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ABSTRACT
Reading instruction in a self-contained classroom of deaf and hard-of-hearing
elementary school students was observed. Videotapes were made of two complete units
of study and analyzed using an interval recording system. Interviews were conducted with
the teacher.
The results of the study indicate the teacher utilized approximately 75% of the
allotted instructional time in reading instruction. The teacher spent a good portion of this
time eliciting student participation. Students engaged in reading related activities a greater
proportion of the time than actually reading, Discussion was the dominant student
activity.
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INTRODUCTION
The ability to read and write is necessary for life in modern American society. For
deaf adults in particular, the written medium is a crucial supplement to through-the-air
communication. Books, newspapers, pamphlets and brochures provide access to
information that may not be available through other means; furthermore, print provides a
means of communication between deaf and hearing when neither spoken language nor
manual communication can be used efficiently by both parties. Even within the Deaf
community written language is used for communication purposes, as in the use of the
TDD; closed- caption programming also makes demands on a hearing-impaired individual
as a reader. Perhaps more than the person without hearing loss, deaf adults rely on
written language to function in society.
Despite the importance that literacy plays in the lives of deaf adults, deaf and hardof-hearing students typically score significantly lower than their hearing peers on reading
achievement tests. Research in classrooms of elementary and special education hearing
students suggests that reading achievement scores are a correlate of student's reading
activities, which are shaped by a teacher's instructional practices. Research also suggests
that while large amounts of time are set aside for reading instruction, only about twothirds of that time is actually spent in reading related activities.
Unfortunately, almost no research of this type has been conducted in classrooms of
deaf and hard-of-hearing students. The goal of this study is to extend the research on
teacher instructional practices to the deaf and hard-of-hearing school population.
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Specifically, the research will be guided by the following questions:
1. What does a teacher of deaf and hard-of-hearing students do during reading
instruction?
a. What techniques and strategies does he/she use?
b. How much time is given to the various techniques and stratgies used
during reading instruction?

2. What do deaf and hard-of-hearing students do during reading instruction?
a. What activities do they engage in?
b. How much time do they spend in direct and indirect reading activities?
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Reading is a topic of great interest in the field of education, as seen by the large
body of research on reading-related issues. This interest carries into the area of special
education, and as a consequence a great deal of research exists which examines reading as
it relates to less-skilled readers. This review is arranged in four sections: the first section
covers those studies that report reading achievement scores for deaf and hard-of-hearing
students; the second section reviews those studies that describe classroom practices in
reading instruction with hearing students; the third section reviews studies that examine
the correlation between reading achievement and teacher instruction; and the final section
reviews studies related to reading instruction practices in classrooms of deaf and hard-ofhearing students.

Reading Achievement of Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing Students
Despite the primary role that literacy plays in the lives of deaf adults, deaf and
hard-of-hearing students face numerous barriers when learning to read. A large body of
research literature has been generated that describes, analyzes and suggests means for
overcoming these barriers. Nevertheless, there is little indication that students are
receiving any benefit. Reading achievement scores reviewed by Trybus and Karchmer
(1977) indicate that the median reading score for students 20-years-old and up is
equivalent to reading at the 4.5 grade level. Even students achieving at the highest level
(90th percentile) score at the 8.1 grade level equivalent. There has been little change in
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these scores over the last twenty-five years. Examination of norms for the Stanford
Achievement Test - 8th Edition reveals almost identical statistics: the peak median score
for reading comprehension is a grade level equivalent of 4.5. (Holt, 1993).
A number of variables have been investigated as contributing to the reading
achievement scores of deaf and hard-of-hearing students. Researchers have examined
reader-based variables such as degree of hearing loss (Jensema 1975), metacognition,
and prior knowledge (Ewoldt, 1981; Kluwin, Getson, & Kluwin, 1980). They have also
investigated text-based variables such as syntactic complexity (Wilbur, Goodhart &
Fuller, 1989) and vocabulary (LaSasso & Davey, 1987). There is a general consensus that
all of these variables (and possibly others) affect reading achievement in one way or
another. However, there is as yet no agreement as to what conditions are necessary for
the development of efficient deaf readers. Since deaf readers process print in much the
same way as hearing readers (Ewoldt, 1981; Quinn, 1981), it is reasonable to assume that
instructional strategies which are used successfully with hearing readers may also be
successful with deaf readers. An examination of reading instruction with hearing students
would therefore seem to be in order.

Reading Instruction: Hearing Students
An implicit assumption of the educational establishment is that classroom practices
affect learning. On the basis of this assumption, a number of researchers have observed
and reported on classroom practices. Several studies have used the Student Level
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Observation of Beginning Reading (SOBR) to describe reading instruction and student
reading activities in the classroom.

As the present study will also use the SOBR, these

studies will be reviewed here. The SOBR is a time sampling observation instrument that
examines both individual student activities and teacher activities. Student reading
activities are defined as either direct (student reads a text) or indirect (activities that
support the reading process, but are not reading themselves, e.g., discussion about a story
or workbook activities).
Three studies have been conducted using the SOBR observation instrument.
Leinhardt, Zigmond and Cooley (1981) developed the instrument for use in observation of
elementary classrooms of learning disabled students. Eleven self-contained classrooms
with a total of 105 students were observed for about 30 hours over a period of 20 weeks.
The researchers found a wide range in the manner individual students spent their time.
One child spent about 50% of his day in reading or reading related activities; in contrast,
another student spent only 12% of his day in reading related activities, none of which was
direct reading. On the average, 27% of the day was spent in reading related activities, of
which 5% was silent reading. While this is roughly one third of the day (which seems a
reasonable amount), teacher records indicated that 60% or more of an average student's
day was allocated to reading. Therefore it appears that only about half of the time
allocated for reading is actually spend in reading activities.
Haynes and Jenkins (1986), using identical observation procedures, attempted to
replicate the Leinhardt et al. (1981) study. Their sample consisted of 117 mildly
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handicapped upper elementary students from 23 resource programs. Like Leinhardt et al.,
Haynes and Jenkins found considerable variation in the amount of time individual students
spent reading. They reported that students spent only 44% of the time scheduled for
reading instruction involved in reading activities. Of this time, 25% was spent in direct
reading and 19% in indirect reading. Haynes and Jenkins also reported that 52% of
students' time was spent in individual seat work and 58% of the time students had no
interaction with either the teacher or the aide. Only for 23% of the total time spent in the
resource room did students receive direct reading instruction from the teacher (e.g.,
demonstrations, feedback, question asking). Haynes and Jenkins state: "The picture of
reading instruction that emerges from these resource rooms is of students working
independently; receiving little feedback, few explanations or demonstrations from their
teacher; and actually reading letters, words or text only 25% of the time" (p. 173).
Gelzheiser and Meyers (1991) revised the SOBR system to describe more
specifically what teachers do when they teach. A total of forty-eight classrooms, remedial
and resource teachers of reading in grades 2-5 participated in the study; most were
observed four times over a five month period. Results indicated that few significant
differences existed in the proportion of time spent on different aspects of instruction
between classroom, remedial and resource teachers. Seventy to eighty percent of the
classroom time devoted to reading was actually spent in reading instruction; the greatest
proportion of this reading instruction time was spent in obtaining student participation and
providing feedback. While it is difficult to compare the results of this study with those
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reported by Haynes and Jenkins (1986) because of differences in reporting format, it does
appear that teachers in this study provided substantially more reading instruction than
those in the Haynes and Jenkins study.
Although researchers using the SOBR have reported their data in a variety of
formats that makes comparisons across studies difficult, the amount of reading students do
and the amount of reading instruction they receive is surprisingly low, especially when one
considers the population being described. In all the SOBR studies, the student subjects
were involved in a special education program of some kind specifically because of their
demonstrated difficulties in reading. Given the low teacher-student ratio typically found in
special education programs and the specific allotment of time for special reading
instruction, one would expect a greater amount of reading instruction and activity than is
reported in the data. If there is a relationship between instruction, reading activities and
achievement, then these data would seem to indicate that an increase in the amount of
reading instruction that actually takes place (as opposed to the time allotted) may be one
way to improve achievement scores.

Reading Instruction and Achievement
An assumption of studies examining time spent on reading is that a student's or
teacher's activities influence reading achievement. However, the relationship between
reading instruction and student reading achievement is not clear. The following section
reviews some of the studies that have examined the correlation between teacher and/or
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student activities and reading achievement.
An early and widely referenced study that examined the relationship between
teacher instructional behavior and student performance is the Beginning Teacher Study
(BTES), which was developed by the California Commission for Teacher Preparation and
Licensing in order to determine criteria for certification. The second phase of this study
was conducted by Educational Testing Service (McDonald, 1975-76) to develop
"hypotheses about the relations of teaching purpose to pupils' learning" (p. 1), The data
were collected during the 1973-74 school year from a volunteer sample of 41 second
grade and 54 fifth grade teachers in 43 California schools; a variety of methods were used
to collect the data.
According to the summary report (McDonald, 1975-76) there were two important
results of this study: "first, a pattern of teaching practices is more likely to be related to
learning than a single practice, and second, effective teaching patterns will differ by subject
matter and by grade level" (p. 21). The best predictor of student growth over the course
of the the school year was the student's skill level at the beginning of the year; that is,
students who began the year at a higher level of skill made the greatest gains. The second
best predictor was the kind of instruction the student received in school. No one single
instructional practice was successful for all content areas at all grade levels. McDonald
reported that instructional patterns that maximized time spent in direct instruction were
most likely to contribute to student learning.
Leinhardt, Zigmond and Cooley (1981) also investigated the relationship between
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student reading activities and gains in reading test performance. They observed 11 primary
grade self-contained LD classrooms. Like the BTES study (McDonald, 1975-76),
Leinhardt et al. found that performance growth as measured by a posttest was best
predicted by initial pretest performance. In addition, they found that the amount of time in
silent reading and the degree of curriculum overlap with the posttest were significant
correlates of posttest performance. Three variables, pretest, silent reading, and curriculum
overlap, accounted for 72% of the variance between students on posttest performance.
Oral reading and indirect reading were not significant variables. Having determined that
silent reading was a significant correlate of posttest performance, Leinhardt et al. also
analyzed the factors that increased the time students spent in direct and indirect reading
activities. They found that total time spent in reading was influenced by "what students
knew in the beginning, what the teacher taught them, [and] how the teacher encouraged or
cajoled them" (p. 356). As in the BTES study, the most significant variable predicting
both time spent in reading and reading achievement was the pretest score, but teacher
instruction and reinforcement were also a significant correlates of student time spent in
reading. Time spent in silent reading correlated with posttest achievement. In short,
students with good initial reading ability were encouraged by teachers to spend more time
reading which then contributed to continued achievement.
As has been already discussed, Haynes and Jenkins (1986) attempted to replicate
the results of Leinhardt et al. (1981), using identical observation procedures. Haynes and
Jenkins examined the correlation between reading achievement (as measured by posttest)
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and student reading activities and the correlation between student reading activities and
teacher variables. Like Leinhardt et al., they found that reading achievement correlated
strongly with pretest performance. They also reported that student IQ contributed to the
variance between students. In conflict with Leinhardt et al.'s results, however, they found
no significant correlation between kinds of reading activities and posttest performance. In
other words, given similar pretest scores and IQ's, a student who spent more time reading
would not achieve significantly higher on the posttest than a student who read significantly
less. Haynes and Jenkins also reported teacher instruction as the only significant correlate
of time spent on reading whereas Leinhardt et al. also reported pretest, reinforcement and
cognitive press1 as significant correlates of time spent on reading.
Available research does not clearly demonstrate the relationship between reading
achievement and those factors considered to significantly affect reading achievement.
Research findings consistently indicate that teacher instruction does affect the activities in
which students engage; teachers decide what students do in their classrooms. However,
there appears to be conflicting evidence as to the degree that students' activities affect
their reading achievement. In some studies there is a positive correlation between various
reading activities and achievement while in others there is no evidence of such a
correlation. It is certain that students who are better readers initially demonstrate greater

'Cognitive press was a rating "used to capture the degree to which the target
student was focused on academic material and the degree to which the teacher was
supporing or encouraging that orientation" (p. 348).

19

gains in reading achievement; however, there is no indication as to exactly what specific
factors (instructional or otherwise) contributed to the initial development of these students
as skilled readers.

Reading Instruction: Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing Students
As stated earlier, extensive research has been conducted in the area of reading and
deafness. However, very little of this research has actually examined classroom practices.
If reading achievement is a correlate of teacher instruction and if reading achievement of
deaf students is depressed, then it could be concluded that teachers' instructional practices
are not adequately meeting the needs of deaf students. Unfortunately, little research has
examined reading instructional practices in classrooms of deaf and hard-of hearing
students.
The largest body of literature addressing classroom practices is in the form of
national surveys. The results of these surveys are summarized in Table 1. The first of
these was conducted by LaSasso (1978). Her sample included reading teachers from 507
programs listed by the Office of Demographic Studies (now Center for Assessment and
Demographic Studies or CADS) in its annual survey of hearing impaired children and
youth. She found that 73,5% of the teachers used basal readers as a primary or
supplementary approach to reading instruction. However, her data also showed that
teachers used a variety of methods in their approach to reading instruction: 83.5% of
teachers used the Language Experience Approach (LEA) as a primary or supplementary
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approach, 41.7% used individualized reading programs (characterized by student selection
of reading material) and 36.1% reported use of programmed instruction. So while basal
readers and the language experience approach were the most widely used instructional
methods in teaching reading to deaf children, teachers did not rely heavily on any one
approach in their instruction.

TABLE 1: Summary of national surveys regarding instructional approaches used by
teachers of deaf and hard-of-hearing students.
LaSasso
(1978)

Coley & Bockmiller
(1980)

LaSasso
(1987)

Basal
Readers

73.5%

73.9%

80%

Langauge
Experience

83.5%

75.3%

75%

Individualized
Reading

41.7%

70.7%

NR*

Programmed
Instruction

36.1%

NR

NR

Coley and Bockmiller (1981) reported similar results. In their sample of 395
teachers of reading in residential schools, approximately 75% of the teachers reported
using basal readers at least some of the time, with 40% of those using basals for more than
half of the instructional time. Like the LaSasso (1978) study, the language experience

*Not reported.
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approach and individualized reading were reported as supplementary instructional
methods. The majority of teachers reported using these two approaches for up to onefourth of the instructional time.
In 1987 LaSasso conducted a follow-up national survey using the mailing list from
ODS; the data collected represented 26,460 students from 478 programs across the
country. Because of the prevalence of the LEA and basal readers in the previous study,
one of the purposes of this study was to determine the extent to which these two
particular approaches continued to be used. LaSasso reported that 80% of those surveyed
use basals as a primary or supplementary approach to reading instruction and 75% use the
LEA. She also reported that 54% of teachers believed that basals are the best approach
while 56% believe that the LEA is best.
While survey studies provide a general picture of the methods used in classrooms
of deaf and hard-of-hearing students across the country, they fail to describe how these
methods are used or provide insight into the daily reading activities of students. Two
studies were located that described more specifically the instructional activities of reading
lessons with deaf and hard-of-hearing students. S.P. Howarth, Wood, Griffiths and C.I.
Howarth (1981) observed one-on-one instructional sessions of 14 deaf and 14 hearing
students. Subjects were matched according to texts they were reading in the course of
normal class work. Instructional sessions were considered typical of reading lessons with
these students and were analyzed for frequency of stops, reasons for stops, number of
words read and time spent in reading. Howarth et al. reported that the deaf students
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stopped reading or were stopped reading significantly more frequently than the hearing
students for a greater number of reasons. As a result, the deaf students required a longer
period of time to read the same text as their matched controls; the time spent actually
reading, however, was significantly less. Howarth et al. suggested that this is a reflection
of the differing purposes of reading lessons for deaf and hearing students; that is, that
reading lessons for deaf students are structured for language learning in general rather
than specifically focusing on development of reading skills.
Limbrick, McNaughton and Clay (1992) observed 45 deaf children aged 5-10
years in 10 classrooms in New Zealand. Videorecordings taken during the periods
designated for reading instruction indicated that of the average 52.2 minutes alloted
specifically to reading instruction, an average of 39.89 minutes or 76.42% of this time was
spent in reading related activites,1 Although this is a higher percentage than reported by
either the Leinhardt et al. (1981) study (approximately 50%) or the Haynes and Jenkins
(1986) study (44%), Limbrick et al. state that the percentage of time deaf children spend
reading is significantly lower than their hearing peers in New Zealand schools.
Limbrick et al. (1992) also analyzed teacher interactions with students. They
reported that most teacher-student interactions involved instructing (which included
instructions for management as well as reading), discussing texts, and listening to students'

"Although Limbrick et al. did not report this as a percentage, calculation using the
mean alloted time (52.2 minutes)and mean reading activity time (39.89 minutes) comes to
76.42%.
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contributions. The instructional interactions were analyzed further; they reported that
teacher modelled correct language 14 to 30% of the time and supplied correct words 2946% of the time; 78 to 97% of the time, coreections were provided immediately.1 For all
categories of teacher interactional behavior Limbrick et al. reported high standard
deviations, indicating considerable variability amongst teachers. Like Howarth et al.
(1981), these researchers concluded that reading instruction for deaf students differs both
in quality and quantity from that of their hearing peers,

Conclusion
The reading achievement scores of deaf and hard-of-hearing students are low when
compared to those of their hearing peers. Research in special education classrooms of
hearing students seems to indicate that there is less reading and reading instruction taking
place than what would be expected. While the interaction between student reading
activities, teacher instruction and reading achievement is unclear, some research supports a
relationship between these factors. The lack of research on instructional practices in
classrooms of deaf and hard-of-hearing students make it impossible to ascertain the
validity of these correlations for deaf and hard-of-hearing students. If we are to improve
the reading achievement scores of deaf and hard-of-hearing students, we must examine the

JData

were reported as means for three class levels: junior, middle, and senior.
Percentages given here are the low and high means of the three class levels in each
category.
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instructional practices of these students' teachers to determine if they are comparable with
practices of other teachers and to provide a baseline for future evaluation and change.
The purpose of this study was to examine reading instruction in one classroom of
deaf and hard-of-hearing students. The study was conducted in an self-contained
elementary school classroom of five students and one teacher. Through observation and
interviews, the researcher examined the reading instruction of the teacher and reading
activities of the students in order to gain an understanding of how reading instruction
proceeded in the classroom.
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METHODS
The study was conducted in an elementary classroom of one teacher and five
students at a residential school. The classroom was videotaped on two separate
occassions for 9-10 consecutive days. Each videotaped segment recorded the reading
instruction for a teacher-defined unit; the two units were taped approximately six weeks
apart. Between the videotapings, the researcher interviewed the teacher to obtain
additional information on her teaching strategies and her beliefs about reading.
The following section will describein detail the classroom in which the study was
conducted, including profiles of the teacher and the individual students. The procedures
used to collect the data for the study will then be discussed.

Subjects
This section provides a profile of the classroom in which data were collected,
followed by a profile of the classroom teacher and of the individual students on whom data
were collected. The profiles were created from information provided by the teacher,
student files, and informal classroom observation.

Classroom Profile
The data for this study were collected in an elementary school classroom at a
residential school the southwestern part of the United States. The residential school
serves students in the entire state, including deaf, blind and students with multiple
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disabilities with a sensory component.
In the class where this study was conducted there were five students, three females
and two males between seven and eight years old. One teacher provided instruction for
the students. During the first part of the study, a full-time intern was also present in the
classroom; however, all data were collected while the regular teacher provided instruction.
The teacher primarily used simultaneous communication in her classroom
instruction, that is, speaking and signing at the same time. There were times when she
was observed using American Sign Language (ASL) only or speaking only, depending on
the particular student to whom she was speaking. Only one of the students in this class
consistently used simultaneous communication. Two students primarily used spoken
communication, signing only when speaking directly to a deaf peer or when reminded by
the teacher to do so in large mixed group situations. The remaining two students used
signed communication only and had little or no intelligible speech.
The teacher reported that students were reading at about a first grade level. The
class was divided into two "very different groups." The students in one group (which
included the three students selected for this study) were described by their teacher as
"starting to learn the process of what we're doing." For this group of students, the teacher
felt that reading was a very new and sometimes overwhelming experience and that they
did not yet have a true sense of story. Her year-end goal for them was "to say that they're
starting readers, like beginning readers." The other group, consisting of the remaining two
students were "becoming true readers." "Both of them have fairly good word recognition,
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but neither one yet really has a good grasp of understanding what they're reading." The
teacher's year end goal for these two students was to improve their comprehension by
teaching them comprehension strategies to use while reading.
The teacher alternated between group instruction, where she divided her attention
between the two groups, and whole class instruction. For this study the teacher provided
an example of both instructional situations. During the first videotape sample when the
intern was present, the teacher split the class into the two groups described above. Each
group received the full instructional attention of one adult. During the second sample, the
teacher provided instruction for the entire class. In both samples, data were collected only
on the regular teacher and the group consisting of three students as described above,

Teacher Profile
The teacher held a B.A. in physical education with a minor in special education and
an M.A. in education of the deaf. During the course of her studies she took four reading
and language courses. The teacher had taught for five years at the residential school
where this study was conducted. She had not worked with any of the five students in her
class prior to the school year in which this study was done.

Student Profiles
Observervational data were collected for three of the five students in the
classroom. Specific information on individual students' hearing losses is summarized in
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Table 2. A detailed profile of each student follows, including information on use of
amplification, educational background, language dominance and home environment.

Student A

Student A was a 7 year 10 month old female with a severe to profound,
symmetrical, bilateral, sensorineural hearing (see Table 2). She used binaural behind-theear (BTE) aids and a phonic ear in the classroom. Student A received considerable benefit
from amplification, especially in the left ear where the gain placed her in the mild to
moderate range for speech reception.
Student A's educational experience began when she enrolled in the residential
school three years prior to this study. Her teacher reported that she used both ASL and
spoken English comfortably; neither language appeared to be dominant at the time of the
study. Student A was in the residential program at the school and traveled home on
weekends. Both parents and four siblings were in the home, where both sign langauge and
spoken English were used.

Student B
Student B was an 8 year 6 month old male with a bilateral, assymetrical
sensorinueral hearing loss. The audiogram for his right ear showed a flat, severe loss; for
his left ear, a corner configuration (see Table 2). Student B used binaural BTE aids and
a phonic ear in the classroom.
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TABLE 2: Summary of data on individual students' hearing loss.
Age

Gender

PTA
(unaided)

PTA
(aided)

Etiology

Age of
Identification

Student A

7-10

F

R-113+dB
L-87 dB

37 dB

Meningitis

24 mo.

Student B

8-6

M

R-73 dB
L-115+dB

37 dB

Unknown

32 mo.

Student C

7-7

F

L-105 dB
R-118+dB

63 dB

Unknown

21 mo.

Student B had attended the residential school for three years. Prior to his
enrollment at the school he attended a Head Start program in his home district for one
year. His teacher suspected that he had either Attention Deficit-Hyperactivity Disorder or
a Learning Disability, On his most recent evaluation, Student B scored in the low average
range on the performance section of the Weschler Intelligence Test for Children - 3d
Edition (WISC-III).
Student B's dominant language had not yet been determined. A recent
psychological report by the school psychologist stated that his linguistic performance
varied. Student B was in the residential program and traveled home on weekends where
he had two siblings and both parents. Both spoken and Signed English were used in the
home.
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Student C
Student C was a 7 year 7 month old female with a biliateral sensorineural hearing
loss. Her audiogram revealed a corner configuration for the right ear and a severe to
profound loss in the left ear (see Table 2). She used binaural BTE aids and a phonic ear in
the classroom. An audiological reported stated that Student C was unable to discriminate
speech even with the use of amplification.
Student C had attended the residential school for two years. Prior to her
enrollment in the residential school she received a variety of educational services: she was
visited in the home as part of a parent outreach program (connected to the residential
school) for seven months; she spent one year in a Head Start classroom in her home
district; and she spent two years in a special education preschool program (one year
concurrent with Head Start), also in her home district.
The teacher reported that Student C's dominant language was ASL. Student C
was in the residential program at the school and traveled home only during extended
breaks (approximately every 7-9 weeks) where she lived with her grandparents (the legal
guardians), an aunt, an uncle and a cousin. Apache was the primary language of the home
although some English was used as well. Student C, however, used only ASL at home

Procedures
Three kinds of data were obtained to describe reading instruction in the classroom:
(a) videotapes of classroom reading instruction supplemented by written notes; (b)
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interviews with the teacher reagrding her goals for instruction; and (c) the teacher's lesson
plans for the instructional periods. Each type of data is discussed in the following section.

Vidoetape Data
A large portion of the data collected for this study were in the form of videotape
recordings, supplemented by written notes. This section discusses the procedures used to
collect the videotape samples, gives an overview of the classroom activities during during
videotaping, describes the observation instrument used to analyze the videotape samples,
and provides an explanation as to how observer reliablity was established and maintained.

Data Collection
The teacher structured her reading instruction into units around a story chosen
either from: (a) the Harcourt, Brace & Jovanovich (HBJ) basal readers; (b) the Reading
Milestones basal series written specifically for the deaf population with controlled
vocabualry and syntax; or (c) children's literature. For this study, the activities in an
instructional unit structured around an HBJ story and around children's literature were
videotaped. The units took place approximately six weeks apart. The recordings were
made during the period scheduled for reading instruction and varied in length from 35 to
50 minutes. This resulted in nineteen lessons across seventeen days for a total of 818
minutes-55 seconds or approximately 14 hours of data. Unit I consisted of nine lessons on
nine days for 392 minutes 10 seconds of videotape (x=43 min 34 s, sd= 3 min 15 sec);
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Unit II consisted of ten lessons on eight days for 426 minutes 43 seconds of
videotape(x=42 min 40 s, sd= 3 min 43 s).
During each videotaping session, a time log was maintained by the person making
the recording. The log included notes on events occuring outside the range of the camera
lens and on any recorded teacher or student behavior the camera operator determined to
be potentially ambiguous. The log also included a record of anything that was written on
the whiteboard. Notes on classroom arrangement, absent students, and diagrams and
charts used by the teacher during instruction were kept and blank copies of student
worksheets were collected. In addition, the video camera operator wrote a one page
summary of the lesson. These written records supplemented and clarified the nature of
videotaped classroom activites.

Unit I: "The Balloon"
Unit I of this study was directed towards a group of three students (the subjects of
this study) and centered around a story, "The Balloon", from the Harcourt, Brace &
Javanovich (HBJ) basal readers. The story was one of a series of stories featuring the
same characters. The story is relatively shart at six pages with a half page picture on each
page. It uses simple, yet formal langauge structures. For example, contractions are
ommitted in dialogue even where a character would normally use one in every day
conversation (for example, "It is a big balloon." as oppossed to "Its a big balloon.") Key
vocabulary words are repeated often, sometimes up to three repetions per page. The story
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is presented exclusively in the form of dialogue between characters.
The teacher began Unit I with an emphasis on new vocabulary. Before reading the
story, the students practiced reading and writing the teacher-selected vocabulary by: (a)
signing individual words or a list of three to four words to the teacher; (b) looking at a
word on a flash card, writing the word from memory, and then checking the spelling; (c)
locating and circling the selected words in xeroxed portions of the story; and (d) seleccting
the appropriate word for a closed (two choices) or open (all vocabluary listed at top of
page) set to complete a teacher made sentence. The students then began reading the story
in sections of one to two pages each day. Students read the text individually, usually
signing to themselves. After reading an assigned portion of the text, students were often
asked to retell the contents of a page without looking at the text. The teacher provided
the prompt "What happened so far?" or something similar. Students generally responded
by attempting to sign each individual word verbatim from memory.
Each section of the story was thoroughly discussed by the teacher and students
together, with an emphasis on meaning and content. The teacher constantly asked
questions to ascertain whether students were comprehending the story. Her question also
served the pupose of providing some structure and direction for the students' reading. For
example, when one of the characters asked "What can we do in a balloon?" the teacher
stopped the reading and asked the students to generate ideas about what they could do in
a balloon; the teacher recorded student responses in the form of a web on a large piece of
butcher paper. When the reading continued, the teacher asked the students to compare
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the answer given by the character in the story to the answeres they had generated on their
web. In this way the teacher connected events in the story to the students' prior
knowledge and experience outside the story.
Another activity observed on several occasions in Unit I was the use of role play,
particularly of the phrases "get up", "stand up" and "sit down". While all these phrases are
two words in English, each phrase expresses a single concept expressed with one ASL
sign. To help the students comprehend the concepts expressed by these phrases and thus
the appropriate translation in ASL, the teacher had the students alternate between standing
up and sitting down, using flash cards as cues. Later in Unit I, she also had students lie on
the floor (as the character in the story was lying in the boat) while another student told
them to "get up" to see the balloon1
At the end of Unit I, students were shown all the pictures from the story and asked
to retell the entire story. While they had done so in bits and pieces up to this point, this
was the only time they were asked to retell the entire story.

Unit IT: Spiders
Unit II was a thematic unit on spiders taught for the entire class. It incorporated a
variety of reading materials including non-fiction children's books, pictures from
magazines (for adult readers), and children's literature. The students participated in a

'The exact phrase from the story was "'Get up, Bear!' said Bird."
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variety of activities as well, including webbing information about spiders, looking at
different pictures of spiders and explaining their similarities and differences, measuring
spiders and listening to the teacher read or explain stories or text. The students also
viewed several videotapes about spiders and had a live tarantula in the classroom.
The teacher selected Eric Carle's The Very Busy Spicier and The Very Quiet
Cricket as the children's literature for this unit, both of which employ predictable patterns
of language and repeated phrases. Approximately halfway through the unit, the teacher
paired students - a more skilled reader with a less skilled reader - and asked them to read
theEric Carle books together. Each pair (one student was absent) was given one of the
books and given 10-15 minutes to read independently. Generally, the more skilled reader
signed most of the words while the less skilled reader followed the text. In one of the
pairs the less skilled reader also signed the text but depended on the more skilled reader to
take the lead. At the end of this period, the teacher asked the students to tell about the
story they read. She then proceeded to read/sign one of the stories aloud to them; the
other story she read/signed to them on a subsequent day. While she was reading to them,
she frequently stopped and asked questions to monitor comprehension or encourage
students to think about how the characters might feel. She also encouraged the students
to verbally participate on the repeated phrases. After they had read the stories, the teacher
led the students through a discussion about the similarities and differences in the two
stories.
One of the major projects in Unit II was for the students to write individual stories
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about the tarantula in the classroom. The students generally wrote one sentence, showed
it to the teacher who provided some feedback, written and verbal. The students then
corrected the sentence if necessaiy and copied it onto a final draft page. They then added
an illustration to go with that sentence before moving on to the next sentence. The final
products were 5-7 pages long in booklets shaped liked spiders,

Observation Instrument
The instrument chosen for data collection in this study was the Student- Level
Observation of Beginning Reading-Revised (SOBR-R). This instrument was originally
developed by Leinhardt and Seewald (1980) and revised by Gelzheiser and Meyers (1991)
for live observations in classrooms of hearing children. The latter revision was used in
special education resource rooms and self contained classrooms for learing disabled
students.
Because of the bimodal and sometimes bilingual nature of instruction in classrooms
of deaf and hard-of-hearing students and because of the broader purpose of reading
lessons for deaf as opposed to hearing students (i.e, language development vs. decoding
and comprehending print; see Howarth, Wood & Griffiths, 1981), further revisions to the
instrument were made to better reflect the kinds of activities which take place in these
kinds of classrooms. Instrument revisions were made based on review and discussion of
several videotape samples, both from the subject classroom and other self-contained
classrooms for deaf and hard-of-hearing students. This process included the researcher
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and several other people, two of whom were the observers for the study.
The SOBR-R provides a means for analyzing both teacher and student behavior in
the classroom as it relates to reading instruction. In this study, observers first coded each
videotaped unit for teacher behaviors in continuous five second intervals. The teacher's
instructional behaviors were coded using the categories and behaviors found in Table 3.
The instructional code defined as "reading instruction" was broken into various
subcategories which more clearly defined the teacher's behaviors when providing reading
instruction. The subcategories and corresponding behaviors are also found in Table 3.
After the entire videotape sample was coded for teacher behaviors, it was viewed a
second time and coded for student behaviors. Students were observed in rotation in
continous five second intervals; the observation order was randomized for each day's
lesson. The student's activites were coded according to the categories and definitions
listed in Table 4. Like the teacher codes, the student reading codes were divided into
various subcategories. These are also listed in Table 4.
The use of videotape samples introduced limitations on what could be accurately
observed in the instructional situation. While every effort was made to provide observers
with supplementary information, ambiguities still existed. In these situations, coding
decisions were made in favor of the student or teacher. For example, the student was
coded as reading when looking at a page in a book or as listening when looking in the
general direction of the teacher. The behavior of all participants in the classroom was
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TABLE 3: Teacher codes and behavioral definitions for observation system1.
Behavior

Teacher Codes
Academic

Instruction in an academic area other than reading

Management

Managing materials or student behavior

Discipline

Praise or punishment for student behavior

Uncertain

Ambiguous teacher behavior

Reading

Reading instruction
Set Purpose

Reason provided for the learning activity

How To

Explanation of how to do a reading task

Demo/Model

Demonstration or model of how to complete a
reading task provided

Tell Information

Information pertinent to students' completion or
comprehension of a reading activity provided

Gets Participation

A verbal prompt for student participation in a
reading activity

Feedback

Verbal response to student performance on a
reading task

Listen/Wai t/Watch

Listen to student contribution, wait for student
response or monitor student progress and work

Check Work

Interaction with a student over a reading activity
but the nature of the interaction or feedback was
unclear.

'More detailed definitions and examples for both teacher and student codes can be
found in Appendix A.

39

TABLE 4: Student codes and behavioral definitions for observation system.
Student Codes

Behavior

Wait

Waiting for instruction to begin or resume

Academic

Engaged in academic activity other than reading

Management

Preparing for/cleaning up after a reading activity

Direct Reading

Looking at or reading text
Words

Individual words; silent or oral1

Text

Two or more connected words; silent or oral

Basal

Material specifically written for reading
instruction; silent or oral

Tradebook

Children's literature/magazines ; silent or oral
Activities which support the reading process but
were not actually reading

Indirect Reading
Workbook

Written work emphasizing words or sentences

Oral Drill

Activities which did not require the student to
read or write text, e.g. spelling; oral or listen

Stories/Text

Writing, listening to or telling a story; coded
write, listen or oral

Discussion

Discussing a stoiy or answering teacher
questions about a story; oral or listen

Uncertain

Ambigous student activity

Off Task

Not attending to appropriate task

Out of Room

Student out of room (not absent from school)

X

Uncodable intervals; target individual off
camera or someone/something blocking view

'Throughout this document the term oral refers to through-the-air communication,
i.e. spoken and signed languages.
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used to interpret the behavior of the targeted individual. For example, when the teacher
told a student to get back to work it was interpreted as indicating the student was off task.
The use of videotape enabled the observers to reinterpret classroom events or behaviors
based on information obtained during the latter parts of the lesson.

Observer Training and Reliability
Two graduate students and the researcher served as observers. Training was
divided into two stages, beginning with the teacher codes. Initial training for the teacher
codes was completed using two hours of videotapes made of the teacher in this study prior
to the collection of the data tapes. During these training sessions, all three observers
viewed videotapes simultaneously and discussed coding options. Observers then viewed
randomly selected five minute segments of videotapes in pairs. Observers independently
coded these segments and then compared codes and discussed areas of disagreement.
Training on the teacher codes continued until a level of 80% reliability1 between pairs of
observers was achieved and took approximately five weeks.
Once initial reliability on the teacher codes was established, two of the three
observers initiated data collection on teacher behaviors. This process took approximately
three and one half weeks, during which time observer reliability was monitored weekly
though two randomly selected five minute segments of videotape. Reliability was

'Reliability was calculated on a point-by-point basis.
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maintained at a 95% level. A summary of the mean and range for these reliability scores is
presented in Table 5.
Upon completion of coding for teacher behaviors, observer training on student
codes was initiated. Training procedures were comparable to those used with teacher
codes except actual data tapes, rather than a training tape, were used. Initial training

TABLE 5: Mean percentages and ranges of interobserver reliability checks for teacher
and student codes.
Mean

Range

Teacher Codes

95.0%

93-97%

Student Codes
Unit I

84.3%

80-93%

86.8%

80-95%

Unit II

continued for approximately ten days. During this time observers alternated between
independent practice and group practice and discussion. Observers met on four
occassions for two to three hours to compare and discuss coding that was completed
independently. Initial reliability was established at a mean 84.3% on five randomly
selected five minute segments of videotape (see Table 5). All of Unit I was coded within
two weeks of establishing initial reliability.
Randomly selected five minute segments of data tape from Unit II were used to
monitor observer reliability on student codes. At the initial check, reliability scores were
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depressed (averaging 63%), probably due to the differing nature of the unit. Therefore,
training was reinstated for a week. When reliability was still not re-established by the end
of this period, the decision was made to apprach the coding of the videotapes in a slightly
different manner, due primarily to time constraints on the researcher. A pair of observers
viewed a complete lesson together, discussing areas of possible ambiguity or difficulty. A
randomly selected ten minute segment was then coded independently by a pair of
observers. If reliabilty between observers was at an acceptable level (80% or greater), one
of the two observers in the pair would then proceed to code the rest of that lesson. If
reliability was less than 80%, the differences were then discussed and reviewed and the
same ten minute segment coded again independently. The codes were again checked for
reliabilty; if they met an acceptable level, a new ten-minute segment from the same lesson
was randomly selected and coded independently by the pair of observers. The process
continued until 80% or better reliability was achieved between two observers coding
independently and without the benefit of prior discussion on a randomly selected tenminute segment from that particluar lesson. No lesson in Unit II was coded until reliability
had been established on a ten-minute segment from that lesson. Table 5 shows the mean
and range for reliability scores of these ten-minute segments.

Teacher Interviews
The teacher was interviewed by the researcher shortly after the completion of Unit
I. The purpose of these interviews was to provide further clarification of behaviors
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observed on the videotape as well as to provide the teacher the opportunity to describe
techniques/strategies which she used to teach reading (whether observed on videotape or
not) and the rationale behind them. Questions were developed after viewing the
videotapes and examining the teacher's lesson plans from Unit I. These are included in
Appendix B.
The interview, which was approximately 45 minutes in length, was audiotaped,
transcribed and edited for false starts and mispronunciations. After examination of the
transcripts, two follow-up interviews were conducted to provide further clarification of
the teacher's statements in the initial interview. Both of the follow-up interviews were
approximately 45 minutes in length and were also audiotaped, transcribed and edited.

Teacher Lesson Plans
For each unit of instruction the teacher was asked to provide written lesson plans
for the daily activities. The form provided for the teacher included a space for objectives,
procedures and activities, instructional strategies, and materials. Also provided was a
space for miscellaneous comments that the teacher felt pertinent to the observer's
understanding of the lesson or the behavior of the students. A copy of the form provided
to the teacher is found in Appendix C.
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RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to investigate the techniques and strategies a teacher
used for reading instruction and the activities in which students participated for reading
instruction. Three kinds of data were collected for this purpose. This section reports the
results from each kind of data beginning with interview data, then lesson plan data and
concluding with videotape data. The procedures used to analayze each kind of data are
described prior to the presentation of the results.

Teacher Interview Data
Each of the teacher interviews was transcribed and edited for false starts and
mispronunciations. The transcripts were then analyzed by summarizing the teacher's
statements and categorizing them as either a belief about reading and reading instruction
or a description of classroom reading activities and instructional strategies. The following
two sections report results as they relate to these two categories.

Teacher Beliefs about Readers. Reading and Reading Instruction
The teacher described a good reader as someone who has mulitple strategies for
decoding and comprehending print. Characteristics of a good reader included the ability
to retell a story with appropriate story structure (in other words, reading comprehension is
more than just being able to restate details), the ability to become emotionally involved in
a story, and the ability to make predictions about a story and confirm or change the

45

predictions as necessary. The teacher also believed that a supportive home/family
environment which encourages reading is a crucial component in developing skilled
readers.
One other characteristic of a good reader mentioned by the teacher was the
possession of a strong sight word vocabulary, Although she stated that word recognition
skills and strong sight vocabulary are essential to reading, she also recognized that the
ability to decode words was not enough to bring about reading comprehension As a
result, the teacher stated that she used a variety of strategies (described in the follwing
section) not only to increase her students' recognition of individual words but help them
use them in context. Vocabulary words were selected from a story in terms of their
contribution to overall meaning. The teacher also used a published list of the 500 most
common words in print as a resource to guide her vocabulary selection. She stated that
the words from this list "pop up" all day long, which enabled her to use the selected
vocabulary in a variety of contexts and situations.
The teacher stated that she used a variety of materials in her class. She thought
that this was important for the development of good readers. She also believed that
different reading materials served different purposes. For example, she stated that the
Reading Milestones series helped with the technical aspects of reading, such as
grammatical structures and vocabulary development; the HBJ basal series had age
appropriate stories with generalizable concepts; and children's literature provided more
enjoyment and challenge, often requiring the teacher to change expectations for an
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individual child depending on the literature used.

Teacher Strategies and Classroom Activities
The following are some strategies and activities described by the teacher in the
interviews as things she did to encourage the development of good readers and writers.
Teacher descriptions are supplemented with observations by the researcher.

Vocabulary Devlopment.
Specific activities the teacher described to increase her students' vocabulary
included: looking for vocabulary words in the stoiy; keeping word boxes for spelling
words (a index card file with all the student's vocabulary words for the entire school year);
a variety of games, such as bingo, which use the vocabulary words; putting words in
sentences from closed and open sets; and flashcard drill. The latter she described in some
detail; it was also observed on the data tape. Students were given a 3x5 card with the
targetted word on it. They were asked to fingerspell the word to themselves several
times, followed by the sign. The card was then turned over and the students wrote the
word on a separate piece of paper. They then turned the card back over and compared
their written work with the word on the card; if it was wrong, they repeated it. The
teacher varied the number of times the word must be spelled correctly without looking at
the card before students could say they were finished.
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Dialogue Journals
The teacher reported that she used dialogue journals several times a week in her
classroom (only one example was recorded on videotape, during Unit II). These dialogue
journals were not used in the manner typically described in the literature, but were instead
a very structured interaction between teacher and student through writing for a specific
period of time during the day. During a dialogue journal activity all students sat around a
table with the teacher. Each student had their own journal into which the teacher had
written an introductory statement, typically in the form of a social greeting. Students read
the introductory statement by the teacher and responded in writing. When they finished,
they gave the journal to the teacher who would then write something more, in a sense,
creating a conversation through writing.
For some students the teacher provided structured language or cloze activities
(e.g. Good morning, Jason, How are you? or G

m

,./

//)

according to the student's individual abilities and needs during the dialogue journal
actvitiy. Students were encouraged to communicate primarily through written language,
but were allowed to ask the teacher or peers for assistance when needed. The teacher
stated that she tried to use new vocabulary in this context to encourage generalization.

Free Writing Journals
The teacher explained that a separate journal was kept in which the students were
free to write whatever they wanted during the assigned time, with the understanding that
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the teacher may or may not look at them. She stated that students might copy words from
print around the room, practice letters, write random words or practice known words.
The only rule the teacher had during free writing time was that the students not talk to
each other and keep busy writing. The teacher stated that she usually designated
approximately 15 minutes for free writing journals..

Free Reading Time
According to the teacher, students had approximately 20 minutes every morning
for free interaction with books. The students chose the books themselves and were
permitted to look at it with a classmate. There were always a variety of books available in
the classroom; those related to a theme currently under study (such as spiders in Unit II)
were prominently displayed. Students also had library books to read during this time. The
teacher felt that most of the time, students were primarily looking at the pictures, unless
they selected a book that she had read to them previously in class.
In the interview the teacher stated that providing time for the students to practice
reading is one of the most important ways to help them develop good reading skills. By
providing time specifically for students to interact with books on an individual basis, the
teacher provided time to practice reading.
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Modelling
The teacher talked about the importance of modelling for her students, particularly
in regards to translating print to conceptually accurate signing. She also stated that she
also provided numerous models of literacy for her students through reading stories,
writing on the board, creating webs, and displaying various forms of print on the walls of
the classroom.

Discussion
Discussion of a story or text was a frequently used technique in this teacher's
classroom. She made numerous references to the importance of discussion during the
interview. One of the purposes for discussion was to break the story down into
manageable parts for the students before putting it together for "the big picture".

Literacy Integration
During the interview the teacher mentioned several times the importance of
integrating reading and writing all day in order to develop students' literacy skills. This
was especially evident in Unit II where the focus was on a theme rather than a specific
story. This allowed the teacher to use reading and writing in numerous ways.
Observation of her room confirmed her belief in the intergration of reading and writing
into all classroom instruction: the walls of her room were covered with a variety of
materials - calendars, charts, posters, maps - that promoted literacy. The teacher was
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observed encouraging students to use the print on the walls as a resource when they were
writing their stories and working on journals. In one instance, a student could not decode
the word "draw", so the teacher directed him to a chart on the wall which used the word
in a context he understood. By pointing this out to the student, the teacher encouraged
generalization of print knowledge and demonstrated a strategy for decoding.

Lesson Plan Data
The daily lesson plans were used to provide an overview of the activities and
objectives in the units and as a basis for creating interview questions. The objectives for
each unit were extracted from the lesson plans and are presented in the following sections.

Unit I: " The Balloon"
Objectives for Unit I included both conceptual objectives (e.g. discussion of how
do the characters in the story cope with fear; how can we cope with fear) and specific
reading and language objectives (e.g. acquistion of vocabulary; comprehension of subject
pronouns; making predictions). Both concept and reading/language objectives were
present within each day's lesson. A partial list of objectives as written by the teacher is
found in Table 6.

Unit II: Spiders
Written objectives for Unit II tended to emphasize content and critical thinking
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skills. As it was a thematic unit on spiders which employed children's literature, a number
of the teacher's objectives were concerned with the acquisition and organization of
information related to spiders. The teacher incorporated literacy and language activities

TABLE 6; A partial list of teacher written objectives for Units I and II.
Unit I: The Balloon

Unit II: Spiders

1. New vocabulary.

1. Web information on spiders,
specifically tarantulas.

2, Concept of opposites.

2. Sequence events of yesterday.

3. Learn meaning of subject pronouns (It
is not fun) and determiners (This is fun.)

3. Compare previous and current
information.

4. How to cope with fear.

4. Write questions of what we don't
know.

5. Make predictions.

5. Begin exposure to irregular and regular
past tense verbs.

6. Change story, i.e., answer "What if. . ."
questions.

6. Categorize different kinds of spiders.

7. Relate picutures to text and make
pictorially based inferences.

7. Increase factual knowledge about
spiders,

8. Retell story usning correct sequence.

8. Read for facts with assistance.

9. Discuss feelings of characters.

9. Write a story based on classroom
events related to spiders.

10. Answer "who" questions to locate
information in text.

10. Use linear measurement to determine
apporximate length of spider.
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into the unit, as well as some very specific reading and lanugage objectives (e.g. exposure
to regular and irregular past tense verbs) but on the whole the objectives in Unit II are
broader than those in Unit I and target fewer specific reading skills. A partial list of
objectives for Unit II is also found in Table 6.

Vidotape Data
Data for teacher and student codes are presented as a percentage of total
intervals. Intervals that could not be coded or were marked with an "X" due to inability to
see clearly were excluded from calculation; however, intervals where the teacher or
student temporarily left the room (to go to the restroom or to the office, as recorded at the
time of videotaping) were included. Data for the student codes in Direct Reading and
Indirect Reading subcategories are presented as a percentage of the entire number of
reading intervals (Direct and Indirect Reading combined).

Teacher Codes
In this section the results from analysis of the videotapes through the observational
system are presented. Table 7 shows the mean percentage of intervals spent in the major
instructional categories for Units I and II. In both units the teacher spent the majority of
the instructional time on reading activities (approximately 75%). Figures 1 and 2 confirm
that reading instruction is the dominant activity in both units. Figure 1 shows the
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TABLE 7: Mean percentage of intervals and standard deviation for major categories of
teacher instruction.
Management

Discipline

Reading

x

sd

x

sd

x

sd

Unit I

19.79

(5.79)

0.85

(0.60)

74.40

(6.69)

Unit II

18.07

(6.00)

0.89

(1.06)

73.94

(7.35)

daily percentage of intervals the teacher engaged in the major instructional categories for
Unit I; Figure 2 shows the same thing for Unit II. In both units, all four categories are
relatively stable across time. Reading instruction and managment activities are the only
categories that receive a substantial percentage of intervals. The teacher spent very little
time discipling students in either unit. In Unit I (Figure 1) the teacher spent no time in
academic instruction outside the area of reading during the period alloted for reading
instruction; in Unit II (Figure 2), it only happened occasionally.
Additional similarities between the units appears upon examination of the reading
subcategories. Table 8 shows the mean percentage of reading instruction intervals spent
in the reading instruction subcategorie; Figure 3 represents the same data graphically. In
both units the teacher spent relatively low proportions of intervals explaining the purpose
of a task, explaining how to do a task, or checking written work. She also spent the
greatest percentage of intervals getting participation in both units.
The major differences in the teacher's behavior between Units I and II were evident
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FIGURE 1: Daily percentages of intervals teacher engaged in major instructional
categories during Unit I.
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FIGURE 2: Daily percentages of intervals teacher engaged in major teacher instructional
categories during Unit II.
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TABLE 8: Mean percentage of intervals and standard deviation for teacher reading
instruction codes.
Reading Instruction Codes
Set Purpose

How To

Demo/Model

Tell Information

Feedback

0.40

0.24

sd

(0.39)

(1.05)

X

3.11

2.41

sd

(2.55)

(3.44)

X

2.00

18.18

sd

(2.18)

(9.70)

13.25

22.11

(3.96)

(6.40)

X

37.89

31.98

sd

(11.95)

(4.50)

X

14.73

14.79

(4.21)

(4.87)

X

sd
Listen

Check Work

Unit II

X

sd
Gets Participation

Unit I

X

28.63

9.95

sd

(10.62)

(5.17)

X

0.00

0.35

sd

(0.00)

(1.25)

in two reading subcategories: Demo/Model and Listen. This is especially noticeable in
Figure 3. In Unit I, Demo/Model was used infrequently. In Unit II, however, the
proportion of intervals the teacher used demonstration or modelling as an instructional
technique increased considerably. Only the Gets Participation and Tell Information codes
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FIGURE 3: Mean percentage of intervals teacher engaged in subcategories of reading
instruction during Units I and II.
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recevied a greater proportion of time than Demo/Model in Unit II. Likewise, there was a
major difference between the two units in the percentage of intervals the teacher listened.
In Unit I, the teacher listened to student input more than one-fourth of the actual reading
instruction time; in Unit II, the percentage dropped considerably to only about one-tenth
of the reading instruction time.

Student Codes
This section presents the results of the analysis for student codes by unit. The
major similarities and differences between the students are noted. Graphs which provide
data on the individual students are provided and referenced in the text.

Unit I: "The Balloon"
In Unit I, data for student codes is relatively consistent across students. Table 9
shows the mean percentages for the major categories of student activity. For all students
indirect reading took the greatest proportion of intervals, followed by direct reading,
waiting, management activities, and finally off task behaviors. Students consistently spent
more time in indirect reading activies (approximately 50% of intervals) than in direct
reading (approximately 20% of intervals).
Figure 4 shows the daily percentage of intervals individual students spent in direct
reading; Figure 5 shows the daily percentage of intervals individual students spent in
indirect reading. Examination of thesegraphs reveals two patterns: (a) as the unit
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TABLE 9: Mean percentages of intervals and standard deviations for major categories of
student activity in Units I and II.
Student A

Student B

Student C

Unit I

Unit II

Unit I

Unit II

Unit I

Unit II

X

11.13

19.41

10.93

23.19

10.51

20.79

sd

(6.04)

(11.23)

(5.90)

(8.40)

(6.59)

(11.90)

X

10.15

6.81

10.26

7.64

8.78

6.75

sd

(4.38)

(3.46)

(4.93)

(4.25)

(3.61)

(2.90)

X

3.66

4.96

4.16

6.02

5.71

8.18

sd

(2.06)

(2.70)

(2.38)

(4.17)

(4.47)

(5.31)

Direct

X

17.14

5.64

20.72

7.23

21.92

6.68

Reading

sd

(8.03)

(4.44)

(10.95)

(4.21)

(10.41)

(4.18)

Indirect

X

54.59

45.49

51.11

53.01

49.62

54.19

Reading

sd

(14.21)

(20.43)

(14.95)

(10.68)

(14.68)

(13.39)^

Wait

Management

Off Task

progresses there is a noticeable increase in the percentage of intervals students engage in
indirect reading activities; and (b) there is proportionately more time devoted to direct
reading on the initial two days of the unit, particularly in the form of words and sentences.
Table 10 shows the mean percentages of intervals individual students engaged in
the various direct and indirect reading activities. For all three students, Oral Drill and
Workbook activities occured infrequently. All three students also spent approximately
10% of Unit I's reading intervals in direct reading of the basal story; this percentage
remained relatively constant from day to day across the unit.
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FIGURE 4: Daily percentages of intervals individual students engaged in direct reading
during Unit I.
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FIGURE 5: Daily percentages of intervals individual students engaged in indirect reading
activites during Unit I.
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TABLE 10: Mean percentage of intervals and standard deviation for student direct and
indirect reading reading codes during Unit I and Unit II.
Student A

Student
Codes

Student B

Student C

Unit I

Unit II

Unit I

Unit II

Unit I

Unit II

6.57

2.15

6.63

1.46

7.24

1.90

(13.80)

(3.11)

(14.70)

(1.63)

(13.20)

(2.59)

Direct reading

X

Words

sd

Direct reading

X

6.12

1.75

10.30

3.25

10.60

2.02

Text

sd

(5.91)

(3-61)

(14.80)

(7.22)

(14.10)

(5.36)

Direct reading

X

10.76

0.00

11.58

0.00

12.38

0.00

Basal

sd

(6.27)

(0.00)

(6.85)

(0.00)

(6.67)

(0.00)

Direct reading

X

0.00

5.92

0.00

6.73

0.00

6.38

Tradebook

sd

(0.00)

(5.12)

(0.00)

(7.32)

(0.00)

(5.76)

Indirect reading

X

2.83

1.62

3.45

3.93

3.88

4.93

Workbook

sd

(3.04)

(18.18)

(4.44)

(14.58)

(4.27)

(20.37)

Indirect reading

X

0.68

0.54

1.12

0.79

0.73

0.56

Oral Drill

sd

(1.46)

(0.82)

(2.58)

(1.37)

(1.51)

(1.06)

Indirect reading

X

14.95

21.00

9.43

23.91

11.02

23.18

Stories/Text

sd

(11.91)

(16.46)

(6.40)

(21.46)

(11.42)

(23.64)

Indirect reading

X

57.53

64.20

59.96

58.47

53.52

59.35

Discussion

sd

(18.51)

(20.76)

(20.03)

(22.22)

(22.41)

(26.80)

In Unit I, ail three students spent over half of the total instructional time for
reading and reading related activities in disucssion. Figure 6 shows the daily percentages
of intervals individual students spent in discussion during Unit I. This graph illustrates a
pattern across all three students as the unit progresses: discussion takes an increasingly

greater proportion of intervals each day. This is similar to the pattern seen in Figure 5,
where indirect reading took increasingly greater proportions of time as the unit
progressed.
Only one major difference between students was found upon examination of the
data. Table 11 shows the mean percentages of oral (sign/speak) versus listen within the
discussion subcategory of indirect reading; Figure 7 presents this data graphically.
Examination of these data suggest that Student B is a less verbal participant than either
Students A or C. Student B participated orally in discussion approximately 10% of the
time whereas Students A and C had percentages nearly twice that (21% and 17%
respectively). This is especially noticeable in Figure 7 where the consistency of the total
percentage of intervals for discussion across students is more obvious.

TABLE 11: Mean percentage of reading intervals and standard deviations for discussion,
oral versus listen, in Unit I.
Student A
Oral

Listen

Total
Discussion

Student B

Student C

x

21.49

9.89

16.89

sd

(10.55)

(3.21)

(9.39)

x

35.19

45.14

35.61

sd

(12.13)

(17.06)

(15.89)

53.52

56.96

57.53
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FIGURE 6: Daily percentages of reading intervals individual students engaged in
discussion during Unit I.
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FIGURE 7: Mean percentages of reading intervals individual students engaged in
discussion, oral versus listen, during Units I and II.
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Unit II: Spiders
Like Unit I, there is consistency across students in the percentage of intervals
students engaged in various activities (see Table 9). As in Unit I, students engaged most
frequently in Indirect Reading, again at approximately 50% of the total instructional time.
There was a considerable drop in the proportion of intervals students engaged in direct
reading, from approximately 20% in Unit I to about 7% in Unit II. Conversely, the
proportion of intervals the students had to wait for instruction to begin or resume nearly
doubled in Unit II, to approximately 20%.
As in Unit I, the students spent over half of the reading intervals engaged in
discussion (see Table 10). A large proportion of intervals (approximately 20%) was also
devoted to the Stories/Text category. This is a considerable increase from Unit I, which
averaged about 12% in this category. The percentages for the other indirect reading
subcategories (Workbook, Orall Drill) were similar to those in Unit I.
Figure 8 shows the daily percentage of time spent by students in direct and indirect
reading activities1. Unlike Unit I, there were no noticeable patterns across the unit for all
three students. Instead, there was considerable variety from day to day in the types of
reading activites that recieved emphasis. Discussion consistently received the greatest
proportion of time, while little time was spent in Oral Drill. Although Workbook appears

'Data for all three students was similar. Data presented in Figure 8 represent a
composite of all three students calculated by averaging the percentages of individual
students for each category.
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on only one day, it was the focus of student activity, resulting in large proportion of time
for that day.
As in Unit I, the primary difference between students in Unit II is that Student B is
a less verbal participant in classroom discussion. Table 12 shows the mean percentages of
reading intervals spent in discussion, divided into oral and listen. Although the averages
for Discussion in Unit II are slightly higher than those in Unit (see Figure 7), Student B's
oral participation in about one-half of what it was in Unit I. In comparison, Student A and
Student C maintained averages around 20% for oral particpation in discussion during
both units.

TABLE 12: Mean percentage of reading intervals and standard deviations for discussion,
oral versus listen, in Unit II.
Student A
Oral

Listen

Total
Discussion

Student B

Student C

x

19.01

5.36

18.46

sd

(5.33)

(3.66)

(11.23)

x

45.19

53.11

40.89

sd

(17.87)

(21.92)

(19.14)

64.20

58.47

59.35
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FIGURE 8: Daily precentages of intervals students engaged in direct and indirect reading
activities during Unit II.
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DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine reading instruction in a classroom of
deaf and hard-of-hearing students as it related to two questions: (a) what does a teacher
of deaf and hard-of-hearing students do during reading instruction? and (b) what do deaf
and hard-of-hearing student do during reading instruction? This was done by describing
the various activities and techniques observed in the classroom as well as calculating the
proportion of time devoted to each. This section will interpret the major findings as the
relate to these two questions, examine the possible relationship between the various data,
and compare results of this study with other studies. The section will conclude with a
discussion of implications for further research.

Teacher Activities
There were four important findings related to the teacher's activities and strategies
in this study:
1. the teacher spent approximately 75% of the instructional time in reading
instruction;
2. the teacher consistently spent the greatest proportion of reading instruction
intervals eliciting student participation;
3. the proportion of intervals the teacher modelled and listened changed
considerably between units; and
4. the teacher demonstrated consistency between her beliefs and practices.
Each of these findings will now be discussed in detail, explanations offered and
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comparisons made to previous research.
The results of the study show that this teacher spent approximately 75% of the
allotted period for reading instruction in actual reading instruction activities. As this
occurred in both units, it would appear that the amount of reading instruction that takes
place is not dependent on teacher objectives and materials. The results of this study are
remarkable similar to those reported by Gelzheiser and Meyers (1991), who found
teachers engaged in reading instruction 70-80% of the allotted instructional time. The
teachers in their study included elementary school resource, remedial and regular
classroom teachers. Limbrick et al. (1992) also found that teacher spent appoximately
75% of the alloted time for reading in reading instruction. So it would seem that the
teacher who participated in this study is comparable to other teachers, at least in this
particular aspect.
The second important finding was the dominance of eliciting student particiaption
in the teacher's activities. Gelzheiser and Meyers (1991) also found getting participation
as the activity taking the largest proportion of time of the teachers instruction related to
reading. The prominence of this activity in the instructional practice of teachers suggests
an area for further research. As the code was defined as either asking a question or
directly calling on a student to participate, it would be important to examine the kinds of
questions that are being used. Certain types of questions may encourage greater
participation and language use by students. If we believe that the reading process is
supported by proficiecny in oral (signed or spoken) language, then encouraging students
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to use language as much as possible should contribute to their literacy development. The
question should be asked, then, are we as teachers asking the kind of questions that
encourage student langauge use and promoting the kind of dialogue that encourages
students to engage in extended utterances?
The third major finding related to teacher activites is the difference between the
two units in the proportion of intervals the teacher engaged in listening and modelling. In
Unit I, the teacher did a lot of listening to student responses and input and very little
modelling and demonstrating. In Unit II, the opposite was true; that is, the teacher did
considerably more demonstration and modelling and less listening. There are several
possible explanations for this difference. The most obvious explanation is related to the
reading material used in each of the units. Unit I was centered around a basal reader story
which could be read independently by the students. Therefore, the teacher spent a lot of
time listening to students retell portions of the story and answer questions about the stoiy.
Unit II, however, employed much more diffiuclt reading material. As this material.could
not be read independently by the students, the teacher spent a lot more time reading to
them (a behavior coded as Demo/Model) and explaining content material. Since the
students were not reading independently there was limited opportunites for retelling. Both
of these factors probably combined to result in fewer opportunites to listen to students.
Another possible explanation for the difference in the Listen and Demo/Model
codes between the units is related to the teacher's objectives for the units. The objectives
for Unit I were oriented toward reading and language skills. The teacher expected the
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students to read independently during Unit I and demonstrate their comprehension of what
they read by talking about the story. Since the teacher expected the students to talk about
the story, it is only natural that she would spend more time listening. In contrast, the
objectives in Unit II were content oriented. The teacher's goal was primarily for the
students to acquire factual knowlege about spiders by listening to the teacher read,
organizing information, and making comparisons. The teacher served as a model of
literacy while students acquired information; she expected them to learn through listening,
observing and following her example,
The final major finding related to teacher activites was the consistency the teacher
demonstrated between her stated beliefs in the interviews and her practices as observed on
videotape. Several examples will serve to illustrate this consistency. First, the teacher
stated her belief that using a variety of materials was important to developing good
readers and that different kinds of materials serve different purposes. The teacher
certainly did use a variety of materials in the two units videotaped for this study, from a
basal reader story to natural history magazines to children's literature to children's nonfiction books. In addition, her choice of materials impacted her practices, as was
discussed in reference to the differences between units in the Listen and Demo/Model
category.
Additional evidence for the influence of the teacher's beliefs about reading and
good readers on her practices can be seen in the large amount of time students spent in
discussion. In the interviews the teacher frequently mentioned the importance of breaking
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down a story into its pieces for the students, primarily through discussion. She also
believed that discussion helped the students understand the content of what they read as
well as the reading process itself. It should not be surprising, therefore, that the students
spent a greater percentage of time discussing a story than reading it. The teacher also
stated that the ability to retell a story was a characteristic of good readers. Retelling the a
story or portions of a story just read was one of the most prominent activites observered
in the teacher's classroom.
Given the consistency between the teacher's beliefs and practices, it would be
interesting to research further how her beliefs about reading and reading instruction
developed. One would guess that her education as a teacher for deaf and hard-of-hearing
students influenced the development of her belief system about deaf and hard-of-hearing
children as readers. If this is the case, one important way to examine reading instruction
for deaf and hard-of-hearing children would be to examine teacher training programs.
Reading achievement scores for deaf and hard-of-hearing students have not changed in the
last twenty-five years; perhaps at the root of the problem is the way prospective teachers
are taught to think of deaf and hard-of-hearing children as readers and in the training that
is provided for prospective teachers in the area of reading instruction.

Student Activities
There were four important findings in this study related to the question about what
deaf and hard-of-hearing students do during reading instruction:
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1. students waited more in Unit I than in Unit II;
2. students engaged in direct reading less frequently in Unit I than in Unit II;
3. students consistently engaged in indirect reading activites more often than
direct reading; and
4. discussion was the dominant student activity in both units.
Each of these findings will now be discussed in detail, explanations offered and
comparisons made to previous research.
There was a huge increase in mean wait time from Unit I to Unit II, nearly double
for all three students. This could be due to the increase in number of students in the
group, the less structured instructional situation or the change in the materials. Regardless
of the cause, the 10-20% of the instructional time that students spent waiting for the
teacher seems somewhat excessive, especially considering the small number of students
(five). If this is a typical amount of time students spend waiting for the teacher, one way
to increase instructional time and thereby possibly increase gains in achievement is for
teachers to use instructional time more efficiently.
The second important finding related to student activities is in regards to direct
reading. Students spent surprisingly small proportions of time in direct reading. There
was a considerable drop in the mean percentage of direct reading from Unit I to Unit II. It
should also be noted that a good proportion of the direct reading in Unit II was in the
tradebook category (magazines, fiction and non-fiction children's literature) and consisted
more of looking at pictures than actual reading. Even in Unit I, the time students spent
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reading was focused for a good part of the time on words and isolated sentences rather
than longer units of text or stories. In both units there was a concerntration of a specific
form of direct reading on any particluar days' lesson; that is, when the percentage for
words was high on a particular day, the percentage for the other two subcategories was
much lower.
The teacher had a variety of materials and activates, especially in Unit II where
instruction was dirven by the theme rather than by a single story. However, the decrease
in the amount of direct reading done in this Unit suggests that the students are not
benefitting as much from the variety of instruction in terms of developing their reading
skills. While the teacher stated that she felt practicing reading is important to growth in
reading skills, the thematic unit on spiders did not provide extended periods for studnts to
practice reading. The students did do a lot more meaningful writing activities during Unit
II, such as webbing, writing stories and journals as opposed to worksheets in Unit I, but
less reading. The implications seems to be then, that thematic units encourage the use of
writing but not necessarily individual reading. It might be appropriate then, to look at
ways teachers can create thematic units centered around a story, either from a basal reader
or from children's literature so that the students get the benefit of direct instruction in
reading (as in Unit I where objectives were more reading/language oriented) as well as a
variety of meaningful activities to promote overall literacy development.
Given the relatively small proportion of time spent in direct reading, especially in
Unit II, it would be interesting to go back and examine the videotapes for the length of
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time students engaged in sustained reading. The observational system used for the study
combined all the intervals observed for direct reading and reported a percentage of total
intervals recorded. However, this does not provide any indication of how long a student
may spend in direct reading at any one time; the 20% mean reported for direct reading in
Unit I may be an average of disconnected 5 second intervals, providing no indication of
how long the students are reading at one sitting. If practice is important to develop
reading skills, it would seem that continous practice would be most appropriate. During
the reading instruction period, students' direct reading was focused on words and
sentences most of the time rather than extended narratives or stories. The teacher also
reported that students are given 15-20 minutes daily for free interaction with books.
However, she also stated that she feels that most of the time they are probably looking at
the pictures and not actually reading or even attempting to read.
It is also unclear whether the proportion of time students engage indirect reading
during the designated reading instruction period would remain constant should
proportions be calculated for the entire instructional day. This is an area that should be
investigated further, particularly as this teacher stated her belief that literacy activities need
to be integrated into all instructional activities.
The third finding in regard to student activities has to do with the comparison
between the proportion of time students engaged in direct reading as opposed to indirect
reading. In this study, students consistently engaged in indirect reading activities for a
greater proportion of time than direct reading. Other researchers using the SOBR-R

(Gelzheiser & Meyers, 1991; Leinhardt, Zigmond & Cooley, 1981) found that students
engaged in direct reading proportionately more than indirect reading. This is important
because there is no clear indication that indirect reading activities correlate with student
achievement in reading. However, Leinhardt et al. did find a correlation between silent
reading and reading achievement. Perhaps one of the reasons deaf and hard-of-hearing
students are not performing well in the area of reading is the lack of instructional time
devoted to sustained reading. S.P. Howarth, Wood, Griffiths and C.I. Howarth (1981)
reported that teachers interrupt deaf and hard-of-hearing students' reading more often than
that of hearing students. One way to improve reading achievement scores for deaf and
hard-of-hearing students may be to provide more time for sustained reading.
The last important finding to be discussed in this section is the prominence of
discussion as an indirect reading activity. Students spent approximately 50% of the
reading instruction time in both units engaged in discussion. This is corroborated by
Limbirck, McNaughton and Clay (1992) who also reported listening and discussing as
important actvities during reading instruction in classrooms of deaf and hard-of-hearing
students. This suggests an area for further research. In this study, it must be remembered
that Discussion included students answering teacher questions. No distinction was made
between question-answer dialogue and a more open exchange of ideas. It may be that in
this classroom, most of what was coded as Discussion was students responding to teacher
questions. If this is the case, it may be inappropriate to assume that discussion does not
contribute to student's' literacy development. It may be that the what happens during
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discussion is more important than the amount of time devoted to it.

Conclusion
This study examined the reading instruction in one classroom of deaf and hard-of
hearing children by looking at both teacher and student activities. Similarities were found
between the results of this study and previous research; however, some significant
differences were found as well. This suggests a need for further research to determine
whether there are fundamental differences in instructional practice between teachers of
deaf and hard-of-hearing children and regular classroom teachers. If there are real
differences, such research might suggest changes in classroom practice or teacher training
that could impact the reading achievement of deaf and hard-of-hearing students.
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APPENDIX A: OBSERVATION MANUAL
This coding manual was originally developed by Leinhardt and Seewald (1981)
and later revised by Gelzheiser and Meyers (1991). It is included in this these with the
permission of Dr. Lynn M. Gelzheiser from the State University of New York at Albany.
The observation system was developed for live observation in classrooms of hearing
children; in the later revision, it was used in special education resource rooms and selfcontained classrooms for learning disabled students.
Because of the bimodal and sometimes bilingual nature of instruction in classrooms
of deaf and hard-of-hearing students, further revisions were made to better reflect the
kinds of activities which take place in these classrooms. Although the use of videotapes
imposed limitations, every effort was made to provide observers with supplementary
information to the videotape samples, such as copies of teacher and student materials and
notes on what is written on the board. However, because of the visual nature of
instruction and communication in these classrooms, there were still be some limitations
where assumptions must be made. In all cases assumptions were made for the benefit of
the student or teacher, e.g. the student was reading when looking at a page in a book. In
addition, the behavior of all participants in the classroom was used to interpret the
behavior of the targeted individual, e.g. if a teacher told a student to get back to work,
then the student was assumed to be off task. In such instances where more than one
complete behavior occured in an interval, the behavior which occured first in the interval
was coded.
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TEACHER CODES
Figure 9 shows the heirarchy of teacher codes. Two codes from the same level
cannot be used simultaneously. However, if the first level code has subcategories (e.g.
Reading), the observer should choose the most appropriate subcode. For example, if the
first level code is Management, no further coding is necessary; if the first level code is
Reading, then it must be followed by another code, such as Set Purpose. Detailed
definitions and examples follow.

FIGURE 9: Heirarchy of teacher codes
ACADEMIC
MANAGEMENT
DISCIPLINE
Positive
Negative
UNCERTAIN
READING
Set Purpose
How To
Demo/Model
Get Participation
Feedback
positive/positive with explanation
negative/negative with explantion
other/other with explanation
ListenAVait/Watch
Check Work
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ACADEMIC:

Instruction in a non-reading subject, such as art, social studies or
science. If instruction relates to specific reading material and
comprehension of that material, code as reading instruction.

MANAGEMENT:

Teacher gives assignments, passes out materials, or gives
permission for a student to leave the room. Management includes
any instance where the teacher redirects the student to the
appropriate task. For example, "Joel, look up here please;" "Joel,
get back to work;" "Please stop playing with your pencil."

DISCIPLINE:

Any interaction which provides praise for POSITIVE behavior or
any from ofpunishment for NEGATIVE behavior. Code Discipline
if the teacher's one is obviously negative or punishing. If uncertain
about tone, code Management.
Focus is on the social behavior, not on reading and not on
redirecting the task. For example, "You can't go because you
haven't finished your work;" "Thank you for sitting quietly and
working;" "I'll give you a sticker if you work quietly for the next
ten minutes."

UNCERTAIN:

Code Uncertain when you lose track or unsure about what the
teacher is doing. Also includes casual conversation which appears
to have a social rather than educational purpose.

READING:

Teacher is providing direct reading instruction.

Set Purpose: Code if the teacher indicates why students are engaged in the
learning activity. For example:
Read the next two pages to find out what happens.
Read the paragraph to find the main idea.
We're learning these words to help you read the story.
How To:

Code if the teacher tells how to do a direct or indirect reading task,
such as describing the steps involved in a comprehension strategy
or giving directions about how to complete a worksheet. This
should take place before the student begins work.
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Demo/Model: Code if the teacher demonstrates or provides a model of how to
complete a task. If the teacher is explaining and modelling at the
same, code as Demo Model. For example:
Teacher shows how she would answer a question.
Teacher reads a story aloud for students.
Teacher does an example before students begin work.
Tell Info:

Code if the teacher lectures, gives background or makes
connections to story. Tells students information needed in order to
complete a task. For example:
Tells information relevant to theme of story.
Tells facts needed to understand the story.
States an event which happened in the story.
Reminds students about what they read yesterday.

Gets
Participation: Code if the teacher prompts student participation in discussion by
asking questions or calling on a particular student.

Feedback:

Code when teacher responds to student performance on a reading
task.

Feedback-Positive:

Code if teacher states that student's answer is right,
good, fine, etc.

Feedback-Negative:

Code if teacher states that student's answer is
wrong.

Feedback-Other:

Code if teacher describes what student does without
indicating whether it was good/bad, right/wrong.

Explain:

Code if teacher provides reason why student
response is right/wrong or why they were
able to accomplish the task.
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Listen/Wait:

Code only if this teacher behavior takes place for the entire 5
second interval. If it occurs in an interval with some other teacher
behavior, code the other teacher behavior. The teacher must be
engaged with students but not active at the moment because s/he is
waiting for a response, listening to a student explanation/response,
or watching students work.

Check Work: Code if the teacher is interacting with a student or students about a
direct or indirect reading task and the nature of the feedback is not
clear or not present. If the teacher asks a student about their
progress on an assignment, code Check Work. If the interval
begins with Check Work but the teacher then provides feedback,
the feedback codes take priority.
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STUDENT CODES
Figure 10 shows the heirarchy of student codes. Two codes from the same level
cannot be used simultaneously. However, if the first level code has subcategories (e.g.
Indirect Reading), the observer should choose the most appropriate subcode. For
example, if the first level code is Management, no further coding is necessary; if the first
level code is Indirect Reading, then it must be followed by another code, such as
Discussion. In some instances, a third coding decision must be made as to whether the
student's activity is oral (signed or spoken) or listening. In these instances, the final code
might be Indirect Reading-Discussion-Oral. Detailed definitions and examples follow.
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FIGURE 10: Heirarchy of student codes.
ACADEMIC
WAIT
MANAGEMENT
UNCERTAIN
OFF TASK
OUT OF ROOM
X
DIRECT READING
Words
silent
oral
Text
silent
oral
Tradebook
silent
oral
Basal
silent
oral
INDIRECT READING
Workbook
Oral Drill
oral
listen
Stories/Text
oral
listen
write
Discussion
oral
1'iQtpn
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ACADEMIC:

Student is involved in a non-reading academic task such as math
computation, completion of a science project, or completion of an
art project. Reading which is done in one of the academic content
areas (such as reading a social studies text) should be coded as
direct reading.

WAIT:

Student is waiting for something or someone. For example, waiting
to receive papers or waiting to be called on to answer a question.
Code Wait if student is not attending to teacher, but previous
interval was coded Wait and teacher did not make an effort to
visually attract student's attention before beginning. Code Wait if a
teacher approved break in instruction or activity (e.g. snack time).

MANAGEMENT:

Student is involved in preparing for a task/lesson or cleaning up
after a task/lesson. This includes getting out papers or other
materials, looking for a specific page in the reading book, and
listening to teacher directions about a procedure to be followed
(e.g. "Read the directions before you start.")

OFF TASK:

Code as OffTask if the target student is obviously not attending to
the activity on which he should be working. Indicator behaviors
may include gazing out the window or talking to another student
about an unrelated topic, If student is being disciplined, code Off
Task. Do not code OffTask if the teacher is attempting to gain
student attention during transition to another activity.

UNCERTAIN:

Code as Uncertain if observer accidentally targets wrong student,
loses concentration, or cannot decide how to code the observed
behavior. Code Uncertain if the interaction between teacher and
student is of a social nature, e.g. "Did you have a good weekend?"
If this type of interaction takes place between students, code as Off
Task, unless it takes place while waiting for teacher to resume
instruction, in which case code as Wait.

X:

Code "X" when the target individual is not visible and no written
notes are available about the individual's location or activity. Do
not code "X" if observer knows where and what the target
individual is doing, even if not visible. In these instances, use the
appropriate code for the individual's activity.
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DIRECT READING: Student is looking at or reading text.
Words:

Student is looking at or reading individual words, such as a
list of words on the board or environmental print.

Text:

Student is looking at or reading meaningful text of two or
more words, such as directions about an activity.

Tradebook:

Student is reading material which has not been written
solely for instructional purposes. All children's literature is
coded as Tradebook as well as magazine articles,
newspapers, or stories written by other students.

Basal:

Student is reading a book that has been published primarily
for instructional purposes. Can include content area
textbooks (e.g. social studies, science) as well as basal
readers specifically for reading instruction, such as Reading
Milestones.

As each of these behaviors must be further defined as being silent or oral, the following
definitions are used as guidelines.

Silent: Code as silent reading if the target student is looking
at text and appears to be reading. Student should
not be signing continuously to himself during silent
reading. Also code as silent reading if student is
following text as teacher or other signer points to
each word as it is signed.
Oral:

Code as oral reading if the student is apparently
reading to himself but signing "out loud", i.e. is
signing almost each word. Code as oral reading if
student voices words while reading. Code as oral
reading if student has an audience and is expected to
give a literal signed translation of the printed text.
Indicator behaviors would include: looking at the
text while signing, and a one-to-one (or nearly so)
correspondence between signs and words. If a
student is paraphrasing or retelling a story, code
Indirect Reading-Stories/Text-Oral.
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INDIRECT READING:

Student is not involved in reading extended text, but in
activities commonly considered as part of reading
instruction.

Workbook:

Code Workbook if the student produces written work that
is less than a paragraph. This includes workbook/worksheet
activities, translation exercises in which the student
translates from ASL to written English, handwriting
practice, drill and practice computer games related to
reading, and spelling word drill. If a student is listening to
instructions on how to do a specific workbook task or the
purpose of a workbook task, code as Management.

Oral Drill:

Code Oral Drill-Oral if the student is participating in an
activity which does not require him to read or write text.
This includes translation activities from signed English to
ASL, rehearsing behaviors, and spelling. If the class is
completing a worksheet aloud or reviewing an already
completed worksheet, code Oral Drill - Oral.
Code Oral Drill-Listen if the target student is listening to
the teacher and another student engaged in an activity
classified as Oral Drill-Oral.

Stories/Text: Code Stories/Text-Writing if the target is engaged in writing
a story or other extended narrative. This code should be
used for any part of the writing process which contributes to
the final product, including illustrations for a story, editing
on the computer, or making an outline for a story or essay.
If the target is waiting for a story/paper to be printed, code
Waiting.
Code Stories/Text-Oral if the target is telling a story but not
directly from text (refer back to Direct Reading-Oral).
Code Stories/Text-Listen if a student other than the target is
engaged in an activity that can be coded as Stories/TextOral or if the student is listening to teacher/other student
read/sign a story. Always assume the student is following
the sign as opposed to the text unless the teacher (or other
reader) is clearly emphasizing a one-to-one correspondence
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between sign and word (such as pointing to each word as it
is signed). In that case, code as Direct Reading Silent.
Discussion:

Code Discussion if the target is participating in a discussion
(with either teacher or peers) about a reading assignment or
comprehension. This includes repsonding to teacher
questions. Code Discussion-Listen if student not off task,
but not speaking and another person is speaking or if the
teacher is waiting for student responses; code DiscussionOral if the target is speaking in the discussion.
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
The following questions were used in the initial interview with the teacher.
Questions were developed to probe teacher's background and beliefs and to clarify
classroom events observed on videotape. The intitial interview took place after the
researcher had viewed all the videotape from Unit I. Two follow-up interviews were
conducted later to clarify issues brought up in the initial interview. Questions for the
follow-up interviews were based on teacher responses from the initial interview and are
not included here.

Background Information: Teacher
1. How many years have you been teaching? Where?
2. How many years have you taught the students in this class?
3. What degrees do you have?
4. How would you describe the deaf education program from which you graduated?
What was their emphasis?
5. How many courses have you taken in reading and language?

Background Information: Students
1. What is the dominant language of your students, ASL or English?
2. How would you describe the reading abilities of your students? What grade level are
they at?
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Reading: General
1. How do you define a good reader?
2. What contributes to the development of a good reader?
3. What has contributed to the success of you students in reading?

Reading Instruction
1. What are your reading goals for these students in general? What do you want them to
be able to do at the end of the year?
How did this particular unit contribute to that goal?
What were your goals for this unit?
2. How do you plan your week's reading lessons? Can you describe what you would
typically do in the course of a week's reading lessons? Why do you do this?
3. When teaching a new story, what is your initial focus? Teaching vocabulary to
understand the story or telling the story and acquiring the concept, then going back and
mapping English words on top? Why?
4. What strategies or techniques do you use to teach reading? How do these change over
the course of the year?
5. What is the relative importance of discussion, individual work and "lecture" in your
teaching?
6. How do you know your students are learning to read?
In this unit in particular, what did the students do that demonstrated to you that
they met your objectives?
7. What strategies do you specifically teach you students to use when they are reading or
when they get stuck while they are reading?
8. What kinds of reading materials do you prefer to use? Why?
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9. What other instructional aids do you use when you are teaching reading?
10. Do you read aloud to your student? What do you read for them? How do you do it?
How often?
11. Do you have silent reading time? How often? What is acceptable during silent
reading - do students need to be reading a book or can it be a magazine, newspaper or
pictures? Do you read with them?
12. Is literacy incorporated into other academic subjects you teach during the day? How?

APPENDIX C: LESSON PLAN FORM
Teacher Plans

Teacher

Objectives:

Procedures/Activites:

Date(s)
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Instructional Strategies:

Materials:
(Please provide copies of any handouts, worksheets, overheads, etc used during
the week if possible)

Other:
(Any comments or explanations that will increase observer understanding of
classroom activity/instruction as seen on videotape.)
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