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Chapter 1: Review of the Literature

Over the course of many years, reading instruction has beamedednd
practiced in a variety of ways. The definition of literacy Bggsanded over the latter
half of the 28' Century to account for the growing variety of texts that cutents
encounter inside and outside of school. This trend reflects a $atidtatowards
creating and utilizing a greater number and variety of writtesyaliand oral texts to
meet an expanding set of purposes. In order to meet the ingrel@snands of this
diversity of texts that students encounter during their forotadd years, our reading
and language arts curricula must begin to recognize thisyraall take steps towards
equipping students with the skills necessary to interact ssfatlgswith the many
forms of reading that exist today.

An increasing number of the texts that today’s students encounnteporate
graphical representations of information and intricate imagesillustrations, all of
which help to carry the informational load alongside written f#Eess & van
Leeuwen, 1996). These texts place a greater demand on students/itmadky
literate. In addition, students encounter visual images in a groxamgty of settings
besides traditional books, such as web pages on the Internet, video, games
advertisements, and newspapers and magazines that contain anriggoeagortion
of visual to written text. All of these contexts in which ritey, both textual and
visual, exits place greater cognitive demand upon students than prevemsted to
decipher visual images in isolation or with accompanying writéeth. We know

little about the influence of these increasingly visual textshencomprehension of



students, especially primary-aged students. The study reportecdduresses this
gap in the research by investigating the following relatedtmunss in generalHow

do children’s responses to and interpretations of images influence their
comprehension of texié&hd more specificalljHow does change in text type as text
contains more illustrations and fewer words influence second-graders’

comprehension of narrative text?

Why “Visual” Literacy?

Current literacy researchers advocate for the increasingdprtant role of
visual literacy in reading instruction (e.g. Fleckenstein, CalkodiWorley, 2002;
Giorgis, et al., 1999; Williams, 2007). This advocacy for teachingalitexts does
not always relate well to the current educational climatenseonup very aptly by
Williams (2007): “Considering the shift toward more visual tektss unfortunate
that the classroom literacy curriculum, as well as standatdézting, remains overly
concerned with the printed text” (p. 636). The need to convince polakers,
educators, parents and other stakeholders of the value (to instructiefl as other
equally important areas, such as students’ personal enjoymeniual literacy
appears pressing. Only when these influential sectors of society becowreced of
the importance of visual literacy will we begin to see charares larger, more
effective scale in the curriculum, instruction, and assessmeptding taking place
in classrooms today.

Literacy research suggests that there is “an assumptiothéability to read
and create visual texts is part and parcel of what it meabe titerate in the 21

century” (Harste, et al., 2007, p. 254). Yet looking at current liteiragtyuction in



this country one wonders if “the inclusion of viewing and represetdifngn reading
and writing, listening and speaking to make lsinguage arts (Begoray, 2002, p.
117) is really taking place. Thetandards for the English Language A(1996),
produced jointly by the International Reading Association (IRA) dred National
Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), offer a relativelgacland concrete place to
begin to define this concept of visual literacy in the hopes of eansuccessfully
integrating visual texts into classrooms today.

Beginning with a general reference to the “emerging coiweptof
literacy...at the turn of the century in the United States of Anae(IRA/NCTE,
1996, p. vi, v), theStandardstake a view of language arts that recognizes the
multiplicity of texts in various forms that exist in societpday, with an
acknowledgment that, “our standards must remain provisional enoughvéorteanm
for future developments in the field” (IRA/NCTE, 1996, p. 18) and that the
“standards are needed to prepare students for the literacy requirembetfutdite as
well as the present” (IRA/NCTE, 1996, p. 46). The authors concregéiyedtheir
content area (i.e. English language arts) to include the follogiggather than the
more traditional four, language arts: “reading, writing, listenspggaking,viewing
andvisualrepresenting (IRA/NCTE, 1996, p. 1, emphasis added).

The authors of theStandardsmake a conscious decision to broaden the
concepts of language and literacy with the following terms: twse the termext
broadly to refer not only to printed texts, but also to spoken langueagghics, and
technological communicationd.anguageas it is used here encompasses visual

communication in addition to spoken and written forms of expresRieadingrefers



to listening and viewing in addition to print-oriented reading” (IRE/NE, 1996, p.
2). While IRA and NCTE put forth a broader definition of literadye federal
government, specifically in the form of the No Child Left Behind A¢CLB) of
2001 and the Report of the National Reading Panel (2000), consistently affe
narrow conception of reading as “strictly making meaning fromt,pr(Williams,
2007, p. 636).

In contrast to the narrow definition of reading found in many classsoom
today as defined and supported by NCLB, a number of leadimgchteesearchers
have called for an expanded definition of literacy. As far baclk98l, in his
Presidential Address at the annual meeting of the National Re@dimigrence, just
prior to the publication of the IRA/NCTBtandards James Flood recognized that,
“visual media permeate almost every aspect of contemporary stutiees,” and
called for a broadened definition of literacy with a “speelphasis on the visual
arts” (Flood & Lapp, 1995, pp. 1 & 3). More recently, Au and Raphael (2680
stated rather strongly that, “while traditional reading instoucinay have focused on
reading the word on the printed page, in today’s society—witpléthora of media
and technologies—such an approach is limiting, at best, and dataimest worst” (p.
179).

This emphasis on an expanding definition of reading to include visual tex
stems in large part from the realization that, “graphic and viseslsages influence
contemporary society powerfully, and students need to learn how aheergls of
visual language communicate ideas and shape thought and action” (IRA/NCTE, 1996,

p. 20). Thus, in order to begin to successfully equip students to enccweder t



images—quickly becoming the “dominant text” in our society (Whtka 2007, p.
642)—drawing upon their own background knowledge and everyday experier&ces as
concrete and meaningful way to help them understand what it meaesvisually
literate is a good first step. Teachers need to tap this cessthin each student and
use it as a means to motivate students to want to learn bmweleow to navigate the
visual stimuli that bombard them on a daily basis.

There are many ways to begin to apply what is already known glooat
verbal and written literacy practices to potentially good vistettdcy practice. For
example, Albers (1997) suggests that just as good literacy tegmioerde print-rich
environments for their students by making many printed matenagable to their
students, teachers should also provide a wealth of visual texts fostingents to
encounter on a daily basis. Albers goes on to suggest that teatioedd use
multiple texts in a variety of media to teach concepts, offestndents multiple ways
to engage with different subject matter and encouraging studené&nter into
dialogues around key concepts, thus fostering the critical thinking skitessary to
be visually literate.

Kiefer (1995) outlines four commonalities between verbal and visual art in her
discussion of how to help students respond aesthetically to tihe @dture books.
First, both forms of language art have a set of elements that suathdrartists alike
can use to communicate meaning to their readers. Second, visuaklaadaveboth
have syntactic and semantic properties. Third, both authors and eatistompose
their particular form of language based on certain principles. Amallyf the

intentional and unintentional choices regarding these elements angblperzan be



summed up as the author or artist’s particular style. By rgakiase connections
between the verbal and visual language arts it becomes evidgnbeginning to
incorporate visual literacy into the curriculum is perhaps not @sitdaunting a task
as it might seem at first. If teachers understand these d¢ameethen they can draw
upon their experiences with teaching the verbal language artsaaarzkgin to apply
those same types of practices to their more conscious teaxfhirgyal literacy. As
the authors of th&tandardsstate, “Our shared purpose is to ensure that all students
are knowledgeable and proficient users of language so that theyuoeged in
school, participate in our democracy as informed citizens, findecigahg and
rewarding work, appreciate and contribute to our culture, and pursu@wregoals
and interests as independent learners throughout their liveS/NEITE, 1996, p. v).
Integrating visual literacy into the language arts cumacuis about finding the best
way to equip students today to be the most competent, fulfilled, ardssial
citizens of tomorrow. One way that teachers already incogmiatials into their
instruction, perhaps without really realizing it, is through picturebooks.

While some researchers prefer not to use the tesmal literacy (e.g.
Doonan, 1993) the vast majority of literacy researchers embraderm, advocating
for its implementation in both theory and practice (e.g. Arizp8tgles, 2003; Au
and Raphael, 2000; Evans, 1998; Hancock, 2007; Kress & van Leeuwen, 1896). T
be visually literate one must be able to make sense of visagesnGiorgis, et al.,
1999). Even given this definition there are still aspects of the pbrodevisual
literacy that need to be deciphered and distilled. Throughout eékiisw of the

literature on the visual aspects of literacy, with a partidaleus on picturebooks as a



text familiar to younger students and thus a meaningful and pertexéith which

to teach children to read images as well as text, it wilobwe evident that
determining what it means to be literate in a visual sense esqaiclose look at a
variety of related factors. As Albers (1997), who fully acknogésdthe complexity

of this task, so aptly points out, “Drawing upon what we have learned about
supporting students’ literacy in print-based texts is a goatirgfgoint” (p. 348). In
addition, it is helpful to look at the students themselves and how #szyilde the
process of reading images in order to fit together yet anpikee of this puzzle.
Furthermore, it is important to recognize that traditional dedimé of reading and
reading comprehension may not be adequate or nuanced enough to address the
intricacies and idiosyncrasies unique to the process of interagiihga variety of
visual texts.

Attempts must be made to define what it means to be visuaistkt, at least
to the extent that what it means to be literate can be defined) foday’s society
students are already encountering numerous visual texts on abdsity Just as
reading can no longer be seen as simply the act of decodingoamtehending
words on a page, “text can no longer be seen as print only amid anmouehvisual
culture with the increased use of images in information and comatiamc
technologies;” indeed, “in these new times, teachers and studehtsenaffit from
concentrating on both the visual and print text” (Anstey & Bull, 2006, p. 82-83).

This review of the literature will examine the relevarafyvisual literacy
today and how this type of literacy pertains to the present stdefjne the

picturebook as particular type of visual text, take a closer loakhat children do



when they read visual texts, re-examine and re-define readimgprehension to
encompass visual as well as written aspects of text, and explsample of studies
that provide relevant background and situate the need for the parpagbarse of the

present study.

Picture Book or Picturebook: What's the Difference?

While some researchers usieturebookas one word to describe the type of
text used in this study (e.g. Arizpe & Styles, 2003; Nikolajev&dtt, 2000 and
2006; Sipe, 2008; Wolfenbarger & Sipe, 2007), others prefer the two-word form
picture book(Doonan, 1993; Nodelman, 1988). The difference is subtle. The two-
word phrasepicture booksuggests that the womlcture defines the type of book
referred to, namely a book with pictures in it, in much the samethat the phrase
illustrated bookfunctions to define the illustration of a pre-existing text (ls\®001,

p. 68).

On the other hand, the temicturebookimplies a more “intimate interaction”
(Arizpe & Styles, 2003, p. 22) between the pictures and the words in oéctelies
on the other in an equal partnership so that the reader must put thegetioer to
come up with the most complete understanding of the text possibéeilldstrations
in picturebooksthen are an integral and equal part of the text as a wholengovi
away “from the mimetic to the symbolic,” demonstrated in pittooks that contain
images that enhance the meaning of the text rather thanysiegihte the written
words (Arizpe & Styles, 2003, p. 22). This transformation of theablBustrations
in picturebooks reflects a new type of text, different from thestrated books for

children of decades ago, as Lewis states, “there is certidifference between the



illustration of a pre-existent text...and the creation of a pibwk where words and
images are envisaged as roughly equal textual partners” (2001, pJ$68y the term
picturebook“recognizes the union of text and art that results in somethipgnde
what each form separately contributes” (Wolfenbarger & Sipe, 2007279).
According to Wyile, combining the two wordscture and book into picturebook
changes their meaning:

[T]he single wordpicturebookrefers to those particular books in

which the pictures are an integral part of the overall teft]. signals

symbiotic variations or the synergetic integration of pictures and

words in the book, whereas the space between the two words—picture

book—signals the division, or degrees of separation, between the
pictorial and the verbal within their host, the book.

(2006, p. 193, emphasis in original)

Making this distinction betweepicture bookand picturebookis not to say
that all literacy researchers and practitioners who utilize one ortibe sitare exactly
the same understanding of the distinctions outlined here. That bethgirsdhe
present study the womlcturebookcarries with it the connotations described in detalil
above. | have chosen to use the woicturebookbased on the premise that pictures
play an integral, crucial and undeniable role in children’s reachngprehension. In
short, these books that require children to be visually literat@areimply books

with pictures, apicture bookwould seem to suggest, but books in which the words

and pictures are inextricably linked.

What Are Children Really Doing When They Read Pictures?

Some researchers (e.g. Arizpe & Styles, 2003) have carafatymented

what children actually do while they read picturebooks, esibedlze pictures in



picturebooks. Drawing upon the work of Arizpe and Styles, who claim “thatfar
as we are aware, nobody has ever before collected such intelsgaveon how
children from 4 to 11 actually read pictures” (2003, p. 223) we can begirede
together what in fact children do when they read pictures, mesdbat are both
similar and different to the processes that good readers hee meading words.
Much of what children do as they read picturebooks involves an interdmtween
the words and the pictures (Sipe, 1998). Researchers (e.g. Ari&igless, 2003;
Sipe, 2008) also underscore the importance of allowing children ampde aimnuh
space to talk about the experience of reading picturebooks; for chadsen talking,
as opposed to writing, can be an easier means of communicatiquutforg into
words what they do when they read pictures. Reading pictures l&imd) tabout
reading pictures also requires children to go deeper, strongbuegeng them to
think metacognitively in order to step back and objectify themselsagaders. All
of these processes together serve to illustrate the imnoemselexity involved in
reading pictures, an integral part of reading a whole pictureboola tmahdation for
which must be established before the influence of illustrations ordrehis
comprehension of narrative text can be determined.

The dynamic relationship between words and pictures that is un@ue
picturebooks—referring here to picturebooks with words, not wordless picturebooks
that have a different dynamic—requires children who read pictureboaksgage in
a unique set of processes some of which involve direct interactioedietive words
and pictures. Arizpe and Styles (2003) found that children vary in dbdity to

distinguish between textual and pictorial narratives and to unddrgta connections

10



between the two, affecting their overall comprehension of thedesdrying degrees.
This variation is due in large part to differences in age; youohidren find it
difficult to differentiate between the story told in the pictuaes the one told by the
words. In addition, children also tend to use a combination of imaginatidon a
common sense when figuring out how to put the word and pictures together whil
reading and comprehending picturebooks (Arizpe & Styles, 2003).

The process of simultaneously reading the words and pictures egquir
children to constantly refer back and forth between the words andrgsicand
between different parts of each picture, actively making connectindsseeking
explanations for questions that arise as they read. In hispatterdescribe, “what
goes on in our heads as we relate words and pictures,” Sipesutilez&ordsynergy
to describe the “complicated and subtle” relationship between wordsi@oces in a
picturebook (1998, p. 97). The waosgnergyembodies the essence of the idea that
verbal and visual texts together have a greater effectlieamere combination of the
effect they each have separately (Sipe, 1998, p. 98). Essentiallytth@uld seem
logical to suggest that children who read words and pictures togethid need to
engage in a more complex thought process that would in turn ideallyger@dmore
thoughtful response. The present study intends to shed light on this assumption.

So what is it exactly that happens when a reader encountérsvbads and
pictures simultaneously? In other words, “what happens in our hedust igj the
process we engage in when we relate the verbal and visuabtéléspicture book to
each other” (Sipe, 1998, p. 99)? Drawing upon a variety of related thewieding

reader response criticism, aesthetic criticism, linguistich semiotics, and theories
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of literacy, Sipe arrives at a theory of transmediation, narftely translation of
content from one sign system into another” (Suhor, 1984, p.250), thus oféering
plausible explanation for, “how we construct the conversation betweets veod
pictures” (1998, p. 101). Sipe suggests that “we must oscillate...from the stigmsy
of the verbal text to the sign system of the illustrations; @sd in the opposite
direction from the illustration sign system to the verbal sign system,” (1998, p. 102).

Arizpe and Styles (2003) found that as children read picturebooksetyes
go back and forth between these various points of reference, often vekly qune
boy in Arizpe and Style’s study explained that, “First | lookhat pictures just for a
short while, then | read the text, then | take a longer look at ther@iand see what's
happening in it and see if there’s anything going on,” (2003, p. 191) dé&atorns
that his eyes go back and forth between the words and the pisavesl times, a
form of oscillation that Sipe (1998) describes with the theoryapistnediation. This
form of alternating between sign systems that successfigneaf picturebooks must
engage in hopefully in turn produces higher levels of engagemend tigher levels
of cognitive activity required to complete such a task.

While good readers know they must pay attention to both the words and the
pictures, children generally find the pictures more interestingvahdable than the
words (Arizpe & Styles, 2003). The basic process of readingirpgtbegins by
noticing the ordinary and expected and then noticing the extraordinady a
unexpected. As with reading words, reading pictures also involvasyaglestions,
making deductions, and proposing hypotheses while also constantly working to

confirm or deny these hypotheses before moving on to something Allsef this
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involves careful and intricate interplay within the child’s mind estwthe words and
the pictures. In a wordless picturebook, this dynamic is obvioussedlidue to the
absence of words. The goal of the present study is to find outdfexfis responses
to pictures alone are more complex than their responses to words aidfor a
combination of words and pictures.

Providing children with an opportunity to talk about what they are daing a
they read the pictures in picturebooks can be crucial. By diegu®e pictures in
picturebooks in a group of other children or with an adult children oftaohre
conclusions that they may not have come to on their own and deepen their
understanding in a way that is not possible without the opportunitykightaugh
their questions and ideas with others. Despite having difficultir Witeracy in
general, especially when it comes to reading words, some chitdtk rather
articulately demonstrating an “alert and sensitive” (ArizpeS&les, 2003, p. 94)
awareness of what it takes to read the pictures in picturebdoksct, Arizpe and
Styles (2003) found that some so-called struggling readersgttusut to be some of
the more experienced and articulate interpreters of the ViQ@3, p. 71). Thus, it
becomes apparent that, “[rleading illustrations...[is] a comphekdynamic process,
mediated through conversation” (Watson & Styles, 1996, p. 151), where talking
their interpretations of pictures often serves children bettan twriting their
responses. Given this evidence that children can provide more soregponses to
picturebooks verbally rather than in writing, the present studyzesil verbal
communication alone in the hopes of collecting from second-graders ¢dse m

thorough and in-depth responses to the texts that they read.
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There is an element of reading pictures that requiredrehilto go deeper in
their understanding and stretch their ability to express thepedpkaces of meaning
that pictures invite them to explore. Similar to the ways irclwvhvritten text often
requires the reader to understand and utilize certain liteemigaes—such as irony,
symbolism, motif, and metaphor—many picturebook illustrations draw upon the
reader’s prior knowledge of these devices in order to read amgrittéhe pictures in
picturebooks. The inclusion of such literary devices in picturebooks ceuihie
more commonly accepted notion that picturebooks are for children, and young
children at that, and are therefore easy to read and interpkéany of the
picturebooks that have been produced in the last 30 years or so, exehipfifihe
texts used in this study, no longer fit this stereotype (Arizpe & Styles).2003

Having used the ternreader to describe the child who encounters a
picturebook, it is also worth mentioning that given the unique qualities
picturebooks, defining the relationship of the reader to the text wtheones to
picturebooks can at times be a difficult task and a somewhat conieigsue in this
area of literacy research. Choosing to define the persondhsatimes the text as a
reader—as Nikolajeva & Scott (2000), among others, choose to do—is in &selfof
debatable. Doonan (1993) explains that, “I use ‘beholder’ because ithero
established term to describe someone with formal understandinguaf images that
are not free-standing works of art...but sequences of scenes...ilusdran books.
To call such a person a reader, and the skill visual literacydwaiconvenient but
fails to acknowledge the difference between the ways weveeeeitten words and

pictorial images” (Doonan, 1993, p. 9). In her earlier work Doonan bhgetetm
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readerviewer (1986, p. 171); in the intervening time, Doonan (1993) has redefined
this concept into the more abstract notiorbeholder Settling the issue of what to
call the person in the act of reading or viewing a pictureboakoiseasy, for as
Doonan explains, “...comprehending a picture is not the same pracesading a
text...” (Doonan, 1986, p. 159).

When reading certain postmodern picturebooks, children “have to be able to
interpret irony and read moral ideas into pictures” (Arizpe t§ieS, 2003, p. 79).
Despite the fact that children often have difficulty picking up nd anderstanding
irony (Kimmerling-Meibauer, 1999), this kind of knowledge is often presgguio
reading the pictures in certain picturebooks in order for childvdpetable to fully
pick up on it in certain picture-text relationships (Arizpe & I&y 2003). As
Kimmerling-Meibauer explains, “irony is a linguistic and litgr@henomenon that
represents a complex and discursive strategy presupposing @ gam&ious
knowledge” (1999, p. 156). Kummerling-Meibauer goes on to argue that the
“relationship between pictures and text in ironic picture books maleepdrception
and understanding of irony easier for children who have not yet fatjvied the
metalinguistic skills to...distinguish between reality and expecta-saying one
thing and meaning another” (1999, p. 160), even though irony in literatui@ ithe
most part, developmentally beyond most children. As a result,ntsst&t children
are more likely to be successful when interpreting irony withan ¢ontext of the
picturebook, than they would be if they encountered irony in writteh dkane.
Kummerling-Meibauer defines irony itself as simply “to $lag opposite of what one

means” (1999, p. 160) and irony in picturebooks as “produced either bydiotidra
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within the text itself, by contradiction within the picture itself by contradiction
between picture and text” (1999, p. 161).

Certain other literary devices common to written text takeaoslightly
different form when applied to visual text and require a spe@fiproach to
understanding and using them in order to fully comprehend pictures. &oipkx
color often carries with it a certain symbolism that mayubizersal or unique to a
particular text (Arizpe & Styles, 2003; Doonan, 1993). Children reagiciires
may or may not have the requisite knowledgtilly grasp the intended meaning of a
particular illustration that draws on such symbolism. Visudhpter may or not be
used and interpreted similarly to metaphor in a written textpyebmprehend certain
pictures children should be able to pick up on and apply an illustraisgsof
metaphor in visual text (Arizpe & Styles, 2003). In the same soaye individual
pictures and even entire picturebooks contain visual motifs thabfeee key to
reading and interpreting the narrative contained in those pagdabough it may
seem that children would have difficulty dealing with these compterary and
visual devices, in fact, many children demonstrate an “extrasydianalytical
ability” (Arizpe & Styles, 2003, p. 83) when reading the pictures inupaooks.
Although children may not know the terms associated with all that they @aibleaof
doing when they read pictures, the fact that they are abtectmgnize emotions
portrayed in illustrations and feel empathy for characterstoat®ns, for example,
demonstrates their extraordinary ability to tackle diffitekts, including a variety of
postmodern picturebooks that adults often pass off as juvenile and gy eaaad

and understand.
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The knowledge about how children read pictures has been madélavaila
large part due to incredible metacognitive ability of childerietxplain the process
by which one trie[s] to make sense of the pictures” (Arizpstgles, 2003, p. 193).
Picturebooks are an ideal medium for exploring this ability indo#i; their
familiarity with the medium and the wide variety of complegtypiebooks available
serve to elicit remarkably self-aware and elaborate respdresa children. Even the
most insightful children realize that ultimately, “you just needook really hard”
(Arizpe & Styles, 2003, p. 195). Asking children to look and think in these
introspective ways fosters higher order thinking skills that casscover into other
types of reading and thinking across the curriculum. Fostering thet®inguistic
skills and metacognition, in the process of finding out what childeenvhen they
read pictures underscores, “how important it is to continually condigerole of
critical thinking and visual images in learning” (Lapp, Flood, & Fiské89, p. 778).
Inherent in the concepts of both critical literacy and visuatdcy—as one could
argue that visual literacy is a type of critical literads the idea that, “looking
closely matters in learning” (Heath & Wolf, 2005, p. 44).

As Arizpe and Styles (2003) demonstrate through their carefe&reh with
children reading pictures, many aspects of reading picturesimikar to reading
written text, which is not surprising given the complex nature ofupbooks in
which words and pictures interact. For example, children oftenomlypoth the
words and pictures to make predictions when they read picturebooks. Mingrc
also notice certain themes and issues raised by the author, oimceragbying what

they see in the pictures as well as what they read in trdswto identify these
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themes. In addition to themes, children also pick up on the generafdeleg and
atmosphere of a picturebook from both the words and pictures. Furthermbrthebot
words and pictures in picturebooks many times contain specificldé¢tait draw
children’s attention. Both the words and pictures in picturebooks hdifreshito
understand the point of view(s) and perspective(s) portrayed bytiher-allustrator.
Furthermore, children use the words and pictures to hypothesize diqplares they
read through a picturebook. Just as children learn to make connectibims tie
text, across texts, and to themselves and the larger world ateemdrt written texts,
pictures also elicit this same kind of intertextual connectiokimga The words and
the pictures work together in picturebooks to aid children in tleistcuction of a
“schema for interpretation...as the children s[ee] more intertex¢fi@rences, they
refine this mental schema, actively extending their...understandiniipeofstory”
(Arizpe & Styles, 2003, p. 103).

In addition to those aspects of reading words and pictures thainaiter,
there are of course certain aspects of reading picturesréhdifferent from reading
words. With pictures, children can notice the gaze of characteexémple, that
cannot be portrayed through words alone, which in turn can lead to ar deepe
understanding of characters motivations and intentions. Arizpe anek 8003)
found that children also pay close attention to artistic featunekjding the more
concrete aspects of pictures (e.g. colors, borders, book covers, and es)dpage
those that are less concrete (e.g. visual metaphors and visud] ghilelsen arguably
notice more detail than adults do (Arizpe & Styles, 2003; Kiefer, 1988Kking the

picturebook an ideal medium for children given its complexities in hattd and
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image. Because they notice these details, children also pick pigtonal clues in
these details that help them when performing tasks such as npkigigtions and
drawing conclusions. Certain details that children pick up on caedreas “textual
markers” (Arizpe & Styles, 2003, p. 85) that guide them through teading and
support them as they put together the pieces of the puzzle, one wajycin many
children describe the process of figuring out the whole picturebooke ttextual
markers include switches in artistic style, color imagehgnges in point of view,
body language, and posture. Paying attention to all of these dstalls and yet
maintaining a sense of the big picture requires children to bedibty “visually alert
reader[s]” (Arizpe & Styles, 2003, p. 98) which those in Arizpe andeStgtudy
consistently proved to be by “how carefully [they] examined eactung” (2003, p.

107).

Re-Defining Reading Comprehension

Reading comprehension can be measured in several ways, but in@rder t
measure reading comprehension one must first establish a workimitiatefof
reading comprehension itself. Coming to a conclusive and decisiuation of
reading comprehension is far from the simple task it may Sweefpe at first.
Difficulty aside, the need to define reading comprehension withicdhéext of this
study and in the larger context of literacy research and peaiticinquestionable
(RAND Reading Study Group 2002). As the RAND Reading Study Group (2002)
points out, reading comprehension can be defined in different wagadiag on the
audience for the definition and the one offering the definition. ikgrfior a research

and policy on education oriented audience—the Office of Educatiors&laRd and
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Improvement (OERI) of the United States Department of Educai@DE)—the
RAND Reading Study Group (RRSG) defines reading comprehensipritree
process of simultaneously extracting and constructing meaning thiategaction
and involvement with written language” (RRSG, 2002, p. 11).

As a literacy researcher with an intended audience for thdy f other
literacy researchers and practitioners (e.g. teachers @rmmblsadministrators), |
recognize the value of such a succinct definition of reading compiehgens
appreciating as well the ways in which the RRSG expands upon #sdadinition
throughout their report for the OERI. For example, the RRSG (2082 gn to
emphasize three key elements in their definition of reading empsion, namely
the reader (i.e. the one in the act of comprehending), tiwd (i.e. the thing being
comprehended), and tlaetivity (i.e. the social context in which the comprehension
takes place).

In her transactional theory of reader response, Rosenblatt (1978, 18%ata
similar stance to reading comprehension, laying out the thregpawmnts of a
reading act very similarly to the RRSG, namely tbader, thetext and thepoem
Rosenblatt characterizes theader as one who plays an integral role in the act of
reading and comprehending by actively engaging with the physixtthrough the
act of thepoem Rosenblatt brings the key player of the reader into proper proportion
with the two other important facets of the act of reading. fdwd two facets that
Rosenblatt uses to describe the reading process are often confusethus
incorrectly used interchangeably. Rosenblatt defiegsas, “a set or series of signs

interpretable as linguistic symbols...the printed signs in theirotigpto serve as
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symbols” (1994, p. 12) and uses the tggaem*“to refer to the whole category of
aesthetic transactions between readers and texts...[it] muisblbght of as an event

in time...[that] happens during a coming-together...of a reader aext’a(1994, p.

12). Thepoemcomprises the whole reading event itself during which comprehension
takes place and includes many aspects, such as the readar'&nondedge and
experiences and the social context in which the reading act takes place.

While Rosenblatt does not specifically include the visual in hniden of
text, others have extended her definition to include visual, as wellriten and
spoken, texts (e.g. Arizpe & Styles, 2003; Sipe, 2008). For examplan as
illustration of the aspect of Rosenblatt’s theory that addrelsestdnce of theeader
towards thetext during the act of thepoem reading picturebooks involves a
combination of aesthetic, or more creative and unique, and efferengrerfactual
and straightforward, responses. Space must be given in a contengefmaityon of
reading comprehension for this emphasis on the visual, in addition teritten,
aspects of text.

Furthermore, IRA and NCTE (1996) defineomprehensionas, “The
construction of the meaning of a written, spoken, or visual communidationgh a
reciprocal interchange of ideas between the receiver and tmeposer;
comprehension occurs within and is influenced by the immediate context
(IRA/NCTE, 1996, p. 48). Theé&tandardsthen go on to defineontextin the
following two ways: “The sounds, words, or phrases adjacent to a spokenitten
language unit; linguistic environment [and] [t]he social or cultaitalation in which

a spoken or written message occurs” (IRA/NCTE, 1996, p. 48). Alththeghisual
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is left out of this clarification of the terrontext it does remain a prominent part of
the Standards'definition ofcomprehension By recognizing the concept obntextin

its definition of comprehension th&tandards demonstrate an awareness of
Rosenblatt’'s (1978, 1994) conceptpaem what the RRSG calls thativity, namely
the fact that reading and the resulting comprehension thatetuer engages in
occurs within some kind of context, rather than in a vacuum.

Given these definitions and considering the purpose of the presentisindy,
defining reading comprehension in the following wthe process of extracting and
constructing meaning by interacting and being involved with written and/or visual
texts in a reciprocal interchange of ideas between the receiver ambsenfRRSG,
2002, p. 11; IRA/NCTE, 1996, p. 48Many researchers (e.g. Au & Raphael, 2000;
Flood & Lapp, 1995) have argued that the definition of literacy moahge and
expand to include visual literacy and that visual literacy must be integraitedively
into our English Language Arts curriculum (Cowan & Albers, 2008)is definition
of reading comprehension that | have offered, which includes botienvenhd visual

texts, attempts to do just that.

A Review of Related Studies

There are two types of studies that form the basis for treepratudy. The
first category of studies addressesildren’s responses to picturebooksThese
studies primarily demonstrate that elementary school childrere h@mendous
capacity to respond to literature, specifically to the picturgscturebooks, in very
creative and insightful ways. However, these studies do not addressidre

concrete instructional and assessment implications of childrerspomees to
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picturebooks. The second category of studies investigates studemisiehension
of written text alone versus written text with pictur&ghile these studies do discuss
the effect of pictures on students’ comprehension, they do not atlaeasserplay of
text and pictures within the specific context of picturebooks or stsidesponses to
and interpretations of the pictures in picturebooks. These studieg atilrariety of
other texts in which pictures are present or absent.

The goal of the present study is to bring together these temmeeis,
combining the comprehension of text with pictures in the comprehensiwords
alone versus words with picturesudies with an emphasis on how the pictures
influence students’ comprehension by examining their interpretatiof and
responses to the illustrations in picturebooks, based upon the childrggosges to
picturebooks studies. As Sipe points out, “It is puzzling that the vespdcts of
picture books have not been the object of more empirical researchm, thige
potential for meaning making. In this regard, children’s learoiijustration codes
and conventions deserves more attention from researchers” (2000, p. 273). The
present study begins to answer Sipe’s question about the potémiatstigating the

importance of the visual aspects of picturebooks.

Children’s responses to picturebooks.

The studies that deal with children’s responses to picturebooks dvawaf
variety of related theoretical frameworks that pertain to tlesgmt study. Reader-
response theory, the most common theory employed by these resedhtadura,
1998; Sipe 1998; and Sipe, 2000), asserts that the reader brings tbaheeading a

certain level of background knowledge and prior experiences, gctorehting
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meaning from the text as they read rather than finding meaniely sokhe text itself
(Beach, 1993; Iser, 1978; Rosenblatt, 1978 and 1994). These researchdravalso
upon other similar and related theoretical frameworks, such dsetest(Madura,
1998), semiotics (Sipe, 2000), and visual aesthetic theory (Sipe, 2000) wddlobif
essentially pertain to visual text and how the reader refatesual text as well as
written text.

These studies address similar yet varied questions and purposes. For gexample
Kiefer (1983) set out with a more exploratory and open-ended purposeadh) tmi
begin to develop a descriptive framework for children’s respospturebooks by
recording a variety of responses to a wide range of books r{atuaal setting, not
pictures isolated from text) over a period of weeks. Madura (1998) arthteehand,
while still dealing with children’s responses to picturebooks, warmtdishd out how
student inquiry into the creative process of authors and illudratdrances literacy
development. In addition, she was interested in learning about thélpgssiterns
of written and oral responses that might emerge from fouriti@ared readers and
writers studying the picturebooks of Patricia Polacco and Gé&taldermott within
an integrated language arts/visual art production-instructional approach.

In a similar way, Sipe (1998) set diid determine whether first- or second-
grade children have individual literary response styles and how stges could be
described through an analysis of the children’s talk about books;sbenanted to
describditerary competencéor this group of children and their teacher (p. 77). In a
later study Sipe (2000) investigated the nature of the litenadgrstanding of a class

of first and second-graders, as indicated by their verbal respdnsag storybook

24



read-alouds. While the present study certainly involves childressponses to
picturebooks in a similar way to these studies, the focus here hewrchildren’s
interaction with picturebooks in a variety of formats directlyfeek their
comprehension of those texts.

The ages of the students in the present study are more clbgegdavith the
ages of the participants in this set of studies than with thiipartts in the studies
dealing with comprehension of text alone versus text with ifitishs. Given the
focus on picturebooks in these studies, the participants were mikrgi@y school
students of various ages, as opposed to older students reading entlitfiesre age
appropriate, type of text. For example, Kiefer (1983) studieset®nd-graders and
four first-graders in a combination class from an alternative school in an ujzjoe m
class suburb of Columbus, OhidMadura (1998) situated her study in her own urban
multiage classroom of 24 first-, second-, and third-graders. Tétesients were
transitional readers, meaning that they were reading by phamicscatext clues to
identify unknown words, increasingly more fluent in their processingrint, and
attempting to spell by visual pattern (not just sound). Madura ddcos 4 students
with similar reading and writing development, who were williogtalk at length
about their reading and writing experiences. Sipe (1998) worked wigtuBlénts
from a combination first and second grade class in an elemextawygl located near
large Midwest city with a lower SES population. In a latadgt Sipe (2000) again
worked with 27 students (18 first-graders and 9 second-graderstambination
class. The present study, similar to these studies in both nuamderage of

participants, involves 11 second-grade students.
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In all of these studies the researcher took on the role otiparit-observer.

In some cases (Madura, 1998) the researcher was the classrobar tedhe setting
where the research took place. In other cases (Kiefer, 1988dbarcher worked
directly with the classroom teacher and students. In additiomme ®f the studies
(Sipe, 1998 and 2000) the researcher actually read some of the moksdb and
with the student participants. Each of these studies included olégated in the
form of anecdotal and descriptive notes and records as well as @&edmlings.
Kiefer (1983) also collected written work from the student padicis and took
photographs of child-created products. In addition to whole-group read-aldopels, S
(1998 and 2000) conducted small group interviews of ten students (a regresent
sample from the class of 27) in two groups of five students eachell as one-on-
one read-alouds with each of those ten students. Madura (1998) empkpedfic
method of selecting the picturebook author-illustrators used in hey, stekdch |
describe in greater detail later on when | address my methodldosing particular
picturebooks to include in the present study.

Each of these researchers analyzed and organized his/her datéerendif
ways for similar purposes. Kiefer (1983) organized the datarirstoely into the
following categories: variations among children (e.g. how childieoge picture
books, how children look at picture books, how children talk about picture books,
what children see in picture books, what behaviors and products grow theirof
contacts with picture books), changes over time, and the contestich responses
occurred. Madura (1998) used the constant comparative method in addition to

categorizing the children’s responses according to a varietateforical methods

26



(Cox & Many, 1992 interpretation of Rosenblatt, 1978; Kiefer, 1995 adaptation
Halliday, 1973). Sipe (1998) triangulated the data from the atadis with his data
from observational field notes in order to come up with certain tybegerary
response. In a later study, Sipe (2000) used a variety of methaisalyze and
categorize the data, including open coding, axial coding andigeleoding (Strauss
& Corbin, 1990).

These studies reveal a variety of conclusions, some more open-éaed t
others. Kiefer (1983) concluded that children look at books in differeps;wa
children talk about books in many ways; children respond in a yaoietvays;
individual responses often change with individual books; the setting inhwhic
responses occurred seems to be the key to the richness and depthesptmses
(e.g. time, materials, adult to guide them). Madura’s (19883arch revealed three
types of responses: descriptive (28% of students’ responses), etiterp(55% of
students’ responses), and identification of thematic trends (17%tuoerds’
responses).

Sipe’s (1998) initial analysis revealed five types of &itgrresponses, each
accounting for the indicated percentage of conversational tamedytical 73%
(analysis of texts and illustrationsitertextualresponses, 10% (relating the text to
other cultural texts and productpersonalizingresponses, 10% (connecting the text
to their own lives);transparentresponses, 2% (entering the narrative world of the
story); andperformativeresponses, 5% (entering the world of the text to manipulate
for their own purposes). Sipe then created the following conceptiegjocees, each

one assigned to one of the four children that were the focus of hisz $bgccal
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reasoning and close analysis/analytical, largely performistarece of predictor,
imaginative/creative/wondering, and broad perspective/awarenesstherhes/
thoughtful generalizations. Overall Sipe concluded that the children deateds
discernable differences and unique perspectives. In a later Sipdy(2000) came

up with the same five categories or types of literary undedstg as in his earlier
study (1998). In addition, Sipe also developed a grounded theory of literary
understanding, including the following facets of respossace(i.e. how children
situate themselves in relation to the teattion (i.e. what children do with the text),
andfunction (i.e. various ways in which texts can be used). Taking togétese
facets and the five types of literary understanding Sipe thehesinéd the data to

elucidate three basic literary impulsasrmeneuticpersonalizing andaesthetic

Comprehension of written text alone versus written text with illustration

The researchers in this group of studies carried out these egpesim order
to determine the effect, if any, that illustrations have on cehsrsion of text.
While these studies, a representative sample of which is debkdnilggeater detail
below, vary in regards to aspects such as number of and age ofppatficithe
overall purposes of each of these studies are indeed quite sinMider (1938)
conducted his research in order to determine whether children wha rpachary
basal reader with illustrations comprehended the materialr ibtie children who
read the same basal readers without illustrations. Purnell amda$0{1991)
investigated the usefulness of illustrations in the comprehensiectofital material.
In their research Mayer and Anderson (1992) compared the problem-sohdng a

verbal retention performance of students who received a simultaneosiss ve
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succeeding presentation of animations and narrations of how a bpzyole works
(experiment 1) and how a car’s breaking system works (exper@he@ambrell and
Jawitz (1993) focused their research on the effects of instrudibofscus on text
illustrations and to stimulate mental imagery on fourth grade students’ comgicahe
and recall of narrative text. Butcher (2006) conducted her reseatttia similar
purpose in mind, namely to investigate the effect that differerit tigpes (e.g.
essentially text with and without illustrations of varying =g of complexity) have
on learning outcomes and comprehension processes.

While these studies draw from a number of theoretical backgrotimeds)ost
prevalent and pervasive theory across the majority of theseest(@ambrell &
Jawitz, 1993; Mayer & Anderson, 1992; Purnell & Solman, 1991) is the dualegcodi
theory (Paivio, 1971, 1986, & 1991). Dual-coding theory essentiallysstiag¢ the
process of decoding verbal text versus visual text are sepgtatelated, and require
a unique set of skills in order to process the two simultaneoualien both the
verbal and visual are present subjects have two ways in which toetoengrthe text
that they are interacting with. When comprehending text, one tter activate both
the verbal and visual coding systems simultaneously or chose te wiily one
coding system at a time, with varying degrees of effeséise (Purnell & Solman,
1991, p. 280; Gambrell & Jawitz, 1993, p. 266).

In addition to dual-coding theory, each of these studies also empkye
variety of theories more specific to their particular purposatctgr (2006) based her
research on some or all of the following theoretical framewodagnitive

psychology, multimedia comprehensiaie multimedia effec{Mayer, 2001 and
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2003), multimedia principles, and the coherence effect. Gambrellaavitz J1993)
utilized the imagery-illustration interaction theory as wesl Rosenblatt's (1978)
transactional theory in their research. Mayer and Anderson (199@pyad the
contiguity principle as it pertains to multimedia learning,isgathat, “Students learn
best when the words and pictures of an explanation are presentedi@asiiygin
time or space” (p. 450). Purnell and Solman (1991) suggest that in addition
situating text and illustrations together to promote dual-coding, ¢bntext also
allows for greater depth of processing (Craik & Lockhart, 1972), asgéintat, “Both
a greater depth and greater breadth of processing in memory tieadstter
comprehension and recall” (p. 281). The present study takes into aetloohthe
above theoretical frameworks to varying degrees in a simiiar a® this group of
studies, yet differs slightly in its particular focus on theigpwsition of written and
visual text in the specific context of picturebooks.

The number of subjects and their corresponding grade and school mvels f
each of these studies varies considerably. Almost all of éncipants in these
various studies were older than in the present study, rangingelementary school
students (Gambrell & Jawitz, 1993; Miller, 1938) to high school studniéll &
Solman, 1991) to undergraduates (Butcher, 2006; Mayer & Anderson, 1992). About
one hundred children in each of the first three grades from thneemiary schools
in lllinois participated in Miller's (1938) study. The researciGaimbrell and Jawitz
(1993) involved 120 average fourth-graders reading on-grade-levelthree public
elementary schools in Florida. Purnell and Solman (1991) drew thicients,

separated into three groups of 25 students, from Australian high schioeys;
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repeated their study four more times with various designs involvingad@#ional
students. The first experiment in Butcher's (2006) study, whiclolved 74
undergraduates from the University of Colorado at Boulder, more glosstmbles

the present study and relates more closely to this aresedroh. Butcher’s second
experiment in this study involved some methods that were dissiemitargh from the
present study so as not to warrant a closer look at that péerofesearch. 136
undergraduates from the University of California, Santa Barlparéicipated in
Mayer and Anderson’6L992) research; they repeated their experiment a second time
with 144 students from the same pool of participants.

Each of these studies utilizes a slightly different typeerf in order to carry
out these various investigations into the influence of illustratonsomprehension
of text. Butcher's (2006) study involved three conditions of informatidext (as
opposed to narrative text): text only, text with simplified diaggadesigned to
highlight important structural relations, and text with more djgeaiagrams
reflecting a more accurate representation. Gambrell andz&aW1993) study
employed two text versions, illustrated and non-illustrated, in fibeatment
conditions: instructions to induce mental imagery, instructions to attenxt
illustrations, instructions to induce mental imagery and attend tdltestrations, and
general memory instructions. The text itself was an irgtotly that met criteria for
imager-evoking qualities of text and text-relevant illustradi according to
Schallert’s (1980) criteria for identifying characteristics ot4®kevant illustrations.

In their study, Mayer and Anderson (1992) used a narration of anatishal

text on the operation of a bicycle tire pump (experiment 1) outonmebile braking
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system (experiment 2) in the following compositions in time witraecompanying
animation: concurrent (i.e. animation and narration presented at the tsam),
successive presentation of narration and animation in various combinations
animation-only, narration-only, and no instruction (i.e. no animation ogntinj.
Purnell and Solman’s (1991) choice of text involved an illustratedvgl minimal
labels, written-only text that included additional text describhregilustration (i.e.
written text in place of the illustration), and both text and itatgin. Miller’'s (1938)
investigation employed a widely used series of primary basaders. He divided his
subjects into two groups: @cture group in which the participants read the books as
they came from the publisher with pictures intact amb@picture groupthat read
the books with pictures covered up by paper. The method of choice aofdtesein

the present study draws upon all of the above-mentioned studies. Iculparti
Purnell and Solman’s (1991) attention to word length of various texs tglosely
relates to similar decisions in the present study. In ggn#ra decision to
differentiate written text based on the presence or absencacadmpanying
illustrations cuts across these studies and pertains to the present study.

Each of these studies measured comprehension in order to drawscmms|
based on their original questions about the effects of text withtleout illustrations
on comprehension. In Butcherf8006) study participants drew a picture of what
they knew about the subject of the text before reading the text piatbee of what
they knew about the subject of the text after they read the Raxticipants were also
given the opportunity to verbally explain their drawings, which wene da¢egorized

according to a rating system ranging from least to mostnaéda In addition,
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participants answered a series of questions about the texthafteread the text,
including general knowledge questions, which were the same asogseasked
before reading the text, as well as both simple recall and inferencengadbtit were
asked only after the participants read the text. Gambrell anidizEk (1993) fourth
grade patrticipantsilently read a narrative story, after which they gaveea fecall
and responded to 16 cued recall questions. Mayer and And&8€f) administered
a subject questionnaire in order to glean the subject’'s backgroundekigmyifour
problem-solving test sheets with one question each, and a retahést used to
evaluate basic retention of information.

Miller (1938) created a test for each of three stories from the temshdr that
included several parts: word and phrase identification and racdllsequencing of
events; this test was used in a pre- and post-test model intonsheasure growth in
the participants’ comprehension. Miller also used longer tests iogvatl the
material for the entire semester as an additional measuwengfrehension, which
were also used in a pre- and post-test model. Purnell and Solmand&a961 post-
test consisting of 20 multiple-choice questions divided into 10 quedhangested
comprehension of facts presented in text and 10 questions that tesyaeoemsion
of the illustrations that the participants had read in either healform or as they
had been presented in the form of a written description of the aftigstr as in the
case of the written-only text treatment. Drawing upon the metbiothese studies,
the present study measures comprehension in a similar way, nglingi following

components: a free recall, a set of basic comprehension questiatsgréd story
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elements, and a series of more in-depth questions in a retrosghotksaloud
format.

These studies reached similar, yet somewhat varied conclusiongheB
(2006) found that the participants who read the text with the sisgplfiagrams
improved the most from the pre-test to the post-test. Taking intouat
considerable prior knowledge effect, the participants who read the wiglx
simplified diagrams performed better on the fact recall questibns concluding
that, “simplified diagrams best supported participants’ learning fadtual
information” (p. 189) and that diagrams are helpful, but most helgfenvhey are
simplified. Butcher also found that scores on the inference questanesgenerally
low and did not reflect a significant difference between ppgids reading the three
different text types. Gambrell and Jawitz (1993) found that ahantages and
illustrations independently enhanced reading performance and when nedmbi
significantly increased comprehension and recall of storiesoritract to Butcher’s
findings, Mayer and Anderson (1992) found the concurrent group performed better on
the problem-solving tasks than the other groups, but there was no csignifi
difference in the performance of the different groups on thatretemeasures (i.e.
recall questions). Miller (1938) found no statistical difference in the sarne two
groups in his study, concluding that, “the absence of pictures did no¢ thes
children to read the material with less comprehension” (p. 682)lerMiid note,
however, that the tests might have been too easy, suggested byoneghascthe pre-

test.
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Due to the complexity of their study (i.e. they conducted fiveatians on the
same experiment) Purnell and Solman (1991) reached a number oferdiffer
conclusions. First of all, in experiment one, they concluded thajrthep that read
text with additional content presented as text and illustratiorisrpeed better than
other two groups. In addition, group three (text plus content of illiggstras text and
as illustration) out performed group one (text plus illustration) andpgtwo (text
plus content of illustration as text). Further experiments showat dontent
presented in the form of both text and illustration yielded higher cmepsion
scores than simply repeating either the text or the illistraand in addition,
students who read the content presented as illustration-only comgeehieetter than
students who read the content presented in written-only text fotmahe end,
Purnell and Solman reached the following three conclusions:

“‘comprehension of a text is not improved by the presence of a

technical illustration with content related to but not overlappingahat

the text...presentation of the same conceptual and spatial content in

both an illustration and text results in better comprehension than

simple repetition in either text or illustration...[and] when it was

possible to present essentially the same content either iusination
or as text, comprehension was superior for the illustration” (p. 293)

Comprehending Text With or Without Illustrations: Is There a Difference?

Visual literacy should not be separate from status quo writtanliteracy;
instead, the two should be integrated into one definition and one prafteaching
children to read and write both written text and visual imagesturiieg to the
relatively simple definition of visual literacy offered by Gid, et al. (1999), the
present state of text in today’s society (i.e. the combinatidheobariety of forms in

which text is presented and the number of texts available) denfeidedachers must
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instruct students in how to create meaning from a visual imagtough visual
images are sometimes presented in isolation from written text, monettodre not the

two are presented simultaneously. There is no need to throw out what is known about
teaching children to read written text; however, there is d tee¢each students to

read images in addition to words. Reading can and does apply to bdém \and

visual text; for that reason, to call the person in the act of admpding (see
Glossary) some combination of written and visual tesgameris both adequate and
accurate. Visual text is no longer supplemental or simply secot@arritten text. |

set out to explore the practical side of these definitions andiasseby determining

the effect of illustrations on second-graders comprehension of narrative text.

The present study.
In the present study | have posed the following primary research question:

e How does a change in text type as text contains morerdtissis and
fewer words influence second-graders’ comprehension of narrative text?

This question addresses the key components of this study. Firstngeért type in
terms of proportion of words to illustrations highlights the keyésof the role that
illustrations play in understanding a text. In addition, by haviniglen read one of
each type of text and then assessing their comprehension cleagarcmns can be
made between how well the children perform in relation to the diftaypes of text.
Second, using comprehension as a measure of whether or not andt textema
illustrations affect the reading of a text enables clealysiseof results once data has
been collected.
In addition to my primary research question the following sub-questions

address various aspects of the data from this study:
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1) Does text type influence the accuracy of students’ comprehension of
narrative text?

2) lIs text type a factor in the length of students’ retellings?

3) Does text type influence the accuracy of a student’s retelling?

4) Does text type effect how efficiently students are able to retell g?stor
In all of these questions text type is a key variable, simead the way in which | am
measuring the different effects that words, words in combinatitm pictures, and
pictures, have on children’s comprehension. Accuracy of comprehensiqoitede
as a percentage correct out of total possible correct scoprtiRg comprehension
in this way allows for comparison between text types, since teatluoes not have
exactly the same total raw score, as well as acroseritiee sample of students.
Breaking down the retelling data into accuracy percentagegthleand efficiency
scores allows for analysis of the retellings from differergles in order to create the
most complete picture possible of what the data from these stsidet¢llings
reveals. Accuracy of retelling is again reported as a pegeictarect out of a total
possible correct score, as a way to demonstrate how well tlidrechretold the
stories they read, which is one way to measure comprehension. h lafngttelling
simply states how much each participant had to say whenmngttie text, which is
one way to quantify comprehension, but certainly not the only way. efficeancy
score combines the accuracy and length components into one unit of entasur
qualify how well these children can retell these stories, déggs of how long or
short their retellings are. Each of these sub-questions addrdssewo key
components of the main research questions, namely text type and lsengioe.

The purpose of the sub-questions is simply to further elaborate on how
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comprehension is measured in relation to the effect that edehedif text type has
on those different measures of comprehension.

| modeled my procedures and methods after similar ones found in the
literature. This study involves elementary school students, dashdiresearch of
Gambrell and Jawitz (1993), Kiefer (1983), Madura (1998), Miller (1,988d Sipe
(1998 and 2000). Although some of the studies in the literature use larges gf
students to conduct their research, some use smaller groups @f e classes or
even a few students (e.g. Kiefer, 1983; Madura 1998; Sipe 1999 and 200, ®imi
my sample size of 11 students. | chose picturebooks that coultdgpized along
comparable lines to those used in most of the comprehension ofaeetvarsus text
with illustrations studies (e.g. Butcher, 2006; Gambrell & Jawitz, 1993; Miller, 1938)
The categories in this study are as followsitten-onlytext, combination of written
and illustratedtext, andllustration-only text.

The picturebook# the present study that fall into thembination of written
and visual textategory are the type of books described earlipicisrebookgather
than simplypicture books These books are not just words and pictures side by side,
but rather books that contain a more complex interaction betweenrgxtictures.
The written-only and illustration-only categories of texts, given the absence of
pictures and words, respectively, do not quite fall into the catexfopycturebooks
described earlier in this review of the literature, but areertbgless derived from the
same idea. Theritten-onlytexts are simply the words in isolation from the pictures
in what would be propepicturebooksif the text had not been separated from the

pictures for the purposes of this study. THestration-only texts are wordless
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picturebooks, which, if they had words, would presumably also fall intoategory
of picturebookdescribed earlier.

The definition of reading comprehension that | offer relates dyreatthis
study, because of its inclusion of the visual. Since measuridaqngeeomprehension
is a key element of this study | wanted to be sure to edtabldefinition of reading
comprehension and conception of reading in general that takes nbticual as
well as written and verbal texts. In addition to this expandechitefi of reading
comprehension that includes both the visual and the written, it msst ks
acknowledged that the process of reading pictures in picturebooksniyn weys
looks similar to the process of reading written text, althoughettege some
considerable differences, as discussed in looking at what AriapeSteyles (2003)
discovered that children do when they read pictures. Establishingetise of what
goes on when children read written and illustrated text has hetpddytthe
groundwork for this study by discussing what goes on when childrdrpretares so
that the later analysis of the effect of illustrations emprehension might make
more sense.

This study involves a select group of elementary school studentagehtke
picturebooks each and answering oral comprehension questions in respeasé t
text. This combination of a focus on younger students reading picturebodks
measuring each student’'s comprehension in very specific wayss hoggther the
two types of studies from the literature that | am drawing ug@@nconcentrating on
younger students as subjects and picturebooks as a particulaf tyiseal literacy

and choosing to measure their comprehension in specific ways | tbopang

39



together these somewhat related fields of study and make nearetick important
role that illustrations play in children’s comprehension, which thus far in dratlire

has not been as clear as it needs to be.
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Chapter 2: Research Design and Methodology

Research Site, Participants, and Materials

The research site for this study consisted of an aftevesprogram located at
a public elementary school in the Washington D.C. Metropolitan ard#e
coordinator of the after-school program provided a list of all of duersl-graders
enrolled in the after-school program to the reading specialishefetementary
school. The reading specialist then identified all of the secadkgg who were
reading on grade level. The coordinator of the after-school programsent home
parental consent forms to all of the second-graders enrolled inftdresehool
program who were also reading on grade level. All of the chilfenbrought back
signed parental consent forms, a total of 11 students, participated in the study.

| conducted interviews with each participant in a quiet room approsiyna
the size of a school conference room in the school where the children were enrolled in
the after-school program. Each student participant and | sathaiaacross a table
from each other during the interviews. Before reading tts¢ tixt 1 explained to
each participant what they would be doing (i.e. reading a picturebook amdrergs
some questions orally about the book after they read it). In adddidaking
anecdotal notes during each interview, | recorded the interviewandtigital voice

recorder.
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Student participants.

The selection of participants for the present study was based upeudgmec
from the literature as well as my own knowledge and experiaritte elementary
school children and the constraints of the time allotted to conduatgkarch for this
study. The majority of subjects used in the children’s respomsgscturebooks
studies were whole classrooms of children; although, a few studmeed
specifically at a small set of individual students. Kiefer (198®)se to work with 19
second-graders and four first-graders in her exploration into thdogewent of a
descriptive framework for children’s responses to picturebooks. Imvestigation
of the nature of the literary understanding, Sipe’s (2000) subjectsstahsf 18
first-graders and nine second-graders from a combination cladss investigation
into individual literary response styles, Sipe (1998) drew fromngpkaof 27 first-
and second-grade students. In addition to researching whole-etabsslouds, he
conducted small group interviews with two groups of five children eactvell as
one-on-one read-alouds with each of these ten children. Sipe’s methotokbigy
study (1998) represents a combination of whole-class and individual stii@ent
single subject or case study) research. Madura (1998) sampledtdolents with
similar reading and writing ability from her own combination claisfrst-, second-,
and third-graders in her exploration into the effect on literawelbpment of student
inquiry into the creative process of authors and illustrators.

All of the comprehension of written text alone versus written t&ih
pictures studies focused on whole classes or whole groups of sulpkttmte

different experimental groups based on different text conditiohsemr#than focusing

42



on individual students. In addition, given the larger scope of theskestin
comparison to the small scope of the present study the humber oipaauts in this
group of studies greatly exceeds the number of participants in thenpistudy. For
example, Miller's (1938) study included one hundred children in eadheofirst
three grades from three elementary schools in lllinois. THesergs more closely
resemble the ages of the students involved in the present stugly e use of
primary basal readers and the desire to investigate the ussfuhpictures in books
for primary school children. Gambrell and Jawitz’s (1993) rekeareolve 120
fourth graders from three public elementary schools in Floridanbiet average, on-
grade-level readers. While these students were slightly dlderthose in the present
study, both studies chose to include only average readers so asrptatt eliminate
reading level as a variable.

In the present study, | chose to conduct my research with indivithdergs
due to time and resource constraints. | also wanted to be ablasonaeany trends
in comprehension across the group of 11 participants as wellriasiorss in each
individual participant’'s comprehension from text to text. | purposelydddmot to
read the texts to the students, but instead to have the studadtsheetexts to
themselves. As Sipe (2008) describes, when a teacher readitd ¢or group of
children), the child’s reaction to the text is framed by thatiqdar reading of the
text. If, on the other hand, the child is free to read the textifoself/herself then
his/her reaction to the text and subsequent comprehension is a dgeittaf that
child’s perspective on the text alone. In the case of whole grodmateads teachers

may want a group of children to interpret a text a certain \@aySipe (2008)
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describes, “[The teacher’s] own expressive reading constituted an itatqpref the

story, so it was really the teacher’'s performance of the gtather than the story
itself) that the children were experiencing and to which these wesponding” (p.

205). Nevertheless, in the case of this study, | wanted theipants to simply read
the text and comprehend it in a straightforward manner, which islwdegided to

have each student read the texts to himself/herself rather ¢éhdmg the text to
individual students or a group of students.

Given that this study involves reading comprehension of picturebooks, |
selected second-graders as participants because this populagiemeisally speaking,
in a transitional phase of reading between relying on pictureseadthg text without
pictures that is suited to the purposes of this study. In ordémima&te the effect of
reading level on comprehension | attempted to control readingldg\sdlecting only
average, on grade level readers (as opposed to above or beloviegehdeaders) to
participate in this study. While | did not have exact readinglldata for these
participants, each one was reading on grade level, according reeatting specialist
at the school that these students attended where | conductedsiasch. Those
students who fit the criteria for this study (i.e. second-gradgading on grade level)
and who returned affirmative, signed parental consent forms werg@atlin the
study. As described above, this resulted in 11 students participating in this study.

| chose to work with individual students rather than whole classesnall
groups for a few key reasons (McCormick, 1995). First of all, gikensomewhat
limited nature of this study in terms of time and resourcesjysig individual

students in place of a number of large groups of students can besctivefivay to
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begin to draw conclusions without the extra cost involved in studyrgg groups of
students. Secondly, single-subject research, especially ofglwarry nature that |
am pursuing in this study, can be useful in laying the groundwork foore formal,
large-scale group study in the future by formulating hypothesésdhabe proved or
disproved in a later study. Lastly, in this study | want ol fouthow illustrations
may or may not influence second-graders’ comprehension of narrative tectt, ig/hi
more open-ended question than simply illustrations influence second-grader’s
comprehension of narrative text. The combination of quantitative andatjwalidata
involved in single-subject research has helped me to begin to dreslusions about
the relationship between written text and pictures when studentt aed
comprehend narrative text and the value of teaching elementary sthioloén to

read and comprehend images as well as written text (McCormick, 1995).

Materials.

| selected the texts used in this study based upon precedent litertdeire
and my own exploration and use of picturebooks by the author-illustratonsitelly
chosen for this study. While most of the children’s responses torghcioks studies
(e.g. Kiefer, 1983; Sipe 1998 and 2000) do not utilize a particulasééxtchoosing
instead to study children’s responses to a variety of picturebookssifigcon the
types of responses without an attempt to control for author-dhlaststyle—some
researchers carefully chose specific texts to suite the memistheir studies. For
example, Madura (1998) selected two particular picturebook authstrdtors,
Patricia Polacco and Gerald McDermott, including a desirechioose author-

illustrators with a distinct artistic style which werealepresentative of a particular
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genre or distinctive style of writing; in addition each of thehor-illustrators also
published at least ten books each and received at least one awar€dldecott
Award). In addition, Madura’s students showed an interest in sigdihese
particular author-illustrators.  Bromley (2001) chose to investigdigdren’s
responses to one particular picturebddk; Takes a Wallby Satoshi Kitamura, for a
specific purpose, namely, because, like Pat HutchRasie's Walkand Eileen
Browne’s Handa’s Surprisge“the words alone are not enough to tell the story, the
pictures are essential” (p. 62). Arizpe and Styles (2003), in theiended
investigation into children reading the images in picturebooks, chose $pecific
picturebooks by two contemporary author-illustratof$ie Tunneland Zoo by
Anthony Browne andlLily Takes a Walky Satoshi Kitamura. Given the longitudinal
and extensive nature of their study, Arizpe and Styles weret@liéke the time to
test out a number of current picture books on students, seeking toara\set of a
few picturebooks containing multiple layers of meaning that wouldadppehildren

of a fairly wide range of ages (i.e. children aged 4 to 11)zparand Styles (2003)
also questioned each subject in order to determine previous exposuresdo the
particular author-illustrators, although having done so they discoviea¢dhis had
little to no effect on the children’s responses to the picturebooks.

Taking into account the various methods of selecting picturebooks found in
the literature, | used a specific set of criteria whencselg the texts to use in this
study. To begin with | chose author-illustrators whose works asatiomed
frequently in the literature as exemplary contemporary and postmpdzurebooks

(e.g. Lewis, 2001; Evans, 1998; Watson and Styles, 1996), selecting only
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picturebooks for which the same person wrote the words and creaiédstinations.
This factor is useful to take into account for a few reasonst éfirall, by focusing
only on picturebooks created by one person who writes and illusthetesxt this
helps to control for variation in text type and author's purpose, stnisehiard to
determine whether or not an author and an illustrator working ogatine text have
the same goals and purposes for that particular text. Secondlyinghpmsurebooks
by one author-illustrator simply narrows down the vast list of possible dictoks to
include in such a study. After compiling a list of these exam@uthor-illustrators |
refined the list by eliminating those author-illustrators (orcgepicturebooks by
certain author-illustrators) that | did not have access to,reithmy own personal
collection or from both the university and local libraries. From lise of
picturebooks that | had access to by these particular authdrattus |1 chose those
picturebooks that | thought most children would not have been exposed to, even if
they may have been exposed to the author-illustrator of that particturebook,
basing these decisions largely upon my own experience with childecaghias well
as my previous exposure to these author-illustrators.

In my final decisions as to which texts to include in this studgnsidered
three variables that would contribute to insuring that the texts Hosehis study
would be as equal as possible, namely word count, estimated numbentsf evel
reading level/grade level. After typing out the textatlepicturebook in a Microsoft
Word document | then used the word count tool in order to determine tHzenoin
words in each picturebook. | estimated the number of events for escloyt

separating the text that | had typed out for the word count purpusea numbered
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list of separate events with a summary statement of each @eenfAppendix A). |
established the reading level of each text (excluding the two vgsrgieturebooks
from theillustration-only text condition that do not have a reading level since they do
not contain words) by referencing a few key websites that prquiel@etermined
reading levels for a large selection of picturebooks, as wsetha Flesch-Kincaid
grade level designation tool in Microsoft Word. Accessing thedhlKincaid grade
level information for a particular text requires taking thecfelhg simple steps: in
the “spelling and grammar” window | selected “options” and chedkedox next to
“show readability statistics;” after running the spelling ajjdmmar check on a
selection of text (e.g. the text of one of the picturebooks usedsrstindy) Word
displays a dialogue box that contains a variety of readabthystics, including the
Flesch-Kincaid grade level designation. In this way | determthedgrade level
designation for the twavritten-only picturebooks used in this study since these two
texts were not among the over one thousand leveled picturebooks irorttendP
Public Schools (2006) leveled picturebook online database that | used tmideter
the reading and grade level of the taombination of written and illustratetext
picturebooks.

Using the tools and procedures described above | was able to detehai
word count, number of events, and reading level/grade levelafdr ef the texts
selected for this study. The two texts chosen forvinéen-only text condition,
Anthony Browne’sZoo and Eric Carle’sPancakes, Pancakesbntain 650 and 712
words respectively (see Appendix BXoois a 2.0 grade level text with 19 events,

while Pancakes, Pancakesd a 2.0 grade level text with 21 events. The two texts
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chosen for thecombination of written and illustratedext condition, John
Burningham’sMr. Gumpy’s Outingand Ezra Jack Keat®eter’'s Chair contain 283
and 292 words respectively, roughly half of the words inathen-onlytexts. This
decision to choosweritten-only texts with word counts roughly twice as long as the
combination texts reflects Purnell and Solman’s (1991) similar choiceeafst
specifically their written-only text ondition that included additiotext describing
the illustration (i.e. written text in place of the illustaat), which would make that
written text twice as long as the text with illustratioMgith 17 eventsMr. Gumpy’s
Outing is a 2.4 grade level text at Reading Recovery level 21 (Porfaruic
Schools, 2006) and Fountas and Pinnell Guided Reading level Mitgaadcom,
n.d.). With 18 event®eter's Chairis a 2.1 grade level text at Reading Recovery
level 18 (Portland Public Schools, 2006) and Guided Reading level K (fgeadi
z.com, n.d.). Because the two texts chosen foilltrsgration-only condition, Emily
Arnold McCully’s Picnic and Tomie DePaolaBancakes for Breakfasare wordless
picture books they do not have a designated grade level or readilg [Each of
these two texts contains 20 events.

With as little variation as possible across number of eventsesting and
grade levels, | decided to use these six texts, separatetivimteets of three texts
each with one of each type of text (veitten-onlytext, combination of written and
illustrated text, andillustration-only text) in each of the two text sets. The first text
set includedZoo, Mr. Gumpy’s OutingandPancakes for Breakfgstthe second text
set includedPancakes, Pancakes$?eter’'s Chair andPicnic. Once | ascertained that

| would have 11 participants, | made sure that | assigned texdshoparticipant in a
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counterbalanced way so as to eliminate text effect. Usingls (the order in which
the participants would read the texts)tbytsmatrix | started with one participant and
filled in the order in which they would read each text and continued eadth
participant had been assigned a text order. Figure 1 shows how tivggats
(numbers one through 11) were assigned the order in which s/he igadlthe texts
in each of the two sets. For example, Participant 1 Peadakes for Breakfadist

(position a)Mr. Gumpy’s Outingsecond (position b), ar¥bothird (position c).

Table 1

Counterbalanced Sequence

Text Sets Position A Position B Position C
1 Pancakes for Breakfast 1,7 3,9 2,8
Mr. Gumpy’s Outing 2,8 1,7 3,9
Z00 3,9 2,8 1,7
2 Picnic 4,10 6 511
Peter’s Chair 5,11 4,10 6
Pancakes, Pancakes! 6 511 4,10

Data Collection

Once the student participants were selected and agreed toppéetin the
study | could begin working with each one individually. The students beman e
session by independently reading one of the three texts assigteinto Following

the reading of this first text, | assessed the students’ @mapsion of that text. The
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students’ comprehension of each text was measured in two wags, tie student
retold the narrative of the story that s/he had just read, bagimnth an unprompted
free recall, followed by a series of prompted recall quesspesific to each text that
dealt with basic story elements (e.g. setting, characters,epnfgalution, etc.). For
the free recall, the students responded to the following prompt, ‘t@agifriend
heard that you read this book and s/he wanted to know what happens iorhis st
Without looking back at the story, what would you say to them?” Thicipants
then responded to a series of prompted recall questions, such as omanépll
“Where did this story take place? Was it in one place or niane done place?” and
“Who were the main characters in this story?”

After the unprompted and prompted recall, the students responded to more
open-ended questions in a retrospective think aloud format, whichinteneled to
get them to reflect on what they were thinking as they reatetend to allow for
more in-depth responses to the text. For example, when neflegtion reading
Anthony Browne’sZoo, students responded to questions, such as, “How do you think
the older boy was feeling before the family went to the zoo?eitne family was at
the zoo? After the family went to the zoo? How do you know?” and “Vithat
happening to the animals in the story? What is happening to the huwitaas® the
author trying to tell us about the differences between humanaramdls? How do
you know?” The students gave their responses to these two comgiogheeasures
orally, all of which was recorded by a digital voice recorddre students followed

the same interview protocol (see Appendix C) for the remaining two texts.
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Data Analysis

The digital voice recording from each interview was transdribeorder to
score and analyze the students’ comprehension of and responses texeadfter
transcribing the contents of each interview | separated the spoksrinto questions
according to the interview protocols for each text (see Appendferia sample
transcript). In order to accurately score the retelling portion of anhkcript (i.e. the
unprompted recall) | coded these portions of each interview into $-u@he T-unit
includes a main clause and all of its modifiers, including any dddzkor attached
clauses in order to break down a passage of speech into the sonaliegossible
(Hallen & Shakespear, 2002; Hunt, 1965). In this way | was ableatyze each
student’s retelling for each text more closely and consistently.

In order to score the unprompted and prompted recall sections of the
interviews | created a scoring guide (see Appendix E) for eittte ®ix texts, which
was based upon a composite of three experts’ responses to the same type oolsquesti
each student answered in the interview. To create the compewting, three
graduate students read one text set and three graduate steddritse other text set,
each one answering the same types of questions posed to the sartieipapts.

The phrasing of the questions for the expert composite variektlgliffom the
phrasing of the questions posed to the participants in order to encourage thetexperts
include all possible answers in their responses; in this wayotm@asites for each
text could be used to create comprehensive scoring guides with whscore each

participant’s responses to the texts with the most accuracy.
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The most detailed aspect of the expert composite responses, and sulhseque
the scoring guides, was the retelling portion. Comparing thecipants’ retellings
(the portion of each transcript broken into T-units) to the detailet acurate
composite retellings allowed for precise scoring of eachlirgfe Student retellings
(item four in the interview protocol) were then evaluated using ¢berg guides
created from the composite responses of the expert readers iticodd¢ermine how
well the students comprehended the text. The students’ answdrs pyoimpted
recall questions (items 5 through 11) were also scored to detehowevell the
students comprehended the text. Scores for items 4 through 11 eedecton data
collection sheets that | created for each text (see AppendixnFprder to establish
reliability in scoring, two raters scored a randomly drawn m@anof 36% of the
interviews (two interviews from each of the six texts). Ildeorto establish a
reasonably high reliability both raters scored an additiomaingerviews (for a total
of 18 interviews or 55% of all of the interviews), reaching a tatesragreement of
88% overall. Table 2 displays the reliability for each item tpat, as well as an

average reliability (overall for all items) per text.
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Table 2

Reliability
Mr. Pancakes
Gumpy's for Pancakes, Peter's

Item # Outing Breakfast Pancakes! Chair Picnic Zoo
4 0.79 0.83 0.79 0.87 1.00 0.83
5a 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
5b 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00 0.67
6a 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
6b 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
7a 1.00 0.67 0.67 1.00 1.00 1.00
7b 1.00 0.67 0.33 0.67 1.00 1.00
7c 1.00 — — 0.33 — 1.00
7d — — — — 0.67
8(a) 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

8b — — — 1.00 0.67 —

8c — — — — 1.00 —
9a 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
9b 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00

9c — — — 0.67 — —
10 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
11 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Average: 0.83 0.88 0.87 0.84 0.95 0.94
Overall: 0.88
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The students’ responses to the retrospective-think-aloud portion of the

interview were used to further explore the influence of illugingtion the complexity

of thought and response with which each student comprehended the tpgtsficS
measures of comprehension are (almost to a fault) highly vatuda iteaching and
assessing of reading today; nevertheless, more in-depth, sudjepersonal
responses that children often offer are also valuable. Sipe (R@lk8}hese types of
guestiongprobes which is when a teacher asks a student to clarify a resportee or
prove his/her answer by referencing the text. As Nystrand (1€29¥ains, “This
request for an elaboration is not an attempt to push the student ttdvea‘right’
answer, but an attempt to encourage the student to explore her omprétive
horizons™” (p. 83). The responses that the students offered to theeonged-
questions were used to verify and expand upon the objective results Heom t

unprompted and prompted recall comprehension measures.
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Chapter 3: Findings

In this chapter, | outline the key findings from my analysisthef data |
collected, as described above. 1 begin by looking at the data the least
cognitively demanding and most objective task, namely the basic ebanmion
guestions (items 5-11 on the interview protocol). Next | summ#reéndings from
the more cognitively challenging task of retelling a storgngi four on the interview
protocol). In order to tie all of the data together, | end bgetly examining the most
cognitively demanding and most subjective task, that is the retrospduiink aloud
portion of the interview protocol (items 12-18).

Although my primary research questitigw does change in text type as text
becomes more illustrated and less written influence second-gradengrebension
of narrative text?remains important, there are some other key sub-questions that
should be asked which address specific components of the data. These questions each
help to break down this overarching question in order to address thiicspec
components of the data. In relation to the basic comprehension questiens
appropriate to ask, “Does text type influence the accuradyidésts’ comprehension
of narrative text?” Regarding the length of a student’slmegeit is appropriate to
ask, “Is text type a factor in the length of students’ retellings?” bechedergth of a
student’s retelling is one measure of comprehension. Iséssalitable to ask, “Does
text type influence the accuracy of a student’'s retellirgice how accurate a
student’s retelling is can be one way of measuring accuawy level of

comprehension overall. Finally, asking, “Does text type effeat ledficiently
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students are able to retell a story?” puts together the agcand length data for each
retelling to see how well each participant retold these stowdich is yet another
way of looking at and measuring comprehension. These questions doagdtan
or raise additional issues aside from those raised in the m@gabrch question; they
are used to zone in on certain aspects of the data. Taken togbtloérthese
guestions still address the fundamental issues of change inypexand how that

affects comprehension.

Background Knowledge

At the beginning of each interview | asked two questions cifi @articipant
in order to attempt to establish the participants’ overall degir@eevious exposure
to the texts in the study. In item one | asked, “Have you readstbiy before?” In
64% of cases (21 out of 33 interviews) participants said thaththéynot read the
story before. In 27% of cases (9 out of 33) participants saidhbgthtad read the
story before. In nine percent of cases participants were uokwtgether or not they
had read the story before. Although it seems like a somewhat aatedportion of
participants had read the texts in this study before, anecdotaldwtest show any
evidence that these texts were in any way too easy or tobaflataithe participants.
Arizpe and Styles (2003) also found that previous exposure to partewibor-
illustrators had little to no effect on the children’s responseth¢ picturebooks.
With the exception of one student’s reading of a written-only, &xth participant
took the time to read each text carefully. In the case obti@student he decided to

skim the text quickly, most likely because he was tired or boredyetzuse he had
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read the text before and was simply re-reading it; in faigt,student said he was not
sure if he had read the text before.

In Item two | asked, “Have you read any other stories by titisoa before?”
In 55% of cases (18 out of 33 interviews) participants said thathaeyead other
stories by the same author before. In 45% of cases (15 out of 88)ppats said
that they had not read any stories by the same author beAttteough it may seem
as though a large percentage of participants had read books bgntleeasithor
before, this is not surprising given the authors included in this stadgxample,
Eric Carle, Ezra Jack Keats, and Tomie dePaola. On the otheér $mme authors
were probably not as well known to the students, for example, John Buamng
Emily Arnold McCully, and Anthony Browne, two of which are Britigluthors
whose work does not seem to be quite as prevalent in this countng as the UK.
Even though more students recognized other texts by some oftltbses, the texts
that were chosen for the study were chosen because they are lgcgmfug of the
lesser well-known picturebooks associated with those authors. Shepause a
participant recognized other books by the same author does not mearéhad

read the specific book at hand.

Comprehension Questions

Items 5 through 11 in the interview protocol consisted of a seripoofpted
recall questions specific to each text and dealing in geneitalbasic story elements
(e.g. setting, characters, problem/solution, theme, etc.), whiaghintended to assess
each participants basic comprehension of each narrative (see Appgerfdix an

example of an interview protocol containing specific comprehension guogksti
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These questions required relatively simple, straightforward asswHne section of
each scoring guide devoted to these questions demonstrates thanswsts to
these questions are short and succinct, with the minor exceptioe oégponses to

item 11 dealing with the theme(s) present in the text.

Comprehension Questions

Accuracy
(Mean Percent Correct x Text Type)

80.0%
70.0% 39, 72.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Text Only Text & Illustration Illustration Only

Figure 1 Average percent of correct comprehension questions per text type.

This graph addresses the question, “Does text type influencedheeay of
students’ comprehension of narrative text?” Students’ answersl woarprehension
measures for each type of text were scored by comparingdspionses to a scoring
guide created from a composite of expert responses. An acqueamntage was
created for each text type by averaging each individual stsdeeattent of accurate
responses to the prompted recall comprehension measures for éacideyaring
the mean percent of correct responses for each text type ghatvalthough the

differences in comprehension accuracy for each text type do restrafgreat deal of
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variation, they do suggest a trend towards greater accuracy prefoamsion as the
proportion of written text to illustrated text shifts acrosg tgges. Responses to the
comprehension measures for the written-only texts were the deastate at an
average of 57.5%, while responses to the comprehension measures for the
illustration-only texts were the most accurate at 72%, with dombination texts’
comprehension accuracy falling only slightly lower to 69.3%. Thaplgrsuggests

that as illustrations represent a larger proportion of the nariafmenation in a text

(i.,e. as the proportion of written text to illustrated text sh#tsoss text types)

students’ comprehension becomes more accurate.

Retelling

Item four, the portion of the interview in which | asked the padici to retell
the story they had just read, proved to the richest piece of taimetidata. One
reason for the richness of this part of the data could be thaeteling a child is not
as constrained by specific questions. The participant calh astmuch or as little as
s/he likes. Some retellings were quite long while others were short and to the point

| examined three measures of these retellings in order ¢éonaek if there
were any differences in the students’ comprehension acrodypest First, | looked
at the how long (measured in T-units) each retelling wasrbglgidelineating the T-
units in each retelling and then counting the T-units. Second, | exdrhioe
accurate the retellings were. Accuracy was measuredpascent of a whole using
the expert retelling in the scoring guide for each text to leme accurate each
retelling was. Third, | determined how efficient the retellimgsre by calculating a

retelling efficiency score for each of the three texts #zath participant read. The
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efficiency score is calculated as a ratio out of two byddng the total score on item
four (i.e. the retelling or unprompted, free recall) by the numb@ruriits that child
produced in retelling the narrative. In this way, | could comphaee quality of
retellings that varied in length a great deal. In other wordhp# setelling is not

necessarily a poor retelling and a long retelling is not necessaigdretelling.

Retelling Length
(Mean Number of T-Units x Text Type)

12.0
113

1U.7

10.0

8.0
6.7

6.0

4.0

2.0

0.0
Text Only Text & Illustration Illustration Only

Figure 2 Average number of T-units in retellings per text type.

This graph addresses the question, “Is text type a factor inetiggh of
students’ retellings?” The T-unit was used as a way ¢akbdown each student’s
retelling into its smallest identifiable parts in order to edbe retelling based on the
composite expert retelling template for each text. Thiplgshows the average
retelling length (demonstrated by the mean number of T-unith@snsin the Y-
axis.) for each text type (as shown in the X-axis). Thiplgsaggests that students’

retellings increased in length as they shifted from writtely texts to combination
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texts to illustration-only texts. Again, the difference betw#®n combination of
written and illustrated text versus illustration-only texinst substantial, although
there was some increase in length of retelling from the combmagxt to the
illustration-only text. Having said that, the difference betwe retelling length of
the written-only text and both texts that contain illustratiomaase considerable and
worth noting. This finding suggests that as more of the maraf a story is told

through illustrations children’s retellings increase in length.

Retelling Accuracy
(Mean Percent Correct x Text Type)
25.0%
20.0% —="19.5%
7.5%
15.0%
10.0%
7.6%
5.0%
0.0%
Text Only Text & Illustration Illustration Only

Figure 3 Average retelling percent correct per text type.

This graph addresses the question, “Does text type influeneetheacy of a
student’s retelling?” Student retellings were analyzed t® ts@w closely their
retellings matched the expert template. Overall, on averagestadents’ retellings
reflected less than 20% of the content incorporated in the eepgptate. However,

the retellings of the writtetext onlystories were substantially less accurate than the
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retellings of thecombination of written and illustrated testiories and thelustration-
only stories. Thallustration-only retellings were slightly more accurate than the
combination of written and illustrated tevdtellings.

This finding suggests that as text type shifts from writtendeaonly to
combination of words and illustrations to illustrations only the studestsllings
become more accurate. While there is a difference betvoeemaay of retelling for
the combination of written and illustrated text and illustration-oeky the difference
is minimal. There is, however, a considerable difference indberacy of retelling
between written-only texts and texts that contain illustratiarsgther alone or in
combination with words. This data sample suggests that the predalhgstrations

in text has a positive effect on the accuracy of children’s retellings otinartaxt.

Retelling Efficiency Score

(Total Score/Total T-Units)

2.0
1.8 . 1.7

1.0

1.3
1.0
0.8
0.5
0.3
0.0

Text Only Text & Illustration Illustration Only

Figure 4 Average retelling efficiency score per text type.
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This graph addresses the question, “Does text type effect fimierdly
students are able to retell a story?” The retelling efficy score was determined by
dividing a student’s total score for the retelling portion of the ocahprehension
measures by his/her total number of T-units. An efficientliegescore means that
whether or not a student’s retelling was long or short eaahitTyielded a higher
score (i.e. 2 out of 2). In this way a low T-unit count would not rsaci#y mean that
a student did not give a good retelling. For example, if one stoekehd a text very
succinctly resulting in only two T-units, but both T-units received a sifdseo, then
that student’s retelling efficiency score would be a 2, or tlghdst retelling
efficiency score possible. On the other hand, a lower regedfiiiciency score means
that either a student gave a long retelling, but not all of hig/henits yielded a high
score (e.g. 1 out of 2) or a student gave a short retelling amemhistinits yielded a
low score (e.g. 0 or 1 out of 2). For example, a child may haxweng longer
retelling with 50 T-units, but received a score for that retelbhgnly 40, which
would result in a considerably low retelling efficiency scorerdf 0.8. In this graph
the x-axis represents the text type while the y-axis sepits the range of retelling
efficiency scores (as a ratio between 0 and 2). Although tlsemot a great
discrepancy between the retelling efficiency scores atexsdype this graph does
still seems to support the general trend of the other data, whicétias text contains

more pictures and fewer words comprehension increases.

Retrospective Think Aloud

Based upon the data taken from the sample in this study, the tgtiati

findings above suggest that text with illustrations—as opposed tternvonly text
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without illustrations—help students to retell and comprehend more éelguaa well
as create longer retellings. While this data demonstratefiratedérend, taking a
closer look at the profiles of individual students paints a sligtitierent and
somewhat more complicated picture (see Appendix G, Table Glamikig the
individual data, rather than simply the means of the whole group ¢orcadegory of
analysis, shows that while some students followed the trend afvémall data the
majority of the time, some students did not follow the trend airdibllowed it very
little. By breaking down the data into the four categories ittstt in the graphs
above and asking the question, “How many participants fit the trenlaamanany
do not?”, the following conclusions can be reached:

e Comprehension questions accuracy: 45% of participants fit the trend

e Retelling accuracy: 27% of participants fit the trend

e Retelling length: 18% of participants fit the trend

¢ Retelling efficiency: 36% of participants fit the trend
Overall across all of these categories of analysis, 32% difcipants fit the
guantitative trends and 68% did not. Taking a look at individual participdates
reveals that 2 out of 11 participants fit the trend for eactheffour categories of
analysis almost completely, or in three out of four cases. Tlityaf participants
(i.e. 8 out of 11) fit the trend for each of the four categafemnalysis only slightly,
or in one out of four cases. One participant did not fit the tnerahy of the four
categories of analysis.

Although as a group the results of the comprehension measuresdcbnofe

these 11 participants present definite trends, breaking down the actataiag to
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participant shows a somewhat more complicated picture. Analilzéngetrospective
think-alouds of these participants can help to elucidate some ofdisesepancies.
Whereas the earlier quantitative data analysis answers thgoquéDo illustrations
effect second-graders comprehension of narrative text?” theaajivalidata obtained
from the retrospective think aloud goes further to answer the gunesHow do
illustrations effect second-graders comprehension of narrat®’tdn addition to
answering that particular pertinent question, the retrospectink #ouds can also
help to shed some light on why individual participants may or may anat fit the
overall trend demonstrated in the quantitative data.

In the retrospective think aloud, | asked the participants more ih-cejut
open-ended questions that were intended to get them to think more @eeply
interpretively about the text. For example, in relation to the coatibn of written
and illustrated texir. Gumpy’s Outingby John Burningham, | asked the following
guestions: “How do you think Mr. Gumpy felt about his decision tohletchildren
and animals ride with him in his boat? How do you know?” and “How dotlyioi
the children and animals felt about their decision to want to riteMr. Gumpy in
his boat? How do you know?” In addition to these in-depth questions | dsked t
simple follow-up question throughout the retrospective think aloud, itemsrd2gh
18, “How do you know?” This question prompted the participants to telvheze
they were getting their information from and helped me to sé®eif were able to
articulate that source of information. This is where the neéais/e aspect to these

guestions comes in, since by asking this question the students hadktddbk to
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when they read the story and reflect on how they were gaining andspiog

information as they read the story.

Individual analyses.

Analyzing individual participant’'s retrospective think alouds ansvgerse
lingering questions. The participant’s answers to the “how dokgow” questions
are particularly informative and help to answer the questionhefevthese children
are getting their answers from. Is it from the writtert2eXhe pictures? Their own
background knowledge? Some combination of these? Looking at how the
retrospective think alouds of Brie and Caitlin (all names areidm®g/ms), two
participants whose individual data very closely fit the trendb@flata overall, sheds
light on why their responses to the retelling and comprehensionansstay have
followed the overall trends in the data. Next, examining thegpéctive think
alouds of Seth and Kevin, two students whose individual data did not fitvérall
trend, helps to explain why their responses to the retelling antgprebension
guestions do not follow the overall trend of the data. Table 3 recapsdikelual

comprehension questions and retelling data for each of these four students.
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Table 3

Sampling of Individual Participant Profiles

Z00 Mr. Pancakes Pancakes, Peter's Picnic
Gumpy’s for Pancakes! Chair
Outing Breakfast

Brie Comprehension 38% 58% 73%
(P1) Questions Accuracy
Retelling Length 3 10 13
Retelling Accuracy 3% 20% 30%
Retelling Efficiency 1.33 1.9 1.77
Caitlin Comprehension 62% 75% 7%
(P2) Questions Accuracy
Retelling Length 6 9 46
Retelling Accuracy 7% 18% 68%
Retelling Efficiency 15 1.89 1.13
Seth Comprehension 7% 75% 73%
(P5) Questions Accuracy
Retelling Length 2 8 2
Retelling Accuracy 4% 28% 2.8%
Retelling Efficiency 2 1.75 15
Kevin Comprehension 82% 79% 73%
(P6) Questions Accuracy
Retelling Length 5 2 16
Retelling Accuracy 5% 8% 28%
Retelling Efficiency 1 2 1.81
Brie

Brie’'s responses to the retrospective think aloud portion of each of her
interviews illustrates that her language reflects an engagtewith and awareness of
the pictures as a means of comprehending the stories she Bxaelsead Anthony
Browne’sZoofor her written-only text. Her responses show that she rstieewhat

on the written word to understand and respond to questions about the story. Fo
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example, in response to the “how do you know” questions, Brie sightsexte
specifically a few times in the following ways: “becaulset kept orsaying..” and
“it says..they were whining.”

Brie’s responses to the combination of written and illustrated tteatt she
read, John’s Burningham’®r. Gumpy’s Outing demonstrate that although both
words and pictures are present in this text, she increasimigs rupon the
illustrations to understand the text. For example, in response tihdhedo you
know” questions Brie answered in the following way: “Becaus@adtvedt. It said
it and the picturesooked likethey were swimming back to shore;” even though she
refers to the written text here, the predominant source ofmafon for her seems to
be the pictures. Brie shows further reliance on the pictureBeassource of
understanding through responses such as, “The picture of his house is right here and it
looks likeit’s brick,” and “because in this pictureldoks likehe wants to go on the
boat.” Additionally, Brie comments on the character’s facial @gions when she
says, “because they all had smiles on their faces whenwkeey in the boat,”
demonstrating an awareness of and reliance on the pictures to comprehend the text

In Brie’s responses to questions for the illustration-only teat she read,
Pancakes for Breakfasty Tomie dePaola, there is even more indication that she is
relying on the pictures for her source of understanding, and asdeneed by her
higher scores for this text, paying attention to the picturesisee have paid off.
Brie’s responses to several “how do you know” follow up questionsidecthe
following references to using the pictures to understand the Stmgause in the

picture itshowed’ “it kept on showingher” “because this picturghowsit,” “because
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it showsit right like there in the beginning,” “because she was like, right heh®ws
like where she’s in bed and then she’s thinking of pancakes so she twanake
them,” and “because ghowsit in one of the pictures.” Brie again references facial
expressions, a key textual marker, to help her understand the“bexrguse she was
sitting down in her chair and smiling because she got to eapdrerakes.” In
addition to these numerous comments that show Brie relying sudbessi the
pictures to comprehend the story, she also made an insightful ecanabheut
picturebooks in general, demonstrating a certain level of metamwygthéat children
this age do not always exhibit. When asked, “What do you think the audims o
make the people who read this story think about?” Brie responded, “Scahggo
when they look at other people’s pictures they know what's going om.”ifl i
followed this response up with “How do you know?” to which Brie responded,
“Because this is a picture with, like just a picturebook with nodw@nd if you can
know what's going on in it a little bit then you should know what'sagan in other
people’s pictures too”
Caitlin

Caitlin’s responses to the retrospective think aloud portion of teeviatvs
for each text demonstrate a trend that coincides with the trend of the datth ader
scores for the comprehension questions and retelling portions aaswl responses
to the “how do you know” questions fatog, the written-only text that she read,
illustrate that this text was more difficult for her to comprehend, verlyldkee to the
absence of picturesAlthough Caitlin made specific references to the written text
when answering some questions (e.g. “on the second Iseyst “in it, it says”

“because some of the parts that shel like shesaid’) she also explained more than
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once that she did not know the answer, as evidenced by the follownpdesaf her
responses: “because like in the car where it said they hle dight...1 don't really
remember, | can’t remember...,” “I don’t know,” and “because | think.tHadon't
really know.”

There seems to be evidence that when words are present Caitlin eakéesm
the words in the text and her background knowledge and experienocesxample,
when responding to questions fdr. Gumpy’s Outingshe made comments like, “on
one of the pages #aid that because gaid then they all...,” “It was in one of the
pages. Itsaid that,” “on one of the pages #aid” and “in the book itsaid” In
addition, when prompted by a graphical description of the QAR strdkapyhael,
Highfield, & Au, 2006) to explain where she got her information she Yagt the
answer from — | think my parents and my friends and my sistersthed books and
stuff.” Nevertheless, given that Caitlin’s scores do fit the aVé&rend of the data,
her tendency to rely on words and background knowledge does not seem to work as
well for her as relying on illustrations to comprehend a stdyen though Caitlin
still seems to rely on the very few words that appear a®parte of the illustrations
in the illustration-only texPancakes for Breakfagt.g. “because in the story sbeeys
she’s well, she doesntay...in the ingredients book isays) she does show an
increasing reliance on and use of the pictures to comprehend théestpr‘because
on the first page it's all snowy andldtoks likea small house...,” and “Well, | don’t
know because it doesn’t have words and | just think that becauseat-habecause
she has, like, bubbles, like thinking bubbileshe picture¥. Like Brie, Caitlin also

picks up on the facial expressions of the characters in the stoaykay way to
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understand what is going onin“this picture she’s all happy...but shen this
picture...she has a frown,” “she has a smile on her face,” “in them@at shows you
that...,” and “becausén this picturetheir mouths are like, ‘what is she doing?).
Seth

Taking a look at the retrospective think alouds of Seth, the only ipartic
who did not fit the overall trend of the data at all, will help kacielate why his
individual data did not fit the general trends of the data. In gen®eth’s highest
comprehension scores were for the combination of written and itedttaxt, for
which he read Ezra Jack Keaféter's Chair It is important to note that Seth’s
responses for all three texts were similar, but his respdoséise written-only text
(Eric Carle’s Pancakes Pancakgs!and illustration-only text (Emily Arnold
McCully’s Picnic) scored at slightly lower levels than his responsesPter’s
Chair. Although Seth sights the written text a few times (e.gcdbhse sheaid that
she was busy...” and “becausedskshis mom to make the pancake for him”) in his
responses to the retrospective think aloud portion of the interviewdaorcakes
Pancakes!overall these responses do not demonstrate that he was usiext Wery
much or recalling using the text to comprehend the story. At thefetheé written-
only text interview Seth drew the following insightful conclusityou don’t learn
anything by justooking at the words how to make a pancake” (emphasis added). By
using the wordookinginstead ofeadingSeth is, perhaps inadvertently, emphasizing
the visual over the verbal, even in a text that does not contain pictures.

Despite the fact that Seth’s scores for the illustration-tedyywere across the
board lower than his scores for the other two texts (although oglstlg), he did

demonstrate an awareness of the importance of using pictures tcebemgia story.
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In response to the many times | asked him, “how do you know?” Seth thade
following comments: “becauseshowedt in the pictures,” “because in the pictures it
showsthe mouse crying,” “because ldoks likethe father is calling out for her,”
“because itshowsin the picture...,” “because the pictusbowedit,” and “because
this pictureshowsher a little scared.” The number of times Seth referetioes
pictures when responding to the illustration-only text outweighs théeuof times
he directly refers to the words when responding to questions pegamthe written-
only text. It seems that even though Seth’s accuracy percentages dimdg) rdd¢h do
not quite follow the trend of the overall data set, the types @ornses and the
emphasis he places on the pictures as his source of informatipp@sed to written
text, demonstrates after all that pictures play an importahirpars comprehension
of these texts, as the overall trend of the data for the group would suggest.
Kevin

Although Kevin's accuracy percentages and retelling data do rotwfohe
general trend of the overall data set, his responses to thepestioe think aloud
portions of his interviews do seem to follow the overall trendest Im the degree to
which he is cognizant of or able to express the sources ahterstanding for each
text. In other words, while Kevin makes no specific referenadhe written word in
his responses in the retrospective think aloud portion of the intervielRafwcakes
Pancakes!the written-only text that he read, he does make somenefs to using
the illustrations to help him compreheRéter’'s Chair the combination text that he
read, and many more references to illustrations helping him etwpdPicnic, the
illustration-only text that he read. Kevin's answers to thew do you know”

guestions folPancakes Pancakeskem to have no basis in the text, or at least he
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does not seem to be aware of their direct connection to his compreharspegific

part of the text. On the other hand, his responses to the “how do you know” questions
for Peter's Chair demonstrate some awareness that the pictures can help him
comprehend text (e.g. “I caeebecause it takes up the whole page,” “because he had
a frown on his face,” and “I caseehe has a smile on his face”). Here Kevin is even
picking up on facial expressions, a skill that worked well foe Bnd Caitlin, whose

data did fit the overall trend.

Finally, Kevin’s responses pertaining Ricnic demonstrate an even greater
awareness of certain aspects of the text, namely theraliiosts, aiding him in
comprehending the story, as demonstrated by the following egcétptan see
they're picking flowers and playing...,” “I caseeeveryone’s like looking in places,”

“I can see she’s hugging it...,” “I caseethe picture of them hugging and cheering,”
‘I can seethe picture where she’s like...,” and shw them all, like, playing.” In
addition to these responses that state directly how he saw véhiogs in the
pictures, Kevin also gave some nice descriptions of what is guirige pictures: “I
can tell by the — the little puffs and — and it's red” and “I ¢alh she is counting
them,” demonstrating his ability to make sense of the images.

Thus, the apparent conflict between Kevin's accuracy percentagées
retelling data and the overall trends of this data acrossathple of 11 participants
can be explained by further examining his responses to thepettog think aloud
portion of the interviews for each text. Although Kevin’s quam¢atiata does not
quite demonstrate that illustrations have a positive effect onomprehension, his

gualitative data, in the form of responses to the retrospective tluoldl guestions,
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demonstrate Kevin’'s increasing awareness of the role thaitke&ther written words
or illustrations, can play in comprehension. Examining Kevin's respdosssch of
the three text types, reveal that he increasingly refesetheetext, whether written or
illustrated, in his responses to the retrospective think aloud questsrthea
proportion of illustrated text to written text increases, dematmsirathat the

illustrations do in fact do have a positive effect on his comprehension.

Summary.

Closely examining a sampling of participants whose data both dididmbt
fit the overall trend of the qualitative data reveals thabne way or another the
retrospective think alouds of these participants confirm thergetiend, even if the
guantitative data for these participants does not all fit thergetrend of the data. In
the case of Brie and Caitlin, their responses to the retrogpelsink aloud portion of
the interviews for each text simply confirm their quantitativeres, which
demonstrate that as they shifted from written-only text to coatioin of words and
illustrations to illustration-only text their comprehension insega In the case of
Seth and Kevin, even though their quantitative scores did not necedgatfig
overall trend of the data, their responses to the retrospective thutk@ortion of the
interviews for each text told a slightly different story. Bdflevin and Seth
demonstrated an increasing awareness of the text as sourcerafatdn when
comprehending a story. Even though their scores for the illust@atigntexts were
not their highest, their retrospective think alouds show that theg sl using

pictures more than words to accurately comprehend text.
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This trend towards increasingly using the text effectivelgdmprehend the
story as the text type changes from written-only to combinatiatusiration-only
continues with the other participants, even those whose quantitativedadatat
necessarily fit the overall trend. For the most part, thigpkaof 11 students utilized
the text more effectively to comprehend the stories as #ietyppe changed from
written-only to combination to illustration-only, because thesedents were
increasingly able to articulate their use of the text astéx¢ contained more
illustrations, thereby also demonstrating their higher leskaetacognitive thinking

as the text contained more illustrations.
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Chapter 4: Discussion

With the purpose of exploring the role of illustrations in the proaas
comprehending text, | set out to conduct a study involving elemesthopl students
reading picturebooks. Participants read one of each of three diiffgpes of text:
written-onlytext (i.e. the words removed from a pictureboaynbination of written
and illustrated text(i.e. words and pictures presented together in a traditional
picturebook), andlustration-onlytext (i.e. a wordless picturebook). | assessed each
participant’s comprehension using three different measures: basiprehension
guestions, a retelling of the story, and a retrospective think aloes s¢ questions.
| tabulated and analyzed the data for each of these three comparfents
comprehension and came up with some interesting and promising results.

The results of the quantitative analyses suggest that childm@prehend
narrative text presented as illustrations alone somewhat maocarately and
efficiently than they comprehend narrative text presentead @snbination of words
and illustrations, which they comprehend better than text presenigdrds alone.
Although the overall data demonstrates a clear trend, a closertltlod data at the
individual level tells a more varied story. Nevertheless, exapirthe more
subjective and qualitative data found in the retrospective think alouds shaireven
though there is individual variation in the overall trend, these studests iw fact
using the illustrations more than the words to comprehend these texts. Taken together
the quantitative data (i.e. the comprehension questions and retellingsjha

gualitative data (i.e. the retrospective think alouds) gleaned from this study gteaw
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children do comprehend the text more accurately and retell therstwe accurately
and efficiently when reading illustrations than when they read words.

These results align with some of the findings in the literatiiteoughout the
literature on children responding to picturebooks the researchemstdattempt to
measure children’s comprehension precisely. Their aim instéadiesnonstrate that
children are quite adept at reading and comprehending picturebooksigfay,

1983; Madura 1998, Sipe 1998 and 2000). The results from the present study als
suggest that children can read and comprehend images, and thabthgyehend

more accurately and retell the story more accurately araeetly when illustrations

are present then whey they are not, as is demonstrated throtighditérature. For
example, Arizpe & Styles (2003) found that children, even and edpeg@ing
children, are quite capable of expressing an understanding of whatsom
picturebooks when illustrations are present. Sipe (1998, 2000, and 2008) also found
that when given the opportunity to express themselves, particulafly whether in

whole or small group or individual settings, children respond to picturebookany
fascinating ways.

The findings from the literature involving studies that examined
comprehension of written text alone versus written text with @stuepresent
somewhat more complicated and varied results. To begin with and nastaiot my
findings, Miller (1938) found that both groups of students, those who read words
alone and those you read both words and pictures, scored the same on awigprehe
tests. Miller did admit that the tests might have been toq @dsgh could account

for the discrepancy between his findings and mine. Simildneégtesent findings,
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Butcher (2006) found that those participants who read words accombgrsadple
diagrams achieved the highest scores on the recall questions, hntmeusame way
that the students in this study had the most accurate scores onelengion
guestions for the illustration-only texts, followed closely by toenbination texts.
The present findings also align closely with Gambrell andtd@w1993) conclusion
that illustrations enhance reading performance. Reaching sigelasomewhat
different conclusions from this study, Mayer and Anderson (1992) fcuetdthere
was no significant difference between each group’s scores oret¢h# questions,
while the group that concurrently experienced words and imagesitexi the higher-
order problem-solving tasks better than the other groups. Purnell andr5@991)
state that, “illustrations may present information in their oghtrrather than serving
merely as adjuncts to aid comprehension of text” (p. 277), finding inrgetiat
illustrations had an increasingly positive effect on comprehensiagheaamount of
illustrated text increased while the amount of written textrelesed, confirming the
results of the present study.

More specifically, the comprehension questions accuracy datasssigigat as
illustrations represent a larger proportion of the narrative irdbon in a text
students’ comprehension becomes more accurate. This finding sesoyort the
literature that suggests that students’ comprehension improves \Wstrations are
present (Butcher, 2006; Gambrell and Jawitz, 1993; Purnell and Solman, 1891)
each of these studies the subjects’ comprehension was assessezhdifng different
text types, similar to those used in this study. In each dssegsearchers concluded

that illustrations are a valuable tool in increasing comprebensis evidenced by
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higher scores on comprehension measures given to subjects afteyaitheytext with
illustrations than comprehension measures given to subjects lafierdad a text
without illustrations.

The retelling length data suggests that children’s reteliimg®ase in length
as more of the narrative of a story is told through illustratiofisis finding would
seem to support the emphasis in the literature on teaching chitdread visual as
well as written text (e.g. Au & Raphael, 2000; Flood & Lapp, 1995; IRV,
1996; Williams, 2007). These researchers and many others continuehtéopas
expansion of the definition of literacy to include the visual. aih be proven that
children are able to retell more accurately after readieytawith images than a text
with just words then this push may be justified. The goal is that visual liteihdew
taught in schools more widely. This retelling length findingls supported by the
literature that describes children’s extensive responses tovixillustrations (e.g.
Arizpe & Styles, 2003; Sipe, 2008). In this literature children’porses are
described as rich and expressive, illustrated in part by tigthleof the retellings of
the students in this study.

The data related to the accuracy of the participant’s regslsuggests that the
presence of illustrations in text has a positive effect on tiearacy of children’s
retellings of narrative text. The literature in which reskars studied the
comparisons in comprehension between written text only and writténwiéx
illustrations suggests similar findings with some variationgr dxample, Butcher
(2006) found that diagrams in an informational text—that are sitaiJgret not quite

the same as illustrations in a narrative text—are helpful, but hefsful when they

80



are simplified. Working with fourth-graders, Gambrell and Ja(li#93) found that
illustrations enhanced reading performance and substantially asede

comprehension and recall of stories when combined with mental imaging.

Limitations of the Present Study

As with any study, there are several noteworthy limitatitmshe present
study. With a sample size of 11 participants | can begin to doeme introductory
conclusions about how illustrations affect second-grader's comprehension, but
cannot state unequivocally that the results of this study are etstypleliable and
would remain the same if replicated. Additional studies following $hene
procedures that | have outlined with a larger sample size waula Igng way to
continuing to prove, or perhaps disprove, as the case may be, thesksultshere.
Children are unique in their perspectives, abilities, and interéstdempted to rule
out reading level as a factor by including only on grade |laaders, yet even more
precision could be used in this area by selecting students)\geatlione particular
reading level, rather than simply falling under the broader catejany-grade-level

While | did select the texts in this study with care anehitin to details such
as reading level, presumed previous knowledge, and word count, therehare ot
factors that could be considered if this study were repticatés Arizpe & Styles
(2003) chose to do in their much more extensive study of children’s resptms
picturebooks, if this study were replicated, the student participarib/ed could be
surveyed prior to selecting the texts in order to more actyigeertain information
about interests and prior knowledge of certain texts, both of which miyrtnce a

child’s comprehension of a certain text.
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The decision to measure comprehension in the specific ways outlirteid in
study was deliberate. Other previous studies in the literatwe hadertaken a
slightly less strict assessment of children after thegt ppeturebooks (e.g. Arizpe &
Styles, 2003; Sipe 2008). These studies in general are lookingofer gualitative
data on the nature of children’s responses rather than quantitativendatav those
responses might reflect upon children’s comprehension of these textkis study
my purpose was to take the wonderful things that previous resealzheround
about how children produce varied and interesting responses to picturebabks
begin to attempt to quantify those responses in a way that might pheve
instructional worth of teaching children to read and comprehend images.

In the vein of postmodernism today, some researchers might lodkeat t
insistence in this study on asking specific comprehension questitos @wmiting to
children’s interpretive abilities. Sipe (2008) argues that, Ha tase of picture
storybooks there are multiple interpretations, and that there iseuassarily one
‘best’ interpretation that the teacher must scaffold ‘for’ award’...this is [his]
reason for preferring the term ‘interpretation’ rather than fm@hension’....” In
response to this statement | would say that the present studynscateombination
of straightforward comprehension questions as well as open-endegdratagon
qguestions, rather than simply all basic comprehension questions thalinga
children’s thinking, but still have their place. For example, itemmber 11 on the
interview protocol asked participants what the theme of the stasy as evidenced
by the multiple possible correct answers on the scoring guidequbition did not

simply have one answer. While this question did prove quite difficultttfer
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students, | think it was worthwhile to include such a challengirggtipn with more
varied possibilities for response. The purpose of asking basic ebemsmion
guestions was so that | would have a more concrete way of measwwng

illustrations possibly affect second-graders when they read.

Implications for Practice and Further Research

The findings from this study can be seen as a jumping off paittoft how
to continue looking at teaching reading to children and how to continugrckse
the ways that children read. Certainly the implication thastiations likely have a
positive effect on reading comprehension should be considered. Perhaysgdtity
of teachers already know that illustrations help students feaduld hope this is the
case; nevertheless, proving this through well thought out and dwpreéutied out
research is an important step in solidifying this idea in thadsiof literacy
researchers, practitioners, and policy-makers alike. If wea@atinue to describe the
worth of attending to illustrations in reading instruction perhaps we can expard thi
other types of less traditional but still important visualgexthe world is a changing
place and today’s students must be equipped to understand all kinds dhagxthey
come into contact with.

The hope is that this study has helped in some way to ensunastnit text
can and will find as prominent a place in reading instructionréatew text. Just as
Purnell and Solman (1991) suggest that, “[aJuthors should take at leasichscare
in the drawing of illustrations as they take in the writing oftthe” (p. 277), perhaps
teachers and literacy curriculum developers should also takasitds much care in

instructing children how to read images as they do in teaching exiltyw to read
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words. That being said, likely the most effective way to de itito teach the two
together, since there is some overlap in these skill sets,igsefand Styles (2003)
discovered. Children may even be benefit learning to read in this way.

As Mayer and Anderson (1992) suggest, “contiguity of words and pictures
during instruction encourages learners to build connections betweenetiml and
visual representations of incoming information, which in turn support preble
solving transfer” (p. 450). If teaching children to read and intemrages as well as
written text can be proven a successful strategy for helpuagists become not only
better readers but better life-long learners then this mustibgoal. This study has
begun in a small way to look at the practical implications of aHildren need to be
exposed to visual as well as written text and the fact thitrehineed to be taught
how to make the best use out of the images that they encounter.fuljopbe
research and practice based on children and visual textsalegstn this study will

only continue to grow.

84



Appendices

Appendix A

Sample list of event$icnic, Emily Arnold McCully
1. The mice get ready to go on a picnic.
2. The drive to their picnic spot.
3. One mouse falls off the back of the truck.
4. The rest of the mice keep driving and do not notice that she has fallen off.
5. The mice arrive at their picnic spot.
6. They set up their picnic things.
7. The mice have a good time playing and relaxing.
8. The mouse that fell off the truck cries by herself.
9. She looks around at her surroundings.
10.The other mice gather to eat their picnic.
11. The mouse that fell off the truck decides to eat some berries.
12.The other mice realize that one mouse is missing.
13.They look all around their picnic spot for the missing mouse.
14.They pack up their things to go look for the missing mouse.
15.The missing mouse is very full from eating the berries.
16. The other mice drive back and look for the missing mouse.
17.The missing mouse hears them coming.
18.They find each other on the road where she fell off the truck.
19. The missing mouse almost forgets her stuffed animal mouse.

20.They all go back to their picnic spot and enjoy the picnic.
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Appendix B
Written-only textsPancake$?ancakesbhndZoo

Pancakes, Pancakes!
Eric Carle

Kee-ke-ri-kee

crowed the rooster.

Jack woke up, looked out
the window and thought,
“I'd like to have a

big pancake for breakfast.”

Jack’s mother was already up and busy.

“Mother,” said Jack, “I'd like to have a big pancake for breakfast.”
“I am busy and you will have to help me,” she said.

“How can I help you?” asked Jack.

“We'll need some flour,” she replied.

“Take a sickle and cut as much wheat as the donkey can carry.
Then take it to the mill. The miller will grind it into flour.”

When Jack had cut enough wheat,
he put it on the donkey’s back and took it to the miller.

“Can you grind this wheat for me?” he asked.
“I need it for a big pancake.”
“First we must separate the grain from the chaff,” said the miller.

He gave Jack a flail and spread the wheat onto the ground.

The miller took another flail and began to beat the wheat with it.
Jack helped with the threshing,

and soon there was a big pile of straw and chaff—

and a small pile of grain.

The miller poured the grain on a large flat stone.
On top of it was a round millstone

connected to the water wheel on the outside.
The water wheel turned round and round,
turning the millstone round and round, too,
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to grind the grain into flour.
At last the miller handed Jack a bag of flour.

“Here’s the flour,” shouted Jack. “Let’s make a pancake.”

But his mother said, “Now we need an egg.”

Jack went to the black hen and fed her some grain that had slipped
into his pocket while he had been threshing.

“Cluck, cluck,” said the black hen and went inside the hen house.
Then she said, “Cluck, cluck,” once more and laid an egg.

“Here’s an egg,” shouted Jack. “Let’s make a pancake.”

But his mother said, “Now we need some milk.”

Jack went to the spotted cow and began to milk her.

“Moo, moo,” said the spotted cow as the milk squirted into the pail.

“Here’s the milk,” shouted Jack. “Let’s make a pancake.”
But his mother said, “We need some butter.”

Jack got the butter churn and held it between his knees.
His mother scooped the cream from the top of the milk
and put it into the butter churn.

Jack pushed the churn handle up and down, up and down.
Finally, the cream turned into butter.

“Here’s the butter,” shouted Jack. “Let’s make a pancake.”
But his mother said, “We need to build a fire,”
Jack went to the woodshed and brought some firewood.

“Here’s some firewood,” shouted Jack. “Let’s make a pancake.”
But his mother said,

“Wouldn’t you like to have something sweet on your pancake?”
So jack went down to the cool cellar

and pulled a jar of strawberry jam from one of the shelves.

“Here’s the strawberry jam,” shouted Jack.

“Let’s make a pancake.”

In the kitchen, Jack’s mother had filled the table with
the flour,

the egg,

the milk,
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the butter.

There was also

a mixing bowl,

a cup,

a wooden spoon,

a ladle,

a frying pan,

a plate,

a knife, fork, and spoon.
And a jar of strawberry jam.

And his mother said, “Put a cupful of flour into the bowl...
“Break an egg into the flour and stir...

“Pour a cupful of milk over the flour and eggs and stir again
until the batter is smooth and without lumps.”

Jack’s mother heated the frying pan over the fire,
and added a piece of butter. The butter melted fast.

Then she said to Jack,
“Now pour a ladleful of batter into the hot pan.”

After a minute or two she looked at the underside of the pancake.
It was golden brown.
“Now watch,” she said, “I'll turn the pancake over. Ready?”

“Ready!” shouted Jack.

“Flip,” said his mother.

Up and over went the pancake high into the air

and landed right in the pan. In another minute or two
the pancake was crisp on the underside as well.

Then she slipped the pancake from the frying pan onto the plate
and spread some strawberry jam on it.

“And now, Jack,” his mother started to say,

but Jack said...
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“Oh, Mama, I know what to do now!”
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Z.00
Anthony Browne

Last Sunday we all went to the zoo.
Me and my brother were really excited.

But there were masses of cars on the road,
and it took ages to get there. After a while Harry
and I got really bored. So we had a fight. Harry
started crying and Dad told me off. It’s not fair,
he never tells Harry off. It’s always my tault.

“What kind of jam do you get stuck in?” asked
Dad.

“Don’t know,” said Harry.

“A trafhic jam!” roared Dad.

Everyone laughed except Mom and Harry
and me.

When we finally got there Dad Aad to
have a quarrel with the man in the ticket
booth. He tried to say that Harry was only
four and should get in half-price. (He’s
five and half, actually).

“Highway robbery!” Dad snarled.

Sometimes he can be really embarrassing.

We hadn’t gotten a map of the zoo, so we just
wandered around. Me and my brother wanted to
see the gorillas and monkeys, but we had to see
all these boring animals first. We went to the
elephant house, which was really smelly. The
elephant just stood in a corner stuffing its face.

Mom had brought some chocolate, and
Harry and I were hungry.

“Can we have it now?” I asked.

“No, not yet,” said Dad.

“Why not?” whined Harry.

“Because,” said Dad.

“Because why?” I asked.

“Because I said so,” said Dad. It seemed he
was In one of those moods.

Then we saw the tigers. One of them was
just walking along the wall of the cage, then
turning around and walking all the way back.
Then it would start again.
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“Poor thing,” saidd Mom.
“You wouldn’t say that if it was chasing after
you,” snorted Dad. “Look at those nasty teeth!”

Harry and I were starving.

“Can’t we have lunch now?” I asked.

“But we just got here,” said Mom.

It seemed like we’d been there for hours.
My brother thumped me, so I kicked him,
and we wrestled for a bit, then Dad told
me off.

We looked at the penguins next. I usually
find penguins funny when I see them on TV,
but all I could think of was food.

“What animals can you eat at the zoo?”
asked Dad.

“Don’t know,” I groaned.

“A hot dog!” howled Dad. He was holding
his stomach and laughing so much that tears
were rolling down his face.

“Come on, boys,” said Mom. “Let’s get
something to eat.”

The caté was great. I had a burger and fries
and baked beans and loads of ketchup, and
chocolate 1ce cream with raspberry sauce. It was
great.

After that we went into the gift shop to spend
our pocket money. We each bought a funny
monkey hat. “Which one 1s the monkey?” jeered
you-know-who.

Then we had to go and see the polar bear. It
looked really stupid, just walking up and down,
up and down.

Next we saw the baboons, and they were a bit
more interesting. Two of them had a fight.

“T’hey remind me of someone,” said Mom. “I can’t
think who.”

The orangutan crouched in a corner and didn’t move.
We tried shouting at it and banging on the glass, but it just
ignored us. Miserable thing.

Finally we found the gorillas. They were quite good.
Of course Dad had to do this King Kong impersonation,
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but luckily we were the only ones there.

Then it was time to go home. In the car Mom asked us
what was the best part of the day. I said the burger and
fries and beans, and Harry said the monkey hats.

Dad said the best part was going home, and asked her
what was for dinner.

“I don’t think the zoo 1s really for animals,” said Mom.
“I think 1t’s for people.”

That night I had a very strange dream.

Do you think animals have dreams?
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Appendix C

Sample Interview Protocol

Title: Zoo Participant #
Author: Anthony Browne Order in Sequence
Interview Questions

Components

Introduction

Today you are going to read a story. After you read the story, y
will tell me what happened in the story. Then | will ask you some
guestions about the story. After we talk about the story | am goin

DU

g to

ask you about what you were thinking when you read the story. Does

this make sense to you? Are you ready to begin?

1. Have you read this story beforzdo, by Anthony Browne]?
Yes / No ¢ircle ong

This is a story with just words and no pictures. | have taken the
words out of this regular pictureboadhjow book to participahso
that all you will read are the words.

2. Have you read any other stories by this author befeheiwv
participant a selection of other books by the same author, or
least pictures of those book covers, to see if s/he recognizes
them.

Yes / No (ircle ong

List any books that the participant mentions

any of

3. Are you ready to begin reading?

Participant reads the text silently (or out loud) to himself or herself.

od to

Unprompted | 4. Imagine a friend heard that you read this book and s/he want
Retelling know what happens in this story. Without looking back at the
story, what would you say to them?
Participant gives an unprompted retelling (i.e. a free recall) of the
narrative of the text.
Prompted Now | am going to ask you some questions about the story. With
Retelling looking back at the story, do your best to remember what you rez

from the story when you answer the questions. Can we begin?

out
ad
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a. Where did this story take place?

b. Was it in one place or more than one place?

a. Who were the main characters in this story?

b. Was there one or more of the characters that seemed mad
important to the story?

c. Who was (were) that (those) character(s)?

a. What can you tell me about the dad in this story?
b. What can you tell me about the mom?
c. What can you tell me about the older brother?

d. What can you tell me about the younger brother?

What was the family in this story doing?

a. What kinds of animals did the boys want to see?

b. What kinds of animals did the parents want to see?

10

Think about who told the story. Was it one of the characters
the mom, the dad, the younger brother, or the younger broth
someone else?

like
2r) or

11

Think about other stories that you have read before. Some o
them are about love, some of them are about courage, some
them are about making choices. Some stories are about one
and other stories are about more than one thing. What do yc
think this story is about?

of
thing
u

[If a participant gives a quick, one-word answer to this question,

follow up with..] Tell me more about that.

Retrospective
Think-aloud

Now | am going to ask you some more questions about the story
what you were thinking when you read the story. For this part, yg
can look back at the story to answer any of these questions. Can
begin?

and

we

12

[Sequence of eveihts

13

[Setting
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14

How do you think the older brother was feeling before the

family went to the zoo? How do you know?

How do you think the older brother was feeling while the
family was at the zoo? How do you know?

How do you think the older brother was feeling after the
family went to the zoo? How do you know?

15

Did the dad seem happy to be at the zoo? How do you know?

How do you think the mom feels about zoos? How do yol
know?

16

Think about the relationship between the brothers...

a.
b.

C.

How did they act towards each other? How do you know?

Why do you think they acted that way? How do you know?

What did their mom think about the way they were acting
How do you know?

17

What do you think the author wants the reader to feel abg
the family visiting the zoo? How do you know?

What do you think the author wants the reader to feel abg
the animals in the zoo? How do you know?

What do you think the author thinks of cages? How do yo
know?

ut

ut

[en)

18

What is happening to the animals in the story?
What is happening to the humans?

What is the author trying to tell us about the differences
between humans and animals? How do you know?

What do you think the author wants to make the people W
read this story think about? How do you know?

ho
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Appendix D

Sample Transcript

Text: Mr. Gumpy'’s Outing
EG = researcher (Emily Gerrard); P3 = Participant 3 (Julia)

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

EG:

P3:

EG:

Have you read this story before?

Mm-mm hal.

Have you read any other stories by this author?
[shakedhead'no]

Okay.

Wait, is this John Brett—Jan Brett?

You're close. You're close. His name is John Burningham. The firstsnitial
are the same but it's a different author.

| would say they’re like brothers and sister.
Maybe.

Because they both have the same starting.
You're right, they do have the same starting initial.
Are you ready to start reading?

Yeah.

You can read out loud of quietly to yourself, whichever is easier for you.

[Participant reads the story out logd.

EG:

P3:

Imagine that a friend heard that you read this book and she wanted to know
what happens in this story. Without looking back at the story, what would
you say to her?

Okay. | would say that there was a man who lived by a river and he had a

boat, and then he was riding his boat and then two children asked him, “Can
we come?” and then he said, “But don’t babble.” No, it was babble.

96



EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

Squabble.

Squabble. And then the rabbit asked if she or he could come on, and then
Mr. Gumpy —

Mm hmm.

Mr. Gumpy said but if you don’t hop, and then the — then what happened
next? The rabbit and then the cat — then the cat asked if it could come and
then Mr. Gumpy said “yes, yes, but if you don’t chase the cat”. And then the
dog came on and then the dog asked if he could come on, and then he said,
“Yes, but if you don’t shake the cat.” Then after cow, cow asked if it could
come on and then he — then Mr. Gumpy said but if you don’'t — that’s a big
word. No kicking? Hopping with the chickens? Don't, don’t kick? No.

If you don’t remember just keep going.

Okay. Then he said — the kid — the goat said, “Can | come on?” and then the
goat was — then he said, “If you don’t kick.” Then the chickens came on and
then he said, “Yes, but don't flap.” And then the, the sheep came on? No,
then the sheep — he said that the sheep can come on but don'’t [bleat], and then
the, then the pig. Then Mr. Gumpy said, “But don’t eat too, eat about.” It

was like eating. Can | say eating?

Sure.

And the cow, the cow was — the cow don’'t — and the — and he said to the cow,
and the cow asked Mr. Gumpy and then he said, “Yes, but don't, but don't,
but don’t kick?” No.

If you don’t remember you can keep going.

Okay. Ithink | remembered. “But don’t...” I'll just keep going.

Okay, any more, or is that the end?

There’s one more but I'll do it later because | can’t remember it.

Okay, anything else about the story?

The story was about Mr. Gumpy and all the farm animals. There were two
kids and they’re having lots of fun.

Okay. All right. Now I'm gonna ask you some questions about the story.

Without looking back at the story, do your best to remember what you read
from the story when you answer the questions. Can we begin?

97



P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

P3:

EG:

Mm hmm.

Where does this story take place?

The story takes place in the fields.

Okay. Was it in one place or more than one place?

More than one place.

Okay. Who are the main characters in the story?

The little girl, the man, the little boy, and all the farm animals.

Was there one or more of the characters that seemed more important to the
story?

More characters that were important to the story

Who were those characters?

It was Mr. Gumpy, the two children, and all the farm animals.

Okay. What can you tell me about Mr. Gumpy?

Mr. Gumpy was a nice guy and he, he would let a lot of people on his boat.
What can you tell me about the children?

The children. They were nice like him and they — and they’'re — and they just —
and they're very, they're very good like him and they’re very nice but they
didn’t really listen to Mr. Gumpy.

Okay. What can you tell me about the animals?

Okay, the animals, they, they all — the animals, they — the animalshell, t
always, like, three chased each other which they — | mean, two would chase
each other.

Mm hmm.

And one — well, the rabbit — well, the rabbit is very kind and it's funny in the
story because when it’s in the water it's very funny.

Okay.
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And all the farm animals, they’re like the same but they have differagsthi
about them, and they all get in — they all do different things. They don't listen
to Mr. Gumpy and then, then they — then they get in the water so they're a
little bit — so they don’t really listen to Mr. Gumpy.

Okay. How did Mr. Gumpy and the children and the animals all end up in the
boat together?

Well, everyone kept on asking him for one time and he said yes to every
single one of them, but don’t do anything to tip over the boat.

What happened when the children and the animals started bothering each
other?

They, they all were tipping and then the boat fell down in the water.
What did they do after they fell into the water?
They climbed on a hill to, to get dry in the warm sun.

Think about who told this story. Was it one of the characters, like
Mr. Gumpy, the children, or one of the animals, or someone else?

Someone else.

Think about other stories that you've read before. Some of them are about
love, some of them are about courage, some of them are about making
choices. Some stories are about one thing; some stories are about more than
one thing. What do you think this story’s about?

I think it's about making choices because there’s a lot of animals and he has to
make a lot of choices.

Okay. Now, I'm gonna ask you some questions about the story and what you
were thinking when you read the story. For this part you can look back at the
story. Okay, you ready to begin?

Mm hmm.

Why did the boat tip over?

Because the animal, because the animals weren't listening to Mr. Gumpy

How do you know that's why it tipped over?
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Because they were all bothering each other and it — and they were moving a
lot and it tipped over and in this book | actually — and it really sounded like it
really actually tipped over.

Can you tell me more about that?

Umm.

What do you mean by it sounded like it tipped over?

Everyone was mad at each other and there was a lot of people, and then
Mr. Gumpy, he told him not — he told them not to go tipping and then they all
were doing lots of stuff and then it tipped.

Okay. What did Mr. Gumpy and the children and the animals do after the
boat tipped over?

They came — they swam over and then they got onto a very big hill and got
dry by the warm hot sun.

How do you know that’'s what they did?

Because in one of the pages the boat tips over and then | read and I, | heard
that they swam over and they got on the big hill and then they dried off in the
warm hot sun, and then I think that's what they did to get dry.

Can you show me that page in the story?

furnsto pagg

Okay, great. Well, what do you think about what they did after the boat
tipped over?

I think — well, they swam over to a big hill and then they got dried off and
then they put all their clothes back on and then they gone in the meadow and
went to his house and have a nice cool drink.

Okay. Where do you think Mr. Gumpy lives?

I think he lives in a brick house that’s very pretty.

How do you know that's where he lives?

Because I'm looking at the picture and it really looks like a nice house It's

brick house and it has very pretty leaves on it like, you know, you see those
trees on top.
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Hm, okay. Why do you think Mr. Gumpy wanted to go out in his boat at the
beginning of the story?

| think that he wanted to go on his boat because he didn’t go on it for a long
time.

How do you know that's why he wanted to go on it?
Because he was going on the boat and it, and it, and it, and it really looks like
it. No, walit, | think he just wants to go for a ride and see the whole place and

see how different it is.

Okay. How do you think Mr. Gumpy felt about his decision to let the children
and the animals ride with him in his boat?

He felt a little happy for a few people to get on his boat.
How do you know he was happy?
Because | think he didn’t have a lot of people on his boat for a long time.

Okay. How do you think Mr. Gumpy feels about going out on his boat again
some other time?

With somebody another time? | think he’ll be pretty excited because they
could see everything and they could take pictures.

How do you know he’d be excited about going in his boat again?
Because, because you could do lots of things in your boat. You could go
fishing and you could take pictures, like a tour, and you could go there for

nice long ride.

Mm hmm. Okay. Why do you think the children and the animals wanted to
ride with Mr. Gumpy in his boat?

Because | think it would be fun.
How do you know?

Because all the animals — well, it looks like in one of the pages thaethey'r
having lots and lots of fun.

Can you show me that picture?
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[pointsto picture]

Okay. Thank you. How do you think — let’s see — how do you think the
children and the animals felt about their decision to want to ride with
Mr. Gumpy in his boat?

They felt excited.

How do you know they were excited?

Because maybe they, because maybe they would be excited to have lots of
fun. They could spend time with a new person.

Okay. Why do you think Mr. Gumpy gave the children and the animals
warnings of what not to do when they got in the boat?

Because he was warning them because, because if they did that stiféthe
then the boat would tip and he doesn’t want anybody to get hurt.

How do you know that’s why he gave them those warnings?
Because he doesn’t want to break his boat. He doesn’t want to be, doesn’t
want to be in trouble for his grown-up — the grown-ups to be mad at him and

he doesn’t want to get in trouble or anything.

Why do you think Mr. Gumpy let the children and the animals get in his boat
with him?

Because he would think it's a lot of fun with a few kids.
How do you know that’'s what he was thinking?
Because maybe he just wanted to have a little bit of fun for a while.

Okay. Do you think Mr. Gumpy and the children and the animals had a good
time?

Mm hmm.
How do you know they had a good time?

Because in one of these, in one of the pages — in all the pages — actually, in
this page, they really look like they're having lots of fun.

Okay. What do you think the author wants the reader to think about
Mr. Gumpy?
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Well, they want him to be like nice guy, like happy one.
How do you know that the author wants us to think Mr. Gumpy is nice?
Because a lot of people in this book is really nice.

Okay. What do you think the author wants to make people who read this story
think about?

About fun stuff.
Can you tell me a little more about that?

And he, he wants to make people be excited and they — and lots of kids could
imagine that they are on that boat and do everything in here.

How do you know that’s what the author wants us to think about?

Because maybe the author really wants us to think about that in our
imagination.

Okay.
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Appendix E

Sample Scoring Guide

Text: Peter’'s Chair

Instructions:

e Score question 4 based on T-ufiallen & Shakespear, 2002; Hunt, 1965). Each it-un
receives a score on a 0-1-2 scale (0 = no answargnanswer, 1 = partial answer, 2 =
complete answer) determined by how well the paudict’'s answer corresponds to the
answers below.

e Score the entirety of each of the remaining quastié-11, on a 0-1-2 scale (0 = no

answer/wrong answer, 1 = partial answer, 2 = cote@aswer). If a question has more than
one part (e.g. parts ‘a’ and ‘b’) score each para®-1-2 scale.

Question #

Prompt

Answer

4.

(Retelling) Imagine a friend
heard that you read this boo
and s/he wanted to know
what happens in this story.
Without looking back at the
story, what would you say to
them?

Should include the following...

a. Peter was building a tower/

b.and he stretched to put something on top of the
tower/

c. and knocked it over./

d. His mom said he was going to need to play mo
quietly./

e. Then he went in to see his mom fussing over hi
baby sister Susie./

f. He said that it used to be his cradle./

g. Then he saw his dad was painting the high cha
pink./

h. They painted his crib pink./

i. Then he saw his old chair/

j- and realized that they hadn’t painted it yet./

k. So he took the chair/

[. and ran out of room with his dog Willie/

m. and got some dog biscuits and cookies/

n.and a picture of him when he was a baby/

0.and ran away./

p. Then they went and sat outside the house with
those things./

g. Then he realized that he didn't fit in his chair
anymore./

r. Then his mom looked out the window/

s. and said, “Peter won't you come back to us, we
having something special for lunch.”/

t. He came back in/

u. and pretended that he was hiding behind the
curtain,/

v. but he fooled her./

w.Then he said, “Let’s paint my chair for Susie.”/

x. And they did./

y. Then the dog walked in the paint and left little
pink footprints./

n

=

all
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act)

5 a. Where did this story take Inside and outside Peter’s house
place?
b. Was it in one place or more | one placeor more than one place (either one is corrg
than one place?
6 a. Who were the main Peter, his mother, his father
characters in this story?
b. Was there one or more of the Yes; Peter
characters that seemed more
important to the story?
Who was (were) that (those)
character(s)?
7 a. What can you tell me about | (a little) jealous (at first) of his sister; a tgpl boy
Peter? playing with his blocks
b. What can you tell me about | sensitive, patient, and understanding towards Peter
Peter's mother? nurturing to Susie
C. What can you tell me about | helpful around the house
Peter’s father?
8 a. What was Peter’'s mother taking care of (fussing over) his baby sister
doing at the beginning of the
story?
b. What was Peter’s father doingpainting Peter’s old furniture pink
at the beginning of the story?
9 a. Where did Peter go when he| outside his house/apartment
‘ran away from home’?
b. What did Peter do when he | Hid from/surprised his mother; ate lunch with his
came home? parents and told them that he wanted paint hig chai
pink for his sister
C. What happened at the end of Peter and his father painted the chair pink
the story?
10. Think about who told the Someone else
story. Was it one of the
characters (like Mr. Gumpy,
the children, or one of the
animals) or someone else?
11. Think about other stories that Family (bonds/dynamics/love/concern for each othe

you have read before. Some
of them are about love, somg
of them are about courage,
some of them are about
making choices. Some storie
are about one thing and othe
stories are about more than
one thing. What do you thin
this story is about?

jealousy (sibling rivalry); changes/transitions; kim
2 choices (Peter decided to paint the chair pink)

=
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Appendix F
Sample Data Collection Sheet

Text: Pancakes for Breakfast Rater: Student ID:

Question # T-unit Reference to Score(0-1-2)
Scoring Guide

4.

5a. — —

6 a. — —

7 a. — —

9 a. — —

10. — —

11. — —

Total
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Appendix G

Table G1 Individual Participant Profiles

Pancakes, Mr. Gumpy's Peter's Pancakes for
Z00 Pancakes! Outing Chair Breakfast Picnic
P1 Retelling Accuracy 3% 20% 30%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 38% 58% 73%
Retelling Length 3 10 13
Retelling Efficiency 1.33 1.9 1.77
P2 Retelling Accuracy 7% 18% 68%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 62% 75% 7%
Retelling Length 6 9 46
Retelling Efficiency 15 1.89 1.13
P3 Retelling Accuracy 20% 41% 37%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 65% 79% 82%
Retelling Length 21 51 23
Retelling Efficiency 1.14 0.76 1.22
P4 Retelling Accuracy 11% 4% 10%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 68% 86% 81%
Retelling Length 6 11 5
Retelling Efficiency 1.83 1.82 2
P5 Retelling Accuracy 4% 28% 2.8%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 7% 75% 73%
Retelling Length 2 8 2
Retelling Efficiency 2 1.75 15
P6 Retelling Accuracy 5% 8% 28%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 82% 79% 73%
Retelling Length 5 2 16
Retelling Efficiency 1 2 1.81
P7 Retelling Accuracy 2.5% 2% 8%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 46% 58% 50%
Retelling Length 3 2 4
Retelling Efficiency 1 1 1.5
P8 Retelling Accuracy 5% 19% 16%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 35% 63% 7%
Retelling Length 3 9 8
Retelling Efficiency 2 2 15
P9 Retelling Accuracy 5% 2% 3%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 46% 54% 68%
Retelling Length 3 1 1
Retelling Efficiency 2 2 2
P10 Retelling Accuracy 18% 36% 5.8%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 82% 71% 92%
Retelling Length 13 10 3
Retelling Efficiency 1.38 1.8 2
P11 Retelling Accuracy 0% 14% 5.8%
Comprehension Questions Accuracy 32% 64% 46%
Retelling Length 9 7 3
Retelling Efficiency 0 0.88 2
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Appendix H

Table H1
Means

Written-only Combination lllustration-only

Mr. Pancakes
Pancakes Gumpy’s Peter's for
Zoo Pancakes! Both Outing Chair Both Breakfast Picnic  Both

ltem 4 8.67 7.60 8.18 16.17 12.60 1455 20.50 10.80 16.09
ltem 5 2.00 3.20 2.55 1.83 3.00 2.36 3.33 2.00 2.73

ltem 5a 1.00 1.40 1.18 0.83 1.40 1.09 1.33 1.00 1.18

ltem 5b 1.00 1.80 1.36 1.00 1.60 1.27 2.00 1.00 1.55

ltem 6 2.00 2.40 2.18 1.50 2.60 2.00 2.83 2.60 2.73

ltem 6a 1.67 1.60 1.64 1.17 1.20 1.18 1.67 1.40 1.55

ltem 6b 0.33 0.80 0.55 0.33 140 0.82 1.17 1.20 1.18

ltem 7 4.50 2.20 3.45 4.50 500 4.73 1.83 2.40 2.09

ltem 7a 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.83 2.00 1.91 1.00 1.00 1.00

ltem 7h 0.67 1.20 0.91 1.00 1.80 1.36 0.83 1.40 1.09

ltem 7¢ 1.67 — 1.67 1.67 1.20 1.45 — — _

ltem 7d 1.17 — 1.17 — — — — — —

tem & 200 200 200 150 320 227 200 540 355
ltem 8a — — — — 2.00 2.00 — 1.60 1.60
ltem 8b — — — — 1.20 1.20 — 1.80 1.80
ltem 8¢ — — — — — — — 2.00 2.00
tem 9 1.83 320 245 333 520 418 367 360 3.64

ltem 9a 1.17 1.50 1.30 2.00 1.60 1.82 1.67 2.00 1.82

ltem 9b 0.67 2.00 1.27 1.33 2.00 1.64 2.00 1.60 1.82

Item 9c — — — — 1.60 1.60 — — _

ltem 10 0.33 1.60 0.91 2.00 0.80 1.45 1.67 1.60 1.64

ltem 11 0.00 0.40 0.18 0.83 1.20 1.00 0.33 1.40 0.82

ltems 5-11* 1.35 1.76 1.52 1.67 2.11 1.88 1.82 2.11 1.88

* All comprehension questions combined
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Table 11

Standard Deviations

Appendix |

Written-only Combination lllustration-only
Mr. Pancakes
Pancakes, Gumpy’s Peter's for

Zoo Pancakes! Both Outing Chair Both Breakfast Picnic  Both
ltem 4 7.79 7.02 7.10 13.67 6.91 10.77 18.33 1047 1541
ltem 5 1.10 1.30 1.29 0.98 1.22 121 0.52 1.58 1.27
tem5a  0.00 0.89 0.60 0.41 055 0.54 0.52 0.71 0.60
temsb  1.10 0.45 0.92 1.10 0.89 1.01 0.00 1.00 0.82
ltem 6 0.63 1.52 1.08 0.84 1.14 1.10 0.75 1.95 1.35
ltem6a  0.52 0.89 0.67 0.41 0.45 0.40 0.52 0.89 0.69
temsb  0.82 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.89 0.98 0.98 1.10 0.98
ltem 7 2.43 1.48 2.30 1.76 0.71 1.35 1.33 1.67 1.45
tem7a  0.89 1.00 0.89 0.41 0.00 0.30 0.89 1.00 0.89
tem7b  0.82 1.10 0.94 1.10 0.45 0.92 0.75 0.89 0.83
tem7c  0.82 — 0.82 0.82 0.84 0.82 — — —
tem7d  0.98 — 0.98 — — — — — —
ltem 8 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.84 0.84 1.19 0.00 0.89 1.86
ltem 8a — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.89 0.89
ltem 8b — — — — 0.84 0.84 — 0.45 0.45
ltem 8¢ — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00
ltem 9 0.75 0.84 1.04 0.52 1.10 1.25 0.82 0.89 0.81
tem9a  0.75 0.58 0.67 0.00 0.89 0.60 0.82 0.00 0.60
temob  0.52 0.00 0.79 0.52 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.89 0.60
ltem 9¢c — — — — 0.89 0.89 — — —
tem10  0.82 0.89 1.04 0.00 1.10 0.93 0.82 0.89 0.81
tem11  0.00 0.89 0.60 0.98 0.84 0.89 0.82 0.89 0.98
ltems 5-11* 1.32 1.16 1.26 1.25 140 134 1.11 1.40 1.27

* All comprehension questions combined

109



Glossary

Combination of written and illustrated text: a book containing both words and

pictures (i.e. a picturebook)

Comprehension the process of extracting and constructing meaning by interacting
and being involved with written and/or visual texts in a reciprocal interchange of

ideas between the receiver and composer

lllustration-only text : a book that contains only illustrations and no words (i.e. a

wordless picturebook)

Picturebook: a book that contains both words and pictures, in which the words and

pictures play an equal role in creating meaning in the text and interact vlitlother

rather than simply appearing side by side

Visual literacy: the ability to make sense out of and create visual images

Written-only text: a book that contains only words and no pictures (i.e. the words

taken from a regular picturebook and placed in a separate context so that they appear

in isolation from the pictures)
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