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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Problem

The relationship of rate and comprehension in the reading
process eludes researchers. Early studies linking rate with
oomprehensicn are now questioned. More often, rate and compre-
bension have been separately rosearched and reviewed in the
literature.

A study of the literature in these areas led to conclusions
that cert?in variatles affect both rate and comprehension, as well
as pointing to problems experienced in past studies in assessing
rate and comprehension.

The question arose, what if purpose and situation of reading
were oontrolled, in order to mirror a pleasuve reading situation.
Would rate and comprehension be related to each other and would
reader self report of variables influencing their reading processes
correlate significantly in the self reports?

Phe first question could be determined by gaining a measure of
rate and comprehension. The second question could be assessed by

reader 3elf reporis.

Yy




Statement of the Problem

of this study was to determine 1° rate and compre-

The purpose
henajion are related in a controlled selection that was to be a
pleasure reading gituation. Furthermore, the study attempted to :

determine the relaticnship of the dependent variables Rate and

Comprehension to independent veriables in two self reports,
specifically to the variatles of attitude, motivation and interest.
The data were analyzed in order to answer the following questionss

1. Would rate and conprosenaion be significantly related
to each other in an objective,mnasuroment; and to the subjective self
reports by readers of variables common to rate and comprehension?

2. Would readers' e;If reports of their reading processes
and attitudes in general be éignificantly related to their self -

reporting of actual reading processes gnd attitudes specafic to a

story read?
3. VWould rate and comprehension be significantly related ' -

to attitude, motivation and interest variables in the readers’ -self

reports?
L. Would independent variables of attitude, motivation,

and interest be significantly related to each other?

gxpgtbenea

The hypotheses tested in this study were:
1. Rate of roading and comprehension will be signifi-

cantly related to one another and to General and Specific self

reports.




- 2. Readexs’ uelf report of goneral reading processes will
be aignificantly related to self reporting of resding processes '
specific to a story read.
3. BRate and comprehension wvill be significantly related:
+o attitude, motivation, and interest. .
, L. Selected independent varisbles of atftfude, motivation,
and interest vill be related to each other within their respective .

scales.

;ggortanoe

Very little reseaxrch on the rerlding process has been reported
on data obtained from selt repoz&.‘-Since the early 20th century the
reader has been tested and analyzed in the behavioristic.tradition.
Conclusions of past studies have been based on standardized reading
tests,»timod reading, eye movement photography, factor analysis, all

_based on objectively obtained data.

Problems inherent in psychometric testing muat be considered.
Follman (1973) pointed ouk the lack of constructive validity and
discriminant validity of the subteats of standardized reading tests.
The peed to explain the skills that have already been identified
and to more preoisely identify the most important mental skills
in reading are cited by Parr (1969), Follman (1973), and Smith (1967).

Most recently, Farnham-Diggory {(1980) writing on information
processing psychology pointa out that an intelligence test, for

example, is just another task.

rx:"ﬁ
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The subject who performs the task will put

, together a working memory program—as does
anyone who is doing anything. But standardized
tests give us no information about the nature

of these programs, or about differences in program-

matic capacities among individuals. The tests

oniy tell us that a certain mmber of questions

were ansvered oorrectly. They tell us mothing

about how the questions were answered. -
It is hoped that a self reporting by mature readers of their
reading processes and attitudes correlated with objective measures
of rate and comprehension will provide insights into the mental
processes .used in reading comprehension, and in the reading as a

reasoning process.

\

Definition of Texms

Rate of Rea
In this study, rate of reading was developed from the measurement

of total time used to read the short story "The Interlopers” by Saki

(8.H. Munro).

Comprehensin

Comprehension in this study is defined as the percentage of
correc: answers to ten rocali and inference level questions for
the short story, "The ;pterlopern", as taken from Topicc for the

Bestl.ss, College he Series, Edward Spurgo, editor, Jamestown

Publishers, 197L.

Limitations of the Study

One of the main limitations of this study was the inability te

obtain information of in*elligence and verbal nbilities, such as SAT




pcores. With the passage of the Buckley Amendment which limits
access to schocl records and guards the priva. = of students against
use of names and collection of personal information, no attempt was
zade to test or ascertain I.Q. or verbal skills. Hcvever, the

study attempted to control for these factors b, chousing the study

lampie from Rutgers College psyohology students. The assumption

was that these students shouid be of average or better intelligence

and have average or better verbal skills by virtue of the .act they

are matriculated at a college with set standards of admissions, one

standard being having a rank in the top 15% of high school graduating
=~ "Class.

Assessment ¢. rate and somprehension is susceptible to the
sslection read, in this ca-- perhaps biased towards an intexesat
variable. Also, the situation attempts to simulate typical pleasure
veading, but the students gré in an experiment and know data on
time it taiea to read the story will be recorded..

The items used in the self report are unique. Though relia~
bilities on these items a¥e gufficient for research purpoioe,
individual items should be revised for improved reliability before

any future use.

1,




CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF TEE LITERATURE

The following review is limited to variables of rate and
comprehension in usature readers. First, studies dealing with the
problems in relating rate and comprehension will be examined,
followed by a discussion of the studies and theories on rate of
reading and comprehension which identify variables in rate and
comprehension. For convenience, this review will deal with the
following topicses the relationship of rate and comprehension
including problems of assessment; variables linking rate and
comprehension, which are intelligence and vocabulary, span of
recognition (the visu perception and processing), subvooalization,
regression, and flux. ' ¥j and the subjective infiuences of

attitude, motivation and interest.

The Relationship of Rate and Comprehension

Rate of reading and comprehension of what is read uare
historically and empirically fw; important components of reading.
The relationship of the two, however, has long been in dispute,
King (1916) found correlations between rate and comprehension
ranging between .47 and .92. Judd (1916) conoluded in his study
thot higa rate is associated with good quality reading, low rate

is associated with poor quality in reading. Other very early




studies, Abell (1894), Sr. Eathleen (1924), conocluded that "the
relationship beiween speed and comprehension is reputed to be
unquestionadly positive.”

Burich (1930) appraised these early studies on rate and
comprehension and ooncluded, "The relationship between speed and
comprehension ie dependent upon the manner in which each is measured.”
The actual average of 26 correlations reported in his study was .31,
"A positive but not close relationship botween rate of reading and
comprehension.”

Rankin (1962) perceived the problems being within the testing
situation. Affecting resuits are differences in interests, subject
matter for example, scierce and math are not to be read fast
according to Anderson and Dearborn (1941) as reported by Rankin (1962).
Hurd (1944) with 71 college freshmen found comprehension and speed
scores taken from tests with medical literature -howod no positive,
but actuatly low correlation. Fast readers comprehended little,
if any better than the sloweat readers.

Basic test conditions also influence results. Bankin wrote
"Putting time limits on reading tests favor fast readers as they
finish or answer more questions.” Preston and Botel (3951)
whose sample was University of Pennsylvania business students found
that under timed conditions the correlation of rate and comprehension
was .L8. A veplication study with a similar sample and test under

untimed conritions yieldsd a .20 correlation of vate and comprehension.

They concluded the results suggest completely different tests.




Stroud (1942) pointed out that most of the early studies
relating speed and comprehension are invalid because the compre-
hension scores were derived from timed tests, thus they were
contaminated by a spsed factoxr. Flanagan (1937) substantiated
Stroud's findings.

Problems in Measurement of Hate
ard Comprehension

Berger (1967), Devis (1962) and others have pointed to basic
problems in neasuregent that have led to misconceptions about speed,
what is feasible and what is actually occuring during reading. Davis
maintained that worde per mimute, the most oommon assessment of speed,
is "a meaningless score. Speed must be associated with a score
indicating comprehension that has been attained.”

Berger (1967) in a review of the controversies in reading rate
reported on Brean's formula of rate x comprehension = efficiency.

Bauch (1971) and others have pointed cut that the fallacy of such

a numbers game is that the reader's prior knowledge, poorly constructed
tests, simply the guessing factor may yield an acceptable comprehension
gcore when littls comprehension actually occured during the speed
reading. Carver's (1972) tongue-in-cheek s.udy and Jomns (1978)
demonstrated no recding has to ooour at all. Deambo and Wileon (1973)

sxplained this rate x comprehension = efficiency invalidity. If a

reader reports 300 wpm rate and 85% comprehsnsion this ylelds 255
vpm reading efficiency score. But if the reader reads the title,

has prior kmowledge, uses test wiseness, etc., and reports he has




read all the material at approximately 20,000 wpm with a compre-
heneion score of 55%, the reading efficiency score is still an
impressive, though false, 11,000 words read per minute. .
Traxler (1938) in a study of length and reliability of rate of
reading testa concluded that the time allowed, to 5 mimutes, used
in assessing rate of reading was far too short for reliability.
PTraxler called for tests two or three times tbati time length. This

argument is still valid today with rate of reading tests on stan- ™~

W

dardised reading exams. Farr (1969) also pointed to the Burnett
Reading Seriess Survey Test, Diagnoetic Reading test, and Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Tests speoifically, noting *hat most inolude a
comprehension check the* for one, assumes faster reading equals

better comprehension.
Are Fast Readers Good Readers?

Investigating the relationship of rate and comprehenaion,
Suores and Busbands (1950) with 330 students at the 5th grade level
concluded fast readers are not necessarily the best readers.

Carlson (1949) found at hj her intelligence levals, faster
readers comprehend better. Buswell (1951) linked rate of thinking
and rate of reading. In a study with 77 senior college students,
Buswell concluded that students high in thinking are high in rate of
comprehension in reading, and also in those perceptual factors
related to reading. It should be noted, that Buéwell began this
review of the study with the statement, "It is= araumed that rate

of reading always means rate at a satisfactory level of comprehension.”
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As Rankin {1962) concludeds
Compounding rate and comprehsnsion peasurement
is at least, in part, responsible for some of
the earlie: findings that “fast readers ave good
readers.” Other studies shov that rate rnd
"powver of coaprehension” are only slightly related.
Vhen material is more difficult, more oritical
thought processes are involved, purpose is more

exaoting, the relationship of rate and compre-
hension is minimal.

Variables Linking Bate and Comprehension

Intelligence and Vocabulary

Holmes (1954) published his initial investigation in what
would result in the substrata factor analysis theory of speed and
power in reading. 4 working sample of 126 were given LO group and
individual tests. The next semester these tests were given to a
check sample of 94 college students. The' ability to comprehend, oxr
"pover"' in reading, is strongly linked to intelligence and vocabulary.
Holmes found intelligence to account for the largest proportion of

the variance of the power of reading. Traxler (1955) wrote, "A

great deal of evidence (since 1930) shows that the correlation
between mental ability and reading comprehension is high." DBarbe
and Crilk (1952) and Richardson (1950) also concluded that high
correlations are found between reading ability-—comprehension—and
intelligence. For Anderson (19L9) intelligence in a factorial
analysis was secondy, 13.2% to vocabulary.

B Running a close second to intelligence is vocabulary. Holmes
also found vocabulary, (vocabulary in context and vocabulary in
isolation) important variables, either first, or a close second to

intelligence. For Buswell, (1937), vocabulary was "one of the factors
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with the most pronounced effect on the process of reading.”
Anderson (1949) found that the vocabulary factor contributed 57.6%,
more than half the total variance in his faotorial analysis.

pavis (19L4), Bunt (1957) in using factor-analytioal techniques
ranked Word Knowledge first which is closely related to Holmes'
Vocabulary in Isolation. Spearritt (1972), RB.L. Thorndike (1973~
17/4), and P.E. Vernon (1962) also differentiated vooabulary as a
ma jor factor in reading comprehension.

R.L. Thorndike (1972), however, noted the close relationship
" between intelligence and verbal ability, vocabulary, word knovwledge.
BEis studies revealed intelligence to have 90% of the total variance,
but he concluded "dichotomizing vocabulary from reasoning is not

justified.”

Intelligence and Vocabulary With Rate

Rate, as will be further detailed, is directly related to the
ability to process ideas quicily while reading. Such efficient
information processing relies on a command of the language and the
cognitive skille of recall, inference and drawing conclusions.
These are attributes of average or better than average intelligence
and good verbal skills. As Mclaughlin (1969) observed, it would be
foolish to try %to teach sy~ .d reading to one without high verbal
intelligence.

Buswell (1951) linked rate of thinking and rate of reading. In

a study with 77 eenior college students, Buswell concluded that
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students high in thinking are nigh in rate of comprehension in
reading, and also in those perceptual factors related to reading.

It is widely believed that vocabulary is important to rate.
Buswell (1937) credited vocabulary as one of the most important
factors in the reading process. Glass (1967) found vocabulary to
be a significant ¥ariable in rate of reading.

Flesch (1943) as reported by Chall (1958) made an interesting

point in light of the studies of vocabulary significant in
comprehension, whizh also supports Buswell's (1937) conclusions.

i lesch noted that beyond the elementary level, i.e., beyond the
decoding stage, concern with words is more with relationships

between ideas. The influence of vocabulary on readability

correlates higher with poorer readers; that is, difficult vocabulary B
is more likely to raise the readability level for those readers who
have difficulty just decoding the word.

Vooabulary's role in rate may be explained in that the efficieut,
fast rzader attends quicily to words, and has such a command of
vocabulary in isolation and in context that they can directly process
ideas. The litefature on comprehension with reading word clusters,
and using selective behavior, {Gibson-Levin 1975. La Berge and
Saguels 1976) and the literature on rate for span of recognitive
and visual perception (Taylor 1960) support this conclusion.
Vocabulavy is a significant variable in efficiency of rate and

comprehension in that it is highly developed and facilitates

information processing.
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Perception and Processing

What the eye sees and how the mind processes the visual stimuli
are important aspects in reading rate and comprehension. The
variables in visual perception and pruceesing which have been
studied empirically and developed thecretically are span of
resogx;_itio‘ which includes fixations and subvocalization, and use
of reggi'éuion, flexibility and prior knowledge.

Busvell's 1937 study is a major resource in this area. His
main intention was to make an individual analysis of the nature of
reading for adults of varying degrees of education, towards the
objective of idertifying certain variables which are basic to the
reading process and which would serve to differentiate good readers
from poor readers. Eis procedure included giving a visual exam—
ination, en intolligence test, a specifically designed test constructed
to measure several types of reading abilities. He also took eye
movement photographs and interviewed the sub jects on their reading

hadbits.
S of Reo tion

Busvell (1937) explained span of recognit.on as the amount of
print recognised in a single fixation. For poox (6th grade education
or less) and good (13th grade education or more) readers the number
of fixations are 10.6 and 8 respectively, which indicates that good
resaders have a wider span of recognition per fixstion.

Griffith, Walton, and Ives (197L4) with 10 year olds found
inadequate readsrs have a wider range of total number of fixations.

Holmes (1954) found in slow readers and non-powerful readers, many

21
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pore fixations per line of print and & mich smaller span of recogri-
tion; the latter "appears to be the most fundamental of all the
oculomotor (i.e., fixation, regressions, etc.) messurements. The
contribution which minimum number of fixations makes to the powver
reading prooess is also fundamental.”

Degrié of difficulty of specific words or the density of
iGeas in a passage also acoounts for the varying duration of
fixation. In general, efficient readers spend less time per
fixation than inefficient readers.

Buswell (1937) saw the average duration of the pauses of the
eyes in reading as a measure of the quickness of perception. The
ability to perceive quickly evidently rests on two factors. One
of these is familiarity with the object of attention plus a proper
technique of analyzing this object. The other seems to be a
factor of native reaction time, which, Buswell noted, is difficult
to modif-r. "All major studies of eye movements have indicated
that a gnod reader makes shorter pauses than does a poor reader and
that in the reading of difficult material the duration of the pause
is longer than in the reading of easy, familiar material.”

Puswell's results bear this outs

Average duration per fixation: poor good
Selection 1 7.9 7.1

2 8.2 7.6

3 8.2 7.6

Note: Duraticn fixation decreases wiih additional years
of school (good readers) ani are shorter for
easier seleotions (1) than for harder (3).
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Griffith (1974) found that inadequate readers tend to fixate -
longer. Holmes' (1954) results consistently showed, aleo, that
pore powerful and faster readers have slover fixation pauses
(.261/.265 to .225/.219).

Taylor. Frackenpohl and Pettee (1960) with over 12,000 subjects
in an extensive study of components in reading showed the average
duration of fixation for college readers at .24 of a second. First
graders aversged .33, oomparably not much change. However, even in
fractions of a second, a decrease in the fixation time indicates

better perception and processing of ideas, thus increased efficiency.

Visual Perception

Related to Buswell's duration of fixation is rate of visual

perception. Stroud (1945) found some positive, though non-linear,

relation between rate of reading and rate of visual perception.
Glass (1967) also found high correlation between these two factors,
although his methods have been called into question. Thurstone
(19,&) i1 studies on perception concluded, in part, that fast readers
are better in object judgment and are superior in certain number
and word {luency than slower readers.

Samuels, Begy and Chen (1975-1976) found the more fluent
readers were faster in word reoognition and were superior in
awareness vhen false recognitions were made in a study where all
subjects were tested initially and found to be equal in regards to

recognizing words flashed on a tachistoscope. But better readers

were able to process visually presented words at a fast rate.
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Stevens and Orem (1963) in interviews with fast readcss found
reports of reading part of several lines at each fixation. Schale
(1975) discussed the possibility of "yertical” reading, or fixating
on squares of print at a time.

McConkie and Rayner (1976 a & b) with stimmlus control
capabilities of modern computers attempted to identify the percep-
tuai span. They conclude that it appears that different types of
information, e.g., ;::ntifyiﬁg word length patterns, identification
of word meanings, etc., are acquired different distances into the

periphery, and are used for different purposes.

Visual Perception and Comprehension

The literature on variables in comrrehension present similar
ideas relating to span of recognition and vigual processing. Views
of the variables in comprehension are drawn from several philosophies
and eras in resding. M.D. Vernmon (1931) offered a concept of the
comprehension processs

The mature reader pﬁsaea'directly from the
visual perception to the meanings and processes
of thought--imagery, associated thought, inter-
pretation, evaluatica, taken over with acquired
meanings derived from language configuration of
word, phrase and sentence.

Sullivan (1978) subetantiated this by strersing good compre-
henders are more flexible in interpreting and transposing information.

Citing Gibson and Levin (1975), Golinkoff (1975-1976) and others she

sumparized the strategies of good comprehenderss
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1. Read word cluster, not just wofds.

2. Attend to qualifiers: e.g. some, most, great,
- not just nouns and verbs. :

3. Can igaore information not readily utilized,
selective in word emphasized for use in tasks
at hand.

L. Can apply past knowledge and experience to draw
conclusions.

5. Apply these strategies at all levels—the *reading
as reasoning” concept.

The psycholinguistic view emphasized several of the Sullivan
points. The muin tsrusts are seen in Cooper and Petrosky (1976):
the reader reads forbmeaning, not identification of letters, words,
phrases, and Goodman's (17)66) emphasis on experience, background
and familiarity with the materials being read.

Goldsmith (1975) cited Kolers, Smith and others who maintain
the view that "mature readers utilize a wide variety.of larger
syntactic segments than words or other orthographic units.”

Gough (1976) in countering the psycholin istic theory |
maintaineg that the reader is not a guaeser; but "he really plcds
through the sentence, lestter by letter, word by word." Brewer (1976),
recalling Cattell's studies in the 1880's rejecting the letter or
serial theory, argued in favor of whole word or parallel approach.

Automatic Information Processing as presented by La Berge and
Samuels (197) offers another view that may synthesize these
arguments. Briefly, the general model of automaticity in reading
developed by La Berge and Samuels gives all the relevant memory

systems: visual, phonological, episodic and semantic memories. A

key in the model is attentions, which is enhanced by automaticity;
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i.e., récogéition of visual symbols and many basic decoding skills,
etc. are "second nature" with practice—-;xperience with reading.
The goal of efficient reahing is that the reader can maintain his
attenticn contimuously 6n the meaning units of semantic memory,

while the decoding from visual to semantic systems proceeds

automatically. -

T Built into this model is the option of several different ways
of proucessing a given word. Vhen the deooding and comprehension
processes are automatic, reading appears to be "easy", when they

{
require attention to complete their operations, reading seems to

be "difficult"”.

La Berge and Samuels saw development of automaticity at the
héaft of developing efficiéncy in reading. For example, as vgéds
becomé more a;tomatic; higher order chunking processes, OT word
phrases, are c?mpfehended in one chunk of the seman{ic memdry.

Cited ‘as support for this are T;;ior's (1960) findings on first )
grade children making two fixations per word whereas 12th graders
make one fixation for aboué every two words. . &

One conclusion by Holmes (1962) that evolved from the substrata
factér anAlysis theory‘vaa th~t éanée of Information is the most
important of the substrata factors in power of reading, which
agreed with the psycholinguistic view. Holmes further.supported
Sallivan and Gogdman, ete. who maintained that mature readers
process as large am amount of .meaning as they can use. This
{ndicates a wider span of recognition which relates the La Berge
and §?muels theory of automaticity. Holmes found with non-powerful

readers that the eye movement camera revefils & "group-bourne

-

2
(OB
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symptom of m«ore than average numbexr of fixations per line as well
as & deficiency of less than average span of recognition" (wkich may

be lack of efficiency due to low automaticity).

.

LY
VYocalization in Silent Reading

An underlying variable in visual processing is perhaps the
most f;niliar, but the least empirically studied. Generalizations
are made, and the problem discussed, but with limited empirical
analysis.

Thé reader who moves the lips when silently reéding ir
voca%izing and this obviously slows the reading proc 38. Buswells
”VOchizafion'ia  "1piomatic of an immature reading process which
interfer;a with rapid comprehension of printed material.”

The problem in mature readers is not au severe as vocalization
bq? is related, i.e. subvocalization. The readeg!repeats, 683?511y,
mk word, or is a "parrot" (Fry, 1963) to the author. The habitual
subvocalizer is word bound and by merely being a parrot is delaying
or preventing the proce.sing of the-content. Subvocalization nay
be the single greatest cause of inefficient reading in adults.
Stevens and ‘rem (1963) wrote that "the rapid reader is able to
bypass this auditory stage of assggiation which characterizes most
readexrs." Gibson and Levin (1975) offered as one suggestion for
overcoming slow reading the attention and control of subvooalization.

Averages for rates of reading are difficult to establish due
to the many variables influencing rate such as purpose, e.g.
vhether casually scanning or reading to rexember for a test. Ranges

of averrge rates, however, may focus an awareness of what rates are

ot

[}
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within the bounds of efficient reading. Taylor (1960) found the
average for college students to be about 280 words per minute (wpm).
A generally accepted aversge range is 200 to 250 wpm for adult
readers. Tinker (1965) set casual reading rate at 200 to 300 wpm.
The rate of adult speech is not conclusive. Gibson end Levin (1975)
set rate of adult speech about 170 to 200 wpm. Sticht (197L) set

" the normal range of rate for speaking voice at 1L0-160 wpm. It
may be extrapolated from this that rates of reading below 160-170 wpm
are indicative of excessive sub or full vocalization, which may
mean information and visual perceptual processes are not operating
efficiently. Gibson and Levin (1975) pointed out, however, that

subvocalization is different from speech, "but our information on

this point is meager.”

Reducing subvocalization does seem to be, however, a means to
improve efficiency. Fry's (1963) suggestion for overcoming the
word bound subvoocalization was for the reader to carry on a
dslogue with the author--ask questions, hypothesize, relate new

informatior tc past revelation——all mentally while reading. The

reader can not NOT have anything happen mentally while reading, but

better to be an active participant in the process via a form of

dialogue than to be a passive "parrot”. This compliments M.D. Vernon

(1931), Sullivan (1978) and psycholinguistic theory which stressed

application of prior knowledge and visual perception direct to

meaning. Cooper and Petrosky (1976) cited Smith (1971) when

acknowledging rates vary even in fluent readers 18C to 600 wpm

depending on purpose and familiarity with material.
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Holmes (1954) does not discuss vocalization or subvocalization

perhaps because of the difficulty of aseessment. Busweil (1937)

offered no results, though haa'extennive data from eye photographs

and phonograph recordings used in his specific design for assessment.
MoGuigan (1970) howeve:, did report that much evidence had

been accumulated to demonstrate subvocalization activity during

reading, even in mature readers; "While this process may accompany

visual information processing, it does not follow that auditory

coding is necessary for comprehension [ visual symbols."

Regressions and Flexibility

—

 Finally, the amount of regressions and use of regressions in

reading are part of the visual processing and do affect rate and
comprehension. The ability to be flexible in rate and the use of
prior knowledge are interrelated variables.

The psycholinguists describe visual or information processing

)

in their theory. .The following, as an example, is Goodman's (1966)
explanation for regressions, flexibility and use of prior knowledge

in reading as given in the summary description of the process of

comprehending in the proficient reader.

The reader perceives print as large language units.
He selects minimal grapho-phonic syntactic,

semantic cues and makes tentative choices on the
bagis of these minimal cues. He continually tests
his choices by attempting to decode an acceptable
meaning, he goes back to gather more information

as it is needed. In this process he utilizes all
his relevant past experiences, learning and language
developoent.
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Buswell (1937) explained regression and flexibility in terms
of rate of reading. He noted regressions are due to a number of
causes but maintained that in any type of reading the mature

reader will make fewer regressive movements. Results:

Poor Good
Regressions per line 2.2 1.1

Griffith (1974) also found more regresesive movements among
{nadequate readers, as did Holmes (195L4): per 100 words, 12.8,
fast readers; 20.5, slowest readers. For powerful readers, 15.6;
non-powerful, 17.3. Taylor (1960) found the average in college
to be 15 regressions per 100 words as compared to 52 for first
graders.

Some of Buswell's examples of eye movements photographs
showed 16 or more regressions on one word. Compared with the
aversge of Taylor's {1960) first graders, a higher number of
regressions seem certuin indication of a decoding level of reading.
Conversely, fast readers have significantly less regressions per
100 words than the average, indicating that fewer regressions
reflects higher efficiency.

It is important to note that all readers DO regress, contrary
to commercial techniques whick train against all regressive (
povements. The psycholinguistio explanation for this is that
good readers allow their eyes to move ahead of the content being
processed in oxrder to scan for confirmations or details, and then
regress to pick up selected bits of information that are needed,

(Goodman 1966). Griffith (1974) may substantiate this theory in

C ol
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the findings “hat inadequate readers have fewer forward fixations
per line. Golinkoff (1975—1976) in her review of the literature
pentioned the "jump ahead" to scan for meaning activity in good
comprehenders. La Berge and Samuels (197L) indicated that when

eutomaticity is poor a resulting affect may be repeated glances at

a word or line. Athey (1370), and Mathewson (1976) argued that
lack of interest, low motivation creates disinterest, hence losw
of place or trend of thought. Probably a combination of these
theories causs regressions in reading.

Buswell also measured regressive movements due to difficulty
ir. the return swesg. He noted that proper control of the end
sweep which connects the end of one line with the beginning of the
next requires skill-faciliteted by a wider span of recognition.
Comparisons poors L.kL, goods 3.1, medium mumber of regressive

movements preceding and fixation.

' Sabjective Influsuces

Underscoring the variables infiuenoing visual perception and
processing are the readers’ individuslity which affect rate and
comprehension by what they bring to the reading. Flexibility as
seen above is influenced by readers' span of recognition, use of
subvocalization, and information processing strategies. Other
variables that affeot flexibility and overall rate and comprehension
are ?ho sudb jective variables of purpose in reading, attitude,

potivation and interest.

31




Purpose and Flexjibility

The literature reviewed to this point shows that fluent
‘ readers do exercise flexibility in rate; they vary their span of
recognition, vary the duration of fixation, vary the number and
reasons for vegreasions, and even vary, and use if need be, suUd
and full vocalization.

ihose varisbles that allow for efficient comprehension, i.e.,
strength of vocabulary, intelligence, background and knowledge,
familiarity with content, also affeot the speed of processing.
Judd and Buswell (1922) found eye movements vary with different
reading inteation. Cooper and Petrosky (1976) noted that the
reader shifts approaches for egpecial materi;le or depending on
purpose. Tinker (1965) also stated that all good readers adjust
their rate to the nature of the material, and associates flexibility
with nature of reading. Holmes (1962) wrote that the seoret of
good reading lies in the ability to know when and how to change
pace. Layoock {1955) assoo!ated a ooutimmm for flexibility of
reading habits with generul reading ability.

Directly related to flexibility is the purpose for reading.
Parr (1969) reported that McDonald (1966) and Sheldon (1955)
found that failure to provide specific purposes for reading points

=

to the problems of inflexibility.

Purpose plays a major role in speed, which varies according to

how fast worde and ideas are jerceived. Sawusls and Dehl (1975)
found speed goes up when purposs for reading is established. Smith

(1967) found that good readers will make ad justments in thoir reading
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procedures when direoted to read for different purposes (details
or general impressions). Tinker (1965) suggested that to help
students increase speed, provide a purpose for reading, and,
related to the peycholinguists, provide familiarity, knowledge

and furnish corsepts and techniques that ald in faster processing.

Brasm (1963) summed up these concepts by listing three factors
he sees influenoirz speed:
1. Purpose for Reading
2. Prior Konowledge of Subject

3. Degree of Difficulty of Material

Purpose can be subjective, oven in controlled situations.
For example, a teacher may eet purpose, but lack of motivation,
interest, or attention can chzug.: the individual student's
purpose for reading.

These subjective variables are the least researched, though
their significance has not been overlooked. Holmes (1954) was
one of the few theorists to acknowledge the affeotive factors in
reading. Holmes' substrata factor technique revealed LIg% in veed
and 22% in power of read:l:ng which could not be accounted for from
the va—iables investigated. BHolmes hypothesized that the "not
accounted for" variance may be found, in part, in motivation,
sustained desire for speed ap.d/or comprehension in reeding, as
vell as the idea that the factors must work as an integrating unit,

hence organizational and functional fluency, which comea together

as reasoning in reading.
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But as Athey (1970) pointed out, Holmes' theory does not
explain how such factors operate to change what is seen and what
is understood, i.e., how the information is interpreted by the
reader. |

Athey (1970, 1976) provided the empirical evidence to support
the notions that feelings are important when a child is learning
to read. As Athey (1970) noted, "The intellectual variatles
involved in reading do not operate in isolation but are modified
by the individual's attitudinal and personality characteristics.”

Athey readily admitted to the problems faced in personality
theorys developing measurement techniques, and the persuasiveness
of "global" rather than the "relatively limited" manners of assess-
pent. Therefore, few theorists address these variables.

Mathewson (1976) did present a model based on attitude;
motivation; form, content and format; and comprehension, attention,
and acoceptance, called the "Acceptance Model”. This attempts to
explain reading on the basis of motivation and attitude towards
aspects of reading materials, Further, the model "was designed to
predic: reading attention and comprehensior at any given instant
during the reading process”, but may also be used to predict
reading achievement. f

The Aocgptance Model, Mathewson «mphasized, is not and does
not purport to be a full expla.nat\ion for the reading process. It
is however, one of the few models that concerns itself with the
role of affect, and therefore, the designer suggesis, may serve as
a means to visualize relationships tbat are difficult to concep-

tualisze.
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Bffect of Interxest and Style on Rate

Professionals, specialists, teachers of reading have often
noted individual cases where poor readers can read far beyond their _
independent level (L levels above have been noted, Ransbury, 1973),
when they are interested in the material. Studies on readability
shed some light on whether interest can be counted on to overcome
deficient or inefficient skills. As reported by Chall (1958),
Gray snd Leary (1335) asked what makes & book readable for adults
of limited ability. Tenchers, publishers, librarians ranked four
major oategories extraoted from more than 700 possible faotors.
The rankings

1. Content

2. Style of Expressions and Presentation
3. Format or Mechanical Features

L. General Features of Organization

Readers wers similarly uk?d, *"What makes a book easy a;nd

pleasant to read?" Their ranking:

1. Style

2. Content

"3. FPormat

L. Organization

.» The professionals’ view that content may be a strong attack

a;aimt diffiocult readability is not reflected in the readexs’
opinions. Ruth Strang (1938) in a survey of high school and
college students found style, "Plain everyday English," "easy
simple vocabulary,” "short paragraphs and sentences,” ranked
first above content (number 2) and format and organizatiom.

College students even ranked organization with style, "too meny

35
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thoughts per page", saying this was an important consideration in
readability of material. These results indicate that deficient
skills or inefficiency can deter a reader, even from material of
personal interest.

Bryant and Barry (1961) found that for college students,
{interest was of no consequence in simple narrative passages in a

study with students developmental reading programs.
Summary

It is obvious from the literature that the facts on Yhat is
involved in reading are not conclusive, Nor is there total agree—
ment df what is significant and to what degree of importance.

There are, however, variables attiributed in the literature
uniquely to rate or comprehension which are commun to each other.
Table 1 is a sumsary of the variables given in the literature
witQ\references from the review. The Table is organized to show
the ;;umonality of the variables of rate and comprehension. For
example, Buswell's, Holmes', Taylor's studies on rate affected
by span of recognition and limited fixations are what compre—
hension studies by the psycholinguists, La Berge and Samuels and
others called word clusters.

The overarching concept in Table 1 is that taken together,

these individual variables are what constitute efficient reading.

1)
Y —
-
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TABLE 1

VARIABLES RELATED TO EFFECTIVE RATE AND COMPREHENSION

Rate Variables

References Comprehension Variables

Refefenoes

Intelligence
Verbal Ability

Buswell (1937)
Holmes (195L4) Intelligence
Molaughlin (1969)

Richardson (1950)
Barbe & Grilk (1952)
Holmes (195L)

R.L. Thorndike (1973)

Vocabulary

Buswell (19237)
Flesch ?19&3
Holmes (1954 Vocabulary

Buswell (19;7)
Davis (1944

Anderson (1949)
Holmes (195L)

Bunt (1957)

P.E. Vernon (1962)
Spearritt (1972)

R.L. Thorndike (1972)

- Span of Recognition
Fixation

Visual Perception

Subvocalization

Buswell (1937)
Holmea El95hg Reade Clusters

Taylor (1960 Not Word Bound
Griffith (197L)

Stroud (1945)

Thurstone (194L) Visual Perception
Taylor (19603 Direct to Meaning
Samuels (1975-1976)

Stevens & Orem (1963)
MoGuigan (1970) - Notes Qualifiers
Selective

Holmes (1962)

Goodman (1966)
Gibson-Levin (1975)
Cooper-Petrosky (1976)

M.D. Vernon (1931)
Goodman (1966)
Sullivan (1978)

Goodman (1966)
Gibson-Levin (1975)
La Berge & Samuels (1976)

35
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TABLE l—~Continued ¢

VARTABLES RELATED TO EFFECTIVE RATE AND COMPREHENSION

Rate Variabdbles i References Comprehension Variables References
Buswell (1937) Goodman (1966)
Regressions Holmes él95h3 Information Gathering Golinkoff (1975-1976)
Taylor (1960 La Berge & Samueis (1976)
Griffith (1974)
Judd & Buswell (1922) Holmes (1956)
Flexibility Buswell (1937) Applies Past Knowledge Goodman (1966)
\\' Holmes §1962 Gibson-Levin (1975)
Tinker (1965 Cooper-Petrosky (1976)
Laycock &1955g P.E. Vernon (1?62)
\ Purpose Sheldon 19§5 Flexible Sullivan (1978
) Braam (1963

Tinker (1965)
; McDonald (1965)
4 Samuels, Dahl (1975)

o€

/
| Holmes (195L) Strang (1938)
' Motivation Athey (2970, 1976) Interest Gray & Leary (193;)

Style Athey (1970, 1376
Ransbury (1973
| Mathewson (1976)




CHAPTER III

PROCEDURE

Sﬁbjocta

. <

Subjects {gr the study were llscgolunteers from three sections
of General Psycgblogv. Fall semester 1980, at Rutgers College.
Each student received 1 credit towards a 3 credit requirement of
"the course to participate in departmert approved experiments or
studies. Most, 113, were Rutgers College students: 73 were
freshmen, 3l sophomores, 7 juniors, 1 senior. Male/fem.le ratio
was evenly.divided, 56 men, 59 women. Major areas of study were
1iberal arts, 43, social sciences, 3L, science, 21, math Q. of
tne 115, only 26 answered "yes," they had a reading course or
expevience with reading improvement course. Of these 26, 19
replied the course had been taken in high school, 3 ia college,
and 3 as a commercial course. One did not specify where the
reading course had been taken.

Because of the strong case made in the literature fo:' the
importance of intelligence and vocabulary for good reading, the
sample was speoifically narrowed to a group that most lSiely would

have these abilities. The regulations of the Buokley Act prevented

this study from teating for intelligonce and verbal skills. It is
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assumed that these college students will have average or better

intelligence and verbal abilities, and therefore would be mature

readsrs.

Selection of Tests

The selection, "The Interlopers," by Saki (B.E. Munro) was

tak;n from Topics for the Restless, The College Beading Series,

Edward Spargo, editor, Jamestown Publishere, where the story

appears in its original form, unaltered in length, structure or
vocabulary.

The selection was chosen to control for purpose. 4 short
story narrative, by a respected author, met the requirement set
Sy the stu&y of not being slanted to any particular area of study.
Hence there was less chance for individual, or prior knowledge of
specific interests that might affeot reading rate and comprehension.

Content and form of the material also is important. Buswell
(1937) reported that 91% of the 1,000 adults interviewed read
newspapers each day, 55% occasionally read magazines, L29% read few
books, and 23% read no books ever. This was pre-telsvision. The
1968 Fader report on adult reading reveal: little change; 70% of
the sample interviewed read newspapers 30 minutes a day, 5T% have
not read & book since leaving school, both high school and college.
Most reported reading fo; the job, required reading only.

The short story narrative appears in magazines. The content

does not present the problems inherent in a news article.

s
oW
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In following Traxler's (1938) suggestions for obtaining a more
reliable rate, the story is 2,160 words long, and on the cvoraéo
took 10 minutes to read. Readability level of the selection is
appropriate for the intention of the study. A readability check
on 21, 100 word passages using Fry's Extended Graph (1977) yielded
an aversge reading level of 8th grade. The range of readability was
grammar school to college level. The two lov passages were in the
last 200 words of the story which, due to tbe building climex
which used the style of very short sentences the readability level
was pulled down. Magazines and newepapers generally have a junior
high level of readability. The selection, therefore, is appro-
priate to the intended purpose of being representative of material
read for pleasure.

A check of the vocabulary and semantic levels indicate that
the story is on a level appropriate for college students. 4
selective sample of vocabulary from the story that appeared to be
difficult vas checked against the Dale and O'Rourke (1979)
semantic count. The words and percentage of students at the

grade level that lmow the words are as follown:

Yoxrd Grade Level Percentage
acquiesed 12 T19%
afforded 12 5%
ocompaoct 08 760
exasperation 12 T9%
extent 08 82%
hinder 12 76%
languor 12 L&
muster o8 68%
succor 16 Slg6
sought 08 7096
vain 10 T5%
wont 12 20%

y
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In en attempt to deal with the problem of prior imowledge
bias and the guessing factor (Rauch, 1971), the selection was
chosen also because it provided a well designed comprehension
test. Ten questions provide good density to the material in
the 2,160 word story. The following shows the type of questions

and the cognitive level required in eachi

bex Type of Question Level
1&)3 Retaining Concepts Recall
6 Organizing Faots Recall
10 Understanding Main Idea Recall
2&5 Making an Inference Iuference
L&9 Recoguizing Tone Inference
T Drawing a Conclusion Inference
R 8 Making a Judgment Inference

Tl';e weighting of more inference level questions (6) to
recall (L) is a means to test a power of comprehension, not just a
score of how many sre coixrect. Carroll (1969) expressed this by
noting, "Inference is something more than comprehsnsion in that
inference does no automatically occur upon occurende of compre-
hension.” It was bDelieved a more inferential comprehension test
would better assess the perception/informaticn processes as
understood from psycholinquistic and automaticity models.

Consisteut with Flanagan (1937), Preston and Botel (197k),
and Stroud (1942), subjeots were not given a set time to read or
ansver the guestions. Each session was 60 minutes. When the
students a;!ked how long the experiment would take, they were told
the asession was &n hour loné. which would be ample time to complete

the requirements of the experiment.




Surveys A and B

Surveys A and B (see Appendices A & B) were designed, and
twioce gélotod and revised. The intention was to gather as much
information from the readers about their reading attitudes and
processes in general and speoific to the reading of a story,
without biasing the responses. The questions were designed on the
basis of what the literature presented as the variables affecting
rate and comprehension. The order of the questions was randomized
as were the direction of the scaled responses, which were not
numbered 1 to 5, but merely indicated by five marks on a line,
anchore’, by the extreme of each variable; e.g. read "word for
word," "read groups of words."

Survey A, Reading in General, was intended as a cross check
to B, Specific to the Story .lead. The two were intended to be
completed separately. However, most (6L) of the students completed
the survey the day of the session, 12 the day before; only 29
completed the Survey A the day they signed up for the session and
received the form, which wca a week before the session. Therefore
no conélusions were reached on the exclusiveness of A to B.

Items 1 - 7 on Survey A (see Appendix A) ask for personal
data. Items 6 and 7 were specifically included to see if rate and
comprehension éorrelated’fo having had additicnal experience with
reading courses.

Table 2 summarizes the parallel design of ié;mn in Surwvey

A & B, organized in the format used in the review of the literature.
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TABLE 2

PARALLEL ITEMS FROM SURVEYS A & B OF VARIABLES IDENTIFIED IN THE LITERATURE

Generasl, Survey A

Specific, Survey B

Variables

Selected Reference

Rate, General

Spaa of Recognition
Information Processing

Concentration

Rate, Specific
Subvccalization

Use of Prior Knowledge
Influence of Prior Knowledge

Desise to Check Answers

Vigual Perception

Information
Processing

Perception Acuity

Buswell (1937)
Cooper & Petrosky {1976)

Holmes (1962)
Goodman (1966)

Th _atone (19h§)
Sullivan (1978

9¢

Use of Regression Amount of Regressions Regression Taylor (1960)
, Golinkoff (1975-1976)
Flexibility, General Flexibility Within Story Flexibility Vernon 21962;
Familiarity of Story, Author Tinker (1965
Opinion of Reading Assessment. of Diffioulty Attitude James (1890) i
Gray & Loar§ (1935)
Athey (1970
Amount Read Was Story Interesting Motivation Holmes (195L)
Athey (1970 & 1976)
Mathewson (1976)
Influence of Interest Interest Ransbury (1973)
4&)

4/
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Appendices C and D present Surveys A and B reordered in this same
format. The response scales are also reordered with 1 to S

Yeading left to right.

Boliability

A computer check for the reliabilities of items 21-28 and
30-LL shows a reliability for Survey A Reading in General is .61;
for Survey B; Reading Specific to the Story Read, .65. This is
low, but in an acceptable range for research purposes.

The higher reliabjlity correlations in Survey A are for
Amount Read, .SL; Opinion of Reading, .L7; Concentration, .52.
These items relate to attitude and motivation in reading.

* In Survey B the individual correlations are lower overall.
The higher correlations are for Assessment of Difficulty, Related
to Interest, .53, and in the .40 range, Familiarity of Story,
Author, Assesament of Difficulty Related to Style, and Related to
. Prior Knowledge, Influence of Interest, and Was the Story Interesting.

Two correlations were negative and very low. Both refer to

flexibility: Flexibility in General, -.l7, and Flexibility within

the Story Read, -.05.

Collection of Data

Survey A was given to the students the day they signed up for
the study with the instructions on the form saying to complete

and bring the form to the experiment session the fcllowing week.
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The majority (6L) completed the form sometime the day of the
session, either before or after the actual experiment.

The students signed for one of four time slots. The groups
were evenly divided, 32, 3l, 22 and 25 students. The sessions vero
bheld in a olassroom setting, the door M h no outside
interference. - 2

Because rate can be increased by suggestion or set purpose
(Laycock, 1955), the students were told that the experiment was
designed to study individual reading processes. They were told
they were to read a short story, and that I wanted them to reoord
their time for my data. The large stop clock in the front of the
class was explained. Good quality photooopies of the story were
handed out, face ‘down, with instruotions that everyone woula begin

at the same time. With particular attention not to influence

" rate of reading, the students were told "Read this in your normal

sanner”, and then they began.

Beoause of the small group sizes, when each student finished
reading I was able to check the total reading time recorded on the
page, at the same time giving the student the ccmprehension
questions and Survey B, telling them to "answexr thesy questions”.
This was the first indication that comprehension of tha material
was to be tested, again in an attempt to control purpose of reading,
and to resemble a normal reading ai.tuation, or‘ "pleasure” reading.

The students were asked to remain seated when finished until

-everyone was finished. The intention wae t0 prevent a competitive

feeling, or a guilt reaction that "I'm the last one dons” as well as

maintaining a quiet, non~disruptive atmosphere.
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The students were NOT told not tc look baock at the story.
Probably from classroom training most did not. Those that did
pick the story up again vere quietly approsched and told not to
use the story in mwcring the quutionl The comprehension
u;su;:ount was intended to reveal hov well the readers processed
while reading.

At the end of the session, when everyone was seen to have
finished, the students one at a time turmed in their material,
vhioch was checkei at that time that all questions 1-10, and every-
thing on the Surveys A and B were answered, and that the total -
reading time was recorded from the story sheet (which was discarded),
to the comprehension questions sheets.

The atmosphere in all group~ was relax d, accepting of the

requirements, and congenial.

Treatment of the Date

The comprehension questions were corrected from a master
provided by the text, and the total time read was converted to
words per minute, from a table in ire text Topigs for the Restless.
Each set was given an ID pumber 1-115. The responses to Surveys A
and B were given the appropriate 1-5 pumber, and all dats was trans-
ferred to PORTRAN coding sheets, punched on cards and submitted to
computer processing. Statistical Paokaging for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) was used to listall items, provide Pearson
Produot-Moment correlations for all L, variables, and to report the

reliabilities for items 13-37.

ol)




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

Table 3 shows the range, means, standexrd deviations of the
variables for Rate, Comprehension, individual comprehension items
and the self reported information for the total sample of 115
college ;tudenta. | | ’

The average rate, with a rnﬁ :)t"th-SOO words per minute
(vpm) was 261 with a’ atm deviation of 59. The average compre-
pension score was 72 with a standard deviation of 16. - -

The mea:ns for the 10 cofnprohennion questions, Retaining
Conoo;ptn to Understanding the Main Idea, indicate the number of
ocorreot, (designated by the mumber 1), or inoorrect (numbar 0)
ansvers. Itsms 3 and 7, Retaining Concepts and Making an Inference,
had the most missed answers, the latter with more incorrect than
correct answers, mean = .35. v

The means for Survey A, Self Report of Reading in Gene.ral’ and
Survey B, Self Report Speoific to Story Read, indica.te the locations
on the scale 1 to 5 of the majority of responses. Most items
elicit a neutral response as indicated by the means of 2.83 to
3,51. The items weighted to cither 1 or 5 are item 28, 2.33 and
item 29, 2.05, Familiar‘ty of Story and Author. Items 27, mean

4.58, and item 2l;, mean 2.6, were yes or no, 1 or 5 responses only,

A
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TABLE 3

MEANS & STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES RATE &
COMPREHENSION VITH INDEPENDENT SELF REPORTED VARIABLES

(N = 115) —
) Standard
Variable Mean Deviation & Range
1. Rate 261.56 59.42 145 - 500
2. Comprehension 72.52 15.72 LO - 100
3. Retaining Concepts .5l .50 Oorl
4. Making an Inference .82 .39 Oorl
5. Retaining Concepts .82 .39 Oorl
6. Recognizing Tone .13 .45 Oorl
7. Making an Inference .35 L8 Oorl
8. Organizing Faots .70 L6 Oorl
-9, Draving a Conclusion .88 . .33 Oorl
10. Making a Judgment .80 L0 Oorl
11. Recognizing Tone .88 .33 Oorl
12. Understanding Main Idea . .75 Ll 0Oorl
Survey 4
13. Rate, General 3.11 .91 1-5
1. Span of Recognition 2.83 1.18 1-56
15. Information Processing 3.36 1.07 1-5
16. Concentration 3.18 1.09 1-5
17. Use of Regressions 3.12 l.21 l1-5
18. Flexibility, General 3.50 1.1 l1-5
19. Opinion of Reading 3.96 .98 l1-5
20. Amount Resd 3.51 1.05 l1-5
Survey B
21. Rate, Specific to Story 2.95 . 7L 1-5
' 22. Subvocalization 3.25 1.30 1-5
23. Use of Prior Knowledge 3.24 .9 1-5
2l,. Desire to Check Answers 2.60 1.97 lor5
25. Influence of Prior Knowledge 1.61 1.96 0-F5
26. Amount of Regressions 3.91 1.00 1-5
27. Flexidbility Within Story L.58 1.23 lor5b
28. Pamiliarity of Story 2.33 1.32 1-5
29. Paailiarity of Author 2.05 1.32 1«5
30.° Assessment of Difficulty 3.78 .96 l1-5
3. Related to Interest 3.63 .93 l-5
j2. Related to Prior Knowledge 2.86 1.23 1-5
33. Related to Style 3.68 1.10 i-5
3. Influence of Interest 3.7 1.64 0=-5
35. Was Story Interesting 3.84 .85 l1-5

n
&l
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vhioh explains the weighting to the extreme. Item 25, .nfluence
of Prior knowledge is a 0, "no", to S, “having prior knowledge®,
vith a mean of 1.61.

Table L shows the independent.variables correlated with the
dependent variables, Rate and Comprehunsion. Of L3 oorrelations
with the dependent variablc Bate, 20 were statisticelly significant
at the .05 level of eignificance. Of the 42 correlations with the
dependent variable coamprehension, 23/were statistically signifi-

cant at the .05 level of significance.

Hypotheses

sis 1: Rate and C hension will be significantly
related to one anothexr and to General and Specific Self Reports.

The correlation between Hate and Comprehension is +26 which
is statistically significant at the .05 level of significance.

Rate was statistically significant to L individual compre-
hension questions: Retaining Concepts, .16; Drawing a Conclusion,
.20; Recogniszing Tone, o2l ~and Understanding Main Idea, .20.

The dependent variable Comprehension has a statistioally
significant correlation to readers' self reports of Rate in General
and Specifio to the story read, 19 and .2% respectively.

Within the General Self Report, Suxvey A, 5 of the 8 items
vere statistically significantly correlated with Rate at the .05
level. The range of correlations was .25 to 41, Overall, the

correlation of Survey A, General Self Report with Rate was .U45,

which is beyond the .01 level of significance.
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TABLE L

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES RATE AND COMPREHENSION
WITH THE iNDEPENDENT SELF REPORTED VARIABLES

(N = 115)
_Hate Comprehension
1. Rate of Reading . ¢+ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o = 26*
2, Comprehension . « « o« ¢ o o o o o 26% —
3. Retaining Concepts . . . « « ¢ © 16* 62#
L. Making an Inference . . . . . . . =02 35+
5. Retaining Concepts . . « « - ¢ « =01 25%
6. Recognising Tone . . . « + » . . 00 2%
7. Making an Inference . « « « o « 11 L3
8. Organising Faots . « « « « + « « 07 27*
9. Draving a Conclusion . « « « ¢ & 20% 1
10. Making & Judgment . . . o + + « o Ob 27
11. Recognizing Tone .+ « ¢ ¢ ¢ & o » 2L L5*
12. Understanding Main Idea . . . . . 20% Lb»
13. Survey A .« o ¢ o o s o s o o e o L5* 20%
1. Rate, General . « « « o o o o o o L1 19%
15. Span of Recognition . . « « « « o L 13
16. Information Processing . . « » » 13 13
17. Concentration « « « o o ¢ o « o 28» 12
18. Use of Regression « « « « + « o o 1k -08
19. Flexibility, Ceneral . ¢ o ¢ o & 01 0l
! 20.. Opinion of Reading . ¢ «:o o o « 25% 23%
! 21. Amount Read . ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o 35% 17#%
22, SUTVEY B . 4 e e o b e o e s ece  23% 3%
23. Rate, Specific to Story . . . . . i 39 25%
| 2k, Subvooalization . . + + + + e« o 3 17%
I 25, Use of Prior Knowledge . . . « 16* 13
! 26. Desire to Check Answers . . . . . -11 16%
27. Influence of Prior Knowledge . . 01 07
28, Amount of Regressions . . . . + . Ol
29, Flexibility Within Story . . . . =01 -ép*
30. Familiarity of Story . . « « « . 08
‘31. Familiarity of Author . . . . . . 21*
32. Assessment of Difficulty .« « « o« 03 17+
33. Related to Interest . . . . . . 18* 7
3.  Related to Prior Enowledge . . -00 08
35. Related to Style (79 2L*
36. Was Story Interesting . . . « .+ . 18# 2% - p
37. 1nflusnce of Interest . . « « 16* 24 ‘
38.‘8‘..0...0.....00."21’ -07
39, SEX ¢ ¢ o o s s s s s 0 s o oo 27" -08
LO. Class ¢ o« « o o o o o o o o« o o 06 =04
bl."lel‘..............-l? -08
h2.Colloge............. 09 06 .
L}. Reading Couse . « o o + o o o o 02 -03
Li. Level of Reading COurae .« o s o o =0L . oL
*_CY Level of Significance ' ’
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Rate to the Specific Sslf Report, Survey B, yielded 8
correlations of the 15 total items significantly significant at
the .05 level. The range of correlations was .16 to .39. The
overall correlation of the Survey B, Specific Self Report, to
Rate was .23.

Dependent variable Comprehension correlates at the statisti-
cally significant .05 level with 3 of the 8 items in Survey 4,
vith a range of .17 to .23. Overall, Comprehension to Survey 4
ccrrelates .20.

Comprehension to Survey I yields 9 statistically significant
correlations of the total 15 items, with one ne?ative correlation,
Flexidilit, Within the Story, -.20. The range is .16 to .37 with
an overall correiation of Survey B to Comprehension .32.

sis 23 Readers' Self Heport of Gene Reading
ses will be 8 i 1y related to self report

of reading processes Specific o a Story read.

Table 5 summarizes the correlation of parallel items from

Survey A, General Self Report, and Survey B, Specific Self Report.

Of the 11 total, 6 items were statistically significantly correlated

at the .05 level. The range of correlations wrs .16 to .39.

H othezis 33 Rate and Comprehension will be significantly
reiaied to attitude, motivation and interest.

This section deals with items emphasizing attitude, motivation
and interest, specifically items 20, 21 and 32-37.

For Rate, the range cf ccrrelations that were significant is
from 16 to .35, The range of correlations for Comprehension is

+17 to .37.

-
U
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TABLE 5

SUMMARY OF SURVEY A, GENERAL SELF REPORT VS SURVEY B,
SPECIFIC SELF REPORT CORRELATIONS

Survey A . Survey B Correlation

Rate in General Rate Specific to Story . 39%
Span of Recognition Subvocalization $31%
Information Processing Use of Prior Knowledge J16%
Concentration Desire to Check Answers .12
Use of Regressions Amount of Regressions 0L
Flexibility, General Flexibiiity Within Story .13
Opinion of Reading Assegsment of Difficulty .07
Related to Interest .32
Related to Prior Knowledge ~-.03.
Related to Style .21%
Anount Read Was Story Interesting .33%

#gignit.oant at .05 level
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Rate is related to general attitude of reading assessed by
asking for readers' Opinion of Reading .25 correlation. Compre-
hension correlates with Opinion of Reading .23. Assessment of
Difficulty as an indication of attitude, correlates only to
Comprehension, .17. Difficulty Related to Interest correlates to
both Rate and Comprehension .18 and .37 respectively. Difficulty
Related to Style correlates to Comprehension .2L.

Rate has statistically significant correlatiom, .35, to
Motivation, assessed by Amount Read. Comprehension correlates at

the .17 level of significance to Amount Read.

Rate and Comprehension are statistically significantly corre-
lated to Influence of Interest and Was the Story Interesting, .16,
.18 for Rate and for Comprehension, .2L, .32.

otheses 43 Selected Independent Variables of Attitude,

Motivation, and Interest will be related to each other within

their respective scales.

Several Independent variables correlate significantly with
each other. The highest correlations in absolute magnitude were
with items on attitude, motivation and interest. Amount Read to
Opinion of Reading yielded the highest correlation in the results,
.61, Opinion of Reading to Concentration was the second highest
with .51 correlation. Rate in General correlated with Opinion of

Reading, .36 and to Concentration, .L7.

Amount Read correlated with Concentration .L9. Amount Read to
Span of Recognition, .19, to Use of Regressions, .25 and to Use

of Prior Knowledge, .22 are also statistically significant.
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Information Processing correlates to Concentration .16. Opinion
of Reading to Use of Prior Knowledge correlates at the .35 level
of significance.

Interest items in Survey B, Assessment of Difficulty to
Interest, the Influence of Interest and Wae the Story Interesting,

yield more correlations with other variables than any cther items.

The Influense of Interest and Was the Story Interesting yield .51
corrglation. These items with Difficulty Related to Interest were
.63 and .69.

Style related to Difficulty yields a higher correlation in
relation to difficulty assessment at .58 level of significanoe,
than Interest, .28 ur Prio&nowledge, insignificant at .13.

Use of Prior Knowledge yielded low correlations of .16 and .13
to the dependent variables of Rate and Comprehension. The Independent
variables for Information Processing, Use of Prior Knowledge, and
Influence of Prior Knowledge correlations were low and in general,

insignificant.




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

The purpose of this chapter will be to discuss the results
of the study and to offer possible explanations for the results
vhile attempting to relate the explanations to the literature.
The questions asked in this study were!
1. Would there be a significant relationship between
Rate and Comprehension to each other and to the General and
Specific self reports?
2. Vould'readera' self reports of their reading processes
in general be significantly related to their self reports of

processes used in reading a specifio story?

3. Would rate and comprehension be significantly

related to reader attitude, motivation and interest?
L. Would attitude, motivation and interest variables
be significantly related to each otber within their respective

scales?

The sample consisted of 115 college students from Rutgers
College, General Psychology, Fall of 1980, Data collected included
objective measures of rate and comprehension, and two questionnaires

of self reported items in general and specific to the story read.




An analysis of the results of this study reveal that rate and
ccmprehension in reading are ptatistically significant at the .05
confidence and correlate .26.

Several aspects must be considered when looking at these
results, First, as explained earlier, the ranée of the sample was

parrow, hence correlations between variables will be markedly

reduced. Also, the variability of scores is restricted in both

dependent variables; rate, 210-280 wpm, comprehension, S0¥%-100%,
therefore correlations between the variables are decreased in
absolute value. Finally, the number of cases, 115, allows for a
correlation of .16 to be statistically significant at the‘.OS
level. Analysis of the squared correlation coefficients, however,
gives an indication of the amount of overlap as well as uniqueness
of the variables.

The overlap between rate and comprehension is 6.5%, leaving
about 93% variance unaccounted for in explaining *he relationship
of rate to comprehension. The correlations of comprehension to
rate in general and rate specific to the story are statistically
significant, though low.

Although the correlations are statistically significant, for
practical purposes, the relationship is very limited. These
£indings agree with Burich (1930) and Holmes (1954) who ooncluded

that rate and comprehension are slightly related but unique.
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The systematically low yst statistically significant corre-
lations between rate and speoific comprehension items may offexr
limited support to some of the empirical and theoretical literature.

Draving a Conclusion and Understandiﬂg Mpin Idea are conocep-
tually linked. The ability to Retain Concepts and Recognizing
Tone are influential in reaching conclusions and following the
mein idea. Ability in these areas reflect quick perception and
efficient information processing by the reader, which does affect
rate found by Buswell (1937), Holmes (195L) and Taylor (1960)
with eye movement, span of rvcogni£ion/fization studies. This-
may also limitedly support Stroud’s (1945) findings of some linear
correlation between rate and visual perception.

Sullivan's (1978) theory of flexibility in interpreting and
transporing information may be seen in the correlation rate to
recall and inference level items, retaining concepts and racognizing
tone. According to Gibson-Levin (1975), Golinkoff (1975-1976, snd
Sullivan (1978), this also may indicate efficient processing of
ideas, which positively affects rate.

However, it must be noted that most of the variance between

rate and specific comprehension items remains to be explained.

Rate and Comprehension to General
and Specific Self Reports

The variables common to rate and comprehension reviewed in the
literature were limitedly significant, statistically. Rate to Span
of Recognition and Subvocalization yielded the highest correlations.

These results, though limited at .34 and .39 may lend limited support

b L
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to findings by Buswell (1937), Goodman (1966), Griffith (1974), and

Taylor (1960) who empirically and theoretically concluded that rate
is positively influenced by increased span of recognition and
reduced subvocalization. Although psycholinguistic theory
underlines the importance of subvocalization as enhancing ability
to comprehend (Goodman 1966), the very low correlation of .17
between Comprehension and the self report of Subvocalization was
for practical and educational purposes negligih’e.

The item, Desire to Check Answers, was designed as a means to
gauge efficiency of processing information while reading. - It had
low but statistically significaat correlation to Comprehensio 8
did Concentration to Rate and Using Prior Knowledge to Rate. These
results may offer limited support to Gibson-levin {1975) who see
good comprehension an end result of efficient information processing.

‘The use of regressions, prior lmowledge and the importance of
flexibility as reviewed in the literature wexe not supported,
however, by these results. The Use of Regressions and Amount of
Regressions to Rate and Comprehension were low, and close to zero.
Influence of Prior Knowledge tn Rate and Comprehension was also
insignificant except for Familiarity of Author and Use of Prior
Knowledge to Rate, discussed above. These results did not support
Goodman's (1966) psycholinguistic theory on the importance of
background and familiarity and the role of regressions (Sullivan,
1978) in reading comprehension. Nor were the empirical studies of
Buswell (1937), Griffith (1974), and Eolmes (1954) on regressions

and rate substantiated.
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Although there is the statistically significant negative
correlation of =.20 between Flexibility Within the Story and
Comprehension, the variance accounted for is negligible. Recall
also that the reliabilities on these items were negative. The
scoring scales for these items were designed so that the responses
for varying rate and reading the story at different rates would be
S points. When coding the data, it was obvious that many of the
good readers, with high rate and comprehension scores, responding
overall with L or S responses, responded at the 1 or 2 point on
the scales for flexibility items; they did not vary their rate in
general or within the story. The other correlations of Rate and
Comprehension to Flexibility in General are close to zero, and
Flexibility within the Story are low and negative. This indicates
a pronounced confusion by the sample of readers about flexibility
in their reading process, which may imply that they do not kmow
what flexibility is, or that they do not lmow how to use flexibility
in their reading.

The variation of flexibility within a story or passage and
from one piece of reading to ancther is well supported in the
literature from Judd and Buswell (1922) to Cooper and Petrosky
(1976). Tinker (1965) clarifies this position Dby asgerting that all
good readers adjust rate to the nature of the material. Furthermore,
the objective rate and comprehension scores of the sample in the study
which ceflect efficient reading levels indicate that these students
post likely DO vary their rate of speed when reading. But from the
results of tne self reports, they are unaware of this aspect of

their reading processes.
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What is clear is that rate and comprehension are the twvo main

components in the reading process. The relationship of the two as

seen in Buswell (1937), Holmes (1954) and Judd (191C) is one that

is separate but equally important. Tinker argued against assessment
of rate without comprehefision in 1932, reiterated in his 1965 text:
Speed at which words can be identified has little
significance for reading unless the printed
material is comprehended...better to use the
term "speed of comprehension" rather than
"gpeed of reading”.
what hae been demonstrated in this study with college readers
is that fast rate does not reflect good comprehension——one is not

a precursor, nor a predictor of the other, because there is no

systematic relationship between rate and comprehension.

General Self Report by Readers Will be Signi-
ficantly Related to the Self Report
Specific to the Story Read

e ————————————

A further examination of correlations between parallel iteus
from general responses to items specific to the story read which
were expected to be significant in fact yield a limited number of
statistically significant, though very low, correlations.

The most directly parallel variable, Rate in General to Rate
Specific to the Story Read, has a .39 correlation. Statistically
this is significant, but again, the variance explained between
general rate and specific rate is only about 15%, leaving 85% of
the variance unaccounted for. These subjective reports of rate to
the objective measurement are low, .LO and .39, respectively, with

a variance of 16% or 8L% of the variance unaccounted for. It
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appears :hat what the readers report they do with rate in general,
is not what they report they did while reading, and neither of
thess self reports are practically related with the readers'
actual performance.

The readers' reporting of Span of Recognition fc= Reading in
General, either word for word or reading groups of words, had
statistical significance to their self report of Use of Subvocali~
zation in reading the story. This yielded the highest correlation
{n absolute value in the set of parallel variables between the
General and Specific (Surveys A and B). The items Information
Proocessing and Use of Prior Knowledge which asked how ideas and
facts are processed while reading had a low, but ptatietically
significant correlation. These results may indicate an increased
avareness on the part of the reader of these variables, and there-
fore report more accurately on the use of Subvocalization in
particular, and to a lesser degree, Information Processing.
Reading students from an early age are cautioned against moving
their lips while reading and are told not to repeat words to them-
selves; i.e., gubvocalization. They may be more aware of this
aspeot of their reading, thus explaining the relatively higher
correlations for Span of Recognition and Subvocalization to each
other and to Rate and Comprehension than found in the other
variables.

The variables relateld to regression and flexibility cre
insignificant. The only other variables significantly correlated

are attitude and motivation items, which are pot really directly
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parallels Opinion of Reading to Interest Related to Difficulty,
and Amount Read to Was The Story Interesting. Again, the rwaders
would be aware of their own attitudes and motivations, perhaps
explaining the consistent signifiocant correlations found with
these items.

Rate and Comprehension Will Be Signi-
ficantly Related to Attitudes,

Motivation and Interest

The results for the variables on attitudes, motivation and
interest are the most consistently correlated to rate and compre-
bension. Attitudes, assessed by asking the readers’' Opinion of
Reading yielded statistically significant but very low correlations
to Rate and Comprehension. This lends very limited support to the
role of affect ir reading (A?hey 1970, 1976, Mathewson 1976).

Amount Read designed to assess readsrs motivation also signi-
ficantly correlates to Rate and somewhat less to Comprehension. This
also lends some very limited support to the Holmes (1954) supposition
that motivation may be part of the unaccounted for variance that he
could find in rate and comprehension for the college sample he used.

The most influential area was seen in the interest items. The
Assessment of Difficulty Related to Interest, the Influence of
Interest on the reading, and Was the Story Interesting all ware
correlated at a statistically significant level to Ra“e and
Comprehension. Ransbury (1973) found interest to be a contributing
variable in substantially raising independent reading levels of

pooi readers. The sample of readers in this study were assumed to

6t
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be average or better college level readers, which the overall
objective comprehension scores support. Interest does seem to;be
important to their reading, which does not support Bryant and
Barry (1961) who found with college students reading simple
;nrrative passages, interest is of no consequence. Oné explanation
of this discrepancy may be that the full length.story used in this
study sustained interest more than short passages as used by

Bryant and Barry.

The results here, though limited, may indicate that good
rate4nnd comprehension scores are achisved by the readers reporting
they read more than "some" to "alot", those who enjoy reading, and
those who ra;ort being in;erested in the story. These results may
limitedly suggest that iﬁterept may be the key to more reading,
which may then lead to moré efficient reading.

Seleoted Independent Variables of Attitude,
Motjivation and Interest Will Be Signifi--

cantly Related to EBach Other Within
Their aespective Soales.

*

Opinion of Reading and Amount Read, attitude and motivation
variables, yielded relatively the hibheat.correlations, and with
the interest items, gave the highest number of statistically
lignificant“oorrolations in the study.

The statistically significant correlations of A;nount Read and
Opinion of Reading with each other and to Concentraiion and reading
process variables give limited support to an observation made in
the literature. Buswell (1937) ropeatedly found that laborious
readers do not read! A concept propose;%by James (1890) adds

another dimension to this problem. James identified the properties
J

6




57

of selectivity and capacity of limitatidn as important charactex-
istics of attentign. With capacity limitation he noted we process
one thing at e time, excoﬁt when the progcesses involved have been
80 well learnmed that they can be carried out automatically. As -
vest (1978) points out in Models of Efficient Reading, co-authored

by Cohen, "Information processing efficiently is presumably

acquired largely as & iosul% of practice."” La Berge and Samuels
(1974) with their automaticity theory would agree. Carroll (1976)

in discussing the nature of the reading process als> notes that

adult reading is .kii;,d only because all components ( he idensified
eight) are so highly practiced that they merge together into oﬂe
unified performance. This underscores a common sense rule of
readings readers who read more become increasingly better

réaders,

The itemﬁ referring to interes: variables also were correlated
significantly to each other. The consistently relatively higher
corralations (.69, .63, .51) for interest i’ems may indicate the
students' awareness of their interest in the story. Readers would
be expected to be consciously aware of their attitudes and moti-
vations towards reading. 4

Another indication of such awareness is consistent, yet low,
cdrrelation of Style Related to Difficulty. Gray and Leary (1935) 4-
found that college students were aware of the influence of style

on difficulty in reading, ranking style first, content second, in

a list of four variables. In these results, style has a much

65




58

higher correlation to assessment of difficulty, at .55 level of
significance, than interest, .28. However, prior knowledge was
insignificantly correlated to Assessment uf Difficulty.

Several expected correlations as based on the literature did
not occur. Goodﬁan (1966), Sullivan (1978) theorize that priocr
knowledge influences the number and use of regressions and favor-
adbly influenced flexibility These correlations were low,
approaching zero.

A point should be made that the selectiun is taken from a
book which is designed to be "relevant, timely, and stimulating...
selections which will appeal to indifferent readers," (Preface,

Topics for the Restless). Thus, the control for purpose was on prior

knowledge, but 72y be biased towards the interest variable. Use of
prior knowledge vhile reading might be consciously assessed in a self
report. If .he selection chosen limited the need for prior
lmowledge, then the lack of significant reaults'for prior knowledge
items may indicate this, rather than the lack 5°f awareness on the
part of the readers of how they use prior inowledge in reading.

Overall what the results may point to is a need to
pedagogically develop awareness of reading processes. Those
aspects of reading that readers are aware of, e.g. their
attitudes about reading, style, interest, concentration, use
of subvocalization, yield higher currelations to rate and

comprehension than to other independent variables.
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If the use of flexibility and prior knowledge were taught so
that reader awareness of these variables were heightened, perhaps
they would then yield highsr correlations to rate and comprehension,
i.e., inorease efficiency.

Resulte from the personal data, asking if the reader had
taken 3 reading oourse and where, point to a possible fallacy in
this suggestion. The correlations of this item were negative and
pear the zero level with aimost every variable on the reading
process., This may indicate that training in reading skills has
no influence. Howevex, no da¥a is available on the students who
took these courses, for what reasons, or on what they were taught
and what thcy retained.

Anuther conclusion to be inferred from these results may be
that students' lack of awareness, and in some cases complete
confusion of their reading processes, in part mirrors a problem
in the field of reading. Professionally the manner of assessing
rate and comprehension varies. The importance of rate and/or
comprehension to reading is debated in the literature. The role of
and nature of prior knowledge and information processed during
reading has yet to be made clear either theoretically or empirically.
The students in this study appear to reveal a lack of awareneas
and ability to articulate what they do while reading, which
nay be a reflection of the confusion of reading experts.

Notwithstanding the derivation of low to moderate correlations
with some variables, there is a great discrepancy between what the

literature says is important and how readers perceive their own
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seading processes., Further complicating the issue is the possi-
bility that these variables were not properlf or fully assessed

in the items used in the study.

Conclusions

The study led to the following conclusiont:

1. Rate and Comprehension are significantly related
though most of the variance remains to be accounted for. This
finding is consistent with the literature that rate and comprehen-
sion are essentially two different variablec.

2. Readers' self reports of reading process.3 in
general although statistically significant to their self reports
specific to a story read, ¢ssentially, educationally and practically,
are different. This finding may indicate lack of readers' aware-
ness of their reading processes.

3. Attitude, motivation and interest are statistically
significantly related in a limited way to rate and comprehension.

L. Attitude, motivation and interest are statistically
significantly related to each other, although the absolute
pagnitude of these correlations are low to moderate. Edncatfonally

and practically these variables are essentially different.

Suggestions for Further Study

Although .Jumerous studies relating rate and comprehension

hav: been conducted, few have concentrated on the readers’ own

perceptions of their reading processes. More studies involving
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self report or actual reading behavior are needed to understand

how readers' processes and attitudes are associated with rate

and comprehension.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY A, INFORMATION ON READING IN GENERAL

This is a copy of the original given to the student.

-~ Compilete and bring tns form to the experiment seasion

HEADIMG Do'GHMATIOM SURVEY

1 ACK,
years Dooths
Z.  SEXa Pale Fezale
3. CLASS YRR 19861 1982 1933 1984
L rAJOR AHEA Q@ STUDY, Liberal Arte 9ocial Sciences Huth Sctence
S. COLLACE, Cook Douglase Livingston Hutgers
6. Have you ever bhad a resdiag course Or any experience with reading isprovesent
ekille? Yoo ¥o
1. 1f see, whare? High School College Coamercial Course
DIHBCTIONS: Cirole the aark that beet appliee to bow you read.
8. 1 resa 1 ! 1 i 1
only vhat eote quite
I have to often
9. 1 regard my 1 ! 1 ! L
reading rate to be fast average slov
10. Reading 1e 1 L ! Il -
snjoymnble boring
Answer the f%l%wm‘ in regexds to your general readimg pProcess.
.
While reading...
11. s i i
=y wmind I have good
vaniers ooncent.atlon
2. 4 L 1 |
I read I read word
aroupe of for word
words
13. 1 1 ! 1
I relate vhe: I have to pull
I kniw, and idens together at
prooess idsas the end of & sentence
and faote or parsgreaph
. I 1 1
1 re-read I re—read wentencee
esatences tO or passagee to confairm
get the mesaing idsas or facte I thought
of while reading
15. 4 L 1 1
I read at I read af a

various speeds

Date Completed

constant epeed




SURVEY B

5
3

INFORMATION ON READING SPECIFIC TO THE STORY READ
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY B, INFORMATION ON READING SPECIFIC TO THE STORY READ

DIMECTIONS:

1.

2.

Ta.

10.

1Ca.

12.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Copy of the original.

CURVEY CF KSADIMG METUOLS

Vas your rsts of reading
this story

Vas ths suluor of this story

Did you relate wvhat you read
to ideas you kisw Or had read
Sefore?

Did you think this story wes

Indicate the variables that
lead you to respond as you aid,

.

Vas this story

When reading thie story 41l you
say words to yourself?

Vas the way you resd thie story
{nfluenced by interest?

If yes, was the way you read
thie etory influsnced by your

Vas this story interesting

to you?

Did you read soss parte of the
story slower or faster than
others?

Vas the way you read thie story
{nflusnced by your pricr
knowledge?

1f yes, was your reading
iaflusnced by youxr

Vvhen sasvering the questians,
d4id you waat to look back at
the seleotioa?

Did you gv beck and re-read
vords or seatenaes?

Cirols the mark tbat bLest applies to hov you read.

L N L S
slow usual rets fast
i 1 1 !
nsv to sonewbat vexy
you fami{liar familiar
I ! -
all the naver
time
1 i L 1
sasy bard
i { ! .
no interest high
interest
1 1 i 1
prior po prior
knowledge ‘movledge
! | i -
styls sasy style
to read aiffioult
to read
1 | | i
very somewhat nev to
faniliar familiaxr you
i 1 1 1
all tbe naver
t L
i }
no Yoo
! | ! 1
laok of interest
interest
1 1 ! L
not at all somsvhat very
1 L
no ball
1 e
"l oo
b ! { i
laok of having
prior prior
mowledge knowlsdge
1 L
yeos Bo
i { { !
all the pever
tine

8H
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APPENDIX C

SURVEY A, GENERAL SELF REPORT, REVISED FORMAT

I regard my

The following items from the Self Reports are reordered to parallel
the presentation of results on Tables 2,3,4, and 5.

reading rate to be

“average

fast

I read word
for word

I read groups
of words

I have to pull
ideas together
at the end of a
sentence ¢ °

paragrapn

I relate what
I know, and
prucess ideas
and facts

my mind
wanders

I have good
concentration

I re-read
sentences to
get the
meaning

I re-rerd
sentences or
passages to
coufirm ideas
or .acta I
thought of
while reading

I read at
various
speeds

boring

er joyabla

only what
I have to

quite often
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STZLF REPORT SPECIFIC TO STORY, REVISED FORMAT
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APPENDIX D

SURVEY B, SELF REPORT SPECIPIC TO STORY, REVISED FORMAT

Was your rate of reading
this story slow usual rate fast

when reading this story did you
say words to yourself? all the time never

Did you relate what you read 1o
ideas you lmew or had read before? never all the time

When answvering the questions, did
you want to look back at the yes
selection?

Was the way you read this story
influenced by your prior knowledge? no

If yes, was your reading

infiuenced by your lack of
prior
knowladge

Did you go back and re-read
wordn or 3entences? all the time

Did you read some parts of the
story slower or faster than others? yes

Was this story

very
familia

Was the author of this story

very
familiar

Did you think this story was:

hard easy

Indicate the variables that lead
you to respond as you did. no interest high interest

no prior prior
Imowledge knowledge

style difficult style easy
to rezd to read

Was the way you read this story
influenced by interest? no yes

If yes, was the way you read this
influenced by your lack of interest interest

Was this story interesting tc you?

not at all  somewhat very
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Spr 1

15:299:561

Summer 1977
15:299:56L
15:299:565

Fall 1977
15:290:570

Fall 1978

15:230:642

15:290:512

Spr 1

17:610:522

15:299:566

Spring 1980
15:299:599
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COURSE WORK AT RUTGERS

THE STATE UNIVERSITY COF NEW JERSEY

Toundations of
Reading Instruction

Remedial Reading

Lab in Bemedizl Reading

Introduction to lLearning

Introduction *r Adult and
Continving Edu tion

Introduction to Child Paychology

Materials for Young Adults

Reading for Secondary College
and Adult Students

Seminar in Reading
Hesearch and Supervision

Masters Thesis in Reading

Instructor

M.

M.

M.

M.

M.

M.

Kling

Xling

Kling

Griswold

Darkenwald

Arnold

Chelton

Kling

Kling

Kling




