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Introduction 

As the use of e-readers becomes commonplace and more affordable, they will make their 

way into the hands of students. This research provides information about how the devices 

might be used as a tool to improve adolescent students‘ reading engagement and also 

helps to identify the struggles and pitfalls educators may face in implementing classroom 

use of e-readers. 

Purpose of the Study  

This study investigated how the use of dedicated electronic reading devices could be 

implemented as an intervention in an eighth grade language arts classroom to improve 

students‘ reading engagement.  

Methods and Procedures 

Six students from an eighth grade, heterogeneous class in a sizeable suburban middle 

school in a large, regional district participated in formative design experiment (Reinking 

& Bradley, 2008). Quantitative and qualitative data were collected prior to and after 

implementation of the e-reader intervention to determine a baseline of the students‘ 

reading engagement and to assess any changes. Additionally, qualitative data were 

collected throughout the intervention. Quantitative data were analyzed using a paired- 

samples t-test for the following measures: Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 

2007), Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al., 2007), Metacognitive 

Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002) and The 

Motivations for Reading Questionnaire (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). Qualitative data 

were coded for recurring themes derived from the following sources: classroom 

observation and field notes, teacher reflective journal, student and intervention specialist 

interviews and student written reflections. 

 

Results and Discussion 

Analyses revealed that using an e-reader for assigned school reading had a positive 

impact on aspects of students reading engagement. Classroom implications, unanticipated 

effects and changes to the educational environment are also discussed. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Statement of the Problem: 

 

If the goal of literacy education is to create skillful, resourceful and engaged 

readers, then much of the instruction in our current middle schools is missing the mark. 

According to some, adolescent literacy achievement across the United States is in a crisis 

situation as more than eight million students in grades 4 to 12 are identified as struggling 

readers (Sternberg, Kaplan, and Borck, 2007). These struggling readers are at an elevated 

risk for failure in their subject area classes and potentially for dropping out of school 

completely (Snow & Biancarosa, 2003). 

The goal of literacy education is to help students develop into independent 

readers, yet as they move into adolescence, many students have only limited 

opportunities in school to cultivate their interests in reading, to read at a pace they set for 

themselves, or to even decide whether or not to read a book (Ivey & Broaddus, 2001).  

 One way to bridge the disjuncture between the literacy lives of students outside 

and inside of school is ―to expand the types of texts students are exposed to and engaged 

with at school by turning attention to electronic books, or e-books‖ (Larson, 2009, p. 54). 

The devices may be motivating for students because of their technological appeal.  

Researchers have found that 87% of adolescents go online daily, outside of school, for 

things such as chatting, reading the news, and playing online games (Beach, 2003), so it 

makes sense that incorporating technology into reading may be helpful in engaging 

students. In addition to their potential draw, many e-readers come with tools that can help 
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students develop the skills they need in order to engage in academic reading. Teachers 

are not using technology to its fullest extent to engage students despite the abundance of 

technology available in schools and their heavy use in students‘ everyday lives, (Songer, 

Lee, & Kam, 2002). 

 Some predict that in the near future, most academic reading material including 

textbooks, reference books, and manuals could be mainly digital (Davidson, Shields, & 

Biscos, 1997; Levy, 2000; Nunberg, 1993). In 2011 the association of the U.S. book 

publishing industry reported that electronic books began outselling hardback and 

paperback books (Wollman, 2011).  Despite the prevalence of electronic reading, there 

are only a few studies available on how college students and elementary students use e-

reading devices for academic purposes (Larson, 2010; E-Reader Pilot, 2009), and there 

are no published studies on adolescent use.  Electronic books, in their earliest form, have 

been available for almost twenty years, but there is a paucity of studies examining how 

students interact with and respond to the texts, and the results of those studies are 

inconsistent and conflicting (Larson, 2011).  

Research Questions:  

1. How does the use of e-readers for assigned school reading impact adolescent 

students‘ reading engagement? 

2. What benefits, struggles or pitfalls does a formative experiment identify that 

educators may experience in implementing classroom use of the devices?    
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Purpose of Study:  

As the use of e-readers becomes commonplace and more affordable, they will 

make their way into the hands of students. This research has the potential to help 

determine if and how the devices can be used as a tool to improve adolescent students‘ 

reading engagement and also to help identify the struggles and pitfalls educators may 

face in implementing classroom use of the devices. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate if and how electronic reading devices 

could be used as a tool to improve adolescent engagement with assigned school reading.  

Participants in this intervention included six reluctant readers. Reluctant readers are 

readers who fall into one of two categories, either those who can read well but do not 

enjoy it, or those who find reading challenging and avoid it whenever they can (Gunter & 

Kenny, 2008).  

Organization of the study: 

This study employed the six phases of a formative experiment (Reinking & 

Bradley, 2008; Reinking & Watkins, 2000). Formative experiments allow researchers to 

make and describe justifiable changes to an intervention in order to achieve a valued 

pedagogical goal and are considered an effective means to bridge the gap between theory 

and practice (Reinking & Bradley, 2008).  Unlike other types of research such as 

experimental designs or quasi experiments that begin with specific research questions and 

seek to answer them, formative experiments focus also on the process of achieving a 

valued pedagogical goal and are guided by broad questions aimed at revealing how the 

intervention was implemented to achieve the goal (Reinking & Watkins, 2008).  
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Reinking and Bradley (2008) propose six questions in their framework for 

designing and conducting a formative experiment: 

  1.  What is the pedagogical goal of the experiment, why is that goal valued 

and important, and what theory and previous empirical work speak to 

accomplishing that goal instructionally? 

  2.  What intervention, consistent with a guiding theory, has the potential to 

achieve the pedagogical goal, and why?  

3. What factors enhance or inhibit the effectiveness, efficiency, and the appeal 

of the intervention in regard to achieving the set pedagogical goal? 

4.  How was the intervention and its implementation modified to achieve the 

pedagogical goal more effectively? 

5.  What unanticipated positive and negative effects does this intervention 

produce? 

6. How has the instructional environment changed as a result of the 

intervention? (p. 74-77) 

These questions each guided the organization of this study. For this formative 

experiment, the pedagogical goal was to improve student engagement with independent 

reading and the intervention was the student use of electronic readers. The Review of 

Literature will focus on the first two phases of a formative experiment. In the review, the 

researcher will elaborate on why reading engagement for adolescents is an important and 

valued goal and will establish how the researcher determined that electronic readers had 

the potential to be an effective intervention.  Phases three and four are addressed in the 
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methods section as well as the findings. Finally, phases five and six are addressed in the 

findings and discussion sections.   
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

 

 The Review of Literature will address questions 1 and 2 of this formative 

experiment. The first question asks: ―What is the pedagogical goal of the experiment, and 

what pedagogical theory establishes its value?‖ (Reinking and Bradley, 2008, p.  74). 

Since the pedagogical goal of the experiment is to improve adolescent engagement with 

assigned independent reading, the review will begin with a summary of available 

research that defines and explores theory related to adolescent reading engagement.  

 Question two is: ―What is an instructional intervention that has potential to achieve 

the identified pedagogical goal?‖ (Reinking and Bradley, 2008, p. 74).   An instructional 

intervention that the researcher feels has potential is the use of hand held electronic 

reading devices.  The second section of the literature review will explicate the devices 

potential and will include an investigation of studies on how technology and reading 

engagement are linked as well as analysis of studies that have explored how electronic 

text impacts student reading engagement and performance.  The review will also include 

the few available studies on using dedicated electronic reading devices for academic 

reading.  

Theoretical Framework for the Study  

My research is based on the Engagement Theory. The concept of reading 

engagement is multi-faceted. According to Guthrie and Alvermann (1999), reading 

engagement theory focuses on the ―knowledge and understanding of ‗why‘ people choose 

to read‖ rather than the how (p. 17). Guthrie (2000) defines engaged readers as those who 

are motivated to learn and achieve, apply reading strategies for comprehension and 
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conceptual knowledge, and who are part of a supportive literate community. Guthrie and 

Davis (2003) assert that the ―qualities of cognitive competence, motivation, and social 

interaction are dynamically interrelated‖ and that it is the mixture of qualities that 

constitute engagement (p.61). According to Guthrie (2001) in order for a reader to be 

engaged, they must have motivation, be strategic, knowledgeable of the material, and 

socially interactive.  

Engaged readers are motivated to read for a variety of personal goals. 

They are strategic in using multiple approaches to comprehend. They use 

knowledge actively to construct new understanding from text. And they 

interact socially in their approach to literacy. Engaged readers are 

decision makers whose affects as well as their language and cognition 

play a role in their reading practices. (p.11)  

Reading motivation and engagement are related, but they are not the same. Kamil, 

Borman, Dole, Kral, Salinger and Torgesen (2008) define reading engagement as the 

―degree to which a student processes text deeply through the use of active strategies and 

thought processes and prior knowledge‖ (p. 26). They define motivation as ―the desire, 

reason, or predisposition to become involved in a task or activity‖ (p. 26). The 

researchers suggest it is possible for a reader to be motivated to finish an assignment 

without being engaged because the assignment is either too easy or too challenging. 

Motivation is an essential ingredient to engagement, but it is only part of the puzzle. For 

this study I will use Guthrie‘s (2000) definition, which defines engaged readers as those 

who are motivated to learn and achieve, apply reading strategies for comprehension and 

conceptual knowledge, and who are part of a supportive literate community.  
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Guthrie (2001) created a model to illustrate the instructional priorities of 

classrooms that foster reading engagement. According to Guthrie (2001),  

Reading engagement does not result from a quick fix. Reading 

motivation strong enough to last across weeks, months, and years is not 

made in a day. However, when the classroom context contains the 

practices shown in the outer ring [of figure 2.1], reading engagement 

grows and becomes self-generating. (p. 9) See Figure 2.1. 

In his model, Guthrie (2001) highlighted ten characteristics of classrooms that 

foster reading engagement. These priorities make up the outer circles of his model and 

include concept oriented teaching, incorporating instruction related to real-world 

experience, teaching students to be autonomous, using texts that interest students, 

teaching reading strategies, allow for collaboration, being involved and interactive with 

students, rewarding and praising students, evaluating students and providing coherent 

instruction. Guthrie (2001) feels that making the above characteristics a priority will help 

facilitate what he calls the ―engagement processes‖ of reading (p. 5) 

The next layer of the model includes what Guthrie (2001) calls the engagement 

processes of the reader. That layer includes the words motivation, strategy use, social 

interaction and conceptual knowledge. Guthrie (2001) has an explanation for each of 

these terms based on the empirical and theoretical work of others. He explains that 

motivation includes ―goals, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, self-efficacy and social 

motivation‖ (p. 9). He adds that this process ―propels students to choose to read and to 

use cognitive strategies to comprehend.‖ Guthrie (2001) defines the strategy use process 

as ―students multiple cognitive processes of comprehending, self-monitoring, and 
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constructing understanding and beliefs during reading‖ (p.9). In addition, Guthrie (2001) 

explains that the conceptual knowledge process refers to the research that demonstrates 

that reading is knowledge driven. ―Finally in this middle layer, the social interaction 

process includes ―collaborative practices of learners in a community and the students‘ 

social goals in the classroom‖ (p.9).  

In this model, Guthrie and Alvermann (1999) also provide a detailed list of 

motivation constructs for reading that make up the motivation process. Their list includes 

six internal motivation constructs. The first is involvement, which allows readers to get 

lost in a book. The next is curiosity, where readers search for topic specific information 

they are personally interested in.  The third motivation construct they list for reading is 

social, where readers choose to read to interact with friends and family. Reading for 

challenge is the next motivation, which is when students read a book because it is ―more 

difficult or stimulating than other choices‖ (p.22). The fifth reading motivation is 

importance which describes when readers read because they feel ―it is important for me 

to be a good reader‖ (p. 22). The last internal motivational construct is reading for 

efficacy. In this construct, students read because they believe they can read well. This 

model also includes external reading motivations including recognition, where students 

read because they want to be seen by others as a good reader, competition, where students 

read to be superior to other readers, grades, where students read for teacher recognition. 

Finally, the last external motivation construct is reading for work avoidance. According 

to Guthrie and Alvermann (1999) work avoidance negatively impacts reading 

engagement.   
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Finally, at the center of the model is a square with the words achievement, 

knowledge and reading practices. According to Guthrie, those words indicate ways that 

students can demonstrate their reading engagement and their level of engagement can be 

measured.  

Achievement may be represented by standardized tests scores, teacher-assigned 

grades, or performance assessments of literacy. Knowledge acquisition may be 

indicated through portfolios or standardized measures. Reading practices may be 

reflected in the amount of independent reading, composite indicators of 

engagement in reading, or beliefs and preferences about reading. (Guthrie & 

Wigfield, 2000, p. 417) 

 According to Guthrie and Alvermann, (1999) reading engagement is dynamic and 

the four processes of motivation, strategy use, conceptual understanding and social 

interaction are interrelated. If students‘ motivation improves, their use of strategies can 

improve, their conceptual knowledge can be enhanced as well their textual based social 

interactions. However, if students have weak strategic skills, it could negatively impact 

the other processes. My thought was that introducing e-reading devices into the 

classroom as an intervention could positively impact each of the reading engagement 

processes and therefore enhance the students‘ overall reading engagement.  
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Figure 2.1 Instructional Strategies to Promote Reading Engagement (Guthrie, 2001, p.7) 
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Engagement Research 

Reading engagement can have an impact on overall student success despite other 

factors.  When researchers analyzed the 1986 NAEP results for ‗‗fixed‘‘ and ‗‗alterable‘‘ 

factors associated with reading performance, they found that parent‘s socioeconomic 

status could account for the largest amount of variance among the fixed factors, but they 

also determined that the number of books students read and the amount of time they spent 

reading were significant factors that altered reading performance. The researchers found 

that despite socioeconomic status, frequent and extensive engagement in literacy-

promoting activities in adolescents was correlated with improved long-term literacy 

outcomes (Weinstein & Walberg, 1993). Similarly, Guthrie and Wigfield (2000) asserted 

that, ―As students become engaged readers, they provide themselves with self-generated 

learning opportunities that are equivalent to several years of education. Engagement in 

reading may substantially compensate for low family income and poor educational 

background‖ (p. 404). Ivey (2010) found in her analysis of reading engagement research 

that ―reading engagement has a stronger correlation with achievement than any other 

student factor, including socioeconomic background, gender, or time spent doing 

homework‖ (p. 249). 

Middle school students often want to avoid being viewed by their peers as 

struggling readers and develop strategies that can lead to further disengagement with 

reading. Guthrie and Davis (2003) reported that students who struggle with reading often 

protect their self-image by avoiding academic tasks and further disengaging from their 

school reading assignments. The students might conclude that if their achievement is 
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poor, their low grades or scores are because of a lack of effort or time spent with their 

friends outside of school rather than to a ―lack of intelligence, intellectual ability, or 

worth as individuals‖ (p. 60).  The researchers call these strategies self-handicappers and 

assert that students employ them because they are concerned about how they are viewed 

by others. Through their research, Guthrie and Davis (2003) found that disengaged 

middle school readers often do not strive to advance their status by improving their 

school related literacy skills. Similarly, in her case study research Hall (2009) found that 

struggling readers, rather than using reading the strategies their teacher suggested, 

attempted to comprehend assigned texts using other methods  which included: (a) 

listening to classmates‘ text related discussions, (b) asking their friends for assistance, 

and (c) watching how the other students gained information from their reading 

assignments.  

There are two strands of research on adolescent reading engagement and both 

suggest that school practices serve as disincentives because educators do not consider 

what truly motivates adolescents to read. One strand suggests that adolescents act as 

meaning makers out of school in their own contexts because schools fail to meet their 

competency needs. The other strand seems to indicate that adolescents are victims of 

systems that devalue the literacy practices and activities that adolescents excel in 

including media-text, electronic games, text messaging, and visual creations, yet at the 

same time emphasize primarily print-based, content-area texts that cause adolescents to 

struggle (Pitcher et al., 2007).   

Researchers have been able to ascertain ways that schools can encourage student 

engagement with text. Based on a meta-analysis of two experiments and one quasi-
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experimental study with no major flaws to internal validity, three studies of weaker 

design, six experimental and quasi-experimental studies with low external validity, and 

two other meta-analyses, Kamil, Borman, Dole, Kral, Salinger and Torgesen (2008) made 

three recommendations for maximizing student engagement and reading comprehension 

for adolescents.  The first recommendation was to establish meaningful and engaging 

content learning goals based on the essential ideas of a discipline as well as the specific 

learning processes students need to understand those ideas. The researchers observed in 

their analysis that students with specific learning goals were more motivated and engaged 

and had better reading test scores than students with performance goals. The second 

recommendation was to provide a positive learning climate that promotes autonomy for 

student learning. The final recommendation was to make literacy experiences more 

pertinent to students‘ interests and lives outside of a school context.  

Reading Motivation Research 

In considering adolescent reading engagement, it is prudent to also examine 

studies related to adolescent reading motivation because motivation is a key component 

of engagement. Reading motivation is shown to decline as students enter their middle 

school years. As students matriculate through the fourth to seventh grades, their intrinsic 

motivation for reading declines (Guthrie & Davis, 2003). They define intrinsic reading 

motivation as ―students reading out of curiosity to pursue their interests, expressing a 

preference for challenging texts that help them think and learn, and demonstrating a 

disposition to read independently for understanding, as well as for completing 

assignments and fulfilling teachers‘ expectations‖ (Guthrie & Davis, 2003, p. 61).  
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Guthrie and Davis (2003) also reported that there is a relationship between 

students who struggle with reading and low motivation. ―Struggling readers tend to be 

notably unmotivated. They are especially likely to have low confidence in their reading, 

which is termed self-efficacy in the research literature.‖ Guthrie and Davis (2003) 

suggested that middle school students who struggle with reading are likely to lack 

confidence in their ability to read as well as their ability to improve their reading skills. 

They are also likely to be motivated extrinsically rather than intrinsically. Their 

motivations for reading are more likely to include passing a class or earning a good 

grade. In addition, Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) observed that students who reported low 

intrinsic motivation read nearly three-times less per day than the students who reported a 

high intrinsic motivation.   

Gay Ivey and Karen Broaddus (2001) sought to find out what qualities motivated 

students to read inside and outside the classroom. The researchers felt that by asking 

students what interested and motivated them to read, educators can best understand the 

contributing factors involved in student engagement with reading.  In a mixed-methods 

study of 1,765 sixth grade students from 23 schools in the mid-Atlantic and northeastern 

United States, the researchers found that students valued independent reading and teacher 

read-a-louds as part of instructional time, most enjoyed reading in class rather than 

participating in more social activities related to assigned reading, and finally students felt 

that access to quality and diverse reading materials was the most important factor for 

school related reading. Access is a theme that comes up often in qualitative research 

findings regarding reading motivation. When students have access to more books, they 
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are more likely to want to read more (Baker, 2003; Cole, 2002/2003; Ivey, 1999; 

McQuillan & Au, 2001; Pflaum & Bishop, 2004). 

Pitcher et al. (2007) created the Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (AMRP) 

by combining revised survey questions and follow-up conversational interviews from a 

Motivation to Read Profile (MPR) designed by Gambrell, Palmer, Codling, and Mazzoni 

(1996). The MPR was developed to aid elementary teachers in assessing the motivation 

of their students. After modifying the survey, Pitcher et al. (2007) used it with a diverse 

sample size of 384 students from middle and high schools in the Caribbean and across the 

United States. Their findings included that females scored significantly higher overall in 

reading motivation than males; female students‘ value of reading increased across grade 

levels while male students‘ value decreased; males‘ scores decreased progressively in 

their later teens, and Caribbean adolescents valued reading significantly more than 

Caucasians and students from other ethnicities. 

Studies Examining Technology and Reading Engagement 

Technology‘s effects upon the students can change the nature of when, how, and 

why they read. It can also transform how students with disabilities are able to access, 

acquire, and process information with generally favorable results. (Sternberg, Kaplan, & 

Borck, 2007).  Students from around the world, not just the United States, exhibit a 

decline in reading performance and interest as they make the transition from elementary 

to secondary school. 

In an analysis of an international standardized assessment, researchers Brozo, 

Shiel and Topping (2008) found that engagement accounted for twice the difference in 

performance than the effect of socio-economic status. This led them to conclude that 
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highly motivated adolescents have the potential to experience high academic achievement 

despite low family income and parents‘ limited educational attainment.  In their study of 

1,500 students, the researchers found that boys in particular shared a preference for 

reading text on a computer monitor. They suggest that to motivate adolescent boys to 

read, educators should utilize computers as a means to increase boys‘ engagement in the 

classroom. 

In a technology-based intervention program designed for adolescent struggling 

readers, researchers found that students who participated in the study improved 

significantly on standardized test scores compared to the control group. The researchers 

reported, ―For more than five years, we have witnessed how the [technology based 

intervention] motivates and challenges even the most resistant learners. We believe in the 

capacity of technology to afford students the instruction and practice they need to become 

fluent, understanding readers‖ (p.141).   

In a phenomenological study of eight dyads of parents and children in grades 

three through eight with learning disabilities, who used assistive technology for reading 

and writing activities, participants reported increased engagement with literacy activities. 

Jeffs (2006) reported that ―once AT was introduced, all participants were extremely 

motivated to use the Internet and enjoyed making decisions regarding the topics and use 

of AT in the literacy process. Parents emphasized that they had never been able to get 

much reading and or so many ideas out of their child before using AT.‖ Parents in the 

study also expressed surprise at how comfortable their children were using unfamiliar 

technologies and that they had not expected that their children would take the lead in 

activities. 
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Studies Examining how the Features of Electronic Text Impact Reading 

Using a computer to present text can offer instant advantages for some readers. In 

this medium, students can use a computer to alter the orientation of the text, change font 

faces, sizes, have text read aloud, have concepts defined and explained, or access 

multiple illustrations or links to gather supportive information that can enhance 

comprehension (Anderson-Inman & Horney, 2007).  

Researchers found that students improved their ability to read books at higher 

readings levels when the books used a larger sized font (Lowe, 2002).  When students 

used a larger sized text reading errors were significantly reduced.  Miscue errors that 

improved included misreading syllables or words, skipping syllables, words or lines, 

rereading lines and ignoring punctuation cues. In addition, students increased their 

reading rates and tracking capabilities. They also improved their ability to chunk text into 

sections, retain it and understand it. She also found the reduction in miscues reduced 

anxiety over the process of reading (Lowe, 2002). More white space between lines of 

print combined with a large font size can help students avoid miscues because it improves 

their tracking and helps to prevent readers from skipping lines (Bloodsworth, 1993). 

Researchers have found that there is not a significant difference in speed or 

comprehension when students read from a screen versus when they read from paper 

(McKnight, Dillon, and Richardson, 1990; Muter and Maurutto, 1991). 

West-Christy (2003) suggests five different scaffolding techniques that can assist 

reluctant or remedial readers. The five techniques she suggests include offering a range of 

reading materials, using pre-reading activities to build background knowledge, 

employing large print materials, pre-teaching important vocabulary and incorporating 
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multiple modalities. The capacity to provide many of these supporting techniques is built 

into e-reader devices. E-readers can provide additional books for students which will help 

to increase the range of available reading materials because there are millions of books 

that can be downloaded quickly and many times for free.  Readers can also manipulate 

the font size to be enlarged, and they can also select their preferred font style. Many e-

readers also have a text-to-speech feature which includes a synchronized highlighting 

which can be used for multi-modal reading (Weber & Cavanaugh, 2006). E-readers also 

include an interactive dictionary, which can provide for learning new vocabulary. The 

newest e-readers also provide internet access which give students links to Wikipedia, 

Google and other easily accessible information sources to retrieve related background 

information.  

The use of text-to-speech devices has been studied with some vigor and 

consistency. Originally, it was used for readers who were blind or vision-impaired, but 

research has supported its use for students with various forms of print reading disabilities. 

Reading rates and comprehension improved most for struggling readers whose 

performance without text-to-speech software was the poorest (Anderson-Inman & 

Horney, 2007).  

In a study of eighteen five and six year-old boys researchers found the boys who 

have low phonological awareness can improve their proficiency significantly through the 

use of talking books (Chera, Littleton, Wood, 2006). The researchers also found that the 

boys had a deeper engagement with the talking text than traditional text and that reading 

electronic books helped give the boys confidence in their word reading skills. The boys 

involved in the study who had higher phonological awareness were able to engage with 
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the talking books on a more advanced level as they decoded the text independently, and 

then turned to the speech portions of the book to help them when needed.  

In phenomenological study of 10 fifth graders using electronic books for the first 

time, Larson (2009) reported that all of the students preferred reading e-books rather than 

traditional books. The students cited the ability to use digital annotation tools, navigate 

the text electronically, and manipulate the appearance of the text for their preference.  

In a study of 128 5 to 6 year-old kindergartners, Korat & Shamir (2006) sought to 

determine how e-books can support children‘s emerging literacy skills including 

vocabulary, phonological awareness, word recognition, and story comprehension. They 

compared students reading the e-books with children who had adults read the same book 

in a printed version. They found that regardless of socio-economic status, students who 

listened to a read aloud or used the e-book made significant gains compared to students in 

the control group.  

              McKenna & Walpole (2007) found that electronic readers had value in helping 

to evaluate struggling readers because of their capacity to support some aspects of the 

reading process while others are being evaluated. One suggestion they offered was that 

by monitoring children as they read electronic books, which had a text-to-speech feature 

to support decoding, that the students‘ ability to apply comprehension strategies could be 

observed independent of decoding.  

  Zucker, Moody, & McKenna (2009) provided an overview of twenty-seven 

studies that examined the effects of using e-books with elementary students from pre-

kindergarten to fifth grade. They found that in some studies in the lower grades (Pre-K to 

3), students scored better after having an electronic book read to them with an adult 
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present rather than reading the e-book on their own. They also determined that Pre-K to 3 

students were easily distracted by electronic books that had an overabundance of 

interactive features and thus gained low scores on reading comprehension and re-telling. 

The students who worked with electronic books that simply had text, text-to-speech 

features and a hyper-text glossary scored higher than the students who used books with 

more interactive media features.  

In a study of 132 9 nine-year-olds, researchers (Grimshaw and Dungworth, 2007) 

found that certain aspects of an electronic book could enhance reading comprehension in 

comparison to traditional texts.  Researchers observed use of the narration feature 

significantly improved comprehension; the children‘s ability to retrieve information and 

to make inferences both improved. Also, there was a slight increase in enjoyment for 

students who used the narration feature. Students used the electronic dictionary 

significantly more than those students who were offered a traditional text with a print 

dictionary. The researchers noted that for early readers to be able to use the electronic 

dictionary as a learning tool it is important that the reading level of the dictionary match 

the reading level of the text.  

Research Studies Involving Dedicated Electronic Reading Devices 

As this formative design experiment was being conducted, researchers in Dallas, 

Texas published a mixed methods study that examined how using e-readers impacted 

reluctant middle school readers (Miranda, Jackson & Rossi-Williams, 2012). The study 

involved 199 students who were given the choice of using Kindle e-readers or traditional 

print books. The researchers selected and downloaded 25 books in advance of the study. 

Books downloaded ranged from classic literature such as The Wizard of Oz to more 
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contemporary titles. Researchers used The Adolescent Motivations to Read Profile 

(Gambrell, Palmer, Codling, & Mazzoni, 1996) as a pre- and post-assessments reported 

significant gains in students' attitudes about the value of reading as well as improvement 

in their view of themselves as readers. The study found this to be especially true among 

the boys.  The researchers found in their study, that the novelty of the devices appealed to 

students. They reported that the new technology motivated many of the students to 

explore the devices first and then use them to read. Researchers also noted that students 

quickly learned how to use the features of the device including the electronic dictionary, 

font manipulation, orientation and text-to-speech features. One of the features that the 

researchers felt enhanced student engagement was the response-to-text features that 

allowed students to write comments about their reading using the keyboard and recording 

them on the device. Another beneficial feature was that students could select easier 

reading material without their being a stigma because none of the other students could see 

if they were reading what would be considered an easy or immature book. Also, teachers 

involved in the study felt the text-to-speech feature was helpful for less skilled readers to 

hear words pronounced. Although they reported that many readers did not enjoy the 

monotone, robotic voice the devices employ. In addition to improved reading 

engagement, researchers also reported that student confidence in using technology 

increased and that there might be some cost savings involved in using the devices. 

While the previously described Miranda, Jackson & Rossi-Williams(2012) study 

was the only published study available on using e-reading devices to improve the reading 

engagement of middle school readers, other studies have been published that examine the 

use of dedicated electronic reading devices with elementary and college students. Larson 
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(2010) conducted a case study of two second-grade students including one avid reader 

and one reluctant reader.  The students each used a Kindle to complete class reading 

assignments. Her findings included that student use of the digital reading devices 

promoted new literacy practices and enhanced the students‘ connection with text as they 

engaged with and manipulated the text using the available tools and features. Larson 

(2009) found that the students used the devices‘ annotation features to 1) Understand the 

story, 2) Make personal meaning from the text, 3) Question the text, 4) Answer questions 

raised in the text, and 5) Make evaluative comments.  Larson (2009) found that the 

students frequently manipulated the font size and used the built-in dictionary to look up 

meanings of words and to review the phonetic spelling of words which helped them to 

sound them out; the students also used the text-to-speech feature to listen to words that 

they were unfamiliar with.  

In a study involving 43 students using Kindles in three different courses at Reed 

College, researchers reported mixed results (Marmarell & Ringle, 2009). The students 

used Amazon's Kindle DX as researchers tried to identify the impact of the device on 

teaching and learning and assess the prospect of using such devices at the higher 

education level. Students cited the legibility of the text, size of the device and battery life 

as positive features.  However, in contrast to Larson‘s (2010) findings, the students in this 

study reported that difficulty using the annotation and highlighting features interfered 

with their comprehension of the text. The students felt that the devices, in their current 

state, were better for leisure reading than for academic reading.   
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Princeton University also conducted an E-reader pilot at Princeton (2010). Fifty-

one students and three faculty members from three courses participated in the study. The 

purpose was to determine if dedicated e-readers could:  

1.) reduce the amount of printing and photocopying done in the three pilot 

courses  

2.) equal (or better) the typical classroom experience where more 

traditional readings were used 

 3.) explore the strengths and weaknesses of current e-reader technology to 

provide suggestions for future devices. (p. 1)   

Researchers found that the students did use far less paper in their courses when 

using the Kindle. Similar to the Reed College study, although students enjoyed the 

reading experience, they were dissatisfied with the writing features of the device and felt 

the clumsiness of the annotation and highlighting tools interfered with their ability 

interact with their texts at the level expected of higher education students. Another 

common complaint was that it was very difficult to go back and forth between texts for 

class discussions.   

Not everyone is in support of using electronic text with students. Edyburn (2007) 

asserted that some educators are hesitant to offer performance enhancing reading tools, 

such as an electronic reading device, to students because it unfairly puts them on a level 

playing field with more advanced readers.  ―The notion that technology can be used to 

enhance performance challenges traditional entitlements held by those who can complete 

a task and claim that their performance is superior to the performance of those who must 
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rely on technology‖ (p. 147).  He suggested that in order for electronic reading tools to be 

used more often with students that bias must be overcome.  

Anderson-Inman & Horney (2007) suggest that in spite of its inherent 

possibilities, electronic text by itself is limited in its usefulness to student readers, unless 

an electronic reading environment is established. They feel that using technology to 

transform text into something that supports comprehension and extends meaningful 

learning is something students must be taught.   

Conclusion 

To fully understand the impact that electronic readers can have on adolescent 

readers‘ engagement it is important to consider all three qualities of reading engagement 

including ―cognitive competence, motivation, and social interaction‖ (Guthrie and Davis, 

2003, pg. 61). While there is available literature defining and exploring adolescent 

reading engagement in general and linking technology to adolescent reading engagement, 

most of the research that investigates how electronic text impacts reading strategies and 

processing has centered on elementary school students. Currently, there is little research 

on adolescent use of dedicated electronic reading devices for academic purposes.  Most 

published studies have focused on students in the primary grades and at the college level. 

Coupling the potential that electronic text and dedicated reading devices have for 

engaging and assisting adolescent readers with the fact that electronic books are now 

outselling hardback and paperback books (Wollman, 2011) and becoming more widely 

used in higher education, it is imperative for educators and researchers to further explore 

their use with adolescent readers.    
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Design Overview  

This study was a formative experiment I conducted as a participant-observer in an 

eighth-grade language arts and literature classroom. The purpose of the investigation was 

to positively affect adolescent students' engagement with assigned school reading in 

English class. An instructional intervention believed to achieve that goal was 

implemented. The intervention involved the student use of electronic reading devices to 

read in place of traditional printed material. The experiment consisted of finding methods 

and resources to successfully implement the intervention in order to accomplish the 

pedagogical goal. Participants in this intervention were six reluctant readers. Reluctant 

readers are readers who fall into one of two categories, either those who can read well but 

do not enjoy it, or those who find reading challenging and avoid it whenever they can 

(Gunter & Kenny, 2008).  

 Qualitative data were collected for the duration of the study through classroom 

observation, artifact analysis and interviews with students and their intervention 

specialist. Quantitative data were collected before the experiment began to establish a 

baseline of performance and again at the conclusion of the study to assist in determining 

the effects of the intervention. The data were analyzed within an existing framework of 

questions developed to guide the management of a formative experiment. 

This study was designed to investigate what takes place when electronic reading 

devise are used as intervention to try to improve adolescent engagement with assigned 

independent reading. I chose to develop a formative experiment for this study because 

formative experiments can be especially useful when researching technology integration 
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into literacy instruction. According to Reinking and Watkins (2000), ―formative 

experiments not only fill a methodological gap in the research, but also are especially 

well matched to studying how new technologies can be integrated into literacy 

instruction‖ (p. 388). Unlike quasi-experimental and experimental design studies, 

formative experiments attempt to use authentic environments that are less controlled. 

Rather than creating tightly controlled laboratory-like settings to examine a treatment 

against a control group, formative experiments focus on describing and analyzing what 

takes place when an intervention is implemented into an authentic environment. Since 

there is no control group, a formative design study cannot be used to determine whether 

or not a given treatment caused a given effect (Reinking & Bradley, 2004). 

At this point it is important to note that this research methodology is relatively 

new to literacy research, and there is still some dissention on the terminology and slight 

differences in methodological approaches exist (Reinking & Bradley, 2008). Some 

researchers use the term design research (Brown, 1992; Cobb, Confrey, DiSessa, Lehrer, 

& Schauble, 2003; Van den Akker, et al., 2006). Those who use the term design research 

―tend to see their work more directly as an extension of conventional laboratory work 

grounded in quantitative methods‖ (Reinking & Bradley, 2008, p. 15). Their intent is 

focused on developing theories (Cobb, et al, 2003). Other researchers use the term 

formative experiment and lean toward more pragmatic and qualitative methods in their 

research. Their intent is to inform is focused on informing practitioners (Reinking & 

Bradley, 2008). Despite the slight differences between design research and formative 

experiments, they are essentially the same in two significant aspects. First, they both 

involve an instructional intervention designed to achieve a valued pedagogical goal in an 
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authentic instructional context, and second, both allow formative modification of the 

instructional intervention during the course of the study in response to data collected that 

either enhances or inhibits the effectiveness of the intervention (Reinking & Bradley, 

2008). In this study I will use the term formative experiment since my primary goal is to 

improve instructional practice more so than to develop a theory.  

 While formative experiments are comparatively new to literacy research, they are 

becoming more commonplace and have been employed in a variety of areas of literacy 

education.  The most reputable journals in the field of literacy education have included 

formative design studies in their publications. Published studies include a study of how to 

facilitate engaged reading and writing in a language arts classroom of middle school 

native Spanish speakers (Ivey & Broaddus, 2007), a study of enhancing vocabulary 

development (Baumann, Ware, & Edwards, 2007), a study improving oral reading 

fluency through the creation of talking (Oakley, 2003), an investigation of how 

independent reading is affected by the use of electronic portfolios (Reinking & Watkins, 

2000), the effectiveness of cognitive reading strategy instruction for Latino readers 

(Jiménez, 1997), and the impact that a balanced and intensive summer literacy program 

has on elementary students‘ reading growth (Duffy, 2001). In the last few years, the 

number of formative design studies used in dissertation research has also increased.  

 These investigations, taken together in consideration, help to illustrate the 

defining characteristics of formative design studies, and exemplify the use of established 

methodology, primarily mixed methods, in carrying out formative experiments. When 

conducting a formative experiment, researchers employ flexibility as they take into 

account the interacting variables of classrooms rather than attempt to control them 
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through statistical or experimental design. ―Data are collected to determine what is and is 

not working and why, and then the intervention is adapted accordingly‖ as the experiment 

proceeds (Reinking & Bradley, 2008, p. 20). Reinking and Watkins (2000) argue that 

formative experiments exist simultaneously within two domains of research including 

both systemic, which is the study of complex learning environments undergoing change 

and analytic, which involves the study of causal relations among selected variables. For 

that reason they suggest that formative experiments transcend quantitative and qualitative 

paradigms, and that both qualitative and quantitative data may be useful in conducting 

formative experiments. In choosing both qualitative and quantitative methods for data 

collection and analysis for a formative experiment, it is essential that the researcher be 

able to justify how the methods ―further understanding about the effects of the 

intervention, how it could be implemented more effectively or how it might help to 

define theory‖ (Reinking & Bradley, 2008, p. 21). 

As stated previously in this paper, this study followed Reinking and Bradleys‘ 

(2008) framework for designing and conducting a formative experiment. The use of their 

framework for this specific study will be further explained in this section of the proposal. 

The framework calls for systematically answering six questions. In the review of 

literature, I addressed the first two questions:  

1. What is the pedagogical goal of the experiment, why is that goal valued and 

important?  

2. What theory and previous empirical work speak to accomplishing that goal 

instructionally, and what intervention, consistent with a guiding theory, has 

the potential to achieve the pedagogical goal, and why? (p. 74) 
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During the data collection and analysis, I addressed questions three, four, five and 

six of their framework: 

3. What factors enhance or inhibit the effectiveness, efficiency, and the appeal of 

the intervention in regard to achieving the set pedagogical goal? 

4. How was the intervention and its implementation modified to more effectively 

achieve the pedagogical goal?  

5. What unanticipated positive and negative effects does this intervention    

        Produce? 

6. How has the instructional environment changed as a result of the intervention? 

(p. 74-77) 

Next, I will provide an outline and justify the specific mixed methods for data 

collection in this study. 

Role of Researcher 

 For this study, I was a participant-observer and had the roles of classroom teacher 

and researcher (Creswell, 2007). There was also an intervention specialist who took an 

active role in implementing and assessing the intervention.  This helped to balance the 

dual roles of the researcher as a participant and observer. In the past, two formative 

experiments have been published in the literacy field where the researcher also took on 

the role of classroom teacher. One study was Duffy (2001) and the other was Garfield 

(2000). According to Reinking and Bradley, 2008, the ―most realistic and justifiable role 

for a researcher conducting a formative experiment is that of a participant-observer‖ (p. 

79).  
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My background knowledge of incorporating technology into instruction impacted 

the analysis and interpretation in this study. I have facilitated a number of professional 

development courses for teachers on integrating technology into instruction, and I am 

very interested in how using electronic readers will impact the students‘ reading 

engagement. While I am very interested in the topic and personally enjoy using electronic 

reading devices as a reader, I did not have any preconceived notions on whether or not 

the devices would have a definite positive or negative impact on all reluctant adolescent 

students‘ reading engagement. While implementing this formative design experiment, I 

was not only interested in finding out how the devices could be used as a tool to improve 

reading engagement, but was also committed to finding ―the flaws weaknesses, and 

limitations‖ of the intervention as well as ―the inadequacy of theories underlying its use‖ 

which Reinking and Bradley (2008) assert is crucial ―to maintaining rigor and ultimately 

the credibility of findings‖ (p. 60).  

Data Collection 

Research Site  

 This research study took place in central New Jersey with students from a large 

regionalized middle school that pulls from a few local, suburban communities. There is 

rich diversity in every aspect of the community population. Socio-economic status varies 

widely. There is a large population of residents who work in various levels for the local 

pharmaceutical, telecommunications and financial industries; there is also a high, 

professional commuting population. In addition there is large portion of the community 

that work in service and retail positions.  This regional school includes grades 7 and 8.    
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Research Sample 

This study employed purposeful and convenience sampling (Patton, 1990) to 

select the participants for this study. The sample is purposeful based on the fact that the 

researcher chose possible participants who met specific criteria, and the sample was one 

of convenience since all possible samples were students who were a part of a specific 

section of the researcher's 2011-2012 class of eighth grade students.  This class of 

students was selected because the eighth grade literacy intervention specialist worked in 

the classroom during instructional time.  

Twenty-two students comprised the eighth grade classroom at the beginning of 

the study, twelve males and ten females. No students were added or dropped from the 

course during the study. Twenty of the students were classified as Caucasian and two as 

Latino. Four students were on free or reduced lunch. Permission forms were sent home to 

all students‘ parents to follow Institutional Review Board (IRB) instructions.  All 

students returned the parent permission form. All students in the classroom had access to 

e-reading devices at various points in the study.  

The study focused on six students because of the large amount of qualitative data 

that was collected. The sample included six participants who fulfilled the following 

criteria:  

•  a history of being a reluctant readers.  

• willing to be observed and interviewed. 

• willing to use electronic reading to complete classroom reading 

assignments.   



33 
 

 

 

I chose six students from a range of reading abilities with the least interest in 

reading outside of school and in the classroom.  I selected students based on pre-

intervention data including quantitative assessments, input from the intervention 

specialist and my understanding of the students as the classroom teacher. The quantitative 

assessments included Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), Adolescent 

Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al., 2007), Metacognitive Awareness of Reading 

Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002) and The Motivations for Reading 

Questionnaire (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). I purposely selected both students who were 

and were not part of the district‘s response to intervention program. While I wanted to get 

more of a balanced gender representation, there was really only one girl in the classroom 

who had a true history of being a reluctant reader.  

Role of Intervention Specialist  

The intervention specialist‘s role was to remediate the skills of six targeted 

students enrolled in a section of English. A few, but not all of the targeted students were 

selected for the study. The targeted students in the classroom were scheduled together in 

an otherwise heterogeneous class. The intervention specialist had the flexibility to push 

into the classroom or pull students using her professional judgment.  A committee of 

administrators, specialists and teachers selected the students targeted in the classroom at 

the end of the previous year based on standardized test scores, teacher recommendation 

and classroom performance. Throughout the school year I met with the intervention 

specialist daily to plan differentiated lessons in the classroom to help meet the needs of 

the targeted students and to evaluate their progress and instructional needs. The 

intervention specialist was also a certified language arts teacher. Conducting the study in 



34 
 

 

 

the class section I shared with her allowed flexibility during class time for data collection 

and more importantly provided a nonbiased professional opinion about the impact the 

that study was having on the participants.  

Selection of the Kindle II as the Electronic Reading Device for Study 

 After reviewing multiple electronic reading devices, I selected the Kindle 

Keyboard for the study.  My main reasons for choosing this device were economical.  I 

wanted to choose a device for the study that I might be able to use with students for 

multiple years after the study ended, so I needed to choose a brand that was doing well.  

Otherwise, I might end up with devices that I could not find books for. For example, 

some companies stopped producing and selling e-readers as I was designing this study.  

The two companies that were dominating the electronic reader market as I was designing 

this study were Barnes and Noble and Amazon. Amazon, the company that sold Kindle 

devices at the time of this study, allowed users to download purchased books on up to six 

devices. Barnes and Noble only allowed one download per purchase.  Downloading and 

using six copies of a book rather than just one saved an average of twenty-five dollars per 

title and in some cases it saved over fifty dollars.   As I was working with a 1,500 dollar 

grant, and I needed 10 devices, it was important to consider economics.  

  After deciding to purchase devices through Amazon, I had to decide which model 

to purchase. At the time I was planning this study, there were two models available. Both 

could access wireless networks to download material, had keyboards, which I thought 

would be helpful for data entry and offered text-to-speech features. They also each had 

relatively long battery lives, with the Kindle lasting two-months per charge and the 

Kindle DX lasting three weeks. The Kindle DX, which had a 9.7‖ inch screen, sold for 
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over 350 dollars per device and the Kindle, which had 7‖ inch screen, sold for 114 dollars 

per device.  Financially it made sense to purchase the Kindle see Figure 3.1 rather than 

the Kindle DX.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 [Untitled Photograph] Kindle from Amazon.com (2012) 
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Data Collection Strategies and Procedures 

 

All methods of research and data collection took place over the students‘ second 

semester of their eighth grade year.  For this study, students were given an electronic 

reader, or allowed to use their own if they had one, to complete language arts and literacy 

class reading assignments including both self-selected reading and assigned novels for 

the entire class. Students also read at least one self-selected book and assigned book in a 

traditional print form to help them compare the experiences. To introduce the devices, I 

did a brief whole class demonstration using an LCD projector with a picture of Kindle 

and also a Kindle to show of the each of the features of the device including font 

manipulation, annotations, text-to-speech and the built in dictionary. I explained how to 

access the features and explained how I use them when I read.  

Observations and interviews took place during normally scheduled classroom 

reading conferences with the teacher. Quantitative assessments associated with this study 

took place in class. All students in the class, not just participants, completed the 

quantitative assessments. I conferenced with each participant weekly for a brief 

discussion and conducted at least one observation of each participant each week. I 

conducted three more in-depth interviews during the study, including once near the 

beginning, once in the middle and one at the end with each participant.  

Qualitative Measures 

Interviews 

I interviewed each student three times. In planning and conducting interviews, I 

kept in mind what Patton (1990) emphasized, ―The purpose of open ended interviewing is 
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not to put things in someone‘s mind…but to assess the perspective of the person being 

interviewed‖ (p. 278).  The first interview employed the conversational interview from 

Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B).  This 

instrument was created to be individually administered. It includes 14 scripted, open-

ended items designed to encourage free response while assessing the participants‘ 

motivation for narrative, informational and general reading. 

For the second and third interviews, I used what Patton (1990) called an interview 

guide approach. He described it as being conducive to a conversational style but also 

conducive to keeping the interview focused to make efficient use of time.  Please see 

attachment G.  

 I also interviewed the language arts and literacy intervention specialist, who worked 

with some of the students to remediate their literacy skills. She was in the classroom 

multiple times a week. For these interviews, I used an interview guide (Patton, 1990).  

Please see attachment E. All interviews were recorded using an audio recording device  

Illustrations 

As a way to better understand how students are processing reading experiences, 

researchers Pflaum and Bishop (2004) argued for having students illustrate their reading 

experiences and then using those illustrations for discussion. For this study, students 

individually illustrated themselves as readers at the beginning of the study and then 

discussed the picture. Each student for his or her second and third interview drew a 

picture of him or herself using the electronic reader and another with a traditional text 

and then discussed the illustrations. I collected the illustrations and documented the 

interview as part of the data for this study  
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Student Reading Journal from Previous Semester and Studied Semester 

 The participants in this study kept a reading journal during the first semester of 

the school year to respond to their reading assignments in language arts and literature 

class, and they will continued to keep the journal during the study. The journals were also 

used for students to keep track of their reading for the school year and to reflect on their 

experience as readers. Students were required to talk about their use of reading strategies 

in their journals. Student cognitive processing and use of reading strategies are one of 

three components of reading engagement (Wigfield, 2000). I made photocopies of entries 

and lists kept in the journal to collect as data relating to student use of reading strategies. 

Merriam (1998) suggests that personal documents, such as a journal, may help a 

researcher to better understand lived experiences without the interference of research. She 

notes that it is important to make sure the documents are trustworthy. In using the 

students' reading journals as data, it will be important to glean from them if they feel their 

entries are coerced, or if they truly represent their perspective on previous reading 

experiences. 

Observations and Field Notes 

 At least once per week I observed and recorded notes on students‘ reading 

engagement behavior in both independent and whole class reading units.  Throughout the 

study I employed the use of the Silent Reading Behaviors Observation Checklist created 

by Kelley, Nicki Clausen-Grace (2009, see appendix E). This form helped to streamline 

notes and observations about students‘ off task behaviors when they are participating in 

independent reading.  After each observation, I transcribed descriptions of what occurred 

in class as soon as possible and recorded reflective notes on possible themes, emerging 
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codes, and concerns (Creswell, 2007). I also took photographs to help capture and later 

analyze behavior related to student reading engagement.  

Participant-Researcher Journal  

 I kept a journal to record observations and insights from the perspective of a 

classroom teacher implementing the intervention. Entries included data about the 

students‘ reading engagement as well as nuances of integrating the technology into 

instruction. Again I reviewed my notes weekly to identify potential themes and codes, 

and concerns related to my research questions and relevant to a formative design study 

(Creswell, 2007). 

Quantitative Measures 

Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 

This study employed four quantitative measures. For the first quantitative 

measure used was the reading survey from Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 

(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B).  This instrument was designed to assist secondary 

teachers in better understanding their students‘ motivations to read and is appropriate for 

the purposes of this study. The MRP includes two instruments. The first instrument is a 

reading survey and the second is a conversational interview. The reading survey is made 

up of 20 items and employs four-point scale. Ten questions help to assess the 

participants‘ self-concept as a reader, and ten items help to assess their value of reading. 

This tool helped the researcher to understand the participants‘ motivation at the beginning 

of the study. This measure was administered at the beginning and end of the study to help 

assess any changes in the students‘ motivation. 
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Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory 

The second quantitative measure this study employed was the Metacognitive 

Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix 

D).  The measurement was designed to assess adolescent and adult readers‘ 

metacognitive awareness and perceived use of reading strategies while reading academic 

or school- related materials. Guthrie and Wigfield (2000) cited strategic and cognitive 

thinking as being essential to reading engagement. Participants took this assessment at 

the beginning and end of the study as pre-test and post-test measure of their perceived use 

of strategies. The instrument includes three strategy subscales: Global Reading Strategies, 

Problem-Solving Strategies, and Support Reading Strategies (Mokhtari& Reichard, 

2002).  Global Reading Strategies include:  

setting a purpose for reading, activating prior knowledge, checking 

whether text content fits the purpose, predicting what the text is about, 

confirming predictions, previewing text for content, skimming to note text 

characteristics, making decisions in relation to what to read closely, using 

context clues, using text structure, and using other textual features to 

enhance reading comprehension. (p. 259) 

Problem Solving Strategies include ―reading slowly and carefully, adjusting reading rate, 

paying close attention to reading, pausing to reflect on reading, rereading, visualizing 

information read, reading text out loud, and guessing meaning of unknown words‖ (p. 

259). Finally, Support Reading Strategies include: 

 taking notes while reading, paraphrasing text information, revisiting previously 

read information, asking self questions, using reference materials as aids, 
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underlining text information, discussing reading with others, and writing 

summaries of reading (p.259). 

The subscales were used to quantify the participants‘ self-described strategic reading 

skills, which are an essential aspect of reading engagement.   

Reading Engagement Index 

In addition to the quantitative tools used in my pilot study, I also added Reading 

Engagement Index (REI) as a pre and post assessment for this formative design study.  

This instrument was added to assist in quantifying the students‘ engagement and to help 

determine if there were any changes during the intervention study. To avoid any 

researcher bias, the intervention specialist in the classroom, rather than the participant-

observer in the study, used the tool to assess students before and after the intervention. 

The REI (Guthrie et al., 2007) is a teacher rating of each student‘s reading engagement. 

The tool was developed to provide a teacher rating of the extent to which each student is 

an engaged reader in the classroom. The REI is a set of items each teacher completes for 

each student in their class. The instrument is designed so that teachers can measure 

student engagement in their classroom in a 20-minute session. Initially, the researchers 

created the REI as an outcome measure for examining the effectiveness Concept-

Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI), which is a of a professional development 

intervention, designed to enhance students‘ reading engagement and increase reading 

comprehension (Guthrie, McRae, & Klauda, 2007). For this instrument, the term 

―engagement‖ is used to describe readers ―who are behaviorally active (reading 

frequently), internally motivated (liking to read), and cognitively active (uses strategies in 

reading)‖ (Guthrie, 2004, p. 1). The categories teachers use to rate individual students in 
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their class include: 

1. This student often reads independently. 

2. This student reads favorite topics and authors. 

3. This student is easily distracted in self-selected reading. 

4. This student works hard in reading. 

5. This student is a confident reader. 

6. This student uses comprehension strategies well. 

7. This student thinks deeply about the content of texts. 

8. This student enjoys discussing books with peers. (p. 1) 

The items above are scored on a scale of one to four with a score of one being not 

true and a four being very true. Item number three is reverse scored.  

Motivations for Reading Questionnaire  

I added a fourth quantitative measurement to the study that was not part of the 

original pilot. In order to get a more in depth understanding of the students‘ reading 

motivation, I had the students complete the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire 

(MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). This assessment allowed a more 

individualized understanding of each student‘s unique motivation for reading or not 

reading for class. The Motivations for Reading Questionnaire is a student rated 

assessment of the extent to which each student is motivated to read. Wigfield and Guthrie 

(1997) developed the MRQ to assess different aspects of student reading motivation in 

1995. In 1997, Wigfield and Guthrie modified the MRQ by grouping questions into 11 

constructs of reading motivation using 53 items. The constructs measured in the 

assessment include:  
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1. Reading Efficacy (3 items) 

2. Reading Challenge (5 items) 

3. Reading Curiosity (6 items) 

4. Reading Involvement (6 items) 

5. Importance of Reading (2 items) 

6. Reading Work Avoidance (4 items) 

7. Competition in Reading (6 items) 

8. Recognition for Reading (5 items) 

9. Reading for Grades (4 items) 

10. Social Reasons for Reading (7 items) 

11. Compliance (5 items) 

Pilot Study 

 In the fall of 2011, I carried out a pilot study to determine if all of the procedures 

would work as expected. One student participated in the pilot. I selected the participant 

from my assigned students for the school year.  The student was identified as a reluctant 

reader based on his records from the previous year including grades and report card 

comments, his reading journal entries, his summer reading journal and reading 

conferences.  In place of reading traditional texts, the student read books on a Kindle 

during an independent reading unit. I was able to field test each of the methods for this 

proposed experimental design study.  The qualitative instruments piloted included the 

interview protocols with the student as well at the intervention specialist, observation 

protocols, participant illustrations and the use of a researcher journal. Quantitative 

measures piloted included the Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al, 2007, 
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see appendix A) and the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory 

(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix C).  

Pilot Study Findings 

 In the pilot study, the participant answered the questions from the first interview 

as briefly as possible, and his answers indicated he enjoyed reading both in school and at 

home and that he felt that he comprehended most of what he was reading. What the 

student said in the interview did not correlate with how the student was performing in 

class or with reading assessments the intervention specialist had given the student on 

reading comprehension and use of reading strategies.  

In addition, the students‘ early journals were contrived. The student included 

notes in his journal about his summer reading, but he hadn‘t actually read the book. His 

notes were a work of fiction based on what he knew about reading strategies and what he 

got from skimming through the book. His notes indicated that he had a solid knowledge 

of reading strategies such as making connections, asking questions or drawing 

conclusions, but he just didn‘t want to take the time to read the book. The early journals 

showed that the student went to great lengths to not have to complete his school reading 

assignment while at the same time indicate to his teacher that he did the reading.   

 The participant was much more candid in the second and third interviews. His 

answers were not clipped as they were in the first interview. In addition, the participant 

provided information that helps to answer question 6 of a formative assessment:  what 

unanticipated positive and negative effects does this intervention produce? The student 

indicated that he liked using the electronic device for word study. When other students 

used a dictionary for vocabulary assignments, he used his device to look up the words. 
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The student also indicated that he really liked to listen to the electronic reading voice.  

  The researcher found during the pilot study that the illustrations were successful 

in getting the student to talk honestly about his feelings about reading. The first 

illustration was very negative, and the student talked more freely about his negative 

feelings towards reading than he did initially in his first interview. After his initial 

drawing and follow-up interview, he was more willing to discuss his feelings and attitude 

toward reading.  

 

 

 

Figure 3.2 Pilot Study Student Illustration of Feelings About Reading 

 

 Interviews with the classroom intervention specialist were helpful in gathering 
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data for a formative design experiment. The interview data was especially helpful for 

answering question three, ―what factors enhance or inhibit the effectiveness efficiency, 

and the appeal of the intervention in regard to achieving the set pedagogical goal and 

question?‖ And question four, How can the intervention and its implementation be 

modified to achieve more effectively the pedagogical goal?‖ (Reinking & Bradley, 2008, 

p. 74-76).  In the pilot study, the intervention specialist was keenly aware of the student‘s 

reading engagement and reading abilities.  She identified that using an electronic reading 

device seemed to have a novelty impact, and the student couldn‘t put the device down 

and had an immediate impact on his enthusiasm for completing assigned reading at home. 

She felt that his interest in the device waned, but that he read enough of the story Hunger 

Games on the device, that he was hooked and wanted to read the book.   In interviews, 

the intervention specialist shared insight about difficulties she saw in implementation of 

the intervention such as  the length of time required to download a book for a student, or 

the initial struggle that the student has in learning to use the device. She made 

suggestions in the interviews which helped to improve the intervention.  

The researcher‘s daily journal entries were also helpful in answering questions 3 

and 4 a formative design experiment (Reinking & Bradley 2008).  For example question 

3 asks, ―What factors enhance or inhibit the effectiveness, efficiency, and the appeal of 

the intervention in regard to achieving the set pedagogical goal‖ (p. 75).   By keeping a 

journal, the researcher was able to capture data about the frustrations and pitfalls of 

setting up and distributing the electronic devices to middle school students.  Keeping the 

journal and making modifications based on recorded observations and reflections allowed 

the researcher to answer question 4 of a formative design experiment, which is ―How can 
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the intervention and its implementation be modified to achieve more effectively the 

pedagogical goal?‖  (p. 76). The notes from the journal helped the researcher to identify 

areas of implementation that could be improved.   

Based on the student‘s annotations recorded on the device during the pilot study, 

the researcher was able to determine that the reader was applying reading strategies as he 

was reading. Learning how to annotate the text using the electronic device and to retrieve 

the comments was at first tricky for both the researcher and the participant, but after an 

initial period of frustration, it became easier to manage.    

 In the pilot study, the researcher found that in addition to observing the student 

using a protocol, it was helpful to take pictures of the subject to analyze later. The 

researcher noted in observation which was corroborated with the intervention specialist, 

that the student exhibited far fewer off-task behaviors when using the device.  

 In the pilot study, the participant, the participant-researcher and intervention 

specialist all felt that the two quantitative measurement tools, the Adolescent Motivation 

to Read Profile (Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix A) and the Metacognitive Awareness of 

Reading Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix C), captured the 

participant‘s feelings towards reading as well as his perception of his use of reading 

strategies. The instruments were helpful in establishing a baseline for the participant‘s 

reading engagement.   For example, the MPR reading survey results were that student 

scored an 80% on his self-concept as a reader and a 60% on his value for reading; the 

student confirmed that this made sense to him.  Additionally, the Reading Strategies 

Inventory results suggested that student had an average use of global reading strategies, a 

medium use of support strategies and a high use of problem-solving strategies.  At the 
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end of the six weeks, the student‘s self-concept as a reader remained nearly the same as 

did his perception of his use of global reading strategies, support strategies and problem-

solving strategies.  The student‘s value of reading went up slightly to a 65% on the MPR.  

Changes to the Pilot Study  

 There are two quantitative measurements that I collected for this formative design 

experiment that were not piloted.  As data collection started, I felt I needed a more in 

depth understanding of each individual student‘s motivation to read, so I added the 

Motivations for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ)(Wigfield & Guthrie, 2007) described 

earlier in this methods section. In addition, I asked the classroom intervention specialist 

to assess the students before and after the intervention using the Reading Engagement 

Index (REI) to help quantify the students‘ reading engagement and add depth to the data 

collected for analysis.  
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Data Collection Timeline  

This study took place over the second semester of the students‘ eighth grade year. 

Reinking & Bradley, 2008 suggest that data be collected in six phases. The phases, an 

explanation and a preliminary timeline are included below.  

Phase Description Anticipated 

Time Frame 

Phase 1 Obtained permission from students, parents  

and administrators to conduct study.   

 

Fall of 2011 

Phase 2 Acting as teacher-researcher, I gather demographic data to 

create thick descriptions (Creswell, 2007) of the class, 

school and community.  

Fall of 2011 

Phase 3 Collected baseline quantitative data and conducted first 

interviews to determine where participants were in relation 

to the pedagogical goal before implementing the 

intervention.  

February 2012 

Phase 4 Implemented the electronic reader intervention and gathered 

qualitative data to determine what factors ―enhance or inhibit 

its effectiveness, efficiency and appeal‖ in achieving the goal 

of improved reading engagement (Reinking & Bradley, 

2008, p. 75).   

February 

through May of 

2012 

Phase 5  Conducted final post-assessments to collect quantitative data 

and conducted final interviews to compare to data collected 

in phase 3.  

June 2012 

Phase 6 Consolidated findings and write report. Summer and 

Fall of 2012 

 

Data Analysis Strategies and Procedures  

Qualitative Data Analysis 

In keeping with the focus of helping students reach the pedagogical goal of 

becoming engaged readers, data analysis took place throughout the study to determine if 

modifications were needed for the e-reader intervention. I analyzed qualitative data 

during Phases 3, 4 and 5 according to the framework Reinking and Bradley (2004/2008) 
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suggested. Phase 3 involved collecting baseline data, which was essential to analyzing 

data in Phase 4. In Phase 4, I collected and analyzed data to determine the factors that 

enhanced or inhibited the effectiveness of the intervention in achieving the pedagogical 

goal, the modifications of the intervention that were required in order to better achieve 

the pedagogical goal, the unanticipated effects of the intervention, and finally whether the 

intervention led to any notable changes in the learning environment.  Using the Phases of 

the framework (Reinking, Malloy, Rogers & Robbins, 2007), I first analyzed data with 

the following codes:  

(a) factors that enhance the intervention 

(b) factors that inhibit the intervention 

(c) necessary modifications and improvements   

(d) unanticipated effects;  

(e) changes in the environment. 

Using the online qualitative software program Dedoose and the constant-

comparative method (Merriam, 1998), I sorted all of my qualitative data using the above 

codes. After initially sorting data using codes a-e, I organized the data into smaller sub-

categories as well as new categories that emerged. For example, I also added the codes (f) 

indication of engagement, (g) indication of reluctant behavior, (h) outright comparisons 

and (i) student instructional preferences. 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

The data from the four quantitative measures was analyzed for changes from 

pretest- to post-test. Consistent with a mixed-methods approach (Creswell, 2007), pre- 

and post- intervention quantitative comparisons were not conducted to establish causal 
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relationships; rather they were used to complement the qualitative data. To do this, 

independent one-sample t-tests were conducted.  The t-tests examined pre and post 

differences on a) the Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile, b) Metacognitive Awareness 

of Reading Strategies Inventory total score, c) the subscale of Global Reading Strategies, 

d) the subscale of Problem-Solving Strategies, and e) the subscale of Support Reading 

Strategies, f) Reading Engagement Index, g) The subscales of the Reading Engagement 

Index, h) Motivations to Read Questionnaire, i) The subscales of the Motivations to Read 

Questionnaire.  Given the number of t-test that conducted, an alpha level of .01 was 

employed in addition to .05.  This was to assure that any significant findings were not 

due, by any chance, to the larger number of tests run.  These t-tests were used to 

demonstrate any differences in scores from pre to post measures for the six participants as 

a whole group.  

Validity 

There are a number of things to consider with regard to the validity of a formative 

experiment.  First the researcher will consider the validity of a formative experiment, 

then that of the qualitative data and finally the validity of the quantitative data.  

Validity in Formative Design Experiment  

Formative Design Experiments have unique validity concerns. According to 

Reinking and Bradley, 2008, when conducting a formative experiment, the researcher 

needs to consider both systemic and consequential validity. In order for the study to be 

systemically valid, there needs to be a ―close alignment of theory, research and practice‖ 

(p. 54).  A formative design experiment should be ―theoretical, goal oriented intervention 
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centered, adaptive and iterative, transformative, methodologically inclusive and 

pragmatic‖ in order to have consequential validity (p. 54). The researcher designed this 

study using theory and research to explore the issue of adolescent engagement with text 

and to determine that use of electronic devices could potentially serve as an effective 

intervention. The researcher worked to conduct this study with careful consideration of 

theory and research at each phase of the design experiment in order to maintain systemic 

and consequential validity. 

Validity of Qualitative Data  

Throughout the research stages in Phases 2, 3 and 4, the researcher had 

participants take part in member checks (Creswell, 2007) to ensure that the qualitative 

data accurately represented their thoughts and feelings.   

Validity of Quantitative Data 

With regard to quantitative data, it is important to note that in formative 

experiments, statistical analyses of quantitative data are not necessarily conducted with 

the intent to establish unequivocal causal relationships. Rather, ―they are conducted to 

support or refute inferences about linkages among certain factors or events‖ (Reinking & 

Watkins, 2000).  Regardless of the intent of using quantitative data, all of the quantitative 

instruments to be used had formal assessments of their validity and had been determined 

to be valid measurements. 

The Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al., 2007) was derived from 

the Motivation to Read Profile (Gambrell et al., 1996).  The original instrument was field 

tested to enhance both its validity and reliability. During field tests, more than 100 test 
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items were critiqued for their construct validity relating to reading value or self-concept 

until one hundred percent agreement was reached. Items were placed into categories 

measuring self-concept and value of reading and the only items included in the final 

study were those that received one hundred percent teacher agreement.  When adapting 

the Motivation to Read Profile (Gambrell et al., 1996) for adolescent use to create the 

Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al., 2007), researchers field tested the 

profile using eleven researchers at eight sites to administer the reading survey and 

conversational interview.  To ensure reliability and validity, participants included teenage 

students from public, charter, alternative, and government-sponsored schools across the 

geographic areas of the United States including students from the West, Southwest, 

Northeast, Midatlantic, Southeast and the Caribbean. Researchers administered surveys to 

384 adolescents and then completed approximately 100 interviews with the teenage 

students. 

For the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari& 

Reichard, 2002) researchers completed a pilot study of using a sample of 443 students in 

grades six through twelve to test the reliability and validity of their final instrument. The 

researchers determined that the  ―psychometric data demonstrate that the instrument is a 

reliable and valid measure for assessing students‘ metacognitive awareness and perceived 

use of reading strategies while reading for academic purposes‖ (p. 264). The researchers 

also determined that ―the instrument is ready to be used as a tool for assessing students‘ 

metacognitive awareness of reading strategies while reading‖ (p. 265). 

Researchers Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) conducted a factor analysis to test the 

validity of their Motivations to Read Questionnaire. Their findings demonstrated that 



54 
 

 

 

there was construct validity evidence for each of the eleven factors for the 53-item 

revised MRQ in a study of 4th and 5th grade students. The majority of the reading 

motivation factors also correlated positively from low- to moderately high levels 

providing evidence of construct validity. In their field test, Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) 

also found that the factors ―Work Avoidance‖ and ―Competition in Reading‖ aspect 

correlated negatively with other factor scores (p. 427).   

The Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007) has also been field tested 

for validity.  In testing the validity researchers (Wigfield, et al., 2008) found in their 

factor analysis construct validity evidence to support one factor. The measure was 

positively correlated with achievement. The correlation was found with the Gates-

MacGinitie at the individual student level and also on a separate researcher designed 

assessment of text comprehension. In addition, Guthrie et al. (2007) found that teacher 

ratings of individual student reading engagement (on the REI) moderately correlated with 

the student self-reports of motivation in reading (on the MRQ). 
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Chapter 4: Results 

 

Overview 

Using the methodology of a formative experiment (Reinking & Bradley, 2008), 

this study investigated how the use of dedicated electronic reading devices could be 

implemented in an eighth grade language arts classroom to improve students‘ reading 

engagement. This study sought to answer the questions: 

 How can e-readers be used as a tool to improve adolescent students‘ reading 

engagement?  

 What benefits, struggles or pitfalls does a formative experiment identify that 

educators may experience in implementing classroom use of the devices?  

 In keeping with the structure of a formative design experiment, the results speak 

to the last four questions of the experimental design experiment framework 

introduced in chapter one.  The four questions remaining questions to be addressed in 

this section include: 

3. What factors enhance or inhibit the effectiveness, efficiency, and the appeal of 

the intervention in regard to achieving the set pedagogical goal? 

 

4.  How can the intervention and its implementation be modified to achieve more 

effectively the pedagogical goal? 

 

5.  What unanticipated positive and negative effects does this intervention 

produce? 

 

6. How has the instructional environment changed as a result of the intervention? 

(Reinking & Bradley, 2008 p. 74-77) 
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When conducting an experimental design study, researchers Reinking and 

Bradley (2008) suggest the use of six Phases.  The findings of this study will be reported 

in order of the final four Phases, which were outlined in chapter 3.  The first two Phases 

were already addressed in previous chapters. The data presented in this chapter will begin 

with the third Phase, which included collecting baseline quantitative data and conducting 

first interviews to determine where participants were in relation to the pedagogical goal 

before implementing the intervention. The fourth Phase was the implementation of the 

electronic reader intervention and gathering qualitative data to determine what factors 

―enhanced or inhibited its effectiveness, efficiency and appeal‖ in achieving the goal of 

improved reading engagement (Reinking & Bradley, 2008, p. 75).  The fifth Phase was to 

conduct post-assessments in order to collect quantitative data and conduct final 

interviews to compare to data collected in Phase 3, and the final Phase was to compile the 

findings.  

Phase 3: Baseline Data Collection  

 Before implementing the use of electronic readers in the classroom, I first 

collected both qualitative and quantitative data from each of the six students in the study 

to get a better understanding of their reading engagement and establish a baseline before 

the intervention. Qualitative data included participant interviews and illustrations, review 

of students‘ previous reading journals and observations.  For observation, I used the 

Silent Reading Behaviors Observation Checklist (Kelley, Nicki &Clausen-Grace, 2009, 

see appendix E). Quantitative data included in the initial round consisted of three students 

surveys and The Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey 

completed by the classroom intervention specialist.  The quantitative surveys the students 
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completed included the Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al, 2007, see 

appendix B), Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari& 

Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), and the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) 

(Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). For each participant, I will begin with a 

presentation of the baseline qualitative data and follow with the baseline quantitative 

findings. For the mean and standard of deviation of the group for each of the pre-

assessment measures please see tables 4.1 through 4.4.  

Claire 

Claire was the only girl selected for this study, as she was the only girl in the class 

who expressed a strong distaste for reading at the beginning of the school year. Claire 

was a targeted student in the intervention program for language arts. She was put in the 

program based on teacher recommendation and grades from the previous school year. 

She did not have NJ ASK scores, so her standardized test scores were not a factor in her 

placement in the program. Claire had been enrolled in the district for four years and did 

not participate in any organized in school or after school activities. 

 At the beginning of the study, Claire expressed little interest in classroom reading. 

She did not have a favorite author. During independent reading units, she often read a 

different book every day and did not read at home. When asked how she selected books 

for independent reading in class, she stated, ―I just randomly pick them up from the 

shelf.‖   She was focused on reading each day for the entire reading period. Occasionally, 

during observations, it was noted that she talked, but that was rare. For the most part, 

whenever time was given to read, Claire appeared to be reading. During whole class 
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reading units, she would read during class time but did not complete any reading 

assignments at home.  

Claire reported that at home she spent more than three hours each night on her 

phone. During those hours, she spent most of her time reading her friends‘ Facebook and 

Twitter posts, conducting Google searches, listening to music, playing games, and taking 

and posting pictures using the photography application Instagram. Claire also shared that 

she spent an additional hour on her family computer and said that she spent about a half 

hour each night reading to her seven-year-old sister and three-year-old niece that lived 

with her.  

When asked about what she could do to be a better reader, she suggested that she 

wanted ―to improve her stamina‖ and her vocabulary. Claire said that she could never sit 

in front of a book for more than fifteen minutes without being distracted. She shared that 

English was not her first language, and she spent the first few years of her life in in 

Brooklyn.  She felt those two factors caused her to have a weaker vocabulary than her 

classmates.   

Claire also said that when her teachers talk about books it gets her excited about 

reading. She also shared that she prefers reading books as a whole class rather than 

independently because she likes getting help from her classmates and having her teachers 

talk about what she‘s reading. 

Claire‘s initial score, on the Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), a 

teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention specialist, was a 17 out of 32. 

Claire also completed three quantitative surveys including the MRP, MARSI and the 

MRQ with similar results. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 
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(MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured Claire‘s motivations for 

reading, Claire scored a 55% for her self-concept as a reader, 62.5% for her value of 

reading and an overall combined score of 57.5%.  On the Metacognitive Awareness of 

Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI)(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), 

which measured Claire‘s perceived use of reading strategies, Claire‘s mean score for 

global reading strategies was 2.92. This put her in the medium range. She scored a 4 for 

problem solving strategies, which was considered high.  Finally, she scored a 2.11 for 

reading support strategies, which was considered low. Claire‘s overall score on the 

MARSI was a 2.6, which is considered a medium perceived mastery of reading strategies 

use. The final baseline quantitative measure was the Motivations for Reading 

Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a 4-

point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, 

curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, 

social and competition. According to Claire‘s results, she was least motivated to read by 

efficacy, where she scored a 1 and most motivated by challenge and curiosity, where she 

scored a 2.6. She also scored a 3.25 for work avoidance indicated that she avoids putting 

effort into reading.  

Nick  

Nick was not a student in the Response to Intervention program. He had been 

enrolled in the district since kindergarten. Despite an open animosity toward reading, 

Nick maintained high grades in his English classes. In the last three years, he never 

earned less than a B. Nick was very involved on an international sports team. He spent 
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hours each night practicing and sometimes missed school for weekly stretches to attend 

competitions. 

Nick was emphatic during baseline data collection that he did not like books. 

During the initial interview his stated, ―I don‘t hate reading. I hate reading books.‖ He 

also reported that he could not remember the last time he read a book for school, but he 

was sure it had been at least three years. He shared that he only skimmed assigned 

reading. When asked about his favorite author, he laughed and did not offer an answer. 

He stated in the initial interview ―To be honest, I hate reading because I find it very 

boring, and I never really like any books I read.‖ While he didn‘t have a favorite author, 

when I asked what book he disliked the least, he said, "Outsiders because it was realistic 

and a book that keeps you on your toes." 

During classroom observations, it was noted that most days Nick stopped reading 

at intervals of five minutes to ten minutes and looked around the room. If someone 

looked back at him, he would make faces at the person until the person laughed and then 

go back to looking at his book. On average, Nick displayed ten off task behaviors in a 

forty minute reading period.   

 Nick reported that he spends over three hours each night on his phone using the 

applications Facebook, Twitter and Instagram, texting, sending email, creating photos 

and videos, listening to music and searching Google. He also shared that his mother, 

father and college-aged sister were avid readers. He said that his older brother, also in 

college, liked reading more than he did. He said that his mother often tried to give him 

books and that his father cut out sports related articles from the newspaper for him to read 
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a few times a month. Nick shared that his parents think he has ADHD or Dyslexia 

because he dislikes reading so much.  

 When asked what any teachers have done in the past that he liked related to 

reading, he at first responded there was nothing. Then he paused and mentioned that he 

enjoyed listening to books read aloud or played from iTunes. When asked what he could 

do to improve his reading skills he stated, ―I find myself a good reader because I 

understand a lot and learn from books I read.‖ He then added that he wants to improve his 

vocabulary because he feels that there are a lot of words he doesn‘t know.  

Nick‘s baseline quantitative data indicated that he was a confident reader, but that 

he had little motivation to read. Nick‘s initial score, on the Reading Engagement Index 

(Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention 

specialist, was a 22 out of 32. Nick completed three quantitative surveys including the 

MRP, MARSI and the MRQ. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 

(MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his motivations for reading, 

Nick scored a 95% for his self-concept as a reader, 47.5% for his value of reading and an 

overall combined score of 71.25%. This indicates that before the study, Nick perceived 

himself as a solid reader, but he wasn‘t interested in reading. On the Metacognitive 

Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI)(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see 

Appendix D), which measured Nick‘s perceived use of reading strategies, his mean score 

for global reading strategies was 2.7, which is considered medium. His score was a 4.3 

for problem solving strategies, which is high. Finally, he scored a low 1.7 for his 

perceived use of reading support strategies. His over and over all score of 2.77, which 

falls into the medium category.   
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The final baseline quantitative measure was the Motivations for Reading 

Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a 

four-point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, 

curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, 

social and competition. Nick was least motivated by challenge, curiosity, enjoyment, 

importance, grades, recognition, social and competition. He scored a one for each of 

those factors. He was most motivated by efficacy and avoiding work, where he scored a 

2.5.  

Max  

Max was not enrolled in the Response to Intervention program at the beginning of 

this year, but was moved into the program early in the first marking period, based on 

failing grades in multiple classes, the recommendations of his eighth grade content area 

teachers and his below proficient scores on reading and language arts section of the 2011 

NJ ASK.  

Max was adamant in his initial interview that he did not enjoy reading. He did not 

have a favorite author. In observations during independent reading time, Max always 

asked to leave the room multiple times. Most days, he left whatever book he was reading 

on his desk at the end of class. He did not read at home. He also took no initiative in 

choosing a book to read during independent reading time.  

When asked what his teachers have done in that past in reading class that he 

enjoyed, he responded, ―Let me watch a movie.‖ When asked who gets him excited about 

reading, he replied, ―No One. I don‘t read at all.‖ Then he mentioned that he had read and 

enjoyed the graphic novel Diary of a Wimpy Kid last year. He added that he doesn't 
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consider it ―a legit book‖ because it has pictures. However he enjoyed the book thought it 

was funny. 

When asked what he could do to improve his reading skills, he said that he needs 

to focus and suggested that he thinks he was ADHD. He also expressed that he wanted to 

improve his vocabulary because there are so many words in language arts class.  

Outside of school, Max was involved in local recreational sports programs. 

According to himself, his parents and his peers, he was a talented athlete. He often asked 

to do stunts and acrobatic moves in the classroom.  Max felt that no one his family was 

interested in books or reading. He said that he liked to talk about ―bikes and movies, not 

books‖ with his bothers.  

When asked about using technology outside of school, Max said, ―I am on my 

computer all day at home. I am either sleeping, eating or on the computer if I am not 

outside.‖  He spent most of his time on the computer reading Facebook posts and video 

chatting online using a program called OoVoo. He also listened to music and watched 

videos on his iPod. Max did not have a cell phone. Max estimated that between computer 

and iPod, he spent more than three hours a day absorbed in activities. 

Max was the youngest boy in his family. He had three older brothers and a 

younger sister. While Max was failing all of his classes, his siblings were all honor roll 

students. 

Max‘s baseline quantitative data indicated that he was not a confident reader and 

that he had little motivation to read. His initial score, on the Reading Engagement Index 

(Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention 

specialist, was a 17 out of 32. Max also completed three quantitative surveys including 
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the MRP, MARSI and the MRQ. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 

(MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his motivations for reading, 

Max scored a 37.9% for his self-concept as a reader, 30% for his value of reading and an 

overall combined score of 35%. This indicates that before the study, Max perceived 

himself as a poor reader, and he did not attribute any value to reading. On the 

Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI)(Mokhtari& 

Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured his perceived use of reading 

strategies, his mean score for global reading strategies, problem solving strategies and 

perceived use of reading support strategies were each a 1 making his overall perceived 

use of reading strategies a 1. The final baseline quantitative measure was the Motivations 

for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The 

MRQ uses a four-point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for 

efficacy, challenge, curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, 

work avoidance, social and competition. Max‘s responses indicated he was least 

motivated by enjoyment, social reasons and reading for competition. He scored a one for 

each of those factors. He was most motivated by avoiding work where a scored a 3.25 

followed by curiosity where he scored a 2.3.   

Andrew 

 Andrew was also enrolled in the Response to Intervention program based on a 

request from his mother, his previous grades and his NJ ASK scores. Andrew was 

selected to participate in the study because of his negative attitude and resistance to 

reading. In the previous school year, Andrew reported only reading four books.  
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 Andrew mentioned that his family is very concerned about his lack of interest in 

reading. He said both his mother and his cousin frequently try to take him to bookstores 

and the library to get him interested in books, but that it doesn‘t work. When asked who 

gets you excited about reading, he said that, ―Sometimes teachers book talk books. I get 

excited, but then I realize this is crap when I start to read it.‖ When asked what teachers 

have done in the past to get him excited about reading, Andrew couldn‘t think of 

anything. When asked what he could do to improve his reading skills, Andrew suggested 

improving his vocabulary.  

During initial observations of Andrew during independent reading time, he 

exhibited an average of six off task behaviors a period.  Some of his off task behaviors 

included looking around the room for extended periods of time or tapping his fingers. He 

usually stayed in his seat for the duration of the period. I also noted in observations, that 

Andrew took a long time to get started during independent reading periods. He would flip 

through his things, talk to his classmates or try to engage the intervention specialist in 

random conversations to stall opening up his book and reading. More often than not, 

during whole class reading units, Andrew came unprepared to class. He would forget to 

complete the reading assignments at home, or complete the reading and forget to bring in 

notes for discussion. He also had a difficult time getting started in discussing his reading 

with classmates. He would often start unrelated conversations rather than focus on 

discussing the text.  

Outside of school, Andrew is very involved in multiple local sports programs. He 

attends practices and competitions year round for soccer and in the early spring and early 

summer for baseball. He is not involved in any school related activities.  
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 Andrew reported spending about two hours a day on the computer. He spent most 

of that time using reading and responding to friends on Facebook, watching YouTube 

videos and video chatting with friends. He said the only reading he likes to do on the 

computer is reading Facebook posts and comments that other users post on Facebook. 

Andrew also reported that he spent about 10 minutes a day on his phone texting. 

Andrew‘s baseline quantitative data indicated that he was not a confident reader 

and that he had little motivation to read. His initial score, on the Reading Engagement 

Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention 

specialist, was a 17 out of 32. Andrew also completed three quantitative surveys 

including the MRP, MARSI and the MRQ. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read 

Profile (MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his motivations for 

reading, Andrew scored a 45% for his self-concept as a reader, 42.5% for his value of 

reading and an overall combined score of 43.75%. This indicates that before the study, 

Andrew perceived himself as a poor reader, and saw little value in reading. On the 

Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI)(Mokhtari& 

Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured his perceived use of reading 

strategies, his mean score for global reading strategies, problem solving strategies and 

perceived use of reading support strategies were each low. His mean score for global 

reading strategies was 1.7. He scored a 2 for problem solving strategies and a 1 for 

reading support strategies. His overall score was 1.57. The final baseline quantitative 

measure was the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 

1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a four-point scale to measure how to students are 

motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, 
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grades, recognition, work avoidance, social and competition. Andrew‘s responses 

indicated he was least motivated by enjoyment and social reasons where he rated a 1.6 

and 1 respectively. He was most motivated by grades at 3.2 and compliance at 3.75 each. 

He was also motivated to avoid work with regard to reading and scored a 3.25 in that 

category.   

Ryan  

 Ryan expressed an aversion to reading at the beginning of the school year. He was 

not enrolled in the Response to Intervention program, and maintained a high honor roll 

average each marking period.  He had been a student in the district since kindergarten. 

Ryan was selected for the study based on his previous year‘s reading journal and teacher 

conferences during the first two marking periods where he indicated a strong dislike for 

reading.   

 When asked about favorite books in the baseline interview, Ryan mentioned two 

books that he had read in recent weeks. One was Sleeping Freshmen Never Lie by David 

Lubar and the other was A Child Called It by David Pelzer. He enjoyed A Child Called It, 

a child abuse memoir, because it was ―a bad kind of intriguing‖ and he enjoyed Sleeping 

Freshmen Never Lie because it was funny and reading the book was ―like watching a TV 

show.‖   

 During independent reading time in class, Ryan was engaged almost the entire 

time. He read at home and brought his books back and forth to school. Ryan also 

regularly completed his reading assignments during whole class reading units.  

 Ryan felt that to improve as a reader, he needed to read much faster. ―I am really 

slow, because I try to understand everything.‖ When asked about what teachers can do to 
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get him more excited about reading he said they could recommend good books for him to 

read in school. He also added, ―At home, I‘d rather go play soccer than read a book.‖   

   When asked about spending time on the computer or on his phone, Ryan said he 

spent about a half an hour a day on his own computer. Aside from typing up homework 

assignments, he liked to look at cleats and shoes online. In addition, he spent just under 

three hours a day texting, listening to music or talking on his phone.  His parents also had 

a tablet computer that he spent about half an hour on doing Google searches and reading 

Facebook posts.  

Ryan was very involved in school activities and recreational sports. He had one 

older brother, a high school honor student. Everyone in his family read books and 

magazines at home. 

Despite Ryan‘s initial indications before the study began that he was not an 

engaged reader, the baseline quantitative data indicated that he was a very confident 

reader and that he was motivated to read. His initial score, on the Reading Engagement 

Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention 

specialist, was a 28 out of 32. Ryan also completed three quantitative surveys including 

the MRP, MARSI and the MRQ. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 

(MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his motivations for reading, 

Max scored a 77.5% for his self-concept as a reader, 70% for his value of reading and an 

overall combined score of 73.75%. This indicates that before the study, Nick perceived 

himself as an average reader, and he did not attribute average value to reading. On the 

Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI)(Mokhtari& 

Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured his perceived use of reading 
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strategies, his mean score for global reading strategies, problem solving strategies and 

perceived use of reading support strategies were all high. His mean score for global 

reading strategies was 3.9, he scored a 5 for problem solving strategies, and he scored a 

4.78 for reading support strategies.  His overall score of on the MARSI was a 4.46. The 

final baseline quantitative measure was the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire 

(MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a four-point scale to 

measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, curiosity, 

enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, social and 

competition. Max‘s responses indicated he was least motivated by enjoyment, social 

reasons and reading for competition. He scored a one for each of those factors. He was 

most motivated by avoiding work where a scored a 3.25 followed by curiosity where he 

scored a 2.3.   

Jack  

Jack was enrolled in the Response to Intervention Program based on his grades 

the previous year, his 7
th

 grade English teacher‘s recommendation and his NJ ASK 

Scores. Jack was selected to participate in the study because of his negative attitude 

toward reading.  

During the primary interview, Jack stated that no one gets him excited about 

reading and that none of his teachers have ever done anything with reading that he really 

enjoyed. Despite that he said no one gets him excited about books, and that his teachers 

haven‘t done anything in reading class he enjoyed, Jack was able to name a book he 

enjoyed. In the weeks before the study began, Jack read the books A Child Called It, a 

child abuse memoir by David Pelzer. I had recommended the book to Jack, and he 
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enjoyed it because, ―It was based on a true story, and I felt for the character.‖ He 

mentioned that he was interested in reading the sequel The Lost Boy.  

During initial observations, Jack exhibited an average of seven off task behaviors 

a reading period. This included getting out of his seat. The intervention specialist 

prompted Jack a couple of times each day of observation. ―Jack. Please ask yourself, 

‗Why am I standing here?‘‘ After the redirection, Jack would return to his seat to read. 

During whole class reading novel units, Jack regularly completed his assignments. Jack 

was enrolled in an independent study period where he had forty minutes a day to work on 

his homework assignments or get extra help from his classroom teachers. He usually used 

this time to read so that he didn‘t have to do it at home.  When asked what he needed to 

do in order to improve his reading skills, Jack suggested that he should get interested in 

more books and find a genre that he liked.  

Jack reported spending about two hours a day on his home computer. He spent 

most of that time reading and commenting on Facebook. Jack was the oldest in a family 

with five children and very active in a sports program outside of school. He said that he 

did not talk about reading with his family members.  

Jack‘s baseline quantitative data indicated that he was not a confident reader and 

that he had very little motivation to read. His initial score, on the Reading Engagement 

Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention 

specialist, was an 18 out of 32. Jack also completed three quantitative surveys including 

the MRP, MARSI and the MRQ. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 

(MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his motivations for reading, 

Jack scored a 62.5% for his self-concept as a reader, 32.5% for his value of reading and 
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an overall combined score of 47.5%. This indicates that before the study, Jack perceived 

himself as a poor reader, and saw very little value in reading. On the Metacognitive 

Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI)(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see 

Appendix D), which measured his perceived use of reading strategies, his mean score for 

global reading strategies, problem solving strategies and perceived use of reading support 

strategies were each low. Jack‘s mean score for global reading strategies was a 1.92. He 

scored a 2.5 for problem solving strategies and 1.4 for reading support strategies. His 

overall score on the MARSI was 1.91which indicated that Jack did not perceive himself 

as a skilled and strategic reader. The final baseline quantitative measure used was the 

Motivations for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix 

J). The MRQ uses a four-point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for 

efficacy, challenge, curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, 

work avoidance, social and competition. Jack‘s responses indicated he was least 

motivated by social reasons where he rated himself a 1. He did not rate himself above a 2 

in any category, except work avoidance where he scored a 2.75. 

Group Scores on the Pre-Assessment Measures 

In order to gain an understanding of each student‘s reading engagement, I used 

multiple quantitative measurements.  I looked at the students‘ scores individually, which 

was discussed above. To help quantify the success of the intervention, I also looked at the 

student scores on each measurement as a whole both before and after the intervention.  

On the teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention specialist called 

the Reading Engagement Index, see Table 4.1 (Guthrie et al., 2007), the average student 

score was an 18.4 with a standard deviation of 1.85. The highest possible score was a 32 
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meaning that overall there was a lot a room to grow.  On the index, students‘ average 

scores were the highest, 3.0 for enjoys discussing reading with peers and the lowest for 

reads independently and has favorite authors, where the average score was a 1.2. 

 

Table 4.1  

Overall Mean of Participant Scores on the Reading Engagement Index 

Indicator  Mean  Standard of Deviation 

Reads Independently 1.20 0.40 

Reads Favorite Topics and Authors 1.20 0.40 

Easily Distracted in Self-selected 

reading 2.20 0.40 

Works Hard in Reading 2.80 0.75 

A Confident Reader 2.80 0.40 

Uses Comprehension Strategies Well 2.60 0.49 

Thinks Deeply about the Content of 

Texts 2.60 0.49 

Enjoys Discussing Books with Peers 3.00 0.00 

Total 18.40 1.85 

 

On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (MRP) (Pitcher et al, 2007, 

see appendix B), which measured motivations for self-concept as a reader, the average 

student score was a 59.08 with a standard deviation of a 19.83. The average student score 

for value of reading was 43, with a standard deviation of 11.66. Finally, the average 

overall percentage was a 51 with a standard deviation of 12.43. An average score of a 

51% on the pre-assessment measure shows that in general the participants had a low self-

concept and valued reading even less. See Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2  

Overall Mean of Participant Scores on the Motivations to Read Profile 

Attribute Mean Standard of Deviation 

Self-Concept Raw 23.6 7.81 

Self-Concept 

Percentage 59.08 19.83 

Value Raw 17.2 4.66 

Value Percentage 43 11.66 

Overall Raw 40.8 9.95 

Overall Percentage 51 12.43 

 

The Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI) is tool 

used to measure the students‘ perceived use of reading strategies (Mokhtari& Reichard, 

2002, see Appendix D). The measurement divides reading strategies into three categories 

including global strategies, problem solving strategies and support strategies. On this pre-

assessment the global reading mean was a 2.05 with a standard deviation of .7. The mean 

score for perceived use of problem solving strategies was a 2.76 with a standard deviation 

of 1.24. The mean score for perceived use of support strategies was a 1.44 with a 

standard deviation of .43.  Finally, the overall mean of the participants‘ perceived use of 

reading strategies was a 1.98, with a standard deviation of .66. These averages indicated 

that, as a group, in each category, the students did not perceive themselves as a skilled 

and strategic reader. See Table 4.3.  
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Table 4.3  

Overall Mean of Participant Scores on the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading 

Strategies Inventory 

Reading Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 

Global 2.048 0.70 

Problem Solving  2.76 1.24 

Support  1.442 0.43 

Overall  1.98 0.66 

 

The final baseline quantitative measure used was the Motivations for Reading 

Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a 

four-point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, 

curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, 

social and competition. The mean of the students‘ scores for all of the categories was a 

1.92 with a standard deviation of .40. The mean scores for the participants indicated that 

as a group the participants were least motivated by social reasons with a score of 1.17 and 

standard deviation of 0.34. As a group, they also scored low in reading for enjoyment 

with a score of 1.61 with a standard deviation of 0.49. As a group, the students scored 

high on work avoidance with a mean score of 3 with a standard deviation of .32. See 

Table 4.4.  
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Table 4.4  

Overall Participant Scores on the Motivation to Read Questionnaire   

Measure of Engagement Mean Standard of Deviation 

Efficacy 1.75 0.57 

Challenge 1.76 0.51 

Curiosity 1.95 0.54 

Enjoyment 1.61 0.49 

Importance 1.90 0.92 

Compliance 2.16 0.65 

Grades 2.10 0.90 

Recognition 2.00 0.68 

Work Avoidance 3.00 0.32 

Social 1.17 0.34 

Competition 1.70 0.58 

Overall  1.92 0.40 

 

Phase 4: Intervention Implementation Data 

In phase 4 of this experimental design study, I implemented the electronic reader 

intervention and gathered qualitative data to a) determine the factors that might have 

―enhanced or inhibited its effectiveness, efficiency and appeal‖ in achieving the goal of 

improved reading engagement, b) identify modifications to the intervention, c) determine 

changes to the learning environment, and d) identify any unanticipated changes (Reinking 

& Bradley, 2008, p. 75).  Qualitative data collected during this phase included interviews 

with the classroom intervention specialist, participant interviews and illustrations, 

photographs, review of students‘ reading journals and observation of participants.  For 

observation, I used the Silent Reading Behaviors Observation Checklist (Kelley, Nicki 

&Clausen-Grace, 2009, see appendix E). I will first discuss each participant‘s progress 

toward the pedagogical goal and then discuss my findings in regards to the 

implementation of the intervention. 

Progress Toward Pedagogical Goal During Intervention 
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Claire  

At the beginning of the study, Claire expressed a strong interest in using the 

Kindle. In observations of Claire at the beginning of the study, she expressed enthusiasm 

about reading for independent reading on a device. The first book that she wanted to read 

was A Child Called It by David Pelzer. Other classmates had read it, and she had been 

waiting for a paperback copy to become available. She was happy that with the Kindle 

she didn‘t have to wait for the book. She read the book, which is a memoir about an 

abused child, within a week, and then over the next two weeks read the sequel The Lost 

Boy and A Brother’s Journey written by the Dave Pelzer‘s brother who also survived 

child abuse.  During the first three-week independent reading unit, Claire brought her 

Kindle to class every day and consistently read the same book rather than changing books 

every day or randomly selecting books from the shelf as she had before the intervention. 

Both the intervention specialist and I noticed the marked improvement in Claire‘s 

consistency, which took place early in the intervention. 

During the second interview which took place about two-months into the study, it 

seemed the novelty of the Kindle was wearing off for Claire. She asked why we‘re using 

―regular‖ Kindles and not Nook Colors or Kindle Fires. I explained that when I 

purchased the Kindles for this school year, those two products were not available.  She 

stated, ―If I had to choose between a Nook Color and the regular Kindle, I'd choose the 

Nook because you can play games. I like it better because it's color and touch screen.‖ 

Then she added,‖ On my side, to be honest, I would have played games on it instead of 

reading.‖   
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I conferenced with Claire early in the study about how to change the font size and 

orientation of the Kindle devices, but she was not interested. She said she liked to use it 

how it comes. Meaning whatever setting the previous student chose who was using the 

Kindle, those were the settings Claire used.  

After the novelty of using the Kindle wore off, Claire‘s enthusiasm for reading 

seemed to remain.  For the rest of the school year, during independent reading units, 

Claire came to class prepared with her book and read at home for at least fifteen minutes 

a night. 

During the study Claire also used the Kindle to complete two whole-class reading 

assignments. She read Shakespeare Stealer and Night on the Kindle. When we 

conferenced during the units, she expressed a dislike for Shakespeare Stealer because she 

could not relate to it and the vocabulary from the historical fiction novel was losing her. 

She reported that using the dictionary feature and the text-to-speech to help with the 

pronunciation was helpful. She enjoyed reading Night, a memoir, because she thought it 

was an important story and she wanted to find out what was going to happen to the 

author. Claire read assigned whole-class novels in traditional print as well. She read A 

Christmas Carol and The Pearl as printed texts.   

Nick 

 Nick began the study enthusiastic and hesitant to use the Kindle. He indicated 

multiple times that he was nervous about breaking or losing the device, since he lost 

multiple paperback books before the study and had broken the screens on multiple cell 

phone devices.   
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In the second interview Nick shared how he felt about using the Kindle in general 

and what the positives and negatives were. When I asked Nick how he felt about reading 

using the Kindle he said, ―Alright. Probably better than a book, but that doesn't mean 

much. It is more technical. Reading a book sucks.‖ In a reading journal entry written 

around the same time, Nick wrote, ―I've read two books on the Kindle, and I do like it 

better than the book.‖ When I asked about what he felt some of the negatives were with 

using a Kindle, he replied, ―It's yours, and if I lose it, I'd feel bad.‖  He also added that 

there were no page numbers, so he didn‘t know how far he was from finishing the book. 

When we discussed some of the features such as changing the orientation or font size he 

said that, ―Unless I am bored, I leave it alone.‖  He also added that he liked using the 

built in electronic dictionary for vocabulary work in the classroom, and that he sometimes 

used the text-to-speech feature for pronouncing words or so he could walk around 

without losing his place, but he did not like that the electronic voice did not pay attention 

to punctuation and sounded like a machine. Nick would recommend using the Kindle but 

only to responsible students. During the study, Nick lost a Kindle two times, and they 

were found. In addition, three of the Kindles he was using broke while he had them and 

had to be returned to Amazon.  

Observations of Nick indicated that he was more focused when using the 

electronic device. Some of the observations recorded about Nick‘s behavior when reading 

on the Kindle included ―deeply engaged today. Other students are working on a loud 

project around the room, and he's engrossed.‖ Another comment was, ―very engaged in 

reading today. Nick was excited about reading The 4th Stall. He started reading without 

needing individual direction.‖  Finally, ―Nick had no off task behaviors today!‖  In 
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contrast, some of the comments recorded on three different days when Nick was reading 

a traditional text included,  ―Noticed five off task behaviors including staring off into 

space and talking,‖ ―still reading the Heaven is for Real book after a month, and  ―looked 

around multiple times for someone to engage with.‖ My observations seemed in line with 

the intervention specialist's conclusions as well. She felt Nick was less distracted on a 

Kindle than when reading a book.  She pointed out that daily during reading time, he 

would put on the text-to-speech feature and walk around the back of the room while 

listening to the book for a few minutes. She also added that Nick is less distracted on a 

Kindle than on a computer or Tablet. When the features are available, he will play games, 

shop and listen to music instead of reading.  

During the study, Nick read Night, A Child Called It, Lost Boy, A Brother's 

Journey, and The Fourth Stall on a Kindle. He read Shakespeare Stealer, Diary of Wimpy 

Kid, Heaven is for Real, The Pearl and A Christmas Carol in traditional print. There 

didn‘t seem to be a relationship between the books he enjoyed the most and whether or 

not he read them in electronic form. "My favorite book this year is Heaven for Real 

because it is about my religion."  In reflections he also said, "I liked the Lost Boy because 

it had a lot of description about things that happened in Dave's childhood." Genre rather 

than medium was important. Nick said repeatedly in reading reflections and interviews 

that his favorite genre was historical fiction, yet out of the seven books he chose for 

himself during his eighth grade school year, five of them were memoirs.  

Max 

Max was hesitant to use the Kindle at the beginning of the study. Unlike other 

students in the class, he was not excited about reading on the device. He agreed to 
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participate in the study, but was not enthusiastic.  In his first interview, after starting a 

book on the device, he stated, ―I don't like it. It sucks.‖ When I asked what he disliked he 

added, ―It's not like a book. It doesn't have page numbers. It feels awkward.‖  He did 

enjoy using the dictionary to look up words for vocabulary assignments. When asked 

whether he would recommend using the Kindle to other students, he said yes citing that it 

can hold more than one book, it‘s great for word study, and they can use the text-to-

speech feature. 

 In a conference early in the study, when I conferenced with Max about the text 

features on the Kindle, he stated that he liked the portrait orientation and that he wanted 

to make the font as small as possible, so it's like a book. I showed him other ways that 

readers orient the text for example using a larger font or holding the Kindle in landscape 

rather than portrait. He started using a large size font and propping the Kindle up on his 

desk, sitting in one of the teacher‘s chairs and leaning back while reading, or putting the 

Kindle in his lap and reading with his head down. Manipulating the text seemed to 

increase his interest in using the device in class. However, he was very concerned about 

losing or breaking the Kindle, and would hide it in the back of the classroom rather than 

take it home. Every time Max was reading a book on the Kindle, I had to obtain a 

traditional print copy for him to take home. Despite his careful handling of the device, 

Max broke two Kindles during the study by dropping them.  

The intervention specialist commented that Max always made the font larger and 

seemed to enjoy that the Kindle was less cumbersome. When using a Kindle, she noted 

that, ―He spends far less time meandering around the room.‖ With the Kindle, when he 

walked around the room, he was still listening to a book. The intervention specialist 
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commented that Max spent a lot of class time adjusting the font. She was also concerned 

that he seemed very upset both times he broke a Kindle.  Another concern from the 

intervention specialist was that not having a page numbers was an issue when reading 

whole class novels. For examples, when Max read Shakespeare Stealer, he didn't know 

where to stop each night because that book used percentages rather than page numbers.  

During the student Max read A Child Called It, Found and Shakespeare Stealer 

on the Kindle. He read Diary of Wimpy Kid: The Last Straw, Crash, The Pearl, Night and 

A Christmas Carol in traditional print form. Max's favorite book was the graphic novel 

Diary of a Wimpy Kid: The Last Straw. Although he stated the didn‘t think it was a real 

book ―cause it had pictures and stuff.‖ 

Andrew  

At the beginning of the study, Andrew was eager to participate. More than any of 

the students in the class, Andrew wanted to enjoy reading more and to read more. In first 

interview after using a Kindle, he stated, ―It's not as annoying as a book.‖ Andrew liked 

that he could control how the text looked on the screen. He showed me how he liked to 

enlarge the font and stated, ―It's easier to read. You can make it how you want it. You can 

customize it.‖ Andrew also liked clicking a button rather than flipping the pages of a 

traditional text. He did not like that the books he was reading had percentages rather than 

page numbers.  

His positive remarks about using the Kindle were similar to what the intervention 

specialist noted about him in her interview. She felt that Andrew didn‘t protest or try to 

get out of reading in the classroom when he was reading on the Kindle.  She also felt he 

was less distracted when he read on the Kindle and didn‘t ask to leave the room as 
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frequently. The intervention specialist‘s comments were similar to the notes I made 

during classroom observations. There was a clear contrast in focus between when 

Andrew read on the Kindle and when he read a traditional text. For example, some of my 

field observations about Andrew throughout the study when he was reading a traditional 

text included 1) Andrew complained repeatedly, 2) he got out of his seat and talked to 

others multiple times, 3) very off task. Does not seem to enjoy the book he is reading at 

all, 4) Andrew was calling out and jumping into conversations, all over the room but 

eventually got involved in his book. In contrast, my observations throughout the study 

about Andrew reading on his Kindle included 1) Shockingly on-task, 2) into book today 

and 3) excited about reading today. 

During his interviews, Andrew expressed a strong preference for reading whole 

class novels rather than choosing books for himself.  He stated, "I like whole class novels 

because if one of us gets lost in it, you can ask someone else for help. If you were reading 

an independent reading book, and you're confused you couldn't ask anyone for help. 

Another reason why I think reading whole class novels are better is because you can read 

out loud. When you read out load independently with a separate book, there would be a 

bunch of random words." He also shared in another interview that, "I like reading whole 

class novels better because it is better for me when we discuss the book because I would 

have a better understanding of the book.‖ It was slightly surprising that Andrew 

expressed such a preference for whole class reading because he did not rate the whole 

class novels highly. His favorite books during the year were the ones he selected for 

himself.  Early in the study, he stated, I am reading A Child Called; it's the best book I've 
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ever read.  As a book that he enjoyed the least, he cited A Christmas Carol, which was a 

whole class novel.  

Jack 

In the beginning of the study, Jack was interested in reading on a Kindle because 

it was not reading a book. Reading a book was his least favorite school activity, so he felt 

reading on a Kindle device could only be better. In his first interview after the 

intervention began, Jack shared that three weeks into the study, he‘d already finished two 

books on his Kindle. When I pointed that out to him that he seemed to be reading more 

than he had earlier in the year and asked him if he had any insight, he stated, ―It's easier 

to use than a book. I hate the rough feeling of a book. It's better than a book. It's smaller.‖  

He also added that he enjoyed reading the Kindle application on the desktop computer 

when he left his Kindle at home. He liked that he didn‘t have to start a new book, and he 

enjoyed sitting in the ―comfortable‖, teacher computer chair and looking at the large 

monitor. I asked if there was anything he did not like about the device and he responded 

that the Kindle ―can get confusing. Like when you press a button and don't know where 

it's gonna go and you have to find your way back to the book.‖   

In a conference early in the study, Jack and I discussed how he orients the text 

when he reads. He shared that he did not attempt to manipulate the text, ―I read whatever 

way I get it. Usually it‘s portrait.‖  

The intervention specialist felt that using the Kindle helped improve Jack‘s 

reading engagement in class. One of the most positive aspects of using the Kindle for 

Jack was that he had instant access to books. Right before the study began, Jack read A 

Child Called It. He immediately wanted to download and read the sequel, The Lost Boy 
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and then asked for another similar story. He also found the child abuse memoir Why Me? 

on Amazon and downloaded it. He read the book in two nights. The intervention 

specialist observed that during the intervention, Jack‘s rate improved and he spent less 

time actively avoiding reading in class. 

Observations of Jack revealed that his engagement for reading was situational 

based on genre. For example, when reading memoirs, regardless of the medium, he was 

on task during independent reading time and did not resist sitting down and reading. 

During the study he chose to read Why Me?, The Lost Boy, and he was assigned to read 

Night as a whole class novel. He focused on the memoirs in class and read them at home. 

However, when reading the historical fiction book Shakespeare Stealer in traditional 

form and Ms. Peregrine’s School for Peculiar Children on the Kindle, Jack had a 

difficult time getting started, was distracted in class and did not read at home.  

In a reading conference Jack and I discussed whole class versus independent 

reading. Jack indicated that he strongly preferred read books as a whole class novel rather 

than independently.  "I like whole class novels more than independent novels because it 

is easier to read. It also helps because if you were stuck on one page then you can ask a 

person and catch up." This was interesting since his favorite book for the year was A 

Child Called It, a self-selected novel, and his least favorite was Shakespeare Stealer, 

which was a whole class novel.  

Effectiveness, Efficiency and Appeal of the Intervention 

During Phase 4, as I assessed and collected qualitative data on how the students 

were progressing toward the goal of becoming more engaged readers, I also collected and 

analyzed qualitative data in order to answer the remaining essential questions of a 
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formative design experiment (Reinking & Bradley, 2008). The remaining questions 

address the implementation of the experiment and include: 

4. What factors enhance or inhibit the effectiveness, efficiency, and the appeal of 

the intervention in regard to achieving the set pedagogical goal? 

5. How can the intervention and its implementation be modified to achieve more 

effectively the pedagogical goal?  

6. What unanticipated positive and negative effects does this intervention 

produce? (p. 75) 

 In analyzing the qualitative data during the study, I found multiple factors that 

enhanced and inhibited the effectiveness, efficiency, and the appeal of the intervention. I 

will begin with the factors that enhanced the effectiveness of the study. Using the devices 

allowed faster access to books that the students wanted to read. Each time there was a 

book talk in class, at least one of the participants asked to read the book and was able to 

start reading the book immediately. For example, during the course of the study, Ms. 

Peregrine’s School for Peculiar Children, The Fourth Stall, Girls Drums and Dangerous 

Pie, The Hunger Games trilogy and Found were all requested and started before the end 

of the school day. We also had the local public librarian and school media specialist come 

into the classroom and recommend books, and each time participants in the study as well 

as other students in the class requested a Kindle so they could start reading a book the 

same day.  Also, when I purchased a book on Amazon, their policy allowed me to 

download a copy of the book onto five other devices. So purchasing one book for around 

six dollars meant that at six students could be reading a new title at the same time.  
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Another benefit of the intervention towards reading engagement was that when 

students left their Kindle at home, they could use a free software program called Kindle 

Cloud. I would log into my Amazon account, and I could download any of the books I 

had purchased and students could read it on the computer monitor. This was beneficial 

for students who has organizational issues and left their e-readers at home. This was 

helpful to students and helped reduce the frustrations and complications of not being 

prepared for class. Another factor that enhanced the appeal of the intervention was that 

students could use the devices for word study assignments. During independent reading 

units, students began class by completing assignments based on the school curriculum‘s 

eighth grade vocabulary words. Students were often unfamiliar with the words and had to 

look them up in the dictionary.  All of the students in the study much preferred the built-

in Kindle dictionary to using traditional dictionary for word study. In addition, students 

were much more likely to look up a word they didn‘t know while using the Kindle 

because all they had to do was click a button rather than get out of their seat, find a 

dictionary and manually look up the word. Faster access to books and more focus on 

vocabulary helped to improve students‘ motivation and efficacy as readers.  

 An additional appeal of the intervention was that using Kindles allowed students 

options in the physical activity of reading. Because students could change the font and 

orientation of the text, they had more choices for how to hold and read a book than they 

would with a traditional print text. The intervention specialist and I both observed that the 

four boys who participated in this study, sat still for longer when they were reading on 

the devices. It seemed with all of the options, they were better able to find a comfortable 

position in the classroom when using the devices. Some students also requested 
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occasionally to read their Kindle book on a classroom desktop.  In figure 4.1, the student 

has placed the keyboard upside down, oriented a portrait page and is listening to the text-

to-speech feature.  In Figure 4.2, another student has propped up a Kindle on a crate and 

is resting his head on his hand while reading. Figure 4.3 shows a student reading with a 

Kindle propped between his stomach and desk with the device in portrait mode. 

Similarly, Figure 4.4 shows a student propping the book between his chest and the desk, 

but in landscape mode, and finally, Figure 4.5 shows a student reading with his head in 

his hands while resting the book on his desk in portrait mode. Figure 4.6 shows a student 

reading on classroom desktop.  
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Figure 4.1 Using Portrait Orientation, with an upside down keyboard and 

headphones for the text-to-speech feature 

 

 
Figure 4.2 Propping the Kindle and Using a Large Font 
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Figure 4.3 Reading with a Kindle propped between stomach and desk with 

 the device in portrait mode 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4 Reading with a Kindle propped between chest and desk with the device 

 in portrait mode 
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Figure 4.5 Reading with head propped in hands, listening to text-to-speech 

 in portrait mode.  

 

 

 
Figure 4.6 Reading on classroom desktop 
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Impediments to the Intervention 

In analyzing the qualitative data collected during and after the study, I identified 

multiple factors that impeded the efficiency of the study.  Most of the issues had to do 

with managing the use of the devices.  First and foremost was the problem of students 

losing or breaking the devices. The Kindles were relatively expensive compared to a 

paperback book. During the study, I had to mail back 17 devices to Amazon, and a 

student lost a Kindle that was never recovered. It was time consuming to have to have 

online chat or call the company to exchange them. Depending on the representative the 

returns took between fifteen and forty-five minutes. The constant outgoing and incoming 

of the new and damaged Kindles also made it confusing to keep track of which students 

were using devices at any given time.   

Another concern was that it was difficult to keep track of which books were 

downloaded on the devices. Keeping track of multiple accounts was confusing.  Amazon 

allowed 6 devices per email address, so it was necessary to have two Amazon accounts. 

One account had six of the devices and the other with four. Sending back a device or 

multiple devices in a week made it difficult to sort out which devices were assigned 

which account. 

Another device management concern was the company required that a credit card 

be linked to each account. The devices came in with the default setting of what is called a 

―one-click Amazon.‖ This meant that whenever students selected the Amazon store and 

searched for books, all they had to do was click the purchase button and the book was 

purchased and downloaded onto the device. Only one student purchased an unauthorized 

item during the study.  
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Another impediment that came up during the intervention had to do with 

accessing the internet. The students did not have access to the school‘s Wi-Fi network on 

the devices, so they could not access the internet to look up background information. 

Also, even if I logged on to each device using the school‘s teacher password, browsing 

websites was very cumbersome on the devices because the screen had to be navigated 

with buttons on the keyboard rather than a touchscreen or mouse.  

 Modifications to the Intervention  

During the course of the study, I had to make some modifications to improve the 

intervention. Formative design experiments allow for modification of the instructional 

intervention in response to data collected in order to improve the effectiveness of the 

intervention (Reinking & Bradley, 2008).  One modification that I made was providing 

explicit instruction on how to use the features of the device. I realized early in the study 

that students did not know how to change the font and orientation of the text, use the text-

to-speech feature, or access the online dictionary features. I had thought a whole class 

demonstration would be enough. However, what I observed was that the students were 

not using the features and they didn‘t know how, so I had to conference with each student 

about how to use the device and model the features for them individually. After 

conferencing with the students, they experimented with each of the features and used 

them. I am not sure they would have used the features without explicit instruction.   

When the study first began, I wanted to be in charge of downloading the books 

onto the devices for the students, but it was too time consuming and students would end 

up waiting half the period for me to get through the line of students who wanted to new 
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books. To make the process of obtaining new titles more efficient, I showed students how 

to download the books themselves, but they had to ask permission. 

Another change I made during the study was allowing students to search for their 

own titles on Amazon. Initially, I did not want them to go onto the website because I was 

nervous that they would purchase titles without permission and possibly end up reading 

inappropriate material. Another concern I had was students would be exposed to 

inappropriate advertisements while searching on Amazon. Since the website is not 

blocked by the school‘s internet filter, the website is not monitored for questionable 

content. I decided after a couple of weeks that the benefits of students shopping for their 

own books outweighed the risks of exposure to advertisements. The students seemed to 

really enjoy browsing through books and choosing titles, and it was helpful as teacher 

and researcher to see what prompted them to select a book when they had thousands to 

choose from. Once they were allowed to select their own titles, the students preferred 

browsing for books on a classroom desktop rather than on their individual device. When I 

asked about their choice during conferences, they liked seeing a large color version of the 

cover page and that it was easier to read reviews on the desktop. Each of the participants 

chose at least one book from the online Amazon store to read.  

Phase 5: Post-Intervention Quantitative Data and Final Interviews  

Post-Intervention Quantitative Data 

Individual Findings 
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Ryan  

     On the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory 

(MARSI)(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured his perceived 

use of reading strategies, Ryan's perceived use of reading strategies went down in two 

categories and up in one. His use of global strategies went up from a mean score of 3.9 to 

a 4. However, his mean score for problem solving strategies went from a 5 to a 4.63, and 

his use of support strategies dropped from a 134 to a 128. His overall mean dropped from 

a 4.46 to a 4.27. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (MRP) (Pitcher et 

al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his motivations for reading, Ryan's self-

concept score went from a 77.5% to a 72.5%. His value of reading score also dropped 

from a 70% to a 60%. This brought overall MRP score from a 73.75% to a 68.5%.  On 

the Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the 

classroom intervention specialist, Ryan's score increased slightly with a score of 28 on 

the pre-assessment and 29 on the post-assessment. His scores remained the same in all 

categories except reads favorite topics and authors where he went from a 3 to a 4. The 

final baseline quantitative measure used was the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire 

(MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a four-point scale to 

measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, curiosity, 

enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, social and 

competition. On the MRQ subcategories some of Ryan's scores went up, some remained 

the same and some went down. Ryan's scores increased from a 3 to 3.33 for his 

motivation to read for curiosity, reading for enjoyment went up from a 2.83 to a 3, 

reading for compliance went from a 2,8 to a 3.2,  
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Andrew 

     On the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory 

(MARSI)(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured his perceived 

use of reading strategies, Andrew's perceived use of reading strategies went down in 

every category. His overall mean dropped from a 1.57 to a 1.43.  On the MRP, 

Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which 

measured his motivations for reading, Andrew's self-concept score went up 7.5% while 

his value of reading score went down 5%. This brought his overall post-assessment score 

to 1.25% points higher than his pre-assessment score. On the Reading Engagement Index 

(Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention 

specialist, Andrew's scores increased in every category except enjoys discussing books 

with peers where he dropped a point. His overall score went from a 17 to a 21. The final 

baseline quantitative measure used was the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire 

(MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a four-point scale to 

measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, curiosity, 

enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, social and 

competition. On the MRQ Andrew's scores went up in some subcategories and down in 

others. His motivations for reading for efficacy and enjoyment went up while reading for 

challenge, curiosity, importance, compliance, grades and recognition all went down. His 

score for work avoidance went down which is a positive sign of improved reading 

engagement. Andrew's motivation for competition score remained the same.  
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Jack 

      On the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory 

(MARSI)(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured his perceived 

use of reading strategies, Jack's perceived use of reading strategies went down in the 

global and problem solving, but went up slightly in the support subcategory. His overall 

mean dropped from a 1.93 to a 1.8. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 

(MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his motivations for reading, 

Jack's self-concept score went down 2.5% while his value of reading score went up 7.5%. 

This brought his overall post-assessment score up 1% from his pre-assessment score. On 

the Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the 

classroom intervention specialist, Jack's overall score remained an 18. His scores 

increased in multiple categories including reads independently and reads favorite topics 

and authors. His scores went down in the categories of a confident reader, thinks deeply 

about content of texts and enjoys discussing books with peers. His scores did not change 

on the subcategories of easily distracted, works hard in reading or used comprehension 

strategies well.  

      The final baseline quantitative measure used was the Motivations for Reading 

Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a 

four-point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, 

curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, 

social and competition. On the MRQ some of Jack's subcategory scores went up, some 

went down, and some remained the same. Jack's scores for reading for challenge and 

compliance each went up slightly from a 1.6 to 2.2 and a 1.2 to a 1.8 respectively. His 
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subcategory scores remained a 1.75 for efficacy, a 2 for enjoyment, a 1.5 for importance, 

a 1 for social and a 2 for competition. His subcategory scores for his motivation to read 

for curiosity went down from a 2 to a 1.67, his motivation to read for grades went from a 

2 to a 1.25, and his motivation to read for recognition dropped from a 1.6 to a 1.4. Jack's 

score for work avoidance went up from a 2.75 to a 3.75 ,which is a negative indication of 

reading engagement.     

Max 

      On the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI) 

(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured his perceived use of 

reading strategies, Max had relatively large increases. His perceived use of reading 

strategies went up in each subcategory. Initially his mean score was a 1 in each category 

on the pre-assessment, and on the post assessment he scored a 2.38 for global reading 

strategies, a 2.88 for problem solving strategies and a 1.66 for support strategies. His 

overall mean increased from a 1 to a 2.3. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read 

Profile (MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his motivations for 

reading,  post-assessment Max's self-concept score went up 4.6% while his value of 

reading score went up 27.5%. This brought his overall post-assessment score up 26.25% 

from his pre-assessment score.  On the Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), 

a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention specialist, Max's post-

intervention score was 22 compared to 17 on the pre-test. Max's scores increased for 

reads independently, reads favorite topics and authors and works hard in reading. His 

scores went down in the category of enjoys discussing books with peers. His score for 

using comprehension strategies, being a confident reader and thinking deeply about the 
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text remained the same. The final baseline quantitative measure used was the Motivations 

for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The 

MRQ uses a four-point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for 

efficacy, challenge, curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, 

work avoidance, social and competition. On the MRQ some of Max's scores on the 

subcategories went up while others dropped and a couple remained the same. Max's 

scores on the subcategories of reading for enjoyment, reading for importance and reading 

for competition increased by 0.14, 0.5 and 0.17 points respectively. Max's scores 

remained the same for the subcategories with a score of 2 for reading for grades and 1 for 

reading for social reasons. Max's scores dropped from a 1.25 to 1 in the efficacy 

category, a 1.8 to 1.6 in the challenge category, a 2 to a 1.8 for reading for compliance, 

and 2 to a 1.2 for reading for recognition. Max's score for reading work avoidance also 

went up from a 3.25 to a 3.5 which a negative growth in reading engagement.  

Nick 

     On the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI) 

(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured his perceived use of 

reading strategies, Nick's perceived use of reading strategies increased in two categories 

and dropped in one. His score on the global and support categories went up, while his 

problem solving score went from a 4.3 to a 3.25. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to 

Read Profile (MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured his 

motivations for reading Nick's self-concept score went down 10% while his value of 

reading score also went down 10%. This brought his overall post-assessment score down 

10% from his pre-assessment score. On the Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 
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2007), a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention specialist, Nick's post-

assessment score of 24 was slightly higher than his pre-assessment score of 22. Nick's 

scores went up 1 point each in the categories of reads independently, a confident reader, 

uses comprehension strategies well and thinks deeply about the text. He went down 1 

point in the subcategories of enjoys discussing book with peers and works hard in 

reading. The final baseline quantitative measure used was the Motivations for Reading 

Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a 

four-point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, 

curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, 

social and competition. On the MRQ, Nick's scores went up in most subcategories and 

remained the same or dropped in a couple. Nick's scores rose 0.25 points for reading for 

efficacy, 0.8 points for reading for challenge, 0.67 points for reading for curiosity, 1 point 

for reading for enjoyment, 1.5 points for reading for grades and 0.5 points for reading for 

competition. His scores remained the same for reading for importance, social reasons and 

recognition each with a score of 1. Finally, Nick's scores fell from a 2 to 1 for reading for 

compliance and a 2.5 to a 1.75 for reading for work avoidance, which both could be 

considered positive signs of reading engagement.  

Claire  

     On the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI) 

(Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see Appendix D), which measured her perceived use of 

reading strategies, Claire's score for her perceived use of reading strategies went up in 

each of the three subcategories including global, problem solving and support strategies. 

Her overall mean increased from a 2.63 to a 3.13. On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to 
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Read Profile (MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, see appendix B), which measured her 

motivations for reading, Claire's self-concept score went up 5% while her value of 

reading score stayed the same at 62.5%. This brought her overall post-assessment score 

up 3.75% from her pre-assessment score.  On the Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et 

al., 2007), a teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention specialist,, Claire's 

score increased the most with a score of 18 on the pre-assessment and 29 on the post-

assessment. Her scores went up at least two points in every category except easily 

distracted in reading. Her greatest gains were in reads independently where she went 

from a 1 to 5 and reads favorite topics and authors where she went from a 1 to a 4. The 

final baseline quantitative measure used was the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire 

(MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a four-point scale to 

measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, curiosity, 

enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, social and 

competition. On the MRQ Claire's scores went up in most subcategories and fell in two. 

Claire had increases of 1.5 points in reading efficacy, 1.1 points in reading for curiosity, 

1.2 points in reading for enjoyment, 0.4 points in reading for compliance, 0.8 points in 

reading for recognition and 0.17 points for reading for competition. Her scores dropped 

0.5 points for reading for importance, and 0.57 points for reading for social reasons. Her 

scores remained the same in the subcategories of with a score of 2 for reading for 

challenge and a score of 1.75 for reading for grades. Claire's work avoidance score rose 

from a 3.25 to a 4, which shows a decrease in engagement.  
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Post Intervention Group Quantitative Data 

In order to gain an understanding of each student‘s reading engagement, I used 

multiple quantitative measurements and collected pre-and post-intervention results. .I 

looked at the students‘ scores individually, which was discussed above, and to help 

quantify the success of the intervention, I also looked at the changes to student scores on 

each measurement as a whole, and ran paired sample t-tests on the pre and posttest gains 

to identify any significant changes.   

REI 

On the teacher survey completed by the classroom intervention specialist called 

the Reading Engagement Index, see Table 4.1 (Guthrie et al., 2007), the average student 

score before the intervention was an 18.4 with a standard deviation of 1.85.  The highest 

possible score was a 32.  In the post intervention the average score was a 22.80 with a 

standard deviation of 3.66.  In a paired-sample t-test, the overall change was considered 

statistically significant with the probability being less than or equal to .03. The post 

assessment produced both positive and negative results in the subcategories.  Negative 

results included that on the post-assessment, the students‘ scores went down an average 

of .80 points for ―enjoys discussing books with peers.‖  Also, students‘ scores for ―easily 

distracted during independent reading‖ went up by .40 points. In every other category on 

the measurement related to positive signs of reading engagement including ―Reads 

Independently‖, ―Reads Favorite Topics and Authors‖, ―Works Hard in Reading‖, ―A 

Confident Reader‖ and ―Uses Comprehension Strategies Well‖, students‘ scores went up.  

Subcategories for the REI that were found to be statistically significant included the 

increase from a 1.2 to a 2.0 for ―reads independently‖, an increase from a 1.2 to a 1.8 for 
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―has favorite authors‖, and finally an increase from a 2.6 to a 3.2 for ―uses reading 

strategies well.‖  Table 4.5 shows the mean and standard deviations for the pre and 

posttests as well as the gains in each subcategory.  
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Table 4.5 

Means and Standard Deviations for Students’ Scores on Reading Engagement Index  

 

 

*p<.05      **p<.01 

 

 

On the MRP, Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile (MRP)(Pitcher et al, 2007, 

see appendix B), which measured motivations for self-concept as a reader and value of 

reading a paired sample t-test showed increases, but none were considered statistically 

significant at the .05 level. The average student score on the pre-assessment for self-

concept was a 59.08 with a standard deviation of a 19.83.  On the post-assessment the 

 

Pre  Post  Gain 

Reads Independently 1.20 

(.40) 

3.20 

(.98) 

2.00* 

 

Reads Favorite Topics and Authors 

 

1.20 

(.40) 

 

 

 

3.00 

(.63) 

 

1.80** 

 

Easily Distracted in self-selected 

reading 

2.20 

(.40) 

2.60 

(1.02) 

.40 

Works Hard in Reading 2.80 

(.75) 

 

3.00 

(.89) 

.20 

A Confident Reader 2.80 

(.40) 

3.00 

(.89) 

.20 

 

Uses Comprehension Strategies Well 

 

2.60 

(.49) 

 

3.20 

(.40) 

 

.60* 

 

Thinks Deeply about the content of 

texts 

 

2.60 

(.49) 

 

3.20 

(.75) 

 

.60 

 

Enjoys Discussing  

Books with Peers 

 

3.00 

(.00) 

 

2.20 

(.98) 

 

-.80 

 

Total 

 

18.40 

(1.85) 

 

22.80 

(3.66) 

 

4.40* 
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average student score went up to a 60 with a standard deviation of .92.  Also on the pre-

assessment the average student score for value of reading was 43, with a standard 

deviation of 11.66.  That score went up to an average score of 47.05 with a standard 

deviation of 12.0. Finally, the average overall percentage was a 51 with a standard 

deviation of 12.43 for the pre-assessment and a 53.25 on the post-assessment with a 

standard deviation of 7.53. Table 4.6 shows the mean and standard deviations for the pre 

and posttests as well as the gains in each subcategory.  

Table 4.6 

Means and Standard Deviations for Students’ Scores on Motivation to Read Profile  

 Pre Post  Gain 

Self-Concept Raw 23.6 

(8.73) 

 

24 

(6.28) 

0.40 

Self-Concept % 59.08 

(22.17) 

 

60 

(15.71) 

0.92 

Value Raw 17.2 

(5.22) 

 

18.6 

(4.98) 

1.40 

Value % 43 

(13.04) 

 

47.05 

(12.10) 

4.05 

Full Raw 40.8 

(11.12) 

 

42.6 

(6.02) 

1.80 

Full % 51 

(13.90) 

53.25 

(7.53) 

2.25 

*p<.05       

 

  



105 
 

 

 

 

A paired sample t-test of the pre and post assessment for the Metacognitive 

Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI) resulted in slight increases in every 

subcategory including one that was statistically significant. The MARSI is tool used to 

measure the students‘ perceived use of reading strategies (Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002, see 

Appendix D). The measurement divides reading strategies into three categories including 

global strategies, problem solving strategies and support strategies. On the pre-

assessment the global reading mean was a 2.05 with a standard deviation of .7, on the 

post-assessment, that score went up to 2.3 with a standard deviation of .61. The mean 

score for perceived use of problem solving strategies was a 2.76 with a standard deviation 

of 1.24 on the post-assessment, that score went up to a 2.86 with a standard deviation of 

.89. On the pre-assessment, the mean score for perceived use of support strategies was a 

1.44 with a standard deviation of .43, the mean went up to 1.95 with a standard deviation 

of .68 on the post-assessment.  The change in mean on the perceived use of support 

reading strategies was statistically significant at p< .04. Finally, the overall mean of the 

participants‘ perceived use of reading strategies was a 1.98, with a standard deviation of 

.66. the overall mean increased to a 2.32 average with standard deviation of .65. These 

averages seem to indicate that, as a group, in each category, the students slightly 

increased their perception of their use of reading strategies. Table 4.7 shows the mean 

and standard deviations for the pre and posttests as well as the gains in each subcategory. 
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Table 4.7 

Means and Standard Deviations for Students’ Scores on Metacognitive Awareness 

Reading Strategies Inventory 

  

 
Pre Mean Post Mean Gain  

Global Reading Strategies 
26.40 

(8.87) 

30.00 

(7.95) 
3.60* 

Global Reading Strategies 

Mean 

2.05 

(.70) 

2.30 

(.61) 
0.25* 

Problem Solving Strategies 
22.00 

(9.80) 

22.60 

(6.71) 
0.60* 

Problem Solving Strategies 

Mean 

2.76 

(1.24) 

2.86 

(.89) 
0.10* 

Support Reading Strategies 
13.00 

(3.79) 

17.00 

(5.22) 
4.00* 

Support Reading Strategies 

Mean 

1.44 

(.43) 

1.95 

(.68) 
0.51* 

Overall Score 
59.40 

(19.81) 

69.60 

(19.42) 
10.20 

Overall Mean 

 

1.98 

(.66) 

 

2.32 

(0.65) 

0.34 

    
*p<.05       
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The final baseline quantitative measure used was the Motivations for Reading 

Questionnaire (MRQ) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, see appendix J). The MRQ uses a 

four-point scale to measure how to students are motivated to read for efficacy, challenge, 

curiosity, enjoyment, importance, compliance, grades, recognition, work avoidance, 

social and competition. Students went up in five categories including reading for efficacy, 

challenge, enjoyment, work avoidance and competition. An increase in work avoidance is 

negative and indicates a drop in reading engagement. Students‘ scores went down in six 

categories including reading for curiosity, importance, compliance, grades, recognition 

and reading for social reasons. In a paired sample t-test, the students increase in reading 

for enjoyment and competition were both considered statistically significant at p<.05 and 

p<.4 respectively.  Table 4.8 shows the mean and standard deviations for the pre and 

posttests as well as the gains in each subcategory. 
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Table 4.8 

Means and Standard Deviations for Students’ Scores on the Motivations to Read 

Questionnaire  

 

*p<.05 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Pre  Post  Gain 

Efficacy 1.75 

(.64) 

2.15 

(0.76) 

0.40 

 

Challenge 

 

1.76 

(.57) 

 

1.88 

(0.54) 

 

0.12 

 

Curiosity 

 

1.95 

(.60) 

 

1.94 

(0.81) 

 

-0.01 

 

Enjoyment 

 

1.61 

(.55) 

 

2.09 

(0.84) 

 

0.48* 

 

Importance 

 

1.90 

(1.02) 

 

1.70 

(0.57) 

 

-0.20 

 

Compliance 

 

2.16 

(.73) 

 

1.96 

(0.68) 

 

-0.20 

 

Grades 

 

2.10 

(1.01) 

 

1.85 

(0.45) 

 

-0.25 

 

Recognition 

 

2.00 

(0.76) 

 

1.88 

(0.97) 

 

-0.12 

 

Work  

Avoidance 

 

3.00 

(0.35) 

 

3.15 

(0.91) 

 

0.15 

 

Social 

 

1.17 

(0.38) 

 

1.06 

(0.13) 

 

-0.11 

 

Competition 

 

1.70 

(0.65) 

 

1.89 

(0.55) 

 

0.20* 
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Summary of Quantitative Results 

Participants in the study showed gains on each of the four quantitative 

assessments in the post assessment. On the Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile 

students mean scores went up in both of subcategories. Although neither increase was 

considered statistically significant.  On the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading 

Strategies post-assessment, students also showed gains in each of the three subcategories 

with one category, using support strategies, being statistically significant. On Reading 

Engagement Index participants showed an overall gain in their score, with statistically 

significant increases for the subcategories of reads favorite topics and authors, reads 

independently and uses reading strategies well.  Finally, on the Motivations to Read 

Questionnaire participants had overall gains on the assessment because the increases in 

most subcategories outnumbered the decreases in other subcategories. The subcategory of 

reads for enjoyment showed a statistically significant increase as did the subcategory of 

reads for competition. 

Final Interviews 

Final Illustrations  

Before their final interviews, students were asked to illustrate how they felt about 

reading a traditional text and how they felt about reading an electronic text. In a side by 

side comparison (see Appendix I),  students seemed to feel more positively about reading 

on the electronic devices. This was explored further in their last interviews. 
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Claire 

At the end of the study, Claire reported that she liked that the Kindle can define 

words, and that occasionally she liked using the text-to-speech feature to help with new 

vocabulary words. Although she did not like the voice used for text-to-speech, Claire 

reported that she felt it was easier to read on a Kindle than in traditional print form. At 

our last reading conference when I discussed with Claire that she had reported reading six 

books during her seventh grade year and twelve during her eighth grade year. She did 

attribute the increase in the number of books she read to using a Kindle. She commented, 

―Last year our very old teacher gave us old and boring books. This year our young 

teacher gave us good and interesting books.‖  In her final interview Claire also stated said 

she would not like to use a Kindle borrowed from a teacher again because she was very 

scared that she would lose it or break it.  

Nick  

In the final interview, when Nick shared more about how he felt about using the 

Kindle in general and what the positives and negatives were, there were changes. Nick 

added that he liked that, ―you can look up the words that you don't understand right then 

and there when you‘re reading.‖ He also shared that he still enjoyed listening to the 

books, but that he disliked that it is not a normal book. He stated, ―I like regular books 

better.  I would recommend it to other kids because there are good things about it, but I 

just don't enjoy it as much as a book.‖ Nick also shared in his interview that, "I like 

whole class novels better than independent reading. I like when all of us are on the same 

page and doing the same thing. I also feel like I am not behind as we all move together."   

Max 
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By the end of the study, Max‘s enthusiasm for using the device increased. In his 

final interview he stated, ―I would use it again. I really liked that it read to me. It's easier 

to read than a book. The Kindle is a very cool reading device that has a dictionary in it.‖ 

When I asked if there was anything that bothered him about reading on the Kindle he said 

there was nothing he disliked, and that ―I like that it reads to you. I like that you can 

change the font size.‖ Max‘s overall enthusiasm for reading also improved. He stated that 

he enjoyed reading more in eighth grade than he did in seventh grade and more in the 

second half of eighth grade than in the first.  

Ryan 

By the end of the study, Ryan considered himself an engaged reader as did the 

intervention specialist and I.  He stated, ―I enjoy reading more this year than I did last 

year.‖  With regard to the Kindle he reported that he liked that the Kindle was light and 

fun and he said there was nothing he disliked about the device. He said he would 

recommend them because ―It's a lighter, easier, faster way to read.‖ 

Andrew 

 

Andrew‘s reading engagement increased during the study. In his final interview 

Andrew stated, "My attitude toward reading got better from last year because I can focus 

and understand books better now." 

Jack 

In our final interview when I asked Jack about how he felt about the Kindle he 

said, ―It's better than a book. Somehow it makes reading easier.‖ He also talked again 

about how he liked that there was no "book feel.‖ He mentioned it could hold many 

books, and that he really liked that it was less work to turn the pages. When I asked him 

what he felt the downsides of using an electronic reader were, he said he didn't like that it 
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could break, and said ―I also didn't like that it was still a book.‖ When we discussed his 

reading engagement in general Jack stated, ―My attitude toward reading this year and last 

year is the same. I don‘t like reading.‖ 
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Chapter 5: Discussions 

 
This chapter will review the study and further analyze the results. It will situate 

the findings of the research within the context of engagement theory and previously 

published related studies. It will outline the limitations of the study and offer 

recommendations for future study. Finally, there will be implications for classroom 

practice. 

Purpose of Study 

 

As the use of e-readers becomes commonplace and more affordable, they will make 

their way into the hands of students. This research provides information about how the 

devices can be used as a tool to improve adolescent students‘ reading engagement and 

also helps to  identify the struggles and pitfalls educators may face in implementing 

classroom use of e-readers. 

The purpose of this study was to explore how electronic reading devices impact 

adolescent engagement with assigned school reading.  Participants in this intervention 

included six reluctant readers. Reluctant readers were defined as readers who fall into one 

of two categories, either those who can read well but do not enjoy it, or those who find 

reading challenging and avoid it whenever they can (Gunter & Kenny, 2008).  The two 

research questions this study sought to answer were:  

1. How does the use of  e-readers for assigned school reading impact adolescent 

students‘ reading engagement? 

2. What benefits, struggles or pitfalls does a formative experiment identify that 

educators may experience in implementing classroom use of the devices?    
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Situating the Study in Theory 

This study was situated in engagement theory. According to Guthrie and 

Alvermann (1999),  the multifaceted reading engagement theory focuses on the 

―knowledge and understanding of ‗why‘ people choose to read‖ rather than the how (p. 

17). Guthrie (2000) describes engaged readers as those who are motivated to learn and 

achieve, apply reading strategies for comprehension and conceptual knowledge, and who 

are part of a supportive literate community.  Reading engagement includes a dynamic 

interplay of a reader‘s cognitive competence, motivation, and social interaction  (Guthrie 

& Davis, 2003).  

As part of the reading engagement theory Guthrie (2001) identified what he calls 

the engagement processes of the reader.  The engagement processes include motivation, 

strategy use, social interaction and conceptual knowledge. The theory includes an 

explanation for each of the terms based on the previous empirical and theoretical work of 

others. Motivation includes ―goals, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, self-efficacy and 

social motivation‖ (p. 9) and is a process that ―propels students to choose to read and to 

use cognitive strategies to comprehend.‖  Strategy use is a process that involves ―students 

use of multiple cognitive processes including comprehending, self-monitoring, and 

constructing understanding and beliefs during reading‖ (p.9). The conceptual knowledge 

process refers to the research that demonstrates that reading is knowledge driven. 

―Finally in this middle layer, the social interaction process includes ―collaborative 

practices of learners in a community and the students‘ social goals in the classroom‖ 

(p.9).  Reading engagement is dynamic and the four processes motivation, strategy use, 

conceptual understanding and social interaction are interrelated (Guthrie and Alvermann, 
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1999).  According to the theory, if students‘ motivation improves, their use of strategies 

can improve, their conceptual knowledge can be enhanced as well their textual based 

social interactions. However, if students have weak strategic skills, it could negatively 

impact the other processes. My thought was that introducing e-reading devices into the 

classroom as an intervention had the potential to impact each of the reading engagement 

processes and possibly enhance the students‘ overall reading engagement.    

Summary of Methodology 

This study employed the six phases of a formative experiment (Reinking & 

Bradley, 2008; Reinking & Watkins, 2000). In addition to beginning with specific 

research questions and seeking to answer them, formative experiments focus also on 

documenting and analyzing the process while attempting to achieve the valued 

pedagogical goal. Formative design experiments are guided by broad questions aimed at 

revealing how the intervention was implemented to achieve the goal and also allow 

researchers to make and describe justifiable changes to the intervention in order to 

achieve the pedagogical goal (Reinking & Bradley, 2008).  For this formative 

experiment, the pedagogical goal was to improve student engagement with independent 

reading and the intervention was the student use of electronic readers.   

Setting 

The study took place in central New Jersey with students from a large 

regionalized middle school that pulls from three local, suburban communities. There is 

diversity in every aspect of the community population including religion, ethnic 

background and socio-economic status. Socio-economic status varies widely. There is a 

large population of residents who work in various levels for the local pharmaceutical, 
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telecommunications and financial industries and there is also a high, professional 

commuting population as well as a large population of residents who work in the retail 

and service industries.  This regional school includes grades 7 and 8.    

This study employed purposeful and convenience sampling (Patton, 1990) to 

select the participants. The sample is purposeful because I chose possible participants 

who met specific criteria in that the student needed to have a history of being a reluctant 

reader, be willing to be observed and interviewed, and be willing to use an electronic 

reading device to complete classroom reading assignments.  The sample was one of 

convenience (Patton, 1990) since all possible samples were students who were a part of a 

specific section of my 2011-2012 class of eighth grade students.  I selected the class 

because the eighth grade literacy intervention specialist worked in the classroom during 

instructional time.  

Selection of Participants  

Twenty-two students comprised the eighth grade classroom at the beginning of 

the study, twelve males and ten females. No students were added or dropped from the 

course during the study. Twenty of the students were classified as Caucasian and two as 

Latino. Four students were on free or reduced lunch. Permission forms were sent home to 

all students‘ parents to follow Institutional Review Board (IRB) instructions.  All 

students returned the parent permission form. All students in the classroom had access to 

e-reading devices at various points in the study. 

The study focused on six students because of the large amount of qualitative data 

that was collected. I selected six students from a range of reading abilities with the least 

interest in reading outside of school and in the classroom.  I chose students based on pre-
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intervention data including quantitative assessments, input from the intervention 

specialist and my understanding of the students as the classroom teacher. I purposely 

selected both students who were and were not part of the district‘s response to 

intervention program. While I wanted to get more of a balanced gender representation, 

only one girl in the entire classroom had a true history of being a reluctant reader, and so 

she was the only girl included in the study.  

Data Collection and Analysis  

This study employed both qualitative and quantitative data to help determine if 

using the e-reading devices improved student reading engagement. I collected both 

quantitative and qualitative data prior to and after implementation of the e-reader 

intervention to establish a baseline of the students‘ reading engagement and to determine 

any changes. I analyzed quantitative data using paired- samples t-test for the following 

measures: Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), Adolescent Motivation to 

Read Profile (Pitcher et al., 2007), Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies 

Inventory (Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002) and The Motivations for Reading Questionnaire 

(Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). Additionally, I collected qualitative data throughout the 

intervention. I coded qualitative data for recurring themes derived from the following 

sources: classroom observation and field notes, teacher reflective journal, student and 

intervention specialist interviews and student written reflections. 

Validity  
When conducting this formative experiment, I considered both systemic and 

consequential validity (Reinking & Bradley, 2008).  In order for the study to be 

systemically valid, there needs to be a ―close alignment of theory, research and practice‖ 

(p. 54).  A formative design experiment should be ―theoretical, goal oriented intervention 
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centered, adaptive and iterative, transformative, methodologically inclusive and 

pragmatic‖ in order to have consequential validity (p. 54).  I designed this study using 

theory and research to explore the issue of adolescent engagement with text and to 

determine how the use of electronic devices could potentially serve as an effective 

intervention. I worked to conduct this study with careful consideration of theory and 

research at each phase of the design experiment in order to maintain systemic and 

consequential validity. 

Throughout the research stages in Phases 2, 3 and 4, I had participants take part in 

member checks (Creswell, 2007) to ensure that the qualitative data accurately represented 

their thoughts and feelings.   

In addition, all of the quantitative instruments to be used had formal assessments 

of their validity and had been determined to be valid measurements. The Adolescent 

Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al., 2007) was derived from the Motivation to Read 

Profile (Gambrell et al., 1996).  The original instrument was field tested to enhance both 

its validity and reliability. During field tests, more than 100 test items were critiqued for 

their construct validity relating to reading value or self-concept until one hundred percent 

agreement was reached. Items were placed into categories measuring self-concept and 

value of reading and the only items included in the final study were those that received 

one hundred percent teacher agreement.  When adapting the Motivation to Read Profile 

(Gambrell et al., 1996) for adolescent use to create the Adolescent Motivation to Read 

Profile (Pitcher et al., 2007), researchers field tested the profile using eleven researchers 

at eight sites to administer the reading survey and conversational interview.  To ensure 

reliability and validity, participants included teenage students from public, charter, 
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alternative, and government-sponsored schools across the geographic areas of the United 

States including students from the West, Southwest, Northeast, Midatlantic, Southeast 

and the Caribbean. Researchers administered surveys to 384 adolescents and then 

completed approximately 100 interviews with the teenage students. For the 

Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002) 

researchers completed a pilot study of using a sample of 443 students in grades six 

through twelve to test the reliability and validity of their final instrument. The researchers 

determined that the  ―psychometric data demonstrate that the instrument is a reliable and 

valid measure for assessing students‘ metacognitive awareness and perceived use of 

reading strategies while reading for academic purposes‖ (p. 264). The researchers also 

determined that ―the instrument is ready to be used as a tool for assessing students‘ 

metacognitive awareness of reading strategies while reading‖ (p. 265). Researchers 

Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) conducted a factor analysis to test the validity of their 

Motivations to Read Questionnaire. Their findings demonstrated that there was construct 

validity evidence for each of the eleven factors for the 53-item revised MRQ in a study of 

4th and 5th grade students. The majority of the reading motivation factors also correlated 

positively from low- to moderately high levels providing evidence of construct validity. 

In their field test, Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) also found that the factors ―Work 

Avoidance‖ and ―Competition in Reading‖ aspect correlated negatively with other factor 

scores (p. 427).  The Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007) has also been field 

tested for validity.  In testing the validity researchers (Wigfield, et al., 2008) found in 

their factor analysis construct validity evidence to support one factor. The measure was 

positively correlated with achievement. The correlation was found with the Gates-
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MacGinitie at the individual student level and also on a separate researcher designed 

assessment of text comprehension. In addition, Guthrie et al. (2007) found that teacher 

ratings of individual student reading engagement (on the REI) moderately correlated with 

the student self-reports of motivation in reading (on the MRQ). 

Limitations  
 

Although this study adds to the literature on using technology as a tool to improve 

adolescent students‘ reading engagement and formative experiments, the limitations of 

the study must be considered. One limitation is that this study did not use a control class 

or group, so there will be no direct comparison to another classroom or group with a 

similar context that did not participate in the intervention. The lack of a control classroom 

weakens any conclusions that will be drawn from comparing quantitative data gathered in 

the baseline and post-intervention phases. Another limitation is that the study lasted only 

a semester, and findings only revealed  a potential short term impact on reading 

engagement rather than any long term effects.  

Conclusions and Implications  

 In conjunction qualitative and quantitative data indicate that using the devices 

had a positive impact on student reading engagement. According to the quantitative data 

collected before and after the study, the intervention did lead to slight increases in the 

participants‘ reading engagement. However, it is important to note that in formative 

experiments, statistical analyses of quantitative data is not necessarily conducted with the 

intent to establish unequivocal causal relationships. Rather, ―they are conducted to 

support or refute inferences about linkages among certain factors or events‖ (Reinking & 

Watkins, 2000).  T-tests examined pre and post differences on a) the Adolescent 
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Motivation to Read Profile, b) Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory 

total score, c) the subscale of Global Reading Strategies, d) the subscale of Problem-

Solving Strategies, and e) the subscale of Support Reading Strategies, f) Reading 

Engagement Index, g) The subscales of the Reading Engagement Index, h) Motivations to 

Read Questionnaire, i) The subscales of the Motivations to Read Questionnaire.  Given 

the number of t-tests that were conducted, an alpha level of .01 was employed in addition 

to .05.  This was to assure that any significant findings were not due, by any chance, to 

the larger number of tests run.  These t-tests were used to demonstrate any differences in 

scores from pre to post measures for the six participants as a whole group.  

As presented in chapter 4, participants in the study showed gains on each of the 

four quantitative assessments in the post assessment. Although neither increase was 

considered statistically significant, on the Adolescent Motivation to Read Profile students 

mean scores went up in both of subcategories. Additionally, On the Metacognitive 

Awareness of Reading Strategies post-assessment, students also showed gains in each of 

the three subcategories with one category, using support strategies, being statistically 

significant. On the Reading Engagement Index participants showed an overall gain in 

their scores, with statistically significant increases for the subcategories of reads favorite 

topics and authors, reads independently and uses reading strategies well.  Finally, on the 

Motivations to Read Questionnaire participants had overall gains on the assessment 

because the increases in most subcategories outnumbered the decreases in other 

subcategories. The subcategory of reads for enjoyment showed a statistically significant 

increase as did the subcategory of reads for competition.  
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Qualitative findings also indicated that using the devices for assigned school 

reading helped to improve the students reading engagement.  The following themes 

emerged through observations, interviews and document analysis: 

 students were initially very interested in reading on the devices, 

  felt reading on a Kindle was easier than reading a book, 

  the students liked being able to manipulate the font and orient the 

text in multiple ways,  

 the use of the built in dictionary helped with defining words in 

context,  

 the increased access to books motivated students,  

 and they enjoyed using the text-to-speech feature. 

Initial Appeal of the Devices 

 When I first introduced the e-reading devices to students in the class  

before the study began in the fall, the devices appealed to the students. They were 

enthusiastic about getting their hands on them and wanted to read using them. The 

devices probably appealed to the students because they were a novel item in the 

classroom and because the students had many positive experiences using electronic 

devices such as iPods and cell phones at home. According to some researchers, using 

hand held electronic devices in the literacy classroom can help to ―bridge students' often 

disparate worlds‖ between home and school (Chandler-Olcott 2009, p. 83). 
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Students Felt E-Readers Make Reading Easier 

Multiple students expressed during the study that they felt reading was easier on 

the Kindle. They reported not knowing why, but just feeling like they could read faster 

and understand more on the Kindle. This may because of the font size. Researchers in 

previous studies found that students improved their ability to read books at higher 

readings levels when the books used a larger sized font (Lowe, 2002).  Reading errors 

were significantly reduced when students used a larger font.  Miscue errors improved 

including misreading syllables or words, skipping syllables, words or lines, rereading 

lines and ignoring punctuation cues. In addition, students increased their reading rates 

and tracking capabilities when they used a larger font. In the same study, researchers  

also found readers improved their ability to chunk text into sections, retain it and 

understand and that the reduction in miscues reduced anxiety over the process of reading 

(Lowe, 2002). Researchers have found that there is not a significant difference in speed 

or comprehension when students read from a screen versus when they read from paper. It 

is the font size, not the medium that matters (McKnight, Dillon, and Richardson, 1990; 

Muter and Maurutto, 1991). 

Font and Orientation Manipulation Made for a More Pleasurable Reading 

Experience 

After initial instruction on how to manipulate the font and orientation of the text, 

students enjoyed customizing the appearance of the text in order to become comfortable 

reading in various positions. As presented in chapter 4, during observations, I noted how 

much more comfortable students seemed to be when using an electronic reader. My 

observations were confirmed in interviews with the students. Because students could 
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change the font and orientation of the text, they had more choices for how to hold and 

read a book than they would with traditional print texts. The intervention specialist and I 

both observed that the five boys who participated in this study sat still for longer when 

they were reading on the devices. It seemed with all of the options, it was easier for each 

of them to find a comfortable position in the classroom. Similarly, Larson (2009) found 

in a study of elementary school students using electronic readers that the ability to 

manipulate the text appearance to their preferences helped to enhance the readers‘ 

connection to texts.  

Frequent Use of Built In Dictionary  

Students used the built-in dictionary on the Kindles frequently during the study. 

When students read traditional print texts, they rarely got out of their seats to look up a 

word they didn‘t understand. However, when using a Kindle, the students reported 

looking up the meaning of words at least once each time they used the device. This 

helped them to better understand the meaning of what they were reading and to also learn 

new vocabulary words. Researchers who studied nine year-olds using electronic devices 

also found that the students were significantly more likely to use a built-in electronic 

dictionary than a traditional print dictionary to look up the meaning of words (Grimshaw 

and Dungworth, 2007). Also, during the study, students requested to use the electronic 

dictionaries on the devices for vocabulary assignments even when they weren‘t using 

them for reading assignments. 
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Increased Access to Books 

One of the most obvious benefits of using the electronic devices in class was the 

instant access to books. Using the website Amazon.com, it was possible to have access to 

millions available for purchase. Students could request a book and have it within minutes 

rather than having to check our school library or waiting for me to purchase the book at 

the store or for their parents to take them to the library. Using the devices allowed faster 

access to books that the students wanted to read. As presented in chapter four, each time I 

recommended a book to the class, at least one of the participants asked to it and was able 

to start reading the book immediately. For example, during the course of the study, Ms. 

Peregrine’s School for Peculiar Children, The Fourth Stall, Girls Drums and Dangerous 

Pie, The Hunger Games trilogy and Found were all requested and started before the end 

of the school day in which I presented them. Also, during the study the local public 

librarian and school media specialist both came into the classroom and recommended 

books.  Each time participants in the study as well as other students in the class requested 

a Kindle, so they could start reading a book the same day. Researchers have found 

repeatedly that when students have access to more books, they are more likely to want to 

read more  (Baker, 2003; Cole, 2002/2003; Ivey, 1999; McQuillan & Au, 2001; Pflaum 

& Bishop, 2004). The Kindles seem to improve student access to books.    

This also added a layer of complication for me as the classroom teacher. Students 

in the study chose titles from Amazon that they wanted to read that I wouldn‘t have 

introduced to them myself. For example, Jack chose Why Me? by Sarah Burleton (2010) 

which was a very graphic novel about child abuse.  I told him I would purchase the book 

if he discussed it with his parents first, and they were fine with him reading it.  Allowing 
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students to browse through all the books  available for an e-reading device could expose 

students to mature more content than they would find in the classroom library or school 

library.  

Text-to-Speech Feature Seemed to Increase Time on Task 

Another theme that emerged in the qualitative data was how often the students 

used the text-to-speech feature. In observations, the active boys who participated in the 

study were much more absorbed in their books when they used the text-to-speech feature 

and were able to concentrate for longer periods of time. Many times they turned on the 

feature and paced in the back or on the side of the classroom while listening to the story. 

After a few minutes of pacing, they would go back to their seats and continue reading 

without the feature. In interviews, the same students confirmed that they enjoyed the text-

to-speech feature for short intervals. Researchers have found that active boys benefit 

from movement during class time and that encouraging movement during instructional 

time can help to improve boys‘ literacy motivation and engagement.  ―Movement has 

been shown to stimulate boys‘ brains and helps them to better manage their 

impulsivity...and therefore enhances boys‘ ability to learn‖ ( Senn, 2012, p. 213). 

However, some students did complain about the monotone voice of the software.  These 

findings correlated with previous studies.  Researchers in previous studies have found 

that the boys in their study had a deeper engagement with the talking text than traditional 

text and that reading electronic books helped give the boys confidence in their word 

reading skills (Chera, Littleton, Wood, 2006). Additionally, researchers in another study 

found that student reading enjoyment went up slightly when using the narrating feature of 

electronic text (Grimshaw and Dungworth, 2007). Also, researchers who studied how the 
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use of Kindles with middle school readers impacted reading engagement found that the 

text-to-speech feature was helpful for less skilled readers to hear words pronounced, yet 

they reported that many readers did not enjoy the monotone, robotic voice the devices 

employ (Miranda, Jackson & Rossi-Williams, 2012).   

It is important to note that some researchers and educators might not equate 

listening to text with reading. However, in this study, students most often read along as 

they listened to the story. The only times they didn‘t read along were during the brief 

intermissions where they paced in the room and then went back to reading along. They 

only used the text-to-speech feature for brief intervals because of the monotone voice.   

Pitfalls  

Although the research indicated that the use of Kindles positively impacted the 

participants‘ reading engagement, implementing the devices was not without its 

challenges. Some of those obstacles might deter teachers from using the devices in the 

classroom.  Most of the challenges included were related to managing the devices 

including that the devices broke easily, it was time consuming to manage the devices and 

the content, and a credit card had to be attached to the Amazon account in order to 

purchase books. There were also challenges related to way the devices functioned 

including the devices quickly became dated and were not conducive to accessing the 

internet.  

 One of the most difficult aspects of implementing the intervention was the ease 

with which the Kindles were broken. Almost weekly, I had to contact a representative at 

the company to go through a lengthy trouble-shooting process before being told to send 

back the device for a replacement. Then we had to wait a few days for the replacement to 
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arrive, charge the device, register it and download the reading material again for the 

student. This was a time-consuming process and one that might prevent classroom 

teachers from wanting to take on the responsibility of the devices. As discussed in 

chapter 4, participants expressed they were reluctant to take the devices home because 

they did not want to risk breaking them.  

An additional challenge, was determining how to manage the content on the 

devices. Originally, I wanted complete control of selecting and downloading material for 

the Kindles. I planned to choose and download books in advance and offer students my 

selections as choices, which is how another study of using Kindles with reluctant readers 

conducted (Miranda, Jackson & Rossi-Williams, 2012).  However, I decided that the 

benefit of students having millions of books to choose from was worth the risk of 

allowing them to peruse Amazon on their own.    

A final management challenge that might deter classroom implementation was 

that in order to purchase books and even download free titles, Amazon required that a 

credit card be linked to the account. Fortunately, I had very trustworthy students who 

participated in the study. I am not sure it would be prudent or advisable for teachers to 

link up entire classrooms to Amazon accounts with credit card access. This is something 

that would have to be worked out before the use of the devices could become widespread 

for classroom use.  

In addition to management issues there were other complications including that 

the devices quickly became dated . When I purchased the devices over the summer before 

the study, the devices were the most advanced technology available, and each device cost 

over $150.00. However, before I even started to collect data around the holiday season, 
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new devices were available for the same cost as the originals. These new devices 

included touch screens, backlighting and full color screens. While students were still 

interested in using the devices I had purchased for the study, multiple students 

commented that they would have liked to read with touchscreens, backlighting and color.  

Even conducting a study within a school year did not prevent our equipment from 

seeming outdated to the students. 

An additional pitfall was the devices were not conducive to accessing the internet. 

One of the features of the device that I thought would appeal to students was that they 

could click on a word and link to Wikipedia to get more background information, or use 

Google to search for information. However, students were not allowed access to the 

school‘s wireless network. That meant if I wanted the students to access the internet, I 

would have to log onto each device using my teacher password, which was against the 

school technology policy. This prevented me from researching how instant access to 

background information impacted reading engagement.  

Finally, I had planned originally to have the students annotate the texts they were 

reading on the devices. However, the keyboards were cumbersome for the students to 

type on, and they preferred to handwrite their notes rather than record them on the 

Kindles.  

Changes to the Learning Environment 

Reinking and Bradley (2008) describe formative experiments as transformative, 

―An intervention that is the object of a formative or design experiment is often one that 

has the potential to positively transform the environment for teaching and learning‖ (p. 

21). In this case, the formative experiment did alter the learning environment.  
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A major change to the learning environment was the added conversation with 

students focused on reading engagement. Explaining the purpose of the study to the class, 

having them complete written surveys, create illustrations and participate in interviews 

introduced them to the concept of reading engagement and gave them opportunities to 

consider and discuss it.  Students in the classroom had to consider what reading 

engagement is and how it impacted them as readers.  

Another change to the learning environment was that the quantitative methods I 

used to collect data for the study gave the students, the intervention specialist, parents and 

me a concrete way to assess and discuss the students‘ reading engagement.  We were able 

to create a profile of our entire class on each of the four measurements which was helpful 

for guiding instruction. In addition, we were able to use the data to conference with 

students and find out if they agreed with the results. Finally, rather than saying in a parent 

conference, ―we feel your student doesn‘t like to read,‖ we were able to discuss multiple 

scores on the assessments and have more focused conversations. To make sure students 

participating in the study did not feel put upon by completing multiple assessments, all 

students in the class completed the inventories. It was eye-opening to have a profile 

outlining what was motivating each student in the class to read. For example, we were 

surprised to learn that some students that we initially thought were engaged readers, were 

reading only for grades and out of compliance.  

Finally, having students illustrate their feelings about reading helped to encourage 

conversations during reading conferences with students. Students in this study, just as the 

student in the pilot study, were very honest in their graphic representations. A couple of 

times when it was difficult to determine their feelings based on the illustration, having the 
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student explain the illustration lead to an informative reading conference. Having 

students draw their feelings about reading at multiple points in the study improved my 

understanding of all of the students in the class as readers and not just the students who 

participated in the study. In addition, having the students illustrate their feelings about 

reading, made it very easy to quickly get a sense of who enjoyed reading, who had 

ambiguous feelings and who was turned off.   

Unanticipated Effects 

Reinking and Bradley (2008) also suggest that carrying out a formative design  

experiment in a classroom context can have on unanticipated effects, ―Given the 

complexity of educational contexts and instructional practice, implementing an 

instructional intervention will invariably produce unanticipated effects and outcomes‖ (p. 

51). They go on to add that some of the unanticipated results ―may be neither directly 

related to the intervention‘s pedagogical goal nor anticipated by whatever theory guides 

the instructional intervention.‖ In this case, there were unanticipated results, but in 

analyzing the data, the results were in line with the theory that guided the intervention.  

The unanticipated effect was that each of the students in the study expressed that 

they strongly preferred whole class reading to independent reading. At first this seems to 

contradict the available literature on reading engagement which calls for student choice to 

improve motivation (Baker, 2003; Cole, 2002/2003; Ivey, 1999; McQuillan & Au, 2001; 

Pflaum & Bishop, 2004). However, in looking at Guthrie‘s (2001) model of the 

engagement processes motivation, strategy use, social interaction and conceptual 

knowledge, and considering social interaction and conceptual knowledge specifically, it 

makes sense that a whole class reading experience might appeal to students.  When 
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students read the same books as a whole class, there was much social interaction and 

group activities involved which students enjoyed. In addition, there was more peer and 

teacher support to help students to better develop their understanding and conceptual 

knowledge of the texts. The fact that students were able to choose the medium in which 

to read an assigned text and possibly choose the font and orientation, might have allowed 

enough choice that students felt a sense of control even in reading a whole class novel.  

Implications for the Classroom  

As discussed above in the conclusions, students in this study were initially very 

interested in reading on the devices, felt reading on a Kindle was easier than reading a 

book, enjoyed being able to manipulate the font and orient the text in multiple ways, the 

use of the built in dictionary helped with defining words in context, the increased access 

to books motivated students, and they enjoyed using the text-to-speech feature. For these 

reasons, classroom teachers may want to consider allowing students to use the devices for 

assigned reading.  

Implementing the devices was not without pitfalls. Before introducing the 

devices, teachers may want to consider some of the challenges that arose during this 

study.  Most of the difficulties were related to managing the devices and included that the 

devices broke easily, it was time consuming to manage the devices and the content, and a 

credit card had to be attached to the Amazon account in order to purchase books. There 

were also challenges related to way the devices functioned including the devices quickly 

became dated and were not conducive to accessing the internet because the schools Wi-Fi 

capabilities was not extended to students. Even if a teacher is not comfortable taking on 



133 
 

 

 

the responsibility of a class set of e-readers, they may want to consider allowing students 

to bring in their own devices or obtaining even just one for classroom use. 

In this study, students did not initially use the features of the device until they had 

explicit instruction on how to use the technology. Initially, I thought a brief whole class 

demonstration would be sufficient and that the students would learn how to use the 

features by exploring.  In another study of middle school students use of electronic 

devices researchers reported that the new technology motivated many of the students to 

explore the devices first and then use them to read (Miranda, Jackson & Rossi-Williams, 

2012). In this study, I found students went right to reading rather exploring the features. I 

observed early in the study that students were not customizing their reading experience 

because they did not know how to change the font and orientation of the text, use the 

text-to-speech feature, or access the online dictionary features. When I realized 

participants and other students in the class were not utilizing the features, I integrated a 

brief demonstration with each student about how to use the features into their reading 

conference. In the conferences I introduced the built in dictionary, text-to-speech, font 

manipulation and annotations.  After conferencing with the students, they experimented 

with each of the features. I am not sure they would have used the features without explicit 

instruction.  

Also, teachers may need to carefully consider how they will allow students use 

the text-to-speech feature on the devices for assigned reading. Though I anticipated that 

students would use the text-to-speech feature in the study to hear unfamiliar words 

pronounced, I did not anticipate that they would want to use the feature so they could 

move about the room for a few minutes while still sustaining the story they were reading. 
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The students in this study only used the feature for brief periods of time as a tool to either 

hear words pronounced or to allow them to move about while still sustaining the story; 

however, it is possible that students could over use the feature and listen to an entire text 

rather than read it. In this study, the students did not find the voice natural to listen to, 

which may have limited their desire to use it for extended periods. As electronic readers 

and their text-to-speech feature evolve, this is an area that will need consideration for 

classroom implementation.  

Additionally, as described above under changes to the classroom environment, the 

data collection process of this study seemed to stimulate focused conversations and 

reflection from students about reading engagement. Teachers might consider using and 

discussing some of the quantitative reading engagement measurements and surveys with 

students including the Reading Engagement Index (Guthrie et al., 2007), Adolescent 

Motivation to Read Profile (Pitcher et al., 2007), Metacognitive Awareness of Reading 

Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari& Reichard, 2002) and The Motivations for Reading 

Questionnaire (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997).   Teachers might also consider having 

students illustrate their feelings about reading to help them contemplate what motivates 

them to read and to help them consider their engagement as readers (Pflaum & Bishop, 

2004).  Some illustrations that students created to express their feelings about literature 

spoke for themselves, as in the pilot study. However, illustrations that were difficult to 

decipher, helped to stimulate conversation.  Teachers may find both quantitative 

assessments and illustrations helpful tools for understanding their students as readers and 

for generating conversations with students during reading conferences.  
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Finally, students in this study expressed enjoyment in having some common 

reading experiences with all of their classmates. Teachers may want to consider 

integrating some whole class reading assignments for students. I am not suggesting that 

teachers replace independent reading with whole class reading. Common reading 

experiences can be accomplished by having all students in a class occasionally read a 

common novel, or by having all students read shorter pieces such as short stories or 

articles. Another option might be to allow students to choose books and work in groups 

with other students who make the same selection. This would allow students to help each 

other through a text without requiring the entire class to read the same material.   

Recommendations for Future Study 

After completing this current study, I have multiple suggestions for future study 

regarding electronic readers as well as adolescent reading engagement. One suggestion is 

to conduct a formative design experiment, but to focus the study on engaged rather than 

reluctant readers and explore how the electronic devices impact the students‘ reading 

engagement.  Another study that could add to the available literature is an experimental 

study that compares a group that use e-readers in class to a control group in order to draw 

more cause and effect type conclusions. It may also be beneficial to conduct a similar 

study with larger groups of students in a variety of classrooms to help isolate the use of 

the devices from other instructional practices. In addition, another study that would add 

to the research is a study that captures multiple teacher perspectives on implementing 

electronic readers in the classroom in order to better understand how to effectively 

incorporate them into instruction. Another area that could be further explored is how 

assessing and discussing reading engagement measurements results with students impacts 
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their reading engagement.  Also, exploring how movement impacts independent 

adolescents‘ engagement is another area that could be further explored.  Finally, newer, 

updated devices come out each year, it could be beneficial to see how the features of a 

color screen, touchscreen device where students could interact more efficiently with  the 

Internet could impact students‘ reading engagement.   

A Final Note: One Step At a Time 

Integrating e-reading devices into the classroom alone will not likely transform 

struggling readers into engaged readers. However, the devices can be a tool for enhancing  

reading instruction that is already focused on engagement.  By definition in order for 

readers to be engaged, they must have motivation, be strategic, knowledgeable of the 

material, and socially interactive (Guthrie, 2001). While collecting and analyzing data for 

this study,  I did find that using the devices motivated the students in the study and that 

some of the features of the devices helped students to be strategic readers.  With research 

painting a grim picture for the outlook of adolescent readers (Sternberg, Kaplan, and 

Borck, 2007, Snow & Biancarosa, 2003), it seems worth the effort to integrate e-reading 

devices into the classroom.   

Shortly after the completion of  this study, a parent wrote an e-mail describing the 

difficulties her son had with reading engagement:  

Michael has never liked to read, no matter how hard I work to engage him 

(I pick stories of interest, I read to him, we alternate, he reads silently and 

I read the book as well in an attempt to discuss the story, etc. etc., but 

getting him to engage in any of this is like pulling teeth. He will report that 

he hates reading, he becomes extremely overwhelmed and shuts down 
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(often after reading one or two pages)! He also is a very slow reader, and 

he will tell me when reading silently, it takes him 40 minutes to read four 

pages. I have been very concerned and worried about how he moves 

forward from here! 

However, one week in your coteaching class and I see a different 

child! I am reaching out to say "thank-you.‖ I am not a technology person, 

so I never thought about getting him a Kindle, and I didn't even realize 

there were Dr. Who books (his favorite show)! I must tell you, since the 

first day you gave him that Kindle, he expresses that "he loves reading.‖ 

His only "hope" now is that you won't read core books. But one step at a 

time! (personal communication, October, 2012) 

Again, I am not suggesting that just giving students books on electronic devices 

will turn them from reluctant to engaged readers. However, I do think that the devices 

can be a tool to help teachers reach students and to  more easily facilitate instruction that 

emphasizes engaged reading. 
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Appendix B:  Adolescent Motivation to Read Survey   
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Appendix C: Consent Forms 

 

Dear Parents and Students: 

 

My name is Kristy Shurina and I have been a teacher in the Bridgewater-Raritan School 

District since 2002. I am currently in the process of completing a doctoral degree in 

literacy education in the program of Teaching and Learning at Rutgers University.  

 

I am writing to seek your consent and parent or guarding permission for you to 

participate in a research study that will investigate adolescent students‘ use of electronic 

reading devices to complete academic reading assignments. The purpose of the study is to 

learn students‘ thoughts and feelings about how using an e-reader impacts their reading 

engagement and to determine how the devices can best be used to improve student 

engagement. This study will take place during Spring Semester of the 2011-2012 school 

year. 

 

Students, who agree to participate in this study, will have an opportunity to use a Kindle 

to complete some reading assignments. Participating in this study or refusing to 

participate in this study will not have an impact on the students‘ grade in English 

Language Arts class.  

 

If you have questions, please call me at 973-885-1147, or e-mail me at 

kshurina@brrds.k12.nj.us. Parent or guardian and student consent forms are attached to 

this letter. After reading carefully, please sign and return one copy of the consent forms 

to Mrs. Shurina as soon as possible.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Mrs. Kristy Shurina 
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Parent or Guardian Informed Consent Form 

 

PROJECT TITLE: Exploring Adolescent Students Use of E-reading Devices  

To Engage Adolescent Readers: A Formative Design Experiment  

 

APPROVAL DATE OF PROJECT:   EXPIRATION DATE OF PROJECT: 

 

CONTACT NAME AND PHONE AND EMAIL FOR ANY PROBLEMS or QUESTIONS: 

 

Kristy Shurina 973-885-1147   

kshurina@gmail.com 

 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

Office of Research and Sponsored Programs 

Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey 

 ASB III, 3 Rutgers Plaza 

 New Brunswick, NJ 08901 

             Phone: (848) 932-0150       

 

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH: to learn students‘ thoughts and feelings about how using an e-reader 

impacts their reading engagement. 

 

PROCEDURES OR METHODS TO BE USED:  Students will read at least some of their reading 

assignment in digital rather than traditional text using an electronic reading device. The researcher, Kristy 

Shurina, will collect and analyze data including transcripts of interviews, past reading journals, and student 

annotations on the electronic reader. The researcher will also take field notes throughout the study, and may 

use audio and video recording as part of the data collection process.  

 

LENGTH OF STUDY:  Spring Semester of the 2011-2012 school year  

 

RISKS OR DISCOMFORTS ANTICIPATED: The student may not enjoy reading on the electronic 

device and might much prefer to complete reading assignments using a traditional text format. If that is the 

case, the student can to stop using the digital reader at any point in the study.   

 

BENEFITS ANTICIPATED: The student will have an opportunity to engage in reading using an 

electronic reading device and to reflect on the experience. Reading the digital text, using the devices 

features and discussing the experience with the researcher may help motivate the reader to want to read 

more electronic texts and could help extend the reader‘s ability to use metacognitive thinking when reading 

as he or she reflects on the experience.  

 

EXTENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY: All references to names and identifiable locations will be changed 

or omitted in the final transcripts and in any documents or publications relating to the study. 

 

TERMS OF PARTICIPATION: I understand this project is research, and my child‘s participation is 

completely voluntary. I also understand that if I consent to let my child participate, I may withdraw my 

consent at any time. I may allow my child to stop participating at any time without explanation.  My 

signature below indicates that I have read and understand this consent form, and I agree to allow my child 

to participate in this study.  

 

Participant‘s Name (student): _____________________________________________________ 

 

Parent/Guardian Name : _________________________________________ DATE: __________  

 

Parent/ Guardian Signature: : _______________________________________________________  

 

Researcher Name: Kristine Shurina  

 

Researcher Signature: _________________________________________________________________  
Participant Informed Consent Form 
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PROJECT TITLE: Exploring Adolescent Students Use of E-reading Devices  

To Engage Adolescent Readers: A Formative Design Experiment  

 

APPROVAL DATE OF PROJECT:   EXPIRATION DATE OF PROJECT: 

 

CONTACT NAME AND PHONE AND EMAIL FOR ANY PROBLEMS or QUESTIONS: 
Kristy Shurina 973-885-1147   

kshurina@gmail.com 

 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

Office of Research and Sponsored Programs 

Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey 

 ASB III, 3 Rutgers Plaza 

 New Brunswick, NJ 08901 

             Phone: (848) 932-0150       

 

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH: to learn students‘ thoughts and feelings about how using an e-

reader impacts their reading engagement. 

 
PROCEDURES OR METHODS TO BE USED:  Students will read complete their reading 

assignment in digital rather than traditional text using an electronic reading device. The researcher, 

Kristy Shurina, will collect and analyze data including transcripts of interviews, past reading journals, 

and student annotations on the electronic reader. The researcher will also take field notes throughout 

the study, and may use audio and video recording as part of the data collection process.  

 
LENGTH OF STUDY:  2011-2012 school year  

 

RISKS OR DISCOMFORTS ANTICIPATED: The student may not enjoy reading on the electronic 

device and might much prefer to complete reading using a traditional text format. If that is the case, 

the student can to stop using the digital reader at any point in the study.   

 

BENEFITS ANTICIPATED: The student will have an opportunity to engage in reading using an 

electronic reading device and to reflect on the experience. Reading the digital text, using the devices 

features and discussing the experience with the researcher may help motivate the reader to want to 

read more electronic texts and could help extend the reader‘s ability to use metacognitive thinking 

when reading as he or she reflects on the experience.  

 

EXTENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY: All references to names and identifiable locations will be 

changed or omitted in the final transcripts and in any documents or publications relating to the study. 

 
TERMS OF PARTICIPATION: I understand this project is research, and my participation is 

completely voluntary. I also understand that if I consent to participate, I may stop participating at any 

time without explanation.  My signature below indicates that I have read and understand this consent 

form, and I agree to participate in this study.  

 

Participant‘s Name:  _______________________________________________________________ 

 

Participant‘s Signature (Student): ______________________________ DATE: __________  

 

Researcher Name: Kristine Shurina 
Researcher Signature: _________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix D:  Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory  

 
Directions: Listed below are statements about what people do when they read academic or school-related 

materials such as textbooks or library books. Five numbers follow each statement (1, 2, 3, 4, 5), and each 

number means the following: 

• 1 means ―I never or almost never do this.‖  

• 2 means ―I do this only occasionally.‖  

• 3 means ―I sometimes do this‖ (about 50% of the time).  

• 4 means ―I usually do this.‖ 

 • 5 means ―I always or almost always do this.‖ 

 

After reading each statement, circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) that applies to you using the scale 

provided. Please note that there are no right or wrong answers to the statements in this inventory. 

 
Type Strategy Scale 

GLOB 1. I have a purpose in mind when I read. 1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 2. I take notes while reading to help me understand what I read.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 3. I think about what I know to help me understand what I read.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 4. I preview the text to see what it‘s about before reading it.  1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 5. When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to help me understand what I read.  1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 6. I summarize what I read to reflect on important information in the text.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 7. I think about whether the content of the text fits my reading purpose.  1 2 3 4 5 

PROB 8. I read slowly but carefully to be sure I understand what I‘m reading.  1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 9. I discuss what I read with others to check my understanding.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 10. I skim the text first by noting characteristics like length and organization.  1 2 3 4 5 

PROB 11. I try to get back on track when I lose concentration. 1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 12. I underline or circle information in the text to help me remember it.  1 2 3 4 5 

PROB 13. I adjust my reading speed according to what I‘m reading.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 14. I decide what to read closely and what to ignore.  1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 15. I use reference materials such as dictionaries to help me understand what I read.  1 2 3 4 5 

PROB 16. When text becomes difficult, I pay closer attention to what I‘m reading. 1 2 3 4 5 

 GLOB 17. I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to increase my understanding.  1 2 3 4 5 

PROB 18. I stop from time to time and think about what I‘m reading.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 19. I use context clues to help me better understand what I‘m reading. 1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 20. I paraphrase (restate ideas in my own words) to better understand what I read.  1 2 3 4 5 

PROB 21. I try to picture or visualize information to help remember what I read.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 22. I use typographical aids like boldface and italics to identify key information.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 23. I critically analyze and evaluate the information presented in the text.  1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 24. I go back and forth in the text to find relationships among ideas in it.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 25. I check my understanding when I come across conflicting information.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 26. I try to guess what the material is about when I read.  1 2 3 4 5 

PROB 27. When text becomes difficult, I reread to increase my understanding.  1 2 3 4 5 

SUP 28. I ask myself questions I like to have answered in the text.  1 2 3 4 5 

GLOB 29. I check to see if my guesses about the text are right or wrong.  1 2 3 4 5 

PROB 30. I try to guess the meaning of unknown words or phrases. 1 2 3 4 5 
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READING STRATEGIES INVENTORY 

Scoring Rubric Student 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interpreting your scores: The overall average indicates how often you use reading 

strategies  

when reading academic materials. The average for each subscale of the inventory shows 

which group of strategies (i.e., global, problem solving, and support strategies) you use 

most when reading. With this information, you can tell if you score very high or very low 

in any of these strategy groups. Note, however, that the best possible use of these 

strategies depends on your reading ability in English, the type of material read, and your 

purpose for reading it. A low score on any of the subscales or parts of the inventory 

indicates that there may be some strategies in these parts that you might want to learn 

about and consider using when reading. 
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Attachment E:  Observation Protocol 

 

Directions: Use this tool to tally students‘ behaviors while reading independently. Data 

collection should occur during two or three reading sessions to identify students having 

difficulty engaging 

 

Name Out of 

Seat 

Looks 

Up/Around 

the Room 

Flips 

Pages/ 

Not 

Reading 

Talks Switches 

Books 

Total # of  

Off Task 

Behaviors 

Notes 
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Attachment F: Interview Guide for Interviewing Intervention Specialist 

 

1. How do you feel the use of electronic devices is impacting the students‘ reading engagement in 

general? 

 

 

 

 

2. Let‘s talk about the impact on each students reading engagement individually. How do you feel 

that using a Kindle for reading is impacting…. 

 

Student A: 

 

 

 

Student B: 

 

 

 

Student C: 

 

 

 

Student D: 

 

 

 

Student E: 

 

 

 

3. What, if any, positive results do you see from using the Kindles with students? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. What, if any, negative results do you see from using the Kindles with students? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. What, if any, suggestions, do you have for improving the use of the Kindles as an intervention for 

reading engagement? 
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Attachment G: Interview Guide for Second and Third Student Interviews 

 

1. What are your thoughts about using the Kindle? 

 

 

 

 

 

2. If these are not brought up, follow up with ―What do you like about using the Kindle‖ 

or ―What do you dislike about using Kindle‖? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Let‘s talk about how you read on the Kindle. I read with the text in the largest size 

possible in landscape. Can you please show me how you read using your Kindle? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Would you recommend using a Kindle to other eighth graders? Why or Why not? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Do you do anything on the Kindle besides read? Can you show me? 

 

 

 

 

 

6.  Do you have a preference for using a Kindle or traditional print? Can you elaborate? 
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Appendix H: Reading Engagement Index 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: The REI is usually scaled on a 1-4, so for this dissertation study, the intervention 

specialist did not use the 5‘s for the pre or post assessments.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reading Engagement Index (REI)                    Teacher: _______________________Date: ________________

Directions: This is a questionnaire on students’ engagement in reading throughout the day in your classroom. Write each

student’s name on the spaces provided and fill out the column under  each.

Student 4: Student 5: Student 6:

This Student: NOT

TRUE

VERY

TRUE
NA

NOT

TRUE

VERY

TRUE
NA

NOT

TRUE

VERY

TRUE
NA

1. Often reads independently. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

2. Reads favorite topics and authors. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

3. Easily distracted in self-selected reading. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

4. Works hard in reading. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

5. Is a confident reader. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

6. Uses comprehension strategies well. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

7. Thinks deeply about the content of texts. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

8. Enjoys discussing books with peers. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

                                                                                   Cop yright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.

Student 1: Student 2: Student 3:

This Student: NOT

TRUE

VERY

TRUE
NA

NOT

TRUE

VERY

TRUE
NA

NOT

TRUE

VERY

TRUE
NA

1. Often reads independently. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

2. Reads favorite topics and authors. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

3. Easily distracted in self-selected reading. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

4. Works hard in reading. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

5. Is a confident reader. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

6. Uses comprehension strategies well. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

7. Thinks deeply about the content of texts. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1

8. Enjoys discussing books with peers. 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1 1    2    3    4    5 1



159 
 

 

 

Appendix J: Motivations To Read Questionnaire  

1

Name__________________________       Date__________________           

Teacher______________________________

Motivations for Reading Questionnaire

We are interested in your reading.

The sentences tell how some students feel about reading.  Listen to each
sentence and decide whether it talks about a person who is like you or
different from you.  There are no right or wrong answers.  We only want to
know how you feel about reading.

For many of the statements, you should think about the kinds of things you
read in your class.

Here are some ones to try before we start on the ones about reading:

I like ice cream.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

If the statement is very different from you, circle a 1.

If the statement is a little different from you, circle a 2.

If the statement is a little like you,  circle a 3.

If the statement is a lot like you, circle a 4.

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.



  
 

 

2

I like spinach.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

If the statement is very different from you, what should you circle?

If the statement is a little different from you, what should you circle?

If the statement is a little like you, what should you circle?

If the statement is a lot like you, what should you circle?

Okay, we are ready to start on the ones about reading.  Remember , when you give
your answers you should think about the things you are reading in your class.
There are no right or wrong answers, we just are interested in YOUR ideas about
reading.  To give your answer, circle ONE number on each line.  The answer lines
are right under each statement.

Let’s turn the page and start.  Please follow along with me while I read each of the
statements, and then circle your answer .  

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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3

1.  I like being the best at reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

2.  I like it when the questions in books make me think.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

3.  I read to improve my grades.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

4.  If the teacher discusses something interesting I might read more about it.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

5.  I like hard, challenging books.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

6.  I enjoy a long, involved story or fiction book.
Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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4

7.  I know that I will do well in reading next year .

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

8.  If a book is interesting I don’ t care how hard it is to read. 

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

9.  I try to get more answers right than my friends.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

10.  I have favorite subjects that I like to read about.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

11.  I visit the library often with my family.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

12.  I make pictures in my mind when I read.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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5

13.  I don’t like reading something when the words are too dif ficult.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

14.  I enjoy reading books about people in dif ferent countries.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

15.  I am a good reader.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

16.  I usually learn difficult things by reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

17.  It is very important to me to be a good reader .

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
    1       2       3      4

18. My parents often tell me what a good job I am doing in reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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6

19.  I read to learn new information about topics that interest me. 

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

20.  If the project is interesting, I can read dif ficult material.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

21.  I learn more from reading than most students in the class.   

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

22.  I read stories about fantasy and make believe.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

23.  I read because I have to.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

24.  I don’t like vocabulary questions.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

25.  I like to read about new things.

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

26.  I often read to my brother or my sister.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

27.  In comparison to other activities I do, it is very important to me to be a good
reader.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

28.  I like having the teacher say I read well.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      

29.  I read about my hobbies to learn more about them.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

30.  I like mysteries.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

31.  My friends and I like to trade things to read.

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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9

Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

38.  Grades are a good way to see how well you are doing in reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

39.  I like to help my friends with their schoolwork in reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

40.  I don’t like it when there are too many people in the story .

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

41.  I am willing to work hard to read better than my friends.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

42.  I sometimes read to my parents.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

43.  I like to get compliments for my reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

44.  It is important for me to see my name on a list of good readers.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

45.  I talk to my friends about what I am reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

46.  I always try to finish my reading on time.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

47.  I am happy when someone recognizes my reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

48.  I like to tell my family about what I am reading.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

49.  I like being the only one who knows an answer in something we read.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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      1       2       3      4

50.  I look forward to finding out my reading grade.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

51.  I always do my reading work exactly as the teacher wants it.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

52.  I like to finish my reading before other students.
Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

53.  My parents ask me about my reading grade.

Very A Little
Different Different A Little A Lot
From Me From Me Like Me Like Me
      1       2       3      4

Copyright© 2004 by John T. Guthrie. Not for use other than research pur poses.
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Appendix I: Students Final Illustrations 
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