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This current study explordtie reading strategi¢lsat emerge through thecase
studies offive sixth-grade students as they read Internet websites. Data was collected
from sudent surveys, field notes, atrdnscripts of three separate Internet sessions that
required participants to think aloadbout the readingrpcessas they explored web sites
to answer questions. d3pitethevarying reading abilitiesf the subjectsupper
elementary children use traditional as well as additional reading strategies when they read
online articles.Using grounded theory, foueading strategy themes emerged
consistently from three different reading sessions: determining importance (DI),
matching skills (MS), monitoring understanding (MU), and navigating (Mrough this
study, the researcher hoped to provide another snapishotv the typical students in the
upper elementary might read Internet resouvdeish would ultimately allowclassroom

teachers to focus on the development of those strategies.
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Chapter I: Introduction

Context

Sixteenyearold Elizabeth sitat thecomputer deeply engaged in three
simultaneous Instant Messaginonversations. While listening to downloaded music on
her iPod, she opens agvindow on her computeand types a messagea friend using a
variety of symbolsnd unconventionagften abbreviatedpellingsto which her friend
will respondwithin secads Elizabethmight even open another winddar Facebook to
updateherstatusorwriteo n  a  ffiwall,ceaniduél bulletinboardwhere peers leave
short, often crypticinessagefor one anotherAt times, she makes her way seamlessly
and quickly fom one screen to the nexn this middleclass American homeyen
El i z ab e t-yedrad btothey Lucaghas discovered itsnt messaging and online
games.He and many of himiddle schoopeers have Facebook accounts where they
track their baskiball record or post pictures of birthday parties and summer baseball
gamesFrequently, this préeenalsochats withfriends through Instant Messenger he
interacs with peersan the cyber world ofirtual reality gamessuch as Runescape and
World of Warcraft. At anearly age, heealized the difference between higbeed and
dial-up Internet services and the effect each has on the quality of his online games.
While only twentythree percent of teens actually use multiple forms of media at the
sametime as Elizabeth does, ningbgrcent of American teenagers do have access to the
Internet (Nielsen, 2009).Parallel totheir peersLucas and Elizabeth rely ahe
computer for social networking aaor entertainment such agtching videos likehose
posted on YouTube (Kaiser Foundation, 20Hgjually as important to both adolescents

theinternet s El i zabet hds an domplaiingasnéworkr i mar y

t ool
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assignmentgust aseighty-four to ninety and eightenths percertf American teenagers
theyfirst corsult thelnternetbefore any other sourder homework(U.S. Census, 2005)
Therefore, the Internet plays an integral part of their day.

The amount of timas well as the reason fosing the Internet seems to vary for
preteens and adolesdsnbut the Internet, along with other forms of technology,
consumes quite a bit of time for these young peapld it has shagal their view on
entertainment and communicatiofM hirty-three million American teens (Nielsen, 2009)
interact dailywith handheld gaming devicesell phonesinternetpagesinstant
messaging, blogs, PowerPoint, aitder rapidly changing technologi@3rensky, 2001,
NCREL & Metiri, 2003 Nielsen, 200R According to the 2009 Nielsen repddenagers
spend an average of eleveours and thirtstwo minutes each month on the Interreet
rather conservativeumbercompared tahe Kaiser Foundation report (2010) which logs
use of the computer for adolescentsuchour and twentgine minutes every day, seven
days a week Add in the other forms of media American teenagers use each day, and the
average time they spend is seven hours and higtyt minutes each ddi aiser
Foundation, 2010)These digital natives, a terfinst coined by Marc Prensk001)to
identify the currengeneratiorborn into a world filled with digital technology, have come
ofage i n a time when tomor r gwirenicdlysmlschnol ogy i
sometimes only graduallgd i f f er e nt. As arasult of thedchatuyetothe
technologies withvhich they interact dailythese digital natives requingstant
gratification and prefegraphics over textyorking best when networked with their peers

(Prensky, 2001).
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With therapidc hanges i n t ec hndténengers schoadtdah y 6 s st
no longer reliesimply on paperpencils, and textbooks. Whilkis twenty-first century
classroom may resemble the physical environseitter paren8 c hi | dhoqgd <cl as
changes in technology have impactied activitiesa student completinsideas well as
outside the schoolhous&o define the problem explored by this research project in the
spring of 2010, nearly twenty years after the World Wide Web was introduced, this
chapterexamines the implications the Internet has had on Americanstsmearly
1990s. This chapterlsooutlines the reseah question andelineates the significance of
exploring the reading strategiesed bysixth-grade students of varying reading ahak
The researcher also rals assumptions made abthg studyas well as the limitations
of conducting this particular research project.

Having access to the Internet has brought with it important implications for
children and adolescentSincetheintroduction of the World Wide Web
1,966,514,8216 people use theernet (Internet World Stats: Usage and Population
Statistics, n.d.) andighty twopercentof American familiecurrentlyhavelnternet
sewvices in theihomes(USC Annenberg, 20)0a number that continues to growm
fact, a large number &mericanfamilies have more than two computers in their homes
and nearly one hundred percent of Americans under thefagventyfour usethe
Internet (USC Annenberg, 2010y any childrenthen,enter schol having had access to
computers and the Internet, arttiers, like Lucas and Elizabettome to school quite
versed in surfing the Internet as well as interacting with others througrety\air
technological mediamedia that ask consumers to read in different velBexsause early

in their lives they begn interacting withthesedifferentforms of technological media,
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they develop a different set of skills than previously needddldi@nmayeventhink
differenty than adults who grew up print-dominated environmeriBearne, 2003
Prensky, 2001

Theincreasingpopularty of computes at home and in the classrobias spurred
researchers to examitige role of technologin ¢ h i | d rResedch initiallyv e s
focused on the impact the physical elements of the computer had on student motivation,
suchas he effects of screen displays on stude
Page, 2002; Yee, 2006). Until recently, though, few researchers have explored the impact
the computer, especially when used to reselrnet sources, has had on stug@nt didsi |
to read and understand text. Interestingly, Kamil and Lane (1998) indicated that
technol ogydés influence on I|iteracy fAis the
l i kely to grow and indeed wAseutmedmgr owt h i s
contemporary reading research, the relationship between reading and the Internet has
begun to interest researchers, but few have given it the attention it requires. The intention
of this dissertation is to add to the research in this area of reading.

Resarchers who firstentured into thelomainof Internet reading suggest
initial differences in the strategies students use when they read online texts and when they
read traditional static texts; in fatheysuspeadthat these readers wsadditional
strategiedo read annternetarticle (Coiro, J. & Dobler, 2007.eu, D.J., Jr., Kinzer,
C.K., Coiro, J., Cammaglp., 2004. Because it was easier to work with successful
readersmany of the firsstudies in mternet reading strategiéscused orreaders who
haddeveloged theskills of readingto the point of comprehensi@md who wee more

likely to articulate those skill® the researchergdowever, narrowing the focus these
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skilled readers did ngdrovide an authentic view @fhat occurs in thgypical classroom.
All children must read, not jushe successfulTherefore, his currentstudyadded
anothersnapshot of whatccurredwhensixth-gradestudens of varying abilitiesread
sources foundn the Interneto answer content questions
Problem to Study

Traditional forms of literacy continue to play an important role in communication,
but frequently, literacy happens in an electronicuegra multimodaénvironment that
continues to change the way alphabetic literacy oc€es,(2000; LeuD.J., Kinzer,
C.K., Coiro, J., & Cammack, D2004;Kinzer, 2003). Theseenvironments can include
space on the Internet such as blogs, wikis, Facebook, and chat rooms, or they can include
environments such as text messgghwith cell phones on which peoptan even read
electronicbooksor ebooks Today, children as young as eighivn their own phones
which they userimarily to text their friend¢Plester, Wood, & Joshi, 20Q9) fact, over
half of young adults prefer texting over talking on the ph@&ed & Reid, 2005).
Instead of reading paragraphs of text in a handwritten letter as their grandparents
parentsonce did, these children read abbreviated, specialized shorthand on the two inch
screen of a cell phond=requently, elementary age childr@&so maintain their own
Facebook pageshich providea differentreading format.Each of these technologies
creates an interesting, and often changing, environment that influences how students
interact with each othexrs well as withithe global community New technologiemay
al so influence a reader 6s aVhilelthistcugent o under
study did not focus on the wide range of technological devices being used by students

today, each of these devices plays an important rolesiovérall picture of the digital
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world which children navigate on a daily basiad, consequently, may have influenced
the behaviors exhibited by the participaftse current studintended to provide
educatorsboth classroom teachers and the instihgithat prepare therand researchers
with a better understanding of how adolescents approach reading when they ard assigne
contentquestiongegarding a specifilmternet source

Little is known about the strategies readers use when reading oriohesaand
researchers have much to learn by watching readers as they interact with Internet
resources Whensixth-grader Lucasthe previously mentioned younger brother, was
asked to lookor information on the Internet for a schqwbject he dich 0 tint the
articles, write on the papsr or readhe selected web paglem beginning to end
Instead, as thisesearchewatchedduring this informal observatiophucas scanned
quickly for information on population, climate, and culture, following thdioed
guestiondhis teachehadprovided for the assignmerdgften jumpingquickly from one
point in the web site to another poihhe did nd immediately find the information he
thought he should locatdnstead of reading in the traditial sense ohe word,using
thereadingstrategies his primary elementary teachedset in placehrough modeling
and practice tapping into his prior knowledge, predictirmndmaking inferences
Lucas completed this reading everith perhaps an additional sdtreading strategies
ones more attuned to the environment of Internet reading

Classroom teachgrlike thesocial studies teachamo assigned Lucas the
\country projectpften assume that theading strategies a student uses while reading a
static text areparallel to ancdadequatenoughto readmaterial found on the Internéthe

current research project examined whetherisa valid assumptionn this case,
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researchers have suggesteel strategies traditionally used for resgla large quantitgf
textmaynolongeradequat el y me e t(Hetr)h 2006MeNaltbe2006)s need s
As the reader interacts with more fluid reading experiemeelsding navigating through
a variety of mline, nonfiction sources, she must evalutte material in ater to sift
through the impoent and unimportant information, makidgcisiongapidly as to the
direction ofher reading(Coiro, 2003; EHindi, 1998 Henry 2006 Spiro, 2004. To an
extent, this is also the situation when a studeask®d to answer ggtions usindper
socialstudies textbogkshe may quickly scan the chapter or section looking for words
that match those in the questionawéver,researchers suspect distinct differences
betveen printed and digital texésdthey suspect the use méwcomprehension
strategesas well(Coiro & Dobler, 2007) Unfortunately,until recently, the research
community had virtually ignored this field of studgpecially when considering
approaches to readirtige Interne{Leu et. al., 200,7April), but with its multi-faceted
implications for education, this aspect of reading research imeetdiate attentian

If students do use different set ofeading strategies whileadingthe Internet
than the acceptedtrategiedor static text readers, educeganus explicitly teachthese
different or additional skills and strategjast as they teach reading strategies for static
text Because reading is such a large field, too many aspects could have confused the
research.In order to make thigroject managdse, the researcher acknowledgbd
breadth of reading and the even larger context ofthel t i modal worl d i n w
students interactWith that understandinghis particular research project focused
primarily on theisolated reading event invad when a sixtlgrader condctedresearch

for specific content questionsingonly anassigned Internet site.
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Research Question

What reading strategies dixth gradestudents of varying reading abilities use when

answering questions by reading a sowcé¢he Internet?

Definition of Key Terms

Affordancel suggested by psych@ist James Gibson as the influence the environment
has on the interaction within an evé@ibson, 1954Greeno, 199%
Comprehensiohi pr ocess of si mul toastretmginsebmng e xt r a
through interaction and i(ShawpBummeé&ent wit
Griffin, 1998.

Hypertext- information on the computer screen linked to a database which can be easily
retrieved by the Internet user

Navigatingi making inbrmed decisions to work oneself aroundeb page, involving
selectingwhich links to click on by anticipating what kind of information might
be found becaus#f that decisiorto follow the link

New Literacies new or different reading, writing, andraonunication skills needed to
interact with the Internet (LelLeu, & Coirg 2004)

Onlinei Resources connected through the Internet

Reading an intricate system of obtaining meaning from text that requires understanding
how speech is connected to priecodng new words, reading fluently,
possessing background knowledge, using reading strategies to create meaning,
and possessing a motivation to reldt{onal hstitute for Literacy2009

Think Aloudi cognitive strategy used to slowwlo the reading ocess with thgoal to

look atthe way skilled readers make meaning from what they are re@ithintk
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Al oud); tal king aboudds(deeree& &mmehmam ki ng wh
2007)
Significance of the Study
Defining the term literacy often poses atdict problem, for it seems to mean
slightly different things tdlifferent groups of peopleThe National Center for Education
Statistic§(2009) includedh definition which focuses on the task of reading: using
information, both printed and written, ot er act wi th soci ety and t
potential. Adding to this definition, the National Iriste for Literacy (2009) defined
literacy as an intricate way to obtain meaning from text that requires understanding how
speech is connected to print, decadnew words, reading fluently, possessing
background knowledge, using reading strategpecreate meaning, and find a
motivation to read. Each of these limiting traditional defimsiof literacy, however,
ignoredthe multiple environments inwhithod ay 6 s r eader sfiniions er act ,
certainly no longer ®t the demands of a twerfiyst century societyl eu etal., 2007
April). Instead, the definition must morfriom the traditional definitioto include the
social language a person s4e navigate social settings and situations (Coiro, 2003; El
Hindi, 1998; Gee, 2000; Henry 2006). And, it most certainly must include the skills and
strategies a person uses while surfingavigatingand reading information found on the
Internet.
Resarchersan no longer consider literaaystaticterm. Irsteadthey must view
literacy & deictic indicating that the characteristics associated with literacy change
quickly in relationship tahe contexbf the reading ever{Fillmore, 1975; Labbo &

Reinking, 1999; Leu2000. In a sense, literacy has alwgysssessed this characteristic
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its meaning depends on the technolbging used and how society vigws usegleu,
2000. Thetwentyirst centurydefinition of literacychangeso quickly becausi is
relatedto the rapidly changing technologies used for litefacy d y et soci et yos
lags behind these chang@seu, 2000jLam,2007) and yet examples of a more rapid
change do occur. One can si mplnjeredthei nk of
lexicon, finding its way into dictionaries as several parts of spe@ter researchers,
thoughhave defined |iteracy as a maeBidMoperr 0s i nt
Rumelhart, 1994). Interestingly, though, according to Rosenb8a#jthis definition
relies on the transactianf t he reader 0s personalieneexper i et
as well as her feelings towatite readingvent The reader must interact with the text in
order to understand it, bringing her previous eigreres each time to the reading event.
In response to this new generation of learners and new technobtmgies have
broadenedhe definitionto includeinformation technology (Wepner, Valmont, &
Thurlow, 2000) and onecan see how the definition thatludes transaction applies even
to this ever changing reading environmeWthen a reader sits down at a computer, she
brings with her previous experiences with similar web sites and topics. One can see in
the electronic medium how the traditional us¢haf alphabet in writing and reading has
been absorbedwhile this new realm of reading and writing places additional demands
on thosdearning to readKinzer, 2003),even this definition has roots in the perspective
of traditional interactions with priat text Leu, Kinzer, Coiro, Cammack, 2004)nd the
definition implies that reading a static text is the same as reading an electranic text
The flashing, colorful graphics, and ofterowded pages can pose a problem for

Internet readers that they do mwotcounter while reading a printed text. Furthermore, the
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expository nature of the Internet requires students to read with a different set of strategies
than those needed to read narrative texts, especially when considenmgrtarous links
that lead raders to definitions, other material, and even video or @tmbtagethatcan
both enhance and detract from the reading experi@utenasDobler, 2003. The very
nature of hyperlinks eliminates the traditiobalindaries of a site used for answering
homework questions Every time a reader opens a website, evenniemito the same
site on different occasionthe reader faces a different reading experiesmogyet every
time a reader returns to a printed text, the physical experience is the saordethe
the printed words on the pagenply does nothange. Instead of being controlled by the
text, the Internet reader controls the online text bychwces she makes while reading
this may require perhaps additional or at least different séistrategiesToo often the
traditional definitions of literacy and text, as well as the understanding of nontraditional
and nonlinear formatslo nomat ch t he real ity of todayds r
(Alexander and Jetton, 2000; Leu, 20Q&u, 2007, May.
The academic environment has started to recognize thefaedted environment
of reading;as a resultit hasincluded technology within its learning standards
According to Stagiard 2 of the Indiana academtersdard for sixth-grade reading
A sdenis read and understand gréelelappropriate materiafld0 and t he substa
6.2.1 indicates thatsixtpr ader s can fAidentify the struct
(newspapers, magazines, online information) and use the features to obtain inforgnatio
(DOE, 201). In fact,technology, especiai using the lternet, appears several times
throughouthe academic standards such asheprevious statement amdthe science

substandards (DOE, 20)1 Howerer, even though the Indiana j@aetment of Edgation
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includestechnology in these important acadestizndards, the state of Indiana does not
test its kindergarten through twelfth grade students on technology nor does it require
teachers to have any coumserk in technologythat examines the relatiship between
readingand the InterngiNational Center for Educational Statisti@®0708). These two
facts indicate that whi Importantralet hea sit @a¢ @g nlio=z
askits teachers to prepafer or demonstrate proficiency technology. As a result of
this poor preparation, students are not taught the necessaryskKiltgling, evaluating,
and reading information found on the Internet, important skills needed for the fivetty
century(Leu, Zawilinski, Castek, Banemge, Housand, 2007)Educa®rsO6 Nei | ,
must acknowledge that the®2dentury has demanded that reading skills must expand,
and readers of the Internet must do so quickly and with faster comprehension
(International Reading Association, 2009).
BasicAssumptions

Throughout thisurrentstudy, the researcher madeveral basic assumptis.
The first assumptiomcluded the participagtdé f ami | i ar i t Becawsethdr t he
participantsvereselected from a group of students who have Integesss in thir
homes and because thedicatel their Internet use on a survethe researchessumd
the students hadeveloped adequateternetskills in order to participate in the online
reading activities designed by the researchiee researcheridinot have to train the
students in using the mediunBecause thparticipantsattenadthe sameéntermediate
school andhadinstructionwith the same reading teacher usingdhme adopted reend)
curriculum since August 2009, the researchlep assumdthat the students ba similar

schootbasediteracy backgroundThe researcher acknowledged thath participant
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brought his and her individual reading experiencespaedouslydevelopedeading
strategies to the Internet reading sessibusegat of the participantsharel a consistent
approactto reading instruction for each of thanesters of their sixtigrade year.Even
though reading is an individual relationship between reader and text, the participants did
have a common experience in tearning environmentA final important assumption
made by the researcher was that there are established reading strategies used by the
successful readers when they read printed texts including during reading strategies such
as skimming, making notes, e@hrasing, and looking for specific words (Pressley &
Afflerbach, 1995).
Basic Limitations

One immediatéimitation was the difficulty offully understanthg what was
occurring in theparticipant® mi n d s a sdwitthtieeynternetaspgeciadyoken
the participants were only eleven to twelve years élsking participantdo think aloud
(Afflerbach, 2000)while they are performing a taskdilaeenan accepted research
practicesi nce t he 1980s wi t980, 1B90)iinradisciion dhatmnk Si mo n
aloud protocalusing the think aloutielpedalleviate part of this limitationWhile the
researcherreliedr i mari ly on the studentsd abilitie:
shevideotaped each of the individual sessions and transkifiieevideotapes.
Additionally, shemplemened Camtasiassoftwareas a means of capturing the naviggti
steps the online readers took. The use of this particular program allowed the researcher
to clarify navigating decisionthat shevas unable to capteron the videotapeCamtasia
recordings wer@sed only three time#) cases that lacked clarity on the videesp

Observation notes also lent themselves to clarifying elements of the transéripts
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the classroom teacher trigalindicatewhich students wee more articulatand the
participantandicated their willingness to talk with the researchemplete knowledge of
what occurrednside h e r e a d e rsangossiblenhdvgevew @aluable information
about the reading process wgained throul these conversations, observations, and
analyss of the web capturing records.
Summary

Educators have no control over changes in techypobgd yet they have a
responsibility to their students to prepare them to adapt to meatisns especially when
the majority of states have incorporated technology standards into their state academic
standards for4.2 students Reading on the Inteet is an activity that continues to
increase in use, and as schools integrate the use of this matbuimeir homewrk
assignments and class activitismsachers must be prepared to teach their students to
effectively read Internet sources. differences do exist betwestrategies useid read
static text andtrategies used to read Internet teé@achers mugead thedifferent or
additionalnecessary skills ahstrategies This research project examined the strategies
used by sixth graders as they read preselected web sites to answer questions
predetermined by the researcher and added to the literature abosiuldents read

Internet sies.



Chapter II: Review of the Literature

This chaptereviews past research on reading strategies that children use while
reading Internet sites for informatiolh examines accepted research on different types of
readerss well as researdnthe reading strategies used when reading; these are the
strategies often taught to beginning readers and to those readers intent on improving their
comprehension. Research on the prevalence of technology is included in this chapter
and relatively recent research on tieav literacies faced by readers of the Internet is also
summarized.
Technology

In the United Statesiearly one hundred percenitall k-12 classrooms have
access to the Intern@d.S. Census Bureau, 208¢hmarDobler, 2003, and the
children and young adults within these classrooms use this medium for a multitude of
purposesMore importantly, @er half (ifty -five percenf of all American households
have access to the Interneith over thredourths of twelveto seventeeiyearold
Americansusingthe Internetvhether in theihomes, atthe library, orat school(Castek,
BevansMangelsong& Goldstone 2006; Lenhart, Madden, & Hitlin, 2005; Schmar
Dobler, 2003U.S. Census Bureau, 200t fact, sixtythree perent of teens who report
using the Internet use it every day (Pew Internet, 2089)veys of American families
indicatedthatninety-three to ninetyfive percent of teenage students, ages twelve to
eighteenuse the Internet for a wide variety of reas@lmes, 200Pew Internet, 2009;
Kaiser Family Foundation, 20Q03)ut even though people can use the Intdoregaming
and other entertainment purposti® most frequent usef the Internetnclude

communicating with others and for obtaining inforroatioften for academic
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assignmentas is impled by the number of teens who turn to the Interneébhdonework
answergGross, 2004; Willoughby, 2008 The computer withriternet access has
become aequired toofor information retrievabnd for communidson. With the
Internet, people can participatebiogs, wikis, video and music downloading, online
communities such as Faceboakd virtual reality gamedn these environments,
Internet users interact often in abbreviated ways with other Internst usieg their own
virtual shorthand, ansometimeghey are communicatingith people theylo notknow
personallyNo matter what the medium, this Net generation, children born into a world
filled with technology, are alwayastantlyconnectedOblinger, D.G. & Oblinger, JL.,
2005) They also use the Internet to accad&les and personal apdofessimal
websitesas a result of this instant access to informapoimt media is no longer the
only way to communicate, ariteracy has evolvedh sucha way that society has
changed the way uises and shares informati(@oiro, Knobel, Lankshear, & Leu,
2008) Because of the heavy dependence on technology, particularly the Integnet, t
very essence and structure of reading has moripbea situatiorthat nolonger simply
includespaper with visual symbolepresenhg languagglLeu, 2007).When t oday 6 s
teeragers hanging out at the mall danoglethe answeto a question, chedkeir email
or updatetheir Facebook stasitthrough their iPhondikedto the World Wide Wep
theydemonstrate the reality of this changing reading event.

American teenagefs s omet i mes ¢ adohastnplyirsliconthe nager s
Internet for their technological needlsstead, hesescreenagerdaily usetwenty-irst
century technologies likeell phones; dooks; blogssocial networking sés such as

FacebookMySpace,Twitter, and Skype; online video gamegsming devices hooked to
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the Internetand video making software they freely share on sites such as YouTube
(Allen, Aug. 2010) For example, @lescents between the ages of twelve and seventeen
have been the population that has demonstrated the greatest growth in cell phone
ownership, with nearly sevenfie percent of this group ownirgcell phone (Pew

Internet 201Q. According to the Pew Internet study, demographic differences have little
impact on the ownership of the cell phork@ur out of five of these teens admit to

having slept with their cepphones with them or beside theising it as an alarm cloak

so they can be in constant contact with their peees if it means accepting a text in the
middle of the nigh{Pew Internet, 2000 Another report by Pew Internet (2009)

indicated that seventyine percent of teens own an iPod or mp3 player andyeigh

percent own a gaming devise such as a Wii, Xbox or PlayStation, with boys (ninety
percent) are more likely to own a gaming device than girls (only seperncent)

T o d a wdest no®nly sits in aclassroomlearning in the traditional formats,
butshe has the capability of enrolling in online learning classes as well. High school
students value thability to earn college credit which may indicate vihg number of
students taking an online class nearly doubled between 2008 and 2008vwehign
sewen percent of high schostudents toolkan online class (Speak 009 2010.

Twenty-first century skills and the changing definition of lteracy.

With the increased use of evelnanging techology, current and future
generations need a different aditional set of skills, skills people of even a decade ago
could not fathom In order to determine what the Net Generation looks like, the North
Central Regional Educational Laboratory and Metiri Gr(N@GREL, 2003)gleaned data

from a rather extensiveview of literature as well as data collected from businesses and
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educators, concluding that what used to be considered literate no longer meetsishe ne
of students The traditional, or foundational, definition of literacy implicates the print
found ona physical piece of paper, and it involves understanding the letters and
ultimately the words printed on that page, bat $kkope of literacy has expanded, and it
makes sensethatoday 6s def i ni t i oaswelfReihking, 952 cy mus't
Biancaposa & Snow, 2006Miners & Pascopell®2007) Because of the complexity
theprocess reading must concern fAigenre (e.g.,
(instruction manuals vs. email), duration (sustained vs.cootinuous), purpose (e.g.,
functional vs. supplemental, motivation (e.g. voluntary vs. required) and medium (print
vs. el ectroni c Twenkfirdt centrywgridentssmust BeOv@iBsed.in
digital age literacy, possess inventive thinking, possess interactive cocatim be
highly productive(NCREL, 2003) and bepeople who can monitor their own knowledge
and who have flexible thinking pattey (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006). As a result of these
changes, lassroom teachers have wassed new learning environmentah
incorporates wide variety of communication and information technologies (Leu, 2007),
but they may not be aware or may not have considered the deep implications this new
context has on how students ledbeu et al., 2007). Unfortunately, reading r@shers
have not given teachers the research or theoretical base for developing reading strategies
for the Internet (Leu et al., 2007This puts educators at a disadvantage for
undestanding the characteristics or these strategies as well as at a wtiage\viar ideas
for implementing or teaching of the strategies.

As previously mentionedhe skills studenteeed talay toenter a competitive

global market must include the ability to navigate the Internet as well as other
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information and communicatidechnologies such as blogsikis, and email, and this
requires them to not simply readd comprehenthe words, but to navigate the Internet,
find and evaluate relevant information, and synthesivariety of ideas found in web
sourceghe different ideagleared from the web source€¢iro, 2003;Miners&
Pascopella2007. In his 2007 keynote address to the International Reading

A's s 0 c i ResearchrCongerence, Donald |.&armerDirector of the New Literacies
Research Lab at the University of Contiad, told the members of the Toronto audience
that because the Internet was this generat
must teach contemporary students important new litezagyprehension skills (Leu,
2007)With the depth and breadtt materials available on the Internet, the Web provides
schools with an additional and rather powerful tool for finding information, but the Web
was not designed for children, let aéofor educational settings (Kadr,Volman, &
Terwel,2009). In a schol setting, teachers must include activities that intoedand
practice these skills. As Leu (2007) mentioned pibwer ofthe Internet extends beyond
just locating information.

Since the World Wide Web opened to the public in 1990, an important a$pect
functional literacy is the ability to navigate the digital world, as illustrated through the
everincreasing access people have to documerts beld behind closed doors,
documents which were ongeaaessible unlessne traveled a distance
(Wepneryalmont, & Thurlow,2000. For exampletwenty-first century students now
have access to government docuraa@mtce held only in protected instituticem®und the
world. Researchers, whiger in the elementary grades through adulthoodv have

immediate accss to volumes onaanly shelved in libraries. t8dens in Kansa have
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access to important documents found in the Library of Congraascollege archives
across the globeThey also no longer have to travel long distances to seeumuse
displays or artwrk formerlyonly hdd in major cities. he Internetas truly openethe
world to children in ways never before imaginedsing the interconnectivity ohe
Internet learners have a completely new learning environmentandto@nd fAsear chi
and compehending online text is an unavoidabterbcyo (Malloy & Gambrell, 2006)
Twentyfirst century students simply have known no other environment.

Because of thisicreased accesstooncaincessi bl e material , t
the ability topursue pesonal interests ways they have never before hdérom the
comfort of their homes, people can research hobbies or follow rapidly updated news
about their favorite Hollywood stars. De l
and frequent userd the Internet often return to their favorite web sites. In their study,
Chardler-Olcott & Mahar 001) examiné the different personal literacies people
develop when they look at their favorite web sites as well as how they approach their
reading and uitnhately their interaction witlthat site. Their study focusem seventh
grade students interacting with favorite sites. Interestingly, they discoveredatiatg
strategies used with print téxisuch as activating prior knowledge, establishing a
purpo® for reading, and forming questions as reading progg®dsave a definite place
as students amonfronted with the complexities making their way throdigéb sites.
Unlike a bound text, Web sites have no front and back covers to set boundaries. Students
need to be able to frame their own boundaries around reading purposes and objectives for
both visual and print material they encounter on the Web in order to negotiate

simultaneous multiple laye{€handlerOlcott & Mahar,2001). According to the
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ChandlerOlcott and Maha2001)study, eading printed text, then, is related to reading
online articles, but the latter has key differences.

With over one billion people reading on théeimet, one cannot question that it
has the potential of having a majmpact on the field of education, and in particular, in
the lives of student@®dCREL, 2003). With this new found freedonincrease in Internet
and other technological usesd the differences in texsowever, comethe implication
for teachers thahey must prepare studsribresearch and accurately read the material
found on the InternetUnfortunately many teachers enter the profession not prepared to
teach this type of readind>espite the changes in the last decade, critical literacy
educaton has continued to focus on reading processes applied to a text in the traditional
format: newspapers, books, textbooks, etc. (Knobel & Lankshear, 2002). This new
generation of learnerghough Jives in a time of enormous change, and as a result the
definition of literacy has been broadened to include information technology and all the
elements related to it (Wepner, Valmont, & Thurlow, 2000)jth the rapid adoption of
the Internet by so many peop&no point in history has a form of technology feed
much impact in such a short amount of time (Coiro, Knobel, Lankshear, & Leu, 2008).
Interestingly, even though the Internet is characterized by text and graphics similar to
those items found in printed text, especiallyHfiction textbooks, little resarch has
examined critical literacy of Internet text (Knobel & Lankshear, 2002). Fully
understanding the influence of the Internet, as well as the influences of other information
and communication technologies (ICT), is difficult because researchers daveo

appropriate and adequate theories, constructs and methods (Coiro et al., R9@8).
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result and despite the obvious need for attention, researchers have been slow in turning
their attention to this specific topic in reading.

New Literacies

As previously discussed, a variety of social forces influence soeiety defines
literacy. Those forces includechnologp s | mpor t anciaaglobal compet i ti
market, the quick growth of the Interret finding informationandfor communicating
andan ircrease irthe onset of global policies by governments to ensure a technologically
literate population (LeuCastek, Henry, Coir& McMullan, 2004).The area of the
Internet ad its influence on literacy is han area included in simply one discipline;
instead, a variety of fields, such as cognitive science, sociolinguistics, information
science, law, rhetorical studies, and cultural anthropokagpginterest in thempact
technology has had on literaf@oiro et al, 2008 Leu etal., 2007. Obviously, a
plethora of new technologi@scorporated into the reading procelevelop every day,
and new ideas regarding the definition of literacy and the role of technology will continue
to develop as well. For the purposetus project, however, Leu et |s (2@0D)
terminology and definition providesh adequate foundation for this studyew literacies
has emerged to include all of the new technologies with which children interact on a daily
basis, including gaming software, Internet communities, andthe | i ty t o Asur f .
(Leu, Kinzer, Coiro, & Cammack, 20Q0Qeu et. al., 200¢ While the wide variety of
technological tools affect the definition of literacy, even more importantly, they impact
what people do in their homes, classnso and work ewironments (Leu2000).
Unfortunately, a specific definition of these new literacies has yet to be determined and

this field of research is grossly underrepresented as well (Leu;, 28002003. The
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few researchers in the field of reading and technglbgwever, have created a working

definition of new literacies that includes the Internet and other technological devices that
Ainclude skills, strategies, and dispositi
rapidly changing information and onunication technologies and contexts that

continuously emerge ifthejworld and i nf | ue mperswnabahd ar eas of
professi on,000, p. 15/2Le1,(200Q. LTeeWNew Literacies Perspective

allows researchers teetter understangthat occursluring the interaction aftudent and
technology, and serves as a backdrop for what may occur particularly during online

reading events.

TheNew Litearcies Perspective ssien guiding principles for understanding the
relationdip between technology anitefacy. At the very center of the perspective is the
recognition that throughout history, literacy and the social context in which it occurs has
changed continuously. A quick look at the history of reading instruction can see the
influence d majorhistorical or societal events as well as changes in technology that
began in the mid twentieth centuiyeu, 2000 Leu, 2002. Each stage of reading history
has been influenced by some element of society and the influence of the social context
cannot be ignad. Included in the guiding ten principles are the global community of the
information age, the necessity of new literacies to fully use the capabilities of the Internet
and other 1 CTs, the changing natureeaf new
transactional relationship between technology and literacy, a complex nature of new
literacies, critical literacies at the heart of the new literacies, need for different

understanding strategies, importance of speed, the social construction iobleamd the
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important, yet changing, role of teachers in new literacy classrooms (Ley, [ 2200
2002.

Ultimately, most disciplines with a ves
habits and skills agree on four characteristics of new literagiesse characteristics
include (1) new technologies require appro
and dispositions; o (2) participating in a
with new technologies, new literacies change as wetir@deictic being influenced by
the medium beingused; andplecause the new | iteracies ar
and multifaceted, they require a much more complex set of analyitsb §Allen, Aug.

2010; Leu etl., 2007 Castek et al., 20)1 These new literaciesill continue to change

as technology continues to transform the way people interact with the global community
and when placed in the context of reading,
identify important questions, locate animation, analyze the usefulness of that

information, synthesize information to answer those questions, and then communicate the
answers to othedss ( L e ,l2004 . 15&0i). .

Skilled and Unskilled Readers

Researchers focused on reading comprehensioa distinguishedey
characteristics between skilled and unskilled readers. Skddters have a developed
bank of strategies and skilighich they call on subconsciougigressley & Afflebach,

1995). Thesskilledreaders use these strategies skidifore, during, and after reading,
employing any number of the thirtwo identified strategies including several with
mul tiple | ayers (Pressley & Affflerbach, 1

Thompkins (2003) f i ndfeentoralandesilerd egderd) Vieew r ead e
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readings as a process of creating meaning; decode rapidly; have large vocabularies;
understand the organization of stories, plays, informational books, poems, and other
texts; use a variety of strategies; monitortiem d er st andi ng248)s t hey r
More skilled readers, unlike unskilledaders, see reading as a process, establishing the
biggest difference between the two (Thompkins, 20QB)skilledreaders are alseds
strategic than their skillectader canterparts; thego notmonitor their reading, and
when they do use strategies, they repeatedly use the same strategies (Thompkins, 2003).
Skilled readers of printed text use a variety of reading strategies. Overall,
successful readers are actively aged in the reading process. They not only preview
the text through skimming for an overall feeling of the text, but they use the previewing
activity to tap into background knowledge (Pressley, 2002; Pressley & Hilden, 2004).
Activating this prior knowldge directly impacts understanding (Pressley, 2002; Pressley,
Johnson, Syma) McGodlrick, & Kurita, 1989). Skilledeaders also take time to reflect
on different elements of the text to see if they correspond with their predetermined
reading goals (Prelssey, 2002) . Pressl ey and Affl erba
good readers, those who easily comprehend texts, engage in the reading process before,
during, and after the reading event (Pressley & Hilden, 2004).
Capable or skilledeaders often @sthese strategies with little or no thought,
whereas below average or developing readers may require more deliberate attention to
strategies. Strategies might be observable behaviors such as taking notes while the reader
makes progress through the textthe strategies might be part of the thought process
such as tapping into prior knowledge about a participant before reading (Anderson,

2003). When examining the influence of this prevalent access, a direct relationship exists
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between the technologieseenager has available to her and her literacy practices (Gibbs
& Krause, 2006). Young people like JimJim, a midcless white teenager, play
computer games, listen to MP3 songs, send emails, enter chat rooms, and do their
homework often simultaneoud{ibbs & Krause, 2006). JimJim, a strong reader, has
successfully applied his reading skills to technology. On the other hand, African
American Kadesha, a lemcome New York City teen, uses the Internet in a completely
different manner than JimJim. tesd of entering sites that require reading, she avoids
those sites that are tetieavy. When her teacher asked her to investigate careers, she
i naccurately entered the word Obakery, 6 an
comprehend the material dteeher low reading ability (Gibbs & Krause, 2006).
According to Gibbsad Krause (200650me students have the skills to use technology
in entirely differentwvays than other students creatabigger threat of the digital divide
than simply whether orat students have access to computers.

In the past, researchers suggested that students should learn how to comprehend
reading of static text prior to learning how to comprehend lateyources. Research
from the National Reading Panel (200and Snow tal. (1998) indicate that instruction
for less capable readers must be sequenced in a methodological ntéowerer,
researchers Castek et al. (204aygestedhat perhaps struggling readers actually benefit
when provided opportunities to read onlinenese researchers argubat reading
materials on the Internet provides i mporta
Acapacity to | earn howlinterestingletheres@arcfh@sast ek e
failed to consider both sides of tlisgument, looking at not only how to structure the

reading events, but the benefits of allowing students to read material in a different setting.
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Exceptional Learners and the Internet

Because the researcher did not use reading level or learning ab#gitgriterion
for being selected asparticipant, it wa important to understand ha@tudentd
exceptionalitiesnay impacthdr reading of Internet sourceStudents with learning
disabilities ofterdo notfind success in school, and as a result, dwegotfeel engaged in
the learning proces8artonArwood,Falk & Wehby, 2005).Students with
exceptionalities in the typical <classroom
The list of exceptionalities is rather extensive including autdH D, emotional or
behavior disorders, and so on. Regardless of the exceptiodddicylty with reading is
one of the academic areas with which exceptional learners struggle. Fgiexam
students with emotional/bavioral disorders struggle with gmological avareness,
decoding, and other iportant skills needed for reading suco@artonArwood et al,
2005). Those with Asperger Syndrome, part of the autism spectrum disooéters,
comprehend below grade level when asked to read silényhe$, Hilgenfeld, Barnhill,
Griswold, Hagiwara, Simpson, 200ZJhese students with AS often struggle to make
inferences, again when asked to read to themseaWgdsg et al., 2002) Others with
exceptionalities such as ADHD often have trouble focusing oreding event, and a
child with fAa primary problem with reading
di sruptiveness in the classroomo (Bawrroll,
with intervention, most of these students with exceptionalitesirtue to struggle with
reading compehension (Carrol et al., 2005), and placing them in a reading environment
that inherently comes with distracting pictures, graphs, and even videos, these readers

with exceptionalities may face a different set of proide
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Differences inTexts

Within the past two decades, a shift in American classrooms has occurred
betweersolely or primarily readingarrative texts to practices that nowlude
informational texts. @idies conducted by Pappas (1993) and DuR8@Rindcatedthat
children could read informational texdnd in factoftenprefer informational textyy not
having early exposure to a variety of literature, studg would be limited irdevelopng
thefull set of readingskills theywould needGambrell,2006). As these findings
infiltrated the educational system, teachers, even those in the primary grades, began
incorporating more nonfiction into their instructional practidése debut of the Internet
and the integration of the computer in a large numbelassrooms occurrednaost
simultaneously with the publication of research that callethtowducing young children
to this variety of textsthis event createa large amount of information available to
studentgGambrell,2005). Manyeducatordravwe assumed that reading online and
reading printed text are isomorphasd it is nothing more than directlatrsferring
readingskils r om Abook space to cyber spaceodo (Knc
emerging research has begarshow differencebetween the twoResearch by Coiro
and Dobler (2006) and Coiro (2007) suggest that while the two types of rahdirgg
common characteristicadditional skills and strategies are required by students reading
the Internet (Leu et. al, April 200Toiro, 203; Leu, Kinzer, Coiro, & Cammack, 2004;
Snyder, 1998 Ultimately, one cannot ignore théfdrences, for printed texti¥| i near ,
static, temporally and physically bound, often with clear purpose, authorship and
aut horityo and d,imglimodalwithtadeaty visual sriemtatiom,| i ne ar

interactive, unbounded in time and space, with murky conveyance of authorship and
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aut horityo (Dalton & Proctor, 2008, p . 297
strategies needed from printed texdigital text or text found on the Internet.

The primary difference between reading the printed text and reading the Internet
textist he I nternetds use of hypertextto a term
define the concept that links one texbits of other text and even entire sources.

Because of this advent of hypertext and rapid changes in the world of computer
technology, this type of reading is similar, but not parallel to reading a traalipiece of
text. Accordingly, the nature of ypertext possesses the ability to fundamentally alter
how people write, what they read as well as how they read, and the way teachers teach
realing skills (Charney, 1994; Salmeron, Kintsch, & Canas, P0OBécause of its

inherent flexible nature, hyperteallows readers and writers to extend beyond theeiral
boundaries of text as thewyvigate through a linkedorld of texts, graphics, and
commentary (Charney, 199Kamil and Lane, 1998almeron et gl200§. For a

student, the primary difference teten reading printed text and reading Internet text is
that when she reads the Internet text, she decides the order of her rgading e
(Salmeron et 8l2006); the nature of hypertext creates a new reading event each time.

When a student reads materialthe Internet, she has choices to make,
particularly whether or not she follows a hypertext link or not and which one she should
click on that might take her to finding the information she is seeking (Salmeron, Kintsch,

& Canas, 2006). More recent resgmhas indicated that Internet readers use two specific
strategies when interacting with hypertext: coherence and interest (Salmeron et al., 2006;
Ainley, Hidi & Berndorf, 2002; Foltz, 1996

to see relationsps between the ideas presented in the same text, and the interest strategy
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refers to the reader selecting links she finds more interesting (Salmeron et al., 2006).
Both of these strategies rely somewhat o
they have an impact on the extent to which the reader comprehends tHeirepdty

because a student knows how to move around the Internet does not automatically imply
that she has the skills needed to navigate and read the Web (Burke, 2002). Some reading
strategies used for static text are important for reading on the Internet. In fact, one of the
most important strategies is asking the right question. Good readers of the Internet
mentally pose questions before they begin their Internet search, agdehisning is an
integral part of the search process (Burke, 2002). Scanning is another important skill for
readers of the Internet, as the reader navigates through the web page, looking for answers
to her questions. She must not only navigate, buktyuevaluate the sites to determine

its value.

The differences between the traditional printed text students have historically
faced when reading their textbooks and the nonlinear texts found on the Internet can
create problems for Internet readers. MYleiach web site is unique and designed
according to the producerodés approach to
resulting in a necessary and different thought process as they emc¢baséehyperlinks
(Coiro,2 00 3) . Co i robbas de(nénstrat@d)thatineeset @eaders require a
different type of inferential reasoning to evaluate the differences and decide whether
selecting a particular link will add to or hindemsprehension Other aspects of text also
add to the complexitiesf comprehending Internet sources: multipledia texts and
interactive texts. Students reading online sources find a variety of visually stimulating

characteristics that either enhance their reading comprehension or distract them during

n
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the reading pragss. These characteristics include a plethora of visuals that include
photographs, interactive questiompeddedvideos, etc.Because readers make choices
as they navigate Websitesiidentshave the power to personally adaptthe x t 0 s
information ading as a coauthor of ¢text (Coiro, Feb. 2003 Instead of simply

reading the linear text presented by an author as traditionally occurs when a reader
interacts with a prired text, Internet readers haverechoices to make, and for some
readers, thisould potentially create problem#s cognitive theorists have discovered,
people can only attend to a few things at any given time; as people read, they build a
hierarchically structured mental picture of what theyehjaist read (Charney, 1994ut
when leading online, following one hypertext link to the next, the text no longer
possesses a coherent and logical developmestead, this hypertext environment may
get in the way of comphension (Kamil & Lane, 1998), and it may in fact, put even more
de mands o n riteal reaglingskilis @@iperaet al2009). According to Kamil &
Lane (1998), the field of reading needs to expand the research in order to examine the
Aunderl ying cognitive processes fi |lriea deisnog
(p. 333).

When k12 classroom teachers ask students to read material online, the students
have a specific purpose for reading: gather information. At home, while surfing the
Internet in their leisure time, their purpose can be quite diffeamtertainment.Too
often, the Internet readsimply wantsto surf thraugh the material, gleaning information
to answem question (Burke, 2002). Instead of truly reading the material for
conmprehension, they are only skimmitigeir way through the conté and often they

Ami stake their ability to move around the
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and read ito (HFBeguerkly young feé@dapproacksreddéq anline
with the same strategies she uses when reading an expgsihted articlebutthe
nature of the text changes because the Internet is written in hypertext with links,
headings, and other graphic elements connetdeas (Schmabobler, 2003. What
teachers once stressed as reading comprehension stratagiestrbe fully appropriate
for students reading information on the Internet. Reading research has indicated that in
order to make the most of reading, readers must understand the structure of the text as
well as the content in order to use clues to uacaveaning, but not too much so that
theydo notignore important elements ¢@man & Rakestraw, 2000 Using textdriven
processing, readers use the predictability of the type of text and its structure to aide in
their understanding. According to Goldmand Rakestra{2000) benefits exist for
explicitly instructing students on how to
student 6s pr i articigante mihineald dhes defifitiort andeprocess of
i ncreasing st wddoeststd icroaripu didpatosthesat er s 0
elements. When a student looks for information onbhe, approaches reading with a
different purpose and uses different strategies than she does when reading an
encyclopedia oa magazine articleElements suchsahypertext demand a differelype
of attention and when researchers and educators realize this, they will create activities
conducive to this type of reading; as well, they will teach specific strategies for reading
text with hyperlinks

Potential problems

In order to successfully engage students in the reading pratessroom

teachers select engaging texts to whigdders can connect (TancotR94). The
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teachers then encourage children to connect with their reading, extending, refining, and
clarifying what they think about their reading ( T a h904). Stkdents learn toead
texts, especially nofiction pieces, by looking at the title of the piece as well as headings,
topic sentences, and overvie{@oldman and Rakestraw, 2000)\fter readingexts with
similar structuresthey know what to expect iater reading situatian and can apply the
learned strategiesThrough this process, they develbe schemata to pick up a similar
text and apply those skills. Mén the reader engages in regdonline the new reading
environment, which includes the Internet with hyperteat emphasizbrowsing may
eventually stand in the way tfe reades ability to comprehenthe texts unfortunately,
it may impact heability to locate information rated to a specific questi@md een
with more limited and pragntia efforts to find information relevant to some specific
guestion Ultimatelyt he I nternetds hypertext system m
educational purposewhen one must attend to theusture and meaning of texistead
of for pleasure (Charney, 19p4

Too often, Internet readers quickly select the timky find most interesting, and
eventudl, this Internet reading behavior may create large gaps in the way information is
gatheredespecially by an inexperiencedthe less capableaderpossiblycreating
problems with comprehsion (Salmeron et al2006) Reading on the Internatvolves
understanding how to interpret the results from the search, being able to navigate the
comgicated levels of the hypertext, pulling together the vast information, and sorting
through the most and least important informatiduiper et al. April 2009). The

purpose for reading ultimately influences the strategies used when reading onling article
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Considering the characteristics of the Internet, an online reader has enormous
choices.Mary McNabb (Dec. 2005ah. 2006), the Director of Learning Gauge,
indicatedthat by merely clicking on a hypertext liske can take the reading evdnta
totally different piece of text that may be differentsitnucture and icontent than the
original source McNabb explainedhat readers of the Internet have constant decisions to
make about which hyperlinks they should choose and why. To dtadtris
phenanenon, McNabb comparédo average readers, one male and one femélleen
the health teacher gatteem an opeended assignment to use the Internet for research,
the female studentdés approach to completin
was easy distracted by the hypertext. She eventually fedd a link from the Lance
Armstong web site t ghfiWHioech YBidiwheriinere®Rii t e t hat
however, the link took her in a direction other than what the assignment dem&naed
the oher hand, even though the male student was also an average reader, his level of
engagement was higher than the femal eds.
and because he had an interest in the health topic, he was able to navigate his way
through the hypertext and make appropriate readiegsions. Because the male student
actively monitored the content of his reading as well as what happened when he selected
hypertext links, he was able to monitor his understanding and make the decisiomto ret
to the assignment (Mdabb, Dec. 2005/Jan. 2006Both readers used different
techniques, one betteraih the otherand both exhibited reading behaviors that illustrated
how important particular reading strategies are to reading on the Internet

WhileMc Na b b 6 s c bthefemalel asdanale siudents prodide

researchers witbnly one small snapshof the online reading event, her research also
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providedinsight into studentsavigating their wayshrough hypertext. Because of their
varying levels bcomfort with reading for information on the Internehline reading
assignments often pose problems for studesisecially those whdo notadequately or
regularly monitor for understandirflylcNabb, Dec. 2005/Jan. 260 If the student
d o etalredéy have adequate comprehension skills already developed, she will find
reading online difficultEach web site is uniquely designeaidas previously established
hyperlinked text can confuse readerstesearch has demonstrated that a different
cognitivestate is needed when readers participate in orgiaging activities (Coiro,
2003).When a reader enters the digital world of the Internet, several disadvantages may
occur for her. She may get lost and waste time in navigation, she may be distracted by
the advertising, and she may not read at the level of theiteethe enters (McPherson,
2005). For the online reader, then, she must develop a way to navigate the online text
and quickly measure the importance of the various hyperlinks with whebhaes in
contact (Coiro, 2003, j ust as the male student in McN
2006) did. Obviously, the text found on the Internet has different characteristics than
linear texts, but the importance of the structure of text whether it iBrieaa or
nonlinear form plays an important role in the overall understanding.

When an adescentreads information on the Interneshe requires specific skills,
and yet she may have never received formal training in these ski#isn&st not only be
able to comprehend what she is reading in the traditional sense of comprehension, but she
must also have the strategies to navigate between web sites as well as within a web site,
anticipate the type of information she might find if she follows a hyperlinlktggether

information from different web sites through synthesis, and evaluate the Internet
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resources criticallyGasteket al, 2006 Coiro, 2003, 2003;.eu, 2002 Miners &
Pascopella2007). Unfortunately, little instruction in how to apply thesellskand
characteristics to the Internet occur$vientiethcentury schools. When students have
access to the Internet for the reading selection, teacftersdo not maintain control of
the reading materials, and their rolehe reading procesharges dramatically. In the
past, the teacher confidently assigned specific pageprinted textbookor students to
read, assured that she had read exactly what she has asked her students to read. In fact,
this prepared teacher could create a reasore&ating and provide her students with
specific content to look for as they read. Today, however, students have great control
over the direction of their reading on the Internet simply based on the hypertext links they
choose or the rfad et mea swihtiec.h tThhee thesaaher
everything that her students might read as they navigate the Interrgtte floas no way
of knowing thedirection her students will choose within the reading context. As a result,
teachers become facilitagof learning, requiring them to explicitly teach children to be
aware of the complexity of reading comprehension and tapeeghildren to read in a
variety offorms of media (Leu, 2000 The reading skills traditionally accepted are still
necessary ashildren read on the Internet, but these traditional skills are not sufficient
(Coiro and Dobler, 2007).

Bracha Kramarski and Yael Feldman (2066gtinued the examination of the
| nt esimpactod reading when theandomly selectetifty -two junior high school
students (twentfive male and twentgevenfemale). The researchers assigned the
students to one of two groupsn Internet group and a control group, working in a

reguar classroom After a two week period afsing questionnaires to evaluatious

a)
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aspects of the studentsd processes, such a
awareness as well as observations of three pairs of randomly selected students, after a
two-week period, Kramarski and Feldm@900)found no significant dference
between the Internet and control groups for reading comprehension. In fact, the students
not expaed to the Internet did better thizae Internet group and when the researchers
examined the strategies used to comprehend the reading, they dis@oxesiest
significant difference in the groupsdé abil

In this same study, Kramarski and Feldnf2000)examinedhes u b | esedf s 6
metacognitive awareness when reading. They observed this metacognitive Slyategy
itself wasnot internalized by the Internet grouphrough the observations Kramarski
and Feldman (200@oncluded that the group failed to implement the metacognitive
strategy correctly and therefore failed to surpass the accomplishments of thé contr
group. In addition, some technical problems were noted, which interfered with the
student s6 c onc eimdalotded forahe assignthefinaanarskie&d t
Feldman, 2000

The researchers did make a point to emphasize that the group useyivére e
graders, and typically children in this age group struggle with concentration and the
ability to adhere to learning goals, especially when placed in a new situgateongrski
& Feldman, 200D When they turned to the element of motivation, though Jniternet
group of students demonstrated much more motivation than those in the control group
(Kramarski & Feldman, 2000)The study did not indicate an influence of readingramnli
on reading comprehensioldramarski and Feldman poedout that technalgy is not the

fix for improving studentdshéreiceonegdfore hensi on,
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educators to develop metacognitive instructional methods that can be implemented with
the Internet. Furthermore, they indicate the use of the Internet mustdagly in a
childés |Iife so s/ he iIs not distracted by

Authors Rénking, Labbo, and McKenna (20P6ontinue the philosophy that a
framework must be designed to better understand the integration of technology in
learning, espaally literacy. These researchers examined what occurs when technology
becomes part of the educational fabric instead of simply being adldestruction in
isolated ways Before examining the impact of technology on literacy instruction,
Reinking, Lalbo, and McKenn§2000)ma i nt ai n t hat a fr amewor Kk
classical theory can help researchers see a process of assimilation and accommodation of
technology. This framework provides a way to think about integrating technology into
research ahinstruction that acknowledges a natural movement from the more transient
posture of assimilation to a more letegm and substaiad view characteristic of
accommodation and ewmtual developmental maturity.

According to their findingsind supported byesearch completed by the New
Literacies Research Center at the University of Connegtiteracy itself may change as
technology changes. This shift, however, requiresvth of the teachers and a
willingness to experimeneventually, the shift will oaer whentechnology finds its way
into schools in such a mannéat it no longer seems strange or diffeiantlassrooms.
As they point out, digital reading and writing have permeated into daily literacy and no
one can deny the influence it will have ohat society perceives as liteyadeinking et
al., 2000). Educators today are in a rather difficult situation. While schools still rely

heavily on traditional print material and they will for quite some time as new digital
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mediums integrate themselvesoithe education field, teachers are preparing children to
read and interact inwgorld that will contain technology no one can even fathom at this
point According to the authors, educators need to recognize that they are moving
bet ween fAascicmimmatdiadn oamd (. 117) . Rei nkin
(2000)argue that instructional activities intending to generate electronic literacy should
include authentic activities that all ow st
digital d o d asmieerteachars andsstudemrtd the chance to discuss
Adi fferences between printed and digital d
strategies for interacting with the digital environment (p. 117).

Using quantitative research based on hew#ék stug of a primary school in the
eastern suburbs of Melbourne, Australia, Sutherfamoth (April 2002) examined
student perceptions in reading Web text as opposed to print text. Her research led her to
observe and informally speak with 48 students, 29 fenaad<sl9 males, between the
ages of 10 and 1gearsold. Sutherlanebmith (April 2002) attended the school every
day visiting two settings: a traditional English class based on pen and paper, and a digital
English class based on computer writi8tpe conaldedthat students vieadthe reading
of information presented online different from the text they read in traditional books.
Based on her informal discussions with the students, SutheSiaint (April 2002)
speculatedi a s -anatgrab philosophy adopteby students in the web text classroom
t hat was not apparent in print text enviro
SutherlandSmith made involved the speed at which studeamsaccess information
online. Sutherlan®mith (April 2002) obsered thatstudents expected, indeed almost

demanded, that the Internet produce immediate restidtavever, they did not have
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similar expectatiosifor print text. Students expected to devote time, perhaps several
library sessions of 45 minutes duratiomgking at books, and did not expect instant
gratification in their task.
Theoretical Frameworks

Two key learning theories creakéhe framework for this particularusdy:
schemaand cognitive flexibility Eachweaves itself through the othieran intersting
way. The firsttheschemaheorybui | 't upon Jean Piagetds 192
research a foundation in the way the mind works to learn new knowledge. General
knowledge, otherwise known as prior or background knowledge, allows people to
connecttoncepts. Readers, using background knowledge on which they can attach new
knowledge, gain understanding because of what they knew before reading. Cognitive
flexibility builds on this heory of schema, but looks at how the mind accepts new
knowledge This theory relates directly to reading on the Internet, because it is interested
in the way learners, or readers in this capproach new situations. With the ill
structured nature of the Internet, readers have ample opportunity to interact with new
information, assess it according to what they already knew, and then accept or reject the
new information based on prior knowledge.

Schema theory.

Based on the work of cognitive psychologist Jean Piaget, R.C. Anderson
developed the schema theory, a much moraded constructivist theory of learning.
Based on previous experiences, readers createraental hor s t hat arendt r
recalled consciously (Bartell, Schultz, and Spyridakis, 2006gse anchors allow

readers to quickly evaluate new informatiogaders utilize thesschemes of previously
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held beliet and knowledge in order to fully understaravly encountered ideas and
eventsAnder son, 1984) . Li ke Piagetds and Bar
Anderso n theory create the networks thatders activate or recall as they associate the
ideas encountered while readitogwhat they already know (Ruddell and Unrau, 1994).
When the reader finds a fAmental O0Ohomedéo fo
already has, sheomprehends the texAfderson & Parson,2000. This schema theory
becomes an important cornerstone not only for those reading static texts, but those
interacting with Internet text as well.

To illustrate this schema theory, Anderson (1984) discussed his work conducted
with Steffensen and Jodgev as they examined the schema of natives of India and
natives of America. Using the prior knowledge of wedding rituals, with which most
adults are familiar in their own cultures, the researchers gave participants letters
describing Anerican and Indian weddings. In many ways, Indian and American
marriage customs differ greatly, creating a situation where comprehension, learning, and
memory differ among participants in the study (Anderson, 1984). As expected, the
di f f er e nchenmasihfluencedettse vayshey interpreted the situations. According
to Andersonds research, text wunits that ar
to be learned and, once learned, are more likely to be remembered. The research
including American and Indian perceptions of wedding rituals demonstrated this
phenomenon as the participants were able to recall more information when it was rated as
important by their cultural cohorts (Anderson, 1984).

In other research by Anderson, participanesswe asked to fipretend

were either home buyers or burglars before they read a story about an event that occurs at
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one boyds home while two boys are skipping
schema theory, participants learned more abauinfiormation thatvasassigned to their
perspective. Interestingly, those who assumed the perspective of a home buyer were
more likely to learn that the house had a leaky roof, whereas those who had assumed the
role of the burglar quickly learned thaetterspeed bike was in the garage (Anderson,
1984). Each of the participants used her schema of the assigned role and had a different
perspective of the same situation based on that particulanitiien readers had a
preconceived thought of what thegdw about the perspective from which they were
reading, they called upon different schema that impacted their understanding of the
situation.

Central to the research focused on read
six functions of schema includy assimilation of the text, inferential elaborations to add
to understanding, attention to key text elements, application of an orderly search for
information, summarization of material, and reconstruction of an original text through
inferences despiteissing details in memory (Bransford, 1984). Each of these functions
works with the others to create understanding of #xt. implications of schema theory
on learning and especially when it involves reading on the Internet, then, are rather
straight fowward. Successful reading, whether it involves the reading of an Internet
source or a printed text, requinearticipantdappgng into prior knowledge

When a reader is faced with new information, she must understand the
significance of the facts in oedto deal with the new situation. This involves the
elaboration of details in order to make sense of the context (Bransford, 1984). Bransford

(1984) illustratedhis characteristic by describing a beginning biology student reading
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about veins and artes, who wa then asked to design an artificial artery. According to
Bransford, if the reader had simply memorized that artarelastic, he wouldavehad
difficulty understanthg whether or not his model h&olbe elastic as well. hE person
who uncerstoodthe significance of elasticity to the artery would haaea deeper
understanding of how the veins and arteries truly work (Bransford, 18&&ders hild
their schemata through experiences and without realizing it are able to pull from those
menori es; in fact, according to Wi lliams (1
consciously; they are brought wup without a
Bartell, Schultz, & Spyridakis, Nov. 2006).

Obviously, what the reader knowbaut the subjetcor remembers prior event
similar tothat in which she is participatingfluences the new situation. Memories allow
the reader to construct meaning as she reads, interacting with new material, measuring
these new concepts againstprevioys hel d bel i ef s. Within the
reading process lie the various aspects of reading represented in her memory. As she
reads, she callgpon her knowledge of languadeer ability to analyze words, her
strategies for processing thetieher metacognitive strategies, the relationships she has
with the classroom as well as with her understanding of the world (Ruddell and Unrau,
1994). All of these elements create the reading event, and she depends greatly upon these
as she sits down #te computer to read an online article. In order to fully understand the
reading material, the schema theory provid
abstraction and conceptual framework for all of the particular events that fall below it but
arewi t hin its domaino (Ruddell and Unr au, 19

always lend to greater meaningaking. In fact, it may also lend to the loss of meaning
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or to the misinterpretations of the reading (Ruddell and Unrau, 1994). For example,
when a reader is faced with reading a satirical novel for the first time, her schema may
only allow her to read the book in a literal sense, and she struggles with the deeper
understanding of the context until she has had a chance to process thisoneatiom
within and with others, filtering through new information.

In the online environment, the learner has a greater need to construct his own
knowledge by evaluating new material in light of prior knowledge (Hein, 19818.
setting is completely diffent than the static setting of a printed text. It is within the
online environment as wekat the focus is on the learner rather than the teacher, and the
student learns by actively doing rather than passivedgving (Thanasoulas, 2002).
While thevery nature ofeading is active, for the reader munderact with the text to
make meaning of the words, reading on the Internet poses a different challestgad
of simply turning one page to read the next as occurs whereads a static text, the
Interret reader has an unlimited number of choices, deciding which link to select, and
each visit to the same web site caimyp a new reading event. Schema theorists believe
that readerbring to a new situation prior knowledge that must be reevalaattd
assessed in light of the new learning event, deepening and demonstrating their
comprehension.

Cognitive flexibility.

Related to the schema theory, cognitive flexibility, in the simplest teafess to
the reader 6s abi | i tiglfortadifferem teasonrandtfranat he s a me
different perspective, but at a different time and in a rearranged co8ferd,Coulson,

Feltovich, & Anderson2004). Instead of basisurface learning, the learner is able to
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learn the concept at such a deegeldliat she is capable of applying it to new situations.
For example, a medical student must learn concepts in multiple ways so that she can
quickly apply them to ill patients. Unfortunately, much of the learning that takes place in
t oday0s sesthis wtimate goa af learning. Instead, teachers are satisfied with
what Spiro refers to as introductory learning, and they raskystudents to delve into

the deeper levels of knowledge, or to ademhknowledge acquisition (Spiro et,al.

1991). Hlucators provide students with structured activities instead of tbteutitured
situations most will find themselves in as adults, those situations that require flexibility
and adaptations.

At the center of Spir oosurotndirgdypertext ¢ al mo
and it is this research that helped shape the theoretical framework for this particular
research project focusing on the Internet reading evEm¢ basis of learning is in the
reassembly of previously learned knowledge that the lead®gts to a new situation.

What Spiro (1988) and his colleagues identify as Random Access Instruction can address
the issues posed by-8tructured learning environments, especially in the nonlinear
environment of reading on the Internet-difucturel environments are identified as the
multi-faceted concepts that contextually interact (Spiro, Coulson, Feltovich, and
Anderson, 1988)One of the most frequently used applications of cognitive flexibility
occurs within the world of the Internet, to wiggtiro refers to as the crissossed

landscape (Spiret al, 1991) It is within this landscape that the hypertext presid

readers with materials that ageickly re-edited to create a different experience than the

last time she visited the site. Whetearner enters a document filled with hypertexd

she has choices ahead of her of what to read, as well as how to react and readjust what
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she already knows, then the hypertext demonstrates thtsutitured domain. The

domain is something that isasys changing, often due to the choices the reader makes

as she is navigating the text. Using hypertext, then, according to Spiro, provides the

|l earner with Aflexible restructuring of in

codings, and mulple linkages among content elemenlkisappears straightforward that a

nonlinear medium | i ke hypertext would be v

crisscrossingd recommendgegdThbhygo Cet@nlPBmpvkeo FIl e x i

S p i rriesscwssed landscape provides a situation that allows two or more readers to

approach the same Internet text with completely different paths, exploring and viewing

pictures, graphics, and other Internet elements in different ways. Ultimately, these

reacers of the Internet create their own reading experiences (Spiro and Jehng, 1990).
According to Spiro, Coulson, Feltovich, and Anderson (1988), in order for

| earners to enter the advanced knowl edge a

understandg of content material, reason with it

641) . Yet, this cognitive flexibility doe

learning situations. Too often, when even establishing the introductory level of learning

the objectives and teaching strategies create a problem for future advanced acquisition.

(@}

Through his research of medical students
knowledge, several importaphenomenoiwccur for learners. First of all, legrswho
waniedto reduce complegituations relieadn an integrated relationship of the#as, and

for full understanding, the concepts wexansidered togher, not separately. Spiro
termed this characteristi c rampliftacchafct i ve bi

complex and irregular structure, overreliance on a single basis for mental representation,
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overreliance on 0t o4{ndegemdem éoncpptual ceprasentatio,, ¢ 0 n
overreliance on precompiled knowledge structures, rigid eotmentalization of
knowl edge components, 0 and the fApassive tr
1988, pp. 64643). As the field of Internet reading expands and provides teachers with
important information about what occurs during the reading ei@mhaterial, teachers
will be better equipped to create learning situations that develop knowledge at a deeper
level.

Adding to the theoretical understanding of what occurs in the cognitive elements
of reading, Rand Spiro, Bertram Bruce, and William Bre(@880) have edited a
collection of important research in the field of reading comprehension. Examining what
influence comprehension, the text has been orgdimzeeveral parts: global issues, text
structure, language, knowledge or world and infergeffects of prior language
experienceand comprehension strategies, facilitators, and instruction. Obviously,
reading involves more &m the simple decoding of words. ltis, in fact, a complex
process that has the ultimate outcome of creating meamoimge text. Reading involves
a variety of fields of research including psychology and edutaExperts hold common
beliefs about reading: reading is an interactive event that occurs on a variety of levels.
The reader also brings prior knowledge te thading event. Reading is also inferential
and constructive as the reader takes what she knows already about the text and what she
learners through the reading event as she incorporates the two. Finally, readers must use
strategies when reading, beifhgxible with what they already know, monitoring their

own comprehension as they read (Spiro, Bruce, & Brewer, 1980).
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Reading comprehension, in general, is multilevel, interactive, and hypethesis
based (Spiro, Bruce, & Brewer, 198®.reader must use kwledge from a variety of
levels as she participates in the dynamic nature of reading, and in the process she
develops hypotheses thsite must evaluate and monitturing the reading process. In
many ways, the reader 0s piagotteegdnterd. Basednf | uen
on her prior knowledge, the reader creates a hypothesis about what she isaedding
checks that hypothesis as she monitors herreading Somet i mes, however,
hypothesis may be wrong, and the reader finds hansaltate of limbo, waiting for
more information to clarify her misunderstanding or corroborate what she knows. Skilled
readers depend on a complex model of understanding, including perceptual, linguistic,
and cognitive processeSiro, Bruce, & Brewer]980. Each of these processes not
only influences its own area, but each supports the other in the process of comprehension.
However,asawaytonder score the i mportance of the |
as she is reading, schema addstothedree r 6 s per cepti on ( Rumel har
schemata a reader possesses contributes an accurate perception, but it can also create a
distortion in understanding. Sometimes the reader does not have appropriate schemata
and as a result, she simply cannot ustiéad what the text is saying (Rumelhart, 1980).

The connectedness of text which fiemphas
unrel ated collections of sentences or | ist
flexibility theory by showing that constrtion of a more interconnected memory is easier
to create and easier to retrieve (Goetz and Armbruster, 1980, p. 203). Goetz and
Armbruster (1980) pull from the work of Le

research of fourtand fifth-graders stdying word lists embedded in sentences that
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created a story were able to recall them more guitidn those words placed in twelve
unrelated sentences. When the ideas are connected, memory is easier because the mental
processing occurs at a deeper levahother important element of connected text is the
relationship it has with prior knowledge. Supporting the premises of the schema theory,
research cited by Goetz and Armbruster demonstrate that texts are much more difficult to
learn and remember whengr knowledge is limited.

Spirods woognkiveaxibility mbdelleuilds on the previously
discussed schemata theory and provides strength to understandmgahatg exists in
the reading process. While the words, sentences, and pasgrapmportant to the
structure of the text, they only create a skeleton for meaning. Instead, the reader brings to
the skeleton her prior knowledge and beliefs as well as her understanding of the reading
process, influenced by the context of the readingk nown as (Bpr@tO80) r uct i o
Obviously, construction is the interaction of text and a vargtgontexts (Spiro, 1980
Through construction, what a reader comprehendseandmbersncludes the message
that is directly stated as well as wiogcurs as a result of that information.

This construction, though, is much more complex than the theories of
constructivism or even the more specific schema theory. Instead, it incorporates a
complex webbing of ideas about schema including how Brsaldeveloped or acquired,
how does the reader choose the knowledge or even have access to her prior knowledge,
how does the reader support and change her schema, how does the reader maintain the
schema she possesses, how does she combine her schenoay dnd$ishe analyze all

that she is |l earning in |Iight of all that
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four decades ago at the onset of the technological explosion, his theory is quite timely
and appropriate to the work of online reading caghpnsion.

While the perception of the reader and the structure of the text is important, there
are other key elements of reading comprehension that lend themselves to the study of
online reading strategies, and one of the most important elementsisftti@anfluence
of strategies. According to Vygotsky, development of knowledge first occurs
automatically as unconscious acquisition and then it gradually increases as the learner
consciously controls that knowledge (Brown, 1980). The importance atoggtition is
that the learner understands her knowledge; in other words, the learner is conscious about
what is occurring cognitively while she is completing a learning activity. Because the
goal of reading is to achifecuséhasbbeedar st andi n
teaching strategies explicitly taught to readers in order to help them navigate the context
of reading. These effective reading strategies have included monitoring, checking, and
selftesting, and even more specifically, identifyingthe adi ngés pur pose, |
most important elements of the text, focusing attention on the important details,
monitoring comprehension, fixing errors wh
recovering from thelistraction (Brown, 1980

Importart to the research of online reading, metacognition allows readers to
understand different aspects of the reading event, producing a more efficient reading
experience. Readers must understand what they need to know, and this occurs when they
develop a purpse for themselves. According to Brown (1980), grsci®ool children
often have trouble estimating that some tasks will pose more difficulty than others. For

example, children often candt distinguish
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obtainthe gist or to be able to recall the story verbatim (Brown, 1980). By the fifth
grade, however, these students are aware that some tasks are much more difficult than
others. In other research, children must be able to find the main idea of a passage.
Children as young as siyxearsold are capable of determining the main idea of #mp
pictures (Brown, 1980 but when given more complex and more lengthy passages, even
more advanced readers have trouble determining the main idea. When this idea is
appliedto online reading situations, the problem will be compounded even further for the
reading environment of the Internet is nothlike that of a linear text.

I n examining the works included in Rand
contributions to the fieldf reading in his teXtheoretical Issues in Reading
Comprehension: Perspectives from Cognitive Psychology, Linguistics, Artificial
Intelligence, and Educatigmesearchers agree on the importance of structuretdbtex
the overall comprehension (Spik®80. The key idea to this characteristic is that text
provides the tool for communication, an important element of linguistic theory. Itisin
the structure of the text that the ideas of schema and linguistic knowledge interact.
Language is used taaate poetry, but to also understand traffgnsi(Spiro, 1980 An
important aspect of this theory is that simply because a piece of text is coherent, it does
not imply that the text is coherent. There are other properties that make the text coherent
(Spiro, 1980 . These properties include cul tural
di fficulti es o0Spira I98). Readerk havegowbe able io manipylate their
skills and their prior knowledge as they navigate a variety of reading nhgtereether
those documents are static and linear or whether they are constantly changing with each

click of the mouse.
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El ements of text that can influence a r
structure, and grammar. In order to understand ttiettee reader must have a solid
understanding of the complex nature of writing. Beginning readers cannot fully
comprehend the nuances in advanced writing, nor can they comprehend even complex
sentences. Pragmatics, or the messages implied, creaenmsdbl beginning readers
who are not capable of reading meaning into words unless explicitly indicated. Because
the writer cannot provide nonverbal or verbal hints, the reader must infer what the author
intends Bpiro, 1980. Perhaps this is where thaportance of the text and its supporting
material come into playSpiro, 198(. For young children who have not yet established

pragmatic understanding, they may rely on pictures or illustrati®pisa, 1980. In fact,

Ai 1l lustrationskw maoy 5 iodt tiuhpe tcon4dCnt of t
books and some childrendéds books make the i
136).

lllustrations such as pictures, graphs, and other graphic elements play a huge role
in the format of Interet sources. In fact, online readers rely a great deal on the colorful
graphics that litter the web pages. Previous researchers have debated the importance of
pictures in the comprehension process; many researchers have indicated that the pictures
play arole in the understanding of the text, while other researchers have claimed that the
pictures have no impact on the understanding and may even interfere with the reading
process (Emonnier Schallert, 1980in an interesting study conducted by Lemonnier
Sdhallert and her colleagues, foughade students were assigned to one of two groups
asked to read a detailed description of how faucets use valves to control water flow.

Some were asked to read a nltustrated passage, and others were asked to read an
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illustrated passage. Those reading the passage with illustration performed better on a
multiple-choice test and free recall tese(hmonier Schallert, 1980demonstrating the
i mpact il lustration can Whewvpacedinthentgxtoff sonods
the Internet that often provides readers with a variety of illustrations, this may play an
important role in reading in this environment.
Summary
With the complexity of reading and the rapid changes in technology, those
involved in the field ofeading research are not surprised that researchers are just
beginning to focus on the Internetds i1 nflu
environment.This research projeébcused orasample of convenience which included a
small populatiorof sixth-grade readers with differergading abilitiess they read online
articles; the sole purpose of the project veasxamine whether the reading strategies
they used while reading Internet articles paralleled those strategies the field of reading
has accepted for static text
One cannot ignore the increase of Internet access in both homes and schools over
the past decade. With more than over tHoegths of all adolescents using the Internet,
attention must turn to the impact this technologyhthltaveors t udent so6 | ear ni r
even more specifically on their readirigterestingly, though, despite the increased
dependency on the Internet, literacy education still focuses on traditional stati@nekts
often a false assumption is made thatlneg strategies that apply to static texts can
simply be used with Internet textiitial researchn Internet readingndicates that
differences between these two types of telktexist, especially when one considers the

interactive and ever changingaracteristics of hypertext.
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An accepted lisof universalreading strategies has been establisghegears of
research focused on students reading static text. Actively engaged in the reading process,
capable or successful readers preview the tetgptanto their prior knowledgand they
stop frequently tanonitor their understandingAccording to Pressley and Hilden
(2004), they have identified 31 of these strategies that emerge in verbal protocols; they
have divided this list into strategies udedore reading such as creating a goal for
reading as well as skimming the text, during reading such as reading only those sections
the reader believes to have important information, and after reading including
summarizing the text and reflecting on thé&rmation read.These accepted reading
strategies provided the researcher with a base to which she could compare the strategies
that emerged while the participants were thinking aloud as they read Internet web sites.
Finally, two important theories fored the framewrk for this project:schema
theoryand cognitive flexibility. The schema theorgxpanded by R.C. Anderson, builds
upon Pi aget gravideswafoukdatiormsmudar to tonstructivism. When
examining the schema theory in the conti@xteading the Internet, the reader approaches
the reading situation based on her previous experience with reading. Because each reader
has a different experience, siygproacksthe reading event with a different expectation.
Cognitive flexibility incorporates these previously discussed theories and applies them to
the learning environment. This particular theory emphasizes the application of
knowl edge to new | earning experiences and
readers approaching webestfor the first time.
This current research projegsed these theories to provide insight into what

strategiesixth-grade raders of varying reading abilities use when they read on the
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Internet. While much is known about reading static texts, lgtlenown aboubhow

reading on the Internet compares to reading static texts. Researchers who have delved

into this aspect of readirtgave indicated possible differences based on the characteristics
of hypertext. Internet readerkave full contrbover thedirection ofreading Instead of

turning a page, they click on a picturevasrd that takes them on a different tangan

their reading requires. Incorporating these theories, the researcher hoped to explore the

strategies that emerge in this typeedding environment.



Chapter Ill: Methodology

This chapter will descrivthe methodology used to design the study as well as the
procediresused to collect the dataAdditionally, this chapter wiltlescribehe data
analysismethodsused to identify, categorize, aneikplore the reading strategigst
sixth-grade students of varying reading abilitiesdastaen answering queshs by
readinginternetsources
Restatement of thePurposeof the Study

After several decades of researitie field of readng hasidentified a set of
reading strategiessed by successful readefsrinted text(Paris, et al., 1991; Pressley
& Afflerbach, 1995;Pressley, 2002even distinguishing strategies for different genres.
Typically, readerf printedtextlook at the text before reading, set goals, predict,
monitor understanding, formulate questions about the texinaRkd inferences about the
content(Pressley & Afflerbach, 199%Fressley, 200RAND Reading Study Group,
2002; Thompkins, 2003Pressty et al, 1989. Researcherbavealsoindicateal a
difference instrategies used for reading fiction, rAfiection, andinformational texs.
When students read informational text, such as their textbook, theynrébyr primary
processestapping intoprior knowledge, making inferences, seilbnitoring their
understanding, anthding motivation from the affective elements of the ®xth as
pictures and graph{®ressley, 200Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995)These nofiction
reading strategies havelisioconnections with the identified strategies for reading fiction,
and yet, researchers acknowledge a difference between strategies needed to read these

differentgenres.
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While researcherBavecorroboratd these identified rehing strategiesf static
textregardless of the genmheyhavenot adequately addressién strategies used by
readers of thdigital text such as that found on tmeernet Even though differences exist
between genred,is uncertain whether individuals reading Internet teixbply apply the
aforementionedtrategiesuse a different set of strateg, oremploy additional
strategies Early researchasindicatedthe possibility of variations irhe strategies of
readinginternet sources. For example, Hill and Hanr@f@997) work with adults
indicaied that besides h e r e ad e r s 6, hgwthe adults feltrabout thentsgives
and their reading abilitiesnpaced theirstance towardghe Internet textOther research
associatedhallengedor readers of Iternettextsthat may not exist in static tegtich as
usng the wrongor inappropriatesearch engines, losing directiontiveir navigation of
the web site, and not paying attention toqhestionghey are investigatinfCoiro &
Dobler, 2007)Based on work bgptherresearchergshich underscorethe differences in
traditional text andnternet text such astructural problems lika lack of page numbers
and no table of contents or indexe)er researchetsaveimpliedthati r eader s cannc
apply text structure schexs to navigation within a hypertex syst emo ( Wani ek
Brunstein, Naumann, & Krem2003). Wanieketald s ( 2 00 3 ) eduloatttke sugges
everchanging format of thetner net 0 s r e deatedjinteeestimg r o n me
differences for readers. Therefpotessroom teachers and other staiders cannot
assume a transfer of strategies and skills from reading setitotreading Internet
sourcesfor obvious and logical reasorfarther research in this area is required to meet

the needs of twentfjrst cenury students.
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As already discussedjacessful readers incorporate readingtstias that allow
them to interact easily with t.hTeesd ext and
strategies include seteégulating, mking predictions based qrior knowledge, asking
guestions, seeking clarification, creating
comprehension (Pressleyal, 1989; Hilden & Pressley, 2007; Cakir, 2008). As
strongemreaders, they understand the literal meaning ofetkiandthey carmake
inferences at the same time (Snow ¢tl&98). These successful readds®monitor
whether or not they understand what they are reading; ultimatelyasisegs their own
level of understanding, aridey quickly use correctivetrategiedo fix their reading
when theydo notunderstand the text (Snatal, 1998).Ul t i mat el y, the r ea
inabilitiesto interact with texseparatekilled readers from unskillegaders (Cakir,
2008. Researchers interesteddistinguishing differences betweskilled and unskilled
readers have long understood the importanceatficognitive warenesgMokhtari &
Reichaad, 2002), becausidlled readers understartideir thinking, andheyuse a variety
of strategies. Unskilledreaders, on the other hand,ténd r el y fAheavily on
information itselféor are stuck into a pre
provided bythetex cont r adi c tp. 70t WUnde(s@ralikg differen@®i® 8
readers provides crucial foundational informatiothe field of reading. Wile this
paticular study did not focus on the differences in skilled and unskidladers, this
information did play a role in understanding some of the behaviors the participants
exhibited. Most importaiyt, these characteriss of skillel readers influenced the

researcher6s decision to not excladfe reade
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researchers can understand these differences, perhaps they can begin to suggest
instructional methods to classroom teachers fedus meeting the needs of all students.
Researchers who hatecusdon pre-adolescent or adolescdnternet readers
havetendedo focus orskilled or abovegrade leveleaders Quite simply, researchers
have focused attention on skillstidents prim@ly because these readerse a variety of
strategies successfully when reading traditional static.tagtsittedly, whenCoiro and
Dobler (2007)pbsened eleven sixtlgrade studentsavigating thdnternetduring an
onlinereading activitythey selecte their participantbased ornigh standardized test
scores in readingoupled withhigh academic grades in readiagdexperience using the
Internet; they used skilled readers because these types of nemtlryariety of genres
with a bigger rangef reading strategieg®.g., Pearson et al., 1992)uiihg participant
selectionfor this current research projebbwever the researcher made a conscious
decision to not exclude participants éa®on their reading abilities. e$t scores and
grades wereventuallycollectedafter the researcher had started to analyze thelul#ta
they werenot an important part of the procesBhey were only gathered after the
researcher had completed the sessions with the participaetsesearcher decided
against ths limitationin order to give a more encompassing perspectivetefnet
reading strategiethe participants useahd a more authentic view of students in a typical
American classroonktvery day, classroom teachéasethe challenges of teaching
studentsvith extreme differences in their skills, atitey must differentiate their
instructions according to the students in their classroormstudy examining what might
occur when those students read online materials needed to not limit the parntiogant

only successful readeras mosteachers do nidnaveexclusivelysuccessful readers as
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students. Instead, they must meet the stsdemere they are in their reading abilities and
move them forward as the year progressenderstandably, researchershia past
narrowed their focus to skilled readers; however, for this study, the researcher recognized
an area of research missing in Internet reading and chose to include participants without
considering their reading slsll

Researchemnust extendtheirresearch focus include reading on the Internet
for initial researcthas indicatedhat the schemata a reader brings to the Internet reading
event may matter more than evdihis type of esearchmust also include variety of
readers in an Interne¢ading event in order to begin to sort through the relatiogship
between reading strategies used when reading orith this in mind and building on
a theoretical frameworkf schema andognitiveflexibility, the researchefesigreda
study thaexplaedtheInternet reading strategiesed bythe fivesixth-grade students
The themes that emerged from the analysis of the transariptd r esear cher 6s
allowed the researcher to consider hbese fivepre-adolescent readers approadthe
reading environment of the Internet
Research Design

Overview of research esign

When designing the study, the researcher wanted to condunteasive
examination of the reading behawahildren use when reading on the Intersetshe
selected a quaétive approachUndoubtedly, &rger studies thamclude scientific
samples and standardized measurentbatsllow the researcher to apply
generalizations ttarger populationare often costly and tirmeonsuming (Anderson,

2008) and many researcheespecially at smaller, private institutionl® not have the



73

luxury of large budgets and reledsee for research Researchers do have other options,
however. According to Anderson (2008)searchersanturn to qualitativanethods

when the issue is havell-defined or understooand when the indicators are unclear
wasthe case with thigwvestigation of thetrategies readers use when reading Internet
sources Within the context oéxaminingthe types ofesearch methodsglatel to
technology Anderson @008) organized the different approachee goals and the
methods used to meet these go@ise of his tables (3.6) listede qualitative and
guantitative approaches as methods; these qualitative research methods, then, provided a
foundation for he design of thiparticularstudy a case studyterpreting data analyzed
usinggrounded theory

Table 1

Ander @8 Pable 3.6 Goalsof Qualitative and Quantitative Research

Exploration Theory/hypothesis  Assessment Impact studies

generation and monitoring and evaluations
Qualitative Research Case studies Grounded theory ~ Constructed Formative
Observation and response evaluation
Interviewing coding
Quantitative Pilot or field Causal theory  Traditional and ~ Summative
Research: Surveyin( testing building online evaluation
and Assessment assessment

With the goal of exploringnternetreading strategis the researcher choseuse
grounced theory as the foundation lodr study andncorporated the analyzed data into
case studiet® provide anarrative description of what had emergleding the data
analysis During three different session$iesobserved and videotapezhdes in the
familiar setting of the reading on the Interrtbe qualitative nature of this study allowed

the researcher twonsider anore limitedsnapshobf the eading procesimstead of a
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broad pictureParticipants were asked to complete a think aloud session (Afflerbach,
2000) as they conducted the search of the Internet séesinded thegrallowed the
data tobe caegorizednto themesand the case study providdgetvehicle for telling the
storiesof the individual readers, giving them thersonal descriptions the researcher
sought Hitchcock and Hughes (1995, cited inf@nm, Manion, & Morrison, 2000)
indicated hat thecase studynethod would allow the researcher to create a narrative that
relayed themportantdetails of hestudy; siccessful case studieseate a relationship
between emergingtheme and t he r e s Eharefadinghis@itatienth@ | ysi s
case study desigril@ewed the researcher to expldhe reading strategies that sudéc
during the Internet sessigrand ultimatelyjt provided the researcher with a way to
examine theeading behaviorsf the five participard, giving her the opptunity to
disauss her analysis in a persof@mat. Acknowledging the complexity of the reading
process, the researcher knew that fully understandivag happened in the read@r
minds during the process wdlifficult and perhaps impossiblédowever, his current
gualitative design providetthe researchewith a chance ttolistically view thedecisions
and thoughts theeades usel as they explorethternet sites for answers to the
researcheposed questions.

The researcharsal five participantsthree boys and two girlétom a pool 0f109
sixth-grade students at a Midwest intermediate sttiat housedherural school
cor por at i on 6gsadefdephrtmbntabizeddlassé&pantrateiving approval
from theschool corporation superintendeiite building principal, the classroom teacher,
and the Internal Review Board (IRB), the researsketletters home to the

parents/guardians efch of tle 109 students. With administratnd parentahpproval,
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the researchalsovisited each of theera di ng t eacher ds reading cl
minute presentation to the students, the researcher explained the putpasesdarch

project as well as what selected participants would be asked to do at each of the sessions.
Sheverbally illustratel what would happen when the participants came to the office suite

at the college, explaining that the sessions were to help teachers figure out what kids do
when they read online. The researcher also emphasized that there would not be a right or
wrong wg to do the activities and that the participantaildanot be gradedand she
emphasized that if the participant wanted to stop or not finish the Internet sessions, s/he
had that option This explanatiorwas designed to alleviate tfesar that potential

participants might have habout working with an unfamiliar adult in a situation they

most likely had never experienceBuring thisbrief classroom presentation, the
researchecarefully read through the questionnaire tta¢ aske@ach of the potential
participarts to complete. At this point, she explained the Likert scéiey would use to

assess themselves as readersnéon the scale meant that they were not gotiteat
statementa three meant they were good, and a five meant they were excéllemb. on

the scale would indicate that they fell somewhere between not good at all and good; a
four meant they were somewhere between good and excelleattesearcher felt it was
important to make these distinctions in case potential participantuwiamiliar with

this type of rating.Following the presentationaeh of the potential participantsceived

printed details about the research project and the questionnaire. The material sent home
also included consent fornthatenablel them to partiipate in the projectPotential
participants were asked to return the consent form to their classroom teacher within one

week after the researchero6és introduction t



76

A week later, the researcher met witie classroom teacher to explavikich
students had demonstrated interest in the research project. Togethesearcher and
the classroom teacher discussed the nine returned consent faemgstHg questionnaire
responsesamdh e cl assr oom t e a cshamutéash smadesc droetaad i ncgo |
ability, the two created profiles of the volunteers. In order to give more insight into the
classroom teacherodos observations and anecd
parti ci p acoresoidthdeithwdsteEvaluation Assodian (NWEA)
standardized assessmeHRtowever, as previously mentioned, these scores only provided
a detail about the participants, and were not used in determining whether or not the
participant coulgarticipate One of the volunteers was not selectedduse of
behavioral problems and low responses on the questionresponses indicating he
would not work well with the researcher or be able to articulate his thought processes
When the researcher left the @tiag she had eight potential participant

In the week that followedhe researcher contacted the guardians or parents of
each of the students who had returned the consent form. After discoissheyphone
the parameters of the research, three of the potential participants withdrevatheg n
from consideration. One was no longer interested in helping with the project, one had
transportation problems, and the third indicated her child was too busy with extra
curricular activities and school work to participate in the research prajéomately, the
researcher selectdéide participants.The researcher, her faculty advisor, and the
classroom teacher believed a pool of five participants would give her a good picture of

what happens when different types of students read articles orteheelVith the
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parentso help, the researcher schedwl ed in
coll ege campus in the participants6é6 hometo
Each participant met threseparatéimes for oneorrone sessions #te
researchér s i1 n satsmall,libéral arta college in the Midwest. During these
sessions, the participant used a predetermined wethsisen by the researctierlocate
the answers to questions tlesearchehaddesigned.The first session involved a web
site that explaed Ancient Egyptians, the second session used a web site focused on the
Soviet Union, and the third session included & wige examining the climate. To
provide authenticity to theurrent researcproject, @ch of the web sites was selected
because itarresponded with a sixtprade academic starrdadentified onthes t at e 60 s
Department of EHouexanple, owhed participants sverd asked to
interact with an Ancient Egypt web page during the first session, the selected web site
and questios related to the Indiana social studies academic standard 6.1.1, Early and
Classical Civilizations: 1900 B.C./B.C.E. to 700 A.D./C.E. Describe the rise; the
political, technological and cultural achievements, and the decline of ancient civilization
in Europe and Mesoamericall three of the topics selected for the reading sessions
were topics the sixtigrade social studies classes had discussed and that were iraduded
chaptersn thesocial studiesextbookthe participants used
During each of ta individual sessionshé participarg wereasked to thik aloud
while they looked for the answeis the questionsThe think aloud protocol established
by Afflerbach (2000) was used throughout the sessions, and aided the researcher in
having a snapshaif the thought process of these readdisey were able tok for

informationin any order, but they could not leave the web Slige researcher chose to
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impose this limitation because it would help her see the strategies on which the readers
reliedin a reading environment more parallel to the reading of a textbook. The focus of
this project was not on how students research a topic, but rather how they read an Internet
site. When students are given questions to answer from their textbook, texqeets

them to stay within the confines of that
typical learning activity, the researcher decided to limit participants to the parameters of
one web page, asking participants to not navigate outside thgteveshe provided.

Because the project relied on the think aloud process, if the participairgs
silent for more thatensecond®r gave incomplete responsése researchermanded
them to think aloud. The researcléso asked clarifying questisiif the participars did
not elaborate orh&ir thoughts. While the sessions were in progress, the researcher
videotaped the computer scregwhichcaptured the voisof the participard She also
kept detailed field notes as she observed the patitsgrom a chair located to the side
of the desks out of eyesight of the participant. Her goal throughout these sessions was to
remain as unobtrusive as possibkes a backup, the researcher used the screen capturing
program called CamtasidHowever, a she worked through the field notes and transcripts
of the videotaped sessions, she only had to tefiela few timesduring data analysi

Grounded theory.

To analyze the transcripts of the videotapes and field notes of the Internet reading
sessionsthe researcheuseal grounded theory, a theory developed by slogjists Barney
Glaser and Ansetl Strauss (Strauss and Corbin, 1998). Indicative of grouth@edy is
the belief that patterns emerfyem the data, providing the researcher with an

explanaion of a situation (Strauss and Corbin, 1998)stead of starting the research
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design with a theoretical framewaithkat influences the direction of the research or,data

the researchemplemening grounded theorgxamineghe collected datand allows he

theory to evolvein fact, the use of the wogtounded indicates that the ideas surfacing

from the study come from or are fAgroundedo
theories (Leedy & Ormord, 2005); thereforeydscrucial that the researahapproach

the study with as little bias or theical preconception as she caulsccording to

Strauss and Corbin (1998), qualitative res
to listen, letting the data speak teetn. They must learn to relagadopting a more

flexible, less preplanned, andlesset r ol | ed ap p(p.®%.CThis conoeptr e s e ar
of relaxing and allowing the data toegk for itself  difficult for researchers, for it

requires patiete and time, and faced with these chaks) some experience frustration

Leedy and Ormrod (2005) warn that some researchers see these grounded theory steps as
too prescribed or rigid, so much so that t
predispose the researcher to identify categoriecp r e mat ur el yo ( p. 141) .
the researcher entered the study consabtisis warning. Fothis researcher also

required her to set aside what she already knew about reading of traditional texts. As an
instructor of reading at hemgtitution, this, perhaps, was one of the greatest chalienge

She had to work to not make assumptions, but just like all people, the use of traditional
reading strategies was a firmly rooted part of her schema and separating that from her
memory was impssible. Using this theory e researcheworked hard taoot enter the

study with a arrow research focusstead, shallowedthe data to unfold an provide

direction to the study. Thereforfer this particular research study, the researcher could

not predetermine the categoriésstead sheclosely examine the transcripts of eaabf
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the Internet sessionm order to see if patterns emetigeith regards to strategies used by
sixth-grade readers of the Internet.

During the analysis of the datach session was examined separately, and the
researcher focused on only one participant at a tintdirsd, the researcher read through
the transcript and field notes for the individual simply to get an overall feelingtfrem
data. Nextthe researchexxamined the notes and transcripts, making references to a
behavior each time the reader changed directions or made a deG@sounded theory
|l eads fito the emergence of conceptual cat e
each other as thestical explanation of the action(s) that continually resolves the main
concern of the participants in a substanti
According to Graue and Walsh (1998)istpart of the process providdte researcher
wi t h Iithat saysthaethe researcher thinks that his excerpt of data is an example of
this i deao dwaytodegeb) these labdisantarbugh multiple readings
of the field notesind transcripts (Graue and Wla) 1998).The researcher began firs
with the classification of the data or open codihgthis open coding of thdata, the
researchewrote descriptive wordsr phraseshat suggested the behavior in which the
reader was participatingshe wrote thesdescriptive phrases or labe&ls the copies of
the field notes anttanscripts, andtheyncl uded words such as fica
i nformati on, 0 ffssccrroollllse du pq utioc kileyf,to of t he pa
and Amoved cursor under wor ds.tbe Ot her phr
partici pant s 0 cleardseptiomfar pasigataoa h fia s pfeat ed ques
f 1 r Asthe participant changed directions in his/her reading of the web page, the

researcher labeled the action or behavieach of the labels provides infoation about
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the context, or situation, in which it occurred (Strauss and Corbin, 199@)then used
this information to narrow the behaviors into categories.

Once the researcher initially labeled the actions in the transcripts and field notes,
she therbegan thenext stage of analysis. At thisipt, the researcher looked at thany
labels she had written in the transcripts and field noyegng the categories and cutting
apart the papers. This provided the researcher with a visual represerittimdata
Reading each of the labels carefully, she looked for themes or categories that emerged.
Strauss and Corbin (1998) beliehbat this point of the analysis wanportant because
grouping gives the researcher fewer units to analybhese idea then were groupedtm
categorieshat represented the phenomena occurring during the sesSiome examples
ofthee preliminary categories were fAsurfing,
After creating those categories, the researcher treatranscripts and field notes again,
usingthe new labels and lookddr new or different labels. From there, the researcher
again examined the labels, categorizing them by like characteriStecsugh the
analysis, severalategorieemerged quickl such aginavigatingp formerly referred to as
Asur fbiung,06 her | abels such as fArandom thoug
a more challenging situation for the researcher. Eventually, labels such as these were
categorized aso fwhfifl et agsrko ubnedheadv itochreor y r equi
approach the analysis of the data without preconceived assumptions, the researcher did
consult an outside source once she had categorized the labels. At this point, the researcher
compard her discoverieto those themes found by other researchers in the field of
readingparticularly the work of Pressley and Afflerbach (19%@8)ected because of their

seminal research in readingheirimportantwork has added to the research base used by
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school corporatins to develop their reading curriculum. Other researchers have
corroborated thir findings strengthening the ingptance of their investigatiorier
educators and for reading researcheise fesearcher consulted this source because she
felt it would provide a more parallel analysis of the reading sessions recorded for the five
participants with already accepted reading research, research focused on the reading of
traditional static textespecially since she had strived to create a reading scenario as
closely related to static textbook reading as she caildh similar labels, a better
picture of the relationship between the reading events of reading static text and reading
Internet sourceemerge.

Grounded theory waimportant tahis study becauserecognizedhat
differences exist between individuals as they construct meaning in different contexts
(Strauss and Corbin, 199&Iso important to this study wadke idea thahypothesis was
not appropriate for the research desigstead, the resedrer wanted to explore the
strategies that readers used in the reading environment of the Internet, a research problem
that focused on a situation typically foumdaducation (Punch, 2009Through careful
examination of the questionnairése field nots, the transcripts of the Internet sessions
as well asonsultation othe screen capturegen neededhe researchedentifiedthe
variables and examidehe relationships between them (Borgat89§. Of utmost
importance to the validity of qualitag research conducted in grounded theory is
At heoretical sensitivityo or the researche
interrelatedness (Strauss and Corbin, 1998). A stoled in grounded theosnllowed
themes in the reading strategies usgadixth-grade readers of varying abilities to read

Internet source® emerge.
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Case sudy.

Thecase study is a common qualitative research design method, and it allows the
researcher to study an individual or event with great attention during a specific time
period (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005)With five individual participants who each offered an
interesting picture of what occurred while they were reading on the Internet, the
researber decided to useaase study which allowed her to compare the different cases,
especially when two distinct groups of Internet readers emerged in the data (Leedy &
Ormrod, 2005).In acase study, the researcher collects data on the participants thorough
a variety of methods such as observations, interviews, documents, past i@cords,
audiovisual methods such as videotapes or audiotapes (Le@dym&d, 2005).This
researcher used transcripts and field notes from the videotaped sessions as well as self
reported feedback from the participants on their questionnaires. With theselata
points, the researcher provided triangulati®art of the decision making process to use
this design was the researcheroés acknowl ed
to larger groups of children. Instead, future research would ndeddone; however,
the collective case study provided the resleer with an important way of describitige
research process and the information that surfaced.

Participant Selection Procedures

Because of the proxi mit ytion, alocal blementaeys e ar c
school in a rural, Midwestern town was used in thigytuAcknowledginghat this was
a sample of conveniencthe researchelid not assumehat the sample represenizd
larger part of the population (Marshall & Rossman, 20B&xearchers often choose this

method of sampling because it requires a smaller financial investment (Kemper,
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Stringfield, & Teddlie, 2003, p. 274and like many other researchers, this researcher had
similar financial constrainfgth e r e s e a r enmerd in the educationammunity
enabled her to use tlestablished working relationship with the classroom teacher, the
building principal, and the school superintendenthis study All adminidrative
stakeholders and the classroom teaghecomel the researcheifhe researcher had
access tohe classrooms for distributing the parental consent formsadreh she needed
it, she hadhe information she needed regarding previous academic performance of the
participants, as well as acced#/hile thee ae limits to using a sample of convenience, it
is one of the most popular of the purposive sampling techniques (Kemper et al., 2003).
Because of t he anelikedbudgbthissamsple seovedahér research
purposequite well

Consideration for participation .

Several considerations were given to selecting participants for this study. First,
the researcher believéabking at a smaller group in an-depth nannerwould provide a
better picture than a broader look at a larger groupaufers. Second, the researcher
chose not to focus on one type of reader, and she chose not to limit her selection to just
skilled readers. Third, sixtgrade students were selected because of their ability to
articulate what they are thinking as well Bsit familiarity with informational text on the
Intemet Finally, participants who were comfortable working with a researcher were
selected becae of the requiremeifdr the participant to think out loud.

After giving the students one week to retura farental consent forms, the

researcher created the participant pool from those who returned the form. Through an

informal, selfr eport survey conducted by the school
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seventyfour percenbf the sixthgrade students hadentified that they have Internet
access at home (Thompson S., personal communication, January 13, 2009), indicating the
majoiity of the participant pool woullave a typical comfort level with technology. One
teacher, a fifteeryear véeran of the classomn, providedeading instruction for all of the
sixth-gradestudents, and haall r eady assessed the studentsbo
literature circles, onen-one conferencing, classroom discussions, antiYW&A fall
and winter test The classroomaeher jayed an importantole in the participant
selection pocess, for sheorroboratd whether the test scoresmagdit he st udent s o
reading performance in clask a few cases, the classroom teacher indicated she thought
the participant tested bettiran his dayto-day reading ability indicated. She was also
able to indcate which students she believed wdotdmost comfortable speaking with
the researcher. Besides the teachemnagendation, participants weselected based on
the following critera: (1) parental permissionith student conserfAppendix A) and2)
student questionnaif@ppendix B). $andardized test scaen the fall and winter
NWEA tests identifying he par ti ci pan tsdidtedrafeeatlieci ng | ev el
participants completetheir sessions with the reseagch She included them in this
project to provide a richer picture of the participants. They represent one more piece of
informationdefining who the participants are as readers.

Sixth-grade readers

The researcheselecteda sample of convenience of sixghaders for her research
not only because of the proximity of the participants, but also betaeyggossessd
characteristics desirable for the research project. By the time studswslthe sixth

grade, theyad received instruction in phonics, recognizing sight words, decoding,
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making inferences, and reading comprehension strategies. Acadenmoaligh the
school <corpor at i qthey kadrandittopetl 'oth speaific instruction u m
in how to reado reading contergpecific textbooks, reading information on health,
science, or social studies related content (Reading Curriculum Guide, 2008; Biancarosa
& Snow, 200). Furthermore, they weable to respond to the Likestaled

guestionnaires and teexbally articulate their cognitive processes as they read online
articles. During middle childhood, a gradual increase occurs in logic, memory, and
learning strategies, as well as in the ability to learn by talking with others (Blume &
Zembar, 2007), anthey possess the ability to talk about timeadingstrategies (Pressley
& Afflerbach, 1995). Finallythesixth-gradersselected for this studgiso hadorevious
opportunitiesd learn how to use the Internet by either reading web sites or interarcting i
the social elements of the digital world in online games or social networking. Ina
variety of ways, these sixtirade readers reflexd the theoretical framewks for this
research, for they we social creatures anddhilearned through their readicgrriculum
about consciously making connections to prior knowledge. At this point, building on
their schema as they seaedtfior informaion on the Internet often occurragthout

thinking about it. Also important and a reason for selectirgggtade leel of participants
was thatfor the past few yeatgacherdaveaskedthem to use the Internet to search for
information both in school and at home (Becker, 1999). Batese characteristics was
crucial to the research in this particular study. Bsedwe researcher askedrticipants

to think aloud duringhe Internet reading event, it wanportant that the participantsde
comfortable talking about what wagoing through their mirsdvhile reading online

articles. Typically, children do not praicke think alouds so the researcher needed
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participants who would feel comfortable performing such an unfamiliar Rsdssley &
Afflerbach (1995) indicatthat different types of readers will use different ways to
describe their thought processes. Wifis in mind, the students weasked to complete
an initial questionnaire before participey in the study whiclaskedhem to rate their
comfort level when talking ith a researcher about what they were thinking. While this
did not ensure fily verbd participants, it dicallow them the opportunity to think about
their confort level with an adult they didot know and to considevhat the researcher
would ask them to do during the sessioiitie answers they providen this
guestionnaire, ahg withteacher feedbacl)lowedthe researcher telect a sample
willing to think out loud with the researcher.

Readingability.

Reading behaviors dfifferentlevels ofreadersaddedto the understanding of
how preadolescents read Internet texts, becabseypical classroom cdains a wide
variety of readetrtsFocusi ng on one type of reader woul
understanding of what occurs in a traditional settiggrly in the project, the researcher
decided not to identify the reading leself the participants. Instead, she consulted the
test scores following the sessions simplytogive bet t er pi cture of the
academic performanc&he school corporatioffom which the participants canused a
variety of ways to assesstheit udent sé6 reading | evel s. For
teachers use running records and phonemic awareness and sight word tests. As children
gain fluency and comprehension skigidents compte Accelerated Reader tests as
well as STAR assessmeest. Students complete these tests onBoene classrooms in

this school corporation use the Rigby benchmark to establish understanding of the
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students6 rCeéasdgismgpolmevtrelaxhers also receive
skills through the ISEP standardized test taken in the spring as well as from the NWEA
(Northwest Evaluation Association) standardized tekichthis school corporation
choosedo administer three times a yedecause the NWEA/Northwest Evaluation
Association)est provide parents and teachers with a much more developed picture of a
student 6s r eesedrcherghoshis stdndasted testtasean identifier of
reading levelsather than the ISTEP standardized test which proadggerent set of
informationabout specific reading skill#fter thetrimestergrading period ended, the
classroom teacher pr ovi d.eBdththesandardizeditasts i pant
and the grades provided more information about the partisipéeveloping a better
pictureof the readers used in the study.
Role of the Researcher

The researcher brought to this study experience in literacy education at the
undergraduatievel as an instructor of both the reading process and content area reading.
Not only didshe possesan nterestin literacy ofstatic text, but with the evahanging
field of technologyand informalobservations of her own childramd their friendsvho
interact daily with the Internet in a variety of wagbepossessedreat interest in the
world of onlire reading. Sheaene to this studfjocused onhow children read information
on the Internet, hoping to add to her own knalgéebase of the reading procegs a
result, her researalequired sixthgrade participants to answer questions using
information wthin provided informational websiteS.he researcher gained access to the
participants by making contact with the intermediate school principal and the sixth grade

readng teacher, both of whom she hadrked with on other projects. As she worked
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with the participants, shebserved and interviewed them as they worked through the
Internet sessions.

To prepare for the Internet sessions, the researcher consulted the state academic
standards as well as the schoolalbs adopted
understandingf the topics covered in sixtrade, the researcher spent many hours
identifying age appropriate web sitesing the web sitéuicy Studio which provided an

idea ofthe reading level for each wate

(http://juicystudio.com/services/readability.phprhe goal for selecting web sites
directly related to the school 6s curriculu
authentic learning exgience for the participantand the researchereatel questions
and an fAassignmento typical of nightmskofhi ng t
them. This provided participants with an authentic experience. Once the web sites had
been selected, the reseher spent timeadigning ageappropriate questions for the
participants to investigat&eeping in mind the limited amount of time she would have
with the participants The researcher then created the parental consent form and the
guestionnaire for potential participamtscomplete.
Pilot Study

Prior to conducting the study under current consideration, the researcher
conducted a pilot study order to better understand the desi¢gmthe fall of 2009, two
femalefifth -grade students were selected to complete hagrriet reading sessions at the
researcherBescauns¢eithhei oasearcher knew t he |
were a sample of convenience. Their proximity to the institution and their schedules

made it easy for the two to cometothereseamcltd s 1 nsti tuti on after
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each other. Both female participants were skilled readers, and the one was extremely
verbal, allowing the researcher to see an excellent think aloud in d&acm participant
completed a questionnaire that asker to seldisclose her comfort level with thinking
aloud as well as the number of hours spent on the Internet each weekhe

participants met individually and completed two different reading sessions that asked
them to locate informain on the gren webpage. \@bsitesused for the sessiomgere
selected because they represented curriculum covered in thgréitth classes at the
intermediate school where the two participants were students.

As the individual participantsearcledfor informationin the assigned webpages,
the researcher videotaped the scsee®he also usedamtasiaa softwarepackagehat
captureceach individual screen changéhroughout each session, the researcher
positioned her chair slightly behind and left of the paréioign such a way that she
could see the screen, body language, and facial expressions of the participant as s/he
completed the Internet session. This allowed her to take field notes of the sessions.
Following the Internet reading sessions, the videctap¢he sessions were transcribed
and the researcher was able to use them for data analysis. Reading through the
transcripts, the researcher made notes and began to examine the data for themes. In the
pilot study, the researcher consultegessley andAf | e r b a cohcg shelfad 9 9 5)
identified categories of the coded transcriptstially, she used the terfipredicting as
well asthe phraséreturningto beginningd As she examined her own transcripts and
coded sessions against the work of PresatelyAfflerbach not all oftheir categories
appropriately identified those sbescoveed in the transcripts of héwo pilot study

participants; therefore, she eliminategkssley and Afflerbaéh§.995)fimaking notes
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andfautomatically reading untdomprehension was not occurgiicategories Both of
these were not used by the fiHghade participants, and due to the nature of the
researcherds project, these t wbrouighat egori es
analysis of the pilot study data, tresearcher also added the category cdijeessing 0
which is not part of Pressley and Affl erba
Upon examination of the coded transcrigisl the field noteghe pilot study
influenced the current study in a variety of ways. Fifsdll, the researcher understood
the importance of linking the website to aagpropriate curriculum, particularly
curriculum Iinked to the stateb6s academic
were able to connect to the web sites becauseceht course workFollowing the
sessions, the researcher was able to have an informal conversation with the participants
regarding the pilot stugyvhich was important to theurrentstudywhich focused on the
reading strategies of sixtirade Interngparticipants With their feedback, the researcher
understood the difference it made to the reattesglect topics to which participants had
had previous exposuré&chema appeared extremely important to the readability of the
web site, just as Anders@h984) had suggeste@®ne participancommented that it was
easier to find the information to answer the questions because she aldddgrned
about the topic. She understood the content, builoingrior knowledge as she searched
for the answers.
Another element that helped clarify the current study was the changes made to the
guestionnaireOriginally, the researcher developed a questionnaireeqaired
participants tdinish a partial statement, confusing one of the participants and not

providc ng the researcher with a solid underste
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the Internet or even her interaction with static textstead of using open ended
guestions that potential participants had to competthis study the reseaher deided
to create a questionnaire using a format that used both open ended questeohiartd
scale. This change allowed the researcher to compare nuohhleesparticipani®
responsesa more exaaway of examining individualand comparing them witthe
others in the study

Ultimately, the pilot study provided the researcher with the ability to see how the
think-aloud sessions would loolBecause she had limited experience with conducting
think-aloud sessions, she found the pilot study sessiors logilpful in developing her
own foundational knowledge of this type of reseaBfhe realized the importance of the
placement of the video camera as well as the importance of instructing the students on the
volume they would need to use when speakingdadkearcher. Through informal
interviews after the sessions, the researcher gained insight into the project by talking with
the individual participants.
Data Collection Processes

Data Sources

The initial data source for the stushgludeda questionnae designed by the
researchewhich was sent home with the parental consent favhen the student
returned the signed consent form, ale®returned this gesstionnaire whiclasked the
studento reflect on her experienedgth the Interneaind her comfdrlevel with using the
Internet for researchOne of the more important elements of the questionmaisthe
guestionthat askedhe studento ratehercomfort level speaking with a researchBue

to the thinkaloud nature of the research projects tiuestion providicrucial
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information about potential participantkike other researchers, this researcher chose to
use the Likert scale format because it was easy to construct and was easily read by the
sixth-graders (Hodge & Gillespie, 2003 Reseechers accept that children eigjgars

old and oldercan adequately seteport on their attitudes and feelingsug Laerhoven,

van der Zaad.oonen, & Derkx,2004) Interestingly, n a studywhich compared the

Likert scale against other forms of questiaimes for children such the Vicual Analogue
Scale (VAS) and the numeric VAS the sample of 120 children implied thataheg

the Likert scale easier to use and more appeéag Laerhovert al, 2004).The Likert

scale, howevesometimeposes prol@msfor participants because it asks them to think

on multiple cognitive levels and the statements are often worded negatively using the
word fAnoto (Hodge & Gillespie, 2003). Bec
researcher took steps to lintiet problems, particularly by phrasing the statements in the
positive. She also took steps to make sure the-grétiers understood the statements

and how to assign a number to their feelingenetheless, because asixthr ader 0 s
interpretation of ammber on the Likert scale could be questioned, the researcher selected
two other forms of data collection: field notes and transcripts of videotaped Internet
sessions.

Other data sourcabatthe researchersal to selecparticipantancluded informal
recommendations by the sixgintade reading teachewWhen recommending students as
participants, lie sixth grade teaehconsideedt he par t i cityasawetiass per so
his/her experience with conducting research and reading on the Int8heetareflly
considered whether the participant would feel comfortable during the Internet sessions,

being able to speak with the researcher about what was going through his/her mind as the
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session progressed. Crucial to the susoéshis project wasthe paiifp ant s 0
willingness to thinkaloud, and the classroom teacher knew the participants well enough
that she felt confident in making these types of observatidfisle the classroom
teacher did indicate to the researcher whether the participant was an arage a
average, or below average stugjepecific information confirnmg these assertions were
not collected until after the Internet sessions had been completed. At thati@oint, t
classroom teach@rovided the researcher with ttgpring NWEA scoresyhich were the
most recent reading scores from the NWEA examinagtiormand t he t hird t
reading grades on the schoolc p or at i o n, tegorted thigetimes duriagrthe
schoolyear.

The most important data sourfoe this study washe recored Internet reading
sessions with each inddual participant.As the participats looked througlhe
individual web sites for answers to the questions posed by the researcher, they were
instructed tahink aloud about what was going through their mjmaplaining why they
were making the choices they were makinghay ihavigated the web pages.
Throughout the sessions, the researcher kept field notes as she watched the participants
These notes provided important information for the researcher $iadead noted the
part i ghygcaleactords to the web sas well as theifacial responsesBecause
the video camera was focused on the computer screen during the sessions, these field
notes provided information that would have been midsadhsession, as mentioned
before, was videotaped and screen captured using the software Caanpasgram
selected for its easy implementation and availability to the researElen though she

did not use the program as much as she thought, the resaailthee the program in

r
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future research simply as a bagk way of recording the researcWhile the screen
capturing program Camtasia was uséd,researcher referrealy three timesluring the
writing of the video transcript® the screecapturedor clarification. The transcripts
from the videotaped sessioaisd the field notewerethe most important piesef data
used for analysis.

Data Collection

Prior to starting the study, the researcher visited each of thegsadie reading
classes t@rovide the potential participants with an overview of the study. She explained
the purpose of the study a®ll as the role of the sixtgrade reader. After she answered
guestiondrom the students, she sémmea packet of information that hdeen
approved by both the principal and the superintendent of the schigaration. The
packet contained letter to the parents describing the study apermission slip that was
signed by both the student and tlzegnt. Btential participantand parentfoundthe
researchedeveloped questionnaire asking participants teassess themselves on their
comfort level with the Internet, reading, and working with a researcher in-aneoree
setting. Questions on the epage questionnaire astkparticipantdo indicate the
number of hours per week they spend on the Internet as well as why thelgaise
Internet. Other opeanded questions requar@articipants to consider themselves as
Internet readers, asking them to categorize themselves as readerstdrtiet. The
researcheasledthat the permission slips and initial questionnaires be returned to the
classroom teacher one week from the distribution.

Once the researchbad examined the character majend teacher

recommendation of each dfd sixthgrade students who hadrental or guardian
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approval to participate in the qualitative phaséhe study, she decided to use the eight
students who had returned their forms, providing the researchea sé@mple of
convenience Eventually, three of theight dropped out of the study for various reasons,
leaving the researcher witive readers who represented different reading abilities and
personalities; these five participants were willing to work with the researcher on this
project Because the regrch had to take place outside of the regular school day so as not
to disrupt student | earning, the-researche
curricular activities, school obligations, and transportation issues. At this point, the
researcher and éfparents of the participanestablisleddates and times for the
participanst o come t o the resear c heonliGesreadingst i t ut i
activities. Duringeach session, the participaat at a computeand before beginning the
reading event, the researchexplairedthink-aloud procedures. She aldemonstrate
how to verbalize the thughts she had as she did activity.

Once the researcher explained the instructions and mdumletb think aloud,
the participantompletel a sampd exercisen order to gain comfort talking out loud
about higher thoughts. The sampdensisedof a predetermined web site with which the
participantinteraced practicing his/her thinking alou Providing the participants with
time to practice untilhey demonstrate comfort with the practiyage them confidence in
completing the taskAs a result, participants not familiar with thinking aloud had the
opportunity to practice; this practice, the researcher believed, meant participants better
equippedo articulate her thoughts.

After shedeterminedhe participantsvere comfortable with the
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thinking aloudprocedure, the researchreviewed the directions. Stieen askdthe

participantif she hadany questions. If the participanticated she hado questions, the

researcltommencd. As the participantead the Internet sources, she asked to think

out loudabout the reading choices sheswaakingas she readith each of the sessions

being videotaped and recorded through Camtasia. Camtassgiisen capture program

installed orthe computers used for research with the sole putpgz®vide clarity to

t he resear cher Oesearohers@ingwthss tinmtemairedsilent iff drder tar

avoid dsrupting her thought proce@sricsson & #mon, 1993). If a participantas

quiet for 10 seconds onore, failing to verbalizéer thoughts, the researchEmomped

the participant wi thhi nsktiantge nael notusdds wocrii wiakae efipk

ar e you Orce thelpartitigatal completed tk reading exercise, she was

asked follow up questions regarding the regdiessionthe follow up questions were

primarily thoughtprocess questionghich provided the researcher with greater

understanding of t hednglateretireadingant s6 t hought
As previously mentioned, the participan

not play a role in the selection of the participants. The researcher truly believed that

eliminating this criteria for participant selection providest with a sample that better

represented the typical classroom found in American schools. Important information,

however, was gleaned from test results as well as from trimester grades in the

participantsd reading c| afermationwduld providea r es e a

more complete picture of the participants?o

provide a context for reading behavior the participants exhibited during the segsions.

the end of the research project, the researdle¢mwith the classroom teacherdiscuss
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the participantsdé specific standardized te
While this information did not change the results or the analysis of the dataprbdide

a different descriptor of thearticipants.A chart such a¥able 2 was constructed to

illustrate the characteristicg the five participants

Table 2

Matrix of Participant Data

Coded Pseudonym Gender Winter Spring Spring 3 Weekly Comfort
# NWEA NWEA ISTEP* trimester Internet level
RIT RIT Score  gradein use (hrs)
reading

001 Anne F 228 228 576 A 1 5
(86%) (84%) (Pass)

002 Laurel F 218 215 582 B 3 5
(61%) (48%) (Pass +)

003 Jeremy M 226 212 533 A 24 5
(82%) (38%) (Pass)

004 Konrad M 218 221 576 A 5 5
(61%) (66%) (Pass)

005 Allan M 231 229 580 A 3 3

(91%) (86%) (Pass +)

Coding and Data Analysis

Following the procedures for data analysis within the grounded theory context,
the researcher closely examined the data for emerging patterns. According to Stake
(1995), the direeinterpretation approach allowed the researcher to find meaning in the
think-aloud data through an-gepth examination of each unit of analysis, focusing on
the differences between participants in order to find emerging patieatawas
collected and malyzed from the following sourcestselfreported questionnaire,
transcripts of the@ideo-tape recorded Internet reading sessianghich the participant

thoughtout loud and transcribed field note8ecause othe format of the questionnaire,
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the researchedid nothave a full picture of why thparticipantsself-reporedon the
guestionnaesas they didThe thinkaloud, thenprovided the researcher with the
opportunity to exami@ a small sample of the sixtiltade studentas they descriluetheir
thoughts and behaviors in an authentic Internet reading activity.
Not only did the researcher write field notes as she observed the participant
readingthe Internet site, but she videotapkd event as welEach of thenternet
reading sessions wasnscribed and reviewed several times, with references being made
to the screen captures when it was needduk field notes were also transcribed by
typing the handwritten notes, adding legibility. As the researcher examined the
transcriptshe madgeneracomments or notes of analysis in the margifsr example,
the researcher wrote comments stedch as fAmat
deci sion, 0 stateesi mnldascal pdiustracted by |
selection, 0 Wigtreaftodmatcoinfamd so on. At t |
examined the notes in the margins, looking for commonsilitighe realized that several
of thecomments contained similar themes. Many of the statements she had written in the
margins indicated thahe participants were simply scrolling through the web sites
looking for words that matched a word or two in the questions. This eventually became
t he A meaategdry.inSgkoi mmi n g 0 netheecorgneod theansSta@ments
such as fAsoocmnlidmadvegdickdsyor to bottom and t
the Aski mmingo category
At that point in the data analysis, the researcher returned to the transcripts and
field notes and began to cotthee data, first by identifying each shift in the diten of

reading which she identified as reading chunkise coding chunks were determined by
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examining the statements made by the participdmtsesometimes inclueldmore than
one statementSometimesthe coding chunk included comments or clarifaoat
guestions asked by the reseaiMefirgidentfied wel |
codes included twenty or more cod&everal of the original codes were included finally
in collapsed codes used for the final analysis. The researcheralgeztl highlighters to
group the different segments of the transcripts and field notes. These paper copies were
then cut apart, physically spreading them on a tableounpg. Each was then-ceded
collapsing previously identified coding categorie®inew categories. Sometimes
categories were merged and other times new categories were created. For example, the
identifiedreadig chunks originally | bdoametalcodingead be
category Ainferences. 0

Because Ericsson & Simon9@3) have found that coding categories based on
previously gathered studies provide stronger evidence for the data obtained through the
think aloud protocol, the researcher compared her initial notes and categories to the work
of Pressley and Afflerbach 995). For the purpose of this study, the pre and post
reading strategies were set aside. The primary focus of this qualitative study was on the
strategies used during the reading process. These strategies include included (a) reading
from frontto-back(linearly); (b) choosing to not read all of the sections; (c) skimming;
(d) automatically reading until comprehension was not occurring; (e) reading aloud for
comprehension; (f) reviewing or restating what was just read to clarify or remember; (Q)
makingnotes; (h) taking time to reflect on what was just read; (i) paraphrasing what was
just read; (j) looking for specific words, concepts or ideas; (k) examining the text for

patterns; (I) predicting what will happen in the text; (mgseablishing readingoals as
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the reading occurs (Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995). Ultimately, the resedetther
confident that she could leave the field of data, for she no longer found new information
from the various transcripts and field notes. The data codes haddiie@sednto the
identified categorieswhichhad merged her remainigtegorieshe had identified and
those expected by Presskayd Afflerbach (1995) into 1demaining codesThese
observations ardiscussed in a later chapter.
Summary
In order to preide a picture of the thought processes and ultimatelyetdimg

strategies used by sixtirade readers with varying reading abilititee researcher
selected a qualitative studyAs data collection pointshé researcher used a
guestionnaire compledeby the participants, transcripts of the thadkud sessionghich
were videotaped; when needed, the researcher referred to the Camtasia screen captures
for clarification of the videotapes. The researcher also used fieldsi@deok as she
observedhe participants in each of their reading sessidmg$ollowing chapters, the
researcher will describe the data using a collective case study which gives her the ability
to look for emerging patterns among and between the individual cases.

Duetotheresar cher 6s rel ati onshi pesshoadwhxh oxi mi t
houses the sixtgrade classrooms, the researcher chose a sample of convenience of sixth
grade students who varied in their reading abilitiearticipants were selected based on
standa di zed test scores on the winter NWEA te€
the questionnaire that they waremfortable working with the researcher. The classroom
teacher was able to provide the researcher with additional insight into the potential

participantsd grades and observable abil it
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During individual sessions, the participants were asked to investigate pre
determined web sitdeoking for answers to researcher generated questions. Each session
was videotaped and observedthy researcher who also employed the screen capturing
program Camtasia. The sessions were then transcribed in order to compare the strategies
used by the participants to an accepted model of reading strategies used for reading static
text (Pressley andfferbach, 1995).0Once coded, the data were compared for
similarities and differences. As the data were analyzed, patterns emerged. Through this
analysis of data, despitee small sample of five sixtrade readers, the case study
provides researchevdth a better understanding of theading strategies used by sixth

graders when they read Internet material.



Chapter IV: Case Studies

The case study approach provides the researcher with a narrative method that
gives readers a clear degtion of events that occurred during the research (Hitchcock &
Hughes, 1995, cited in Cohen et @00Q. Successful case studies incorporate details of
the events along with analysis of the events, and these events provide a better
understanding of thease (Hitchcock & Hughes, 1995, cited in Cohen e2800Q. With
these characteristics in mind, this chapter is divided into two sections: characteristics of
readers and stances taken by the readers.

Section one provides a snapshot of each of tleedarticipants involved in the
current study. For each of the participants, the following information was examined:
demographics including standardized test scores from the NWEA and ISTEP tests as well
as identified exceptionalities; questionnaire resas; a sample transcript from
approximately the same location in the reading session; Internet session 1 data, including
field notes and transcripts; Internet session 2 data, including field notes and transcripts;
and Internet session 3 data, includirgdinotes and transcripts. A chart delineating the
total number of times a strategy was used during the Internet reading session with
calculated percentages is provided for each participant. The three or four strategies that
emerged as the most frequeniBed are highlighted.

Three times each academic year, the par
the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA) test. In accordance with No Child Left
Behind, the state also administers a yearly standardized testil.asnn2009, the
participantsd state moved the administrat:.i

Educational Progress Plus (ISTEP) to the spring. NWEA provides teachers and parents
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with student performance in terms of RIT (Rasch UnIT) scores. RIT quarése a

picture of student growth over time. Included in the demographics for each participant is
information regarding their standardized test scores on three tests: winter and spring
NWEA and spring ISTEP+.

The data analysis ultimately suggesteel presence of two difference stances or
approaches toward reading Internet material. Each of the five participants manifested
characteristics of one of these stances or approaches. The characteristics of each stance
or approach were strong enough tonaat further exploration. As a result, section two,
further examines the participants, but in terms of the stance or approach they typically
used when reading Internet material s. The
AFl ounder er so aesérthecasastudies thatlow.i on t i t |
Section Ore: Characteristics

ANavi gator so

Anne.

At the time of the study, Anne was twelyearsold, and confident in her reading
of both traditional and Internet texts. According to the reading teacher, Anne was a
fluent reader with a great imagination. Not only did Anne enjoy reading the books
selected for class discussion, but the classroom teacher reported that she enjoyed reading
on her own as well, and she read extensively outside of class. Her standartlized tes
scores were rather consistent. The winter and spring NWEA scores demonstrated
consistency in her reading achievement, but did not demonstrate growth. Her RIT score

of 228 placed her in the eighgyxth percentile in the winter and the eigiityarth
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percentile in the spring of 2010. On the ISTEP English/Language Arts test, Anne scored
a 576, earning a Pass rating. Anne had no identified disabilities.

Questionnaire responses

Anneds responses on her questiomanaire i
than theaverage American student online, and during a conversation with the researcher,
she admitted that she is busy doing other things like playing with a sibling or reading a
book for fun.She seHlreported spending only one hour each week on tleenet,
primarily to play games or check emaWhen the researcher asked a few clarifying
guestions before the first session began, Anne indicated that she enjoys the Internet, but
doesndét always consult it for nrswesé&ther K bec
book.In regards to her sessessment at being able to find information on the Internet,
Anne gave herself a score of four, feeling she fell somewhere between good and
excellent. This confidence came with her experience and her knowledganoto read
for information. When she looks for information on the Internet, Anne indicated that she
first tries different web sites until she finds the right one, then she skims for the answers
to the questionsAnne admitted that she often readsliiternet site quickly, and if she
doesndét find the answer she is | Asmking for
reader of printed texts, Anne reported she is excellent, but she was less confident in her
ability to read Internet material, circling@ur on the questionnaire. Of the five subjects,
she was the most articulate in her ability to think aloud; this was reflected in her self
assessment of being extremely comfortable with talking out loud with the researcher as
she read on the Internethat same sel€onfidence resurfaced during each of the Internet

sessions as she interacted with the researcher.
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Online Reading Behaviors for Anne
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Session | Session #2| Session #3  Overall

#1 Average
Determining Importance (DI) 14% 19% 20% 18%
Guesing (G) 0% 2% 2% 1%
Making Inferences (MI) 5% 5% 8% 6%
Matching Skills (MS) 10% 7% 4% 7%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 24% 19% 22% 22%
Navigating (N) 21% 26% 24% 24%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT 8% 2% 6% 5%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 5% 5% 0% 3%
Read Pictures (RP) 2% 0% 0% 1%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 5% 12% 12% 10%
Researcher Intervention 5% 2% 0% 2%

Sampletranscriptfor Anne from Session One.

S: In what year did the work on the Royal tomb begin? [scrolls down/up the page
and si ghlstjfwartisat 6 s a

R: Thatodos a | ot of words. Are you | ooking

S: Yes, | 6m skimming through the paragraph
year, what did, what year did work on the Royal tomb begin?

R: So what are you looking for as yoteakimming?

S: | am looking for a year or something. [continues to scroll down] That looks like
King Tut.

R: Hmmm.

S: Wor k began on the dismantlingé ewww!!

R: What 6s ewww?

S: Thatds there, they are mummifyinmg hi m.
thatds not it either.

R: Why did you say, why did you say 6okay?
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| saw it said several reigns are on display from various sites, and | thought it was
going to talk about what year bwlcause

Tomb now because maybe it wild.l hel p me.
help skim]

They arenoét all this hard. I promi se.
Okay.

Now, you are moving your mouse around, what are you, are you reading? Are
youe

|l Om reading.

Everyword? Or are you reading some of the words?

| 6m reading most of the words but not
You are allowed to skip that one and come back to it later by the way.

Okay. Il thinkE¢§

You do nothave to go to each one of them. You thinkwhat? m s or r y.

|l think | found it, but I O06m not sure.
that 6s when it wasédang.
[laughs]

Okay, | will come back to that one. What did rulers, why did rulers of Ancient
Egypt have statues of themsehmslt? [scrolls up and down size column]

A

Ummél 6m | ooking through the [pauses] t
What are you looking for?

| 6m | ooking to see i f there are 1|ike,
to Ancient Art.

Why would you click art?
Because like statues, art, artists make statues. [clicks on Ancient Art]

Okay.

O

h
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S: Ummé [scrolls up and down page] | 6m goli
of deaddé because maybe it will say some
them, and it might gi¥ me some useful information. [clicks on title]

Sessiomne strategies

Examining the reading strategies Anne used most frequently during session one,
the researcher identified four, determining importance, matching skills, monitoring
understanding, anoavigating, that were most prevalent during this particular reading
session. Examples of each are provided below.
Table 4

Session One Strategies Used by Anne

Code Times used Percentage of
strategies used

Determining Importance (DI) 8 14%
Guessing (¢ 0 0%
Making Inferences (Ml) 3 5%
Matching Skills (MS) 6 10%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 14 24%
Navigating (N) 12 21%

Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 5 8%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 3 5%
Read Pictures (RP) 1 2%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 3 5%
Resegcher Intervention 3 5%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 58

Determining mportance

Of the strategies, Anne used while working through the Internet site on Ancient
Egypt, she used determining importance eight of the-diigit times she made a decisio
in her reading process. At one point, when looking for information about the items found

in King Tutankhamunés tomb, Anne said, AlaOo
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Coffin?o Maybe that, it has coff.ionsHerLeet 0
she had looked at the choices and decided that this link might possibly lead her toward

important information; she had determined it was an important direction to head. She

i mmedi ately said, fAClIickabl e wmaydetheyn. Ther
buried something in their coffin with them
Matching sills.

Of the four strategies that revealed themselves as the most prevalent, matching
skills was the least used. Anne only used this strategy six time, relyiciy mmore on
determining the importance or navigating through the web site. The best example
occurred when Anne said, fAummé | ooking for
continued to scroll up and down. AUmMmMé | ¢
was the only one of the three in which matching skills emerged in the top four strategies
Anne used as she read the Internet site on Ancient Egypt. In the other two sessions, she
only used matching skills as a strategy seven and four percent respectively.

Monitoring understanding

As a reader, Anne monitored her reading with great attention. In fact, in session
one, she used the monitoring understanding strategy tM@mtypercent of the time. She
often reread the content of the web page by slowlyimgaghch word out loud. At one
point, she said, Al think there is more to
wanted to | eave their mark, 0 and she cont.
monitoring her understanding and navigating at theesamme. Because she knew a

better answer probably existed, she sighed and went back to the index at the beginning of

the page to fisee if [she] missed anything.
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she should find, she monitored her understandimd took a different direction. Often,
she returned to the beginning of the page.

Navigating

For Anne, navigating the web page was a strategy she relied on and used quite
well. At twentyone percent of the strategies, navigating was obviously agyranne
employed frequently. While looking for information on the tomb, she performed several
strategies at once. She sai d-aycdahyea | ooks
account of Akhenatondés rul e. 0 rtanhAdndtake det er
her closer to an answer, she clicked or na
was weird. o At this point she continued t
navigating the web site, but she was making decisions about the impatdinedink
and determining whether the information was adding to her understanding (monitoring
understanding).

Additionalthoughts or sategies

Throughout Session One, Anne was able to successfully get herself back on track
quickly. At one point whi# skimming for information on the Royal Tomb, the word
mummifying caught her attention even though it had nothing to do with the question on
which she had been focused. She excl ai med
Not expecting a response from tiesearcher, she redirected her attention on the task by
matching the word ARoyal Tombo with a hype
where she found the answer she needed. Just as quickly as she had been intrigued by the
process of mummification, shput herself back on the right track. The entire process

took just seconds.
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Session two strategies used.

After examining the transcripts and field notes, the researcher identified four
strategies Ana used most often in session twaetermining importace, monitoring
understanding, navigating, and reading word for word.

Table 5

Session Two Strategies Used by Anne

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies
Determining importance (DI) 8 19%
Guessing (G) 1 2%
Making Inferences (Ml) 2 5%
Matching Sklis (MS) 3 7%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 8 19%
Navigating (N) 11 26%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 1 2%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 2 5%
Read Pictures (RP) 0 0%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 5 12%
Researcher Intervention 1 2%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGI ES USED 42

Determining mportance
In session two, Anne used determining importance nineteen percent of the
strategies she used which occurred the same number of times as monitoring

understanding. As she searched for information on the Soviet Unoie, émployed the

determining i mportance strategy when she s
her e. Uhmé it |l ooks | i ke facts, fast fact
facts. o Later, she said, osedwhdtcourdrisewgrei ng t
involved in the Cold War.o Whil e this cou

skills strategy, the researcher decided to put it in the determining importance category
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primarily because she was deciding to select thethimking it might take her towards
the right answer.

Monitoring understanding

As she explored the web site on the Soviet Union, Anne again demonstrated the
strategy of monitoring understanding. At several times during the session, she read word
for word, found what she thought was the answer, and then returned to the place where
she had started reading. Anne then proceeded to reread the text she had just read out
loud. When the researcher asked her about her decision to return to the beginning of the
reading, Anne said, fAWell, | didno6t reread
read before, because it wasnot really tel]l
wanted to make sure she had the full answer before moving to a differenbiguesti
Characteristic of this strategy was Anneds
she had either found the answer to her question or that she was not finding the
information she needed. Both of these elements of monitoring understandirggenabl
Anne to adequately answer the questions with details from her reading.

Navigating

Navigating was obviously the one strategy Anne relied on the most in this session,
using it twentysix percent of the time. Anne employed this strategy often quickly an
simultaneously with other strategies. For example, in the same section of the transcript
used for the example in the determining importance discussion above, Anne had been
scrolling looking for an answer as to when the Soviet Union collapsed. Shé gail,d
again, 1 06m going to click on the back butt

see what counties were involved in the Cold War. Okay. It was a conflict between the
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United States and its NATO (here she said each letter instead of thedemahstrating
a lack of prior knowledge) allies and the former Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact
allies, 0o and she continued to scroll down.
the back button as well as scrolling and skimming. She also d#ated reading word
for word and determining importance as well as monitoring understanding all within a
brief time period.

Readword for word.

In this session and the next session, reading word for word emerged as a
frequently used strategy for Annevdn when the words were difficult because they
consisted of foreign names, Anne worked diligently to pronounce each word. As a
result, Anne used this strategy twelve per
Anne seemed to use this strategy asrabnitored her understanding. For example,

when she was exploring the site to see how Joseph Stalin changed the soviet society, she

|l et go of the mouse and announced ANow | &m
remained motionless where she hadlefSthe r ead out | oud, @ASome
see him as a national hero and a great | ea

mouse and scrolled down slowly. At this point, the researcher asked her what she was
thinking, and Annmairngp cargtada dh,. of IHem ej wshte rwea s
word for word, but she was monitoring her understanding. Rereading what she had
already examined. Later, towards the end
one of the wor | doé sountriesswith rmareithan ooeahundred dstinat e r s e
nati onal ethnicities living within its bor

trying her best to pronounce the Russian names.
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Session three strategies used

Throughout session three, Anne usetédrining importance, monitoring
understanding, navigating, and read word for word.
Table 6

Session Three Strategies Used by Anne

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies
Determining Importance (DI) 10 20%
Guessing (G) 1 2%
Making Inferences (Ml) 4 8%
Matching Skills (MS) 2 4%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 11 22%
Navigating (N) 12 24%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 3 6%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 0 0%
Read Pictures (RP) 0 0%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 6 12%
Researcher Intervention 0 0%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 49

Determining mportance

In all three sessions, Anne used determining importance as one of her top
strategies, and in this particular session which required her to explore information about
the climate, Anne used it twenpgrcent of the time. As in the second session, she often
used this strategy as she used the navigating strategy. For example, she started this
session by skimming the entire first page, surveying her choices. While this seems to be
navigating, she waompleting and important task: looking for important information
that would lead her towards finding the answers to the questions the researcher had just
read. Soon she used the determining importance strategy again because she read the

question and decadl to select the link called Climate Tales, believing it would take her to
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information about how the climate has changed. Anne appeared to use determining
importance simultaneously as she used the navigating strategy. She was able to read
quickly, decidaf a link would take her in an appropriate direction, and navigate through
the web page.

Monitoring understanding

Throughout this session, Anne employed this strategy twterttypercent of the
time. One of the best examples of Anne monitoring her stateting during the third
session occurred when she clicked on a | in

an animated video. At first she thought it might provide her with some important

information, and she ann oAfterwactingarothdri s 1 s v
mi nute of the video, however, she seemed a
me . 0 As the video continued to play, Anne

bar trying to make a decision. Finally, she selecteitoc k on a di fferent
do we know the climate is changing?0 and s
video. 0 At another time in this session,
and then she returned to the page to st were better choices. Each of these
examples demonstrates Anneds successful mo
She was able to determine whether the information was adding to her overall
understanding of the text and, important for the tadkand, whether it was providing her
with enough information to answer the question.

Navigating

As in the previous two sessions, navigating was the number one strategy Anne

used as she read the Internet site, using it twieniypercent of the time ding this
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session. Her navigating choices included clicking on buttons and scrolling. Frequently
she would scroll through the site and when she wanted to read the information carefully
she took her hand off the mouse. Looking for information about tetyperchanges,
she said, Al dm scrolling back up. 1 06m goin
press on home. 0 As she hummed to hersel f,
and read the words under her breath.

Read word for wrd.

While Anne only used reading word for word twelve percent of the time, it still
emerged in this final session as an important strategy she used while reading. Again, she
often used this strategy as she monitored her understanding. For example, after she

thought she had found the information, she would take her hand off the mouse and read

word for word. At one point she said, Al o
Earthdés global temperature a big dotkeal 260 a
ti me, she announced, fil dm reading all of i

guestion again on the paper and then proce
changes temperatures, rainfall, wind and other conditions over a larger redian a
l onger ti me. o She scrolled to the bottom
had just read aloud. She restated confide
temperature, rainfall, wind, and other conditions over a larger regiofoeadonger
ti me. o
General comments

In all three sessions, Anne consistently used similar strategies. She determined

the importance of a clink, navigated the web page, and monitored whether it added to her
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understanding of the content. As the sesstame to an end, Anne offered a few
thoughts regarding the research project. She indicated that if she had been doing the
assignment for her social studies teacher, she would have skipped a question and asked
him the following day. After completing tHest Internet session, Anne said that
whether she skims or reads word for word on the Internet depends a lot on the questions
asked by her teachers. Someti mes, she sai
and bold words; other questions, youdavt o actually read the who
She added that she uses this same technique when she reads her social studies or science
textbooks; she skims looking for a bold word or part of the question in the text instead of
reading the entire chapter section. Anne mentioned that the biggest difference between
using a textbook and the Internet to find information is that on the Internet she can
guickly abandon a web site for another one
have that optionShe concluded the third session by saying that if she had a choice when
conducting research, she would use the Internet, especially because she usually has a
choice to skip around to different sites.

Konrad.

Konrad was a white male, twekyearsold, who was confident in his ability to
read both traditional and Internet text. His reading teacher commented that Konrad was a
good reader and quite fast. She mentioned that he often turned to his outside reading
book when he was finished with his regulaadig assignment. Consistently, according
to the reading teacher, he participated in reading group discussions. His standardized
scores indicated that he was a relatively average reader. He earned a 522 on the ISTEP+

test which earned him a Pass ratifjs winter and spring NWEA scores, however, were
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low in both the winter and spring testing cycles. In the winter, he scored a RIT of 218,
placing him in the sixgfirst percentile. His spring NWEA scores did improve, though,
with a RIT of 228. Stillhe was only in the sixtgixth percentile. Konrad does not have
a documented disability.

Quesionnaire responses

Konrad selfreported spending five hours each week on the Internet primarily in
Facebook and playing games. He did write on the questrenthait he also uses the
Internet to study when he needs to dowben he talked with the researcher during the
first session, though, he admitted to spending most of his time not doing academic
activities on the Internet, using it for recreation tiieewing his selreported scores on
the questionnaire, one can see his-seffcept emerge. He circled five each time,
indicating he was excellent at finding information on the Internet, he was an excellent
reader of printed text as well as an excellendlee®f Internet text, and he was extremely
comfortable at talking out loud about his thoughts as he read on the Internet. When
| ooking for information on the Internet, K
i s. 0 At t he ehrcheragked dim ® slarity that pattitukar statensent, and
he replied that he skims through the web site to see if it might be appropriate for finding
the information for which he is searching.
guestionnaire, if theveb site looks like it will provide him with information he needs,
then he finishes skimming the sourdée was quick to admit, though, that if the web site
appears that will not provide him with important information, he returns to the search
engine b look for better web sitesAt the first session, Konrad commented about his

responses to the questionnaire, and he sheepishly admitted he was impatient.
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Table7

Online Reading Behaviors for Konrad

Session| Session| Session|  Overall
#1 #2 #3 Average
Detemining Importance (DI) 15% 12% 10% 12%
Guessing (G) 0% 2% 5% 2%
Making Inferences (Ml) 2% 5% 8% 5%
Matching Skills (MS) 12% 11% 3% 9%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 17% 11% 13% 14%
Navigating (N) 35% 35% 40% 37%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 2% 0% 0% 1%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 4% 5% 3% 3%
Read Pictures (RP) 4% 0% 15% 6%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 4% 17% 5% 9%
Researcher Intervention 6% 3% 0% 35

Sample tanscript taken from session one.

S: Uhm, | etds seeé | n wh at begie?a[movetlicuisorw o r k
along the buttons on the left hand side of the page; did not select one] | would
probablyeé. Letbs seeétype in royal tomb

top of the page and typed in royal tomb]

Letbs see. oumav é dhecumrewwopagrre] |l et 6s se
like, scroll down, for like, for years or number.

R: Okay.

S: Skim.

R: Youdbre skimming? Are you | ooking for |
S: or year [scrolled down then up quickly then down again. Moved cav&srthe

diagram of the tomb, but quickly scrolled back up again.]

[Whispered under his breatinaudibld | estse@&. [Whispered] In what year?
Hmmmmeé [ scr ol | esdemadostucgkilnd down

R: What are you thinking?

S: What millennia means?
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Y o u @ondering what millennia means?

[nodded. Scrolled up and down again not stopping. Moved cursor to the buttons
on the left hand side. Highlighted buttons as he moved cursor over them quickly]

What are you looking for now?

[shrugged]

Areyou just |l ooking for something that pc
hard one. A couple of people have struggled with that one. If you want to skip that

one and come back to it, | can give you a hint later.

Okay [seemed genuinely relievetlyhy did rulers in Ancient Egypt have statues

of themselves built? Letdés see, 10d pr
statuesé [scrolled across the buttons.
Stopped. Moved cursor to the buttons] Faces oD probably because it

might have something. Wido notthey have it?

laughed because he seemed genuinely surgridedt t he answer wasn
Why would they have it?

Probably to like to tell people they were like famous or something?

Okay . [ scroll ed up and down over |inks,
what you wanted to find there?

Uh, no. [Clicked on back butto?But theyprobably like wanted people in
modern times to like know them as like special in Egyptian time.

Okay, what did you just click on? Di d
| clicked oné [moved cursor to first bu
Okay. Did you click on the first button?

yeah.

Just because?

Just to go back to see iIif therebds somet
Okay.

Well, | clicked on statues here.
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R: Okay.

S: Every ruler of ancient Egypt wanted to leave their mark on history.
R: So thatdés the answer ?

S: Uh, huh.

Session one strategies used.

For session one, Konrad used a variety of strategies, but four, in particular,

surfacel as the most frequent: determining importance, matching skills, monitoring

understanding, and navigating.
Table 8

Session One Strategies Used by Konrad

Code Times used Percentage of

total strategies
Determining Importance (DI) 8 15%
Guessing (G) 0 0%
Making Inferences (Ml) 1 2%
Matching Skills (MS) 6 12%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 9 17%
Navigating (N) 18 35%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 1 2%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 2 4%
Read Pictures (RP) 2 4%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 2 4%
Researchemkervention 3 6%

52

TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED

Determining mportance

Although Konrad relied heavily on the navigating strategy, he still used

determining importance fifteen percent of the time during session one. Determining

importanceoccured when he said that he

because fAprobably it might

have

woul d sel e

somet hi

ng.
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confident that it would provide him with an immediate answer. However, the researcher,

atthispoint | aughed when Konrad seemed gdnui nel \
nott hey have it?0 He had been sure that his
would take him to the specific answer; at

scrolled upand down on the page, looking for something to catch his eye. Instead of
selecting one of the many highlighted links, Konrad selected the back button. However,
his original confidence in the link demonstrated his confidence in the importance in that

link. Late, when examining the site in order to identify some of the items found in King

Tut s t omb, he selected the Iink ATreasur e
ATreasures. o It says what was found in his
and his masks. o0 Because he understood t ha

this link would prove to be important.

Matching sills.

Like the other participants, Konrad used matching skills frequently; twelve
percent of the strategies session one were matching skills. For Konrad, matching the
word in the text to a word in the question was an effective way to find information. He
said, Al 6m going to try this because It sa
thecursoroveAk henat onds name. Using the cursor
exactly what he wanted to. Later, as he explored for the date building the Royal Tomb
began, he said, fALetds seeé | etds see. Th
forymr s or numbers. o Simply matching the wor
often provided Konrad with an immediate answer or at the very least took him towards

part of the page that allowed him to locate the answer.
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Monitoring understanding

Sevateen percent of the total number of strategies used by Konrad involved
monitoring understanding. Konrad exhibited this strategy when he read the section his
choice had taken him to, and made a decision to either answer the question or to return to
hissar c h . At one point, he said, AHere we g
something that helped him understand the text. At another time in this second session, he
continued to read, double checking for information. He had just made a decisiok to clic
on a link and he skimmed the material. However, in order to make sure he understood
what he was reading, he clicked on the but
there something. o This one step exighbne dem
answer. He evaluated whether he was finding the appropriate information or not. When
he knew he wasnodét, he returned to an ear/|l.|
went all the way back to the starting point, and started his search agai

Navigating

Konrad relied heavily during this first session on the navigating strategy. In fact,
he used it thirtyfive percent of the time. Ignoring the button selections on thé deiftl
side, Konrad i mmedi at el y bteegeanchbsxabtveltop t ypi
of the page, checking the spelling several times. When the link choices appeared on the
screen, Konrad moved the cursor under the top two choices, rather than scrolling down to
see which other selections were available. Instéaelecting one of the choices, he
began to enter AAkhenatono in the Google s
redirected Konrad to stay within the prescribed site. He appeared frustrated that he could

not find the answer quickly and was willihgo abandon t he researcher
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within a short amount of time. Throughout this session he often used the cursor to move
under the words using it to highlight as he read.

Session two strategies used.

Session two for Konrad was similar to thetfgession, using determining
importance, matching skills, monitoring understanding, and navigating. However,
Konrad also used reading word for word as his second most frequently used strategy, a
strategy he did not use much in the first session.

Table 9

Session Twdbstrategies Used by Konrad

Code Times used  Percentage of tote

strategies
Determining importance (DI) 8 12%
Guessing (G) 1 2%
Making Inferences (MI) 3 5%
Matching Skills (MS) 7 11%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 7 11%
Navigating (N) 23 35%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 0 0%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 3 5%
Read Pictures (RP) 0 0%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 11 17%
Researcher Intervention 2 3%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES 65

USED

Determining mportance

Twel ve percent oduringsessiondwb@msisteeéaf i si on
determining importance. Just as he did in the first session, Konrad determined as he
navigated the web site. After answering the first question on who Joseph Stalin was, he

did not exit this part of the web page to ansthe next question. Instead, he had
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determined from the location that it might provide him with information to answer the
next question, AWhat were some of Joseph S
after he realized the content of the sectiBuentually, he realized he was not in a place
where he was gathering important informatiore Ht yped i n fiethnic gro
search box as discussed in the navigating section and had to determine which choice was
the best. In reference tothechoidéegs nr ad said, Al 6m going to
read a |ittle bit and it sayséo and he sel
reference to the descriptions under the choices provided him after using the search box.

Matching sills.

Elevenperent of Konradods second sessionds st
In this session, Konrad looked again for key words. Several times throughout this session
he made reference to Aski mming them green
aboutte wor ds. For example, he commented, O
Union, 0 and the question had read AHow did
mentioned in the navigating section for this session, the two strategies seemed to work
together foilkKonrad. For example, he quickly navigated a page looking for ethnic groups
after he had already typed the term fAet hni
with finding theinformation he needed. Scrollingthrougth e pages, he sai d,
sasv. somet hing else, 0 and he continued to sci
see ethnic, so probably | would try that.
Afkey words, o as Konrad called t heedtheseemed
web page.He looked quickly for the highlighted words, and counted on them to take him

to important information.
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Monitoring understanding

Monitoring his understanding el even per
several time illustrated this ategy. During this second session, Konrad read a few of
the sentences out | oud and checked his wund
what would you write down? Woul d you writ
Auhmm noé notteiéf 1If6 M dmo tl i ckwei Kk iehestopped sur e b
talking and continued to read until he felt he had located the answer to answer the
guestion. He had evaluated or monitored his understanding that he did not have enough
information to answer the ques fully at the point when the researcher had asked him.
According to the researcheroés fieldenotes,
web site. He knew he was not understanding the content because of the format of the
site, but he did naquite know how to articulate that to the researcher.

Navigating

Konrad was obviously quite at ease with his navigation of the web page. During
this second session, he used navigating tfiveypercent of the time. Instead of relying
heavily on thesearch box this time as he did in the first session, Konrad skimmed the
text, |l ooking for hyperlinked words. nl s
Stalin, 0 he reported to the researcher. K
involvednavigating the web page looking for these hyperlinked words that he hoped
would lead him to the right answers. At other times during the session, Konrad did resort
to the search box. For example, at one po
hyperlinked key words, so he proceeded to type the word in to the search box. He

guickly evaluated the choices, and within
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When the researcher probed why he said he
someof the words and they had nothing to do with like the end do the cold War, and well
they said things like the leaders of the Cold War and so | could probably just go back to
the Cold War since | didnot finiisthei t . To
returned to a previous padéonrad was quite comfortable with this strategy; it appeared
to be a strategy he had used often before the research sessions.

Reading word for wrd.

Unlike the other sessions, Konrad actually seemed to rely heavihemtrategy
of reading word for word In fact, he used this strategy seventeen percent of the
strategies he used in session two. He often used the cursor to follow a long and he either
read them out loud or whispered them to himself. Hisuse ofthiesste gy di dndét s
matter at what point in the session it came or what he was;dwngould stop and read
each word One time he clicked on the link and sat ierstle reading the texdnd then
switched to whisperinthe words under his breat8hotly after that particular snapshot,
he looked for information on thedders of the Cold WaReading the sectiairough
once,Konradreturned to the previous entry to read more deliberately for missed
information. Because this particular web site géam trouble from the beginning with
its format, Konrad seemed much more deliberate in his readimg.time seemed more
associated with monitoring his understanding whereas the first example illustrated his
examination of the material for the first time.

Session three strategies used.

Konradds third session was slightly dif

the primary strategies of determining importance, monitoring his understanding and
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navigating. This time, however, he relied heavily cadreg pictures. Because he did

use making inferences one time less than he used the determining importance strategy,
the researcher will discuss his use of this strategy as a secondary stidteggydidnot

seem to be a difference in the way he usel bbthese strategies and they warrant
discussion together.

Table 10

Session Thre8trategies Used by Konrad

Code Times used  Percentage of tote

strategies
Determining importance (DI) 4 10%
Guessing (G) 2 5%
Making Inferences (MI) 3 8%
Matching Skills(MS) 1 3%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 5 13%
Navigating (N) 16 40%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 0 0%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 1 3%
Read Pictures (RP) 6 15%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 2 5%
Researcher Intervention 0 0%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES 40

USED

Determining mportance

Konrad used determining importance only four times throughout the third session,
but it counted for ten percent of the total strategies used because compared to the other
sessions, he didndt sopghtheweb ste. @onemhthe bestme wor
examples from this session that demonstrat
importance strategy came when he came upon the link to a video and he quickly had to

evaluate the importance of selecting the movie. HeBaidt 6 s j ust a video,
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proceeded to ignore the choice. Here he had shown that he knew selecting that particular
link would not give him information key to answering the questions. Another example
from this session incl hded 0Kdrercadi sel ihek ibred
would talk about the melting ice and the impact it had on the global environment. As in
the other sessions, Konrad determined the importance of a link quickly as he navigated,
looking at his choices, evaluating them, and timaking a decision based on his rapid
assessment.

Monitoring understanding

Monitoring understanding occurred thirteen percent of the third session for
Konrad. He demonstrated this strategy consistently when he began to answer a question
and then continwkto read for clarification. For example, as he looked for the

relationship between cold winters and global warming, he began reading word for word

and he removed his hand from the mouse. H
snowfall or something | i ke gl obal warming is sl owing
Gl obal warming is slowing down or going ba
asked him if that answered the qdoposti on, a

thi nk so, 0 anAkanbteertikne, bathougkt daedknew the answer, but then
continued to search, returning to the starting point. This demonstrated that he realized he
had not found the correct answer yet; he had monitored his own understanding and
realized he needed t@é&p searching.

Navigating

As in the other sessions, navigating appeared to be the primary strategy Konrad

employed. Before Konrad began looking for information during the third Internet
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session, he skimmed the enti dmgobablyscroi ng pag
down here so | can see all what is on this
i mportance of the choices he had availabl e
so Id6m just going to cl i clerighiofthedmaifgiceire he s
frame. When the computer seemed to sl ow, K

search box just as he had done in the previous sessions. A few minutes later, Konrad
used a rapid succession of navigating exchanges. rbliéedcto the top of the page and
then clicked on the home button because he remembered that he had seen something
about <climate change earlier. At that poi
remembered??0 Konrad respoldedctimYealboxl ik
of the page had a picture with the words climate change, and he clicked on it. At his
point, then he scrolled down the page and then quickly back up to the picture.
Interestingly, he did not see anything he liked,sohabeg t ypi ng t he word 7
the search box, scrolled won fast and then back up to the top. At last he hovered his
cursor on the last choice provided by typing in the search box. One can easily see that
without much delay, Konrad made rapid decisithra included the navigating strategy,
changing his direction within a matter of seconds.

Reading pictures.

The primary difference in the third session for Konrad was his tendency to rely on
the pictures more than he had in the previous sessions.t,lhdéaead the pictures
fifteen percent of the time primarily because the site had many more pictures; the second
session had no pictures available other than a chart. Instead of reading the text, Konrad

seemed to view the picture and then guess at theeario the question. He felt confident
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that he had gathered enough information from the picture to answer the question, and
then he quickly navigated away by scrolling back to the top of the page. In another
instance during this third session, Konrad 9bglly pointed to three different pictures

that appeared on the computer screen. Here he fully made inferences about the pictures

without reading the text. nltdos | i ke righ
of warmish cold, andths oo ks | i ke ki nd of warm, 0 he poi
answering the question, Konrad believed th
adequately found the answer. Examining hi

grasp the content of threaterial; however, that was not the focus of this particular
research project.

Secondary strategies.

While most of the other participants did not appear to use secondary strategies,
Konrad did use making inferences a few times during this third sed3emause he used
it only one less time than other strategies that were considered frequently used, the
researcher felt it warranted some discussion here. For Konrad, making inferences

happened only eight percent of the time, but he used it to make ingEogaesses or

decisions.The researcherdés notes indicated that
perhaps it had been successful for himinschbobr exampl e, he sai d,
are used to uhm | i ke t he heietheyduldupendstdifer an

In the summer they start to drop because titegiothave the cold weather to keep them
uhhhhé keep themé | i ke stable. o Whil e t hi
site, Konrad did read between the lines and creaszlacated guesst he had been

completing a worksheet for a homework assignment, most likely the teacher would have
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counted this answer correcthis particular strategy, then, as served him well, and he
realized he could apply it to the Internet aslwe

General comments

As the third session ended, Konrad talked with the researcher about the
differences between reading a source on the Internet and reading a printed or static text.
According to this sixtigrader, he preferred to@ighe Internet inséael of books,

indicating to her that web sites are easier to use, and they are often his first choice as a

resourceiFor homework, 0 he said, Ait is easier
book and i f | candt f isthydeinikéywordsandosudlylon t he
get it right away. o When the researcher a
AThe I nternet 1 s s maddtee p rhdebvaskhlEayy ksl Mor e

versed in using the Internet, and made dstssearch features within the prescribed web
sites.

Allan.

Allan was a pleasant, twelwearold Caucasian male who happily interacted
with the researcher and made small talk both before and after the Internet reading
sessions. The classroom readiegcher suggested that he laadevelopedability to read
and comprehend. However, she also comment
came to class assignments and only did enough to get by. Interestingly, according to the
classroom teacher, Allaneftn pl ayed t he devi | 6soffarilgr oc at e
counterpoints to group discussions. He also sometimes appeared to be disengaged in the
reading groupsyut he was an avid reader wieported on his reading calendars that he

read over one th@and minutes each month. Of the five participants, his standardized
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test scores place him as a more skilled reader compared to the tnheersariety of
areas, he was above average. In fact, he scored higher than Gthere winter NWEA
test, hisRIT was 231, placing him in the ninefiyst percentile. His spring NWEA score
did drop slightly, but his RIT of 229 still placed him in the eigbitsth percentile. On
the ISTEP+ test in the spring of 2010, he earned a 580 in the Pass Plus catelgory. Al
does not have a documented disability.

Questionnaire esponses

According to Allands questionnaire, he
on the I nternet. During this time, he [|iKk
resear c hngly, ever though Allarswias one of the top two skilled readers
selected for the study, his confidence level was much lower than the others including the
self-confidence of the weaker readers. While he did indicate that he was an excellent
reader of printd text, he selfeported that he was only good (not between good and
excellent or excellent) at finding information he needs on the Internet and good at reading
Il nternet material. He was also only fAsort
researcher hile he read the Internet; however, the classroom teacher encouraged the
researcher to select Allan because she believed he would be okay thinking out loud with
the researcherAs it turned out, Allan was quite comfortable talking with the researcher;
sheonly had to remind him a few times to articulate what was going through his mind.
During the sessions, Allan had no difficulty performing this task while reading on the
Internet. When Allan searches for information on the Internet, he indicated shaefir
usually uses the search engine Google or uses ask.com or wikianswers.com to locate the

information. He then writes down the web site and looksHe information; he
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worked quickly through the sessions, the researcher did not find this hard to believe about

this participant.
Table 11

Online Reading Behaviors for Allan

Session| Session| Session|  Overall
#1 #2 #3 Average
Determining Importance (DI) 15% 7% 13% 12%
Guessing (G) 3% 8% 4% 3%
Making Inferences (Ml) 6% 8% 13% 9%
Matching Skills (MS) 10% 10% 9% 10%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 13% 13% 13% 39%
Navigating (N) 20% 21% 17% 19%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 3% 5% 13% 7%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 18% 10% 4% 11%
Read Pictures (RP) 0% 0% 4% 1%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 5% 11% 4% 7%
Researcher Intervention 10% 7% 4% 7%
Sample tanscript taken from session one.
S: Hmmeé
R: What are you thinking?
S: To think if 16dm goimg to click on
R: Okay, and were you reading the
S: Yeah.
R: And you think youdl!l find somethi
S: Yeah. [clicks and scrolls down]
R: What are you looking for?
S: Trying to find where it says whahwas first started working on.

R: Okay.

this

ng

sentence

on
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S: But it doesnodot tell

R: Okay. [pause] Okay, what are you doing?

S: Going to type in the question because |
R: Ahh. I havendét had anybody el se do that
S: [types in question in $&ch box]

R: [laughs] What happened?

S: 't just went straight back to where | |

R: What makes you say that?

S: 6cause this, ités the story of Akhenate
tomb began.

R: Okay. Now, are you reading word for word, or are you skimming?

S: |l 0m ski mming right now.

R: And are you looking for something in particular?

S: Yeah.

R: What are you looking for?

S: Umm, the royal tomb.

Session one strategies used

In session onéllan, who was rather quick with using the web sitsed
determining importance, monitoring understanding, navigating, and prior knowledge.
While he depended much more on navigating than the other four strategies, he did make
good use of the otherd.he strategy of using prior knowledge seemed to serve an
important part of his use of the navigating strategy. As expected, because Allan knew

something about the topic, he quickly made decisions based on that schema.
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Table 12

Session One Strategies UsedAltian

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies
Determining Importance (DI) 6 15%
Guessing (G) 1 3%
Making Inferences (MI) 2 6%
Matching Skills (MS) 4 10%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 5 13%
Navigating (N) 8 20%
Off Taski no reading strateg§OT) 1 3%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 7 18%
Read Pictures (RP) 0 0%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 2 5%
Researcher Intervention 4 10%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 40

Determining mportance

For fifteen percent of the strategies, Allan used determinipgitance dung
this first Internet sessiortle exhibited this strategy when he consciously deliberated
about whether or not to click a hyperlink. When the researcher asked him what he was
thinking because he had stopped and was clearly looking at eciéicsputton, Allan
responded, ATo think if 16dm going to click
that the button was important enough to select and that it would take him to information
about the Royal Tomb. Later he decided to selectiokeVer another because he
determined that it would be more likely to give him an appropriate answer. Allan was
able to quickly make these decisions as he worked his way through the web site.

Monitoring understanding

Allan also used monitoring undganding frequently. He used this strategy

thirteen percent of the time during the first session. Monitoring understanding
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mani fested itself when All an comment ed, il
he had made a statement that he thougbktangood answer, and then he went ahead and
did further reading to make sure he was correct. At another point in the session, Allan
continued to navigate, looking for information about the building of the Royal Tomb. He
had trouble finding an exact dassd quickly left a page he had selected. He
commented, Alt doesndét tell .o Al l an had k
finding the answer to the question; it was at this point he decided to type the entire
guestion into the search box.

Navigating

As just mentioned in the previous section on monitoring understanding, Allan
liked using the search box to locate appropriate information. This contributed to using
the navigating strategy twenty percent of the time during this first session. Nalienly
he type the entire question into the search box, as previously highlighted, but skimmed
the site quickly, looking for information rapidly. Skimming appeared to work for Allan
as he moved the mouse up and down the page. At one point, he skippsticen Gunel
moved on to another one because he had located information pertinent to answering the
other question.

Prior Knowledge

Different than the previous two participants, Allan used tapping into his prior
knowledge quite a bit of the time during tfirst session. In fact, it accounted for
eighteen percent of the strategies he used while looking for information on Ancient
Egypt. The primary reason for the high per

King Tut through his art teacher. A few sads later, Allan selected the link entitled
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AfANCcCi ent Art, 0 because he remembered seein

l ink before. He al so used this strategy w
what might be in the tomb. Allancommented i Because it was ri ght
treasure that might be in the tomb. o

Session two strategies used

Allan used matching skills, navigating, prior knowledge, and reading word for
word as his primary Internet reading strategies. However, becausenguass making
inferences occurred only one time less than matching skills, the researcher felt it was
important to discuss how Allan used them, labeling them secondary strategies.
Table 13

Session Tw&trategies Used by Allan

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies
Determining importance (DI) 4 7%
Guessing (G) 5 8%
Making Inferences (MI) 5 8%
Matching Skills (MS) 6 10%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 8 13%
Navigating (N) 13 21%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 3 5%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 6 10%
Read Pictures (RP) 0 0%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 7 11%
Researcher Intervention 4 7%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 61

Matching sills.
Throughout the session that required him to investigate the Soviet Union, Allan
used matching skills six dérent times, or ten percent of the session. These matching

skills were demonstrated as Allan skimmed, looking for key words from the questions to



139

appear in the text. Quickly, All an matche
aquestiontheear cher had posed. He seemed pl eas
right here. o Later, he continued to | ook

| ooking for Col d, t heé-8entendetandtbégantosgimm.i nt he
When the researchars k ed i f he were reading word for
found cold War, o0 and he continued to read
Monitoring understanding
Monitoring his understanding was clearly one of the strategies Allan used
effectively, andduring this session, he used the strategy thirteen percent of the time. This
was best demonstrated in the second session when he read word for word several times,
checking to make sure he understood the content before moving to the next section or
offering an answer. When he continued to search for information that he seemed to have
already found, the researcher asked him wh
see if thereds anything more about who el s
finished when the researcher seemed to indicate he could be finished, Allan continued to
look for information, double checking whether he had understood the content enough to

fully answer the question. Later in the second session, he continued to misnitor h

understanding when he stated, fiThat doesn?o
Navigating
Twentyone percent of All ands strategies us

navigating. He seemed quite used to scrolled and clicking in web sites and this one posed
little trouble other than being able to pronounce words. Not only did he use the search

box during this session, typing in the entire question, but at one point he tried to use the
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dictionary tool as he struggled with the w
thereds a dictionary down here. Document .
Al l an said, AnLet 6s see. This is about, th

He admitted that he often relies on sites like wikianswers.com to locate infammat
Most of the time, however, Allan simply scrolled through the pages, looking for key
words.

Prior knowledge

Just as in the previous session, Allan used prior knowledge a few times during
this second session. In fact, ten percent of the strat&ligesused related to tapping
into prior knowledge. At one point, however, what Allan thought was prior knowledge
actually led him astray. He offered what he thought was the answer; Allan elaborately
explained, fAAnd a& Brimpnwas googuaogtiack right tleeee so they t
had like most of their troops right there, but since the Great Britain had a lot of rubber
explosives, rubber models of everything, they had the, the use of target practice so they
stuck those on old, rusted shipsthdtdti wor ked t hat they didnot
to make them think that they had big, rubb
awhile, and then the researcher asked him a clarifying question that turned his attention to
the text. After reading kit more when the researcher pushed him to explore the page, he
realized he was really thinking of World War 11, not the Cold War.

Reading word for wrd.

El even percent of this sessionds strate
In fact, untilhe grew accustomed to the format of the page, he used this strategy four out

of the first seven decisions he made while reading. At first he decided to click on a
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button that matched the word he was explor
leader & the Soviet Union. He was also known as Koba. The name Stalin differed from
combining €0 and he continued to read out
as he | ooked for the changes made to the S
socioeonomic policy with a five year plan, which called for highly ambitious program of
stage gui dedéo At this point, he ran into
the researcher for help. Reading word for word seemed to be a practice thaelidthn r
on when he wasnoét finding things that | ump
able to hear the text and then suggest answers to the questions.

Secondarytsategies

While most of the sessions do not require an additional strategies sek&on, |
Konrad, Allan too used a few other strateg
considered primary strategies, but they do require mentioning. Eight percent of the
strategies included guessing as did another eight percent included making isterence
Even though Allan was a confident reader, he did attempt to make a few guesses
throughout this session. The best example happened when he searched for the number of
republics in the Sovidentr Ememher Wbastai t, wa
and here he typed in the search box. Mmmm. | spelled it wrong. Looks like twp div
two of them. Because it says two divisions in South, in the Southern Soviet Socialist
Republic, so | 6m gtuneocs sofn gt htehne.roe iyAstditwhoadid i pvo
have an understanding of what he was even saying. The other secondary strategy
included making inferences. In this case, Allan had to read between the lines. For

example, as he looked for the year thatthe Soviet b n f el | apWelpt, he s
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Not in here. 1922 wuntil 1991, so | guess i
while he didnot read that date in the text
heading.

Session three strategies used.
For this final session, Allansed evenly distributed the strategies he employed while
reading the web site on the climate. He used determining importance, making inferences,
monitoring understanding, and navigating. Because Allan was also off task for part of
the time or was not usg identifiable reading strategies, the off task category made the
high frequency list. Interestingly, four of the five most frequent strategies were used the
same percentage of the time: thirteen percent.
Table 14

Session Thre&trategies Used by Allan

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies
Determining Importance (DI) 3 13%
Guessing (G) 1 4%
Making Inferences (Ml) 3 13%
Matching Skills (MS) 2 9%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 3 13%
Navigating (N) 4 17%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 3 13%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 1 4%
Read Pictures (RP) 1 4%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 1 4%
Researcher Intervention 1 4%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 23

Determining mportance
The first strategy, determining importance, occurred thirteen perctém time,

and it involved Allan making decisions about the worth or value of a link. He had to
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decide if the link would take him to a section that would contain the answer. Initially,
All an quickly selected a | i mk twhath was band
chose this link because he knew that having carbon is important, and he determined that
this would most likely point out what was important about it. At another point in the
session, Allan selected a button because he hoped thatlé provide him with the
answer . He sai d, |l 6m going to select this
what <cli mate change is. 0

Making nferencs.

Due to the nature of the web site and perhaps the questions, Allan had to make
inferences thieen percent of the time he made a decision to change directions in the
sear ch. Making inferences included | ocat.i
corroborate what he believed to be the ans
When theresearher asked him why he said, nAh, ha,
makeé | found what makes it wup, but not re
CO2 is really i mportant. Oh, my gosh! o0 He
lines as henterpreted the text.

Monitoring understanding

Throughout this session, Allan also monitored his understanding thirteen percent
of the ti me. For example, he commented,
countries | i ke Ihadbselectedihe linkE Weewas surprised thadt thenliak
had helped him understand the question. At another point in the session, Allan had read
part of the text out | oud as though it mig

Yeah, right here. Uhnihow does carbon get into living things | guess. A plant takes in
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CO2é0 and he continued with the answer. A
the link had provided him with important information; quickly, though, he had
determined that it had g him the right answer or enough to formulate his own answer.
Navigating
Like so many of the sessions, navigating again appeared as a frequent strategy
Allan used. For this session, Allan used it seventeen percent of the time. As was typical
in the dher two sessions for Allan, this session recorded him scrolling up and down the

pages, looking for key information or hyperlinked words. In this session, he clicked

guickly on the choices at first, ong | ater
to Home. O When the researcher asked him w
AfBecause there is something on climate, I
for Allan as the previous two pagém. He g

the answers. He anticipated that it would be easy because it the content covered
information with which he was familiar and the opening page seemed a bit more
elementary than the previous page.

Off Task No reading strategy used

The third sessin found Allan a bit more frustrated than the previous two sessions
and this may be the reason he had thirteen percent of the decisions recordeasasooff
using no reading strategies. At one point, when he was struggling to find information
quickly regarding the definition of climate change, he guessed at the answer, and he said
to the resear domwanfiUbhmml] ook jfwst it. o He

find it on her e, but I think itoglthe n this
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researcher intervened and reminded him that he could skip the question for the time being
and look for an answer to another question.

General comments

As the sessions ended, Allan discussed his experiences of reading on the Internet.
Interestigly, he commented that he feels he reads more on the Internet, but regardless of
the medium, if the homework asks for simply finding information on the page, he simply
skims both textbook and I nternet sources.
| skim in a book because like sometimes | know where it is, like between three pages, |
know | i ke it gets in there somewhere, and
have. And then on the Internet, | have to look a lot more because | haael @ lot of
things on it and try and find it.o
AFl ounder so

Laurel.

Laurel was a twelwgearold Caucasian female who provided a different
perspective to the Internet reading sessions because she had an identified exceptionality.
The reading teacher conented that Laurel loved to read the books she selected, and she
Afenduredod the teacherés selections. Wi t h
sometimes had difficulty interacting with her peers in her reading group, but because the
teacher expected h# participate in the groups, Laurel performed. Even though
recording outside reading each month was required, according to the classroom teacher,
Laurel often did not turn in her reading log; therefore, the teacher seldom knew how
much actual outsidesading Laurel did. While Laurel earned a Pass Plus on her spring

2010 ISTEP+ test in English/Language Arts with a score of 582, her NWEA winter and
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spring 2010 scores illustrated a declining
score was a 21®hich fell in the sixtyfirst percentile. The spring administration of the
NWEA, however, recorded a substantial drop: a RIT of 215, placing her in the forty
eighth percentil e. Laurel s mother and cl
identified dsability. Upon further investigation, the teacher of record said that the
participant had been diagnosed with Aspergers through a psychologist who had evaluated
Laurel when she was younger. The educational psychologist employed by the school
system dichot identify the Aspergers, but she did document an Emotional Disability. In
a follow-up email, the teacher of record clarified that during the case conference, the
committee agreed that she did not qualify for the Aspergers, but that modifications would
be made for the Emotional Disability. Acc
two years that | had her, she did have a couple of quirky habits that screamed Aspergers,
but overall, she was very emoti oWhkilé é She i s
Laurel was the only participant in this study with a documented disability, it was
important to include her. The researcher could not make generalizations for a broader
population, but including Laurel in the research represents the importanaeigueness
students with exceptionalities provide the classroom and the challenges having such a
diverse group of learners might pose for a classroom teacher.

Questionnaire esponses

As Laurel completed the questionnaire, she-sgibrted that she spds
approximately three hours each week on the Internet, using it primarily to play games.
When she looks for information on the Internet, she indicated that she first uses the

Google search engine. Then she types the word she wants to find. Wher asied t
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assess her ability to find information on the Internet, Laurel circled a four, placing her
between good and excellent. When it comes to reading printed texts, Laurel reported that
she was excellent, but only good at reading Internet materialcddédence in her

ability to think out loud with the researcher was high, as she circled five indicating she
was extremely comfortable with talking to the researcher about her thoughts as she read.
Table 15

Online Reading Behaviors for Laurel

Session Session Session  Overall

#1 #2 #3 Average
Determining Importance (DI) 5% 5% 14% 8%
Guessing (G) 0% 9% 6% 5%
Making Inferences (MI) 5% 5% 6% 5%
Matching Skills (MS) 16% 7% 0% 8%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 9% 32% 34% 25%
Navigating (N) 16% 5% 9% 10%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 21% 14% 17% 17%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 9% 0% 3% 4%
Read Pictures (RP) 5% 0% 0% 2%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 13% 9% 6% 9%
Researcher Intervention 0% 18% 6% 8%

Sample transcript taken from session ane

R: Let 6s Htone.tlihvehat gear didork on the Royal tomb begin®here are
you going to go and why?

A

S: [Scrolled devn and hovered over royaltomb.i I n 6t s dlysawaroyalt hi ng
tomb and royal tomb[Moved cursor across words quickly andhummed,]

R: Are youreading word for word or skimming.

S: [Skimming] | skip the parts o notneed. 1it had nothing to do with the
information é | need to ki Mosiwfthehtime e t o Db
kids |l ook up this stuff is if i1itds for

In the last 100 year millenniai Ah, rockcut! [Extremely distractedbtopped to

read word for word]
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The tomb is yet another example of how the condition of ancient monuments has
deteriorated more in the last 100 years than in the previous three millennia.

Blahi blahi Blah [scrolled down] | scanned to find numbers.
Does it make sense? What happens i f yo

| do notknow. | usually find it by now.Qlicked back to the previous page
cursor landed on royal tomb agaitut avoided it since last tinhe

Do you want to move on? Why did rulemsAncient Egypt have statues of
themselves built?

Scrolled across the button selections (menu). Read a few out loud King List,
blah, blah, blah. Hey look Sculpture.

Okay. Why are you clicking sculpture?

Statues and sculptuiienot that differentTo leave their mark in histofiyi t 6 s
rightthere.Somet hi ng tells me that aindt goi n
When people think of Ancient Egypt, theyrtkiof their at, especially the

mummy mask. Whose mask is the most famous?
| was goingtoanswedi ng Tut . Either that or Cl eo

fully Egyptian.

Where would you go to find that answer.

Blah-blah-blah

What are you thinking? WAy are you looking at those? [pictures of masks]

Went back to the buttorisFaces of the dead! If they are dead, they need

something to keep them from getting all pimplyet 6 s seeé |jewel ry,
Did you say masks? MASKS! Mummy maskfaces 6the dead. PerfectNot

very specificél want to know who has th
famous golden masif Tutankhamurand the less well known solid gold mask of
Psusennethere are several other masks on display in collections throughout the

world.

Sixth graders know about Tutankhamun because of the recent field trip. They got
to go to the museum to see it, plus we drew a picture.


http://www.akhet.co.uk/tutankh.htm
http://www.akhet.co.uk/psusen.htm
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Sessiorone strategies used

Laurel s behavior was i mmediately diffe
other participants in the study. She was distracted and off task from the very beginning.
Therefore, her most frequently used category was the off téstfacg with no reading
strategy being employed. Laurel also used matching skills and navigating followed by
reading word for word.
Table16

Session One Strategies Used by Laurel

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies
Determining importance (DI) 3 5%
Guessing (G) 0 0%
Making Inferences (Ml) 3 5%
Matching Skills (MS) 9 16%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 5 9%
Navigating (N) 9 16%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 12 21%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 5 9%
Read Pictures (RP) 3 5%
Read Word for Word (R/W) 7 13%
Researcher Intervention 0 0%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 56

Matching sills.

As Laurel made her way through this first session, she used matching skills

Ssixteen percent of the ti me. At enmewer poi nt
I candét find the |Iink | want so i f they wa
specific. o Il n other words, she needed to

word in the question. She seemed quite pleased when she easily found #raratissy

text . Early in this first session, she sa
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reference to identifying Akhenaton. She ¢
of Egypt during the period known as thé" I8y n a s t y . dued t6 keep reading t i
for another minute without realizing she had read much more than she needed. Later, as
she skimmed the web site | ooking for highl
masks? MASKS! Mummymaséisf aces of t he dshalhdmatciedr f ect
a key word to one in the question as she stumbled upon the information.

Navigating

Like the other participants, Laurel used navigating quite naturally, using it sixteen
percent of the ti me. L a uer sroliing over thevlinkg,at i n g
making informed decisions to keep moving around the page. She used the back buttons
frequently and clicked quickly when she could not find information fast. At another
point in the session, she hovered her mouse over theetct see if additional
information about the picture popped out of the text. Unlike her peers, however, Laurel
didndét seem to navigate as easily as the o
simply for key words. She did use the buttons ansl atde to scroll throughout the
pages, but she did not use the search box as a few of the others had.

Off taski no reading wategy.

Throughout this session, Laurel provided ample examples of offering unrelated
thoughts or unsolicited constructive migm about the web page or about the research
project in general. Twertyne percent of her reading decisions could be characterized as
off-task or using no reading strategy. The researcher allowed her to work and follow her
thoughts with little interrption. In fact, the researcher simply asked clarifying questions

and did not redirect her attention primarily because there was not an opportunity to do so.



151

Each time Laurel wandered off task, she quickly redirected herself when she caught a
glimpse of vhat she thought was the answer. During this first session, for example, she
excl ai med, fAEvVendoaohoehn alhaelrael aw?eor e Thheee sst at en
with her search for information about the most famous mask in Ancient Egypt.

Reading word foword.

Several times throughout this session, Laurel read each word carefully. In fact,
this strategy accounted for thirteen percent of the strategies used during the first session.
As mentioned in the section regarding matching skills, Laurel teoded rather large
sections of text out loud without monitoring whether she was finding the answer or not.
Not long after she had read out loud the information about Akhenaton, she read
i nformation about the tombos niuremakeant s, r ea
displayed some patrticularly advanced techniques in their craft. As well as their well
documented ability with working precious m
to understand when to stop reading or whether she had answered tlenouiés the
text she had just read out loud.

Session two strategies used
As Laurel completed the second session, she relied on navigating. Again, however,
Laurel was off task, and during this second session, as a result of her off task behavior,
the regarcher intervened quite often. Thus, the off task category for Laurel was thirty
two percent, and the researcher intervention category accounted for eighteen percent of
the reading directions. In this case, then, the researcher decided to add discussion
regarding two other strategies, guessing and reading word for word, that Laurel seemed

to use part of the time.
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Table 17

Session Twétrategies Used by Laurel

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies
Determining importance (DI) 2 5%
Guessing (G) 5 9%
Making Inferences (Ml) 2 5%
Matching Skills (MS) 4 7%
Off task(M) OFF TASK 18 32%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 3 5%
Navigating (N) 8 14%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 0 0%
Read Pictures (RP) 0 0%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 5 9%
Researcher Intervention 10 18%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 57

Off taski no readingstrategy

Thirty-two percent of the reading strategies used in this particular section
included those decisions that took her completeitask, such as random thoughts or
outburstssFor exampl e, early in the sessdoon, Lau
notget t oo bored or el se Haskwcategérywably fatthei n ki ng
largest category in this session, and the researcher suspects this is so because of the
nature of the web site as well as the cont
education teacher, the researcher believes that her identified exceptionality may play a
role in this reading behavior. Her ability to process information quickly seéem
chall enged at times when she didndédt know w
one point, as she searched for how Joseph Stalin changed the Soviet Society, she began
scrolling through the page and sgratlgdenl y sa

most of the boys in my grade, they technically, they have, they have the attention span of
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a cocker spaniel, so iIif 1Ttdéds not interest:
example of how distracted Laurl&kdonewwhs happe
those dead people, except with their eyes open. You know, kind of what it looks like
when you cut off a fishés head. 0 Physical
looking out the window, fidgeting in the chair, or turning to lobkha researcher in
funny ways.

Navigating

Another strategy Laurel used during this session involved navigating, and she
used this strategy fourteen percent of the session. In her case, there appeared a close
relationship between navigating and guegsinnavigating and matching word for word.
For example, she clicked on the highlighted phrase Great Purge. When asked why she
selected that | ink, she responded, M@ABecaus
the Purge was, 0 alhugand doen withmut teadimgutiee dext bedores ¢ r o
her. Shortly thereafter, she seemed off task while navigating. At that point, she said,
ABl ah, blah, blah, blah, 0 and mumbl ed some
on the page. Finally, she selectkd link that read demographics. Repeatedly
throughout the second session, Laurel literally just scrolled through the pages looking for
key words to jump out at her. She approached her reading with no plan of action.

Researcher intervention

While thiscategory does not really stand as a reading strategy, it does indicate
t hat an outside person had to redirect the
person would be the teacher. Because eigh

researcher redirecting her attention, the researcher felt it warranted discussion. As
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previously mentioned, Laur elwdminteractseaitt i on al
others; it § difficult to tell if she has this same distraction when readingowitthe

presence of a researcher or at least in this particular study. An excellent example of this
situation occurred when Laurel began discussing the researcher taking field notes. She

started to answer the question about the Soviet Union falling &ypéds she attempted

to answer, she suddenly said, AAre you | it
This question was quickly foll owed with nB
teacherds assistants, she wrdi tsehse esvaeyrsy. od o W
researcher tried to refocus Laurel by sayi
point, good point, o0 Laurel replied and the
answer.

Other strategies

While they were not used as frequgras the strategies just discussed, the
researcherfeelsLaarl 6 s use of tregorre soméattantios. tThraugheug i e s
the second session, Laurel used guessing and reading word for word in addition to the
other strategiealready discussed

Guessing

Nine percent of the coded actions in the transcripts revealed Laurel used guessing.
At one point, Laurel even said, daWell, Il s
response was the answer. When the researcher probed further hiaaludéficulty
discussing her answer; it was cléathe researcher that she did noderstand what she
had just read. Instead, she was simply guessing at the answer to finish the task. She did

not enjoy this particular topic of the Soviet Union, andrehmade that pretty clear to
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the researcher i n several of her off task
Albert Einstein. How should | know? Plus, | hear people in different counties speak
many words, like in England, they say all thesewsitdu f f . You know?o TF
response actually combines guessing with off task behavior. At another time, she was
distracted by a word she found interesting and simply clicked on it to see what happened.
Ultimately, she was ngarticularly intereted in where the web site took her, but she
continued scrolling through thpage nongheless. She was hsure where the link
would lead her, but she followed it anyway out of curiosity or perhaps out of desperation.
These behaviors were frequenthistsecond session.

Reading word for wrd.

Equally as important to guessing for Laurel was her reliance on reading word for
word to locate an answer. Nine percent of the codes indicated that she used this strategy.
For example, as she was scrollinganu down the page looking for changes in the
Soviet Society, she suddenly saw words that matched the question and she read each
word on the page out | oud, AStalin replace
heavy, ambi ti ous this poontglLawehturioetl to the raseaeched makirfyt
sure she knew that what she had just read out loud was the answer. Interestingly, Laurel
was unable to tell the researcher what that meant, but seemed confident that the what she
had justread word forowr d answered the researcherds quc¢
similar words.

Session three strategies used.

As in the previous session, in the third reading session, Laurel again participated

in off task behavior. Interestingly, though, she also used dei@gnimportance more
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frequently than she had in the previous two sessions. In sessions one and two, Laurel
appeared quite lost as she searched for information. She randomly selected links or
answered the questions based on little deliberate actiahislsession, however,

something was a bit different. Laurel often considered the choices in the web page and
appeared to make judgments about whether the links would take her in an important
direction. Like the other three sessions, though, she alsoipated in off task behavior.
Nonethel ess, this session did indicate that
frequently in the previous two sessions.

Table 18

Session Thre8trategies Used by Laurel

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategie
Determining importance (DI) 5 14%
Guessing (G) 2 6%
Making Inferences (Ml) 2 6%
Matching Skills (MS) 0 0%
Off task(M) OFF TASK 12 34%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 3 9%
Navigating (N) 6 17%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 1 3%
Read Pictures (RP) 0 0%
Real Word for Word (RWW) 2 6%
Researcher Intervention 2 6%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 35

Determining importance

Fourteen percent of Laurel 6s coded deci
importance of the link as she worked her way throughatbb page. Instead of randomly
selecting directions, Laurel appeared in this session to look more carefully at the choices

before making a decision. One of the best examples of determining importance occurred
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when Laurel she looked attwo linksandsaidi Thi s i s tal king about
not talking about something specific.o At
determining the importance of the one link over the other. Later, she selected a link and
said, AMaybendwedIslooget tlo think wedre getti
session did not last as long as the others because Laurel was able to navigate her way
through the site with greater ease than the other two, she did make important decisions

about the choiceshe faced throughout the navigation.

| mportant to understanding the compl exi
seemed unable to fully monitor her understanding once she determined the importance of
a link. For example, as she looked asaasihyperlinks, she selected one entitled
Climate Tales. She thought it would take her to information about global warming and
the climate. Instead, it took her to an animated film that lasted for five minutes. Even
though she knew it probably was notigg her the information she needed to answer the
guestion, she did back out of the link. Instead, she watched the short cartoon until the
end.

Off taski no readingstrategy.

Agai n, Laurel s primary behavioetelyduri ng
off task, nearing thirtfour percent of session three. Even though she did employ the
determining importance strategy more than she did in the first two sessions, she
continued to struggle with keepidfigecuther at't
to fully capture Laurel ds behavior in a na
provides a relatively accuratdongiseect ure of

anything about India here. hilsceahibhgeveht o
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frustrating. Home. Not India because wedor
Not India. Big Questions. do notreally know about that. Climate Tales. Mmmmm.
Earth Now. Education Resourcesld notknow what thesenings mean. They hurt my
brain. o Throughout the entire session, L a
comments. Again, it was difficult for the researcher to know if the behavior impacted the
reading, was a result of not knowing how to readniternet source, or was due to an
inability to interact socially with the researcher.

Navigating

Unlike the other sessions, Laurel appeared to navigate easilgkhtioe web site
using this strategy seventeen percent of session tistee quickly wdted through the
web site, scrolling quickly to |l ook for ke
away, she did express frustration, but she continued to navigate the site. After reading an
entire paragraph out | oubdv ewotredc hfnoirc antolryd ,a nss
one (pointing to one of the researcherds t
and down the dongteeal RErpop dhhttyo she comme.
come on, come on. | know there has to be more thanttCoristently throughout the
session Laurel scrolled up and down the pages looking for words that matched words in
the question or links she believed would provide her with an acceptable answer.

General comments

Laurel did not hesitate to offsuggestions or thoughts on reading on the Internet.
In fact, she incorporated these general comments throughout every seskan
feelings regarding the use of the Internet were integrated with other random, off task,

comments However, in the middlef the first session, Laurel did offer some important
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insight into how she felt about reading on
easier to find the page you want, but on t
T h er e @y difecent hmks and yodo notknow which one you did yesterday or the
day befor e, and you really want Thiesnmali nd it
exchange clearly represents Laurel odos behayv
distracted by the page formats and unable to find what she wanted.

Jeremy.

Jeremy was a twelvgearold, Caucasian male who was an average reader. As
the reading teacher reported, Jeremy was able to keep up with his assignments and
submitted solid acadamwork, but he only read when he was asked to read. As an
outgoing person, Jeremy interacted well with his peers in his reading groups, but he did
little reading other than what was required for the reading class. On his standardized
tests, Jeremy didat perform as well as the other participants in the study. He did
successfully pass the ISTEP+ test with a 433, but his NWEA scores declined
dramatically between the winter and spring
score was a 226, placingiin the eightysixth percentile. His spring RIT score,
however, dropped to a 212, placing him only in the tkeighth percentile. The
classroom reading teacher was shocked at the immense disparity in his test scores, and
she had no explanation as tbywthey may have dropped. Jeremy does not have a
documented disability.

Questionnaire responses

Interestingly, Jeremy reported that he spends approximately tfismtours

each week on the Internet, predominantly spending time on Facebook or iarttte se
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engine Google. He said that when he looks for information on the Internet, he first goes
to Google. Then he types in what he is looking for or researching. Even though he was
one of the least skilled readers of the participant pool, Jeremy wasektreonfident in

his skills. He selfreported that he was excellent at finding information on the Internet,
he was an excellent reader of printed text, and he was an excellent reader of Internet
material. When asked to evaluate his comfort level aittirtg out loud as he read on

the Internet, he circled the five or extremely comfortable rating.

Table 19

Online Reading Behaviors fderemy

Session Session Session  Overall

#1 #2 #3 Average
Determining Importance (DI) 10% 7% 16% 11%
Guessing (G) 6% 21% 16% 14%
Making Inferences (M) 2% 2% 10% 5%
Matching Skills (MS) 10% 14% 10% 11%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 18% 14% 6% 13%
Navigating (N) 24% 26% 19% 23%
Off Taski no reading strategy (OT) 8% 5% 3% 5%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 4% 0% 3% 2%
Read Piafres (RP) 4% 0% 10% 5%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 8% 5% 6% 6%
Researcher Intervention 4% 7% 0% 4%

Sample Transcript (Taken from Session &n

R: Very good. Next one. In what year did work on the royal tomb begin?
S: | 6m goi ng t o clples[ka nooved tcusanhiang therbattont e m
selections]

R: Why that one?

S: Because it talks about tombs and temples. [moved cursor up and dagejn

R: What are you thinking?
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|l candét find the word tomb. The word i
Sothewordroyasl omb di dndét pop out at you?
No.

Il 611 tell you. This one isndét as easy
and come back to it.

I 61 | ptobbabpyobably click on Ancient Ar
Ancient Art? For the royal tomb? Are you stillidg the royal tomb one?

No. I 6m going on to another one.

Which one are you doing?

| think 10m doi ntpuestbn] s one [pointed at

So when people think of Ancient Egypt, they think of their art, especially the
mummy mask. And this oreays whose mask is the most famous?

Tutankhamun [Clicked on the picture; did not read wotBaused over the text
at the top of the pade.

Are you finding the answer there?
No.[Paused read text under large magklt says right here.
Says what?

It says King Nebkheperura Tutankhamun aams the most famous of all the
Pharaohs of Ancient Egypt.

Okay. Now did you click on him because you recognized hi®face
Yeah.

and you already knew the answer?

Wel | | | puesee wasnodt s

so you thought you knew?
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| just wantedtomakesurdow | am going to goéWhat 6s

It says King List.

|l dm going to go to | ook for some of the
Okay. King Tut 6s t o mlyou%fs sctollingdoen?y ou | oo
|l m | ooking for something that has to d
Are you reading each word or what are you doing?

Uh m, | 6m reading this right notottom moved
of t he page] .ayanything aoutfslickédton tonexfarhituree s

scrolled dowri then back on tombs and temples]

Are you thinking you will find something there?

|l Om hoping.

What are some of the things found in Ki
|l 6m going to go to sculpture

Is that for the question you are looking at?

ugh. Clicked on that bglickedorctond ¥eryt . [ bu
quieti reading]

Did you just read that first paragraph? All of it?

Yeah.

Okay. Why did you read the wholdang?

Well, | was trying to see all of what kind of stuff was maybe in his tomb.

Did it say what was in his tomb?

uh, huh. It said at one point a small hole was discovered in the Valley of the

Kings containing some storage jars and flower gaida

Okay. But youdre not sure thatodés t he

yeah
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R: How do you know thatds not the answer?
S: Well, because it said they found a small hole, do hotknow if there was a

tomb or not.
R: It doesnd6t sound hequestior® whole | ot and by

S: Yeah, they probably found a | ot and thi
R: What did you just look at?

S: The picture.

R: You looked at the picture and then scrolled back D?you want to leave that
guestion?
S: Yeah.

R: Okay. Why did riers in Ancient Egypt have statues of themselves built?

S: [clicked on sculpture]
R: now why click on sculpture
S: becauseé uhmmmé ughé itdéds hard to expl a

R: is it hard to think out loud?
S: yeah.

Session one strategies used

Jer emy 6 s posed antinteestirgy €halkenge for the researcher because he
employed so many different strategies. He relied heavily on navigating which was
illustrated as he scrolled up and down on the page and clicked on links quickly.
Monitoring understanding wasshsecond most frequent used strategy, but then two other

equally used strategies emerged: determining importance and matching skills. Because
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he also read word for word and was off task for part of the session, the researcher felt she

needed to includihose two behaviors in the discussion.
Table 20

Session One Strategies Used by Jeremy

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies

Determining importance (DI) 5 10%
Guessing (G) 3 6%
Making Inferences (Ml) 1 2%
Matching Skills (MS) 5 10%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 9 18%
Navigating (N) 12 24%
Off Task (OT) 4 8%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 2 4%
Read Pictures (RP) 2 4%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 4 8%
Researcher Intervention 2 4%
49

TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED

Determining mportance

Througtout session one, Jeremy used several strategies equally, and determining

importance was on used ten percent of the time. The otheatimtegiesised ten

percent were matching skills and prior knowleddre this particular session, Jeremy

made simultaneus decisions as he navigatbd web siteevaluating the linlquickly.

For example, he moved the cursor along the
click on tombs and temples. 0 When the res
particularl i n k , he sai d, AfBecause it talks about
couldnét find what he was | ooking for and

rather quick decision when he saw the words Ancient Art. He believed that link would
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take him to information integral to answering a question he remembered the researcher
asking at the beginning of the session.

Matching sills.

Another strategy Jeremy usth percent of the tim&s he made his way through
the web pag&as matching skills As he navigated, he looked for specific words that
matched words in the questiowhen Jer emy stated Al saw Kin
saw t he woheddidatedbeairaportarece aj this strategy for him. He knew he
needed to find whatwasii ng Tut 6s tomb, so he matched
reading the text around those words, he simply clicked on theHirdquently he
exhibited this behavior, simply | ooking fo
match.

Monitoring understandig.

| mportant to Jeremyo6s answering of the
understanding. Eighteen percent of the time, Jeremy checked whether or not he
understood what he was readinthis important strategy manifested itself when he said,
Al 6tm |sl |l ooki ng. |l &m not sure, o0 and Al 6m r
anything about it.o He made this | ast sta
paragraph, reading the words carefully. Instead of simply matching the words as he had
done previously, this strategyas an important one, for it demonstrated his ability to
make sure he was providing the right answer. However, it should be pointed out that on
occasion, Jeremy grew quite frusthtad ed whe
would. Wherhedidnounder st and the page or he coul dn

began to say uhm a lot and he fidgeted in the seat.
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Navigating

Jeremy used the navigating strategy the most; in fact, tweuatypercent of the
strategies usederemy relied on navigating. For Jeremy, navigating almost appeared to
be a release of his nerves. He scrolled up and down on th&gegag himself busy.
Frequently, he hovered his cursor over the words on the page, sometimes moving it
slowly over @ch word. Then quickly he would change his mind and scroll down the
entire page and then back up. For example, he clicked on the link Tomb Furniture,
scrolled down rapidly, and without saying anything or stopping to visibly read the text, he
clicked backon the link Tombs and Temples. Shortly thereafter he clicked on Sculpture
and even though he said, AdUgh. Clicked on
section.

Secondarytsategies

While not as prevalent as the others, Jeremy did exdiliér behaviors besides
the ones just discussed. Eight percent of the time he was off task and eight percent of the
time he read word for word.

Off taski no readingstrategy.

As the session progressed, Jeremy found it difficult to find the answdrkgan
struggled with some of the words. They were concepts for which he possessed no
schemaConsequently, he grew more and more frustrated as he navigated his way
through the web site. At one point, he sighed heavily. He admitted,
AMmMMmMmMmmMmmmmmeé . slidgng,pueasnd t hen he proceeded
up and down and then moving the cursor acr

decision, but sighed agaiHere,, he said that if he had been working on this as a
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homework assignment, he would haandoned the site and gone to another web site in
search of the answer. Even that response, however, seemed ratheahelf as he
foll owed t hatdosdkantoewne nMa ywiet.hdo AlThen he admi
probably just guess on the answettiat particular questorBas ed on Jer emyo6s
behavior, the researcher wondered if he was uncomfortable with the being asked to think
out loud or search for answers in front of the researcher. When she asked him why he
had made a choiece, Umhemnemarintgé, ufgbtheec dauddes har d
field notes indicated that his body language expressed some discomfort during the
discussion; he squirmed in his seat and looked away from the researcher, avoiding eye
contact with her.

Read vord for word.

Eight percent of the strategidsremy used in this first session involved reading
word for word. Jeremy used this strategy as he gaigad the wie site, and often as he
monitored his understanding. For example, he paaisédead the text under one of the
picturessThen he announced, Alt says right here
Tutankhamun remains the most famous of all
though the answer did not fully answer the question, the participargatraed with his
respamse.He did not stop to monitor his understanding; he believed he had an adequate
answerlLater, he returned to the strategy of reading word for word when he sat quietly
reading the text. When the researcher asked him what he was doing, he said responded
that he was reading everyworith e r esearcher asked, #ADid yo

Jeremy replied, AYeah. Wel | I was trying
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hi s tHerobk hid time to read the text, not simply skimming and scgaitirough
the page.At this point, he deliberately read slowly, making sure he read for meaning.
Session two strategies used
From the very beginning of this session, Jeremy struggled with the format of the
web page. Because it was not set up as themnothe ifirst session or like many of the web
pages he probably visits, he struggled to make his way through the text. Therefore, it was
not surprising that twentgne percent of the strategies were guessing. He spent a lot of
time navigating, or scrollinghrough the text, and this strategy accounted for twgiRty
percent of his decisions. The other two most frequent strategies Jeremy used in session
two were matching skills and monitoring understanding.
Table21

Session Tw&trategies Used by Jeremy

Code Times used Percentage of
total strategies
Determining importance (DI) 3 7%
Guessing (G) 9 21%
Making Inferences (MI) 1 2%
Matching Skills (MS) 6 14%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 6 14%
Navigating (N) 11 26%
Off Task (OT) 2 5%
Prior Knowledge PK) 0 0%
Read Pictures (RP) 0 0%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 2 5%
Researcher Intervention 3 7%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 43

Guessig.
Without an understanding of how the web page was organized, Jeeemgd

confused from the onset of the sessi In fact, as soon as the researcher finished reading
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the questions to him, Jeremy asked, ASo wh
he was thrown off by the fact that the page did not Iygvieal buttons. After he scrolled

down a bit, he rd&zed there were highlighted words in a chart. Once he started

navigating the page and looked for answers to the questions, he really struggled with the
actual reading of the text. Twentyie percent of the time he guessed at the answer or at

which diredion to go as he navigatedOne of the best examples of this guessing

behavior occurred when the researcher asked him if he was looking for something in

particul ar . He responded, Aummmmmé just a
another questionwit , fMYhealni ted States, o | acking gr
answer.

Matching sills.

As Jeremy navigated the web site, he looked for specific words that matched
words in the question. He said, daWell, | 6
reaedi ng them. o Fourteen percent of the 1ider
in the text to words in the questiond/hen he successfully matched a word in the text
with a word in the question, he often seemed surprised or excited. At onengbimt
session, he seemed a bit frustrated, and s
mumbled a few words AStalin and the Sovietdeddni on, 0O
toread in silence, moving the cursor every once in awhile to the bo&timkad words.

The researcher asked, AWhat are you thinki
anything. o | mmedi at el y atdxtithatrseeindddamiliasto at e me
those in the question, Theratealkrci el by, sawlda

you recogni ze?o0 Jeremy replied, Al recogn
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for, 0 and toread quietly tb himsalfeuding the cursor to follow along the
sentences.

Monitoring understanding

Fourteen percerof the strategies Jeremy used in session two included monitoring

his understandingThis behavior manifested itself when Jerestgpped scrolhg and

read the text carefully. When he sighed,
ALi ke ékindofjeadstandlonotk now i f it | ike it just ye
He thought he should find the answer in th

quickly for him. Later in the sessioHg selected a link because it matched part of the
guestion, but then he abandoned the link. When the researcher asked him why he was
going back, he repl i ed,Eveit@Gaghtehadthodghtthen 6t f i
would find an answer to the question, he knew after skimminméterial the section
was not helping his understanding. At that point, he had made a conscious decision to
abandon the section of the site.

Navigating

Perhaps | inked to his frustration with
navigating tendencies were quite high at twesikypercent; however, this number may
be somewhat misleading. Navigating includes scrolling up and down or random clicking
on links, not just informed decisionBecause the format of the web site confused
Jeremy, he tended to scroll up and down the pagle aimlessly, simply looking for
something to jump out at hinSBometimese scrolled quickly; for examplég scrolled
the mousealown to the bottom of the page and then back up to the top without stopping to

read. Many times throughout this sessi@nethyused the mouse to jump to the bottom
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of the page rapidly and then back up to thenteper stopping to read the teat other
times, he used the cursor to hover over hyperlinked words, moving it over the page with
little direction. His behavior wén he used this strategy seemed rather haphazard, not
organized. He seemed to choose links because something caught his eye while he
scrolled rapidly.

Session three strategies used

When Jeremy first looked the web site being used for the third sessseerned
relieved at the format, a much friendlier looking web site than the previous one. The site,
calledCl i mat e Ki ds: Nwas obdosisly Besigned watmkid€Eia mirid h
and Jeremy appeared physically relieved that from the onset it agpbHerent than the
previous web site the researcher had selected. Interestingly, Jeremy used determining
importance, guessing, and navigating throughout this session; these were somewhat
different than the strategies he used in the previous two sgssion
Table22

SessiomhreeStrategies Used by Jeremy

Code Times used | Percentage of
total strategies
Determining importance (DI) 5 16%
Guessing (G) 5 16%
Making Inferences (MI) 3 10%
Matching Skills (MS) 3 10%
Monitoring Understanding (MU) 2 6%
Navigating (N) 6 19%
Off Task (OT) 1 3%
Prior Knowledge (PK) 1 3%
Read Pictures (RP) 3 10%
Read Word for Word (RWW) 2 6%
Researcher Intervention 0 0%
TOTAL NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED 31
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Determining mportance

Key to understanding the materidétermning importance is an important
reading strategy. Jeremy used this strategy sixteen percentehlaigors as he
searched the climate related web site. He slowed down as he hovered his mouse over the
choicesof buttons and hyperlinked words. Earltive sessn, he quickly looked at the
choices, and then he selected the hyperlin
carbon?o He believed it would help him un
first questions aske&everal times throughottie session, Jeremy made conscious
decisions of which hyperlink to followiNot only did he tell the researcher he was trying
to determine if the link was important to his understanding of the material, but his facial
expressions demonstrated a changasrapproach to the search.er e my 6 s appr oac
this web site was much défent than how he approached the web site which dealt with
the former Soviet UnionAs he looked for the answersttee questions, he did so much
more confidently, not wanderirgmlessly. He comfortably looked at the text and made
decisions easily.

Guessing

While Jeremy did approach this session with much more confidence, he still
guessed sixteen percent of the time as well. The guesses, however, dealt more with
whether theéext he had read really answered the questiomical of this behavior,
Jeremyds responses included fAuh, | think t
down gl obal war mi ng o rAtthistpoird, hg hadsreéad lpththen g b a ¢

text word for word and looked at the related graphiesequently, Jeremy started his
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response, Al thinkéo and his tone was not
answer easily.
Navigating

Ni neteen percent of Jer emyommalyehavi or s
difference for this participant between this session and the previous session was the speed
at which he navigated. In the previous session, Jeremy scrolled up and down the page
rapidly, not stopping, and often with frustration. This web site, kewealid not confuse
him like the other had. His navigating behavior in this session showed Jeremy moving
quickly to a link, he dermined was important to his understanding. His navigating and
determining importance strategies were used simultaneodslygcrolled to a link and
quickly selected it.

General omments

Whendiscusig reading on the Internet in general, Jeremy offered several
insights. He mentioned that typically the computer is easier to use when trying to find
homework answersi Be ceauds | i ke Googl e; it ONotohyar d t o e
did this statement represent his computer usage, but it also demonstrated his inability to

fully articulate his thoughts. This is something he struggled with more than the other

participants.Then he changed his mind and said, A A
of a textbook. There arend6t so maety pages
go through a | ot of pages. 0 Consistent in

with the researcher before they began the reading sessions, but he found it difficult to
articulate his thought processes. Conversations about his thinking did not come easily for

him, and therefore, it was difficult to truly understand what he was thinking
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Section Two: Stances

The purpose of this study was to examine the strategies sixth graders used when
they searched for answers in Internet si#&hough the researcher did not set out to
look specifically at the differences of reading abilite®f reading behaviors in general
as she conducted the reading sessions over several weeks and then reviewed the tapes
field notes,and transcripts, an obvious pattern surfaced among the readers. These patterns
focused specifically on the stances the reatteok as they approached the reading
sessions, and as a result, this section outlines the characteristics of those two stances:
Anavi gat orde®.Whredh fifhleounesearcher compared t
standardized test scores, she found a comeléetween the standardized test results and
the category in which the reader fell. The definition of flounder is to struggle or be in the
darkand the definition ohavigate is direct or plot a path. These defining terms provide a
one word snapshot ofétbehavior participants exhibited as they read the Internet
sources.While there is much tovestigate with further research, the researcher felt it
was important enough to warrant some discussion.

Categorizing fnhoanddrspat or so and Af

In order toshow the differences between the participants, eadredivie
part i codpdsessionOhas been includedgreph for eah of the sessions
however, it is not easy to see a huge difference with the numbers. Instead, watching the
behaviorofther@der s, the researcheroés field notes
their attitudes, approaches, or stances towards reading. Two of the participants in
particular, Anne and Allan, certainly approached the reading sessions with more

confidence and otask behavior than Jeremy and Laurel. Konrad was not as obvious
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with his stance, sometimes appearing lost and other times navigating with great ease
overall, however, his stance towards reading on the Internet reflected many more
characteristics demomated by Anne and Allan than they did Jeremy and Laurel
therefore, the researcher would put him in a similar category with Anne and Allan.
Ultimately, the researcher saw enough differextbat she created the categories
Anavi gat or s o0 eaelp denfifyf the ouenalidsEances tive reader tdok towards
the Internet siteThese are not definitive categories, but rather categories that provide

future research possibilities.

3t

Navi ggat or s

ot

Navigatorso approached t haedtdoklitletimaeaet s
to start searching theeb site. These readers also used a variety of strategies easily and
simultaneouslyBoth Anne and Allan, whose spring 2010 scores were the highest,

appeared confident and more articulate about the topics antthkir reading of new

material on the Internet as the researcher would anticipate for skilled regders.

example, Anne often used several strategies rapidly and at the same time. At one point
she continued to skim the material after she thoughhatenswered the question

simply to see if there was more information she had missed or that would provide more
depth to her answer. She verbalized Al 6m
go down to see if there was anything about how Stalamged society. Never mind.

|l 6m going to go back. | 6m going to click
a variety of strategies: navigating, determining importance, and monitoring

understanding. Within a few seconds, she had made a de@saluated that decision,

and changed her location in the web sifbe speed at which Anne navigated this web
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site as well as the others allowed her to move confidently through the site searching for
answers. She did not exhibit the same frustration d floumde i s 0 ex hi bi t ed as
made their way through the web sites.

In all three sessions, Anne consistently used similar strategies. She determined
the importance of a link, navigated the web page, and monitored whether it added to her
understandig of the content. During the third se
getting anythingo and then she returned to
choices. In this particular web site which dealt with climate, Anne clicked on the link
AiCI i mate Tales, 0 which took her to an ani ma
provide her with some i mportant informatio
After watching another minute of the video
isndt hel ping me. o As the video continued
bar trying to make a decision. Finally, s
take me back to the videoo and dhkéeimaeel ect e
is changing??o9

Allan also exhibited similar characteristicBecause of his comfort with the
Internet as well as his solid reading skills, Allan was able to quickly navigate the
webpage and to make rapid judgment calls about whether wdiukl further his
understanding or not. He used a variety of tools including the search box and dictionary
tool. One of the strategies that Allan used frequently was making informed decisions or
inferences based on his prior knowledge or his ability toitaohis understanding.
During the third session, he seemed to guess a bit more than he did in the previous

sessions, and he appeared more frustrated. When he could not find the information
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quickly regarding the definition of climate change, he gueas#te answer, and he said
to the resear chdemotwamWmmmml ook jfwsgt it. o He
canot find it on here, but | think Ptoés 1in
the researcher intervened and reminded him thaotlel skip the question for the time
being and look for an answer to another question.

Monitoring his understanding was clearly one of the strategies Allan used
effectively. This was best demonstrated in the second session when he read word for
word seeral times, checking to make sure he understood the content before moving on.
When he continued to search for information that he seemed to have already found, the
researcher asked him why he was still sear
anythingmor e about who el se |ived in it. Letos
researcher seemed to indicate he was done, Allan continued to look for information,
double checking whether or not he had found all the necessary information. Later in the
se®ond session, he continued to monitor his understanding, and he demonstrated this
when he said, AThat doesné6t tell me anythi

Interestingly, Konrad exhibited some characteristics of both groups, but overall
his behavior provided the researcher with argjrenough picture to place him in the
Anavi gatorso category. Konrad moved quick
choices rapidly by whether they added to his understanding or not. When asked if he was
reading word for word, Konrad responded thawould read something word for word if
it did not seem like a lot of reading. Throughout all three sessions, Konrad appeared

excited to participate and he seemed at ease with the researcher, leaning back in the chair
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at the computer as he looked at tietyres hanging on her office wall. He appeared
comfortable and willing to work with the researcher.

In the second session, he did not go quickly to the search box as he did in the first
session. This time, he skikimmedthemgeerki ng f o
words | ooking for Joseph Stalin, o0 he repor
for locating information involved navigating the web page looking for hyperlinked words
that he hoped would lead him to the right answers. Ond&ifend a word that matched
a word in the question, he followed the link and then read that section word for word
often using the cursor to underscore or even highlight the words as he read. It was nearly
the end of the session that Konrad chose tohessaarch box to locate information. As
in the first session, he seemed perplexed and a bit uncomfortable when he could not
easily locate the answer to the question. He would read the test out loud, sigh, and then
quickly scroll back to the top of the ga

Konrad monitored his understanding as he read. In the second Internet session,

Konrad read a few of the sentences out | ou
would you write down? Woul d you write any
Auhmmmén moet i f | d&m not quiteée I f 16m | ike

stopped talking and continued to read until he felt he had located the answer to the
guestion. He had evaluated or monitored his understanding that he did not have enough
information toanswer the question fully at the point when the researcher had asked him.
Konrad made quite a few decisions rather hastily as he completed the second session.
For example, he looked for key words, and when he did not see hyperlinked key words,

he typedhe word into the search box and within seconds evaluated the choices and
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commented Al didndét find anything. o Wh e n
find anything, he replied, Al read I|Iike so
like the end of the Cold War, and well, they said things like the leaders of the Cold War
and so | would probably just go back to th
mi ssed something. o He returned t arefally,previ o
word for word.

Before Konrad began looking for information during the third Internet session, he

skimmed the entire opening page and commen

| can see all what i s on théimportapca of the 0 He ¢
choices he had avail able as he sai d, il t h
click air.oo Then he selected the button t

computer seemed too slow, Konrad quickly typedarbon dioxide in the search box just
as he had done in the first sessidrhe navigating strategy of typing part or the entire
guestion in the search box was a strategy exhibited by both Allan and Konrad and not the
other three participants. These tyming men seemed quite comfortable and familiar
with this type of navigating strategy and seemed limited when the researcher would not
let them search beyond the web site.

fiFlounders.o

Jeremy and Laurel both demonstrated visible signs of discomfdttimese of
the reading events, indicating a more difficult time reading the material. Their behavior
was consistent with the actions the researcher anticipated would occur for less skilled
readers.As just mentioned, Laurel frequently offered unreldatemights or unsolicited

constructive criticism about the web pages or about the research project in general. The
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researcher allowed Laurel to follow her thoughts with little interruption. In fact, the
researcher simply asked clarifying questions anddtdedirect her attention primarily
because there was not an opportunity to do so. Each time Laurel got off task, she quickly
redirected herself when she caught a glimpse of what she thought was the answer.

Laurel provided ample examples of this tygehis ofttask behavior. For
example, she randomly commented in the fir
find the I ink | want so i f they want somet
other words, she needed to find a word inwied€ site that matched the word in the
guestion. The fact that Laurel has Asperg
researcher: MfAEveinoaaohoelnaltahlearlea lweex0e Toheee sst at e
do with her search for information about thest famous mask in Ancient Egypt during
the first Internet session. I n the second
hopeldonotget t oo bored or else | wondt be thin
the Soviet Union. These were jastew of the numerous random thoughts Laurel offered
during the three i ndi voffdagskadtegorywaseyfaréhe s e s s i
largest category, sixteen percent during the first session-tiwotpercent during the
second session, andrtig-four percent during the third session. Tfietaskcategory
was created to categorize those statements participants made that did not fit a reading
strategy or that were not related to strategies at all.

In all three sessions, Laurel relied heawtyher ability to match words in the
Internet text with related words in the questions posed by the researcher. She also relied
on pictures, clicking on one at least three times in the first session. More importantly,

Laurel appeared to not monitor herderstanding, making efbpic comments when she
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was confused. At one point during the second Internet session that dealt with the Soviet

Union, the researcher asked her what the words she had just read out loud meant.

Frustrated, Lasurrelg hrte stphoerdee d, Iidljtuést read t
pushed just a bit more and asked i f that w
yes. 0 She was unable to talk about what s

answer to the question.

In the third session, Laurel continued to work without monitoring her
understanding or evaluating whether or not selected links provided important
information. Like the other participants researching the climate, Laurel selected the link
ACIl i mat which @énedsan @animated video of a polar bear and fish talking about
the impact of global warming on their habitat. Instead of abandoning the video like the
others did once they realized they were not gathering information, Laurel continued to
watch, vsibly mesmerized by the video. Once it ended, she did not comment on its
ineffectiveness, but started guessing and trying to make loose connections to the
guestions that asked about events in India, the question for which she had been reading.

The greagst difference between this subject and the others was her apparent
inability to select links based on their importance. Throughout this session, Laurel
appeared to randomly select links that had little to do with the question she was trying to
answer. br example, she clicked on links because they were interesting to her, rather
than selecting ones she thought would lead her to a valid answer. At one point she
clicked on the Great Purge because she was
examining tharanscripts, the researcher could easily see how disjointed the reading

process was for the subject. Laurel was truly distracted throughout most of the reading
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session and many of her answers were guesses instead of researched and knowledgeable
responses.

Jeremy, the other flounder, exhibited similar behavioall three Internet
sessions, Jeremy appeared confused about how to search and read the web sites.
Throughout his first session, Jeremy guessed three times simply because he was not sure
of how  proceed. This was not an isolated example; he demonstrated this behavior
frequently. Often he did not understand how to navigate the website even though he self
reported an extensive amount of time spent each week on the Internet at home. During
thei rst session, he uttered Augho several ti
web page used for the second session, which focused on the Soviet Union

(http://encyclopedia.kids.net.aufpso/Soviet_Unioy posed even more problems for

him as he visibly struggled with being able to navigate the site. In fact, after the

researcher had read the questions, Jeremy
sure how to begin the searchivib ut a f ami |l i ar for mat. The
indicated that the subject fiseemed a | itt]l

front of him; no buttons to click; he strained with this web site from the beginning of the
session, confused/db i t s f ormat. 0o Even though the web
Kindcaid grade level equivalent of a 6.07

(http://juicystudio.com/services/readability.php#readingresuleyemystruggled with

the vocabulary and historical content despite the fact that his social studies class had just
covered this topic.
In all three sessions, Jeremy seemed to read without direction. At one point in

session one, he clicked on a link by acctdehile looking for information about King
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Tutdos tomb; however, he did not return to
he read the new web page word for word to himself. He did know that the information he
found was on the right track, bioe did not think it was the right answer. Several times

he relied on the pictures of the web site for the answer or he scrolled up and down

without really examining the words on the page. Toward the end of the sessions, Jeremy

began to get visibly frusrt e d . One transcript repiorted J
|l &m guessing. 06 He scrolled quickly up and
have no cl ue. Il just want to see whatos t

session, Jeguageand sporaudio strylling though the web site seemed to

indicate he was uncomfortable. He sighed or squirmed in his chair because he was

unable to locate the information quickly. The researcher asked him why he had said,
Ahmmmmmmm, 06 andfAJekemytr gpuilstedloesndt | i ke
You justkind ofreaditandyadonotk now i f it is |ike it just
genuinely relieved when the researcher reminded him that he could skip a question and

return to it at a later time Frequent |Idpnotklneormedmya ss ahied nfalvi g a
way through the site looking for answers. However, he did know that he was not finding

the right answer; therefore, he did demonstrate the use of monitoring understanding.

Unlike the otheparticipants, Jeremy relied heavily on pictures which could be a
characteristic of unskilled or poorer readers. In the third session, for example, several
times Jeremy posed an answer after he fArea
actually eading it in the text. Jeremy relied as well on guessing at the answer to the
guestion not only by reading the picture, but by also trying to pull things out of the text

that made a little sense. lllustrating this point, during the third session, hie Sadm
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gl obal warmingé It gets just a hair war mer
take awhile. 0 He had no clue i f this resp
quite capture the intent of the text, but it was the best thing he caulel @wo with for the
researcher.

Observed dfferences bet ween A rdoandérspat or so and Af

Throughout the sessions, it became evident that the five participants had different
stances towards reading the Internet sourtr@sially, the researcher did no#quest the
standardized test scores or readiragpgs for the participants. However, as she analyzed
the data, the researcher began to notice differences in how the participants interacted with
the web sites. At that point, she returned to the classteacher who provided the
researcher with the winter and spring 2010 NWEA scores. Table 23 shows the
relationships between the five participants for both set of sc&gtooking at the
positive behaviors the participants employed consistently asawéle NWEA scores,
thethee participamavsgatassiof sedoraes bHetter on
spring NWEA tests. The two who seemed to approach the sessions with no direction or
Afl ounder o had the | owestcttheywereqitealhit t he f i
lower.

Generaladyi,gather @@ approached the sessi ol
decisions in their reading based on what they already knew about the topic and their
familiarity with the format of the web page. They also se@to use strategies that
demonstrated their ability to quickly evaluate the importance of a link and make a
decision that furthered their understandingobt mat er i al . a vAtg adtolresro t

carefully monitored their understanding, realizingwhen ey wer enanswerf i ndi ng
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they needaedoutnod efrisndo. oniR he ot her hand, app
unorganized manner and seemed lost and off task from the beginning.
Table23

Distribution of Winter2010and Spring2010NWEA Scoretor the Five Participants

1005

OAnne
M Laurel
O Jeremy,
OKonrad
B Allan

Winter 2010 Spring 2010

Table 24indicatesthe collectivepercentage of each sesstbe particpantsused a
particular strategy.
Table 2

Strategy Comparison of Three Sessions

Strategy Session 1 Session 2 Session 3
Detemining importance 18% 9% 15%
Guessing 2% 8% 11%
Making inferences 4% 5% 15%
Matching skills 12% 10% 5%
Off task 9% 9% 11%
Monitoring Understanding 16% 12% 14%
Navigating 23% 21% 21%
Prior knowledge 7% 4% 2%
Read pictures 3% 0% 6%
Read word for wal 7% 11% 10%

Researcher intervention 5% 7% 2%
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In order to better understand the participanse of individual strategiethe

researcher compiled the number of times each session that the participants used a

particular strategy. TabI25 representhis data analysis

Table 25

A Comparison of StrategiegipParticipant for Sessions One, Two, and Three

Anne Konrad Allan Laurel Jeremy

Sessions Sessions  Sessions  Sessions  Sessions

Strategies 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Determining Importance 8 8 10 8 8 4 6 4 3 3 2 5 5 3 5
Guessing 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 5 1 0 5 2 3 9 5
Making Inferences 3 2 4 i1 3 3 2 5 3 3 2 2 1 1 3
Matching Skills 6 3 3 6 7 0 4 6 3 9 4 12 5 6 1
MonitoringUnderstanding 14 8 1 9 7 5 5 8 3 5 3 2 9 6 2
Navigating 12 11 12 18 23 16 8 13 4 9 8 6 12 11 6
Off task 5 1 3 1 0 0o 1 3 2 12 18 3 4 2 3
Prior Knowledge 3 2 0 2 3 1 7 6 1 5 0 1 2 0 1
Read Pictures 1 0 0 2 0 6 00 1 3 O 3 2 0 3
Read Word for Word 3 5 6 2 1 2 2 7 1 7 5 2 4 2 2
Researcher Intervention 3 1 0 3 2 0 4 4 1 0 10 O 2 3 0
NOTE: The researcher did not consider

intervention numbers for the second session.

Summary

Through the reading of the transcripts and the field notes as well as through

analysis of the data, thesearcher was able to create a case study for each of the five

Laur

participants. The behaviors or stances taken by each participant urged the researcher to

categorize the readers into two distinct groups: navigators and flounders.



Chapter V: Analysis of Data

In order to add to the literature osading strategies used for reading Internet
sourcesthis study examigd the reading strategies sbghade readers used wheoing
research on the Interndthis chaptes ummar i zes t he projsthet 6s r e
five case studieS he chapter begins with a summary of the Internet reading sessions, and
concludes with the results of the study.

For this study, the research@rose to use grounded theaevlich allowedthe
researchertoséec oncept usad emdregeorfireom t he data (Gr
Institute, 2008).According to the Graoded Theory Institutegrounded theory involves
observation and interviews of participants. This stiedyd grounded theory useful in
exploring the eading strategies usedg bixth-graders of varying reading abilities as they
read for information on tiee different predetermined wstes.

Internet Reading Sessios

Each readingession was completeldiring the springof 2010n t he r esear c
office suite locatednthe canpus ofa small private collegeWith the permission of the
participants and their parentbgtsessions were videotaped as well as recorded on the
computer using the screen capture program Camismcomputer program was only
used as a backup in cabe videotape stopped working or the videotape was unable to
capture the decisions made by the participariie.researcher only had to refer to the
Camtasia screen captures three times during the fifteen sesdisns.ng t he parti c
extracurricularand school schedules, the parents of the participants and the researcher
scheduled idividual research sessioras a result, thegvoided scheduling conflicts and

the participants typically arriveat the officeshortly after school dismissedver a far
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week period,tie particpans completed three individual sessionBhe beginning ofach
session followed a similar formaéfter a short conversation aboutth@ r t i ci pant 0s
to help transition the participant from schémh different setting wdre s/he was
videotaped and asked to think out loud to someonparteipantdid not know very
well, the researcher answermggestions regarding the research progegeminded the
participant of the importance of thiimig out loud The researcher theead the directions
to the participant, making sure to slowly read each questitre participant before s/he
beganusingthe assigned web pagestequently, through the conversation with the
resarcher, prior knowledge wastivated for the participanHowever, this was not
donepurposefully nor did it occuronsistently for each of the sessiof®rexample, the
firstwebsiteentitd A The Hori zom tac klAmdc ipeantt i Eg ypatnt s
artfacts from Ancient EgyptAppendix F) Interestigly, eachof the five participants
immediately drew a connection to King Tut because i teacher had recently
presentedhetreasure of King Tut, including his famous magsko each of her art classes
This quick connection to their school work hedigthe participants feel more comfortable
during the research session as well as more confident about their reading of the Internet
site. During the second session, though, only twice did the participants recognize the
name Soviet Union; the others hadreoollection of their class having retgrcovered
that topic in class despite the topic being linked to a state standard and included in their
social studies textbook.

For each of the reading sessions, th@iggpant weregiven a web site andsset
of questions. Using a web site called Juicy Studio to determine the redehed of each

web site the researcher selected the following three web sites based on their ityadabil
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their content which relate® current state academic standards, and #aeying formats.
Requiringthe participants to read information on Ancient Egypt

(http://www.akhet.co.uB/ the first sessioprovidedparticipants witha traditional

format: acolorful opening page with interacé buttons along thieft sidebarand
advertisements on the right sidebdparticipants appeared to havewisible trouble
quickly deciding which direction to go when sdang for answer;his web page
represented those they typically dsend ithada FleschKincaid grade level of 6.59

(http://juicystudio.com/services/readability.php#readingresuRarticipants were asked

to locate answers to the questions (1) Who wdsefkton? (2) In what year did work on
the Royal tomlbegin? (3) Why did rulers in Ancient Egypt have statues of themselves
built? (4) When people think of Ancient Egypt, they think of their art, especially the

mummy mask. Whose mask is the most famous?

/5 Akhet Egyptology - The Horizon to Ancient Egypt - Windows Intemet Explorer
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Figure I Opening page for the first sessidncient Egypt


http://www.akhet.co.uk/
http://juicystudio.com/services/readability.php#readingresults

190

During the second sessigAppendix G), participantsxplorel information about

the Soviet Uniorthttp://encyclopedia.kids.netu/page/so/Soviet Unidpon a web site

that had a different structure than the finsstead of interactiveuiton selections that
tookthe reader to different pagetentified by tabs or buttonghe Soviet Union site
simply contained an encyclopedidiele on the Soviet Uniowith a table of contents
Even thougtihe table of contents wasslar to the interactive buttons, visually this web
site did not reflect the typical fmat with which participants wefamiliar and a few of
the participants we thrown off by the forma#As was discussed in the case studies, a
few of the participants, suchtsh e f f |Lauvehadde)eramitruggled with this
web site. The researcher surmised the difficulty begamediatelywhen they were
thrown off by aweb site structure with which they were unfaanril Instead of being able
to quckly adapt their schemahey floundered with making decisions and locating
information. Spiro (2004) suggested that structures such as the one provided by the
Soviet Union veb site would create problems for readers if they were not supported by
clear directionsvhich was certainly the case for Laurel and Jeremy

With a FlesckKindcaid grade level equivalent of a 6.07

(http://juicystudio.com/services/readability.php#readingresuhs web site met

academic standards such as social studies
citizenship and the citimopanteAmericas. i n sel e
Participants were asked to find the answers to these questions: (1) Who was Joseph
Stalin? (2) What were some of Joseph St al
Soviet Union? (4) What ethnic groups lived in the Soviet Un{&)MHow many republics

made up the Soviet Union? (6) What countries were involved in the Cold War? (7) Why


http://encyclopedia.kids.net.au/page/so/Soviet_Union
http://juicystudio.com/services/readability.php#readingresults
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was the Cold War fought? (8) What year did the Soviet Union fall apggih, several
of the participants recognized the name of the country angjtit they had talked about
it in their social studies claslut none of the five pacipants wasble to articulate

his/he prior knowledge of the subject.

File Edit View Favorites Tools Help
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Soviet Union

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR or Soviet Union; Soyuz
Sovetskikh Sotsialisticheskikh Respublik, SSSR written in the Cyrillic alphabet
as CCCP) was a communist-ruled union with a totalitarian regime that
existed from 1922 until 1991, It stretched from the Baltic and Black Seas to
the Pacific Ocean. In its final years it consisted of 15 Soviet Socialist
Republics (S5Rs). Russiz was by far the largest Republic in the Soviet Union

in terms of both land area and population, and also dominated it politically
and economically.
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Figure 2: Opening page for the second sesstmviet Union

The final sessiofAppendix H)required the participants to examine a different
content area, but still one that related to the sixth gradeasadtandardsClimate

Kids (http://climate.nasa.gov/kidshad content that mecademic standasdsuch as

S c i e n c elde#tify and éxplairfitheffects of the ocean on climai@nd hada
FleshKincaid grade level score of 6.98

(http://juicystudio.com/services/readabilphp#readingresults The questions for this

session included (MVhy is carbon important? (2) What is climate change? (3) How can
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a little change in the temperature melt ice ca@?Is there a relationship between cold
winters and global warming®) What is happening in countries like Indig®) How

do researchers know global warming is happeni@®?What proof do they have?

Figure 3: Opening page for the third sessiGlimate Kids
Obviously, the three web sites had different formatsappeal to the participants
but all, according to the wslte used to determine reading levelswhiat could be
expected of sixtlgrade students. The five participants, though, ended up finding the web
sites soratimes difficultto use as they sedredfor information, arobservatiorthatwill
be discussed in more detail in later analysis.
Transcript and Field NoteCoding
In order to examine the strategies the participants used, the researcher transcribed

eachvideo-taped sessi@whicheachlasted agwhere from twentythreeminutes to



