

The literature discussion group, which I named the 

"Reading Club," met once a week from 9:10-9:50 every 

Thursday morning for sixteen weeks. I chose the name 

Reading Club for specific reasons. Since I currently met 

once a week with a third grade group of "rapid learners" 

for a literature discussion known as "Great Books," I 
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wanted a name that reflected that these "remedial" readers 

were in fact readers. In selecting the name Reading Club, 

I was influenced both by Frank smith's (1988) notion of 

language learners becoming socialized into the "literacy 

club" and Mike Rose's (1990) thoughts on individuals 

striving to join the "academic club." It seemed to me that 

a club devoted to reading would help the students view 

reading as a special and enjoyable activity. 

Project Participants 

Teacher-Colleagues 

The three third grade teachers from Big Trees 

Elementary voluntarily participated in the study. All 

three teachers were Anglo females with 6 to 22 years of 

teaching experience. Further information on the three 

teachers can be found in Chapter 6. 

Students 

Ten third grade students, identified by their 

classroom teachers as "remedial" readers, participated in 

this study. Two teachers selected three students and one 

teacher four from their classes whom they felt needed 

additional help in reading. The ten assigned students, 

consisting of six girls and four boys, ranged in age from 8 

to 10 years. Other than one Hispanic girl, all of the 



students were Anglo. Greater detail on the students is 

provided in Chapter 7. 

Teacher-Researcher 
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Participant observation is crucial to the qualitative 

researcher because, as Woods (1986) has observed, the 

researcher is the "major research tool." And though the 

degree to which a researcher is involved in the research 

study may vary, the identified participant role is 

important. 

In this study, my role is that of a "complete 

participant" (Spradley, 1980), since I am the teacher 

working with the 10 students from the three third grade 

classes who have been identified as "remedial" readers. 

Since the focus of this study is from an educational, 

rather than anthropological perspective, the descriptive 

label which most closely identifies my role is that of 

teacher-researcher. Descriptive details concerning my role 

as teacher and researcher as well as information concerning 

my teaching background are provided in Chapter 5. 

Methodology 

Data Collection 

Data for this study were gathered using qualitative 

techniques of formal and informal interviews, tape recorded 
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literature discussions, and field notes. In addition, an 

initial and exit miscue analysis was conducted with each of 

the participating students. The use of these multiple 

sources of data provide opportunities to triangulate the 

evidence to sUbstantiate the interpretations and 

conclusions of this study. 

In the following sections, I outline the data 

collection instruments utilized and then link the research 

questions presented in Chapter 1 to the data collection 

instruments. 

Instruments 

1. Initial student Interview -- To utilize the 

students as important sources of information, an adapted 

Burke Interview (1977) (see Appendix A) was used as an 

initial interview protocol, providing insight into the 

students' self-reported reading strategies. Since I was 

not familiar with the backgrounds of the students, my 

modifications to the Burke Interview reflect an interest in 

understanding the students' family structure, view of self, 

availability of books in the home, and emphasis on reading 

in the home. 

2. Exit Student Interview -- An adapted Burke 

Interview (1977) (see Appendix B) was conducted at the end 

of the 16 week Reading Club. The purpose of conducting an 
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the Reading Club and suggestions for changes. 

72 

3. Miscue Analysis -- I conducted a miscue analysis 

prior to the 16 week session. It was my belief that the 

miscue analysis would provide not only information 

concerning the students' reliance on syntactic, semantic, 

and graphophonic cuing systems, but also shed light on the 

students' search for meaning and self-monitoring behaviors. 

To arrive at this understanding, I utilized Procedure III 

found in Reading miscue inventory: Alternative procedures 

(Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 1987). In addition, I conducted 

an exit miscue analysis to understand if any changes 

occurred in the students search for meaning from the 

beginning of the program until the end. 

4. Teacher Belief Interview (Richardson, Anders, 

Tidwell, & Lloyd, 1991) -- To have an understanding of the 

three teacher-colleagues' self-identified perspectives 

concerning reading and "remedial" readers, the Teacher 

Belief Interview (see Appendix C) was adapted and 

implemented. Adaptations to the Teacher Belief Interview 

reflect a specific interest in understanding the teachers': 

(a) personal educational histories, (b) utilization of 

literature in the classroom, (c) organization of the 

classroom reading period, and (d) the use of literature 

discussion. Interview times were scheduled and permission 
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to tape record interviews was granted. Interviews lasted 

from 40-60 minutes, and occurred once during week eight of 

the study. The interviews were conducted along points 

suggested by Claesson and Brice (1989): 

The same issues or questions were covered with all 
informants, the order of the questions were fitted to 
the individual interview situation, individual 
perspectives and experiences were allowed to emerge, 
and what informants considered important issues was 
not presupposed (p. 5). 

5. Field notes -- Field notes are important sources 

of data to the qualitative researcher (Burgess, 1982). 

written field notes, in this study, take the form of: (a) 

date, time, setting for discussions and interviews, (b) 

comments on the behavior of students during literature 

discussion, (c) anecdotal comments made by students and 

teachers that are not recorded as part of interviews, (d) 

reflection on my role as teacher and researcher, and (e) 

questions for further exploration. 

6. Transcriptions of literature discussions --

Literature discussions of children's books were audio taped 

with the permission of the students participating in the 

discussions. The audio recordings, ranging in length from 

20 to 40 minutes, were transcribed with hard copies 

available for coding. 

Table 1 shows the phases of data collection during the 

course of the study. 
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Table 1 

Phases of Data Collection 

Phase I 
January 

Phase II 
January-May 

Phase III 
May 

students Burke, miscue discussion Burke, miscue 
transcripts 
field notes 

teachers field notes interviews field notes 
field notes 

teacher- field notes field notes field notes 
researcher 

Research Questions 

In the following section, I have matched the questions 

which guided this study with the data sources that 

potentially answer the questions. 

Teacher-Colleague Focus 

1. How do the three teacher-colleagues conceive of 

the reading process as applied to "remedial" readers? 

(Teacher Belief Interview and field notes) 

2. Are the teachers aware of any changes in the 

reading of the students participating in the literature 

discussion sessions? (Teacher Belief Interview and field 

notes) 



student Focus 

1. What reading strategies do the 10 students bring 

to the literature discussion meetings? (Initial student 

interview and miscue analysis) . 
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2. What changes over time occur in the engagement of 

literature during the literature discussions? 

(Transcriptions of literature discussions and field notes) 

3. How will the students respond to a meaning 

emphasis to reading? (Exit interview and field notes) 

Teacher-Researcher Focus 

1. How do I organize a group of students for 

literature discussion? (Field notes) 

2. How do I balance my role as a teacher and as a 

researcher? (Field notes) 

3. What changes and challenges do I experience 

utilizing principles of a theoretically grounded pedagogy? 

(Field notes) 

Materials 

The literature for the Reading Club were selected 

based on availability of multiple copies of text and reader 

interest. During my over twelve years of teaching, I had 

acquired multiple copies of books which I used in listening 

centers or as books in small group discussions. 



76 

consequently, I had available many multiple copies of texts 

from which I could select. 

I selected all of the books utilized in our 

discussions. I did this for two reasons: first, I wanted 

to make sure that the books complemented the classroom 

reading program, and second, I picked books I felt would 

generate lively discussions. The literature that we 

utilized as the basis for the discussions included: 

Rumpelstiltskin (Grimm,), The Bremen-Town Musicians (Grimm, 

1974), The Elves and the Shoemaker (Grimm, 1975), Freckle 

Juice (Blume, 1971), The Frog Prince (Grimm, 1974), Jack 

and the Beanstalk (Nordland, 1978), Hansel and Gretel 

(Grimm, 1970), and Peter Pan (Drexler, 1970). 

A listing of the these texts and the meetings in which they 

were read are included in Appendix F. 

Data Analysis 

Coding of data from field notes, student and teacher 

interviews, and literature discussions are evaluated using 

Glaser and Strauss's (1967) constant comparison process. 

In this process, as the data are coded, categories that 

emerge are compared to categories that have been 

explicated. Although there are numerous coding systems 

utilized to classify and categorize student engagement of 

text (Eeds & Wells, 1987; GaIda, 1982a; MacLean, 1986; 
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Purves & Riperre, 1968; Raphael et al., 1992), I believe it 

important to allow the coding categories to emerge from the 

transcripts based on my interpretations of the discussions. 

In addition to the constant comparison process, data 

are interpreted using a process of "member checking." 

Member checking took the form of one formal individual 

meeting with each teacher-colleague, and informal 

discussions with the teacher-colleagues when questions 

surfaced. In addition, the three teacher-colleagues read 

and responded to the chapter focusing on themselves and 

clarified or elaborated upon issues of concern. 

The member checking process also offered me 

opportunities to judge the "fit" of the evidence and test 

the inquiry "against the everyday experience" (Mehan & 

Wood, 1975, p. 228) of the teacher-colleagues. In addition 

to providing me opportunities to discuss and verbalize the 

research project, member checking allowed for opportunities 

to consider further directions to pursue while conducting 

and writing up the research. "credibility," which Lincoln 

and Guba (1985) suggest as the qualitative equivalent for 

the quantitative construct of internal validity, is 

improved when procedures such as member checking are 

included as part of the data analysis. 



CHAPTER 4 

WHERE IN THE WORLD IS BIG TREES ELEMENTARY? 

Any encounter between readers, teachers, and 
texts in a classroom has as its setting the 
society, the community, the ethos of the school, 
the total curriculum, the cumulative social 
concepts embodied in the works presented to the 
pupil over the years, and the earlier experiences 
with literature at home and in school. 
(Rosenblatt, 1985, p. 50) 

If we are to understand how and why teachers and 
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students act and react the way they do, we must understand 

the larger contexts in which these events occur. That is, 

the physical, social, political, and historical contexts in 

which people interact have a great bearing on how they 

think and act. Understanding contexts assists in 

developing an understanding of the events, constraints, and 

behavior of participants within a culture (Ogbu, 1978). 

In this chapter, I describe the various contexts of 

literacy education as it is promoted in the state, county, 

school district, and school in which this study occurred. 

As such, this chapter is a description of the socio-

cultural contexts influencing the school literacy 

environment and "remedial" readers. 
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state 

California, known as the Golden state, is a land of 

pristine waters, snow tipped mountains, golden deserts, and 

towering redwood trees. It is a land immigrants have 

journeyed to for thousands of years. 

Even today, both legal and illegal immigrants are 

arriving daily by the thousands. It should be noted, 

however, that there is an almost equal number of well 

educated workers (who have lived in California for many 

years) migrating out of California in search of better 

working conditions. As a result of these two trends, it is 

estimated that by the year 2000, 50% of California's 

population will consist of people with origins other than 

Anglo-Saxon. The changes in California's population from 

both minority and nonminority immigrants creates special 

challenges for the coordination of this educational system. 

The state of California has one of the largest school 

systems in the country. To assist in coordinating the 

curricular demands of this vast educational system, the 

California state Department of Education publishes, on a 

four year cycle, one or two curriculum frameworks to assist 

districts and publishing companies in aligning with the 

state's educational goals. 

Lists of aligned materials and textbooks are published 

with the expectation that state monies will be utilized to 
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purchase appropriate materials. As a result of the large 

educational market that California represents, publishing 

companies actively seek state approval for their materials. 

For example, in 1984 the California state Department of 

Education initiated a project to encourage teachers to use 

more literature in the classrooms. As a result, textbook 

publishers scrambled to enter this profitable market 

through the development of literature-based basal readers. 

In 1986, under the leadership of Bill Honig, the state 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, California launched 

the California Reading Initiative. According to Honig 

(1988), the goal of the Initiative was to change the 

"disastrous trend" of aliteracy among students who could 

read but choose not to by "encouraging students to develop 

lifelong positive attitudes towards reading and stimulating 

educators to change and improve their reading programs" (p. 

235) • 

In 1988, the English-Language Arts Framework for 

California Public Schools (1987) "set forth an agenda for 

strengthening and improving the curriculum and (to) expand 

on the central themes of the California Reading Initiative" 

(Honig, 1988, p. 239). This framework, which Honig 

identified as integrating, a "whole language" approach to 

the classroom, encouraged teachers to limit skill-based 

programs and concentrate on the reading of "significant 
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literary works which reflect the real dilemma faced by all 

human beings" (Honig, 1988, p. 239). It should be noted 

here, that although reading skills were still emphasized in 

the framework, the emphasis was on the teaching of skills 

utilizing literature selections. 

A key aspect of the Initiative was the development of 

a list of 1010 "good books" selected for their "exemplary 

use of language, moral depth, diversity of perspective, and 

entertainment value" (Honig, 1988, p. 236). These key 

literary works were organized by grade levels (K-8) into 

the Recommended Readings in Literature, Kindergarten 

Through Grade Eight (1986). 

The 1010 books that made up the Recommended Readings 

were complied and divided into core, extended, and 

recreational categories. Core works were selected as those 

pieces of literature that pose important questions and 

values; the extended works were selected as those that 

challenge students to explore their own ideas independently 

and stimulate their thinking; the recreational works were 

selected as literature that motivates students to read for 

pleasure (Framework, 1987). 

County 

santa Cruz County, with a population of 229,734, 

contains ocean washed beaches and redwood forests, a place 
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where surfers and vacationers linger and immigrant farm 

workers tend the fields to stave off poverty, an area where 

education is valued. 

The importance of educations is evidenced by several 

indicators: the higher than state average for educational 

attainment levels of persons over 25 years of age with a 

high school degree (81.9% compared to 76.2%) and those with 

at least a bachelor's degree (29.7% compared to 23.4%); the 

active commitment to Cabrillo community College; the local 

support for the University of California Santa Cruz; and 

the involvement of parents in the public schools. 

within this positive educational environment, teachers 

have numerous opportunities to develop as professionals. 

In fact, Santa Cruz County has two principle organizations 

that serve the literacy needs of educators. One is the 

Santa Cruz County Office of Education (SCCOE) and the 

other, the Santa Cruz County Reading Association (SCCRA). 

The SCCOE operates as a clearinghouse for educational 

media, curriculum, grants, projects, materials, and 

workshops. During 1991, the SCCOE offered 75 teacher 

training workshops. These optional workshops provided 

teachers opportunities to explore topics of importance to 

their professional development. Highlighted literacy 

topics included the use of portfolios to improve 
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instruction, use of word processing programs, thematic 

instruction, and integrating the language arts curriculum. 

A major literacy event held each year at the SCCOE is 

the Student Author Fair (SAF). The SAF, which the County 

Office of Education co-sponsors with the santa Cruz County 

Reading Association, provides students in grades K-8 an 

opportunity to author and publish their own books. These 

books are then submitted to school-based judges who 

evaluate the students' books. Those which are deemed 

"award winners" are displayed at the COE. 

The SCCRA, the county's only literacy association, is 

affiliated with the California Reading Association which in 

turn is subsumed under the International Reading 

Association. Each year the SCCRA sends out notices to 

encourage teacher and administrator membership and 

participation. Functions differ each year, but typically 

late afternoon or early evening dinner meetings host a 

guest speaker who shares ideas to encourage the further 

development of literacy in the classroom. 

During the 1991-1992 year, the SCCRA offered 

participants one unit of college credit to attend five of 

six planned literacy meetings. Meetings included: helping 

students become local historians, friendship in children's 

literature, magic in children's literature, storytelling in 

the classroom, using literature to teach social 



studies/history concepts, and the tri-county reading 

conference. 

In addition to the monthly meetings, SCCRA sponsors, 

in conjunction with the San Benito and Monterey county 

Reading Associations, a three day Asilomar Reading 

conference that is attended by several hundred teachers. 

Conference participants select from over a hundred 

different literacy and language arts workshops that 

included: using phonics in a literature-based program, 

organizing readers theater, developing thematic units, 

using portfolios, and discovering "what's new" in 

children's literature. 

School District 
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The Big Trees Unified school District (BTUSD) is a 

small rural school district in Santa Cruz county consisting 

of an area of approximately 140 square miles. 

Approximately 4,325 students attend the regular day program 

at the four elementary schools, one junior high, one 

traditional four-year high school, and one continuation 

high school for students "at risk" of dropping out of high 

school or who seek an alternative to the traditional high 

school. 

The BTUSD is governed by a Board of Trustees 

consisting of five elected members of the community. Each 
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year, the Board assesses its role and the role of the 

District in meeting the needs of students served by the 

District. The District focuses on the literacy needs of 

students through the development and implementation of the 

District's Language Arts Framework. 

Alignment with the state Framework 

In order to align itself with the English-Language 

Arts Framework (1987), the Board mandated the use of a 

literature-based basal in grades 1-6, the development and 

utilization of a listing of "core literature" to be read at 

each grade level, and the writing of a District language 

arts curriculum guide. These are discussed in the 

following sections. 

Literature-Based Basals 

To emphasize the utilization of literature in the 

classroom, the district mandated that the traditional basal 

reading program be discontinued and teachers in the 

elementary schools use a literature-based basal. Teachers 

met for over six months to evaluate and select a 

literature-based program. The program selected, developed 

by Houghton Mifflin (1989), is currently being used in all 

four elementary schools in the District. 
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The Houghton Mifflin Reading/Language Arts Program is 

described by its authors as a "program that has been 

developed to ensure that students learn to read by reading 

the best in children's literature" (Houghton Mifflin, 1989, 

p. TM I-48). The program consists of a "multilevel, 

developmental" approach that emphasizes the integration of 

reading, writing, listening, speaking, and critical 

thinking. It is through this developmental reading 

curriculum that the "teaching, practicing, and applying of 

phonics, comprehension, literary, and critical reading 

skills" are accomplished. 

The reading series contains a basic anthology text 

with supplementary paperbacks as well as workbooks, 

blackline masters, tests, student journals, and other 

ancillary reading and instructional materials. Program 

content is conveyed by relying on literature as the core of 

the language arts curriculum. Through a variety of 

literary works, that include fiction, nonfiction, poetry, 

and selections focusing on ethnic and cultural groups, 

students are supported in developing as readers. 

The program is characterized as providing "a wide 

variety of experiences, lessons, and activities to meet all 

students' needs" (Houghton Mifflin, 1989, p. TM I-49). The 

materials reflect a view that students can be taught to 

read through sequentially organized skills and materials. 
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The philosophy behind the program is that "all students can 

learn to communicate effectively when they receive 

instruction appropriate to their needs and experience 

continuous success in a meaningful context" (Houghton 

Mifflin, 1989, p. TM 1-43). The program, in short, is 

viewed by its authors as an all inclusive system for 

reading development within a "meaningful context," i.e., 

the Houghton Mifflin literature-based program. 

To assist the teacher in working with diverse 

students, there are sections throughout the teacher's 

manual with information on working with "less able 

students," "advanced students," and "second language 

learners." Schedules are also provided to assist the 

teacher working with average students, "Limited-English 

Proficient" students, and two different reading levels. 

The "less able student" is to "devote more time to 

rereading and to direct instruction" (Houghton Mifflin, 

1989, p. TM 1-49), which translates in this program as 

additional work in skill materials. "Advanced students" 

are to engage in short and long term projects that 

emphasize "thinking and language processes in a variety of 

interesting and exciting contexts." 
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District Language Arts Curriculum Guide 

The Big Trees Unified School District Language Arts 

Curriculum Guide (June, 1991) was developed by a cross 

section of 18 K-8 teachers. The stated purposes of the 

guide are to assist new teachers with District language 

arts expectations in grades K-8, to inform parents 

concerning the District's curriculum, and to provide a 

framework to "facilitate equal educational opportunities 

for all students regardless of their school of attendance" 

(po 2) within the District. The philosophy behind the 

Language Arts curriculum Guide (1991) mirrors the state 

framework in preparing "all students to function as 

informed and active citizens in our democratic society, as 

effective members of the work world, and as fulfilled 

individuals" (po 3) through the integration of a 

literature-based approach. 

The emphasis of a literature-based approach, however, 

was not conceived by the authors of the Guide as simply a 

set of tasks found in a literature-based basal. In fact, 

the authors clearly felt that textbooks needed "to be used 

as resources selectively and with prior planning" (po 2), 

since textbooks often provide too much material to cover in 

one year and "may omit items or introduce material 

inadequately" (po 2). 



The Guide focuses on learning to read by reading, 

while simultaneously mastering reading skills. The 

emphasis is on developing an atmosphere in the classroom 

that encourages students to explore literature, with the 

teacher providing the students "ample opportunities to 

discuss, listen, write and to experience literature in a 

setting which fosters active participation" (p. 4). This 

active participation, however, includes not only learning 

to read by reading but also learning to read through the 

mastery of skills. 
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The 89-page curriculum guide is organized, by grade 

levels, into student outcomes (skills) to be mastered. 

Accompanying each of the student outcomes are recommended 

learning activities and resources. According to the 

authors of the Guide, the expectation is that 70-80% of the 

skills can be expected to be mastered by the end of the 

grade level by 80% of the students. In focusing on the 

skill development for reading, the authors believed in a 

progressive shift from skills acquisition in kindergarten, 

grade one, and grade two, to fluency in grades two and 

three, and finally to the content of what is read in grades 

four through twelve. 

In each section of the guide, grade level expectations 

appear with accompanying student outcomes (skills) and 

suggested learning activities. Rather than focus on all of 



the expectations as outlined in the guide, I have focused 

this next section on the expectations that students in 

grades K-3 typically encounter. Since the focus of this 

study in on a group of third grade students, it is 

important to understand the literacy expectations of 

students prior to and including third grade. 
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At all four grade levels (K-3), the emphasis is on 

learning to read by reading. As stated in the Guide, "even 

in the beginning stages, students should understand that 

reading means interacting with and deriving meaning from 

print" (p. 9). In the kindergarten classroom, deriving 

meaning from print is developed through students reading 

predictable books, dictating and reading their own stories, 

journal writing, understanding letter/sound relationships, 

distinguishing beginning sounds, and studying alphabet and 

sequencing cards. 

In the first grade classroom, students are to derive 

meaning from print through striving to develop "phonics and 

decoding skills to the point where they are automatic and 

require no conscious attention" (p. 14). In addition, 

first grade students are to be "encouraged to use a variety 

of comprehension strategies as they formulate and answer 

questions about stories written by their peers and 

professional authors" (p. 14). Developing first grade 

readers are instructed to discuss, compare; and predict 
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various stories; read their own stories; write using 

inventive spelling; select their own "quality" literature 

to read; apply the meaning of stories to their own lives; 

develop a basic sight word vocabulary; use phonics in 

context; learn short and long vowels, and vowel digraphs; 

demonstrate a knowledge of beginning and ending consonants 

and consonant blends and digraphs; recognize root words; 

alphabetize to the first letter; state cause and effect; 

recognize story setting; make inferences; understand main 

ideas; recall details; use context clues arrange a story in 

sequence; and predict outcomes. 

In the second grade classroom, the emphasis is on 

deriving meaning from print with the expectation that 

decoding be mastered by the end of the year. To achieve 

this the second grade students: read from a variety of 

genre; use decoding skills in context (short vowels, vowel 

digraphs, prefixes, suffixes, consonant digraphs and 

blends, compound words, contraction); use context clues to 

determine word meanings; use a dictionary and glossary; use 

a table of contents; identify figurative language; 

distinguish between fact and fiction; and demonstrate 

comprehension by identifying main idea, stating cause and 

effect, recognizing story setting, identifying main 

characters, predicting outcomes, making inferences, using 

context clues, locating details in a story. 
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By the time students are in third grade, they are 

expected to refine their "phonics and decoding skills to 

the point where they are automatic and require no conscious 

attention so that they can concentrate on deriving meaning 

out of text" (po 29). As they move to deriving meaning 

from text, third grade students are expected to: read from 

a variety of genre; recognize elements of plot, setting, 

and characters; identify prefixes, suffixes, and root 

words; demonstrate comprehension of written material by 

using context clues to determine word meanings, compare and 

contrast ideas, draw conclusions and predict what will corne 

next, identify the main idea, state cause and effect, 

recall details; read a story expressively with appropriate 

emotion and rate, apply reference and study skills (table 

of contents, glossary, and dictionary); develop figurative 

language (synonyms, antonyms, homonyms); and locate fiction 

and non-fiction books in the library. 

Core Literature 

To implement the state's recommendation of utilizing 

more literature in the classroom, teachers in the Big Trees 

Unified school District developed a grade level listing of 

core literature for grades K-6. These lists of core 

literature were selected by a team of 11 teachers over the 

course of one year. I have included a listing of the core 
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books selected for kindergarten through third grade (see 

Appendix D) to provide the reader with an understanding of 

the books that the third grade students in this study might 

have been exposed to. 

Twelve criteria were utilized in selecting books for 

core literature status. The criteria utilized were as 

follows: quality literature, universal theme and compelling 

content, student interest/suitability, variety of genre, 

reading level, a District teacher survey, representation of 

ethnic and minority groups, coordination with curriculum, 

illustrations, variety of styles, award winning books, and 

read aloud appeal. 

utilizing all twelve of these criteria, it took a full 

year to agree on the core literature list. The major 

obstacle to developing the list any earlier was when the 

literature committee presented a draft of the core books to 

the various school sites. Teachers resisted the placement 

of books by grade levels and felt stifled and even angry 

that they were being required to use, as well as banned 

from using, certain books at specific grade levels. After 

perseverance by the literature committee, however, the 

books were agreed upon by most of the District's teachers. 

Then began the writing of the core literature resource 

guides. 
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Accompanying each of the core literature books is a 

teacher resource packet of suggested activities to use 

while engaging the students in each book. The resource 

guides are intended to provide teachers with cross

curricular ideas (i.e., social studies, art, health, music, 

etc.) for each of the books, discussion questions, a 

listing of vocabulary, a plot summary, and story themes. 

Big Trees Elementary 

Big Trees Elementary is one of two elementary schools 

in the town of Big Trees (the other being Sequoia 

Elementary). As in the county, Big Trees is a town of 

contrasts. It is an area where lumberjacks fall giant 

redwoods while tourists explore mountainous groves to view 

the giant trees in the natural habitat. It is a town where 

"alternative lifestyle" individuals live in relative 

harmony with those who commute to work in the computer 

industry in "Silicon Valley." 

Big Trees Elementary opened its doors for the first 

time in September 1991. The school, built to split the 

1100 K-6 student population at Sequoia Elementary six miles 

down the road, enrolls 532 students within its K-6 grade 

walls. The classes at Big Trees Elementary are organized 

to limit the number of combination classes. However, 

because of an unequal distribution of students throughout 
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the grades, it was necessary to have one first and second 

grade combination and one fifth and sixth grade combination 

class. The enrollment in the classes are as follows: 

kindergarten (63), first grade (57), second grade (93), 

third grade (88), fourth grade (82), fifth grade (72), and 

sixth grade (77). As a result of the enrollment, classes 

of students range in number from 26 to 31, with a school 

average of 29. 

To serve the needs of these 532 students, the staff at 

Big Trees Elementary includes one principal, two office 

managers, 20 classroom teachers, one science teacher, one 

special education teacher, one science/resource teacher 

(me), one physical education aide, one math/computer aide, 

one part-time librarian, one part-time psychologist, one 

part-time speech/language specialist, and six classroom 

aides. 

Both of the elementary schools in Big Trees have an 

excellent reputation. And although the area contains 

diverse groups of individuals ranging on a local socio

cultural continuum from IIred neck ll to IIhippie,1I the primary 

unifying factor in the community is support for the 

schools. Parents from various beliefs and persuasions 

focus on their children's education. This is perhaps best 

exemplified by the active Parent Teacher Association (PTA) 

found at Big Trees Elementary. 



The PTA meets regularly each month and consists of 

both staff and parents. The purpose of the PTA is to 

provide input and guidance concerning curriculum, special 

project funding, school landscaping, and school/home 

communication. The concern for better school/home 

communication demonstrates the active involvement many 

parents have in their children's education. 
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To keep parents actively informed and involved in the 

school's activities, the staff of Big Trees Elementary: (a) 

publishes a monthly newsletter; (b) develops a monthly 

calendar of school related activities; (c) sets aside a 

Back-To-School night held within the first month of school 

to provide parents a description of the core programs, 

other curricular areas, and school-wide policies; (d) 

provides an Open House in April which affords parents an 

opportunity to view student work and class projects; (e) 

encourages parents to volunteer in the classroom tutoring, 

operating telephone trees, and participating in special 

events; and (f) holds a biannual awards assembly. 

Big Trees Elementary has a biannual academic awards 

assembly to recognize student achievement in specific 

academic areas. This event, which is well attended by 

parents, seeks to reward students for achieving their best 

and communicates to parents the importance of diligent 

scholarship. In addition to awards in math, reading, 



writing, and science, awards are also given for 

citizenship, perfect attendance, participation in the 

Junior Great Books program, and the 4-6 grade honor roll. 

Literacy at Big Trees Elementary 
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As with any school, a number of policies and 

procedures provide insights into the literacy environment 

at Big Trees Elementary. The topics that I address here 

relate more to the school environment generally than to 

teacher-colleague classrooms as discussed in Chapter 6. 

These literacy issues, which impact the whole school are 

discussed as follows: classroom placement of students, 

Junior Great Books, the library, and the resource program. 

Classroom Placement of Students 

Teachers meet at the end of the school year to 

determine the classroom placement of students. In 

determining a student's assignment, the principal provides 

a yearly memo that asks teachers to consider seven 

placement factors. These seven factors include: (a) 

academic achievement, (b) leadership, (c) boy/girl ratio, 

(d) children with special needs, (e) reading development, 

(f) teacher/student personalities, and (g) class 

size/combination grade classes. Of these seven factors, 

the two directly related to literacy education at Big Trees 



are academic achievement and reading development. The 

following two statements by the principal in memos to the 

staff provide an overall view of how the academic levels 

and reading are addressed: 

98 

1. We don't believe in "fast" or "slow" classes and 
want to avoid labeling any student, class, or teacher 
as such. We try to balance our classes in terms of 
above average, average, and below average overall 
student performance. We believe that lower achieving 
students need to have good models to pattern 
themselves after (principal memo, 1991) [and] 

2. Since reading is a key element in school and life 
success, we try to balance classes so that one teacher 
isn't burdened with a high percentage of below-average 
readers. This helps reserve teacher energy for the 
entire class (principal memo, 1991). 

Junior Great Books 

The Junior Great Books (1992) program is a literature 

discussion program that invites students to analyze and 

discuss folk tales, short stories, and portions of longer 

books that have been determined to be of high literary 

quality by the Great Books Foundation. Through a process 

of shared inquiry, students consider open-ended questions 

about the meaning of a text. This process allows students 

to exchange ideas, learn to consider the ideas of others, 

and to weigh the merits of opposing arguments. 

Although shared inquiry of texts has the potential to 

engage readers at all levels, the Great Books program at 

Big Trees Elementary is reserved for students in second 



through sixth grade who are in the upper quartile in 

reading and who are deemed by their classroom teachers to 

be rapid learners. As the Great Books teacher for the 

1991-1992 school year, I have many insights to share 

concerning the program and the way in which I dealt with 

budget constraints which initially prevented the program 

from occurring. These issues are discussed in Chapter 5. 

Library 
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The library is a source of pride at Big Trees 

Elementary. Although the initial book purchasing budget 

was only $50,000, the donations of books by parents, 

teachers, the parent/teacher organization, and local 

organizations have made it a place where students can read, 

research, and study. The library clerk at Big Trees 

Elementary is a knowledgeable children's literature 

resource. Although the library is open only three days a 

week (due to budget constraints), all of the classes in the 

school are able to visit the library at least once each 

week. While the classes visit the library, the library 

clerk reads aloud to K-3 students and assists in teaching 

library skills to students in grades 2-6. 
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The Resource Program 

The California Master Plan for Special Education 

(approved in 1974) establishes guidelines for a 

comprehensive special education system and details the 

shifting of key educational decisions from the state to the 

local level. San Benito and santa Cruz counties compose a 

two county special education consortium coordinating 

programs in twenty-two school districts. This consortium, 

know as the Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA), is 

charged with providing a full range of services to meet the 

educational needs of students with exceptional needs as 

outlined in the California Master Plan for Special 

Education. To meet the exceptional needs of students in 

the Big Trees Unified School District, the school board has 

approved a fulltime speech and language specialist teacher 

and a resource specialist teacher at Big Trees Elementary. 

The resource specialist at Big Trees is assigned to 

provide instruction and services to students whose needs 

have been identified in an Individual Education Plan (IEP) 

and who are assigned to a regular classroom teacher for the 

majority of the instructional day. The purpose of this 

program is to supplement, not supplant, the regular 

education program in the student's classroom. The goal of 

the resource specialist is to "remediate" a student's 
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academic "handicap" as determined by the student's assessed 

needs as outlined in the IEP. 

The resource teacher works with identified students in 

grades 1-6 in a special thirty to fifty minute pUll-out 

program. The students who attend "Resource" for reading 

typically work individually or in small groups with the 

resource teacher or one of her two instructional aides. 

The focus of the reading resource program is on: (a) 

decoding skills, (b) Dolch word lists, (c) controlled 

vocabulary books, and (d) reading skill games. 

Summary 

The focus on reading in California is to develop 

lifelong readers and a common literacy experience for 

students (English-Language Arts Framework (1987). To 

implement this focus, the Big Trees Unified School District 

(BTUSD) mandated the adoption of a literature-based basal 

and a core literature listing for grade K-8. Thus the 

reading of literature is organized in such a way so that 

all children are reading the same materials at each grade 

level. This means that the literature-based basal, 

supplementary materials, and core literature developed by 

the district are restricted to designated grade levels. 

Utilizing children's literature as a core, children are 

"taught" to discuss, analyze, and focus on reading skills. 
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The Houghton Mifflin literature-based basal adopted by 

BTUSD provides teachers a prepackaged program integrating 

the language arts within a literature context. The focus 

of the program is on instruction of a particular skill 

sequence through the reading of and responding to 

children's literature as selected by the basal publishers. 

As part of this program, teachers are provided teaching 

suggestions throughout the teacher's manual with 

accompanying worksheets, masters, response books, journals, 

and activities. 

Reflection 

I believe that the focus in California of using 

children's literature is long over do. As a teacher in 

California for fourteen years, I have felt that the use of 

children's literature as the core of the reading program 

has been much neglected. And although my response to the 

use of literature is positive, my response to the English

Language Arts Framework (1987) is mixed. 

I know from my own experience as a student and as a 

teacher that children learn to read by reading (the next 

chapter describes this in more detail). I have seen the 

joy of reading on the faces of students as they pick up a 

book and read it to themselves or to a partner. If this is 

what using literature to teach reading is all about then I 
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welcome the Framework. However, the Framework is designed 

to provide students with a common literacy foundation; 

which means that students read from core lists at each 

grade level. I find this problematic. As a professional, I 

want to develop my own themes and units around topics of 

interest to the students and myself. If I am mandated to 

utilize certain books at my grade level then I am 

constrained in how and what I teach. I find this 

objectionable. I also find it objectionable for the School 

District to mandate the literature-based reader as a way to 

implement the guidelines contained within the Framework. 

Do they think that I am unable, as a professional, to 

organize my own reading program? Why should I be forced 

into using the same materials with every student? What if 

I don't believe that all students need the same literature 

experience? Shouldn't I have the choice to decide for 

myself what I believe to be best for my students? 

Obviously, I feel that the literature-basal and the 

development of a core list is stifling to teacher as a 

professional. 

I also find Big Trees Elementary's policy of labeling 

students a contradiction. As previously cited, the 

principal wants to avoid labeling students, classes, and 

teachers as "fast" or "slow." And yet, these labels are 

utilized in determining who participates in the Great Books 



program (the fast students) and who participates in the 

resource program and my Reading Club (slow, or remedial 

students). There is a major contradiction here. 
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This contradiction parallels the mixed theoretical 

views of reading as contained in the curriculum guide. On 

the one hand, the goal is to derive meaning from text and 

learn to read by reading which would suggest an interactive 

or transactive view of reading. And yet, the curriculum 

guide focuses primarily on a subskills model of reading 

acquisition and mastery, suggesting a transmission model of 

reading. 

In the next chapter, I describe my emergence as a 

teacher-researcher and how that emergence impacts the 

conception and formation of a literature discussion program 

with "remedial" readers. In that chapter I describe how I 

am less concerned with skills and more on developing 

literate behaviors; how I am more concerned with sharing 

with the students the joy of literature than on mastery of 

discreet skills through a prepackaged literature-based 

program. 



105 

CHAPTER 5 

A TEACHER-RESEARCHER EMERGES 

In Chapter 2 I discussed the often indistinguishable 

nature of knowledge and beliefs. I argued that Clandinin 

and Connelly's (1986) term, "personal practical knowledge," 

perhaps best describes the embodied knowledge a teacher 

acquires through his or her experience within the contexts 

of teaching, teachers, students, and schooling. 

Following this view, a teacher's personal practical 

knowledge is experientially rooted. The experiences 

simultaneously shape and filter a teacher's perception 

and/or beliefs about the world. It follows, therefore, 

that to understand an individual's experiences is to 

understand the sources of personal practical knowledge 

shaping and filtering behavior. This is important, 

because, as Alvermann and Dillon (1991) suggest, "The 

filter through which a person views the world determines 

what counts as valid and reliable information" (p. 332). 

Consistent with this view, I have prepared this chapter to 

discuss the experiences that have shaped and filtered my 

perception of teaching and learning as an emerging teacher

researcher. 

In the study up to this point, I have discussed a 

review of theoretical issues and research based studies 
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consistent with my understanding of the reading process and 

of how students generate meaning from text (Chapter 2); 

outlined a research methodology consistent with my view of 

research, the reading process, and how students generate 

meaning from text (Chapter 3); and described the context of 

this study (Chapter 4). 

This chapter is divided into two sections. In the 

first section I discuss, through an autobiographical 

account, experiences influencing my professional 

development. In the second section, I discuss my emergence 

as a teacher-researcher. 

A Brief Autobiographical Account 

The story of my life is biased. I acknowledge these 

biases, yet believe an autobiographical account might serve 

to provide an explanation for the instructional decisions 

made in this study. I have focused attention on brief 

vignettes which reflect my development both as teacher and 

emerging teacher-researcher. 

Elementary School 

I can clearly recall my experiences as a student at 

Sequoia Elementary (yes, I attended elementary school in 

the same area in which this study was conducted). All of 



my elementary school teachers have retired now, yet I 

remember clearly my third grade teacher, Miss Grim. 
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If you are familiar with Miss Viola Swamp, the 

protagonist in the Miss Nelson stories (see Allard 1977, 

1982, 1985), then you know Miss Grim. Miss Grim hailed 

from Texas and walked with the authority of one who would 

gladly have taken on Santa Ana's army at the Alamo. She 

was especially stern with boys she felt were inattentive. 

I felt Miss Grim's wrath more than once during my 

third grade experience. She was the type of teacher who 

expected the careful attention of every student at all 

times. This was problematic for me since I had an 

undetected inner ear blockage and was unable to hear 

clearly. Miss Grim took my apparent lack of listening as a 

challenge to her authority and expressed her 

dissatisfaction through periodic bursts of anger directed 

at me. At the end of the school year, she met with the 

principal and my parents to discuss retention. Apparently, 

she felt I was a poor reader because I had failed to learn 

phonics and consequently was not reading as well as others 

in my class. Realizing I probably was unable to 

differentiate the sounds because of the temporary hearing 

loss (which was corrected through a surgical procedure) and 

also realizing I had at least average intelligence, my 

parents and the principal decided to promote me to fourth 



grade. Nonetheless, the compromise was reached that for 

the next two years I would attend a pull-out "remedial" 

reading program. 
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The next two years I was placed in a "special" 

afternoon reading class with other students from various 

grade levels who had "trouble" with reading. I can't 

honestly say I remember any stigma attached to attending 

the "remedial" reading class. Mostly I remember competing 

with another student in moving through the sequence of an 

SRA Reading Lab. In thinking back, I don't recall any of 

the stories contained in the SRA Lab; however, what I do 

remember is learning shortcuts in filling out the answer 

sheets to "beat" the other student. It was not until I was 

in sixth grade that my reading development reached a point 

where I no longer needed to attend the remedial class. 

That was the year I had Mr. Holbreck. 

I was one of six sixth grade students in Mr. 

Holbreck's fifth/sixth combination class. Mr. Holbreck and 

I seemed to hit it off right from the start. Since math 

was my strong suit, Mr. Holbreck used me in class to assist 

the other students who were having trouble with the "New 

Math." We were both interested in paleontology and 

archeology which we talked about in class on a daily basis. 

In fact, Mr. Holbreck once asked my parents if he might 

take me to dig through middens (Indian garbage dumps) on 



109 

the Pacific coast. I still have my collection of artif~cts 

from our excursion. 

However, it was from our engagement in the classroom 

that lowe my debt to Mr. Holbreck. For it was in the 

classroom that he made available books on Native Americans. 

He suggested that I might enjoy reading them. I took the 

books home and started reading voraciously. When I 

returned them, Mr. Holbreck and I would discuss what I had 

read and plan on the next set I would take home. 

I look back on my experience in Mr. Holbreck's class 

as a turning point in my early literacy development. He 

knew I was able to read; he knew I would enjoy reading; he 

knew my interests well enough to suggest appropriate 

reading material; he knew my reading would improve if I 

started reading for enjoyment. He was right. During my 

sixth grade year I improved two grades levels in reading as 

determined by the tests being given at the time. Mr. 

Holbreck had capitalized on my interests and had guided me 

to read for enjoyment. He opened the world of reading to 

me. 

Preparing to Be a Teacher 

I attended the University of the Pacific (UOP) after 

graduating from high school in 1972. I was intent on 

becoming a teacher. There were two options available to 
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teacher education students at the University of the 

Pacific: (a) major in Education or (b) major in Liberal 

Studies. I opted for a major in Liberal Studies to expand 

my exposure to various subjects. This option, however, 

meant I needed to take only the basic education courses 

(i.e., educational foundations, methods, reading field 

work, and student teaching). 

My teacher education program could best be described 

as "traditional-craft" (Zeichner, 1983), which values "what 

works" as determined by direct experience in the classroom 

with a "master" teacher. 

It was clear to me that the goal of the teacher 

education program was to emulate the teacher being 

observed. It was, however, a nonrequired course which had 

the greatest impact on my preparation as a teacher--a 

course in children's literature. 

The children's literature course I took just prior to 

student teaching opened a new world of possibilities to me. 

I viewed for the first time books I had missed while racing 

through the SRA Lab in competition with another student. I 

now was exposed to beautifully written books, such as A 

Wrinkle in Time (L'Engle, 1962), The Lion. the witch. and 

the Wardrobe (Lewis, 1950), and The cricket in Times Square 

(Selden, 1960) which explored the foibles and struggles 

that humans and humanlike creatures encounter. I 



111 

discovered, as I student taught, that children's literature 

in the classroom could assist students in understanding 

themselves. I also discovered that sharing literature with 

students built a powerful teacher/student bond. These 

experiences convinced me that children's literature was 

crucial to a reading program. 

First Year Teacher 

In 1976 I returned to Sequoia Elementary as a second 

grade teacher. I found it ironic that I was hired to 

replace my former fourth grade teacher, Mrs. Larson, who 

was retiring. I met with my first group of students with 

some trepidation. I wanted to do a good job and I wanted 

the students to be successful. 

The reading program utilized in the district at the 

time included both a traditional basal reader and a skills 

mastery system known as Fountain Valley. As a new teacher, 

I utilized both of these programs and supplemented this 

reading program with sets of literature books and a daily 

story time. 

I read to my class each day, an activity which they 

responded to with glee. As a first year teacher, however, 

I was not sufficiently confident in my educational training 

to challenge the expected utilization of the basal and 

Fountain Valley programs and to focus on the exclusive use 
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of children's literature. I discovered, during that first 

year of teaching, that I was unprepared for the realities 

of teaching reading. And even though my undergraduate 

program included a reading methods course and a children's 

literature course, I did not feel that first year was 

successful. consequently, I decided to return to UOP with 

the goal of becoming more knowledgeable in the teaching of 

reading. 

Master's Program 

During the time I was completing my initial teacher 

certification, California had a system requiring teachers 

to complete a fifth year of study. This fifth year 

requirement had to be completed within five years of 

initial certification. Some students opted to stay in 

school for an additional year before searching for a job, 

while others acquired a teaching position and took courses 

during the summer and/or in the evenings. I was in this 

latter group. 

During those four years of graduate study, I became 

knowledgeable in reading clinic procedures and operations, 

diagnostic and remediation techniques, and field-based 

practice in my own classroom. Although I was experimenting 

with theoretical ideas in my classroom during the school 

year as part of my graduate coursework, I was only remotely 
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aware of the research on which the theory was based. In 

other words, I was attempting to relate theory to practice 

and practice based on theory in my classroom without an 

adequate understanding of "why." 

When I completed my Master's degree at the University 

of the Pacific in 1980, I felt I had the information I 

needed to become an excellent teacher. Although I taught 

for another nine years, I felt something was still lacking 

in my professional development. with this felt need to 

explore teaching and reading more deeply, I attended the 

University of Arizona. 

Working to Become Dr. Dan 

I guess in my subconscious I always wanted to be Dr. 

Dan. I believe this stems from a Little Golden Book which 

was my favorite as a young child: Doctor Dan the Bandage 

Man (Gaspard, 1950). I have since given up the desire to 

become a medical doctor. My goal now is to complete my 

Ph.D. and make a difference in literacy education as a 

teacher educator and researcher. 

The program at the University of Arizona allowed me an 

opportunity to design a course of study around areas of 

interest. The most significant benefit that I realized 

from my doctoral work at the U of A was exhaustive 
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investigation of reading, teaching, and the relationship of 

theory, research, and practice. 

Through my studies, I came to realize that learners 

actively construct their own meaning. This constructivist 

theory is most consistent with, not only my own 

professional practice and research, but also the way I 

teach. In other words, I believe students (whether first 

graders, undergraduates, or graduates) bring their own 

schema to the learning environment. It then becomes my job 

as a teacher to assist the student in bridging their schema 

to the new learning and in the process help them to 

actively construct new schemata. 

My desire to return to graduate school involved more 

than the addition of an abbreviation to the end of my name; 

it stemmed from a desire to balance 12 years of practice 

with theory and research. I wanted to round out my 

development as a teacher to assist preservice and inservice 

teachers to achieve their best as teachers of reading and 

the other language arts. 

During my two years of doctoral study at the 

University of Arizona, I had the opportunity to teach three 

semesters of reading and language arts methods, one 

semester of children's literature, and to supervise student 

teachers for one semester. I discovered when engaged in 

these teaching experiences that because of .my elementary" ." " , , .. 
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school teaching background I was able to assist students in 

bridging theory and practice. My experiences at the 

University of Arizona, however, went far beyond teaching. 

For it was there that my desire to make a positive change 

in teacher and literacy education surfaced in two 

descriptive research studies. 

The first study was an investigation of teachers and 

support staff from the Indian-Oasis Baboquivari School 

District who were participating in the annual American 

Indian Language Development Institute (AILDI). In this 

study I was interested in ascertaining the impact of the 

Institute on the Indian-Oasis participants. The second 

research study focused on the integration of reading and 

study skills by teachers in English courses taught to 

incoming freshmen as part of the New Start and Summer 

Bridge summer programs (Holm, 1991). Both of these studies 

provided me with numerous opportunities to bridge theory, 

research, and practice in a real world environment, work 

with real teachers, and investigate real problems of 

practice. 

As a result of conducting my own research, I 

discovered what was lacking in my professional development. 

What I lacked prior to attending the University of Arizona 

was a systematic way to conduct inquiry. These research 

experiences, coupled with my knowledge of students, 



prepared me to conduct research in my own classroom as a 

teacher-researcher. 

Returning to the District 
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As a result of an agreement with my school district in 

California, I returned to fulltime teaching after two years 

of doctoral study. Although I returned to the town of Big 

Trees, I was moved from my former teaching assignment at 

Sequoia Elementary to Big Trees Elementary, the new 

elementary school five miles north of town. 

Since I was back in the classroom after two years of 

study, I felt the necessity to apply what I had learned 

about the transactive nature of reading with the students 

with whom I worked. When, as part of my schedule, it was 

determined I should work with third grade students who were 

identified as "remedial" readers by their classroom 

teachers, I knew I had an opportunity to not only assist 

these "remedial" readers but also research the application 

of a theoretically based pedagogy in my own classroom. 

Returning to the classroom, however, was a bit of a 

shock. The problem was not that I was working with 

elementary age students again; the problem was that as a 

returning teacher I discovered I no longer had my own 

classroom. My role upon returning to Big Trees Elementary 

was as a primary "prep" teacher and fourth grade science 
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teacher. The upper grade teachers have had a 50-minute 

prep period for the last 10 years. However, during the two 

years I was at Arizona, primary teachers (grades 1-3) in 

the district had won a contractual, 40-minute preparation 

time every other day. Thus, I started the school year as 

the primary prep teacher for two first grade and two second 

grade classes. 

Primary Prep Teacher 

The first and second grade teachers met with me to 

discuss my role as prep teacher. After a lengthy 

discussion and negotiation over what they wanted (which 

included a desire to have me teach physical education), we 

decided that I would immerse the first and second grade 

classes in the District's core literature (see Chapter 4 

for more on this). 

Each month, I highlighted the core literature book at 

the first and second grade levels which complemented the 

thematic instruction occurring in the classroom (see Table 

2. During our 40-minute periods together, the students 

listened to stories, discussed literature sections, read 

versions of the stories, engaged in art, music, drama, and 

movement activities, and integrated science and social 

studies concepts. 
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Table 2 

Core Literature and Related Themes 

First Grade Theme Second Grade 

Sept. (no book) Apples Frog and Toad Are 
Friends (Lobel, 1970) 

Oct. Miss Nelson Is Halloween Strega Nona (DePaola, 
Missing (Allard, 1977) 1975) 

Nov. The U gl~ Duckling Thanksgiving Patchwork Ouilt 
(Anderson, 1979) (Flournoy, 1985) 

Dec. (no book) Holiday Songs (no book) 

Jan. Swimm~ (Lionni, 1963) Ocean Amo~ and Boris (Steig, 
1971) 

Feb. Bringing the Rain Black History / Wh~ MOSQuitoes Buzz 
to Kaniti Plain Chinese New in Peonle's Ears 
(Aardema, 1981) Year (Aardema, 1975) 

Ming Lo Moves the 
Mountain (Lobel, 1982) 

Mar. Little Bear Ancestors Best Town in the World 
(Minarik, 1957) (Baylor, 1983) 

Apr. Nanning House Fairy Tales Beaut~ and the Beast 
(Wood, 1984) (Brett, 1989) 

May A Chair for M~ Mother Mother's Day Cherries and Cherr~ Pi ts 
(Williams 1982) (Williams, 1989) 

As the staff adjusted to the newness of the school, 

additional responsibilities were added to my schedule which 

brought me up to the same amount of student contact time as 



the upper grade teachers. My total responsibilities for 

the year included: fourth grade science, core literature 

with the first and second grades, working with remedial 
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second and third grade students, teaching fourth and fifth 

grade students to use computers, and conducting second 

through sixth grade Great Books literature discussion 

sessions. 

In the next section I discuss the impact of the Great 

Books program and how my role as Great Books leader 

facilitated my work with the third grade "remedial" 

students. 

Great Books 

I was trained to conduct Great Books discussions in 

1980. From 1980 to 1989 I conducted, each year, one to two 

10-week discussion sessions with students in grades two 

through five. 

The Great Books program has been reserved at our 

school for the "rapid" learners, that is, those in the 90th 

percentile or better on the reading section of the 

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS). Participating 

students and their parents are expected to sign an 

agreement stating that the student will read the required 

story and prepare for the weekly sessions by generating 

"interpretive" discussions questions. The students are 
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told to read each selection at least twice. During the 

first reading the students are instructed to become 

familiar with the plot. During the second reading the 

students take notes on anything they find puzzling, 

important, or of personal interest. At the same time, 

students write down "interpretive" questions that focus on 

these puzzling, important, or interesting issues. These 

questions, in addition to the teacher's interpretive 

questions, become the focus of the Great Books discussions. 

As the discussions proceed the teacher asks for support of 

discussion issues from the text. Throughout this process 

it should be noted the teacher is not to provide opinions 

or answers. In this way it is felt the students are 

challenged to think for themselves and stop looking to the 

teacher as the final authority. While this is how the 

program has been traditionally operated, I made a few 

changes. 

As one might expect, opening a new school is draining 

on the school budget. Consequently, the money Big Trees 

Elementary had available was at a premium. In the past, 

the books used in the Great Books program were purchased 

from the Great Books Foundation. Since the books cost ten 

dollars each, it was felt a Great Books program would be 

impossible. I convinced the principal, however, that 

children's literature purchased through the Trumpet and 
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Scholastic Book Clubs could save the District money while 

still maintaining a high quality literature discussion 

program. 

I deviated from the Great Books (1987) curriculum and 

become an active, participating member of the weekly 

discussion groups. Of course, this meant I needed to read 

each of the books and prepare my own questions and issues 

of concern. I also deviated from the Great Books 

curriculum by encouraging students to discuss their 

aesthetic responses. My involvement in working with second 

through sixth grade students made it easier, I believe, for 

the "remedial" readers to view their participation in the 

Reading Club as a positive and special activity. 

The Reading Club 

In January, the three third grade teachers requested I 

start to work with three "remedial" readers from each of 

their classes. They felt these were not their worst 

students, but the students who were "falling through the 

cracks" because they did not qualify for the pull-out 

resource program. In approaching me to work with their 

students, they asked me to conduct an intensive phonics 

program. They felt these students were "ready to take off 

and read" if they only had a few more of their phonics 

basics. 
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I explained that teaching isolated phonics skills was 

inconsistent with my view of how children learn to read, so 

I would be unwilling to conduct an intensive phonics 

program. I countered their request, however, with the 

suggestion that I engage the students in a weekly 

literature discussion group loosely based on the Great 

Books model. They agreed to this plan. 

The name of our "remedial" discussion group, the 

Reading Club, was influenced by Smith's (1988) notion of a 

"literacy club" and Rose's (1990) "academic club." My 

desire for these "remedial" students was that they have, 

the opportunity to view reading as an enjoyable and 

engaging activity; an activity in which they didn't need to 

know every word; an activity that focused on meaning rather 

than letter-sound relationships; an activity where the 

students could develop into a community, or "club," of 

readers. 

Emerging as a Teacher-Researcher 

Once we see differently, we act differently. 
(Bissex, 1988, p. xi) 

In writing the forward to Amish Literacy: What and How 

It Means (Fishman, 1988), Bissex observes that conducting 

research creates a situation in which the researcher 

systematically studies a phenomenon, and thus generates new 
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knowledge. Although this knowledge may be new only to the 

researcher, the generation of this knowledge causes the 

researcher to act in new or different ways. 

As I emerged as a teacher-researcher in this study, I 

understood what Bissex was referring to. In fact, I 

discovered I was leading a type of a double life; 

specifically, a life as a teacher and a life as a 

researcher. This double life can best be represented as 

two intersecting rings in a Venn diagram. 

Teacher Teacher
Researcher 

Researcher 

Figure 1. Venn Diagram illustrating overlap of 

teacher and researcher to create teacher-researcher. 

The ring on the left represents my life as a teacher. 

As a teacher, my goal in developing the Reading Club was to 
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make reading an enjoyable experience; an experience the 

students would want to continue exploring even after the 

Reading Club was over. After all, I was an experienced 

classroom teacher with 14 years of teaching experience. As 

a teacher, I felt well prepared and qualified to work with 

"remedial" readers. In addition, having been a "remedial" 

reader myself, I felt I had a greater sympathy and 

understanding of "remedial" readers than most teachers. 

The circle on the righot represents my life as a 

researcher. Having taken, as part of my Ph.D. program, 

courses in qualitative, quantitative, and research design, 

I had a grasp of the epistemological basis for various 

research studies. In addition, having already conducted 

two qualitative studies, I felt confident in my goal to 

research the Reading Club. 

The intersection of these two rings represents my 

teacherness and my researcherness coming together to study 

the development of the Reading Club as a teacher

researcher. Thus, as a teacher-researcher, I sought to 

study the development of the Reading Club from an emic 

perspective. I was soon faced, however, with three major 

dilemmas conflicting with my goals as a teacher and my 

goals as a researcher. This occurred around (a) data 

collection, (b) the focus of the literature discussions, 
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and (c) my teacher-colleagues. I discuss these three 

dilemmas in the following sections. 

Conflict at the Data Collection Corral 
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As a teacher and researcher, I needed more information 

concerning the reading strengths of the participants in the 

Reading Club. I knew the modified Burke Interview (see 

Appendix A) would give me important information concerning 

the student's self-reported reading strategies. I also 

knew the miscue data would assist me in further 

understanding the student's reading strengths and verify 

the self-reported data gleaned from the Burke. 

The collection of the Burke Interview data went 

smoothly. The students seemed to enjoy talking about 

themselves, and to be relaxed when talking with me. The 

collection of the miscue data is where a dilemma occurred. 

As a teacher I wanted to learn more about the students 

with whom I was to work; as a researcher I wanted to match 

the data from the Burke with the indications from the 

miscue data. The problem occurred when I attempted to use 

the same story, "The Man Who Kept House" with each of the 

students. The initial readings where very difficult for 

many of the students (see Chapter 7). In fact, some of the 

students became so frustrated with their reading I only had 

them read the first page, and in one case only the first 
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paragraph. I was now faced with a dilemma. As a teacher, 

I wanted the students to have an enjoyable reading 

experience, yet as a researcher I had an agenda to use the 

miscue to triangulate sources of data. I was faced, during 

the collection of the miscue data with an immediate problem 

in which three distinct solutions occurred to me: (a) 

Should I focus on the research and have the students 

continue to struggle through the story?, (b) Should I find 

an easier story?, or (c) Should I take the data I already 

had from the reading and avoid any further frustration? To 

solve this dilemma, I opted to use the data I already had 

gathered. I reasoned that the data I had collected would 

still provide me with insights into the student's reading 

strengths and adequate data to triangulate with the Burke 

Interview. 

What About Reading Literature? 

My goal as the teacher was to provide an enjoyable 

reading experience for the students. I had a sense the 

students would feel the Reading Club was something special, 

just for them, like the Great Books was for others in their 

classes. My goal as a researcher was to explore the 

development of the Reading Club and show, over time, 

changes that occurred in the students' discussions of 
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literature. The use of literature leads to my second major 

dilemma. 

Although the initial discussion was problematic 

(discussed in Chapter 7), I felt we were off to a good 

start. In fact, as the weeks went by, the students really 

seemed excited about our discussions. It was after we read 

The Bremen-Town Musicians (Grimm, 1974) that my second 

dilemma surfaced. 

Primarily from a researcher perspective I had planned 

on studying the changes in the literature discussions over 

time. However, after reading The Bremen-Town Musicians 

(Grimm, 1974) I mentioned to the students that I had a 

script of the story and they might want to take the scripts 

back to their classes and perform for their peers. My 

thinking in offering this was to see if the students would 

become excited about using readers theater. They were 

excited. In fact, they wanted to start the script that 

moment! I now had a decision to make: (a) Should I work 

with the students on the script during the Reading Club 

time?, (b) Should I ignore their wishes and have them 

practice individually outside of the group?, or (c) Should 

I just forget that I ever mentioned doing readers theater? 

As a researcher, I felt my focus needed to continue 

with literature discussions. As a teacher I wanted to 

encourage various forms of engagement with story and text 
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as well as help the students to view reading as an 

enjoyable experience. I opted to practice with the 

students in staging, voice projection, and drama in 

preparation for performing "The Bremen-Town Musicians" for 

their peers. Having thus committed myself to working 

towards encouraging reading as an enjoyable experience, it 

was less of a dilemma when this same issue surfaced in 

regards to developing a puppet play around Hansel and 

Gretel (Grimm, 1970). (See Chapter 7.) 

The utilization of drama might, at first, not seem in 

conflict to the intent of the program which was to engage 

the students in literature discussion. However, it was a 

conflict for me, because I had to reconceptualize my 

beliefs regarding the importance of various types of 

responses to literature. I believe the constraints I placed 

on myself probably stemmed from my background as a Great 

Books discussion leader. With the shackles of that program, 

I valued discussion over other response forms. However, 

when I considered drama and puppetry as equally valuable 

sign systems to extend students' comprehension, I freed 

myself from a narrow view of response. 

What About Supporting my Teacher-Colleagues? 

When I initially conceptualized this study, I was 

particularly concerned with the development of the 
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literature discussions sessions, how the students would 

respond to the sessions, and what my role would be as a 

teacher-researcher. I knew, as part of the study, I would 

access various data sources to develop a clearer 

understanding of the context in which the study was framed. 

In the process of understanding this context, I 

interviewed the three teacher-colleagues and discussed with 

them what I was discovering about their students. 

Throughout our conversations I found them interested in 

discussing reading practices and also curious about various 

topics regarding the teaching of reading (see Chapter 6). 

Thus I was posed with another major dilemma, which can 

be viewed as a question: Could I support my peers in 

rethinking and questioning their reading practices? At 

first glance this may not seem like a dilemma, however, as 

I shall explain it was. 

This research study seemed a natural way to provide 

support and also a variety of staff development within a 

meaningful context to my teacher-colleagues. As a teacher 

I wanted to support my teacher-colleagues in 

reconceptualizing the reading process which, in turn, would 

assist them in rethinking the notion of "remedial." 

However, as a researcher, I found that conducting the 

research with my other teaching responsibilities was so 

demanding that I did not have the necessary time or energy 



130 

to work as closely with the teachers as I would have 

wanted. consequently, although I viewed the potential for 

supporting my teacher-colleagues in rethinking their 

practice as a worthwhile and important goal, I had to 

remember that this goal was not my primary goal in 

conducting this study, and I had to be satisfied with what 

little I could do during our conversations to encourage 

them to rethink their reading practices. 

Summary and Reflection 

From my coursework in qualitative research and two 

research studies, I was aware of the importance of becoming 

personally situated in the setting and the importance of 

considering the roles of both the researcher and the 

subjects. Access to the setting was natural since students 

in the school were already aware that I lead literature 

discussion groups. 

I can trace the use of children's literature as an 

important aspect of learning to read to my experiences as 

an elementary student at Big Trees Elementary during the 

early 1960s. As a result of my own experiences as a 

"remedial" reader, I know the importance of reading for 

meaning. And although it may seem ironic that I am working 

with "remedial" third graders, it also seems very natural 
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that I have the opportunity to learn, as a teacher

researcher, more about the development of third graders as 

readers. 

As a learner, I discovered I was faced with numerous 

dilemmas. Lampert (1985) defines the role of teacher a 

"dilemma-managing" teacher." The dilemma-managing teacher 

is one who realizes that social and instructional problems 

emerge that often contradict one another and are often only 

coped with rather than solved. 

Lampert (1985) believes some issues are unresolvable 

and that rather than avoiding or rejecting the conflict, 

the dilemma-manger "accepts the conflict as endemic and 

even useful" (p. 192). Lampert argues that to believe all 

problems are solvable if only the research could be more 

specific or technology could improve, is a naive view of 

the limitations in dealing with human problems. 

As I worked toward solving my dilemmas, I discovered 

that to improve my teaching through research I needed to 

became a co-learner. I believe, therefore, that for 

teachers to become fully engaged in their profession, they 

need to realize that teaching and learning are mutually 

dependent. In other words, teachers must learn about their 

teaching to become better teachers. It is thus, as a 

teacher-researcher, that I sought to better understand my 

students, learning, teaching, and myself. 



In the next chapter, I explore the development of 

third grade readers through an investigation of how the 

three third grade teacher-colleagues conceive of the 

reading process as applied to the "remedial" readers in 

their classes. 

132 



CHAPTER 6 

TEACHER-COLLEAGUES WITH "REMEDIAL" READERS 

The argument that simply knowing how experts 
structure their thinking about a problem tells us 
little about how they use those knowledge 
structures in practice. More importantly . . . 
it cautions us to pay attention to how experts 
acquire whatever knowledge might be said to 
characterize their thinking about the problems of 
practi~e. (Lampert & Clark, 1990, p. 22) 

Teachers bring unique personalities, biographies, 

knowledge structures, and experiences to their teaching. 
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Rather then view this uniqueness as problematic, teachers' 

diversity should be recognized and scholars of education 

should seek to understand how teachers internalize 

different pedagogical, practical, and theoretical 

understandings as they think about "problems of practice." 

This chapter focuses on the literacy understandings of 

my third grade teacher-colleagues. I have utilized the 

term teacher-colleagues to differentiate the three third 

grade teachers and my respective roles. In this study, the 

primary difference between the teacher-colleagues and 

myself is the focus of the research. Simply put, I am 

attempting to systematically investigate how third grade 

students identified as "remedial" readers develop into a 

literature discussion community. My teacher-colleagues, 



though interested in my work, are not systematically 

investigating this issue. 
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This chapter is organized into two sections. The 

first section focuses on the common literacy features found 

in the third grade classrooms. The second section focuses 

on the uniquely personal literacy understandings of the 

three third grade teachers. Field notes and interviews 

were utilized to address both the common and unique 

literacy features and understandings found in the three 

third grade classrooms. 

Literacy in the Third Grade 

A visitor walking into the third grade classrooms 

would be immediately impressed by the literacy emphasis 

found there. Shelves containing well worn children's books 

are abundant in these rooms. Books students choose to read 

during quiet reading time (SSR) or pick up to read when 

finished early with an assignment are found in the 

students' desks. Even the walls, covered with examples of 

student poetry, stories, and book report projects, shout to 

the visitor that literacy is valued. If the visitor were 

to stay until the afternoon, he or she would see the 

tranquil faces of students as they listen to their teacher 

read to them. These books, which might extend a' social 
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studies concept or relate to a core literature selection, 

are often shared amongst the three teachers. 

The three third grade teachers work as a team. They 

meet once each week throughout the school year to plan 

homework, field trips, curriculum, special projects, and a 

year-long thematic social studies unit which includes 

reading, math, music, and art. They also brainstorm and 

discuss ideas and activities to engage their students when 

reading the literature-based basal, the supplementary basal 

literature, and the core literature books. 

The homework sheet, which is developed during these 

weekly meetings, is an important document for both students 

and parents. It contains a weekly outline of the homework 

due on Friday. Because the three teachers do not focus on 

spelling in class they expect the students to drill on the 

words at home to achieve mastery. The homework sheet is 

intended to enable students an opportunity to plan their 

weekly activities so all the homework can be turned in on 

Friday. Children can choose which assignments to do on any 

given day as long as all of the assignments are completed 

by the end of the week. In addition to assisting students 

in planning their after school homework responsibilities, 

the sheet keeps parents informed concerning special 

activities and provides them a place to record time 

credited toward the Reading Race 2000. 
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An ongoing assignment found on the homework sheet is 

the participation in the Reading Race 2000, a program 

designed to encourage reading at home. The goal of the 

program is for each third grade class to read, during the 

course of the school year, a total of 2000 hours. The 

organization for the Race is simple: (a) students read any 

materials they want at home, (b) parents record and initial 

on the homework sheet the number of minutes read at home, 

(c) the initialed homework sheet is brought to school on 

Friday and all of the times are added together by the 

students, converted to hours, and recorded on a class 

chart, and (d) the students have a pizza and reading party 

when each class reaches the 2000 hours goal. 

The three teachers planned a communal celebration when 

the three classes reached their goal at a similar time near 

the end of the school year. On the day of the party, 

students brought special books from home, sleeping bags, 

stuffed animals, and their pajamas. students cuddled in 

their sleeping bags, read each others' books, and ate pizza 

from the local pizza shop for the entire day. 

As I already have mentioned, the three third grade 

teachers work collaboratively in the planning of their 

instructional program. To develop a clearer understanding 

of these three teachers, in the following pages I describe 

the literacy backgrounds, beliefs, and knowledge of each 
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teacher. This data, based on formal and informal 

interviews, addresses the first of the two research 

questions relating to the teacher-colleagues: How do the 

three teacher-colleagues conceive of the reading process as 

applied to "remedial" readers? 

Third Grade Teacher-Colleagues 

In this second section I focus on the personal 

literacy understandings of the three third grade teachers. 

I have used a case study format to discuss the three 

teachers separately. In the summary at the end of this 

chapter I provide a synthesis of the literacy 

understandings of these three teacher-colleagues and then 

reflect on my relationship with these three teachers. 

Table 3 provides a graphic organizer to acquaint the reader 

with the years of experience and the academic degree levels 

of these three teachers. 

Sally 

Sally has been a classroom teacher for 23 years. 

During her tenure as a teacher she has taught self

contained classes in grades 1-4, combination classes 1/2, 

2/3, and 3/4, as well as bilingual 1st and 2nd grade 

classes. And yet, even with these varied teaching 

experiences including twelve years as a first grade 
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Table 3 

Experiential Levels of Teacher-Colleagues 

Name 

Sally 

Karen 

Debbie 

Degree 

BA 

BA 

BA 

Years Teaching 

23 

23 

6 

Years at 3rd Grade 

9 

10 

2 

teacher, she still views the process of learning to read as 

a "miracle." 

Because of her experiences as a first grade teacher 

she believes first graders are "given a monumental task" 

(personal communication) when it comes to reading. She 

believes "the KEY to this miracle is they LOVE to please, 

they TRUST the teacher, and if they believe they are 

reading, then they can" (personal communication). 

This miracle occurred in Sally's life prior to formal 

schooling. Sally's parents took an early and prolonged 

interest in her literacy development. Her home literacy 

experiences took the form of both daily story and poetry 

readings, coupled with the banning of television until she 

was 15 years old. 
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sally continued her literacy development experiences 

when she attended a private, Catholic elementary school in 

the first grade. In thinking back, she does not remember 

any noteworthy of the teachers (nuns), however, she does 

have a memorable high school Spanish teacher. She 

remembers he "was the kind of teacher that was interested 

in you emotionally" as well as academically. 

Sally is still a very active reader. In addition to 

reading historical novels, books that "stretch (her) mind," 

as well as "trashy stuff," at the rate of one book each 

week, she also enjoys reading the NEA Newsletter, 

Instructor magazine, and the educational sections of Time 

and Newsweek. 

currently, Sally is the primary grade level 

chairperson. As chairperson, it is her responsibility: (a) 

to help coordinate staff development at the school, (b) to 

conduct primary grade level meetings as needed, and (c) to 

work closely with the principal and the upper grade 

chairperson in implementing school and school district 

policies. 

Preparing to Teach 

Sally majored in history and psychology at Santa Clara 

University where she received her BA. Because Santa Clara 

did not have a teacher education program, she attended San 
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Jose state University (SJSU) to complete both her teacher 

education and fifth year requirements. 

As she studied at SJSU, Sally was frustrated with the 

reading methods course because the instructor attempted to 

focus on teaching about multigraded classrooms even though 

his background was not in this area. In retrospect, she 

remembers little from her reading methods course other than 

that the course taught participants to structure their 

reading period into three reading groups. 

Sally's student teaching experiences did not greatly 

add to her knowledge of teaching reading. Her first 

student teaching assignment was in a first and second 

combination class of high achievers. Because she felt that 

the students in the class were already proficient readers, 

she did not have an opportunity to learn how "to teach a 

child to read." Her second student teaching experience was 

in a fourth grade classroom where she was expected to teach 

reading to the whole class. Once again, Sally felt the 

students were already proficient readers. Lacking formal 

educational experiences in the teaching of reading, Sally 

has had to learn how to teach reading through trial-and

error, attendance at reading conferences, educational books 

and articles, and "especially from seasoned veteran 

teachers" (personal communication). 
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Views About Reading 

To understand the views Sally holds concerning the 

reading process, we need to look at the expectations she 

has for entering third grade students. When third grade 

students start the school year in her room, Sally hopes 

they: (a) have letter/sound knowledge, (b) have been read 

to at home, (c) and feel "comfortable" with reading. These 

three areas, which are discussed in the following 

paragraphs provide a framework for understanding Sally's 

views about the reading process and her distinctions 

between good and poor readers. 

Sally believes students are better prepared for 

beginning reading if they have a knowledge of letter/sound 

relationships. This belief is based on her observation of 

readers in her classes. She views good readers as being 

more fluent in their reading because they are able to apply 

letter/sound rules to their reading which results in their 

ability to comprehend what they read. Poor readers, on the 

other hand, often sound out (or attempt to sound out) every 

word and "this struggle often interferes with the process 

of understanding the meaning of a passage" (personal 

communication). 

To assist students in developing letter/sound skills, 

Sally utilizes both the weekly spelling lists (which 

contain phonetically regular words) and the Daily Oral 
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Language (DOL) activity. When presenting the weekly 

spelling words, Sally introduces the phonics or structural 

analysis rule which applies to the list of words. The 

students then practice the words at home and are given a 

test on Friday to demonstrate mastery. The DOL activity, 

on the other hand, consists of two to three sentences 

containing errors written on the board at the beginning of 

the day. When the students arrive in the morning, they 

rewrite the sentences and make any necessary corrections. 

The focus of the corrections tends to center on 

punctuation, capitalization, grammar, or spelling. After 

the students have rewritten the sentences, Sally discusses 

the corrections while pointing out the phonics and 

structural analysis rules that justify the conventional or 

correct spelling of words that were misspelled. 

Sally believes parents who take an active role in 

their child's literacy development greatly enhance the 

child's ability to read. She believes it is common sensei 

if a student has exposure to, say, a thousand books prior 

to the beginning of school, that child will have a greater 

literacy base than a child who has had limited exposure to 

books. Because of the importance of developing this 

literacy background in the home, Sally views parental 

commitment to schooling as an important factor in a child's 

literacy development. As she argues, "Children do well 
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when their parents make a commitment in anything--whether 

it's sports or learning to read." 

Although Sally wants parents to actively participate 

in their child's education, she finds it problematic when 

parents place too much pressure on their child to read at 

an early age. In fact, she believes schools should assist 

parents in focusing on what their children can do rather 

than on what they can't. The issue of pressure on students 

is closely related to the issue of making reading 

"comfortable" for students. 

Sally believes good readers are "comfortable with 

reading" and consequently choose to read. Poor readers, on 

the other hand, are not "comfortable" with reading and 

believe that they will be unsuccessful. Sally views the 

distinction between good and poor readers as differences in 

self-concept. Good readers perceive themselves as readers, 

while poor readers only focus on their failures. To change 

this sense of failure, a teacher needs to help the student 

"feel like a reader all day long." 

Sally also believes that a teacher needs to be 

sensitive to the feelings of the students. This is why, at 

the beginning of the year, she asks her students to talk 

about themselves. Throughout this individual interview, 

Sally asks questions such as: (a) "What kind of reader are 

you?", (b) "What's your favorite story?", and (c) "Do you 
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like to read in front of the class?" These questions 

assist Sally in learning more about her students and their 

comfort level concerning reading. She points out however, 

that if a third grade child answers "No" to the third 

question, that she promises them that until they say they 

are ready, she will never require the student to read to 

the whole class. 

Once she has an understanding of her students, Sally 

than must decide how to help her "poorer readers." One way 

she assists these students is to show them that reading is 

enjoyable. This becomes problematic, however, because 

Sally believes one of the most difficult balances for a 

teacher is to select literature. She finds it is 

problematic to select literature for the students because, 

on the one hand the books might be too easy, in which case 

the students believe that they are being patronized, and on 

the other hand to select something that is not too hard, in 

which case the students become so frustrated they give up 

before trying. 

In addition to the difficulty of finding the right 

materials, Sally believes poorer readers need a "double 

dose" of reading. She finds it problematic, however, for 

the students to receive this double dose, since at Big 

Trees School the special education students in her class 
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are scheduled to attend the resource class at the same time 

she formally teaches reading. 

Classroom Reading Instruction 

Reading time in Sally's class is an all day event, not 

just a specific reading block. Reading instruction in her 

class focuses primarily on the utilization of the Houghton 

Mifflin (1987) literature-based basal and supplementary 

books, the District's core literature program, and books 

chosen to correlate with thematic units. 

Although Sally utilizes the third grade reader from 

Houghton Mifflin series as her primary source for reading, 

she feels comfortable in varying the activities and 

directions found in the teacher's manual. A case in point 

deals with story vocabulary. The Houghton Mifflin 

Teacher's Manual recommends that the teacher introduce the 

vocabulary prior to the reading of each story. In 

introducing story vocabulary, Sally writes some of the 

words on the board. She explains to the students that they 

don't need to know what the words are, but if during 

reading they come to one of them, they are to raise their 

hand if they recognize the word in the story and can tell 

what it means in the context of the story. Another 

vocabulary strategy Sally uses is to write 20 words on the 

board that are found in the story and have the students 
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work in small groups to look the words up in the dictionary 

or act the words out. still another strategy is to ask the 

students to note, at the end of the story, any words they 

encounter while reading they do not understand. 

Sally explained that in the past she would always 

introduce the vocabulary prior to reading the story. 

However, she found this procedure to be IIredundant,lI 

because she believes it is not important to look the words 

up prior to reading the story since the words only have 

IImeaningll after the story is read. This focus on meaning 

is also evident in Sally's approach to comprehension. 

For Sally, comprehension is more than repeating a 

story; it is internalizing the story to such an extent that 

the students can retell the story using alterative language 

and talk about the IIstory in their own terms.1I To assist 

students' internalization of the stories, Sally often 

writes questions on the board for students to focus on 

while they are reading. She does this to provide the 

students a IIroad map" so they IIknow where they are going. II 

To further the development of comprehension, she might also 

have the students: (a) work in small groups to answer 

questions posed on the board or found in workbooks, (b) 

rewrite an ending to the story, (c) write questions to quiz 

the rest of the class, or (d) prepare a presentation to 

perform in front of the class. 
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Karen 

As with Sally, Karen has also taught for 23 years. 

During her tenure she has taught grades K, 2, 3, 2/3, 3/4, 

4/5, 5, and a self-contained Gifted and Talented (GATE) 

class. Almost half of her experience, 10 years, has been 

at the third grade level. 

As a child growing up, she was read to at an early 

age, listened to the radio, and observed her father as an 

"avid reader." She remembers curling up in his lap and 

reading with him as a young child. In addition, her mother 

would take her to the library to check out books and 

participate in the summer reading programs. 

When she was in school, Karen can remember being 

taught using a phonics approach and reading the "Dick and 

Jane" readers. She loved going to the library. Karen 

remembers her first and second grade teacher as a wonderful 

person who read to the class each day. Karen felt that 

this teacher gave "lots of positive reinforcement" and made 

the students "feel like they were doing a good job." 

Karen is still an avid reader. In addition to reading 

articles on literacy in professional magazines, Karen 

enjoys reading about local history, thematic instruction, 

and "what's happening to our brain." She is especially 

fascinated in how the brain works and has read books on 

that topic for pleasure. Her desire to read is so great, 
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in fact, that her family frequently tells her not to start 

a new book because she can't put it down until it is 

finished. 

Karen is an active member of the California Teachers 

Association (CTA) and the National Education Association 

(NEA) as well as a teacher representative to the local 

teacher's association. In addition, throughout her career 

she has served on such committees as: School Improvement 

Plan (SIP), Strategic planning, Student Study Team (SST), 

and various district curriculum development committees. 

Preparing to Teach 

Karen completed her Associate Degree at Cabrillo 

College and then transferred to the University of 

California, Long Beach (UCLB). While attending UCLB, she 

was not sure what she wanted to pursue as an occupation. 

She was interested in English but was uncertain what type 

of job to pursue as an English major. When she took a 

course entitled, "Introduction to Education," she thought 

she would explore the idea of teaching. Karen had a 

wonderful professor teaching this course who encouraged her 

to do volunteer work in an elementary school. She 

discovered that she "loved working with the children" and 

consequently pursued a teaching credential. 
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Karen attended San Jose State University to complete 

her credential. Karen does not remember much about her 

reading methods course. In fact, she believes that the 

course "didn't teach us too much about methods." It was 

her master teacher, during her student teaching experience, 

who provided Karen with the most help in learning to teach 

reading. 

Karen characterizes her master teacher as an 

"excellent" teacher. She explains· that this teacher "kind 

of held my hand and took me step by step" through the 

learning to read process. The view of reading, held by 

this master teacher was an "old fashioned phonics 

approach." Karen characterizes this approach as drilling 

the students in letter/sounds, reading stories containing a 

high frequency of phonetically regular words, and then 

discussing the story. 

Views About Reading 

Although Karen's introduction to the teaching of 

reading reflects a skills model, it was a collaborative 

project in which she was involved as an experienced teacher 

seven years ago which has most heavily influenced her 

current view of the reading process. 

Seven years ago, when Karen was teaching in the San 

Jose Unified School District, she was involved in a three-
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year collaborative project with stanford University known 

as the stanford University Project Read. This project, 

coordinated through the stanford University Department of 

Education, provided teachers with ideas on reading to use 

in their classrooms; the teachers, in turn, provided 

feedback on these ideas to the Project coordinators. 

The goal of the Project was to use a literature-based 

approach to the teaching of reading. At the time, Karen 

volunteered to participate in the project because she 

"wanted to update" her knowledge about reading and learn 

how to integrate literature and reading skills. Currently, 

the ideas she uses from this project center on assisting 

students in analyzing narrative and expository text. 

Karen works with students to analyze the textual 

characteristics in one text and then compare the way 

authors use these characteristics in other texts. In this 

way, Karen works towards assisting students in making 

intertextual ties. Karen calls what she teaches the 

"building blocks," which include understanding characters, 

plot, rising and falling action, and the problem and 

solution embedded in each story. 

As students enter third grade, Karen hopes they have 

some requisite skills which will assist them in analyzing 

text. These skills, which are discussed in the next few 
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paragraphs, provide further insights into Karen's beliefs 

concerning the reading process. 

The requisite skills Karen looks for are: (a) basic 

decoding, (b) "enough comprehension so that if I ask them 

about a story they can tell me what has happened," (c) 

fluency, and (d) background knowledge. Since Karen 

believes decoding skills can influence fluency, I discuss 

her thoughts on these two topics together. 

Karen hopes third grade students know their 

letter/sound relationships so they will be able to learn 

how to "take a large word and break it down . so they 

won't be afraid of large words." This also relates to 

Karen's concern about fluency. She hopes that third 

graders are "not still stumbling over each letter; that 

they're not concerned about each letter." She does not 

want the students to be preoccupied with sounding out words 

or knowing every word. Karen believes that if they are 

preoccupied with these concerns they miss the meaning of 

the whole story. Considering the issue of decoding skills 

and fluency provide a means for Karen to differentiate 

between good and poor readers. 

Karen views good readers as "relaxed . . . comfortable 

with reading." While poor reader are "real concerned with 

the letter-sound relationship" and consequently "struggle 

over each and every little word." She also views good 
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readers as having "fluency • . . and enough in their 

background, their motivations, that they can draw upon so 

that they aren't so worried about comprehension either. 

They more or less make attachments to it or draw analogies 

to their own lives a little bit better than children who 

are having difficulty." 

Good readers have more background knowledge because 

"they've been exposed to a lot," which enables them to 

"build pictures" in their minds when they are reading. She 

also finds that good readers look at the total context 

while reading as well as read for information and pleasure. 

Classroom Reading Instruction 

Karen integrates reading into two consecutive 50-

minute periods which she calls language arts. The focus of 

Karen's reading program is literature which includes the 

literature-based basal, the supplementary readers that 

accompany the basal, the District core literature books, 

the social studies literature books, and books 

complementing the various thematic units. 

When Karen introduces a story, she tries to get the 

students motivated to read. If there are new words, Karen 

utilizes a webbing activity to build off of the students' 

background knowledge. She believes the students' 
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background knowledge is important "because it is really a 

strong base to start off from." 

After introducing the story and engaging the students 

with the vocabulary, Karen then either reads a portion of 

the story as a way to motivate the students or she has the 

students read the story silently. After reading the story, 

the students might then read sections orally, discuss the 

story, and/or engage in an activity which accompanies the 

story. 

When Karen engages the students in discussions, she 

likes to focus on "higher-level thinking" rather than 

literal recall questions. She believes it is not as 

important that the students have a right or wrong answer as 

it is for her to "tell that they've been thinking about the 

story." This means that the students are really using 

"their imagination and creativeness." She also likes them 

to listen to each other during discussions to hear what 

others have to say about the story. 

Although Karen's classroom organization for reading is 

generally whole group, she still works with students in 

small groups who are having trouble with some aspect of 

reading, such as, "not getting the meaning of the story." 

Karen describes these groups as flexible because they are 

based on the needs of the students. If, however, she 
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notices many of the students are having trouble, such as in 

phonics, she will work with the whole class on the skill. 

Karen is very interested in the "role of phonics in 

today's reading program." In fact, she attended many 

phonics related sessions at the Asilomar Reading 

Conference. The reason she is so interested in phonics is 

because she is concerned that she had "left phonics in the 

background." She felt better, however, after attending the 

Conference sessions because she felt that the speakers were 

advocating what she feels she already does--focusing on 

phonics, as necessary, through poetry and literature. 

Debbie 

Debbie has been a teacher for six years. During her 

tenure, she has taught both kindergarten and third grade. 

This is her second year as a third grade teacher. 

Debbie's journey into reading began in a literacy rich 

home environment. Debbie credits her father with greatly 

influencing her literacy development. She explained that 

he had "a vivid imagination and every night he would race 

up this darkened stairway" and tell her a story. From the 

time she was two until five, her father made up stories 

about Robinson Crusoe and Friday. Debbie recalls these 

nightly stories fondly. Coincidentally, when Debbie 

started becoming interested in print her father started 
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running out of stories. It was then that her father 

started reading to her each night. Debbie remembers 

developing her reading ability through phonics instruction 

in elementary school. However, her memories of elementary 

school did not center on reading but on the personalities 

of two special teachers. 

In recalling memorable teachers in elementary school, 

Debbie mentioned her kindergarten teacher and her sixth 

grade teacher. Her kindergarten teacher, Miss Ponn, 

followed Debbie's life as a student until she graduated 

from high school. Debbie can still clearly remember 

walking with Miss Ponn down to a local sweet shop where 

Miss Ponn bought her an ice cream on her birthday. Mr. 

Golbert, her sixth grade teacher, showed an interest in her 

and allowed her to act as a classroom assistant both before 

the school day started as well as during class. Debbie 

believes that the denominator these two teachers had in 

common was is that they were both "loving." 

Debbie keeps current with the latest trends in 

education and literacy through publications as a member of 

the California Teachers Association, the National Education 

Association, and the California Reading Association. She 

finds that she "reads all the time." She especially likes 

"trashy police novels," realistic fiction, and "fluff 

books." When she goes on trips she purchases six or more 



of these books at the airport and reads them "within the 

first few weeks of the trip." 

Preparing to Teach 
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Debbie completed her bachelor's degree in fine arts at 

San Jose state University. While her two children were 

still in elementary school, she worked as a paid classroom 

aide at their school, Sequoia Elementary. Debbie even 

worked in Sally's classroom one year as an aide. 

When her children graduated from elementary school, 

Debbie decided to go back to school to get her credential. 

She completed courses toward both her credential and fifth 

year requirements through Chapman College in Monterey. The 

courses, taught by local classroom teachers at the end of 

their public school day, varied in their usefulness. 

Debbie found her reading methods course, taught by a 

reading specialist, to be little more than how to use a 

basal reader. It was in another course, however, the 

"Elements of Writing," where Debbie really felt she learned 

about reading. In that course the writing teacher exposed 

the class to "at least 30 or 40 pieces of juvenile 

literature and what you could do with them and how you 

could teach content and skills just using literature." 

Debbie felt that the "Elements" course showed her how to 
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discussing of literature written for children. 

Views About Reading 
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Throughout our discussions, Debbie was highly 

reflective and questioning concerning her role as a teacher 

of reading. Her questions, directed at me to elicit 

information concerning the teaching of reading enabled her 

to understand "procedures that assist children in becoming 

successful readers" (personal communication). The 

questions, concerns, and metacognitive observations which 

surfaced during our discussions provide a window into her 

beliefs concerning the reading process. 

Debbie exhibited frustration throughout our 

discussions concerning reading. She feels she "knows what 

she is doing when teaching math" but is less clear about 

reading. Her comment that "nobody ever taught me how to 

teach reading" is indicative of her concerns regarding the 

teaching of reading. 

Questions which surfaced included: (a) How important 

are skills like sequencing a story, main ideas, workbooks, 

etc.? (b) Is a poor oral reader not getting the story? 

(c) If a child is enthusiastic about a story but not really 

proficient when reading to you, will that student pick up 

inferences from print? (d) What's the best way to check 
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for understanding? (e) Is it enough to just read and 

discuss the story? (f) Should vocabulary be introduced 

before, after, or as it occurs in the story? (g) How would 

you manage a class where everyone is reading a book 

generated by his or her interest? (h) Would this be a good 

reading activity in a classroom situation? and (i) What is 

the role of phonics in reading instruction? 

Debbie worries about decoding because she realizes 

most of the students at Big Trees School went from a 

phonics-based program in kindergarten to a literature-based 

program in first and second grades. Though she "knows that 

phonics should stop at the third grade, there are a few 

students who could benefit from perhaps doing some phonics 

work." Although Debbie utilizes phonics workbook pages 

with some of the poorer readers at the beginning of the 

school year, she is not totally convinced that phonics is 

enough. As she explains: "I think that you need all your 

letter sounds and I think that you need to . . . learn to 

blend. And then . . • there's a gray area. if just 

wanting to read is enough or whether you need repetition 

and phonics." 

Because of her experiences as a kindergarten teacher, 

Debbie felt she "knew how to teach beginning words, 

beginning letters, and how to blend." What was less clear 

to her was if phonics was best for third grade students 
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having "trouble" with reading. As she states: "I felt that 

I was real good at (teaching phonics) and then I came to 

this grade and if reading isn't in place, what are some of 

the things that I can do to help them along without getting 

the kids bogged down or turned off?" 

According to Debbie, students who come from a literate 

home tend to be more successful with reading. Debbie 

believes early reading is crucial. As she explains: "I 

think a reading background is probably one of the stepping 

stones for making a child a successful reader and having a 

good beginning, a positive start with print and sounds and 

making the connection." Consequently, she believes that 

reading should start at home from the time children are 

little and that parents "make or break a reader." 

Debbie is convinced, however, that literacy is more 

than simply reading to children at home. Literacy also 

relates to background knowledge. She sees one of the 

differences between good and poor readers as relating to 

the amount of background knowledge they can access. As she 

describes: "Kids that are good readers usually have lots of 

interests and know a lot of information. Kids that aren't 

are usually a little more sluggish about their interests 

and expressing them orally." 

Oral expression appears to be important to Debbie. In 

fact, at one time she felt a good reader was a good oral 
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reader and a poor reader a poor oral reader. However, this 

year she has had to rethink oral reading as a criteria 

because she discovered that she has students who have 

excellent comprehension yet are poor oral readers, and 

strong oral readers who do not seem to understand what they 

are reading. Another issue relating to oral reading that 

she was forced to address was her belief that poor readers 

usually avoid oral reading because they "lack confidence in 

their ability to read." Again, she had to rethink her 

views because she has some poor readers who wanted to read 

orally all of the time and good readers who did not ever 

want to read orally. Generally though, as a group, Debbie 

feels poor readers, "lack confidence," "read more slowly," 

"don't complete anything during reading time," and "don't 

have good word attack skills." 

Debbie is open to trying new ideas in her classroom. 

For example, she tried to institute small literature 

discussion groups her first year as a third grade teacher, 

yet discovered the students were unable to stay focused 

without adult supervision. She explained she would like to 

try discussion groups again, but hasn't "managed to figure 

that out yet." In addition to using literature discussions 

in the classroom, Debbie would like to visit other 

classrooms and see how other teachers are teaching reading. 



161 

Classroom Reading Instruction 

Debbie starts the year with an Informal Reading 

Inventory (IRI). To conduct the IRI, she has the students 

bring a book or story that they have prepared and read it 

to her. When they have completed reading orally, she 

knows: (a) "how they read" and (b) what type of books they 

are comfortable reading. 

She "loves" the literature-based basal since it allows 

the students to have pieces of literature that they can 

"hold in their hands." When utilizing pieces of literature 

with the class, she generally tries to engage the students 

in the story by reading the first few pages and then 

allowing the students the option to work on their own or 

work with her. Those who opt to work with her share the 

reading responsibilities. She will read a section and the 

students then read a section. 

Debbie uses some of the questions found in the 

teacher's manual when discussing stories, yet moves beyond 

recall questions to ask questions that are important to 

her. Debbie views reading comprehension as "whether they 

know the character," if you can "understand what the author 

is trying to convey," and "understand the plot." To 

facilitate comprehension, Debbie does "a lot of prediction 

with the kids," which means they stop reading and predict 

what will happen next. She also asks open-ended questions 
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such as, "why did the author make this person do such and 

such?" 

After "hooking the students in the story" and 

discussing the story, the students then do "some type of 

activity" related to the story which might include workbook 

pages, an art project, or writing a story. Throughout this 

process, Debbie usually does not discuss the vocabulary 

until after it appears in the story. She explains that she 

can teach "vocabulary, or quotation marks or any of the 

skill based things by looking at a piece of literature and 

seeing the way the author used it." She finds she does not 

go over vocabulary lists because she believes "reading 

words on a list does not necessarily make a reader." 

Debbie finds that the students in her class enjoy 

being read to. She finds she tends to select books for 

oral reading that center around themes, such as Black 

History Month, or around favorite authors such as Chris Van 

Allsburg or Rold Dahl. 

Looking for Answers 

The two questions framing the focus on my teacher

colleagues are: a) How do the three teacher-colleagues 

conceive of the reading process as applied to "remedial" 

readers? and b) Are the teacher-colleagues aware of any 
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changes in the reading of the students participating in the 

literature discussion sessions? 

The second question is perhaps better answered after a 

presentation of the students and the discussion sessions in 

Chapter 7. Thus, I reserve comments on the second question 

until then. The first question, however, fits quite 

naturally in this chapter. 

Although all three of these teachers have their own 

idiosyncratic ways of teaching, there are some common 

elements from the interviews and field notes which provide 

insights into their beliefs concerning the reading process 

and, thus, their views concerning "remedial" readers. 

The three third grade teachers all believe parents 

must be actively involved in their child's education. They 

believe early literacy experiences in the home prior to 

formal schooling is crucial for a child's success in 

reading. This view of early and continued parental 

involvement is not limited to only the reading of books but 

also includes the importance of background knowledge. They 

believe background knowledge, which to them means having 

many and varied life experiences, assists students in 

making connections with reading. Numerous experiences, 

both with literacy and with nonliteracy experiences is 

viewed by these teachers as providing a frame-of-reference 



for the students when participating in classroom reading 

activities. 
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Having an adequate decoding skill base was also viewed 

by these teachers as an important ability for reading 

success. They felt that having decoding skills (which they 

referred to as phonics and letter/sound skills) allowed 

readers to focus less on sounding out words and more on the 

meaning of the text. They associated fluency with adequate 

decoding skills because they felt that if a student did not 

have to struggle over every word that he or she would have 

greater fluency, especially in their oral reading. 

student self-concept, which the teachers viewed as 

feeling "comfortable" with reading, was a crucial element 

to reading success. They are aware that if a child views 

him or herself as a reader that the student will be more 

likely to enjoy reading as a worthwhile activity. 

In summary, my three teacher-colleagues view reading 

as being dependant on parental participation in literacy 

through reading and life experiences. They believe 

students who have a strong literacy foundation tend to be 

strong readers while those who are poorer readers have had 

limited literacy and life experiences. The teachers also 

believe that one's self-concept as a reader is a 

determining influence in differentiating between good and 

poor readers. Good readers tend to enjoy reading and read 
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often, while poor readers try to avoid reading. Finally, 

decoding skills and the associated concept of fluency are 

critical for reading success. Based on this perspective, 

good readers do not need to struggle over unknown words 

because they have adequate decoding skills. Poorer reader 

however, try to sound out troublesome words and thus have 

breaks in their fluency with a resulting loss of 

comprehension. 

How do these views fit in with the three models of 

reading (i.e., transfer, interaction, and transaction) as 

presented in Chapter 1? Generally, I would say these 

teachers hold a transfer view of reading. What indications 

do I have for this statement? Primarily from the teachers' 

preoccupation with decoding and by association, fluency. 

To be a good reader, decoding skills must be mastered. 

Students stumbling over text because they lack decoding 

skills is problematic for these teachers. Further, they 

initially explained to me that they knew the "remedial" 

readers with whom I was to work would improve if given 

intensive phonics instruction. 

Another indication I have that they hold a transfer 

view of reading is the importance they attribute to 

background. For, although they mention activating 

background knowledge prior to reading stories, which might 

indicate a more interactive view of reading, their concern 
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over background knowledge is more consistent with a 

"cultural literacy" (Hirsch, 1987) view of knowledge, that 

is, that students need a wide basis or foundation of 

experiences if they are to be successful readers. 

Where do these views of readers come from? It is hard 

to answer this question completely. It is clear my three 

teacher-colleagues believe they learned little from their 

reading courses at the college or university level. If I 

were to hazard a guess, I would speculate that my 

colleagues's views developed through observations of "good" 

and "poor" readers, information in the teacher's manual of 

basal readers, staff development, and assessment items on 

standardized tests. 

Reflection 

As I reflect on the interviews and discussions with my 

teachers-colleagues, I am struck by our similarities. 

Similarities such as: (a) reading methods experiences, (b) 

interest in self-concept, and (c) concern for students. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, I, like my teacher

colleagues, felt ill-prepared to teach reading after 

completing my university reading methods course. This 

finding is consistent with the research which suggests 

methods course have little impact on the attitudes, 
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beliefs, and values of teacher education students (Bullogh, 

1989; Knowles, 1988; Ross, 1987) 

These findings make me wonder. I wonder how we can 

restructure reading method courses so the needs of 

beginning teachers are better met. It makes me wonder if 

first year teachers should be required to take an 

additional reading methods course while they are teaching. 

It makes me wonder if reading methods should be eliminated 

altogether. Although I grant this last suggestion is 

really not a viable option for me, the idea ,emphasizes my 

desire to make changes in how reading methods are taught. 

I believe teacher education programs must become more 

sensitive to what students are saying. It should be the 

responsibility of program planners to develop courses which 

provide closer connections between the university classroom 

and field experiences and teaching experiences of both 

preservice and inservice teachers. 

My teacher-colleagues and I are both interested in 

assisting students in developing a positive self-concept as 

readers. As we talked, it became clear that these three 

teachers would not intentionally hinder a child's view of 

him or herself as a reader. This was the premise of the 

Reading Club. I am working towards assisting ten 

"remedial" readers view themselves as readers; readers who 



read and discuss literature, who view reading as an 

enjoyable and worthwhile experience. 
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This, of course, leads to our concern with students. 

Granted, my teacher-colleagues and I have differing views 

concerning "remedial" readers. They, for example, wanted 

me to conduct an intensive phonics program with the ten 

students because they felt the students needed only a nudge 

to become better readers. I, however, wanted to capitalize 

on their strengths as readers and engage them in the types 

of activities readers participate in, specifically, reading 

for meaning and sharing their readings with others. 

In the next chapter, I describe the ten students who 

participated in the Reading Club and selected discussion 

group sessions. 
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JOURNEYING WITH THE STUDENTS 

169 

One focus of this study is on the development and 

implementation of weekly literature discussions with third 

grade students identified as "remedial" readers. The three 

research questions which frame my interest in the students 

are: (a) What reading strategies do the ten students bring 

to the literature discussion meetings? b) What changes 

occur over time in the engagement of literature during the 

discussions? and (c) How will the students respond to a 

meaning emphasis in reading instruction? All of these 

questions are answered in this chapter. Additionally, a 

question related to my teacher-colleagues and their 

reactions to the Reading Club is also answered in this 

chapter. 

In this chapter I introduce the 10 third grade 

students who participated in the Reading Club. The chapter 

is organized into three sections. The first section 

provides an individual profile for each student. The 

second section describes and analyzes three literature 

discussions. The third section describes and discusses the 

reactions of students and their teachers to the literature 

discussions. 
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student Profiles 

In this section I provide a profile of the ten 

students who participated in the Reading Club. The focus 

of the profiles is on descriptive personal information and 

~eading characteristics for each student. Table 4 provides 

selected characteristics for each student. 

Table 4 

Characteristics of the Third Grade Reading Club Students: 

Age, Sex, Years in the District, and Classroom Teacher 

Years in Classroom 
Student Age Sex District Teacher 

Marci 8 F 4 Debbie 

Sharon 8 F 4 Debbie 

Nancy 8 F 4 Debbie 

Sam 8 M 4 Sally 

Josh 8 M 2 Sally 

Jack 10 M 1 Sally 

Jesse 9 F 4 Sally 

Mary 8 F 1 Karen 

Amy 8 F 2 Karen 

Jane 8 F 4 Karen 
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The modified Burke Interview (see Appendix A), field notes, 

and a miscue analysis were utilized in the development of 

these profiles. As explained in Chapter 3, utilization of 

the miscue analysis was to provide me with additional 

information concerning each reader. Unless noted to the 

contrary, all quotes are from the modified Burke Interview. 

Josh 

Josh appeared relaxed when talking with me about 

himself. It was apparent from pauses after questions that 

he was attempting to provide thoughtful answers. 

Josh is an eight-year-old boy who lives with his 

mother, stepfather, two sisters, and brother. His mother 

is a maid at the local golf and country club and his 

stepfather is a car mechanic. Although he is an active boy 

who enjoys collecting rocks and riding his bicycle and 

skateboard, he also enjoys such sedentary activities as 

sewing. Josh mentioned that although there are many books 

in his home, there are few that he likes to read. When 

Josh does read, however, he enjoys books ?bout motorcycles 

and snakes. Josh stated that his parents do not read much 

at home and do not read to him. 

Josh identified his kindergarten experience as leading 

to his development as a reader. As he explains: "When I 

was in kindergarten, I had to learn the letters and then we 
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had to learn the vowels." Josh views this school 

experience as the way in which he learned to read. As a 

third grade reader, Joshua thinks of himself as only 

"average" because he does not "read very fast" and "it 

takes (him) a while to figure out words." To improve his 

reading he would like to be able to "sound out the really 

BIG words." Josh's teacher describes him as a student who 

is "smart enough to be a good reader" but "chooses not to 

read" (FN). 

Josh identifies three strategies that he uses when he 

is reading and comes to something he does not know: sounds 

it out, asks somebody, or skips the word. When he read for 

me, I noticed that he tended to sUbstitute graphophonically 

similar words such as "wife" for "while," "heard" for 

"hard," and "then" for "when." During the reading Josh 

would stop reading orally and remain silent for seconds at 

a time. When I asked him what he was doing, he explained 

that he was reading ahead to figure out a word. This 

reading behavior would suggest that he skips words in the 

process of generating meaning. 

In thinking about a good reader, Josh identified 

Ginger in his class. He believes that the reason she is 

such a good reader is because she "practices reading." 

When Ginger comes to a word that she does not know, Josh 

imagines that she "probably sounds it out." Joshua was 
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unclear how he might help a person having trouble with 

reading. He believes, however, that his teacher would help 

a person by telling them the word if "they could not sound 

it out." 

Jack 

Jack seemed to think hard about the questions. His 

thoughtful answers suggest that he was attempting to 

accurately present himself to me. It also appeared that he 

needed to think carefully about his answers because no one 

had ever asked him to consider his views about himself as a 

reader. Jack also appeared apologetic concerning the 

various schools he has attended. This was not surprising, 

since from the time he started school in kindergarten, he 

attended six different elementary schools. This is his 

first year in the Big Trees Unified School District. 

Jack is a 10-year-old boy who lives with his mother, 

father, two brothers, and five sisters. His mother is a 

homemaker and his father works for a computer company. 

Jack's parents do not read to him at night, in fact, 

excluding the newspaper, Jack believes that his parents do 

not read much at all. Although there are many books in his 

home he explained that he only reads when he is bored. 

When Jack reads, he likes stories about monsters. He 
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explained that when he reads at home he will "try to sound 

out the words." 

Jack was retained in first grade and has participated 

in Chapter I programs for reading in first, second, and 

third grades. In thinking about how he learned to read, 

Jack explained that he learned "mostly from teachers." He 

explained the process in which he learned to read as 

follows: 

I just keep on seeing the words. And after I see the 
words, like a few times, I see the words, like this 
says this and this says that. And they (teachers) 
would show the words to me and after a few times I 
remember them. 

Jack believes he is "kind of a good reader" but does 

not know why he considers himself as such. In addition, he 

does not know how he would like to improve as a reader. 

Jack's teacher believes that his reading development has 

suffered due to the frequency of school changes. She felt 

that as a result of these moves, his phonics base for 

learning to read was fragmented. Sally (his teacher) hoped 

that his experiences this year in the resource program at 

Big Trees, the weekly one-to-one tutoring he was receiving 

in phonics from a teacher on early retirement, and the 

Reading Club would give him a solid reading foundation 

(FN) • 

When Jack is reading and comes to something that he 

does not know, he looks "at the letters to try to sound the 
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letters out." He finds this procedure problematic because 

sometimes the letters "make different sounds." Jack also 

mentioned that sometimes he becomes "confused, like with 

b's and d's" when he is reading. Jack's reliance on 

graphophonic cues was evident when he read orally for me. 

Jack worked on the first word, "once" for a full minute 

before skipping it and going to "upon." During that 

minute, he tried "oh nice," "ons," and "onk." He started 

talking to himself during this minute about how he should 

be able to sound out the word. After finally skipping 

"once" he started to work on "upon." This word was easier 

for him and he was satisfied when he identified it as "up 

on." After Jack had similar experiences with the words 

"woodman," "thought," and "worked," I decided that we 

should stop to prevent any further frustration. 

Jack felt that Lindsey in his class was a good reader 

yet was not sure why he would characterize her as such. He 

believes that when she comes to something she does not know 

that she "sounds it out." In helping another student who 

is having trouble with reading, Jack stated that he would 

"help them try to sound it out; help them get the letters; 

tell them the sounds that the letters make." He was not 

sure what his teacher would do to help the person. 
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Sam 

Sam spoke in a clear, confident, almost loud voice 

during the interview. He seemed relaxed when talking to me 

and made eye contact throughout our conversation. 

Sam is an eight-year-old boy who lives with both of 

his parents and a younger brother. His mother is a 

homemaker and father repairs computers. Sam declared that 

both of his parents read the newspaper and in addition, his 

dad reads magazines about "electronics." He stated there 

are many books for him to read at home. In fact, he 

explained that he is currently reading a book on the 

Revolutionary War. In addition to reading, when Sam is 

home, he likes to ride his bicycle and play games on his 

computer. 

Although Sam attended a Chapter I reading program in 

second grade, he attributes learning to read to his father. 

Sam explained that before kindergarten his father would 

read easy, and then progressively harder and harder books 

to him that they discussed. Sam wishes that his father 

would continue to read with him, but explained that this is 

not possible because of his busy work schedule. Sam 

believes that sometimes he is a good reader, especially 

when he "tries real hard" and sometimes a poor reader when 

he does not want to read. To improve he would like his 

father to continue to read with him. Sally views Sam on 
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the verge of becoming a good reader. She believes that he 

needs "a few more phonics skills" and a motivation to read 

to become more proficient as a reader (FN). 

When Sam is reading and he comes to something he does 

not know he will "stop and think about" the word. This 

means that he will look at the letters in the word and try 

to figure out the word, based on the story context. If 

this strategy does not work he will typically find somebody 

who can tell him the word. When Sam read orally to me and 

carne to something difficult, he would stop reading, and 

then continue on. I asked him what he was doing during the 

silent time and he explained that he was reading ahead to 

figure the part that did not make sense. The few miscues 

that Sam made such as: "hurled" for "hurried," "turn" for 

"churn," and "here" for "her" would suggest that Sam does 

use graphophonic cues when context does not provide him 

with enough cues. 

Sam identified his friend Grant as a good reader. Sam 

was not sure what made Grant a good reader nor what Grant 

would do if he had trouble reading something. In helping a 

person having trouble with reading, however, Sam would 

"stay by them whenever they had a word that they didn't 

know ... and help them sound it out." He felt that his 

teacher would help the person by telling them the word. 
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Jesse 

Jesse was shy at the beginning of the interview. As 

the interview progressed, however, she seemed more relaxed. 

Jesse is a nine-year-old girl who lives with her 

mother, father, and older brother. Her mother is an artist 

and her father works at an auto-body shop. When Jesse is 

at home, she enjoys playing outside and reading books. She 

stated she has many books at home and likes to read stories 

about animals. Jesse explained that her mother reads to 

her once in a while. 

Although retained in kindergarten and in Chapter I 

reading programs in 1st and 2nd grade, Jesse attributes her 

learning to read to her mother. Jesse explained that her 

mother read to her and helped her to sound out the words 

when they read together. Jesse's mother still reads to her 

almost everyday. Jesse especially enjoys the "big fat 

books" that her mother reads. Jesse believes that she is a 

good reader because she can read many books. Jesse does 

not know what she would like to do better as a reader. 

Jesse's teacher, Sally views Jesse as a reader who "tries 

really hard" but still has trouble reading and completing 

assignments (FN). 

When she is reading and comes to something she does 

not know she "sounds it out." Another strategy that she 

uses is to ask her brother or "looks the word up in the 
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dictionary so (she) can sound it out better and know what 

it means." When Jesse read to me I found that she tended 

to rely on graphophonics cues initially but would often 

self-correct when the miscues did not fit the context of 

the story; for example, when she corrected "I'd be glad to" 

for her initial reading of "I'll be glade." 

Jesse identified Stephanie in her class as a good 

reader because she "knows all the words." If Stephanie 

were to come to something she did not know, Jesse believes 

that stephanie would ask "the teacher or sound it out... If 

Jesse were to help somebody having trouble with reading, 

she would "help them sound it out or tell them the word." 

Jesse believes that her teacher would tell the person the 

word. 

Jane 

Throughout the interview, Jane appeared both confident 

and eager to share information about herself. This is, in 

part, due to her personality, but also because she was 

aware that I taught her older sister many years ago. 

Jane is an eight-year-old girl who lives with her 

mother, stepfather, and older sister. Her stepfather works 

as a security guard at Lockheed and her mother is a third 

grade teacher in San Jose. Jane enjoys school and 

especially likes math and handwriting. When she is at 
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home, she likes to ride her bicycle and listen to rock and 

reggae music. Jane stated that her stepfather and mother 

both read at home, and that her mom reads short stories to 

her every night. 

She does not know how she learned to read but views 

herself as a good reader. To become a better reader she 

would "like to learn how to read a lot of words." Karen, 

Jane's teacher, views Jane as being a reader on the 

threshold of becoming a very proficient reader. Karen 

believes that this transformation will take place when Jane 

develops more confidence in her reading abilities (FN). 

When Jane is reading and comes to something she does 

not know, she either sounds it out or skips it. The 

utilization of these two strategies was apparent when she 

read orally for me. Jane would either attempt sounding out 

a difficult word or provide a close approximation, such as 

"repeated" for "replied" and then continue reading. When 

she had more textual information, Jane usually self

corrected and reread the passage without miscuing. At 

other times, when she would stop oral reading, I would ask 

her what she was doing. She explained that she was reading 

ahead to figure out the word she did not know. 

Jane identified Katlyn, in her class as a good reader 

but does not know why Katlyn is a good reader. When Katlyn 

comes to something she does not know Jane believes she 
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"tries to sound it out or skips it." If Jane were to help 

somebody having trouble with reading she would want to be 

their partner and help them to sound out the words. Her 

teacher would help the person the same way. 

Amy 

It was often difficult to understand Amy during the 

interview because she mumbled and spoke in a babylike 

voice. I thought that this verbal behavior was indicative 

of her being shy with me. In talking with her teacher I 

discovered that she exhibits these same characteristics in 

the classroom (FN) which could indicate shyness or simply a 

personality characteristic. 

Amy lives with her mother, stepfather, and three-year

old twins (a brother and a sister). Her mother is a 

homemaker and her stepfather is a construction worker. 

Amy's favorite subject in school is math and recess. When 

she is home, she likes to watch television, read to the 

twins, and play outside. Amy indicated that she especially 

likes "reading to the babies and helping them to sound out 

words." When she is not reading to the twins, Amy like to 

read chapter books such as the Babysitters Club. Amy 

explained that her stepfather will sometimes read the 

newspaper at home but that her mother is too "busy cleaning 

the house" to read to herself or to Amy. 
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Amy believes that she learned to read at home with her 

mother who taught her how to "sound out little words." She 

believes that she is "sort of" a good reader because she is 

still learning "how to sound out" words. To improve as a 

reader, Amy would like to learn how to "sound out" better 

and "spend time reading." Karen believes that Amy's 

reading problems are reflected in babylike characteristics 

she exhibits in the classroom. Karen believes that Amy 

might be insecure because of the twins and thus does not 

want to "grow up" (FN). 

When Amy comes to something that she does not know, 

she "sounds it out." When Amy read orally for me, it 

became clear that, while she was attempting to create 

meaning from the text, she primarily focused on 

graphophonic cues. When she read, she only broke down into 

isolated sounds "work" and "replied" (which she miscued) . 

The other miscues she made were primarily sUbstitutions 

which have graphophonic similarities such as: "woman" for 

"woodman," "walked" for "worked," "once very the" for "one 

evening when" and "with" for "while." 

The person who Amy referred to as being a good reader 

was early from her first grade class. She was not sure 

what makes early a good reader, because as she explains 

early "didn't tell me." She believes, however, that when 

early comes to something that she doesn't understand that 
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"she just sounds it out like I do." Amy would help a 

student having trouble with reading by helping "them sound 

it out." She also believes that her teacher "would do the 

same thing" when helping a person having trouble. 

Mary 

Mary was soft-spoken and shy throughout the interview. 

She tended to look down towards the ground and did not make 

eye contact until the end of the interview. 

Mary is an eight-year-old girl who lives with both 

parents and a 13-year-old sister. Both of her parents work 

as artists. As a result of their work, Mary stated that 

they are too tired at the end of the day to read to her. 

In fact, Mary indicated that they are usually too tired to 

even read to themselves. Mary has a bookshelf at horne of 

books to read. She stated that she especially enjoys 

reading animal and chapter books. Her interests in animal 

stories is not surprising since the family has two dogs and 

three cats. Currently she is reading Henry and Ribsy 

(Cleary, 1954) at horne. 

This is Mary's first year in the Big Trees District. 

When she was in another school and in the first grade, Mary 

worked with a reading specialist who focused on phonics, 

comprehension, and critical thinking. Mary believes that 

she learned to read at that school where she had a teacher 
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who told her to "read and read and read even if (she) 

didn't know how. Just try." Mary felt this strategy helped 

her learn to read. 

When Mary comes to something she does not know she 

"sounds it out ... This focus on graphophonic cues was 

evident in Mary's sounding out of "woodman," "worked," 

"evening," and "cutting." She also utilized graphophonic 

and syntactic cues when substituting "hive" for "house" and 

"quietly" for "quickly." From the oral reading, it was 

clear that Mary was utilizing a variety of cuing systems 

and not focusing just on graphophonics as she self

reported. 

She believes that sometimes she is a good reader and 

other times not. She explained that sometimes she gets 

"stuck and want(s) to go on but get(s) stuck along the 

way." To do better as a reader she would "like to know 

more words." Karen believes Mary is a "fair" reader who 

needs more confidence in her reading ability (FN). 

Mary identified Elizabeth in her class as a good 

reader because "she is smart." She believes that when 

Elizabeth comes to something that she does not know, she 

either "sounds it out or passes over it." If Mary were to 

help somebody having trouble with reading, she would "show 

them how to sound it out or see what the two letters are in 

the front and put them together to see what the word is." 
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This is a procedure which Mary believes her teacher would 

engage in, too. 

Nancy 

During the interview, Nancy was soft-spoken with her 

eyes looking toward the ground. She seemed extremely shy 

which was verified by her teacher. 

Nancy is an eight-year-old Hispanic girl who lives 

with her father, five-year-old brother, and three-year-old 

sister. Nancy's mother died of a drug overdose when she 

was in first grade. Since that time, Nancy and her 

siblings have been raised by her father and aunt (mother's 

sister). Nancy's father works as a manager at a local 

grocery store. Nancy explained that she has a large 

collection of books at home that she has received through 

the mail. She likes to read scary stories. Her father 

reads to her periodically. 

Nancy participated in Chapter I reading programs in 

both first and second grade. She believes that she learned 

to read by "sounding it out" and that she is not a very 

good reader "because there a lot of words that are too 

hard" for her. To improve as a reader she would like to 

know more words. Debbie (her teacher) views Nancy as a 

very slow, methodical worker who would improve as a reader 

if she could complete more of her reading activities (FN). 
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When she comes to something she does not know she will 

skip the word if people are too busy to help her or she 

will "sound it out." Nancy did not exhibit any "sounding 

out" of words when she read to me. However, her miscues do 

indicate that she is focusing on graphophonic cues. 

Miscues which indicate a graphophonic emphasis were: 

"rippled" for "replied," "start" for "stay," "house" for 

"home," and "coats" for "clothes." Although these miscues 

would indicate a reliance on graphophonic cues, the miscues 

are syntactically acceptable and in some cases semantically 

acceptable. This would indicate that Nancy relied not just 

on graphophonic cues as she reported. 

Nancy identified Donna in her class as a good reader, 

although it is not clear to Nancy why Donna is a good 

reader. If Donna is having trouble with reading, Nancy 

believes that she will either ask the teacher or try to 

sound out the word. If somebody she know was having 

trouble, she would help then "try to sound it out." She 

did not know what Debbie would do to help the person. 

Sharon 

Throughout the interview, it was difficult to get 

Sharon to give detailed answers to questions. She was very 

soft-spoken and somewhat shy during our conversation. 
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Sharon is an eight-year-old girl who lives with her 

mother, father, and older brother. Her mother is a 

housecleaner and her father repairs arcade games. Although 

Sharon enjoys playing outside when she gets home from 

school, she made a point to mention that she is responsible 

for the care of the families' doves, chickens, and dogs. 

She does like to read for fun and usually reads books from 

her brother's collection. Her parents do read to her "once 

in a while," but are usually too tired to read to her every 

night. 

Sharon does not remember how she learned to read. She 

believes she is not a good reader because she "messes up 

... on lots of words." She does not know what she would 

like to do better as a reader. Sharon's teacher believes 

that Sharon is very immature as a third grade student and 

would probably benefit from retention to "catch up" in her 

academics. 

When Sharon is reading and comes to something she does 

not know she will "try to spell it out." Sharon's miscues 

suggest that she does focus primarily on graphophonic 

characteristics when she is reading. Miscues which support 

this finding are: "wood" for "who," "that" for "thought," 

and "well" for "while." In all of these cases the miscues 

are semantically unacceptable which would indicate that 

Sharon is primarily focusing on words and not meaning. 



188 

However, the following example supports Sharon's search for 

meaning, when she read: "'I keep out reptiles,' said the 

wife" for "'I keep house,' replied the wife." 

Sharon felt that her brother was a good reader because 

"he always reads really hard books and doesn't even ask my 

mom to help him." He just spells out the words." When her 

brother comes to something that he does not know, Sharon 

believes he "spells it out." When explaining how she would 

help another person, Sharon became very animated. As she 

explains, 

Well, I do help this person in our class, Rhena. She 
really needs help with reading and we go to the 
library, because it's open on recesses. I help her 
read and stuff. Sometimes, when she doesn't know a 
word. She asks me and I tell her to spell it out. 
And then she tries to spell it out. 

Sharon believes that her teacher would help a troubled 

reader by having them "spell it out and then say the word." 

Marci 

Throughout the interview Marci fidgeted and it seemed 

difficult for her to sit still. She used a voice that was 

firm and clear while making eye contact. 

Marci is an eight-year-old girl who lives with her 

mother, father, and older sister. Her mother sells real 

estate and her dad sells rolling rulers. Marci stated that 

she enjoys school and especially likes math, art, and class 

projects. Marci "really likes horses" and is trying to 
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earn enough money to pay for horse lessons at a local 

stable. After school, Marci typically has too much 

homework which prevents her from going outside to play. 

The family has numerous books in the home which Marci's 

mother reads to "when she is up for it." When Marci is 

reading to herself at home she enjoys the Mrs. Piggle 

Wiggle books. 

In explaining how she learned to read she stated, 

we have lots of books. I used to do In our family 
book reports. 
listen to the 
that word is. 
tapes and then 

But I didn't like to read so I would 
book. Then I learned, oh so that's what 

And then I got sick of listening to the 
I would start reading the books. 

Although Marci was referred to the student study Team 

(SST) for reading and hyperactivity in first and second 

grade, she considers herself a "pretty good reader" because 

her teacher does not pick on her to read very much. Marci 

explains, that her teacher only calls on people who are 

having trouble with reading. Marci does not know what she 

wants to do better as a reader. Her teacher views Marci·as 

a reader who has difficulty attending to reading. She 

believes Marci to be smart, but unable to "sit still" 

during reading time (FN). 

When Marci is reading and comes to something that she 

does not know, she typically goes to ask the teacher for 

help. When she read orally for me, Marci tended to 

initially focus on graphophonic cues which she then would 
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self-correct based on semantic cues. A few examples of 

this behavior are: "cur" for "carry," "wish" for "wash," 

"born" for "brought," and "well tomorrow" for "we'll do it 

tomorrow." 

Marci considers Ann in her class a good reader. 

Although Marci does not know what makes Ann a good reader, 

she is clear that when Ann comes to something that she does 

not know she will ask the teacher to tell her the word or 

will come to Marci for help. Marci's plan for helping a 

person having trouble includes trying to "get them really 

relaxed and calm so they don't get frustrated" and then 

asking her for help. Marci is not clear what her teacher, 

Debbie, would do to help a troubled reader. 

student Profile: Summary and Reflection 

Summary 

In this summary I discuss some trends that emerge from 

these student profiles. This discussion is meant to 

provide some general findings about these students. 

1. Out of the 10 students, Jack is the only student 

currently receiving Chapter I services. Throughout their 

schooling experience, Jack, Sam, Mary, and Nancy have 

received Chapter I services and Marci has been referred to 

the Student Study Team. 
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2. All of the students reported having collections of 

books at home to read. However, the level of reported 

parental participation in the students' reading, in the 

form of reading to the child varied considerably. only 

Jesse, Jane, Nancy, Sharon, and Marci reported being read 

to at home. Of these, only Jane reported being read to 

each night with the others characterizing "being read to at 

home" as periodic. 

3. Josh, Jack, Mary, and Marci all attributed their 

learning to read in some way to school. Sam, Jesse, and 

Amy attribute their reading to working with a parent at 

home. Nancy attributes learning to read to "sounding out" 

and Jane and Sharon are unclear how they learned to read. 

4. The students view of themselves as readers ranged 

from poor to good. Jack, Jesse, Jane, Amy, and Marci 

viewed themselves as good or "sort of good" readersi Josh 

viewed himself as "averagei" Sam and Mary viewed themselves 

as sometimes good and other times poor readersi and Nancy 

and Sharon viewed themselves as poor readers. 

5. If a student's view as a reader is important, what 

can they do to improve their reading? Jack, Jesse, Sharon, 

and Marci were unsure what they would like to do to improve 

as readers. Five students had specific ideas which focused 

on reading at a word level. Sam, however, wanted to 

improve his reading through reading with his father. 
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6. Every student except Marci reported focusing on 

letter sound relationships when coming to something 

difficult while reading. In addition to focusing on the 

words, Josh, Jane, Sam, and Nancy reported skipping words. 

7. Eight of the 10 students identified a girl, 

usually one in their class, as a good reader. Only Sam and 

Sharon identified a boy. six of the 10 were unclear why 

they consider their choices of good reader, a good reader. 

The other students had reasons which included: "practices 

reading," "knows all the words," "smart," and "reads many 

books." 

Reflection 

It was not surprising to learn that the students 

conceived of themselves as readers in various ways. It was 

also not surprising, given the nature of reading 

instruction at Big Trees Elementary, to learn that these 

students focused primarily. on graphophonic cuing strategies 

when reading. What was surprising was the lack of parental 

involvement and their thoughts concerning a reader they 

identified as a "good reader." 

In Chapter 6, the teachers reported that it is 

essential that parents become involved in their child's 

education. They also felt when parents value an activity, 

such as reading, that they spend their energy in the 
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improvement of the activity. As reported by all but one of 

the students, however, it would seem that reading to kids 

was not a valued activity in the home. The interviews 

suggest that the parents tend to avoid personal reading in 

the home as well as reading to their children. This is 

problematic for it would be difficult for students to view 

reading as a worthy activity when their parents are not 

interested in reading either to themselves or to the child. 

Because three of the students attribute their learning 

to read to their parents, it would seem that, at least 

initially, the parents took a very active role in their 

child's learning to read. However, once the child started 

school the parents appeared to assign reading instruction 

to the school. This is not surprising when we consider 

that many schools encourage a "hands off" approach to 

instruction. That is, many schools want to perpetuate the 

notion that teachers are the best resources to teach 

reading (or any subject for that matter). Although this 

notion is not explicitly stated at Big Tress Elementary, 

which in fact encourages parental participation, the more 

widespread folk knowledge that schools are the holders of 

knowledge may limit parental input into their child's 

education. 

The lack of awareness of what it means to be a "good 

reader" may be a crucial piece missing from the development 
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of these students as readers. If they are unaware why an 

individual is a good reader, how can they hope to emulate 

whatever it is good readers do? The two students, Josh and 

Sharon, who have a sense that a good reader is one who 

reads, at least have the same theoretical perspective which 

I and many others hold, namely that we learn to read by 

reading. However, if a good reader is considered such 

because he or she is "smart" as Mary would suggest, how can 

that be emulated? And if they view themselves as poor 

readers, does this mean by implication that they must not 

be smart? 

The lack of self-reported strategies that they utilize 

when reading is also a crucial piece missing from their 

development as readers. When most of the students identify 

graphophonic cues as their primary strategy they are either 

unconscious or unaware of other strategies that readers use 

when reading. This means, then, that to assist students in 

developing a wider array of strategies they need to be 

taught about the reading process from a pyscholinguistic 

perspective. This is why I started the literature 

discussions. 

Literature Discussions 

In this section I highlight the first meeting in which 

we start the Reading Club; the second meeting when we 
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discussed the first piece of literature; the seventh 

through ninth meetings when we discussed and respond to the 

Bremen-Town Musicians; and the twelfth through fifteenth 

meetings in which we discussed and responded to Hansel and 

Gretel. 

Unless noted to the contrary, all descriptions of the 

meetings are from my field notes and discussion dialogue 

from the transcription of audio tapes. 

Meeting One: Introductions 

During our first meeting, I reintroduced myself and 

had the students state their name and identify their 

classroom teacher. I handed out free standing cards for 

the students to print their names so the other members of 

the group could remember who they are. 

After our introductions, I shared with the students 

that I work with students in grades 2-6 in the Great Books 

program (see Chapter 5 for more on the Great Books 

program). I asked them to tell me what they knew about 

this program. Throughout this sharing process, they 

explained that they were aware that each week students from 

their class read a story and then met with me in my 

classroom to discuss the story. With this knowledge of the 

Great Books program as a foundation, I described the 

Reading Club. 



To provide each student with a sense of the 

expectations I held for the Reading Club, I wrote out on 

the chalkboard the various responsibilities they had as 

participants. The following provides a listing of the 

topics I discussed: 

1. We will meet once each week to discuss a story. 
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2. The stories should be read at least twice. Once 

to understand the story, the second time to think about 

topics for discussions, i.e., unusual or interesting 

themes, inconsistencies in the story, powerful characters, 

personal reactions, etc. 

3. Reading will generally be on your own. 

This last topic we discussed in further detail. I 

explained there would be times when they would be able to 

read the book at the end of the session, but generally they 

would not have time during the Reading Club. We 

brainstormed possible times and places in which they could 

read the books in preparation for our discussions. Their 

ideas, which I recorded on the chalkboard included: at 

home, on the school bus, over the weekend, and at school 

during quiet reading time. 

Because-! wanted the students to start to consider a 

variety of reading strategies (other than graphophonic), I 

briefly discussed, and provided explanations of, the 

reading process from a psycholinguistic perspective. 
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Through this discussion, with demonstrated examples on the 

chalkboard, I emphasized the search for meaning which 

characterizes a constructivist view of learning. During 

this first session, I emphasized, and in a sense gave the 

students permission, to skip problematic words. I did this 

primarily because I wanted them to read for the meaning of 

the story and not focus on the correct identification of 

every word. 

During the last ten minutes of this first meeting, I 

handed out the first book, Rumpelstiltskin, and gave them 

time to start reading the story. To reiterate my previous 

expectations of the Reading Club, I suggested that they 

should plan to read the story at least twice. first to get 

a sense of the story and the second time to think about any 

issues or topics which they liked or disliked, thought 

strange, or wondered about. with their books firmly 

grasped in hand, the students in the Reading Club returned 

to their classrooms. 

As the students left, my response to this initial 

meeting was that these students were happy, excited, and 

looking forward to the Reading Club. Their behavior 

suggested they were eager to do what readers do, 

specifically read for meaning and share their ideas with 

other readers. The Reading Club was off to a good start. 



Reading and Discussing the stories 

In the next sections, I analyze three literature 

discussions taken from the beginning, middle, and end of 

the Reading Club. I selected these three discussions to 

answer my question concerning changes in engagement that 

occur over time during the discussions. 
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In analyzing the data, I first transcribed the three 

taped discussions. Next, the data were evaluated using a 

constant comparison process (Glaser & strauss, 1967). 

During this process I read and re-read the transcripts for 

similar response patterns. For the last step, I explicated 

these response patterns into categories and analyzed how 

well a response fit into a given category. If the response 

did not fit into a category a new category was developed. 

The coding categories that emerged are included in Table 5. 

These categories provide the focus for the analysis, 

interpretation, and discussion of the three stories. 

Meeting Two: Rumpelstiltskin 

Rumpelstiltskin (Grimm) is the first story we 

discussed. The story is about a poor miller's daughter 

who, because of her father's bragging, must spin straw into 

gold. Obviously, she is unable to accomplish this feat and 

knows that the consequence is death. While locked in a 

room full of straw, the miller's daughter is visited three 



Table 5 

categories Used in Coding Discussions 

Coding category 

Response to 
Illustrations 

Connecting Prior 
Knowledge to Text 

Evaluative 
Response 

Auditory Response 

Inferential 
Response 

Retelling 

Clarification 

Conversation 
Maintenance 

Uncoded 

Definition 

Reacting to the 
illustrations. 

Making connections to 
the text based on 
knowledge the reader 
brings to the text. 

Basing reaction on 
likes and dislikes, 
moral judgments, or 
personal belief 
systems. 

Sound effects in 
reaction to parts of 
the story. 

Going beyond the 
stated text to infer 
causal relationships. 

Providing exact or 
near exact text. 

Clarifying and adding 
to statements or 
questions. 

Adding comments which 
continue the flow of 
conversation. 

Incomplete 
conversation. 
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Example 

"It's weird because on 
one page the donkey 
doesn't have a collar on 
his neck and then in this 
one he does." 

"There has to be a 
license for the dog not 
to go to the pound." 

"I like the part 
••• ;" "I thought it was 
a sort of good story 
••• ;" " ••• just 
because they are old 
isn't a very good reason 
to kill them." 

Barking, meowing, 
crowing, and braying 
related to the Bremen
Town Musicians. 

" • If they came 
around from town, they 
would know animals would 
not steal." 

" .•• The coals were 
still burning and it was 
the cat's eyes. " 

"They are afraid of a 
chicken." 

"I agree." 

"Yeah, but if they were 
not fun.. " 
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times by a strange little man who can accomplish the task. 

In exchange for this service, the man asks the miller's 

daughter for her ring and necklace. When she does not have 

any other items to trade on the third and last visit, she 

agrees to surrender her first-born child when she becomes 

queen. When the king learns that the room of straw has 

been transformed into gold, he immediately makes wedding 

arrangements. A year later, the strange man reappears 

shortly after the birth of the couple's first child. He 

demands the surrender of the child. After much crying, the 

strange man agrees to give the Queen three days to discover 

his name. If she is unable to do this, he will take the 

baby. Fortunately for the Queen, on the third day she 

learns that the strange man's name is Rumpelstiltskin. 

Once she utters his name he stamps his foot into the ground 

and disappears forever. 

Because of my interest in an aesthetic response to the 

Reading Club stories, I asked the students to share their 

initial reactions to Rumpelstiltskin. In the excerpt 

below, the students are responding to my request concerning 

their reaction to the story. 

Nancy: Well, in the story they say the maiden, the 
miller's daughter was really pretty but I 
don't think she looks that pretty. 

Marci: I didn't even look at the pictures, I just read 
it. 

Josh: I like the part when he was singing. 
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Sam: The part that I liked was when she was trying to 
call all of his different names to figure out 
which name was his. 

Mary: I like Tweedle Dee and Tweedle Dee Dum. 

Sam: Dumb is right. Dumb ditty dumb dum. 

Sharon: I liked how she said the names and then she 
tricked him and found it (the name) . 

In this excerpt, the students are sharing Evaluative 

Responses with examples. Nancy's example suggests that she 

is responding with a Response to Illustrations which Marci 

makes known that she ignores. The issue of names, which 

Sam, Mary, and Sharon are addressing is part of a longer 

discussion concerning the odd names the queen researched in 

trying to discover Rumpelstiltskin's name. Although Mary's 

identification of Tweedle Dee and Tweedle Dee Dum sound as 

if they might be the names used in the book--they are not. 

Sam, however, does not question the names Mary identifies 

but instead generates a phrase utilizing part of the name 

which I code as an Auditory Response. 

After sharing their personal responses, I was 

interested in how they would respond if placed in a similar 

situation to the miller's daughter. In the following 

excerpt, the students consider ways to circumvent the 

miller daughter's agreement. 

Dan: If you had been the miller's daughter or let's 
say you were a prince and the queen of the land 
said, "Spin this into gold or you're going to 
die." What would you have done? I mean, she 
promised her first child? 



Jesse: That was kind of stupid. 

Josh: I would have said, "If you do it (take the 
child) I'm going to shoot you." 

Sam: But they didn't have guns then. 
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Josh: Or I'd go tell someone, or I'd take him to the 
gallows. 

Jane: I'd say, to the little man if he said, "You 
promised me your first child," I would have said, 
"No way, then I'll just die instead" because that 
would be too hard. 

Jesse: But the king said she didn't have to die. The 
king said, "if you spin all the straw into gold, 
you will be my wife." 

Jack: Yeah, but he said, "If it's not spun by morning, 
you're dead. I'll kill you." 

Jane: No, he said that in the first two. He didn't 
say it in the third. 

Jesse's gut reaction to the miller daughter's 

agreement was that it was "stupid." Josh, however, felt 

the need to take matters into his own hands and terminate 

the strange man. Sam Connects Prior Knowledge to Text by 

pointing out that guns were not invented when this story 

takes place. Since Josh is willing to change the 

termination to the gallows, it would seem that Josh is 

willing to accept Sam's prior knowledge concerning the 

invention of guns. Jane's reaction indicates an Evaluative 

Response because she believes it would be too difficult to 

agree to give up a child and thus would die for her 

beliefs. Josh and Jack, in response to Jane's reactions 

attempt to clarify through a Retelling what the king 
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'really' said. The discussion continued for two more 

minutes concerning ways in which the agreement with 

Rumpelstiltskin could have been handled. It was at this 

point in the discussion that I decided to temporarily stop 

the conversation and talk to the group about discussion 

conventions. I noticed that some of the students wanted to 

say something but were looking to me to calIon them while 

others were talking. In addition, it was clear that 

overlap in conversations would occur unless I discussed 

with them my expectations of the discussions. 

I explained that when we are discussing, it is not 

necessary to raise hands. What is important, is to wait 

until someone is finished talking before sharing your idea. 

I explained that I might ask specific students what they 

think to hear various ideas, but that I generally would not 

be calling on students who have their hands up. 

After my speech, the conversation shifted to different 

versions of the Rumpelstiltskin story as indicated in the 

following excerpt. 

Sam: Sometimes in different versions. It's like he'd 
go riding on a spoon and never was seen again. 

Josh: That sounds crazy. On a cooking spoon? 

Sam: Or he spins around and goes into the ground and 
is never heard from again. 

Marci: And in one, he got so mad he exploded and died 
and all the gold turned back into straw. 
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Jane: I don't remember all the gold turning back into 
straw, but I do remember that he exploded. 

The students continued for five minutes discussing 

various versions of the story from both books and movies. 

As indicated by Sam, Marci, and Jane they are making 

intertextual ties to other versions of the story, which I 

have coded as connecting Prior Knowledge to Text. Josh is 

not aware of Sam's version of the story (nor I) and 

attempts to question Sam for further details. Sam does not 

provide the group with further information about the spoon, 

but instead relates another version he is familiar with. 

Because I felt that the group was not finished with 

the issue of trading one's baby for one's life, I asked 

Jane: 

Dan: . . . It seemed like you were saying if you had 
been the miller's daughter, you probably would 
have made the same deal that she made? 

Jane: No, I wouldn't. 
would give you my 

Marci: First child. 

I'd say, "If I become queen, I 

" . . . 

Jane: " ... I would give you some of my jewels and my 
rings and my gold and some of the straw that you 
even spun, but I would never promise you my 
baby." 

Josh: But he would want a baby, because the gold is of 
no use to him because he can make it out of 
straw. 

Jane is continuing her earlier Evaluative Response to 

indicate how she would deal with Rumpelstiltskin. Josh's 

reaction to what Jane is saying is to provide a Retelling 
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to clarify that the story stated (which it did) that the 

little man had no need for gold. The discussion continued 

for another ten minutes focusing on how greedy the king is, 

how the father's lying caused so much trouble, and ways to 

kill Rumpelstiltskin. 

In this last excerpt from the discussion, the students 

are reacting to Edward Gorey's illustrations of the story. 

Sharon: At the end of the story the baby looks sad. 
(All of the students start looking through the 
book to find pictures of the baby.) 

Dan: Why do you think the person drew the pictures 
this way? 

Marci: I don't know anything except it is boring. 

Sam: Maybe when he was born he just didn't have very 
many colors. 

Mary: I like it better when it has more colors than 
when it is black and white. 

Marci: Because it shows more color and how ... 

Sam: Because it shows more detail when there's colors. 
(lots of agreement on this) 

Marci: Yeah, but the only color is yellow, or orange, 
or whatever. That's the only color. 

As indicated in this excerpt, the students had strong, 

negative responses to Gorey's illustrations. They felt, as 

Marci indicated, that the pictures were "boring" and as Sam 

points out lacking in "detail" as a result of the limited 

us of color. These comments, which relate back to Jane's 

response to the supposed pretty miller's daughter provide 

insights into the group's Response to Illustrations. In 
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addition, Sam is again connecting Prior Knowledge to Text 

when he suggests that perhaps the story was illustrated at 

a time long ago when artists had few colors to utilize. 

After we finished discussing the book, we brainstormed 

ways to improve the discussion for next time. The students 

decided that it was important to let everyone have a turn 

and not to talk when someone else is talking. As they left 

to return to the classrooms, I handed out copies of The 

Frog Prince (Grimm, 1974) to be discussed at the next 

Reading Club session. 

Reflection on the First Discussion 

The first discussion went very well. The students were 

eager and excited to share their views of the story with me 

and the others in the group. 

I was surprised by their preoccupation with the 

illustrations and wondered if they will critique 

illustrations during each session. I was also surprised by 

their lack of knowledge concerning the social conventions 

of literature discussion. As I pondered my reaction, I 

found I was assuming a great deal about the background 

knowledge of the Reading Club students. I assumed, for 

example, that they were similar to my Great Books students 

who knew my expectations for discussion. The Reading Club 

students, however, have not had exposure to the Great Books 
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program and also have had limited opportunities to discuss 

literature in small groups in their classrooms. Thus, it 

should not have been surprising that they needed guidance 

in the social conventions of discussion. 

Meetings Three Through Five 

My purpose in analyzing the literature discussions is 

to look for changes over time. Thus, I am not as 

interested in analyzing all of the discussions, but only 

ones taken from the beginning, middle, and ending of the 

program. However, I have included some descriptive and 

reflective comments regarding the other discussions to give 

a sense of what occurred during the other meetings. 

We discussed The Frog Prince (Grimm, 1974) during the 

third meeting. I was pleased to observe that all the 

students came to our meeting apparently in an excited frame 

of mind and, in addition, that they all seemed to have read 

the story. The students initially responded to the 

illustrations. I wondered from our first discussion if they 

might be drawn to commenting on James Marshall's 

illustrations of the story. After discussing how ugly they 

felt the "beautiful princess" was they moved on to 

discussing the issue of keeping one's promise. I only had 

to remind the group once about the social conventions of 

discussion. 
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During the fourth meeting, we discussed Jack and the 

Beanstalk (Norland, 1978). I was surprised to discover 

that the students did not specifically discuss the way in 

which the illustrator drew the pictures. In fact, the 

students started right off with the issue of stealing and 

lying. The students felt that Jack was not justified in 

stealing from the giant and that he should not have lied to 

the giantess. They were especially upset when Jack killed 

the giant. It was pointed out, by Sam, during the 

discussion that there are different versions of this story 

and that in one version Jack was taking back items that the 

giant had stolen from the family years before. Once again, 

all of the students were present and seemed to enjoy 

discussing the story. In fact, their comments suggested 

they did not want to return to their classrooms. 

Peter Pan was discussed during the fifth meeting. 

This was an abridged version of the classic Barrie story. 

The students knew the story from the Disney movie version 

and compared and contrasted the film to the book. This 

book was the first chapter book we discussed. Our 

discussion of the story was somewhat different than in 

previous meetings because the students were more aware of 

the need to refer to chapters as they were supporting 

different statements. Throughout the discussion the 

students focused on thinking about the opportunity of going 
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to Neverland and the fun they would have there. Although 

they said they enjoyed the story, the students seemed 

somewhat lethargic in discussing the story. Marci and Amy 

were absent today. When we finished a little earlier than 

usual, I handed out The Bremen-Town Musicians (Grimm, 1974) 

for them to start reading. 

The Bremen-Town Musicians 

During the seventh through ninth meetings the students 

discussed and responded to the story The Bremen-Town 

Musicians (Grimm, 1974). The story is about a cat, dog, 

rooster, and donkey scheduled for death at the hands of 

their owners. Although their owners feel that these 

animals are no longer useful, the animals feel that they 

have wonderful voices and should become singers (musicians) 

in Bremen-Town. On their separate journeys to Bremen-Town 

they meet and decide to travel together. Before reaching 

Bremen-Town, however, they discover a band of robbers in 

their hideaway. The animals are able to trick the robbers 

into believing that horrible creatures are after them. The 

robbers run away leaving the loot behind. The animals 

decide to forego the trip to Bremen-Town and live out their 

lives financially secure in the robber's hideaway. 

Because of my interest in aesthetic responses, I 

started the discussion by asking them to share what they 
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thought about the story. In the following excerpt, Josh 

and Jane both share their Personal Responses to the story. 

However, Jane elaborates on her Personal Response by adding 

an Inferential Response concerning the town people's 

reaction to finding animals with money. 

Josh: I like the part when they're all sitting up on 
each other and they started barking and growling 
and stuff. All the people are falling off their 
chairs? 

Jane: I thought it was a sort of good story because it 
was good to get rid of the robbers and keep the 
money. Even though they were there, if somebody 
came around from the town they would know animals 
would not steal. 

In response to Jane's thoughts on getting rid of the 

robbers, I redirect the conversation into a discussion 

questioning the robber's bravery. 

Dan: Would you say the robbers were very brave? 

(All of the students said "NO" in unison.) 

Amy: I mean they're afraid of a dog. They're afraid 
of a chicken. 

Jane: Like the part when the robbers went down into 
the house, they thought they was coals that were 
still burning and it was the cat's eyes that were 
glowing and he tried to light it and all that 
stuff happened to him and like he thought that a 
horrible witch spit on him and scratched him on 
his face with her sharp nails an then also by the 
door she stabbed his leg with a knife. 

Amy provides a Clarification of why she considers the 

robbers to be cowardly. Jane, who is still responding with 

a Personal Response, elaborates on Amy's comment through a 

Retelling of a portion of the story. 
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The discussion then continues, based on a Response to 

Illustrations, concerning the collar on the dog. As a 

result of this topic the discussion progressed beyond the 

text, connecting Prior Knowledge to Text concerning dogs 

and dog collars. Sam started this topic when he stated 

that he ". • • would have put a collar around the dog's 

neck." At the time, no one responded to this comment as 

the students made Auditory Responses of the animals as 

musicians. However Jane, picks up on the topic and the 

conversation progresses: 

Jane: The dog never tries to put the collar around his 
neck. 

Sam: I know but he should because that way if he tried 
to go for a walk he won't get picked up by the 
pound. 

Jane: Well, there has to be a license for the dog not 
to have to go to the pound. I mean if you don't 
have . . . 

Sam: But if you have a collar on the dog, then you 
know it's not a stray dog. 

Jane: I know, but not only that but even if the dog 
has a collar but it doesn't have a license saying 
who it belongs to then the pound can take it. 

Jack: Well, you know I found a cat that just came to 
us and the cat had a collar but it didn't have a 
license on it and I think that some people just 
brought it up to some place near where I live and 
took his license off and just let it go. People 
do that with dogs and other animals. 

Sam: I know but how do you know they did that? 

Jack: Because it had a collar but no license and it 
just came up to us and started meowing. 
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Marci: So, lots of people buy collars just to put 
around their necks and they don't want to spend 
lots of lots of money so they just forget about 
buying other things for them. 

Nancy: And then they lose it. 

Mary: I think my cat only has one chain on her collar. 
We have to take it off and on. We get her at 
least one every six months. 

Nancy: Why? 

Marci: Because she needs a new collar. 

Nancy: Oh, a flea collar? 

Marci: Yeah. So like we get her one for Christmas and 
then her birthday. 

Mary: Well, my cat gets terrible rashes when she gets 
her flea collars. 

As the above excerpt suggests, the students are 

particularly interested in sharing their prior knowledge 

concerning dogs and licenses. Mary and Marci elaborate on 

this topic even further as they relate this general topic 

on licenses and collars to their own lives. 

After Mary's comment, Sam changes the topic of 

conversation by making a Classroom Connection concerning 

his classroom teacher. Jane agrees with Sam, suggesting 

through Relating Text to Prior Knowledge that animals would 

not get along as well as portrayed in the story. This 

discussion allows the group to make Auditory Responses and 

Jack to argue with Jane about what she said. 

Sam: Well, our teacher said that most fairy tales have 
some truth in them. I mean, in this one, they 



213 

exaggerated it. When I say they exaggerated it, 
they EXAGGERATED it! I mean, where is the truth? 

Jane: Plus, I don't think a donkey, a dog, a chicken 
and a cat are going to get along that well. (The 
group provides animal noises in agreement.) The 
cat would go after the chicken. The dog would go 
after the cat and he would go after all of them. 

Jack: Actually, the cat would go after the chicken and 
the dog would go after the cat and the donkey 
would go after all three of them. 

Jane: That's what I said. 

Jack: No you didn't. 
after the dog. 
themselves.) 

You said the chicken would go 
(They argue this between 

Before continuing with the truthfulness of the story, 

Josh and Sam have a brief Response to Illustrations as 

demonstrated by the following conversation: 

Josh: It looks kind of weird because in one of the 
pages, the donkey doesn't have anything on his 
back and then in this one (pointing to a picture) 
he does. 

Sam: I know, in lots of books they make people with 
rings and stuff and then in the next picture, 
they have no rings on. 

At this point, I bring the discussion back to the 

issue raised by Sam concerning the truthfulness on which 

this story might be based. This leads to an extended 

discussion, and numerous Evaluative Responses concerning 

the morality of killing animals who are too old to work. 

An excerpt of this concluding conversation follows: 

Marci: I think the beginning of the story could be 
true because, like they knew they would be killed 
so they walked away. 



Dan: Yes, that certainly could be true. 

Jack: I don't think that all of the animals had 
masters that didn't want them because they're 
getting too old. 

Dan: I was going to ask about that, too. 
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Sam: That's kind of stupid. I mean, even though 
animals get old, I mean all animals do, just 
because they get old isn't a very good reason to 
kill them. 

Mary: Yeah, like if they (the masters) got old, let's 
kill them because they got old. We don't do 
that. 

Sharon: I would get real attached to my animals. 

Sam: If I found the owners of them, I would probably 
tell the government that they were going to kill 
animals JUST for having them get old! I mean, 
then they would probably throw them in jail. 

This discussion continues along the same lines for 

another five minutes. Before discussing this book, I had 

an indication from the group dynamics that they might want 

to respond to the story through drama. As a result of 

advance planning, I shared with the group that I had copies 

of the Bremen-Town Musicians script. I asked them if they 

would be interested in reading and performing for the other 

third grade classes. They stated that they would. 

I had ten copies of each script which allowed the 

students to each have a part. I handed out the scripts 

according to the parts people wanted and we did an initial 

reading before it was time for them to return to their 

classes. They left the Reading Club with the understanding 
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that they would need to practice reading aloud their part 

before the next meeting. They left the room very excited 

and eager to share their scripts with their classmates. 

Meetings Seven and Eight: Reader's Theater 

We read over the Bremen-Town Musicians script three 

times during meeting seven. The first reading was to work 

through any problems the students might have integrating 

their parts with their peers. The students did need some 

guidance in accomplishing this task. I asked them how many 

of them had ever read script. No one indicated that they 

had any experience with this type of reading. I utilized 

the second reading to encourage expressive reading. I 

demonstrated for the students ways in which they could use 

their voices when reading the scripts. In addition, I 

encouraged them to start thinking like their character, 

specifically, the sounds and mannerisms associated with 

their character (human and animal alike). During the final 

reading, the students worked on staging (acting), 

expression, and projection (vocal volume). I found it 

interesting that the students had no trouble incorporating 

acting and expression into their readings. However, 

projection was problematic. Even the loud and vocal 

students became quiet and almost shy when they started 

combining the reading with the acting. It seemed like they 
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realized they would be performing in front of their peers 

and they were becoming stage-struck. We worked on volume 

for the rest of the period and they took their scripts home 

in preparation for the performance. The students were 

reluctant to return to their classrooms because they wanted 

to continue practicing their parts. 

We met, week eight, to read over the scripts one more 

time before performing for their peers. The students were 

still somewhat concerned over performing in the classes. 

However, when it was time to go, there was a clamor 

concerning which class to start in. To insure that each 

classroom had an equal opportunity to go first, we drew 

names out of the hat. Because the students all wanted to 

start in their classrooms, it appeared to me that they were 

feeling more confidant. 

The performance was wonderful. The students read 

beautifully, they acted well, and some of the students even 

improvised on the staging. After the performance, each of 

my teacher-colleagues expressed their pleasure in visually 

observing the confidence in reading the students were 

developing as a result of the Reading Club. 

After the performance we met back in my classroom. The 

faces of the students told the tale. They were proud (and 

rightfully so) of themselves. I added to their self

concept by telling them how proud their teachers and I were 
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of them. They left the room, still excited, and carrying a 

copy of Freckle Juice (Blume, 1971) for the next 

discussion. 

Meetings Nine and Ten 

Up to this point, I have discussed the beginning and 

middle discussions. In addition, I have briefly described 

the meetings occurring in-between the beginning and middle. 

In this section, I briefly describe the two meetings 

occurring between the middle and the ending discussions. 

During meeting nine we discussed Freckle Juice (Blume, 

1971). This book was our second chapter book. The 

students felt that the boy had been conned in the story. 

They believed that they would have known better than to 

believe such a wild story. They were also very critical of 

the mother who they felt thought more highly of playing 

cards than her son. As with Peter Pan (Drexler, 1970), the 

discussion was lethargic. It makes me think that perhaps I 

should break up chapter books into separate discussions. 

As they returned to their classrooms, I handed out The 

Elves and the Shoemaker (Grimm, 1968). 

We discussed The Elves and the Shoemaker (Grimm, 1968) 

during meeting 10. The students thought it was a wonderful 

story. They were confused, however, concerning the 

shoemakers fiscal status. They felt that there should not 
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be any reason for him to be poor when the book states that 

he is such a fine shoemaker. This lead to an extended 

discussion of jobs and quality of workmanship. Throughout 

this conversation, the students shared the jobs they 

thought they would like to have as adults. Once again, 

they did not want to leave at the end of the session. I 

handed out Hansel and Gretel (Grimm, 1970), however, and 

they went on their way. 

Meetings Eleven Through Fifteen: Hansel and Gretel 

When I sent the books home with the children the 

meeting before, I discovered that I only had nine copies of 

Hansel and Gretel. To remedy this oversight, I sent Jane 

home with a slightly different version of the story. The 

following narrative is the same for both versions. The 

primary difference is in the ending which I discuss prior 

to the analysis of the discussion. 

Hansel and Gretel (Grimm, 1970) is about two children, 

their father, stepmother, and an evil witch. The family is 

very poor and one evening the stepmother convinces the 

father to abandon the children in the forest. Hansel 

overhears the plan and is able to leave a trail of white 

pebbles as the children are taken into the forest. When 

the children return home after their long journey, they are 

immediately taken back into the forest. All Hansel has 
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available this time to mark the trail are bread crumbs. 

After their parents leave them in the forest, Hansel and 

Gretel discover that birds have eaten the bread crumbs and 

they do not know which way is home. When the children 

awaken after a night in the forest, they wonder for hours 

until they arrive at a gingerbread house. They start to 

devour the house until the owner of the house (the witch) 

comes out to greet them. Because she seems friendly, 

Hansel and Gretel go into the house. The witch then 

proceeds to lock Hansel in a cage to prepare him for a 

meal. In time, Gretel is able to push the witch in an 

oven, thus terminating the witch. Gretel frees Hansel, 

they find money and jewels in the witch's home and finally 

find their way home. 

Both versions of the story are the same up to this 

point. As I mentioned, however, the endings are different. 

In the book most of the students have, when the children 

return home they are greeted and welcomed by both the 

father and the stepmother. In the version that Jane has, 

the children are only greeted by the father. In that 

version, the father explains to the children that the 

stepmother died shortly after the children were left in the 

forest. The variations in these two stories is an 

important component in the following discussion. 
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When initiating the other Reading Cub discussions, I 

typically started by asking the students to discuss their 

responses to the story. During this discussion, however, I 

wanted to experiment with a slightly different introductory 

strategy to see the texture of the discussion changed. 

Consequently, my initial questions focused the students 

attention on story characters, setting, and plot as 

suggested by the following excerpt: 

Dan: Who are the characters? 

Mary: Hansel and Gretel and stepmother, and father 

Josh: And the witch. 

Mary: Everybody in the story is really the main 
character. 

Dan: How would you describe Hansel? 

Jesse: A happy person. 

Dan: How would you characterize Gretel? 

Marci: Scared, sad 

Jack: A crybaby. 

Up to this point, these one and two word answers 

provided very little to discuss. However, when I asked 

about the stepmother, the conversation started to develop. 

Dan: How would you describe the stepmother? 

Josh: Mean. 

Sam: A witch. 

(laughter) 

Josh: The kids hated her. 



Jane: She was blind. 

Dan: The stepmother? 

Jane: No, the witch. 
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Josh: The witch was not blind, she just couldn't see 
very well. 

In the above excerpt, Josh Evaluates the stepmother as 

mean because of the way she treats the children. When Sam 

describes the stepmother as a witch he is making an 

Inferential Response about the stepmother's character. 

Josh also makes an Inferential Response when he states that 

the children hated her. Jane, however, is confused. She 

thought the discussion had changed and so started 

describing the witch. Josh adds Clarification to Jane's 

comment to inform her that the witch, in fact, is not bind. 

I ask about the stepmother again to try to direct the 

conversation back to the stepmother's character. 

Dan: But what about the stepmother? 

Sharon: She was really bad. 

Josh: Everyone hated her, the husband hated her. The 
kids hated her. 

Jane: The husband didn't hate her. 

Mary: I think the stepmother was the witch. 

Jesse: Ya, me too. 

Marci: And when the witch died she became nice. 

Jane: Then she died too. 

Marci: I think the witch had power over everything and 
when she died the stepmother got nicer. 
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Jane: The stepmother would have died too. 

Jack: No. 

In the preceding excerpt, Sharon is offering an 

Evaluative Response in stating that the stepmother "was 

bad." Josh Infers that the father and the children hated 

her, but Jane seeks to Clarify this by pointing out that 

the father did not hate her. Meanwhile, Mary is making an 

Inference that because of their behavior the witch and 

stepmother are somehow the same person. Marci would seem 

to agree with her, except she Infers that they are two 

separate people who are in some way are related. 

In the following excerpt, Jane uses the information 

from her text to explain why the stepmother was also dead. 

You will notice that Josh is connecting Prior Knowledge to 

Text, while Sam is using Illustrations to prove that the 

stepmother is alive at the end of the story. 

Jane: She died too when the children came back. 

Josh: In the movie that I watched when they came back 
she was dead. 

(A lot of argument between each other about 
whether she died or not.) 

Sam: Look in this story, they are coming back and the 
stepmother is alive. (Shows picture from story.) 

Mary: Maybe that's their real mother. 

Sam: Their real mother? 

At this point I interrupted the conversation to 

clarify the confusion. I explain that in Jane's version, 
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the stepmother died. However, in the version that everyone 

but Jane read, the stepmother was at home with the father 

and happy to see the children. This lead the group into a 

discussion concerning the merits of the two endings as 

suggested in the following excerpt. 

Dan: We are taking about two different versions.In one 
the stepmother dies and in the other the 
stepmother is alive. Which one do you like 
better? 

(All yelled, "The version where she dies.") 

Dan: Why? 

Josh: Because she is mean. 

Sam: Ya, but here she is a happy. 

Josh: I think it is better for her to die, because she 
would not change that quickly. She was mean and 
threw them out and then she would say "oh, you 
came back, here et me hod you. 

Jane: It said here that his wife had died. "While the 
children were away he put his arms around ... 

Josh: So the wife did die. 

Sam: Not in this one. 

Mary: I think it is better that the wife dies because 
the kids brought home a lot of money. 

Josh is still confused about which version is being 

discussed. Jane is Retelling from her book to explain that 

the stepmother died. Josh, however, is trying to Clarify 

if the stepmother died or not. Sam Clarifies this point by 

stating that in the version everyone ese read, the 

stepmother did not die. Mary's comment suggests that she 
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is making an Evaluative Response to justify her statement 

that the stepmother should die. Because this topic 

generated such a lively response, I continued with a 

question which leads to the following excerpt: 

Dan: Which do you think is a better ending? Where she 
dies or does not die? 

Sharon: She is nice (the stepmother) only because they 
now have money for food. 

Josh: If you have kids, you are not going to say, "I 
am hungry so I will throw the kids out." It 
doesn't sound like no mother to me. 

Sam: Ya, sounds like the stepmother is the real witch 
and she hates everybody. 

Nancy: I think the stepmother should go live by 
herself. 

Jane: I agree. 

Sam: I don't. I think she desires to die. She just 
didn't LIKE the kids. If she had liked them she 
wouldn't have thrown them out. 

Mary: I know. 

Sharon is making an Interpretive Response when she 

states that the stepmother is only nice because the 

children brought money back from the witch's house. Josh, 

on the other hand is Evaluating the stepmother against his 

own beliefs concerning how mothers and stepmothers should 

act. Sam continues with Josh's view, making an 

Interpretation in the process. Nancy, suggests a practical 

solution, in which she suggests that the stepmother just go 

away. Although Jane agrees with this point, Sam is more 
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adamant, and continues to make an Evaluative Response when 

he suggests that she should die. This conservation 

continues for another five minutes before I ask: 

Dan: Do you think it makes a difference in both of 
these versions that it is a stepmother and not a 
real mother? 

Jack: It said that the real mother was nice. 

Jane: I don't think it said that in this one. 

Sam: Ya, when you have a stepmother you are not always 
sure they love you. 

Josh: No. 

Jane: Not stepmothers. 

Sam: Ya, but sometimes. 

Sam makes an interesting point, which Jane and Josh 

refute. Although Sam does not have a stepmother, he is 

suggesting by Connecting Prior Knowledge to Text that 

children do question a stepmother's love. The students 

discuss for three more minutes about their own mothers and 

how wonderful they are. This conversation then suddenly 

shifts to a discussion of the father in the story. 

You will notice as you read this concluding excerpt, 

that there is disagreement over whether the father is 

mean. Both Sam and Josh make strong agreements for their 

Evaluative Responses. The other students either agree with 

these evaluative responses or Maintain the conversation. 

Josh: The stepmother and father were taking about 
putting them in the forest ... 
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Jane: That was just the stepmother • 

Josh: • And that was mean. 

Jack: Ya, but he (the father) thought they were just 
going to leave them out there for a while. 

Sam: He knew they were going to leave them in the 
forest. 

jaek: He thought they Were going to 1ust eave them in 
the forest for a while because he tried to look 
for them later. 

Josh: He is mean. 

Jane: He is nice. 

Mary: NO. 

Josh: No, he is mean. The mom tells the guy to eave 
them in the forest and they have to go back to 
their house and stay there, and the kids have to 
find their way back home, because the guy had 
agreed with the mom. 

Dan: So you are saying he was mean because he agreed? 

Josh: Ya, and I don't think that was right. 

Sam: Just one little reason doesn't mean that somebody 
is mean. If somebody has done something they can 
still be the nicest person in the word even if 
they do something bad. 

Marci: Or wrong. 

Sam: Everybody does something wrong. 

Jack: Nobody is perfect. Everybody does something 
wrong. 

The students continues to discuss the father for 

another 10 minutes. We never do have time to talk 

specifically about the witch, setting, or plot. However, 
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the students were obviously very interested in discussing 

this story. 

After reading and discussing Hansel and Gretel, the 

students wanted to develop a puppet show to perform for 

their peers. During the next three Reading Cub meetings, 

the students met to write a script, make puppets, paint 

scenery, practice the script, and rehearse behind the 

puppet stage. 

The students were highly motivated and disappointed 

when it was time for them to return to their own classrooms 

at the end of each session. Finally, during the fifteenth 

meeting, the students were abe to perform the puppet show 

for their peers. They had a great time. They used 

numerous types of expression when operating the puppets (no 

small chore) and relished the reaction of their peers when 

the witch blew-up. 

Once again, my three teacher-colleagues spoke to me 

after the performance and reiterated how lucky the students 

were to be abe to participate in the Reading Cub and how 

wonderfully the students were developing as readers as a 

result of the program. Their reactions, of course, is what 

I had hoped for the Reading Cub. ~ 
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Answers to Questions 

In this section, I use data from the literature 

discussions, student interviews, teachers interviews, and 

field notes to answer the following questions: (a) What 

changes in responses to the literature occur over time?; 

(b) Are the teacher-colleagues aware of any changes in the 

reading of the students participating in the literature 

discussions sessions?; and (c) How do the students respond 

to a meaning emphasis to reading? 

Looking For Change in student Response 

I have utilized both qualitative and quantitative data 

to explore the changes in responses which occur over time. 

To explore this question I have looked at the three 

literature discussions, the climate of all of the 

discussions, and the retellings from the miscue data. 

Literature Discussions 

My analysis of literature discussions taken from the 

beginning, middle, and ending examined trends in the 

meetings and the responses of the students. I have 

prepared two tables to organize this data. 

Table 6 combines the responses, by students, to 

Rumpelstiltskin, The Bremen-Town Musicians, and Hansel and 

Gretel. The data in Table 6 suggest that students such as 

Sam, Jane, Jack, and Josh had much to share during these 



229 

Table 6 

Type of Student Responses During the Three Discussions 
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III '0 s:: s:: 0) 0 s:: o 0 r-I r-I • .-1 o aJ 
~ • .-1 tJ1~ aJ ro +l • .-1 U 

+l s:: 0 :> • .-1 tJ1 ro ~s:: 
aJttl '.-1 s:: • .-1 aJ >to) +lo) s:: U ttl ttl 
III lo-I ~~ ~1Il lo-I III s:: III • .-1 • .-1 III s:: '0 
S::+l U ttl s:: o s:: 0) s:: r-I II-l lo-I 0) 0) III o III 0) lo-I ::1 0 ~O lo-I 0 r-I • .-1 O)~ '0 r-I 
~::1 s:: 0 r-i~ • .-1 ~ aJ~ 0) lo-I :> s:: 0 ttl 
IIlr-l S:: • .-I ro III '0 III II-llll +l ttl S:: • .-I U ~ 
O)r-I o lo-I :> aJ ::1 0) s:: 0) aJ r-I o ttl s:: 0 
P::H (Jill I'.LIP:: <P:: HP:: P:: (J (J~ ::> 8 

- - - - - - -ttl ..Q U '0 aJ 4-1 tJ1 .c: • .-1 
Students - - - - - - - - -

Sam 4 20 20 3 2 0 15 0 1 65 

Amy 0 1 6 3 2 1 1 3 0 17 

Jesse 2 2 7 4 1 1 1 1 1 20 

Mary 2 2 7 2 4 1 3 1 1 23 

Marci 1 3 9 3 4 3 2 3 1 29 

Jane 6 2 13 2 3 2 12 2 4 46 

Sharon 2 3 7 1 2 0 3 1 0 19 

Jack 4 5 9 5 3 2 5 3 4 40 

Josh 4 8 11 4 5 1 16 3 1 53 

Nancy 2 2 6 3 1 1 2 2 1 20 

Totals 27 48 95 30 27 12 60 19 14 



three discussions. Conversely, Amy, Jesse, and Nancy 

shared less. As presented in Table 6, Sam took a very 

active role in sharing his background knowledge. 

230 

Typically, Sam's schematic connections went unchallenged by 

the other students. In fact, they tended to accept without 

question any responses Sam made concerning temporal 

validity. In other words, if Sam said that guns were not 

invented until the 1700s, the students accepted this 

information as true. Associated with the acceptance of his 

background knowledge, Sam also had strong views as 

demonstrated by the large number of evaluative responses. 

Although often in conflict with Jane, who also had strong 

evaluative opinions, Sam generally went unchallenged in his 

evaluative judgments of characters and events. 

In looking at the total number of responses across the 

three discussions, retelling (12) and un coded (14) 

responses were the lowest with Evaluative Responses being 

the highest (95). This indicates the students were more 

concerned with making personal connections to the story 

than they were in retelling the story. This finding is 

important when teachers consider the types of questions and 

assignments they ask students to complete. Too often, for 

example, students are asked to retell a story or list out 

the details of a story. The focus of an evaluative 

response assumes the knowledge needed for retelling and 



demonstrates that feelings and judgements are more 

important to them than parroting back a story. 
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This finding is even more dramatic when the student's 

responses are separated out by discussions as indicated in 

Table 7. 

Table 7 indicates how particular types of student 

responses were dispersed throughout the three discussions. 

The R, B, and H across the top indicate Rumpelstiltskin, 

Bremen-Town Musicians, and Hansel and Gretel, the 

beginning, middle and ending discussions respectively. 

Table 7 also includes the number of responses each student 

made in each category for these three stories. 

As indicated in Table 6, Evaluative responses had the 

greatest number. Table 7 shows that this was the only 

category in which every student had a response across the 

three stories. In other words, everyone had at least one 

evaluative response to the stories. This is important when 

we consider that making personal, evaluative judgements 

about anything requires careful thinking and personal 

connections to the story. 

As suggested in Table 7, the type of story only 

slightly impacted the students' responses. For example, 

because of the nature of the animals in the story, the 

Bremen-Town Musicians had a much higher incidence of 

auditory responses then the other two stories. Generally, 



Table 7 

Breakdown of Student Responses During Three Discussions 

Sam 

Amy 

Jesse 

Mary 

Marci 

Jane 

Sharon 

Jack 

Josh 

Nancy 

(a)* 

B M L 
** 

121 

000 

101 

011 

100 

213 

002 

301 

112 

011 

(b) 

B M L 

965 

001 

011 

101 

210 

011 

021 

032 

341 

011 

(c) 

B M L 

866 

123 

322 

232 

432 

346 

421 

423 

533 
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(d) 

B M L 

111 

120 

121 

020 

021 

110 

010 

230 

121 

111 

( e) 

B M L 

011 

110 

001 

211 

121 

o 1 2 

011 

111 

122 

001 

(f) 

B M L 

000 

010 

001 

001 

111 

011 

000 

110 

100 

010 

(g) 

B M L 

546 

001 

010 

111 

101 

534 

012 

113 

943 

011 

(h) 

B M L 

000 

201 

010 

001 

111 

110 

001 

210 

201 

011 

(i) 

B M L 

100 

000 

001 

010 

001 

211 

000 

310 

100 

100 

* (a) Response to illustrations; (b) Connection to prior knowledge; (c) Evaluative 
response; (d) Auditory response; (e) Inferential response; (f) Retelling; (g); 
Clarification; (h) Conversation maintenance; (i) Uncoded 

** B=Beginning discussion, Rmpelstiltskin; M=Middle discussion, Bremen-Town 
Musicians; L=Last discussion, Hansel and Gretel 

I\l 
W 
I\l 



the data would seem to suggest that students who are 

willing to share responses tend to share their thoughts 

regardless of the story. Likewise, those who tend to 

remain quieter during discussions, continue to remain 

quiet. 
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The quantitative data in both Tables 6 and 7 only 

really tell a small piece of the what occurred during the 

discussions. What is primarily missing is the climate of 

talk accompanying the three discussions and the other 

Reading Club meetings. I address this climate in the next 

section. 

Climate of Discussions 

The climate of talk during the 16 weeks of the Reading 

Club was heavily influenced by the type of story. For 

example, stories in which the students made strong 

evaluative responses, such as Rumpelstiltskin, Hansel and 

Gretel, Bremen-Town Musicians, Jack and the Beanstalk, and 

The Frog Prince, focused on values. In these stories, the 

students addressed issues of morality or rightness. It was 

in these stories that the students were able to voice their 

opinions of how they viewed the world or how they wanted to 

be able to view the world. 

The other stories, such as Peter Pan, Freckle Juice, 

and The Elves and the Shoemaker produced fewer discussions 
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of morality and beliefs, which impacted the quality of the 

discussions. During the discussions of these stories, the 

students focused more on retelling the story than 

evaluative or judgmental concerns. These discussions 

tended to be more lethargic, which placed me in a position 

of becoming more directive in the discussions. It appears 

than when students are able to make very personal, moral 

connections to stories they are more likely to be active, 

constructors of meaning. 

Changes in Retellings 

An important element as I look for changes in the 

students reading is a comparison of the initial and exit 

retelling data from the miscue analysis. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, I was concerned with the 

frustration the students experienced when I attempted an 

initial miscue analysis. During the initial miscue 

analysis only two students were able to read the complete 

story and thus do a retelling of the story. The other 

students read one page of the story or less and in Jack's 

case only read the first few lines of the story. However, 

noticeable changes occurred in the exit miscue. All of the 

students read the complete text and did wonderful 

retellings of the story. This was quite a dramatic change 

in their reading! 
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It might be said that the students were unable to read 

the text because they did not know me very well and, thus, 

were shy. However, I believe, knowing their personalities 

as I do that they were unable to read the material because 

they lacked the strategies to do so. 

I point out the differences in the two miscues not to 

suggest a causal relationship between the Reading Club and 

their improvement in reading. I do suggest, however, that 

during the 16 weeks in which I worked with the Reading Club 

students, they made remarkable changes in their reading, 

developed a variety of strategies, and learned how to 

discuss pieces of literature. 

Teacher-Colleague Reactions to the Reading Club 

I utilized field notes and interviews to understand if 

my teacher-colleagues were aware of any changes in the 

students' reading. Unless otherwise noted, quotes are 

taken from interviews. 

All three teachers saw favorable changes in the 

reading of the students who participated in the Reading 

Cub. Sally, for example, stated that the four students 

from her room seem "more confident, eager to read, and 

excited to be in the program." She felt the students' oral 

reading had improved as well as their comprehension. Sally 



felt that the most important benefit of the program was 

that it made the students feel "special." 

Karen also felt that the Reading Club assisted the 

236 

students with their self-concept. In addition, she noticed 

that Sharon and Jane had improved in their comprehension 

since the Reading Club began. As we talked further about 

her students, Karen shared with me a change in Jane's 

reaction to reading as reported by Jane's mother. Jane's 

mother told Karen that she noticed Jane regularly brought 

home books to read. In addition, Jane's mother reported 

that Jane would spend from 30 to 60 minutes a night reading 

for enjoyment. 

Debbie, also saw a positive change in her students who 

participated in the Reading Club. She described them as, 

"motivated," "happy," and "eager to attend the weekly 

meetings." The biggest change that Debbie attributed to 

the Reading Club was not a change in the students but a 

change in her. 

Debbie explained that shortly after I shared the 

results of the miscue analysis on her three students, she 

started to rethink how she responded to them. She 

described a situation to support this change as follows: 

Shortly after you told me about the reading strengths 
of my students, Nancy came up for help in her reading 
workbook. I told her, "Mr. Holm says you are a good 
reader, go back and work on the problem a little 
longer." Nancy went back to her seat and finished the 
whole page without any further help. 
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Debbie shared this vignette with me to point out that 

she was reconsidering how she treated the three students 

based on the miscue information. Thus, the Reading Cub had 

a direct impact on her conception of reading and how she 

dealt with some of her students. 

students Respond 

At the end of the Reading Club, I utilized the Burke 

Interview as an exit measure (see Appendix B). My purpose 

in interviewing the students again was to find out their 

reactions to the Reading Club. I knew they enjoyed the 

Reading Club based on their teacher's responses and their 

reluctance to return to their classrooms at the end of each 

session. However, I wanted to have a better sense of their 

interest in discussing the literature. 

All 10 students stated they enjoyed attending the 

Reading Club. Although they mentioned reading and 

discussing the stories, they especially enjoyed working on 

the puppet show. To improve the Reading Club, however, 

they had a few suggestions, which include: 

Josh: Spend half the time discussing and the other 
half on computers. 

Jack: pick different, more interesting books to talk 
about. 

Jane: I want to talk about chapter books. 

Mary: Do more puppet shows. 
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The other six students did not have any suggestions on 

how to improve the program. All of the students stated 

that they wanted to participate in the program next year. 

Reflection on the Reading Club 

As Vygotsky (1976) has argued, learning is a social 

process. People interact with each other to solve problems 

and understand concepts that are often difficult to fathom 

independently. From a Vygotskian perspective, instruction 

takes the form of offering students problems and tasks to 

be solved in collaboration with others. 

However, as I learned in developing the literature 

discussion group, students do not automatically know how to 

engage each other in ways where everyone's voice is heard. 

Also, the size of the group inhibits the way in which the 

participants are able to discuss. 

As is apparent from Tables 6 and 7, the voices of some 

students were hardly ever heard. This created a situation 

where the more vocal students talked and the quieter 

students could only participate in their minds. A smaller 

group size would have solved some of the participation 

problems. For, had the group sizes been smaller, more 

students would have had an opportunity to speak. However, 

given the constraints of the problem this was not an 

option. What would perhaps have helped was a way to be more 



directive in asking the quieter students to share their 

ideas. 
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Did the Reading Club make a difference? Of course, it 

did. The classroom teachers saw changes in the students 

and I saw changes in the levels of excitement as the 

students discussed, argued, and creatively responded to 

pieces of literature. In addition, the students changed 

dramatically in their ability to use strategies that focus 

on meaning, as indicated in the retellings of the exit 

miscue analysis. 

Wouldn't these students have improved anyway if they 

were given 16 weeks of intensive phonics as my teacher

colleagues had suggested? I think not. The focus of 

intensive phonics and reading for meaning are inconsistent 

goals. The environment of the Reading Club was to 

encourage readers, and I assumed them to be readers not 

"remedial" readers, to do what readers do, to develop into 

a social community whose intent was to read and discuss 

literature the way readers do, to join the Literacy Club 

(Smith, 1988) as full participatory members. 

In the next Chapter, I review these and other insights 

I have gleaned from this study, suggest ways to improve a 

literature discussion program for "remedial" readers, and 

offer recommendations for fUrther research. 
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CHAPTER 8 

A TIME OF WONDER 

My classroom is quiet now. The students have returned 

to their classrooms. Books that they borrowed are strewn 

on the desktops. This was the last day of the Reading 

Club. 

My feelings towards the ending of the Reading Club are 

reflected by McCloskey (1957) in Time of Wonder. In the 

story, McCloskey describes a family's joyful summer 

vacation exploring an island. The members of the family 

had a wonderful time but know it is time to move on to the 

next events in their lives. As he writes: 

Take a farewell look at the waves and sky. Take a 
farewell sniff of the salty sea. A little bit sad 
about the place you are leaving, a little bit glad 
about the place you are going. It is a time of quiet 
wonder--for wondering, for instance: Where do 
hummingbirds go in a hurricane? (p. 62) 

I am sad the Reading Club is over and glad the Reading 

Club occurred. Sad because the students will no longer be 

reading and discussing stories with me--we have come such a 

long way in the last 16 weeks. Yet I am glad the students 

had the opportunity to analyze and share their 

understandings of literature together with me; to engage in 

literate activities which extended their responses of 

stories. 
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I wonder what might have happened had I conducted an 

intensive phonics program as my teacher-colleagues had 

suggested. Would the students be excited about reading as 

the past sixteen weeks would suggest? Would they have 

developed various strategies for engaging text? Would they 

have had opportunities to explore various sign systems and 

responses to literature? I think not. 

This study has described my journey investigating 

issues surrounding the utilization of children's literature 

with "remedial" readers. Throughout this process, I 

learned a great deal about students, my teacher-colleagues, 

and myself as a teacher and researcher. These insights I 

share and discuss in the following pages. 

Making Sense and Sharing Sense 

What have I learned? Does it make sense? Is it 

important? Questions such as these continually haunt 

teachers, researchers, and those who seek advance degrees. 

For those, who pursue doctoral degrees in education, do so 

with the often naive notion that their research will make 

an important contribution to educational theory or 

practice. We want to believe our work contributes to a 

larger body of knowledge that makes a positive change in 

students and teachers lives. Whether my study is important 

to anyone other than myself depends on the reader's 



transaction with the text and subsequent creation of 

meaning. Wehlage (1981) alludes to this when writing: 
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"The consumer of the research, not the author, does the 

generalizing. • It is up to the consumer to decide 

what aspects of the case apply in new contexts" (p. 216). 

Wehlage's quote is meant to challenge the reader to think 

and rethink, to search and research the tentative 

conclusions, suggestions, and recommendations I present in 

this chapter. 

The Focus of the study 

Researchers have for many years argued that 

individuals learn to read by reading (Goodman, Shannon, 

Freeman, & Murphy, 1988; Meek, 1980; smith, 1982). 

Acceptance of this theoretical view has important 

implications for reading instruction, in general, and for 

"remedial" readers specifically. Why especially "remedial" 

readers? Because the research suggests "remedial" readers 

are not given enough opportunities to read (Allington, 

1977, 1980; McDermott, 1977). Thus, if reading is improved 

by reading, "remedial" readers, if they are to improve, 

must have numerous opportunities to read. 

In the pages that follow, I review what I consider to 

be the important findings of the study. These findings are 

arranged to parallel the research questions which focus on: 
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my role as teacher-researcher, my teacher-colleagues, and 

the students. 

Teacher-Researcher 

Teacher-researchers are in a unique position to 

generate knowledge. They are able to create knowledge 

which informs their classroom practices and generate 

knowledge that can inform the field of education. To 

accomplish this, however, a teacher-researcher must view 

learning and teaching as reciprocal, complementary 

processes (Freire, 1985). Because in addition to being a 

teacher-researcher, the individual is also a teacher

learner. 

As a learner, I was interested in systematically 

investigating: (a) How do I organize a group of students 

for literature discussion?, (b) How do I balance my role as 

a teacher and as a researcher?, and (c) What changes and 

challenges do I experience utilizing principles of a 

theoretically grounded pedagogy? These topics are 

discussed in the following sections. 

Organizing for Literature Discussion 

I returned to the Big Trees Unified School District 

after my two years of doctoral study at the University of 

Arizona, my teaching position took the form of a "prep" 
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teacher. As a result of scheduling my time, it was decided 

that I would work with third graders identified by their 

teachers as "remedial" readers. My third grade teacher

colleagues wanted me to provide a program of intensive 

phonics instruction. They were certain, that with this 

type of instruction, the 10 "remedial" students' reading 

abilities would greatly improve. I explained that teaching 

phonics as a way to improve reading was inconsistent with 

my view of the reading process. I suggested that the 

students work with me each week in a Great Books style 

discussion of literature. My teacher-colleagues assented 

to this alternative and thus the Reading Club was born. 

My goal in developing the Reading Club was to provide 

"remedial" readers a social environment in which they could 

discuss pieces of children's literature. I wanted these 

"remedial" readers to experience the joy of reading that I 

first discovered as a sixth grade student. I did not focus 

on phonics, nor did I focus on the instructional materials 

(worksheets, flashcards, drills, etc.) that are typically 

used with "remedial" readers. Instead, I used literature 

to assist students in viewing themselves as capable and 

powerful members of a Literacy Club (Smith, 1988). A club 

in which readers read, discuss, and analyze stories within 

the context of a literacy community. 
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The intent of the Reading Club was not to evaluate 

comprehension. Consequently, grades were not given for 

participation in the Reading Club. I believe it is 

appreciating ones subjective view of reading, not external 

threats such as grades, reprimands, or threats, that 

provides a reader with the motivation to read carefully. 

Thus, I assumed comprehension for the students to be able 

to participate. 

Although I viewed the Reading Club as a wonderful 

opportunity for students to engage in discussion, it was 

not without problems. One problem was the size of the 

group. I discovered that 10 students in a group silenced 

the less aggressive students and those needing more 

opportunity to think about and process their thoughts 

before talking. I concluded from this that it is better to 

have a few smaller groups then one large group. Large 

groups tend to be dominated by the more vocal students 

while the quieter students tend to blend into the 

surroundings. Smaller groups, because of their size, 

allows and encourages more students to speak. 

Another problem I needed to resolve was my assumption 

that the students would know the social conventions of 

literature discussion. I assumed, for example, that this 

group of readers would be able to start to analyze and 

discuss literature with little guidance. I was wrong. 
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During the first discussion, the students tended to look to 

me for the answers. They exhibited teacher-dependent 

characteristics which included making eye contact with me 

when they wanted to speak or the raising of hands. other 

students, who were less inhibited simply started talking, 

often when a peer was still verbalizing his or her 

thoughts. As a result of these behaviors, I found it 

necessary to educate the students in discussion 

conventions. 

In the next section, I focus on some of the other 

problems or dilemmas which surfaced as I managed my dual 

role of teacher and researcher. 

~alancing the Role of Teacher and Researcher 

My dual role of teacher and researcher caused me to 

address numerous dilemmas. For example, as a teacher, I 

wanted to make the Reading Club an enjoyable experience. 

As an enjoyable experience, the students wanted to respond 

to the literature through readers' theater and puppetry. 

Yet, as a researcher, I had conceptualized of my study as 

only focusing on discussions. To resolve this dilemma, I 

needed to expand my view of response to include not only 

the verbal forms of discussion, but also the nonverbal 

forms associated with other sign systems, i.e., art, drama, 

movement, etc. 
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Another dilemma concerned my relationship with my 

teacher-colleagues. I viewed my study as an excellent 

opportunity to share with my colleagues an alternative view 

of the reading process. However, teaching a full day, 

collecting and analyzing data created a situation whereby I 

was not able to work as closely with my colleagues as I 

would have wished. Although I was unable to resolve this 

dilemma to my satisfaction, it did provide me with a 

learning experience. I learned, for example, that when we 

are able to share our thoughts and research with peers that 

the research becomes better focused and our peers are able 

to rethink their practices. For this type of communication 

to occur, however, teachers conducting research must have 

release time to read, share, and write-up their findings. 

utilizing A Theoretical Pedagogy 

The theoretical framework of this study is embedded 

within a transactive theory of reading as explained by a 

reader-response perspective. Influenced by this theory, I 

believe literature discussions should focus on deepening 

the reader's response. One way in which this occurs is 

through an examination of the elements in the text which 

evoke response in the reader. Probing for the 

justification of responses is crucial if the reader is to 

deepen his or her response and construct meaning through 
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social interaction. A transactive view of reading allows 

for student engagement of diverse and multiple 

perspectives. In addition, this view of reading also 

encourages teachers to perceive students as having diverse 

and multiple perspectives and strengths as readers. 

To provide meaningful topics for discussions, the 

literature must be carefully selected to present 

multidimensional issues that will develop prolonged student 

responses. Equally important is the need to select 

literature that encourages discussion of diverse and 

multiple perspectives which in turn assist in understanding 

ourselves. This issue is important as teachers think about 

utilizing literature for discussions. stories, for 

example, containing emotive social issues such as lying, 

killing, stealing, and abandonment are ideal for prolonged 

discussions. 

students bring a wealth of diverse and multiple 

backgrounds and abilities to the classroom. The questions 

becomes, do we separate out students and designate some as 

being better than others, as gifted and remedial would 

suggest, or do we treat students as learners and readers 

who can learn from each other and with each other. 

Acknowledgement and valuing these diverse backgrounds 

should assist teachers in reconceptualizing the notion of 



"remedial" and the techniques utilized with "remedial" 

readers. 
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Having been a "remedial" reader in the elementary 

grades myself, I am especially concerned with how students 

who are "at-risk" of failure are helped in reading. My 

research has led me to believe that when alternative 

evaluative tools such as the Burke Interview, miscue 

analysis, "kidwatching" (Y. Goodman, 1982), and other 

evaluation procedures as advocated by Goodman, Goodman, and 

Hood (1989) are utilized, that a more complete picture of a 

reader's strengths can be drawn. In addition, I believe 

that when alternative methods are used to teach reading, 

i.e., children's literature, literature discussion, 

readers' theater, puppetry, singing, etc., students 

discover that reading is not quite so difficult after all. 

Teacher-Colleagues 

The two questions which focused my interest on my 

teacher-colleagues include: (a) How do the three teacher

colleagues conceive of the reading process as applied to 

"remedial" readers? and (b) Are the teacher-colleagues 

aware of any changes in the reading of the students 

participating in the literature discussion sessions? These 

two questions are discussed in the following sections. 
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Teacher-Colleagues and the Reading Process 

My three teacher-colleagues view reading as being 

dependant on background knowledge, self-concept, and 

decoding skills. They viewed parental involvement as 

crucial because they felt that students who have a strong 

literacy foundation and experiential base (background 

knowledge) tend to be strong readers while those who have 

had limited literacy and life experiences are poorer 

readers. In addition, the teachers believe that one's 

self-concept as a reader is a determining influence in 

differentiating between good and poor readers. Good 

readers tend to enjoy reading and read often, while poor 

readers try to avoid reading. Finally, these three 

teachers acknowledge decoding skills and the associated 

concept of fluency as critical for reading success. From 

this perspective, good readers do not need to struggle over 

unknown words because they have adequate decoding skills. 

Poorer readers however, try to sound out troublesome words 

and thus have breaks in their fluency with a resulting loss 

of comprehension. 

How did my teacher-colleagues come to this view of 

reading which I have identified earlier as a transmission 

model? Let me offer a possible scenario. My teacher

colleagues did not find their college reading method 

courses useful in developing their instructional programs. 
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Thus, they learned to teach reading based on attending 

conferences, talking with others, following the district 

curriculum guide and utilizing basal readers. When we 

consider that basals over the years have been based on a 

transmission model, it is not surprising that my teacher

colleagues view readers with diverse strengths as 

"remedial" and in need of intensive phonics instruction. 

Changes the Teacher-Colleagues Observed 

The three teacher-colleagues saw favorable changes in 

the reading of the students who participated in the Reading 

Club. This was evidenced, they explained, by the students' 

eagerness to attend the weekly discussions, as well as 

their enthusiasm in sharing with their in-class peers the 

books they read and activities they engaged in while in the 

Reading Club. They also were aware that these students 

were reading more and becoming more confident in their 

abilities. 

In the case of Debbie, there are indications that she 

not only observed changes in her students but also was 

aware of changes in herself. Specifically, Debbie was 

consciously aware that she treated the students in the 

Reading Club differently by encouraging them to work 

through their reading problems and be less dependant on the 

teacher for reading help. 
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students 

The questions framing my interest in the students 

include: (a) What changes in responses to the literature 

occur over time? and (b) How will the students respond to a 

meaning emphasis to reading? These two questions are 

discussed in the following sections. 

Responses Over Time 

My analysis of literature discussions taken from the 

beginning, middle, and ending examined trends in the 

responses of the students over time. Across the three 

discussions I discovered that all of the students made at 

least one evaluative response. This indicates the students 

were combining the information from the text with their 

personal schemas in discussions. This finding is important 

when we consider how a teacher might use this information. 

A teacher who holds a transmission perspective of the 

reading process is typically concerned with evaluating 

comprehension. To assess comprehension, they will often 

assign worksheets, tests, or ask students for a retelling. 

If we assume that a knowledge of the text is necessary to 

provide an evaluative responses, then teachers can "test" 

comprehension through discussions of the literature. In 

other words, allowing students to respond with evaluative 
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responses should demonstrate to the teacher that the child 

has comprehended the material. 

Response to a Meaning Emphasis 

How did the students respond to a meaning emphasis? 

Very well, thank you very much. The pre and post 

retellings of the miscue data suggest that during the 

sixteen weeks the students developed strategies which 

facilitated the complete reading and retelling of the 

story. 

In addition to the retellings, the students were more 

confident readers in their classrooms, actively wanted to 

read orally for their peers, and enjoyed attending the 

Reading Club to such an extent that they all wanted to 

participate again as fourth graders. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

My recommendations for future research come out of my 

reflection on both the findings and lack of findings. 

These recommendations are not meant to be all inclusive, 

but provide potential directions for future research. 

As teachers think about "remedial" readers, they must 

consider ways in which their instructional programs can be 

improved. For example, teachers will need to face their 

own views of reading and analyze their beliefs of the 
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reading process. Three questions to research might be: a) 

Is the concept of "remedial" limited or associated with a 

certain view of reading (i.e., transmission, interaction, 

transaction)? and b) Does viewing a student as "remedial" 

perpetuate remedial behaviors?, and c) What must occur 

before a teacher changes beliefs (theories) about reading? 

My teacher-colleagues believed that parental 

participation in their child's education to be very 

important. An important question to ask might be: How do 

parents, with "remedial" students conceive of the reading 

process? Knowing how parents conceive of the reading 

process is a very important question. We often speak of 

teachers teaching the way they were taught, what about the 

home environment? Unless we educate parents in their 

efforts at home, we will have parents helping their 

children "sound-it-out" or read every word on the page in 

the same fashion in which they were taught to read. 

still another direction for future research is to 

analyze how students are able to extend and expand their 

views and response of literature after engaging in 

nonverbal response forms. An example of this would be to 

look at how the students internalize a story after 

performing as a character in a reader's theater 

performance. Are responses deepened when alternative 

responses are encouraged? A related question might be, how 
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students in clarifying their ideas? 
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The last issue I would recommend, focuses on allowing 

students to select their own texts for discussion. 

Questions related to this topic might be: (a) What type 

books do students selected to discuss?, (b) Why do they 

select certain books and reject others?, and (c) What are 

the discussion response patterns when students select their 

own texts? 

Final Thoughts 

There are factors, such as socioeconomic status and 

past educational experiences that teachers have little 

control over. Although these factors are important, 

teachers must focus on what they can influence. As pointed 

out in this study, assisting in strategy development, 

focusing on reading interest, and improving self-image can 

greatly impact a reader's engagement with literature. As a 

teacher-researcher, I was able to consider what I did and 

how I did it with the critical and reflective eye of one 

looking to evaluate and make changes. It is through 

reflection and the subsequent action that they are able to 

modify, expand, strengthen, and improve students' 

educational experiences. Teacher-research provides an 
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avenue for teachers to systematically investigate classroom 

practices and seek to make them better. 

The classroom must be an environment in which the 

students feel they can take risks. The teacher's role is 

to provide a sense of security, provide time for students 

to reflect, determine common student perspectives, assist 

students through the "lived-through" experience, and assist 

students to analyze and critically evaluate their 

responses. 

A classroom based on a reader response mode of 

literature discussion provides students opportunities to 

apply thoughtful reading processes in authentic ways. 

Through encouragement of reading and subsequent 

explorations of internal (personal) and external (text) 

explanations for responses, a reader comes to better 

understand himself/herself and his/her reading. Exploring 

responses and text develops in readers opportunities to use 

literate behaviors. 



APPENDIX A 

INITIAL STUDENT INTERVIEW 

Adapted from the Burke Reading Interview (1977) 
by D. Holm 
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Name, ____________________________________________________________ _ 

Class Grade ______________ __ 

1. Tell me about your family (probe for family structure, 
family employment, relations with siblings, etc.) 

2. Tell me about yourself (probe for likes/dislikes, 
hobbies/interests, view of self as a student, etc.) 

3. When you are reading and come to something you don't 
know, what do you do? Do you ever do anything else? 

4. Who is a good reader you know? 

5. What makes a good reader? 

6. Do you think 
something she/he doesn't know? 
he/she does? 

ever comes to 
What do you think 

7. If you knew someone was having trouble reading, how 
would you help that person? 

8. What would your teacher do to help that person? 

9. How did you learn to read? 

10. Do you have books at home? What type of books do you 
own? 

11. Is there anyone at your home that reads to you? 

12. What would you like to do better as a reader? 

13. Do you think that you are a good reader? Why? 



APPENDIX B 

EXIT STUDENT INTERVIEW 

Adapted from the Burke Reading Interview (1977) 
by D. Holm 
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Name ____________________________________________________________ _ 

Class Grade ______________ __ 

1. When you are reading and come to something you don't 
know, what do you do? Do you ever do anything else? 

4. Who is a good reader you know? 

5. What makes a good reader? 

6. Do you think 
something she/he doesn't know? 
he/she does? 

ever comes to 
What do you think 

7. If you know someone was having trouble reading, how 
would you help that person? 

8. What would your teacher do to help that person? 

9. What would you like to do better as a reader? 

10. Do you think that you are a good reader? Why? 

11. What did you like best about the Reading Club? 

12. What would you like to see changed about the Reading 
Club? 

13. Do you think the Reading Club helped your reading? 
Why? 

14. Is there anything else you want to tell me about th~~ 
Reading Club? 



APPENDIX C 

TEACHER INTERVIEW 

Adapted from the Teacher Belief Interview 
(Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, & Lloyd, 1991) 

by D. Holm 

Personal Education Background: 
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Did you have a memorable teacher in elementary school? Jr. 
high? High school? what made that teacher memorable? How 
did you learn to read? What type of things do you read 
now? How often do you read? Do you read educational 
articles or books? Which ones? 

Teaching Background: 

What degree do you hold? Number of years teaching? Grade 
levels? Special student populations? Why did you decide 
to become a teacher? Preservice education: where? Reading 
programs? How did cooperating teacher teach reading? 

Reading and Learning to Read: 

What is reading? When a student enters third grade, what 
should that student be able to do in terms of reading? 
When a student leaves third grade, what should that student 
be able to do in terms of reading? How would you describe 
a good reader? How would you describe a poor reader? What 
accounts for the difference between a good and poor reader? 
Is it possible for a teacher or other person to help a poor 
reader become a good reader? How do you define reading 
comprehension? What is included in that? 

Reading Instruction: 

How much time do students spend each day on reading? 
Describe the way in which you teach reading. What happens 
during the reading period? How do you teach reading 
comprehension? Phonics? Vocabulary? Do you question 
students during reading? What makes for a good response? 
a poor response? a creative response? Where did you learn 
to teach reading that way? Have you ever had 
inservice/graduate courses on how to teach reading? Probe: 
How do you organize the class for reading instruction? 
Probe: Whole group? Skill group? Small group? What 



260 

indicates that a reading lesson is going well? Going 
poorly? Do you ever feel like you are getting behind in 
reading? What are your impressions of the literature-based 
reading program? What would you change about the program? 
what do you like about the program? Do you read literature 
orally to the class? How do you select the pieces of 
literature? Do you have literature discussions in class? 
Probe: book selection, focus of discussions, etc. 

The Students: 

Describe the students in your class. Do you have parental 
support? Describe a student who is doing well in reading? 
Probe: cause? How are you helping the student? Describe a 
student who is slightly behind in reading (probe on same). 
Describe a student who is having great difficulty in 
reading (probe on same). 

The School: 

Do you feel that there is a characteristic way of teaching 
reading at this school? Do you know what other teachers 
are doing in reading? Do you ever observe in other 
classrooms? Do you exchange materials, ideas, methods? Do 
you discuss reading with other teachers? Specialists? 



Mother Goose 

APPENDIX D 
CORE LITERATURE K-3 

Kinderqarten 

Alexander and the Windup Mouse 
Brown Bear. Brown Bear 
The Three Bears 
Ira Sleeps Over 
Goodnight Moon 
The Very Hungry Caterpillar 
Katie and the Big Snow 

1st Grade 

The Ugly Duckling 
Bringing the Rain to Kapiti Plain 
Chair for My Mother 
Little Bear 
Ming Lo Moves the Mountain (Lobel, 1982) 
Miss Nelson is Missing 
swimmy 

2nd Grade 

The Emperor's New Clothes 
The Patchwork Ouilt (Flournoy, 1985) 
Why Mosquitos Buzz in People's Ears 
Frog and Toad are Friends 
Beauty and the Beast 
Best Town in the World (Baylor, 1983) 
Strega Nona (DePaola, 1975) 
Amos and Boris (steig, 1971) 

3rd Grade 

Charlotte's Web (White, 1952) 
The Boxcar Children (Warner, 1977) 
Charlie and the Chocolate Factory 
Sarah. Plain and Tall (MacLachlan, 1985) 
Ramona Ouimby. Age 8 (Cleary, 1981) 
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APPENDIX E 

CHILDREN'S LITERATURE 

Aardema, V. (1981). Bringing the rain to Kapiti Plain. 
Illustrated by Beatiz Vidal. New York: Dial. 

Aardema, V. (1975). Why mosquitoes buzz in people's ears. 
Illustrated by Leonard and Diane Dillon. New York: 
Dial. 

Allard, H. (1977). Miss Nelson is missing!. Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin. 

Allard, H. (1982). Miss Nelson is back. Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin. 

Allard H. (1985). Miss Nelson has a field day. Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin. 

Anderson, H. (1979). The uqly duckling. Retold and 
illustrated by Lorinda B. Cauley. New York: Harcourt 
Brace Jovanovich. 

Baylor, B. (1983). The best town in the world. New York: 
Scribner. 

Blume, J. (1971). Freckle juice. New York: Dell. 

DePaola, T. (1975). Strega Nona. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 

Drexler, C. J. (1970). Peter Pan. Mahway, NJ: Educational 
Reading Service. 

Gaspard, H. (1950). Doctor Dan the bandage man. Racine, 
WI: Western Publishing. 

Grimm (1974). The Bremen-town musicians. Retold by R.B. 
Gross. New York: Scholastic. 

L'Engle, M. (1962). A wrinkle in time. New York: Farrar, 
Straus & Giroux. 

Lewis, C. S. (1950). The lion, the witch, and the 
wardrobe. New York: Macmillan. 

Lionni, L. (1963). Swimmy. New York: Pantheon. 
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Lobel, A. (1970). Frog and Toad are friends. New York: 
Harper & Row. 

Lobel, A. (1982). Ming Lo moves the mountain. New York: 
Greenwillow. 

Minarik, E. (1957). Little bear. Illustrated by Maurice 
Sendak. New York: Harper & Row. 

Nordland, J. (12978). Jack and the beanstalk. 
Pleasantville, NY: Reader's Digest. 

Seldon, G. (1960). The cricket in Times Square. New York: 
Farrar, Straus & Giroux. 

Williams, V. B. (1982). A chair for my mother. New York: 
Greenwillow. 

Wood, A. (1984). The napping house. Illustrated by Don 
Wood. San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 
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APPENDIX F 
BOOKS AND DISCUSSION MEETINGS 

Meeting 1 Introduction to the Reading Club (no book) 

Meeting 2 Rumpelstiltskin (Grimm, 1974) 

Meeting 3 The frog prince (Grimm, 1974) 

Meeting 4 Jack and the beanstalk (Norland, 1978) 

Meeting 5 Peter Pan (Drexler, 1970) 

Meetings 6-8 The Bremen-Town musicians (Grimm, 1974) 

Meeting 9 Freckle juice (Blume, 1971) 

Meeting 10 The elves and the shoemaker (Grimm, 1968) 

Meetings 11-15 Hansel and Gretel (Grimm, 1970) 

Meting 16 Last meeting of the Reading Club (No book) 
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