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ABSTRACT

A trend among adolescent readers is the practitaketreading. Fake-reading occurs
when students who can read choose not to, andajesthtegies to fake their way
through school-assigned texts to earn good grades study examines four resistive
readers, or fake-readers, assigned to read Neat&8man’dJnwind(2007) and
complete atunwind Multiliteracy Project related to the book. Resistreaders admit
to using four main strategies: skimming (scannmfieu of reading), ripping (using
online summaries as test and essay preparatiomchimg (getting information needed
through conversations with friends), and schmoo#gegting information needed
through informal chats with the teacher and insldiscussion). Implications for

promoting reading engagement among fake readedissmassed.

Vi



CHAPTER ONE
BACKGROUND OF STUDY
“There is a huge difference between knowing hore&al and
having an interest in doing so:"Eisner, 2003, p. 650
Chapter one explains my interest in students’ingadabits as well as strategies
that | have discovered students use to fake theyrtwrough school-assigned texts. |
explain my struggles over the last four years aBraglish teacher working to motivate
capable readers to read. | also share insightpthaious nonreaders have shared
concerning their perspectives of reading schoadassl texts, which have led to the
phenomenon diake readersalso referred to agsistive readersr aliterate readers.
After discussing research that | consulted in dorefo find solutions to fake reading, |
explain some of the negative consequences of &g, or skimming-only, habits. |
also address challenges that college English gofs€ncounter in teaching resistive
readers as well as the push for educators to imgslemultiliteracy instruction into the
curriculum to make learning more meaningful. Thaptkr closes with the research
guestionwhat strategies do resistive readers use to fake thay through school-
assigned textsBecause | sought to identify fake-reading strategiean effort to
modify my teaching practices to engage fake readeesesearch question informed
the following sub questioWhat strategies might English teachers use to pterclese
reading among fake readers?
Readers Who Won't Read
Since beginning a career as an English instructd008, and teaching over

sixty sections of undergraduate composition amulditire courses between two private



universities, | discovered a glaring commonalityosug students: the majority didn’t
read. It was not that my studewtsuldn’tread; | was faced with a majority of capable
readers whahosenot to read. Some critics of standardized testingh as Gallagher
(2009) believe that students’ disinterest in regdanconditioned throughout their
secondary schooling by “high interest reading baiggeezed out in favor of more test
preparation practice” (p. 4).

Broz (2011), who teaches pre-service English eacltlaims that nonreading is
a strategy that students learn in high school.

Not reading.even for many good students, has become a modeeodtion with

respect to book-length texts assigned in schoohyMaudents enter our

secondary and postsecondary literature classesdingto not readthe books

we assign...Many students have admitted to me atiteioclassmates that in
high school they did not read any of the assigraak$. (p. 15, original italics)

Like Broz’s students, my students, from day ontgnded not to read the assigned
texts. Not only could they Google the text and raag number of summaries and
analytical essays outlining its major points, eyt could rely on online sources such
as Sparknotes, Cliffsnotes, and Wikipedia to filthe gaps. Ironically, even online
sources meant to create time-saving summariesralgsas for nonreaders are
currently creating visual reenactments of texte®t the demand of resistive readers
who refuse to take the time to read summariesddiitian to the plethora of online
resources, students often confided that teachtes pfomoted fake reading by
providing all of the information through detailesttures and in-class discussions. By
listening to what classmates said during classudsons; gauging the importance
based upon the teacher’s response; noting speeciisages pointed out by the teacher;
and repeating all of the information on the finghen, they could pass with flying

colors.



Among the courses that | have taught, which rdraya freshman composition
to senior British Literature, fake reading stragsgseem particularly prevalent among
freshmen English Composition | students. Every stengl struggled to motivate
students to readnything They refused to read their textbooks (most refuse
purchase one). They refused to read academicesriiel’en when required to
implement them in research papers). They refuseedit assigned short stories (even
when allotted class time). My initial professioaald educated solution was to lecture
students about the importance of completing readgsggnments; punish them with
zeros for failed reading quizzes; beg them toeast, skim the material; and, finally,
admit defeat by lecturing on the material so thaytmight have a shot at passing. Broz
(2011) articulates my dismay with students, andetiyg/hen he explains,

If students do not read the assigned text, notimmgprtant is happening in your

literary classroom -nothing very important to develop your studentsidiag

and interpretive abilities is happening no mat@wmany lectures you deliver,
vocabulary words students “learn,” elements ofditistudents define, quizzes
students take , essay test answers students arfiens you show. Nothing
important is happening because students’ developaieaading and
interpretive abilities require engaged readingl1p.original italics)
| knew that | had failed when | was handing outlieg quizzes as a last-ditch effort to
“motivate” my students to read. Adler (1982) exp&i“All genuine learning is active,
not passive. It involves the use of the mind, net memory” (p. 50).
Students’ Reasons for Not Reading

During the fall of 2008, while struggling with Eirgh Composition | resistive

readers, | was also completing the graduate progtaire University of Oklahoma.

One of the classes that | was enrolled in centeretthe teaching of Young Adult

Literature in the secondary English classroom. Dsmreand Nilsen (1989) define



Young Adult Literature (YAL) as “anything that re&xd between the approximate ages
of twelve and twenty choose to read (as oppos&chtd they may be coerced to read
for class assignments).” Herz and Gallo (1996)go more detail by explaining that

YAL deals with many universal themes, including &x¢ernal questiong/ho

am I?andWhere do | fit in’Some of the themes are: alienation from one’s

society or group, survival or meeting a challerggsial and/or political

concerns about AIDS, teenage pregnancy, divordestance abuse, family

conflicts, dealing with death, and political injiegt (p. 11, original italics)

As part of the final requirements for completing tfraduate course, | had to create,
distribute, and analyze responses to an inforneal teaders’ survey that focused on the
reading habits of young adults. | took the oppatjuto survey my freshmen English
Composition | classes about their perceptions adirey.

At the conclusion of the fall 2008 semester, whelked to describe their
personal reading habits, the majority of the fiftestudents surveyed said that they read
if required for homework, and rarely read for ple@s Two male students claimed that
they never read for pleasure while two female sttsladmitted that they regularly read
romance novels, but didn’t consider that “real’dieg since the books weren’t
academic texts. Overwhelmingly, students blameunt thek of interest of reading on
their high school English classes; they felt thatytwere forced to read “boring,
insignificant texts that were irrelevant to théwels.” Gallagher (2009) calls this
teaching strategseadicide: “noun, the systematic killing of the love of readinfien
exacerbated by the inane, mind-numbing practicesdon schools” (p. 2). Because

students failed to create connections with bodiesy issociated their negative feelings

with reading in general, which influenced theirdieg habits in college.



Many students feel a disconnect towards books, wkeeps them from being
motivated to read. If they do not feel as thougéxa pertains to their lives, they see no
reason to participate in the conversation. For ganone student, who contributed to
the informal teen readers’ survey, specificallynidal Shakespeare®omeo and Juliet
for his dislike of reading because he said thahly confused and frustrated him, which
he believed was the purpose of reading as a whokejust stupid. | mean, we're
supposed to find a bunch of hidden meanings tleat'tareally there.” Reading to
discover “hidden meanings” has been consistentigregded by others throughout each
semester of my English Composition | classes salreinistering the informal survey
in 2008.

In an effort to combat negativity towards readimg@-bound texts, educators,
such as Burke (2010), urges teachers to placatitex in the context of students’ lives.
Burke (2010) warns that students “will always wongibat a play like Romeo and
Juliet] has to do with them, a question they will neveabke to answer unless
[teachers] build in room for them to ask and resptnit based on their own
experience” (p. 99). By connecting events, charactnd struggles in the text to
students’ lives, teachers create validity for tleat that helps students “buy-in” and
invest the time to transact with it, even if it €@anonical work that seems completely
foreign at first-glance (Wilhelm, 2007; Smith andINélm, 2002; Guthrie and
Wigfield, 1997).

Ultimately, however, when | have asked past andegmestudents if they might
be willing to give reading a chance if they foumdimteresting book, the general

consensus is, “No way, Mrs. Krieger! See, readirgjboring. We can think of a



hundred other things we’d rather be doing.” Unfodiely, the anti-reading consensus
has been one of the most constant findings in aghiag.
Need For the Study

A trend among young adults is their avoidancestmirtexts. This avoidance is
not limited to school-assigned texts; it includé$aams of reading. According to
Mikulecky (1978),aliteracyis a term used to describe students who havebitity &0
read but choose not to (p. 3). Other terms useddhangeably witkliteracyare
reluctant readers, nonreadem@ndstruggling readersHowever, connotations already
exist with the termseluctant readerandstruggling readersn that they often refer to
students who lack basic literacy skills to decoaeds. Aiteracy, instead, refers to
readers who consistently have strong reading flyeramprehension skills, and high
passing scores on standardized reading and waagssments; although, even this
term has been debated. Because of their stromgditebilities, Beers (1990) argues
that the ternmaliteracydoesn’t quite capture the phenomenon:

The word literally means without, or lacking, lidéey . . . . A student called

aliterate, then, would be one lacking in some disi@mnof literacy; however,

this may not be true. One could be literate aieakls and still choose not to be
a reader. Not reading does not necessarily imptiyaimg literate. (p. 11)

Beers (1990) makes an important observation albeutharacteristics of aliteracy since
nonreaders actively engage in reading text messapgdate Facebook statuses, and
participate in various forms of digital media. Mwtly do they actively read the world
around them, they actively participate by maintagnand following blogs, commenting
on each other’s statuses, updating Twitter accoants$ posting pictures and videos to

social networking websites. Hence, these studeataat aliterate; they aresistive



readers (Tovani, 2000, p. 14). They are more tlagalale of reading items of interest;
they simply aren’t interested in reading schoolgrsd texts.

After identifying characteristics of resistive deas and finding consistencies
among students’ avoidance of assigned texts, Irbpgging closer attention to their
responses (or non-responses) to texts that | intedl Probst (2003) addresses the
importance of teachers’ roles in selecting textemvhe writes,

...Selection of texts cannot be based solely on aeqtion of literary merit without
taking into account the age, gender, interests ahildies of the readers and that

curriculum cannot be satisfactorily planned withoomnsidering the range of
response that we hope to encourage or allow. . 81

Although | expected students to resist readingthese textbook because the content
was mostly informational and dull — even thougbeit up the context for the entire
course, | could not understand why they avoidedvind (2007), a dystopian young
adult novel that addressed a futuristic versioahairtion. | chos&nwind (2007)
because, each semester, abortion was consistamdigngs’ favorite topic to debate and
write about in research papers. | incorpordfeavind (2007) in hopes of facilitating
more meaningful discussions by tapping directlyp istudents’ interests.

Young Adult Literature advocates often claim théung Adult Literature
(YAL) is a powerful tool to help students realibat reading is a pleasurable activity”
that might “help them develop into confident, @dti readers” (Herz and Gallo, 1996, p.
xv). Unfortunately, | learned very quickly that dants’ reliance upon fake-reading was
too powerful of a habit to break by simply introchg YAL. Although | felt confident
that the content of the novel could connect toestisl lives, | couldn’t get them to read
the first page. Each day, they would arrive tosksd wait for me to tell them what

they need to know. After several class periodsawirig a conversation with the two



students who actually read the book, | dismissasischnd started pondering how |
might get students to transact more effectivelhlite text.

Teachers are encouraged to incorporate more mdahasgignments by making
them relevant to students’ lives (Cornaby, 1975,c6@n, 1979; Zaharias, 1986).
Gustavson (2007) says, “If we are to create, suppod sustain schools that are
meaningful and rigorous learning spaces for yowth;- teachers, administration, and
parents — need to cultivate genuine interestsamidlys youth work and learn in their
everyday lives” (p. 7). Kajder (2006) explains thwer’ literacies are ways that can
allow teachers “to reach, engage, and move thoskests who weren't finding success”
(p. 3). The assumption among educators is thaeshalents interact with multiple
literacies on a daily basis, teachers should ffl@f students’ interests and strengths
to add validity to assignments while promotingimgic motivation to complete them
(Kohn, 2010) .

Research Purpose and Question

The purpose of this study is to discover what fedading strategies four college
freshmen employ in an effort to pass classes witHoung much reading. This study
also seeks to explore the effects of incorporatmdfiple literacy, or multiliteracy,
teaching strategies to promote deep reading cisbgned novdlnwind (2007) with
the same four resistive readers. Knowing thatesitgllive in a society where fast-
paced, instant gratification is a part of the ad@fiand many have developed reading
habits that “eschew a slow and deliberate paceti¢Bain, 2010, p. 30), my study is
guided by the following research questiarmat strategies do resistivereadersuseto

faketheir way through school-assigned texts? The purpose of this study is to



discover fake-reading strategies implemented bgtres readers; however, this is done
with the intention of using gleaning informationrtedify my teaching practices. As a
result, a closely linked sub question\ighat strategies might English teachersuseto
promote close reading among resistive reader s?
Definition of Terms

Reading.Traditionally, the ternreadinghas been limited to “page-bound, official,
standard forms of the national language” that agstticted to formalized, monolingual,
monocultural, and rule-governed forms of langua@éie New London Group, 1996, p.
61). According to Langer and Applebee (1986), “H start with development, it is
quite clear that the skills that individuals leane constrained (or fostered) by the
particular culture and educational contexts withinch individuals grow up” (p. 171).
Readings based in language and contexts that evolvearsteries of decoding skills
that lead to comprehension and interpretation (®80; Heath, 1983; McDermott,
1977; Scribner & Cole, 1981; Tannen, 1984). Peoate“read,” or interpret, many
things, such as images, music, and digital mediathe purposes of this study,
however readingrefers to decoding words and transacting with t@s books), in
page-bound or electronic format.
Literacy. According to Botzakis and Hall (2011), literacydisfined as “the ability to
speak and sing, to orate publically, to sign omesie, and to read a sentence” (p. 129).
Although literacyhas traditionally been associated with print-basets, Warscharuer
and Ware (2008) explain that

technology, literacy, culture, and society arewad as being completely

intertwined. From this perspective, technologiesdt impact literacy, society,

or culture, but rather are seen as embodimerge@él and cultural relations
that, in turn, structure social and cultural fesir(p. 222)



As a resultjiteracy not only refers to reading and writing page-bowndg, but also
encompasses the way that individuals interact aitth interpret the world around them.
Barton and Hamilton (1998) clarify the distinction:
Literacy is primarily something people do; it is @ctivity, located in the space
between thought and text. Literacy does not jesite in people’s heads as a set
of skills to be learned, and it does not justdesin paper, captured as texts to

be analyzed. Like all human activity, literacyessentially social, and is located
in the interaction between people. (p. 3)

Literacy is multifaceted. As a result, relegatiitgracyto traditional reading and
writing negates the importance of transacting, yanad), synthesizing, and evaluating
multiple arguments found throughout society. Larayed Applebee (1986) explain that
literacyis used “as encouraging the kinds of thinking aaboning that can support
higher levels of cognitive development” (p. 173judliteracy encompasses multiple
literaciessince they provide multiple perspectives so thatr@gon can develop a
holistic interpretation of people, events, and Idgies in the world around them
(Vygotsky, 1962/1978; Bruner, 1966).

Multiliteracies. Multiliteraciess a term that was coined by the New London Group
(1996) when it convened to discuss the impactdairielogy on literacy. With the
implementation of technology, an emerging culturadfitutional, and global order
needed to be acknowledged, which “creates a diffdiad of pedagogy, one in which
language and other modes of meaning are dynamieseptational resources,
constantly being remade by their users as they weoachieve their various cultural
purposes” (p. 64). With approximately one-sixttire world’s inhabitants accessing
the Internet (Coiro et al., 2011, p. 3), the Newmdlon Group recognized the need for a

reconceptualized definition of literacy to adapthe new reality of a global society.

10



The National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE)08) affirms an extended

conception of literacy:
Literacy has always been a collection of culturad aommunicative practices
shared among members of particular groups. As tyoare technology change,
so does literacy. Because technology has incrahseadtensity and complexity
of literate environments, the twenty-first centdgmands that a literate person
possess a wide range of abilities and competenoiasy literacies. These
literacies—from reading online newspapers to pigdiing in virtual
classrooms—are multiple, dynamic, and malleableinAke past, they are

inextricably linked with particular histories, lifgssibilities and social
trajectories of individuals and groups.

According to many New Literacy experts, such ag&@{@011) and Gee (1991), the
definition of literacy must continually evolve witrowing global demandgiteracy
encompasses more than page-bound texts; it inclodeges as well as auditory and
oral communication, digital media, and much, mudrenAs a result, students are
constantly reading and interpreting the world abtihvem, just not in the traditional
sense.

Resistive Readers/Fake Readdiise termaliteracy has been used to refer to
individuals who have the cognitive and mechanikalssto read, but choose not to
(Chambers, 1969; Lenox, 1984; Jones, 1998; BeB88K)1The terntesistive reader
(Tovani, 2000), ofake readerrefers to those who can read, but ddr#sistive/fake
readerslack the motivation to read certain texts (i.eoks) even though they may
actively read other kinds of text (i.e. text me€sgg

Transactional TheoryRosenblatt (1978/1938) explains that people makanmg with
texts based upon their experiences and culturet YWhbaes meaningful to one student
may not be meaningful to another because each aqipes the text from different

perspectives:

11



The reader brings to the work personality traiteymories of past events, present
needs and preoccupations, a particular mood ahtir@ent, and a particular
physical condition. These and many other elemengsriever-to-be-duplicated
combination determine his response to the parti@datribution of the text.
(Rosenblatt, 1938, p. 30-31)

Depending upon the transaction, readers assigme \ald purpose to the messages they
“receive” from texts. Messages can take on varfaanstions based upon the
experiences and predispositions of the reader.

Rosenblatt (1938/1978) believes readers approaekt #om a particular
vantage point that influences the way they intdrppriermation. According to
Rosenblatt (1994/2005), the efferent stance “desegthe kind of reading in which
attention is centered predominantly on what isg¢@ktracted and retained after the
reading event” (p. 11). To clarify, she gives tlkaraple of a man who drinks a
poisonous liquid, and rapidly reads the bottlelselao find the cure. This style of
reading is information-seeking, learning somethreg was previously unknown. On
the other hand, an aesthetic stance occurs wherrétdder adopts an attitude of
readiness to focus attention on what is being Iimedugh during the reading event”
(Rosenblatt, 1994/2005, p. 11). With an aesthedrsgective, readers approach the text
through their senses, feelings, and intuitiondl{p). The aesthetic experience allows
readers to “connect” with a plot and character,cviimay make the reading more
engaging.

Regardless of the stance that readers take nitpsritant to note that no two
readings are ever the same. To Rosenblatt, peoospthange over time due to
experiences that unfailingly influence a persorams$action with a text. “Reader and
text are involved in a complex, nonlinear, recugsiself-correcting transaction” that is

ongoing (Rosenblatt, 1994/2005, p. 9) despite thewas behind approaching a text.

12



Close ReadingComplex texts are those texts that cannot beptdeoed with a single,
superficial skimming, or reading. According to themmon Core State Standards
(CCSS) (2011), text complexity is “the inherenfidiilty of reading and
comprehending a text combined with consideratioreatler and task variables” (p. 31).
Adams (2009) states that complex texts “offer nemglage, new knowledge, and new
modes of thought” (p. 182). They challenge reatieread closely through
multifaceted levels of meaning, multiple forms tusture (i.e. flashbacks, multiple
perspectives), and figurative language. Close ngpghay require readers to re-read
passages several times to gain genuine understandin
Summary

By time students reach my freshman English Contiposi course, they have
successfully practiced fake reading strategiesutjinout their secondary careers. |
recently had a student inform me that he never aesidgle book in high school, and he
planned to maintain his record in college. Withoaky grin, he explained, “Sure,
professors tell me that | won't pass if | don’tde&ut | haven't failed yet.” Beers
(1996) claims that “the group of people who cardreat do not is large and growing”
(p- 30). Some resistive readers can be motivategtéyes, and some can be motivated
by specific books, but many are not motivated biyezi

When students avoid reading read, there can lensaction (Rosenblatt,
1978/1938). According to Botzakis and Hall (20X'Reading is a practice where
people use texts to explore experiences, questimhgain advantages in their social

worlds” (p. 129). When students rely on teachemisgseminate all of the information

13



so that they can simply regurgitate it for a paggirade on a test, do they still “explore
experiences, question, and gain advantages? Woi7j2xplains,
It is not simply a matter of the number of worddeard and unlearned. When
words are not heard, concepts are not learneénWntactic forms are never
encountered, there is less knowledge about th&arkhip of events in a story.
When story forms are never known, there is ledgato infer and predict.

When cultural traditions and the feelings of oghare never experienced, there
Is less understanding of what other people feellQ2).

Sometimes reading requires slow and deliberatsa@ions. Reading helps hone a
student’s ability to infer, analyze, and synthesigermation in a text. By not reading,
resistive readers may handicap themselves wherstheyfor short snip-its of
information. The purpose of this study is to untherd strategies that fake-readers use

as well as discover ways for teachers to encowkge reading.

14



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
“The path of a reader is not a runway but more ak#rough a forest, with individual
twists and turns, entanglements and moments ofisarp- Holden, 2004, p. 32

Teachers throughout all stages of the professeacker candidates, “newbies”,
and veterans) are facing the phenomenon of resigaders. Throughout the last three
years of teaching, the number one complaint amoygatieagues from all disciplines
has been that students avoid reading assignediataldrey shake their heads in
wonder because they are not referring to remediaises that focus on struggling and
reluctant readers who can barely decode wordsadsthey are referring to students
who participate in honors and AP classes throughmit school who are fully capable
of reading, but choose not to do so. Some teach&rsss this phenomenon as laziness,
some combat it with reading quizzes, and someigite resistive readers’ fake-reading
strategies by lecturing on the material that mestd@vered. None of these methods are
effective in making resistive readers accountatielfeir learning. As a result, to better
understand the importance of reading as well &tk strategies that encourage fake-
readers to read, the review of the literature dises literary theory, pedagogical
approaches, and learning behaviors of Generationtih all influence the teaching of
literature.

Reader Response Theory

Richards introduced reader-response theory todheational community in

1929 when he collected students’ responses toressigoems (after he removed

identifying markers such as author names and iiteexl learned that students’

15



interpretations varied significantly from the poemscepted meanings. Instead of
relying solely on context clues, participants basegponses on prior experience,
knowledge, and culture. Richards is the first tistdo acknowledge that students create
responses to poems based upon previous experi@ndésmowledge, which he records
in his bookPractical Criticism(1929). Although he recognizes the impact thadrpri
knowledge plays in the role of initial interpretats of poems, he also acknowledges
that poems have certain absolute truths that caddogified through close reading,
analysis, and proper instruction. Richards empleasitose reading of the work itself,
and “examines the relationships between a tex@asidnd its form, between what a text
says and the way it says it” (Delahoyde, 1999)hRids (1929) also asserts that “value
cannot be demonstrated except through the comntionaaf what is valuable”
(Berthoff, 1991, p. 30). While Richards views the&rpretation of a text as separate
from an individual’'s race, gender, and backgrolakenblatt (1978/1938) believes
that each of those factors must be considered Wdrarulating an interpretation, which
belongs to the reader.

As early as 1938, with the publicationlaterature as Exploration and
expanded upon in the 1978 publicationfbe Reader, The Text, The Poebodise M.
Rosenblatt challenged the formalist view of litgranalysis by questioning the
assumption of objectivity, which originally camedan discussion after Einstein’s
theory revealed that “the observer is part of theeovation — human beings are a part of
nature” (Rosenblatt, 1994, p. 2). If such a claiaswrue, she argues, then, the poem is
not an object — as formalists profess - and thdeeis not its passive recipient; instead,

“a text, once it leaves its author’s hands, is $ynmaper and ink until a reader evokes
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from it a literary work” (Rosenblatt, 1978, p. iX)lords are simply ink blots on paper
until the reader gives them meaning, and the mgasiderived from the individual’s
background knowledge and culture. She does notediga fact that there are universal
truths throughout texts; however, she does ackraye¢hat responses vary based upon
an individual’s point-of-reference. Therefore, tegain meaning because the reader
performs the key function of interpreting the texttfransacting with it.

The concept of transacting with literature is grded in pragmatism (Connell,
2008, p. 103), and comes from the idea that pgupdsess perspectives created by their
individual environments. According to pragmatisisce environments and experiences
differ, to assume that every person approachest #éhte same way, and comes to the
same conclusion about its meaning, is a gross miggtion. Dewey and Bentley
(1949), who were contemporaries of Rosenblattreffehe termransactionto offset
the implications ofnteractionwith the positivistic notion that each event isaape
and self-contained (Rosenblatt, 1994, p. 2). Algtoshe never advocates complete
freedom in interpretation while transacting witteat, she challenges the idea of pure
objectivity. She shies away from the push for ot@fect” answer because such an
approach reinforces “the implicit pressure to ttgatature as a body of knowledge
rather than potential experiences” (Rosenblatt52@0xxviii). She sees this
“objective” approach to literature dangerous beeatisndermines the role of literature:
“To see man as separate from his environment, tadfiegted by it, or affecting it, does
not do justice to the ecological process, in wh@m and his environment are part of a

total situation, to use Dewey'’s earlier term, eaghditioned by and conditioning the
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other” (Rosenblatt, 1978, p. 18). For Rosenblh#,reader is the key element in the
transactional process because a text does nof eeddit until the reader begins to read.
Literature Instruction

President Barack Obama states the importance aféda within the preface
of A Blueprint for Reform: The Reauthorization of Eéetary and Secondary
Education Ac(2010), “A world-class education is also a morgparative — the key to
securing a more equal, fair, and just society”l{pIn many ways, literature instruction
has more implications because it allows readetddweelop the imaginative capacity to
put themselves in the place of others,” which igdpacity essential in a democracy”
(Karolides, 1999, p. xxxiii). Literary experiencespose readers to cultures, prejudices,
and inconsistencies within society. By using litara to challenge cultural boundaries,
social mores, or political mindsets, the experierare foster critical thinking, problem-
solving, empathy, and proactive learning. By incogbing literature that addresses real
world issues, teachers allow students to seekwedt solutions that act in the interest
of society as a whole.

Readers approach literature based upsdgigpositions. If they need to acquire
knowledge or information to study for a test, tisegk the proper text, read it, and file
the information away so that they can reiteratg the proper time. If they need to read
for pleasure, or entertainment, then they findxa tieat allows them to interact and
connect on a personal level. Regardless of thegserpnThe Reader, the Text, the
Poem(1978) Rosenblatt is quick to point out that “the readersation of a poem out
of a text must be an active, self-ordering and-seitfective process” (p. 11). Readers

are not passive, and they develop individual mephased on context and culture. In

18



addition, viewing students as “active participantgheir own experiential learning as
opposed to being passive recipients of meaning gwtarnal sources” helps them learn
how to function within society (Ellis & Fouts, 2004. 24). By contributing ideas and
making choices in their learning, they are proactivthe approach to attain knowledge.

Throughout the history of school, the role of & ner, or reader, has been a
sponge, waiting for the teacher to fill the mindiwknowledge (Pearson, 2000). The
formalist approach to literature instruction rensaineither subtly or blatantly —
embedded throughout secondary English classroomsgh teacher manuals, sample
lesson plans, and workbooks (Pearson, 2000, Ell&)t et al. (2009) criticize that
“[s]chool teaches that literacy is about a setkdfss not a way to engage a part of the
world...Consequently, many young people come to aasoreading with schooling
rather than with learning more about what interdstsn” (p. 522). Skills-based
schooling relies heavily on lectures, drills, wdrksts, and memorization, which
Smagorinsky (2007) claims is detrimental to litaratinstruction:

The formality valued in school is not conduciveetacouraging students to think

on their own. Rather, their role is reduced tliniy in the gaps of teachers’

interpretations — gaps that the teacher leaves fapgredetermined

information. And, so the formal nature of the waysvhich literature tends to

be discussed in school — the speech genre gogesohool discussions —

actually works against students’ willingness tgage with literature inspired by

the enthusiasm and interests that motivate addien they read voluntarily on
their own time. (p. 65)

Even teachers who implement discussions may haseplists of questions and
answers that they want students to address. Whderss fail to answer the discussion
guestions properly, the teacher typically leadsnthe the “correct” conclusion through
a series of follow-up points. Unfortunately, thealission may transform into mini

lectures meant to lead students to a uniform, titdbased interpretation. As a result,
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a skills based approach to literature instructittarodoes not consider Rosenblatt’s
(1938/1978) transactional theory of literature riastion.

If one acknowledges that a reader’s backgroundhniigluence his or her
transaction with a text, then students will notaje arrive at an identical,
preconceived, “correct” answer when analyzing ditere. Church (1997) reinforces the
malleability of meaning by explaining that:

rather than emphasize formalist analysis of g tagtprimary goal of instruction

from a transactional perspective is to fosteretust trust in the expression of

their individual experience with a text; thus,deers of literature play a pivotal
role in influencing how students perform in respeto a text. (p. 73)

Teachers play a pivotal role in the developmenndividual literacy skills because
their responses to students’ transactions havgn#fisant impact in how students
perceive a text. Elliot et al. (2009) lament, hoerthat:
The problem is that the life-to-text and text-fe-cycle is not addressed in most
schools because it runs counter to the prevailotgons about what should
read, when, and how. By and large, schools igtit@gower of students’
interests to provide the motivation to read anldtdeexploit the experience-
to reading-to-experience cycle. (p. 522).
In a test happy environment, some English teaanessfocus on efferent readings of a
text in neglect of aesthetic. Instead of encougtudents to experience aesthetic
reading, texts are often approached from the stantthat “meaning [is] somehow
assumed to be already there ‘in’ the text, the édevha nut waiting to be pried out”
(Rosenblatt, 2005, p. xxii). The consequences df susingle-minded approach to
teaching literature are illuminated in my formardgnt’'s comments about
ShakespeareRomeo and Julievhen he bitterly announces that he despissd reading

because teachers always wanted him to find hiddsanings that simply weren’t there.

Right or wrong, the obsession with hidden meankildsd any enjoyment he might
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have experienced with Shakespeare’s classic, amwmeed his beliefs that reading was
boring and pointless.

Bushman and Haas (2006) argue that one of the measons that students
dislike reading is because they cannot relatedsthool-assigned texts. If English
teachers are to make literature instruction morammgful, they argue, schools need to
incorporate texts that challenge students sociaityrally, religiously, and politically;
however, these texts must also reflect studemntssliGwynn and Zani (2007) claim,
“Meaning in literature is rarely spelled out for, tisus, we often are asked to delve deep
into a text — whether a story, poem, play, or esstyquestion, discuss, and formulate
an interpretive response to it; in other words;redt an argument” (p. 1). Literature
should engage students with ideas; unfortunateiynynimes, the literature teachers
choose is not age-appropriate nor cognitively appate, and makes students bored and
resistive.

Young Adult Literature

In order to combat students’ growing apathy withaol-assigned texts, many
English teachers use Young Adult Literature. Domeland Nilsen (1989) define Young
Adult Literature (YAL) as “anything that readerstleen the approximate ages of
twelve and twenty choose to read (as opposed to tivbg may be coerced to read for
class assignments).” Herz and Gallo (1996) gonmboe detail by explaining that

YAL deals with many universal themes, including éx¢ernal questiong/ho

am I?andWhere do | fit in’Some of the themes are: alienation from one’s

society or group, survival or meeting a challersgeial and/or political

concerns about AIDS, teenage pregnancy, divordestance abuse, family
conflicts, dealing with death, and political injiegt (p. 11, original italics)

Young adult literature addresses issues that atiés face on a daily basis. One of the
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main arguments for implementing Young Adult Liter& in the English curriculum is
not only its ability to connect with readers, blgoaits ability to be more reflective of
the diverse society in which we live. Coats (204rhues that although there was a time
that its limited perspective was acceptable, thexlaef society have changed in an
effort to become more inclusive and tolerant ofdgnrace, culture, and sexuality.
Wartski (2005) communicates the importance of divgmwhen she writes,
To truly be able to trust and care for each otblegr sight is necessary. A 20/20
sight of the spirit, this clear-eyed sight recagsi that skin color, unfamiliar

speech, or the belief that a different creed mattaply as information. What
truly counts is not what buthoa person is. (p. 50, original italics)

YA exposes students to different perspectives. iuai study conducted by Moje et al.
(2008) that focused on adolescent literacy of uyaarth, one student was asked why
her favorite novel washe Skin I'm InFlake, 1998), a novel depicting the internal
struggles that a seventh-grade African Americahhgis concerning her dark skin. The
student’s response was very simple: “I could ldaw they feel ‘cause sometimes |
don’t feel like I like the skin I'm in” (Moje et al 2008, p. 140). The student’s response
reflects adolescents’ desire to read texts thateeb them.

Herz and Gallo (1996) compare various canonicaks/with current YA and
find that Hawthorne’s (1850)he Scarlet Letteand Anderson’s (199%peakboth
contain similar themes and female protagonists aregounished with isolation for their
“sins.” While Hawthorne uses colonial, Puritanisatiety to pass judgment on Hester
Prynne, Anderson chooses a more current, vicioakdoap for Melinda: high school.
Coats (2011) explains the importance of using coptgary YA compared to canonical

works when initially trying to engage young add@aders:
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Considering these prejudices in secondary andgeasindary classrooms

through the “classics” or through works that featadult protagonists from

times past allows for the possibility that studentsy distance themselves from

what they are reading . . . Contemporary YA literaf on the other hand, stages

an up-to-the-minute confrontation with a mirroryttean’t look away from, and

thus makes moral, social, and cultural problem& botessible and urgent. (p.

318)
Because most readers can relate to high schookr8ad (1999) uses the social
hierarchy and hypocrisy of friendships and cligteesreate a connection between the
reader and the contexts that deal with Melindai's.*s'he feelings of not belonging,
self-absorbed parents consumed with their lived,taying to find a voice may seem
more pertinent than an adulterous woman forcetvéoih the woods.

Fake-Readers

According to thaVashington Pog2011), SAT reading scores for 2011
graduating seniors were the lowest since 1972. @ba(2011) laments that the poor
scores reflect “a steady decline in performandhat subject on the college admissions
test”. Many blame the point decline on teachessheng to the test and neglecting to
teach more complex skills while others blame a nagorerse test-taking population (i.e.
ESL students); however, academics such as Baug?iei®d) claim that students who
are eighteen-years-old “have grooved for many yaaesading habit that races through
texts, as in the case with texting, email, Twitterd other exchanges” (p. 30). With
technology, digital media, Internet, and hand-tdsdices at their fingertips, students
“have grown so accustomed to multiple inputs aeddy stimuli that the prospect of
two hours alone with one book and no connectivibpla most likely strike them as a

depleted occasion” (Bauerlein, 2010, p. 31). Sttalseem programmed to function in

snip-its. Therefore, not only do adolescents aveatling school assignments, but many
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also avoid reading books outside of class. TheadatiEndowment for the Arts
publicationTo Read or Not to Reg@007) documents that “nearly half of all
Americans ages 18 to 24 read no books for pleagpre’). Table 2.1 identifies the
percentage of young adults who read for pleasug®02 as compared to 1992. Not
only has the percentage of young adult readerspeid@% within ten years, 48% of

those surveyed do not read for pleasure.

Figure2.1

Per centage of Young Adults Who Read Books Outside of Classand Work
Age Group 1992 2002 Change

18-24 59% 52% -7 % decline

Source: National Endowment for the Arts (2007)

In addition to this data, NAEP administered questaires to seventeen-year-olds from
1984-2008 that asked: “How often do you read for’fuFigure 2.2 shows responses
are placed in three categories: Nonreaders, IrgativActive.Nonreadergefer to

those who never reathactiverefers to those who can read, but choose nontb; a

activerefers to those who consistently engage with readin

Figure2.2

Group 1984 2008 Change
Nonreaders 9 24 15 increase
I nactive 10 16 6 increase
Active 81 59 22 decrease

According to Figure 2.2, within a twenty-four-yesgran, the number of nonreaders
increased fifteen points and the number of inaataglers increased by six points,
while the number of active readers dropped by ty#mb points from 1984 to 2008.
Figures 2.1 and 2.2 reflect the decline of readiag has seeped into classrooms. Just
like my students confided that they could thinkadfundred other things that they
would rather be doing than reading, young adulsuphout the United States seem to

share their opinion. In fact, in a more recent gtoohducted by the U.S. Bureau of
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Labor Statistics (2010), adolescents between the afjfifteen and nineteen reported
the average number of hours that they spend witiicpkar leisure and sports activities.
Figure 2.3 breaks down the amount of time youndtadeport spending for each

activity as well as the percentages in comparisange another.

Figure 2.3 Average Hoursper Day Spent in
Leisureand SportsActivities

Ages 15-19
Total Sports Social TV Read Relax| Video
Games,
Internet

5hours | 0.8 hours 0.8 hourg 2.3 hours 0.1 haurs hduts | 0.9 hours

100% 16% 16% 46% 2% 2% 18%

Source:2010Time-use survey, Table 1dy U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Statistics show the decline of reading print-basads (i.e. novels) in favor of less
complex forms of media such as television, Interaetl video games. Baines (2008)
sums up the decline when he states, “The bottoeidithat students are reading less
and plugging in more” (pp. 9-10). This claim ism@irced by a study conducted by the
Center on Media and Human Development (2011), “@eno other activity that
young people devote as much of their daily lif@sahey do media, and its place in
their lives is still growing” (p. 10). With the irdduction of technology, many young
adults are opting out of time reading books.

The infrequency of engaging with texts — eithesigised in school or for
pleasure — means that students are not usingredétéaacy skills such as close reading.
Close reading strategies and critical thinkingaaguired skills that require experience
and practice (Langer and Applebee, 1986). Baue(Bt0) argues the less individuals

read complex texts, the more literacy skills (ioemprehension, critical thinking)
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diminish. ACT (2010) advocates that “the more stusl@re exposed to complex texts,
the more they realize that they can’t completertbieidies through a single superficial
reading” (p. 24).

Superficial reading has become the norm among mesistive readers. For
instance, even complex issues outlined in artjoteted to the Internet by reputable
sources such ahe Washington PosndThe New York Timese no longer than two
pages. Furthermore, these articles are often acaoiegb with video clips so that
readers, who don’t want to take the time to reatldiacern information for themselves,
don’t have to. In addition to news media, instroictmanuals can be found online that
are titled “Assembly for Aliterates” that includelg images since people no longer
take the time to read. Students who have been iseden the midst of the current
“data smog” are being groomed to think in bulleinp®instead of complete sentences.

Literacy is like playing a sport. In order to peaf a skill, athletes must practice.
If they do not practice, they progressively get seorAthleticism is not static, nor is
literacy: “Reading engagement is also importarihtomaintenance and further
development of reading skills beyond the age ofTt International Adult Literacy
Survey found that “reading skills can deteriordterahe completion of initial
education if they are not used” (OECD & Statisttanada, 1995).

As early as 1647 the importance of reading waselill to “a well-ordered
society,” “the moral welfare of the individual,” dmemocratic values (Morrow, 2003,
p. 857) due to reading’s role in building critithinking. Purves (1968) concludes,
“Response to literature is a learned behavior” §igt-315); students learn to develop

apathy towards reading. Students who consisteedlgf experience greater academic
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achievement (National Endowment for the Arts, 20@@rrow, 2003; National
Assessment of Educational Progress, 1996; Taytge, & Marugama, 1990). Baroody
(1984) asserts,

Aliteracy reflects a change in cultural values ardss of skills, both of which

threaten the process of a free and democratictgotigeracy . . . knits people

together, giving them common culture . . . and mtes people with the
intellectual tools used to question, challenge eusicind, disagree, and arrive at

consensus . . . it allows people to participatanrexchange of ideas . . .

Aliteracy leads inexorably to a two-tiered socidhe knowledgeable elite and

the masses. It makes a common culture illusorynpossible; it erodes the basis

for effective decision making and participatiorttie democratic process. (p. ix)
If literature’s function is to “humanize ideas asdues” (Dakin, 2010, p. 19), students
may not be learning to analyze and explore issastthe surface.

Prensky (2001), the founder of GamesZ2train, whievelops educational
software, explains that “our students have chamgédally. Today’s students are no
longer the people our educational system was dedigmteach” (p. 1). Prensky asserts
that these “students have been born into a wdtiifivith gadgets and online
community, and to most of them it's a way of lif&tudents live in a “flat” world
(Friedman, 2007) — the connection of “all the knedge centers on the planet together
into a single global network” (p.8) — and experietize world in multiple contexts.
Since more and more students interact with multipdeacies, or multiliteracies, on a
daily basis - Internet, cell phones, ipods, muait,and television — they experience a
new way of transacting (Rosenblatt, 1978/1938)ni@racting, with the world around
them, which inevitably impacts the way that thepraach learning.

Generation M

Generation M includes young adults born in théyeE®80s through the late

1990s. For these young adults, technology is ngdoa part of the culture; i their
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culture. According to Lackie, LeMasney, and Pig@09), the “M” stands for
“M(edia), M(illennials), M(obile), M(ultitaskersM(ultisensory)” (p. 3). A common
assumption is that Generation M students are teshaoy multitaskers who readily
implement technology into their daily lives. D’Angg2009) describes them as
“particularly good at teamwork, experiential adii®$, and incorporating technology
into their learning” since most of their schoolingolves multiple forms of group work
(p. 99). Because they have been “connected” throwtgtmost of their lives, conducting
individual learning tasks are difficult for many thiem.

Generation M seems disinterested in accumulatmogiedge. With unlimited
information at their fingertips, most students ased to immediate results to inquiries;
they dislike wading through pages of informatiohey want to skip to the end result.
D’Angelo explains that Generation M is more “restdtriented” and “place less value
on knowledge for knowledge’s sake and engageahdnd error programming” (p.
100). Dawson and Campbell (2009) claim these stisd#ten lack critical thinking and
analytical skills:

They consider themselves quite expert in finding iaformation because they

can “Google” anything and “get lots of hits.” Yetany cannot find

information easily on a scholarly topic or evatutite information they do

uncover. Frequently when they cannot find infoliorgtthey assume that the
information does not exist. (p. 34)

When Generation M students must complete simplelgno-solving strategies, such as
identifying other terms to search to gain informaaton a topic, or forced to use a
source other than Wikipedia, they do not know howld it, nor are they interested.
Because they are result-oriented instead of knaydextiented, they lack the ability to
evaluate the credibility of sources - if somethismigublished on the Internet, it must be

true.
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An assumption about Generation M is that all ®hitembers are techno-savvy
multitaskers who readily implement technology itfteir daily lives. Some technology
experts like Zimmerman (2007) claim that technolbgg made multitasking, or
metatasking, a way of life, and advocates thatecembrace this new form of mass
information gathering:

It's wrong to assume automatically that today’datesking Millennials are
unfocused. They're just optimizing...It shouldn'rgrse anyone that they try to
get the best results in the least amount of timeith the least amount of

effort.

While Zimmerman (2007) promotes these charactesists efficient, D’Angelo (2009)
refutes his stance:

Decades of research point out that an individualput and critical thinking
abilities dissipate as more tasks are engagedhnbémgy has not created super
students but more likéiluted students because the human brain cannot handle
true multitasking. The brain actually orders thsks and switches back and
forth between them. It cannot simultaneously pseceparate tasks. (p. 104,
original italics)

When students multitask, or “metatask,” they atealty practicing sequential

processing, which is not the same skill. Insteadreéting critical thinking, this method

of “learning” creates ineffective, superficial laarg, adding to Generation M’s

knowledge deficit. During a recent classroom dismurswith Generation M students, |

introduced the opposing views of multitasking:

Me: | was reading some research this week thdttlsat your generation is
heralded as “multitaskers,” but that's actualyy true. According to the
research, you guys are really good at doing aflthings, but you

aren’t able to focus long enough to really maateithing. What do you
think about that?

Student 1: | agree with that.

Me: Really?! (surprised)
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Student 1: Yeah, | mean, | feel like | dokitowanything; I just kind of skim to get
an idea.

Student 2: | know that it shouldn’t be hard, bjudt don’t know how tahink.
These students admit that they need to spend tigeged with a specific activity in
order to master it; however, they do not possesgd#tience to do so.
New Literacy Theory

Althoughliteracy has traditionally been associated with print-basats, New
Literacy advocates seek to expand the definitioardsharuer and Ware (2008)
explain,

technology, literacy, culture, and society arewad as being completely

intertwined. From this perspective, technologiesdt impact literacy, society,

or culture, but rather are seen as embodimergeaél and cultural relations
that, in turn, structure social and cultural fesir(p. 222)

Generation M students have grown up with cell pspipods, high-speed Internet
access, social networking sites, itunes, digitdiaadigital satellite, and many other
forms of technology that are staples of everydi@y Even those students living in
homes without computers still have access to tdolggdhrough local libraries and
schools. Generation M has grown up “reading thddv@Freire and Macedo, 1987) by
interacting among multiple contexts and digitalcgsaby being exposed to multiple
forms of verbal, visual, and technological liteexi

The New London Group (1996) recognized the impateachnology and
collaborated to create a theoretical overview @l @gth changes impacting the
educational system and students’ needs. Group emmlcknowledged that the
Internet changed the landscape of students’ saeiiyjral, and linguistical
environments by allowing them to interact with amted information and diverse

individuals: “The fundamental purpose [of educalisrto ensure that all students
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benefit from learning in ways that allows them sotipate fully in public,

community, and economic life” (p. 60). To attaies$k goals, the group advocated that
school curriculums implement multiliteracy instnoct to prepare students for the world
in which they live.

The group recognized that many students alreadstitured within a
multiliterate society, but it advocated for schamlsecognize educational benefits of
incorporating technology as well. Coiro et al. (2D@ddress concerns voiced by
teachers when they ask: “Was there really anythew to literacy when the tools
change and we simply read and write on a scre¢eadf on paper?” (p. 2). Gee
(2008) proclaims an unequivocal affirmation by eping that the inception of
technology demands more from literacy than chanthiegnode of access: “Digital
literacies’ can deepen learning both inside andidatschool as we know it, especially
our current skill-and-drill sorting system” (p. 1¥)2He also states, “Today, young
people sometimes seem to engage in deeper leamihgir popular culture than they
do in school, especially schools devoted to skitl-drill in the service of passing
standardized tests” (Gee, 2008, p. 1024).

Multiliteracy advocates such as Gee (2008), Kaf@d@06), Kist (2010),
Richardson (2006), and Krueger and Christel (2@@li/pcate new literacies in the
curriculum because they represent students’ baakgr&nowledge. As Richards
(1929) and Rosenblatt (1978/1938) discovered, iddals’ backgrounds and cultures
have a direct impact on how they approach a teid.the job of the teacher to
implement strategies that help students use thgmriences to: “1. enter the story

world, 2. practice close reading, 3. understanddaching social, cultural, and
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historical contexts, and 4. respond to the texiz&na and Webb, 2008, p. xiii). Kist
(2010) reasons that “there can be no doubt thatmamrcating in the new century is
going to be different than communicating in the oéahtury — not necessarily better or
worse but different” (p. 7). Generation M studesats multiliterate, or multimodal, and
new advances in digital media directly impact winesy learn and interact with texts.
Some may argue that multiliteracy teaching strategre simply the latest fad in
a long line of tricks and gimmicks used to entertudents without actually teaching
them anything. Kadjer (2008) explains refutes thiscism:
Teaching with Web 2.0 tools and twenty-first-cegtliteracies isn’t the latest in
the long succession of fads or pendulum swingssbatiten mark our
profession. This is teaching that values our sttgdand the literacies they need

to engage with and be successful in communicatirapiincreasingly wired,
connective world... (Rozema & Webb, 2008, p. ix)

Like any learning activity, it's not how much teaiogy is incorporated; it's how
effectivelyit's incorporated. For instance, O’'Dwyer, RussBipell, and Tucker-Seeley
(2005) discovered the following findings concernaftgctive technology use after
analyzing reading and writing test scores of 986tfegraders in Massachusetts:
The study found that it was not so critical as teether students used
computers, but how they used them; usage for gditipapers was positively
correlated with both reading and writing test sepfer example, whereas usage
for making multimedia presentations at school orézreational purposes at

home was negatively correlated with both readirg)\ariting test scores.
(Warschauer and Ware, 2008, p. 218)

New Literacy does not advocate mindless activii@sed in entertainment because
students enjoy “playing on the Internet” or makiPgwer Point Presentations.
Conversely, research by Fuchs and Woessmann (20@yer et al. (2005), and
Goldberg et al. (2004) show that standardizedstestes rise when technology is

implemented meaningfully within the learning enwinaoent.

32



Russell and Abrams (2004) show a positive conidtetween meaningful
technology implementation and learning. Their redealso shows that if technology
isn't measured on standardized tests, then teadbaisimplement it. Many argue that
this refusal to adapt denies students the abdityetvelop skills needed within the global
market (Friedman 2007; Coiro et al., 2008; Beewd.eR007; Burke, 2010), which is
harmful to society as a whole: “...the person wh&saaformation literacy risks being
undervalued by or excluded from an increasingly petitive, information-oriented
labor market” (Livingstone et al., 2008, p. 110)hNM¥ professional organizations (i.e.,
National Council of Teachers of English), professiditerature (i.e.,A Blueprint for
Reform: The Reauthorization of Elementary and S#sgnEducation Agt and
educational policy (i.e., Common Core State Stadg)aecognize the importance of
technology, it’s still struggling to find its waptio classrooms across America.

Multiliteracy Approach

Reading and writing are interconnected literadwé®s based upon their use
of language and communication. One of the firsflista linking the two is Loban
(1963), who claims that “students who wrote wedloalead well, and that the converse
was true” (Langer and Flihan, 2000, p. 115). Buidgdoff of this study, Stotsky (1983)
asserted that “better writers tend to be bettetaea(of their own writing as well as of
other reading material), that better writers temdetad more than poorer writers, and
that better readers tend to produce more syntdigtioature writing than poorer
readers” (p. 636). While reading, learners asstmN@acabulary, sentence structure,
grammar, and word choice. The more students readnbre they are exposed to

syntax, composition styles, and forms. Tierney Radrson (1983) view acts of
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composing such as “planning, drafting, aligningjseg, and monitoring” as
“involving continuous, recurring, and recursivensactions among readers and writers”
(p. 578). When students conduct rhetorical thinkaridpin literary processes, they
transact with texts and think critically about thdranger and Flihan (2000) extend the
importance of intertwining literature and compasitwhen they state, “When reading
and writing, students’ dominant concern was foumtdd with the meanings they were
developing” (p. 117). Applebee and Langer (201 %eashat social contexts, including
technology, shape learners’ development; thereforesder for teachers of all
disciplines to be effective, they must acknowledgd address the impact these
(multiple) contexts have on students ability togact.

Coiro, Knobel, Lankshear, and Leu (2008) compilathdshowing the main
users of the Internet are adolescents betweerggsetaelve and seventeen. As of 2005,
87% of these users (approximately eleven milli@ported using the Internet on a daily
basis (The Pew Internet and American Life Proj2808). By implementing
multiliteracy approaches to literature and compasjtteachers bring the real-world
into their classrooms, adding validity and meartmtgexts. Stripling (2010) explains
that the role of meaningful digital literacy inckglconnecting ideas to personal
interests and a desire to know, asking questicatspitobe beyond “simple fact
gathering, investigating answers from multiple pertives, constructing new
understandings, expressing the new ideas throwghiety of formats, and reflecting on
both the process and product of learning.” Strgplip010) explains that technology
isn’t simply a “toy” meant to entertain students a tool for critical thinking if

implemented with purpose. One of the benefits oftilitaracy instruction is “rather
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than merely being consumers of information, [stislecan now be producers and
collaborators as well” (Sweeny, 2010, p. 122).
Conclusion

Whether asked to read for efferent or aesthetipqmes, resistive readers avoid
reading school-assigned texts. Weigel, Straughrjiiga, and James’ (2009) explain
that “[g]reater demands on student attention (Wwéretore activities or more
distractions) and the rise and pressure of mukigsalso pose challenges to students’
capacity to sustain attention and to engage iecefin” (p. 9). Generation M students
cite busy schedules for not reading, but they wiew it as “boring” and “irrelevant.”
National Endowment for the Arts (2007) claims, “Angohigh school seniors, the
average score has declined for virtually all lewdlseading” (p. 13) and that “[l]ittle
more than one-third of high school seniors now mgadiciently (score of 302 or

greater out of 500)” (p. 13).

Figure2.4

12"-Graders Reading at or Above the Proficient Level
1992 2005 Change
40% 35% -5 % decline

Source: (2004) U.S. Department of Education, Natfi@enter for Education Statistics

Figure 2.4 shows that 40% of students tested peafily in 1992 whereas only 35%
tested proficiently in 2005, resulting in a 5% dieel In a recent report by Hart
Research Associates (2011), one-fourth of freshemégring college the fall 2011
semester had to complete zero level, remedial mgaahd writing courses because they
were not proficient.

Reading is more than a series of test scores meggroficiency. Paul (2012)

explains,
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Brain scans are revealing what happens in ourshe&én we read a detailed
description, an evocative metaphor or an emotierahange between
characters. Stories, this research is showingusdite the brain and even change
how we act in life... The brain, it seems, doesmake much of a distinction
between reading about an experience and encougiéern real life; in each

case, the same neurological regions are stimu(&awl, 2012)

Reading has the ability to inform, to communicabecreate empathy, to promote
critical thinking and problem-solving, and to fasteltural diversity. Olufowobi and
Makinde (2011) discuss the effects on studentsavioid reading: “In schools, students
do not find reading and writing interesting andtaifects their academic performance.
Most of the students cannot analyse (sic) and cehgord facts and interprete (sic)
examination questions accurately” (p. 825). Manyglshts believe implementing fake
reading strategies allows them to receive the daaraing experiences with minimal
effort. Unfortunately, fake reading strategies slrert-term solutions with long-term

consequences.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
“Pedagogy is a teaching and learning relationsthat creates the
potential for building learning conditions leading full
and equitable social participation.”
- The New London Group, 1996, p. 60

This chapter describes the embedded case studyrchseethods used to explore
the following research question: what strategiesedtstive readers use to fake their
way through school-assigned texts? First, | expMiy | chose embedded case study
before | set it in context by describing the cofsgdemographics and English
Composition | curriculum. | then explain the methaed to select participants, the
multiple methods of data collection, and the rdléhe participant researcher. | close
the chapter by addressing the trustworthinesseofthidy as well as its strengths and
limitations.

Research Design
A case study was chosen to explore the reseaestiqno. | relied on Merriam’s

(2009) description of case study research methoeds/a’s (2008) more in-depth
explanation of embedded case study methods. Batisfprovide “an empirical inquiry
that investigates a contemporary phenomenon withireal-life context” (Yin, 2008, p.
18); however, embedded case study allows the m&se&ato “look at sub-units that are
situated within a larger case” (Baxter and Jack82@. 550). The benefit of a single

embedded case study design is that it allowed regfitore the holistic case while
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focusing on the subunit of fake-readers. The caslydook place within a bound
system of the 2012 spring semester.

A case study requires a unit of focus and analyglsn a bounded system.
Merriam (2009) explains, “For it to be a case stuhe particular program oone
particular classroom of learners (a bounded systenguld be the unit of analysis” (p.
41, original italics). Miles and Huberman (1994rdly when they explain that the case,
not the topic of analysis, is the heart of the gtaohd clear boundaries exist for “the
edge of the case: what will not be studied” (p. 2%) unit of analysis for this case
study included students who were enrolled in thes®and participated in thénwind
Multiliteracy Project (see Appendix A). The studgs bound, or “fenced in” (Smith,
1978), by the implementation and completion offthe -weekUnwind Multiliteracy
Project.

Setting

The study was situated in a small, private colieghe Midwest. The county where
the college is situated is 558 square miles anebsisrover multiple municipalities with
a population density of 477 residents per squale. Mhe college is located on a 41-
acre campus within this county. Based on the 20418sGs, it has a per capita income of
$25,427 with 11.6% of the population living beldwetpoverty line.

The college is located in a medium sized city, @ritie smallest four-year higher
education institution located within the countyisit faith-based institution whose
mission promotes a “higher education committedhéintellectual, spiritual, social,
moral, and physical development of its student&é Tollege is governed by the

Oklahoma Association of Free Will Baptists and nteims accreditation through the
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Transnational Association of Christian Colleges &ctools. It offers associates and
baccalaureate degrees as well as a graduate degneastry. The college employs
approximately fifty full-time and part-time facultyho have earned a masters or Ph.D.
in their respective fields. The student to teach&o remains consistent at 15:1.

The college is a private, non-profit institutioratiserves suburban, urban, and rural
populations. The student body consists of approtaim225 students, which include
traditional, non-traditional, and online studetiiinic demographics among the student
body consist of the following: 71% European-Amenica6% African American, 9%
American Indian or Alaskan Native, 3% Hispanic, 48 Unknown. The average
tuition per student (in-state or out-of-state) 0. The average ACT score for
students enrolled at the college is 20, a poirdehe national average.

English Composition | is a general degree requirdgrogall students unless they
CLEP out (or earn a 26 on the English portion efrtACT) and move directly to
English Composition Il. In 2009, the English depseht chair designed the program to
ensure that one instructor consistently taughgesdtions of English Composition |
while another instructor taught English CompositibriHe did this to promote
continuity among curriculums. As a result, | haeeih the only English Composition |
instructor (traditional and online) since the 20I09 semester.

The Context for English Composition |
English Composition | is a required undergradulieshman level English class
that focuses on composition skills such as gramsatence structure, style, and
research as well as communicating topics in a &dlgeoncise manner. In addition, the

course seeks to introduce students to a volumeaafings to promote analysis and

39



critical thinking. Based upon the criteria artidel within the course description, |
developed the curriculum, selected the texts, aapp@d out specific learning goals.
Each semester, | teach students whose reading rnthvabilities range from remedial
to those who participated in Advance Placement @Byrams throughout high school.

The English Composition | curriculum centers on $fand, Ruszkiewicz, and
Walters’ 8" Edition of Everything’s an Argumerf2010). Lunsford et al. (2010) explain
that the purpose of argument is not necessaritiysjoute or attack but, instead, “to
invite others to enter a space of mutual regardexmpdbration” (p. 5). Within the text,
various forms of argument are introduced and dssdiswhich range from traditional
page-bound essays to visual, oral, and multi-mesgheesentations. As society
progresses through the 21st century, studentsoanddrded with arguments presented
through multiple modes (print, digital, visual, amadio). As consumers of information,
the course seeks to develop an awareness of arggithahsurround students on a daily
basis. Through analysis students learn to idemtiffous techniques (logos, ethos, and
pathos) used to convey particular issues and tiveirall effectiveness. In addition to
the textbook, this course relies on current ev@rgspolitical cartoons, newspaper
articles, commercials, and billboards) as well agats, music, and drama to address
different forms of argument, the importance of @nde, and the necessity for rhetorical
analysis.

The duration of the course is sixteen weeks. Dutiecfirst ten weeks, students
use Lunsford et al.’s (2010) text to study the farglements that make up various
styles of arguments. The focus during this timgeiared toward students learning to

analyze and compose arguments on a deeper, mticaldavel in order to emulate
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certain techniques in their expository writing. @rthey experience the formal aspect of
arguments, they use this knowledge to practicerthiry modes in which a single
argument can be portrayed (i.e. orally, visuallyltmmedia). Approaching a single
argument from multiple perspectives helps prombétarical analysis and evaluation.
During the final six weeks of the semester, theslases analytical devices
addressed throughout the first ten weeks to foousrguments found within literary
fiction. Students read Neal Shusterman’s dystopaamg adult noveUnwind (2007),
which deals with current controversial topics sashabortion, euthanasia, organ
donation, bio-ethics, and religious manipulatiohrdugh teacher-directed and student-
directed online and in-class discussions, formdimg assignments, and creative
assignments (i.e. poetry, memory map, book trailrs), students use the novel as a
catalyst to explore real life events that inspsedtions of the novel. Students must
conduct close reading, rhetorical analysis, aneregice contextual evidence to discover
multiple standpoints concerning themes, chara@Bo, and inferences. At the
conclusion of the project, they must also evaltia¢eeffectiveness of presenting
arguments through works of fiction, and the manysu#hat authors weave their
purposes throughout. Through an analytical essagleats synthesize themes within
the novel by connecting them with arguments plagué&al-life society.
Participant Selection

Case study design relies on sample selection tesept the unit of analysis. Two
basic types of sampling exist within case studgbpbility and nonprobability
sampling (Merrian, 2009; Yin, 2009; Punch, 2005n8andt, 2001). Probability

sampling relies on random sampling while nonproldghises either purposive or
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purposeful strategies. According to Honigmann (398@nprobability sampling
methods “are logical as long as the fieldworkereztp mainly to use his data not to
answer questions like ‘how much’ and ‘how oftent busolve qualitative problems,
such as discovering what occurs, the implicatidnghat occurs, and the relationships
linking occurrences” (p. 84). Nonprobability sanmglimet the needs of this study more
effectively since the sample was derived from stislenrolled in my English
Composition | course during the spring 2012 semebtaaddition, since participants
needed to meet specific criteria to be considegsibtive readers, | conducted
purposive sampling.

Because previous research identifies certain ctearsitcs consistent among
resistive readers, each participant had to medbtlmving criteria to be considered for
the study:

¢ Have not participated in any remedial reading cesirs

e Good/Excellent reading and comprehension skills.

e Refusal to read school-assigned texts.

e Pretend to read school assignments to receive gaatbs.

¢ Dislike for reading in general.

e Claim that reading is “boring.” (Beers, 1998/1998Q; Mikulecky, 1978)
Students who had to enroll in remedial reading sesidue to a composite score of 18
or lower on their ACT were purposefully removednirthe study because they were
classified as reluctant, or struggling, reader ifain distinction between reluctant
readers and resistive readers is their level digemcy. Reluctant readers often

struggle with decoding: “they can decode the wdnatsdon’t understand or remember
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what they’ve read” (Tovani, 2000, p. 14). Resistigaders often have “the ability to
read without any mechanical problems but haveldtl no inclination to except what is
required by way of work or normal everyday life’&nbers, 1969, p. 4). They are
usually the students who have been enrolled in HoooOAP English classes
throughout secondary school due to their excelleaaling and comprehension skills.
Even if resistive readers were enrolled in mairstreor on-level, English classes, they
often earned good grades. A common denominator gmesistive readers is that they
avoid school assigned texts while remaining mogigdty grades. Therefore, they
pretend to read school-assigned texts by develdpk®reading strategies so that they
can receive good grades with little to no effort.

The initial method used to identify resistivedess enrolled in the English
Composition | course was a reading questionnage fgppendix B) that | distributed to
all students as a part of my regular classroommungon. This survey consisted of eight
statements with varying levels of responses (styoagree, agree, disagree, or strongly
disagree) that students could circle that bestcedt their beliefs and attitudes about
reading. Because most resistive readers find rgdtioring,” they usually express a
strong dislike for it. In addition, when given thpportunity to participate in other
events, they often rank “reading a book” very lawtbeir preferences. Therefore, |
specifically took note of students’ responses tesfjons 1, 5, and 6 — which addressed
their attitudes toward reading — as well as how tlamked the activities in the final
guestion of the questionnaire. Respondents whdddlgpiestion 1 with “strongly

agree,” question 5 with “strongly agree,” questtowith “strongly disagree,” and
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ranked “read a book” 5 or 6 on the final questi@re identified as potential
participants.

Once | had a tentative list of thirteen studevite shared prominent
characteristics with resistive readers, | soughititther narrow the sample by cross-
referencing this information with previous acadepecformances to see who met the
minimum criteria. As the instructor and researchad access to students’ academic
records, and | reviewed ACT scores, coursework |@aaching abilities. Because the
study relied on students who had all of the cogeitind physical capabilities to read
school-assigned texts, any student who scoredhHassl9 on the reading portion of the
ACT, completed a college remedial reading coursbad a documented IEP or
learning disability were automatically removed frtdme sample. At the conclusion of
this step, my list of potential participants less@to seven.

Because | needed to ensure that participants isttlty were resistive readers who
were more than capable to read but simply choséonbtonducted informal
conversations with each of the seven to clarifyrtheliefs and attitudes about reading
school-assigned texts. The final phase of the miwpsampling was conducted through
informal conversations with each of the seven pakparticipants. These informal
interviews occurred during the first four weekslod semester before class began.
Within the natural ebb and flow of discussing treaursework and homework load, |
made sure to ask each potential participant theviahg questions:

1. Do you like to read books? Why or why not?

2. Do you read anything for fun — internet, blogs, amges, etc.?
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3. What kind of materials are you reading for oth@sesks? Are you keeping up
with your reading assignments?

4. Have you ever pretended to read an assignment whedidn’t?

5. How did you get away with not reading?

6. How often have you done this?
Specific characteristics of resistive readers idelul) Dislike reading for fun or school,
2) Avoidance of reading school-assigned texts, Gldm, at best), 3) Pretending to read
assignments to earn good grades, and 4) Emplogkegreading strategies on a regular
basis. Students who expressed all four charaatsrist their responses were identified
as resistive readers; hence, three students wermaled and the final four (one boy
and three girls) resistive reader participants videatified. The reason that three
students were removed from the sample was becduseg these conversations, they
explained that they were so worried about makingdggrades in college that they were
reading every assignment, even if they hated ita Assult, they did not meet the
minimum criteria of the purposive sampling.

Since every student signed a consent form togjaate in the study at the
beginning of the spring 2012 semester, | did noifythese students that they were the
embedded unit because | wanted to document authesponses to completing school-
assigned reading. If participants knew | had idesatithem as resistive readers, and |
was tracking their behavior, reading habits, ake f@ading strategies, | feared they
would alter their behavior , either by suspendisgefreading strategies, or providing
dishonest responses, which might taint the data Aesult, to keep the four participants

unaware of my focus, I informally interviewed, seiyed, and collected artifacts from
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all thirty students enrolled during the spring 2@EPMester. At the conclusion of the
semester, after grades were locked, | approach#idipants and informed them that |
had identified them as resistive readers. | invéadh one to an in-depth, semi-
structured interview to learn specific informaticoncerning fake reading strategies
(see Appendix C) and their reasons for them. Allfearticipants agreed, and the four
audio-recorded interviews took place in my offitehe college and lasted
approximately twenty-five to forty-five minutes.

All four participants (Jenny, David, Bree, and fget pseudonyms to protect
participants’ identities) were true freshmen, coetiply their first year of college. Three
of the participants graduated from public schodidevone graduated from a private
school. One participant (Jenny) attended a larpesublic school 9-12 while one
participant (Bree) attended a small-size publi®ost®-12. One participant (David)
attended private school 9-12. One participant {Betmpleted 8§ grade at a private
school before transferring to a medium-sized puttitool where she completed 10"12
grades. Two of the four participants (Jenny andyB@articipated in Pre-AP and AP
English classes throughout secondary school; oagidpopted to participate in regular
English courses to have more success in keepingréikes up to play sports; and one
(Bree) attended a school that did not offer advaot@eement or honors courses. The
participants’ ages ranged between 18-19 at thedinttee study, and their ethnic
diversity was homogenous — all white.

Jenny Jenny participated and excelled in Pre-AP andEAglish courses
throughout her high school career, and she scoB&dam the reading portion of her

ACT. She chose to attend the college to play vbbdlyand be near her long-time
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boyfriend who played football at a larger statecgghin the area. She was a very
outgoing, friendly, and intelligent student whoiaed to class early so that she could
talk to me about her boyfriend, volleyball, and s®iload. Jenny was a strong student
who attended every class and turned in every homeassignment. | often referred to
her as my “go-to” student with colleagues becatigevgould always speak up when no
one else in class would participate. Jenny hadceptdl her fake-reading skills so well
that she could actively participate in an in-degiftussion about a text without the
teacher ever suspecting, including me, that shenbadr read it. In fact, | did not know
that Jenny was a fake-reader until she openly dedfthat she “hated reading” and that
she had not read anything all of the way througheselementary school.

David. David attended a private high school 9"1gades, participated in
regular English courses throughout secondary schaodl scored a 21 on the reading
portion of his ACT. He chose to attend the collegplay soccer. While David was
aggressive on the soccer field, he was very quietraserved in the classroom. He
always spoke respectfully and answered direct megiabout class work, but he never
volunteered and rarely participated in classroosculsions unless specifically called
upon. Once he started talking, however, he had perynent and intelligent points to
add, especially if it was a topic of interest. H@ays sat on the back row and preferred
to work independently. He was a “good” student \attended most class sessions and
turned in every homework assignment. Many timesjdased his quiet demeanor in
an attempt to blend in with his surroundings sa téachers would not call on him.
Because he consistently submitted quality worlghess assumed he completed

reading assignments and simply was too shy to speakss. His dislike of reading

47



school-assigned texts was less obvious becausevee complained and always
seemed knowledgeable of the material; howeverphé&ded that he often skimmed
material right before class so that he knew whatdexled to discuss.

Bree.Bree attended a small public school, participateggular English
courses throughout her high school career, aneééd@@3 on the reading portion of her
ACT. She chose to attend the college becausemgied a Christian education. Like
David, Bree was extremely quiet and introvertedyéner, she was not as antisocial as
he was. Throughout the semester, she slowly gaioefidence and made friends
among her peers; however, she never reached thleoleeomfort with me that Jenny
did. Instead, when | spoke with Bree in informatiags and inquired about her
activities, classes, and goals, she seemed intiedday the fact that | was her
instructor. As a result, her demeanor was moraveddhan the others. Where Betty
and Jenny were strong personalities who were veey @and honest in their responses
to my inquiries, Bree was more guarded and seembd searching for the “right”
response. The only time, other than the semi-siradtinterview following the
conclusion of the semester, that | found her tadrapletely open was on surveys
where she was allowed to turn them in without disaug comments with me.

Bree was diligent in completing her courseworkyhbwer, the quality wasn't
very strong or in depth. She rarely spoke in clagen when specifically called upon,
and her responses often consisted of shruggedddrsudoupled with an, “Um, | don’t
know.” Bree later confided that she liked to readan things on her own time, but she
refused to read “boring,” school-assigned textstdad, she would listen to the teacher

— and students who had read — discuss the magertakat she could glean enough
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information to complete assignments. Ironicallye®and Betty became good friends
throughout the course of the semester and worlgether on most of the assignments
within theUnwind Multiliteracy Project.

Betty.Betty attended a small private school K-9 befaepgarents transferred
her to a medium-sized public school for grades 20She participated in AP English
courses once she enrolled in public school, antedca 21 on the reading portion of her
ACT. She attended the college because it refldudedeligious beliefs and she also
received reduced tuition. Betty was very intelligand direct. She was reserved, but
not shy. She often sat on the back row, and digadicipate in classroom discussions
unless specifically called upon. Even then, likedrshe often repeated what other
students said, modifying it a little, in an efftatrespond to the teacher. She
consistently submitted homework, but it was atrage level — what | call “just
enough to get by.” Because one parent was a resefioper, she learned how to read
before she attended kindergarten and knew effeskiraming strategies to save time
on reading assigned texts. She hated to read agyieicause she found it extremely
“boring” and time consuming. In fact, even thougle iad Facebook and Twitter
accounts, she said that even those posts werengdd read.

Data Collection
Data collection for this study was designed with ititent of comparing and
contrasting participants’ beliefs and experiencéh veading school-assigned texts as
well as strategies they employed to fake their thagugh assignments. In addition to
comparing and contrasting resistive readers’ faleling strategies, | wanted to study

their responses to the teaching strategies intexttroughout th&nwind
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Multiliteracy Project. | wanted to know if the tdacg strategies offset fake reading
strategies. To do this, | relied on multiple dadarses to provide triangulation of the
data (Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 2009). Through axitegy multiple data sets, | was able
to explore the research question through multtsés to gain a more holistic
understanding of the unit and subunit.
Instrumentation

Data collection for this study involved five genlempproaches: (1) interviews
(informal and semi-structured), (2) surveys, (33atation field notes, (4) reflections,
(5) project grades. According to Yin (2009), mukigources of data provide multiple
sources of evidence that “converge in a triangutgtashion” (p. 18) and provide a
more holistic view of a phenomenon. By using migtigns, a deeper understanding
can exist for motives behind fake reading strategmays that students implement
strategies (either consciously or unconsciousiy, strategies teachers might employ to
encourage reading. In addition, each data soursecoléected at different points
throughout the study to provide “snapshots” of etid as they progressed through the
study.
Informal Interviews

Informal interviews were conducted during eacls€lperiod to gauge whether
or not students were completing the assigned rgaéiven though the interviews were
unstructured, they were still “conversation[s] watlpurpose” (Dexter, 1970, p. 136).
Patton (2002) goes on to note, “We interview peoplend out from them those things
we cannot directly observe. . . . The purpose @friuewing, then, is to allow us to

enter into the other person’s perspective” (pp-340). Many times, | had my
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suspicions as to which students were completinigiasd reading and which were not,
but | did not have any concrete evidence; as dtrésasked each student during each
class session if they completed the reading assghrStudents who had not completed
the assigned reading were unable to complete mtedéty activities because these
activities required contextual evidence and persioerpretation. Through these
informal interviews, | learned which students wahead of schedule, which students
were right on schedule, and which students wel#tlabehind,” but had full intentions
to “catch up” as soon as they had free time.

Because resistive readers rely on strategies wtfadr way through
assignments, | used these informal interviewsaoktwhether or not the four
participants were completing reading assignmehtlel were not, | wanted to
document how often as well as the reasons thatgaeg the teacher to excuse
themselves from the responsibility of completingigised reading. Many times, the
excuses that resistive readers gave for failingptaplete assigned reading were part of
their strategies. Providing legitimate excuses,laading on their reputations as “good
students,” allowed them to request extensionsdarglete multiliteracy assignments so
that they did not earn zeros for that day’s work.aresult, the informal interviews
often allowed me to know whether or not resisteaders were completing reading
assignments on schedule, and the types of stratdgethey were employing.
Semi-Structured Interviews

A list of questions (see Appendix C) was desigtoeeixplore participants’
reading histories, educational reading habits atidides, perceptions of school

assigned texts, reasons for practicing fake reastiragegies, and strategies that each has
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used to avoid completing assigned reading. Thetgqussfor this interview were
derived from on-site observations and informal aéstons with resistive readers during
regular class time as they completedtmsvind Multiliteracy Project. According to
Merriam (2009),
Usually, specific information is desired from e respondents, in which case
there is a more structured section to the intervigut the largest part of the

interview is guided by a list of questions or sstio be explored, and neither the
exact wording nor the order of the questions termeined ahead of time. (p. 90)

Since participants and | had worked together thinougthe project, | developed
interpretive questions to clarify my understandifigheir attitudes and strategies while
completing the project as well as gain additiomaldrmation, opinions, and feelings”
(Merriam, 2009, p. 98) | was unable to observe. Jdmee list of questions was used for
each participant to add consistency to the dalaat@n process. Even though a list of
guestions existed, the interviews were structunezlich a way that emerging themes
and topics were explored.

Although | designed thenwind Multiliteracy Project with the intention to
promote deep reading, | knew that some of thetresiseaders were still able to avoid
the work. Therefore, my focus for the semi-struetuinterviews was to learn reasons
for their avoidance of school assigned texts, egjias that they employ to fake read
through courses to earn good grades, and whatitegpstnategies might counteract their
nonreading habits. Each audio recorded interviestethbetween twenty-five and forty-
five minutes. | transcribed the interviews and @bdach one. According to Merriam
(2009), “Coding is nothing more than assigning sswr of shorthand designation to
various aspects of your data so that you can eadiligve specific pieces of data” (p.

173). While Merriam (2009) suggests that the regearremove portions of interviews
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to place in thematic piles, | color-coded particifsaresponses so that | could recognize
patterns and regularities more easily to constatggories. For example, each reason
participants gave for refusing to complete sch@signed reading was assigned a
specific color, which was applied to the analygisach interview transcript.
Observations

Direct observations were conducted to documervegit behaviors and
environmental conditions within “the natural segtifYin, 2009). During the seven
class periods that reading assignments were diged field notes to document
students’ attitudes and behaviors toward multaitgractivities, students’ comments
about reading (or not reading) the novel, and sttedeliscussions about the novel.
According to Merriam (2009), “Observation is thesb&chnique to use when an
activity, event, or situation can be observedliasid, when a fresh perspective is
desired...” (p. 119). Observations provided additionBrmation and evidence about
the case by documenting attitudes and behaviotsrifteamed the research questions.

Because | was the teacher-researcher, Yin (206&)sathat this can be a
drawback because “the participant-observer mayawee sufficient time to take notes
or raise questions about events from differenteatves, as a good observer might”
(p- 113). To offset this potential problem, | usdrt-hand notes in a notebook to
record observations as they occurred. | was abde this by structuring my class time
in such a way that we spent the first 20-25 minutdsacher-led or whole class
discussion before students used the rest of tisoset® work independently, or in a
group, on multiliteracy activities. Such a struetatiowed me the flexibility to interact

with all of the students while affording me the ¢éito document notes when needed.
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Therefore, as soon as each class ended, | usedtey to audio record observations in
detail. Audio recordings were transcribed to keepraing record of classroom events
while students completed assigned reading.

Reading Behaviors and Attitudes Survey

Latty Goodwin (1996) conducted a study among gellstudents to identify
resistive readers’ reading habits. While survey@agen participants, she noted that five
out seven admitted that they never planned to dpeassigned text, but they fully
expected to earn As in the course. Therefore,d tiss survey (see Appendix D) to
compare the grades that resistive readers’ expéatearn versus the grades that they
received at the completion of the project. Studeotapleted the survey during the
class session immediately following the final asemjreading (approximately three-
and-a-half-weeks into the six-week project). Beedusad not revealed the four
embedded cases at this point in the study, | adteirad the survey to all thirty students
enrolled in the class.

Since the class was in the process of completiagegmaining phases of the
project, | feared students would be hesitant tavenshe questions honestly if they had
to submit the survey directly to me because itdmdgatively impact their grades. As a
result, | instructed students to place completedesis in a designated folder and to
elect a classmate to take the folder to the Pratgleffice where it remained under his
supervision until a week after grades were postkdt the room and returned to my
office so that | did not see who the representatigs. To lessen miscommunication, |
notified the President’s office prior to that clagssion, and explained the procedure for

keeping the contents private for the allotted tiifige administrative assistant in charge
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of the folder complied with my instructions, anceteived the folder one week after
grades were locked.

Because | wanted to document whether or not resistaders completed
reading assignments during tdewindproject, | focused on the first question:

1. How frequently do you read the assignments ftémavind (2007)?

NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWKXS

| used students’ responses to this question tesaefsrence my observation notes
concerning what they told me about completing meg@dissignments. | compared
responses on surveys to responses to classroomiésgor consistencies. (The survey
also allowed me to know the number of students edropleted the reading as a whole
versus focusing solely on resistive readers. Thigliteracy project was designed to
promote deep reading; therefore, it needed to heflmgal to all students, even though
my focus for this study was resistive readers.)

One trait of resistive readers is that they expeetarn good grades without
doing the work. After | reviewed question two oétburvey, | noted students’ responses
to question six:

6. What grade do you expect in this class?

F D C B A

Like Goodwin (1996), | specifically wanted to knakae perceived grades that resistive
readers anticipated receiving if their responsguestion two implied that they did not
read the assigned text. The purpose of documetitesse perceived grades was to
compare them with the actual grades that studemited to measure whether or not
students’ fake reading strategies worked.
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Reflective Survey
A reflective survey using Likert scale items wasnanistered on the final day of
the project to all students who completedthevind Multiliteracy Project (see
Appendix E). The survey inquired about studentatineg habits, reading behaviors,
and overall impressions of the project. The reflecsurvey also allowed students to
rate each classroom activity on a scale from otmer(gly dislike) to five (strongly like)
with the option to include comments for clarificatiof their ratings. The creation of
this attitude survey was based on steps for cartgtigia measuring instrument outlined
in Punch’s (2005)ntroduction to Social Research: Quantitative anda(}ative
Approaches.
1. Define what is being measured.
2. Select a Likert-type measuring technique.
3. Include as many items for each dimension as a neflgd can respond validly.
4. Conduct a trial-run of the measuring instrumennttke needed modifications
(interpretations, easily respond to items, andtglar
5. Pre-test a second draft scale more formerly wighoaip of 25 or more and
analyze their responses in light of the criteria.
6. Modify and reduce the scale in light of the resuoft¢his analysis, selecting the
best items for each dimension. (pp. 92-93)
The reflective survey was revised several timesteethe final survey was
administered to study participants. The first syrdeaft was completed during the
spring 2011 semester for a graduate level mixedhoastresearch course project at the

University of Oklahoma. As part of the project regments, | submitted copies of the
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initial survey to classmates, doctoral students vepwesented multiple educational
departments, as well as the professor. During tass cession, peers and professor
spent twenty-five minutes critiquing and advisingys to add reliability and validity to
the survey. At the conclusion of the session, gmrhon gave me their copies of the
survey, including notes, which | used to make modifons.

At the conclusion of the mixed methods researdfept, | submitted the second
draft of the survey to the professor as part ofpifigect grade. She returned the survey
with handwritten feedback that offered suggestionsnore precise language, more
focused information, and an option for students ke clarifying comments. | used the
feedback to modify the survey a third time befdseore-test at the conclusion of the
spring 2011 semester.

The pre-test for the third draft of the reflectsi@vey was administered to
twenty students enrolled in English Compositiomtidg the spring 2011 semester who
had completed thenwind Multiliteracy Project. As | analyzed the surveypesses
from these students, | noted information thatlefhto include, questions that had no
relevance to my focus, and ambiguities that madpamses difficult to place on a scale.
In addition to reviewing the structure of the syrviealso asked students for feedback
for ways to make it more concise and straightfodv&tudents suggested fewer items (I
had approximately 36 items); less short-answeraesgs, more close-ended responses;
and provide options to certain questions that tteayd circle rather than articulate
themselves. According to students, when they wekedato give examples, their
“minds went blank.” Based upon this feedback, ised the survey a fourth time and

conducted another pretest with twenty-five studentslled in my fall 2011 English
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Composition | class who had completed tthevind Multiliteracy Project. After
comparing students’ responses on the survey wittmeents made in the individual
reflections and observation notes, responses a@btigee were consistent.

This survey was completed after all phases optbgect were submitted. While
individual reflections expressed what studentsdjldisliked, struggled with, overall
impressions, and ways the assignment could be wegrdhey rarely went into detail
about each classroom activity. Most of the reftatdi consisted of general statements
that encompassed the project as a whole rathemethanindividual assignment. As a
result, this survey, coupled with observation nates reflections, provided students the
opportunity to give specific feedback, and add aermwlistic perspective of their
reading attitudes and behaviors.

This survey helped me explore the level of leggrior each phase of the project
as it was perceived by students. Guzzetti et Bll@Rassert that “effective instruction is
student-centered, acknowledges the complexityefritividual, and incorporates
students’ backgrounds and interests” (p. 10). Gribeomain reasons that | designed
the multiliteracy project was due to New Literadyacates claiming that students were
“changing.” They claim that 21rst century studeares more engaged with literacy
activities that they experience throughout everyldaytherefore, 21rst century
teachers need to evolve with students’ needs:

Literacy is now more widely recognized as a soatdivity and process,

particularly with the growth of digital technol@g. For many stakeholders in

education, literacy should no longer be definedrasindividual student

cognitively engaging in a particular writing oacéng event, but rather as a

complex social act that involves collaboration...$hliteracy involves social

collaboration and interaction and a large skitl &anowledge set that requires

understanding, experiencing, and engaging col&haly with many
multimodal tasks in meaningful ways. (DeCostale810, p. 17)
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My goal as an instructor is to design a curricubinat is meaningful to students and
meets their educational needs. Even though | foougsistive readers, | want to make
sure that | am teaching all students enrolled iglish Composition I. As a result,
responses to the survey evaluate the effectivesfesach mutliliteracy activity in
relation to learning goals.

Artifacts

The primary artifact used for this study was studeflections. One of the
required components of thunwind Multiliteracy Project was for every student to
compose a reflection of their experience with thegget, outlining their likes, dislikes,
struggles, overall impressions, and ways the assegih might be improved. | used the
student reflections to obtain feedback from stusieptthat | might modify my approach
for future courses. Although they were requiredddress each aspect of the
assignment — outlining their likes, dislikes, sgl&g, overall impressions, and ways the
assignment might be improved — they were not grathedrganization, grammar,
sentence structure, or any other formal writindghtegues. The reflection was an
informal writing assignment that was for my inforiea only, and the grade was either
pass or fail — either they submitted a reflectiothey did not. Merriam (2009) states
that artifacts such as the reflection are “usuadigreactive and nonobtrusive” since

“they are applied after behavior has occurred” ‘@ulnot modify the behavior” being
studied (p. 148). The reflections were due at tmagetion of the project. By
examining students’ reflections about the novel irgect as a whole, | was able to

develop a different perspective for their attitudesiefs, and behaviors over the length
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of the project, a perspective that | could not ghnough direct observations during
class sessions.
Project Grades

The entirdUnwind Multiliteracy Project (see Appendix A) consistedsof
phases: online discussion posts, ten multilite@@ypositions, a ten-minute
presentation, individual book trailers, studente@ions, and a final analytical essay.
Each phase was assigned a specific amount of patslesigned to promote close
reading of the assigned novel by requiring studeniscorporate analysis, inference,
interpretation, and contextual evidence to comm@sggnments. Each phase was also
designed so that students relied on personal mrg&ons and transactions with the
novel to complete assignments. Throughout the projelifferentiated instruction so
that each style of learner (audio, visual, andtieheould benefit from the activities
that were assigned. | also designed activitiehabdtudents could express a certain
amount of autonomy while remaining true to the eghof the novel. By designating
specific criteria for each multiliteracy assignmesitidents were less able to throw
something “creative” together to pass it off asaaceptable submission. The six
different phases address the novel from six diffeperspectives, which made
skimming, or fake reading, more difficult. As ortadent mentioned in her reflection
during a previous semester, “This project is desigso that you can’t pass if you don’t
read.” Therefore, the purpose of using gradesdetaasource was to show whether or
not resistive readers were able to practice nomgadrategies successfully with this

project.
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Resistive readers rely on fake reading stratggresskimming, listening to
lectures, online summaries) to earn As and Bs sig@asients because they are usually
required to repeat information rather than synttesgti The goal of the multiliteracy
project was to diminish these strategies by implaimg assignments that required
close reading and interpretation. Therefore, compayarticipants’ actual grades with
perceived grades that they recorded on the Re&thhgs Survey (see Appendix D)
allowed me to analyze whether or not the projeatined it goal in any way. By
comparing students’ perceptions of their gradesugethe grades they earned, |
identified aspects of the project that needed tmbdified for more effectiveness.

Data Analysis

Creswell (2007) outlines three basic steps to sasty data analysis: 1)
describe the case and its context, 2) use cated@aggregation to establish themes or
patterns, and 3) use direct interpretation (pp-156). In order to set the embedded
case study in context, the case and its settingeseribed in detail. While describing
the case and its setting, the restrictions of tame place are discusses, which make this
study a bounded system. Through multiple data ssutbe study provides a “rich,
thick description” (Merriam, 2009) that shows tlenclusions “make sense” (Firestone,
1987, p. 19). These multiple data sources providadulation of the data, which add to
the validity of findings.

According to Yin (2009), case study allows reskars “to understand a real-life
phenomenon in depth, but such understanding ensmagamportant contextual
conditions — because they were highly pertineryotar phenomenon of study” (p. 18;

Yin & Davis, 2007). As a result, case study rebesdeep descriptions of the case
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within its real-life, bound context so that meanaamn emerge. Within this study, the
phenomenon consists of the fake-reading strategesg four resistive readers and
how those strategies developed. In addition, theyséxplores these same four resistive
readers’ reading habits and behaviors while cormglet multiliteracy project designed
to promote close reading of an assigned text. Atingrto Merriam (2009), the
“collection and analysis should be a simultaneaosgss in qualitative research” (p.
169); therefore, the case entails the phenomendresslved for each of the four
resistive reader. Themes and categories that echaxgess participants were then
coded, described, and analyzed.

Researcher’s Role

In this case study, | am the participant-researcheachers cannot help but rely
on their “beliefs, feelings, and assumptions” tastouct the learning environment
(Postman & Weingartner, 1969, p. 33). Walker anlisS(2009) explain that “[a]ll
educators have aims that motivate them and guics thky do” (p. 13). As a result, my
bias as a researcher was based in my personalritgadbology as well as the
relationships that | had already forged with thganty of English Composition |
students through various campus events prior tbéiggnning of the spring 2012
semester.

My theoretical ideology is based in social condikigm, which centers on the
view that the teacher serves as “a colleague opaaon whom students can look up to
rather than as an authority who has control ovemth(Schiro, 2008, p. 166). | feel that
it is important for students to work together tmstuct knowledge as well as connect it

with the world in which they live; therefore, cuowium content and learning goals need
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to be relevant to society. By humanizing certaiciaassues within the novel, students
provided the opportunity to develop empathy, wipabmotes change — cognitive,
moral, political, or social. Giroux (1992) claintsat the role of schools should be “to
provide students with knowledge, character, andamasion” (p. 18) that encourages
“the principles and practices of human dignityelty, and social justice” (p. 8).
Ultimately, | believe schools should promote godzenship, which hinges upon
knowledge and awareness. As the teacher, my jabfailitate the information and
discussions about certain issues, but refrain takimg on the role of “authority.” This
aspect of teaching is very important because agoistudents to work together to
construct knowledge as well as connect it withwioeld in which they live. By
encouraging students to think critically and prailsolve rather than rely on the
teacher for all of the answers, they become ag#ritseir own learning.
Strengths and Weaknesses of the Study

One strength of the study is that | have taughtidhweind Multiliteracy Project
at the same college for six consecutive semesteptementing most of the data
collection sources throughout each semester. Atdhelusion of each of those
semesters, | made adjustments to the curriculusngr@aments, and reading schedules to
reflect the needs of students and address consstasiems (i.e. students cheating on
discussion posts). As a result, this study has gfmoeigh five pilot studies to increase
reliability and validity.

One of the weaknesses of this study is that thebeumf participants was small
and homogenous, and the strategies employed by tbesparticipants cannot be

generalized as representative of all college-lezsitive readers. Because of the size of
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the college’s student body (225 students totadply have approximately thirty
students enroll in my English Composition | coueseh semester. As a result, | am
limited to the number of participants as well as diversity of participants. For
instance, most students who attend the collegé@rewhite, middle-class
backgrounds and were raised with the similar religibeliefs that the college
promotes. As a result, many of those students domneeither private or home-
schooled backgrounds while the students who agebtic school are mostly
represented throughout the student athlete populath campus. Although the sample
is small, however, these patrticipants’ reading tsadond behaviors can provide English
teachers with insight for ways to modify instructim maximize learning among all
students.

My role as participant-researcher might be constiagea limitation since
student participants may feel compelled to tell“tv@wv they are ‘supposed’ to feel or
how they are ‘expected’ to interpret and reactri@aperience” (Grover, 2004, pp. 86-
87). | worked diligently to diminish this limitatioby interacting with students in
multiple social settings throughout the semestéhabthey might feel comfortable
discussing reading habits and behaviors.

Conclusion

Chapter three discusses the case study researbbdsetsed to explore the
reading habits and behaviors of four resistive eesds they completed thmwind
Multiliteracy Project. | explain the rationale foonducting purposive sampling, the

criteria for selecting participants, and the stegen to identify the five resistive
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readers. | also address the school setting, EnGlshposition | curriculum, data

sources and analysis, role of the researcher,tegrgshs and limitations of the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION
"The man who does not read good books has no &atyaver
the man who cannot read therAMlark Twain

Interviews, observations, surveys, reflections] eourse grades gathered
throughout the spring 2012 semester were useddonrresistive readers’ fake-reading
practices. This chapter integrates the resultsaci elata source and analyzes its
significance. More specifically, these results addrthe following research question:
what strategies do resistive readers use to fa&e thay through school-assigned
texts?Because the ultimate goal was to use findings fiteeresearch question to
inform my practice, | also explored the followingjsquestion in relation to fake-
reading strategie$Vhat strategies might English teachers use to pterolese reading
among resistive readers?

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical frame for this study of resistieaders is grounded in Richards’
Reader Response Theory as discussé&utantical Criticism(1929), which states that
readers respond to literature based on prior eapess and knowledge. Although
Richards recognizes that such things as backgraemtier, and culture impact
students’ initial interpretations of poems, he agplains that “...the stability of the
meaning of a word comes from the constancy of dmtexts that give it its meaning.
Stability in a word’s meaning is not something todssumed, but always something to
be explained” (Richards, 1965, p. 11). He arguastixts contain specific themes and

overarching elements that can only be deciphenedig/h close reading and analysis,
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isolating a text from cultural and historical coxtge Although this study ascribes to
Richards’ belief in the importance of close readimgglysis, and certain universal
truths, this frame also incorporates the importasfcgudents’ backgrounds and
experiences when interacting, or transacting, witbxt. The framework combines
Richards’ stress for close reading and analysis Rasenblatt’s (1978/1938)
transactional theory, which claims that words ast markings on a page until the
reader gives them meaning.

Rosenblatt’s theory that knowledge, learning, arsruction include the
reciprocal relationship between a text and its eeddilds from Richards’s response
theory. Rosenblatt (1978/1938) asserts that “thdeecarries on a dynamic, personal,
and unique activity” with a text (p. 15). Brune®@b), Vygotsky (1978/1962), and
Langer and Applebee (1986) claim that knowledgally constructed, whereas
formalists claim that a text can be analyzed objebt, dismissing personal
(unconscious) biases that play into that interpi@taA transactional perspective
recognizes that individual cultures cannot be diedrfrom interpretation of texts, nor
should they be, since readers provide richnesgagtahrough multiple perspectives.
Church (1997) reinforces the Rosenblatt’s theorgxplaining that the primary goal of
instruction from a transactional perspective ifoier students’ trust in the expression
of their individual experience with a text. Througlbse reading, analysis, and
transacting, students become active participanisein own experiential learning as

opposed to being passive recipients of meaning gwtarnal sources (i.e. the teacher).
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Participants’ Reading Histories

One of the most powerful indicators of proficieeaders is the amount of
literacy in the home (Flouri and Buchanan, 2004ariCand Rumbold (2006) reinforce
this by stating, “Parents and the home environraenessential to the early teaching of
reading and the fostering of a love of reading”4). Children whose parents actively
read to them from a young age learn to read mdicezftly because they are exposed
to more vocabulary and positive experiences. Assalt, these children learn more
specific concepts, encounter more syntactic folmas huild background knowledge,
develop better comprehension, and acquire a baditkty to predict and infer, resulting
in stronger cognitive development (Wolf, 2007, 2L Based upon this information, it
was important to explore the four participantslgaxperiences and attitudes
concerning reading so that it might explain theirrent reading habits and attitudes.

All four participants experienced similar backgnds when learning to read at
an early age. Three out of four regularly attenld@adry story times from the time they
could remember until kindergarten. Jenny, Bree,Bettly learned to read before
kindergarten because parents or siblings feltitiveas important, while David learned
in kindergarten with the rest of his classmatesadNof the participants struggled with
learning to read:

Like, I went to the library all the time. And, diag was, like, really easy for me

to learn. | did Hooked on Phonics ® when | watteifMy mom] made me do it

before | went to school. It was okay [laughing-®einsciously]. My mom’s,

like, obsessed with reading. But, yeah, | learied before | could go to
school. (Betty)

| think it was actually about the time | was fiyears-old is when | first started
learning, like, how to properly pronounce throughthe alphabet, then learn
how to read. Whenever | would have trouble proroupnstuff when | was
reading, | would ask [my sister] because, | maae,s two years older than me,
but that was about it. But, [my parents] did hale to read, too. (David)
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| learned to read in preschool. My mom would alsvesad me the Dr. Seuss
books and Bible stories, and, so, like, she’'d tbade to me every single night.
And by kindergarten, | didn’t want her to readrthtd me because | wanted to
read them to her. (Bree)

My sister used to read to me at night. She taoghto read from showing me
how she did it. (Jenny)

Each of these students learned to read seamlegblyhe help and support of parents
and siblings. According to Clark and Rumbold (200Bparental involvement in their
child’s literacy practices is a more powerful fotban other family background
variables, such as social class, family size ave lef parental education” (p. 24).
Betty, David, and Bree cited their parents as irtgodrinfluences to their early
development of reading while Jenny mostly lookedaiper older sister. For instance,
Betty came from a strong reading environment. Hether was a reading teacher who
taught both of her children to read early in hojgegdevelop their love of reading. Her
father was a pastor who often read biographieswaotd/ational literature during his
spare time. Both of David’s parents “read quiteta(David) for information and
recreation, so he associated reading with pleasiveell as learning. Bree’s main
reading influence was her mother, who made sutestiteawas immersed in a print-rich
environment from an early age by buying her boaidr@ading with her every night.
Bree found reading so enjoyable that she taughydwemger brother to read, and she
often pretended to be a librarian so that she clmald him books. Finally, Jenny’s
sister modeled a positive attitude towards reabingeading with Jenny everyday
throughout their childhood. Reading before bedtimas a special time that the sisters
shared together. From the beginning, however, Jemaigtained a negative attitude
about reading, “My sister always liked reading, ahd had read forever, and | was,
like, | hated reading. Like, | would try to readjthh couldn’t get into books” (Jenny).
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Like Jenny, despite the efforts of Betty’s pareste, too, disliked reading from the
beginning because she found it extremely “tediowsk@oring.”
Reading Habits in Secondary School

Throughout secondary school, participants faileset® the value in reading
school-assigned texts. Instead of viewing assigtsnesopportunities to develop and
increase general knowledge, better understandioghef cultures, and greater insight
into human nature and decision-making (Cunninghath&anovich, 1998; Meek,
1991; Bus, van ljzendoorm and Pellegrini, 1995;r#&mn 1996), they viewed school-
assigned texts as boring and pointless. In orderaximize grade point averages
(GPAs) with minimal effort, resistive readers tyglg developed fake-reading
strategies. Broz (2011) claims,

Not reading even for many good students, has become a moajgeoétion with

respect to book-length texts assigned in schoahywstudents enter our

secondary and postsecondary literature classesdingto not readthe books

we assign...Many students have admitted to [teafhadkto their classmates

that in high school they did not read any of theigned books. (p. 15, original
italics)

Ironically, many of these students excelled in sdeoy English Language Arts classes
because they are intelligent enough to developesfies to work around the curriculum
and assessments.

In order to understand their reading habits artchbers while completing the
Unwind Multiliteracy Project, it was important to understigparticipants’ fake reading
strategies throughout secondary school. In respintbee question “What kind of
student were you in middle and high school?” the fearticipants replied with the

following:
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Um, yeah, | was always in honors. | mean, finseht to a Christian school my
junior high years, and part of my freshman yead, @went to public school my
sophomore year. | was in their AP classes [relipsiohool]. But, in private
school, they're all basically honors because tleegtetty intense. Like,
equivalent to AP. Then, | went to [public schoalhd | was in all AP. (Betty)

Middle school was pretty good. | guess, | was\arage student. | had made As
and Bs, and then, the first semester of my freshamal first semester of my
sophomore year were kind of rocky. | actually tjweatened by my parents that
| would get transferred to another school if Irdidget my grades up. That
usually worked, and | ended up finishing high sihwith a 3.6. (David)

We didn’'t have AP classes in my HS but | was grgttod in English compared

to other classes. It's just average... We still ttadave our set AR [Accelerated
Reader] points, and | know no one liked thatidind really bother me because

| could just take tests on books that | reachenpiast. (Bree)

My sister...my sister would always pick my clasg&sd, she made me take
AP classes. And, she already read all of the hd®és| didn’t read anything.
She told me, “This is what you need to know, dnsl is what’s going to be on
your test,” because she’d taken the same teatarsdid. (Jenny)

Although Betty and Jenny were the only ones emdalteAdvance Placement (AP)
English courses, David had the opportunity to dnnahem throughout high school;
however, he opted to remain in regular English sesiiso that he could maintain his
grade point average more easily. In addition, éliengh Bree was not afforded the
opportunity to enroll in AP courses because hetipgichool did not offer them, she
excelled in her English classes with minimal efftirts important to note that all four
students were always college-bound. Each set ehpgaand family members instilled
the importance of an education, and pushed theawdel and earn good grades to help
prepare them for college.

Even when describing themselves as students ondacy school, part of that
description included fake-reading strategies thateveither purposefully (Jenny) or
tacitly (Bree) evolving to avoid school-assignext$e For instance, Jenny confessed

that she copied her older sister's homework througjhigh school to fake-read her
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way through secondary AP English classes. Jentfigasher actions by claiming, “I
always saw it as homework to get over with”; sheficted that she never learned the
benefits of investing in the literature being taudgree’s fake-reading strategies,
however, were more covert than Jenny’s. Becausbédalesed that her school valued
Accelerated Reader (AR) points above all other foafhreading, Bree preferred to
recycle books that she had already read. For exarsipé believed that the quality of
books on her school’'s AR list was poor; therefehes refused to read them. Instead, she
worked with her teachers to take AR tests over bdb&t she had previously read for
pleasure so that she would earn the necessary Ao pass her English classes.

Betty learned skimming techniques from her mothieo is a reading teacher:
“And, my mom, she always tells me to read the Besitence on every paragraph if |
don’t have time to read all of it so that | knowatls going on” (Betty). With a nervous
laugh, Betty qualified her statement by admittingtther mother introduced her to
those techniques for studying purposes only, notaking her way through school-
assigned texts. David, on the other hand, becamessbd with his grades because he
was a student athlete who had to remain eligiblddg along with the emphasis that his
parents placed on them (i.e. threatening to traimgfe if he earned bad grades). As a
result, he employed fake-reading strategies whemase"slammed with homework”
and simply did not have the time to do it all.
The Curriculum that Never Changes

Jenny attended a large, suburban, public schabbitasts rigorous academics
and college-readiness. Jenny realized early dim@ngecondary career, that the same

teachers taught the same AP English classes eegaryand they rarely changed their
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curriculum. As a result, Jenny’s sister purposgflépt all of her notes, homework,
essays, tests, and quizzes so that she couldhmmsibwn to Jenny. Because Jenny
perceived that teachers failed to put forth therétio modify their curriculum, she
refused to put forth the effort to read any of tinaterial. During the course of one of
our interviews, | confided in Jenny that | misladzmeher a reader because she was so
good at faking.

Me: | pegged you early on as a reader becaus&vgoelin AP classes, right?

Jenny: (laughs) Yes.

Me: And, so, then you told me that you don’t relader. So, | was, like, “Wow,
| totally missed that one!”

Jenny: My sister would always pick my classes. Agitt made me take AP
classes. And, she already read all of the boaksl @dn’t read anything. She
told me, “This is what you need to know, and thigrhat’'s going to be on your
test,” because she’d taken the same teacherkdltat

Me: And, the teachers never changed any of theff?s

Jenny: No, and it had been 3 %2 years.
Jenny was able to recycle every piece of work lieatsister gave her, and none of her
AP teachers caught her; none of them even mentisinathrities. According to Jenny,
the following ineffective teaching practices fosther fake reading throughout
secondary school: 1) she believed her teacherstaerlazy to formulate or implement
effective curriculum, 2) she believed that her beas didn’t care enough about her to
invest in what she liked, 3) she developed théuali that “If they don’t care enough to
notice that everyone is cheating, then why shoatg?’, and 4) she viewed the reading
as an arbitrary assignment that teachers were me mi@rested in reading than she

was.
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Annotation

Betty attended a large, suburban, public schaohftd” — 12" grades that
promoted “avenues to success.” According to Béiy, AP language and literature
classes at the public school were more rigoroudrgedse than any of her classes at
the Christian school she had attended. One of tia tachniques that AP English
teachers used at her high school to teach litexatias annotation. For instance,
students were assigned to read a section of texénvihey arrived to class, the teacher
led a brief discussion about the assigned readirsge¢ who was and was not reading. If
someone did not know the answer to the teachaylgrny, the teacher asked another
student to provide the answer. Once the brief dsiom concluded, the teacher made
annotate a preset number of elements within thgrass text while an audio version
played in the background. While listening to therator read, students were supposed
to underline significant passages, highlight litgr@lements, and write rhetorical
analyses in the margins. The teacher stopped tiie atter each chapter to allow
students to complete annotations for that sectedarb starting the audio again for the
remaining chapters. Once the in-class reading bad bompleted for the day, students
were to share their annotations with others sititmtdpeir cluster (a table of four
students). The teacher would approach each degietk annotations, keep
conversations on task, and ask leading questiarigsters were struggling to complete
the assignment. Approximately five minutes beftwe ¢lass ended, the teacher stood at
the front of the room and lectured about writingestliterary elements, and important
passages that students needed to note.

Betty enjoyed the annotation activity becausedhd force her to do much

reading because most of it was completed in classigh the audio version. Betty
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compared the activity to a scavenger hunt. Fortherchallenge became finding
passages that met her teacher’s criteria ratharfttais on the content of the text.

Me: So, did the teacher, expect you guys to kgepwith the reading?

Betty: Well, a lot of it my junior year we would;was a lot of plays and we
would read stuff out loud. And then we would h&veenework assignments
where we had to annotate a whole passage. Amd, hleevould come by and
check it.

Me: Did people take the annotation seriously,idrtdey just randomly mark
stuff?

Betty: The annotation? Yeah, | liked it. The ficstuple of assignments, he
would go through the assignments with us.

Me: So, he modeled, but he didn’t do it for yoBetfy nods affirmatively.) So,
did you keep up with the reading in his class?

Betty: No (we both laugh, and | shake my headsbelief). Cause there was so
much. I'm kind of slow at reading sometimes beeduhink about other stuff
while | read, and so then | forget what I'm reagand | have to start over.
There are just so many chapters, and we had horkewvery single day, and it
was just too much to keep up. Then, I'd get behind

Me: So, what grade did you end up making in has€P
Betty: | think that | barely made an A. It wasdil 90.8.

Me: Still, though, you made an A. But, out of@flithe stuff that he had you
read, how much did you actually read? Let’s sayobd 0, how many did you
read from cover to cover?

Betty: (laughing) Probably three.
Me: And, even when you were required to annotade, many did you read?

Betty: | wouldn’t read the whole passage. We'deéhtavdo like six pages and |
would just skim them to figure out what to annetat

Me: How does someone not read and still make anthAe class, especially
when the teacher isn’t giving you the answers?

Betty: Some of them, he would talk about beforer@a them, or whatever,
before it was due he would talk about “we’re gobeaeading,” and then |
would just mark it. And, my mom, she always tefis to read the first sentence
on every paragraph if | don’t have time to reda#it so that | know what's
going on.
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Although annotating the text was meant to promtgsecreading and analysis, it
seemed to have the opposite effect on Betty. Idstdae admitted that it promoted an
impersonal connection with the literature so tlet was more focused on completing
the assignment than investing in the story. In @aldi homework assignments like
these reinforced Betty’s belief that reading waspdy something that teachers assigned
for homework; it was meant for busywork and nothimgye.

Quizzes and Worksheets

All four participants’ attributed the developmaeitfake-reading strategies to
reading quizzes and worksheets designed by secotedarhers to prove that they
completed assigned reading. Participants expldimetcthey became so focused on
reading the text for correct answers that they lsignored the content all together. As
a result, when participants’ teachers used quittrdsconsistently focused on lower-
order thinking skills, they admitted that no infece, no interpretation, and no critical
thinking took place. According to Jenny, they wire busy “cramming for the test to
get anything out of the book.”

Bree specifically criticized the constant, supzéali quizzing over school-
assigned reading through Accelerated Reader (AR;hwin her mind, devalued the
reading process. In Bree’s school district, stusl@rdre required to participate in AR
throughout high school, with their scores impactingrall English grades. When asked
how the AR quizzes affected her views on readitggkassigned texts, Bree said the
following:

Yeah, the quality of books weren’t good, and tiveyited us to read off that list

sometimes and that was more work. | didn't likenthso much. . . . | don’t think
our school system really emphasized reading.

76



When asked to explain what she meant by sayindpfilt think our school system
really emphasized reading,” Bree said that shdikalther school district relied too
heavily on AR to promote reading rather than teestdrawing students into a book”
to talk about more important themes. She belieliat] by simply requiring students to
read for AR, the district felt as though it had @oplished its duty in promoting
literacy; when, Bree felt that it had accomplistieel opposite effect. She expressed a
deep concern for the negative feelings AR evokdtem and her classmates,
throughout elementary and secondary school. Bechestoved to read for pleasure
during her personal time, AR did not de-motivatefr@m reading overall; however,
Bree said that it did create a wide chasm betweewdlue of reading for pleasure and
reading school-assigned texts. Jenny articulatedhlasm between taking a quiz over a
book versus investing time to connect with it wisée explained,
| think it does make a difference because we [w@uio more than] answer
guestions about the book. Because sometimes sheiggiestion and it’s either
hit or miss [right or wrong]. Well, if we have taterpret it in our lives, there
isn’t really a miss. It's either one way or théet; it's not missing the question.
Then, you see, if | think something is one wagntsomeone else thinks it's

another way, then we get to see both sides an@jitt change my view on it.
(Jenny)

All four participants felt as though they neverlighad the opportunity to interpret
books into their lives throughout secondary schinsitead, reading seemed consistently
linked to some kind of check-point, which they @ddittle value.

In addition to quizzes, another check-point thatipipants identified as a staple
of their secondary English classrooms was workshé&etr example, one of Betty's
teachers assigned literary term sheets (See Higlydor students to complete while
reading each piece of literature. The goal of #isisignment was to have students

independently recognize literary elements withie éissigned text.
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Figure4.1

Term Definition Passagein Story Explanation of
Significance
Allegory
Alliteration

Each term sheet consisted of approximated twewtytfierary terms, and students were
supposed to define the term, document the passiagethis term was used, and then
explain how the passage fit the term. AccordinBetty, the teacher never discussed
the terms or term sheets in class and never Seirigortance in context. As a result,
she viewed it as a pointless activity but an easy A

We had to do a lit terms sheet. You don’t haveeta for that because you just
have to find examples. | would just skim througld &ind the terms. (Betty)

Out of the five books that the class was assigoeddd, Betty only read one without
skimming, and she made a 99 in the class.

David’s secondary English teachers also reliedorksheets to teach school-
assigned texts. Although the structure of the wioekss differed from those Betty was
required to complete, they often promoted the slawer-order thinking skills.
According to David, the worksheets had

...questions on them, and it said, “read from tlagepto this page and answer

the questions.” And, then, whenever we would carteeclass the next time, we

would go over the questions and discuss how iliepfo different literary
terms, like pathos, logos, ethos. (David)

David further explained that the questions were/ wencrete, and didn’t require any
interpretation; mostly, they addressed themes aalysis that were commonly

discussed in numerous online sources such as SpaskiHe admitted that students
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“just Spark-noted it, literally, the morning of slg and then they would go in there and
read the Sparknotes off.” According to him, teashrarely caught students who used
Sparknotes; as a result, it was the main strategfake reading. Because he was so
self-conscious about his grades, however, David thait he only used Sparknotes to
complete worksheets when he was overwhelmed:
Like, whenever | was loaded down with other homdwand stuff and didn’t
have time to read, I'd read the quick summaryt ahd try to fill them out the

best that | can, then [I'd] get help from my frika | mean, that was the last
resort. (David)

When teachers occasionally asked interpretive guresti.e., What do you think is
going on with this character?) on worksheets, Ddiké the other three participants,
relied on classmates who had read the assignmétititothe gaps.

All four participants admitted to using Sparknotegriends to cram for quizzes
and complete worksheets at some point in their &tlutal careers to help them fake
their way through school-assigned texts. While Dand Bree expressed
embarrassment for admitting this strategy beceausgfelt that it was cheating, Betty
and Jenny admitted their strategies without apolmpause they disliked teachers
“wasting their time.”

No connection

All four participants lacked developing a connegtwith school-assigned texts,
which contributed to the development of fake-regditrategies. Each viewed reading
as “homework,” a series of quizzes and worksheettead of meaningful learning
opportunities. Although none of the participantedughe ternformalismto describe
their literature instruction throughout secondarfyaol, they each described English

classrooms that incorporated New Critical approa¢beeaching literatureBy
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eliminating, or devaluing, their personal interpteins from classroom discussion,

participants felt as though their English teaclerstributed to their development as

resistive readers.
Yeah, like we didn’t get to discuss anything ighhschool. Like abortion and
stuff, we just didn’t talk about that in high schoEverything’s [referring to
books read in class] not like real life...We r&8dde Scarlett Letteand, | mean,
we acted like there weren’t actually girls outrthkke that. It was like, “Oh, this
was a really long time ago, and everyone shuneedand they did it for a good
reason.” And, | felt like it wasn’t really for aogd reason, and | wanted to talk

about, like, people now that are doing that. Welly can’t do that. You're not
allowed to actually talk about it. So, it madeeem like it wasn'’t real. (Jenny)

For Jenny, she was engaged enough Witk Scarlet LettefHawthorne, 1850) that she
made a personal connection (on her own) betwedtaRw@ociety shunning an
adulteress and current society shunning young fgirlpre-marital sex and abortion.
Jenny wanted to explore this connection, but sltktbat her teachers would never
allow it because it was “too uncomfortable” andrfemne might get mad.” Instead, her
teachers discouraged personal interpretations @maections by keeping discussions
and assignments focused on set themes, literafgade\and historical context. As a
result, Jenny felt as though her opinion didn’tteratand she further lost interest in
reading school-assigned texts.

Jenny’s criticism was not isolated. Betty, Bred &avid shared her frustration
when they claimed that the literature they werégagsl to read did not reflect any real-
life relevance. While they understood the imporeatdiscussing specific themes and
literary elements (“because it was on the testthimischool-assigned texts, they felt as
though teachers put too much emphasis on thoseertsnAs a result, they lost interest

and sought ways to avoid reading.
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Some of the stuff was good, but | remember myseraar we readhe
Poisonwood Bibland it was really boring. It was our summer assignt and
we had to write a paper over it when we came bladekas awful. And we read
Lord of the FliesThat was boring, too. | mean, it’s just so oldoh't like old
stories. (Betty)

Interestingly, Betty’s father, like the pastorTihe Poisonwood Biblgingsolver,

1998), was a Baptist pastor whose job was transietiltshe reached middle school.
Betty recalled that, for this novel, her teachguieed an analytical essay where
students were supposed to discuss specific themielterary. While Betty read, she
focused on scavenging for examples of literary el@m and pre-set themes that she
knew her teacher wanted discussed in the anabtsisrthan developing a connection
with the content. The teaching approach that Betperienced witihe Poisonwood
Bible (1998) and.ord of the FliegGolding, 1954) mirrored the same teaching style
experienced by Jenny, Bree and David throughout seeondary English classrooms..

Boredom

All four participants claim they dislike readingh®ol-assigned texts because
they are “boring.” They felt that teachers (or sahdistricts) selected books that were
poor quality or tedious. Even when they tried tateeto some aspect in assigned texts,
teachers diminished their interest either by refg$o let them explore personal
connections or by assigning “meaningless” homewOtkfobi and Makinde (2011)
articulate the consensus of participants when éxgjain, “In other words, a literate
person now sees reading and writing as a chordgaskarather than as a pleasure. It
implies the ability to read but an indifference dwtedom with reading for academic
and enrichment purposes” (p. 825). Even thougbfahe participants expressed
negative feelings concerning school-assigned tdrts)y seemed to have the most
extreme reaction:
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Jenny: When | sit down to read, I'm just thinkial¢jof these thoughts of things
that | could be doing, like something else. | d@ven realize it, and I'm just
turning pages. I'm reading words and the bookisimony head.

Me: Is it the sitting still and the quiet? What ytwu think it is?

Jenny: | mean, | can sit still and literally sita room and be bored and do
nothing.

Me: Would you choose that over reading?

Jenny: Yes.
Although Jenny had expressed that she found redutirigg in her primary years, her
extreme dislike for reading school-assigned teat$ihtensified as she moved through
each grade-level. She admitted that because oéxtieme dislike stemming from
boredom, she had not read a book all of the wayutiir since first grade.

While Jenny currently refused to read anythingylrthan Facebook statuses,
Betty viewed reading as a necessary evil to makel goades. She completed
assignments when she had to, which was rare.

Betty: It's just boring. | don’t know. | just feéke | have better things to do. |
just think it's boring.

Me: When you read to yourself, do you lose inté&res

Betty: Yeah. It’s like, well, just like some boo&ge super slow starting and |
just get bored...But, | think that English is redbgring, but I've always been
good at it.

Betty acknowledged that she had been able to @xé&giglish classes because of the
reading strategies that her mother had taughtileeread the topic sentence to know
the focus of the paragraph), but she didn’t feehasigh she was really learning
anything. As a result, she didn’t bother readingertban she had to in order to earn the

desired grade. Unlike Jenny, however, Betty didistike reading to the point that she
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would never engage in the activity. She periodycadad books during her free time
when she felt that they were interesting or thatlséd the time.

Brozo et al. (2008) document that reading intesesong adolescents usually
begins to drop around fourth grade (p. 307). Gakag2007), Burke (2010), and Beers
(2007) have conjectured the reasons for this dsogh as the introduction of
standardized testing, transitioning to more acadegading, and changing interests of
youth as they move into adolescence. Bree and Damidrtunately, were no exception
to this drop. Both of these participants began@atiag boredom with reading school-
assigned texts in approximately the fourth gradaeMvasked to pin-point one of the
causes of boredom, Bree cited Accelerated Reade). (A

Me: So, AR. When did you guys have to start ddihag?

Bree: | want to say about'4rade. You have to have 15 points for the fall
semester and spring semester.

Me: Do you remember if that made reading fun fou pr not?
Bree: No, it was just read-test-read-test.

According to Bree, her school district placed sadtrong emphasis on AR points that
her English teachers developed their curriculunuadathe approved texts and based
grades off of the test scores. Because she feltitbayuality of books was poor and
none of them were discussed outside of the AR sbstgradually lost interest in
completing reading assignments. David, on the diaad, explained that he lost
interest in reading about the fourth grade bechishobbies and interests began

shifting away from school.
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| just got tired of [reading], and | didn’t realigad at all after that. And I didn’t
like to read. | think it had to do with what wasand me at the time. . . And , |
think that this atmosphere of “schools not theydhing there,” like, | had other
interests. | was dirt-bike riding and other thitige that, so | think it was kind

of like I quit reading because it wasn’t as mueh &s doing all of that. (David)

David admitted that length of books had a big ieflce on whether or not he wanted to
take the time to read them. Until the fourth grduehad been reading thiarry Potter
series, but lost interest once the books becantel6tty.” The more active David
became with sports and hobbies, the less time Yateld to school-assigned, and
pleasure, reading.
Fake-Reading Strategies

The four main strategies participants used to-faleel school-assigned texts
were skimming (scanning in lieu of reading), rigpiusing online summaries as test
and essay preparation), mooching (getting inforomatieeded through conversations
with friends), and schmoozing (getting informatimgeded through informal chats with
the teacher and in-class discussion). The mostipeorhstrategy among three of the
four participants (Betty, Jenny, and David) wasrsking the text. Bree did not
practice skimming because of the following: “I knavot people can just skim through
it and they do really well, but for me | can’t dolihave to understand it as a whole.”
The goal of skimming was to know just enough alvghét was going on in the story to
answer teachers’ questions effectively. Betty arpld that for skimming to work,
however, she had to complete the first two assigaadings so that she could learn the
teaching and grading style of the teacher. Oncédesttaed the type of information the
teacher expected students to express in discussimnslements of the novel that the

teacher reinforced, the types of homework assigaed how closely he or she graded,
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Betty used that information to implement skimmieghniques to fake her way through
the rest of the class.
Betty: Well, for [this teacher’s] class, we had¢ad portions of a book and

have quizzes. The quizzes are really easy bethegee multiple choice based
on the reading. | don’t read that. | just skinotingh it. | made a 90 in the class.

Me: And, how much did you actually read in thefaf?l, we're going to say
that skimming is not reading- even though it'®ading technique.

Betty: I've probably read one page.
Like Betty, David used the first few assignmentsaiiclass to gauge which assignments
he could skim and which he couldn’t. He paid attanto the types of questions
teachers asked about the text, the nature of amsigis, and how closely teachers
graded work. Jenny, too, incorporated the samerskagntechniques throughout her
English classrooms.
Jenny: | mean, I'd read what | had to. Like, kinlew that | had to read Chapter
1, I'd read the first page, the middle page, dedlast page. That way, at least |
got something about the details. As long as | kménat happened in the
beginning what happened in the end and what kirtndhppened in the middle.

Me: What happened if your teacher asked you sanggtpecific?

Jenny: | just pretended that | couldn’t rememberdetails. He'd be like, “Then
what happened then?” I'd be, like, “Uh, | cantmember. | didn’t know.”

Because Jenny knew just enough details from skimpnsine said that she was able to
trick the teacher into giving her the correct ansA®ecause she made him assume that
she’d innocently forgotten the information.

When students didn’t have enough time to skiméie they often relied on
other sources of information. Somewhat surprisinBigvid was the only one who
consulted online resources such as SparknotesuBethe quizzes and worksheets that
his teachers made him complete reflected literaghysis found among most online

sources, he didn’t see the need in reading thekblotok. Bree and Jenny never
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mentioned using online sources to fake-read, anty Besliked using Sparknotes
because “it's too long, too!” She felt that if sh& going to take the time to read
Sparknotes, she might as well read the actual Hostead, when skimming failed to
work, she, like all of the other participants, e€elion friends to fill in the gaps. For
instance, each resistive reader identified classsnaho consistently completed all of
the reading assignments. They would befriend thatent, if they weren’t friends
already, and ask him or her to help them with ass@nts. If the class was conducting a
discussion, then they would approach the classester in the day to ask him or her
to tell them all of the details that they missashirnot reading. As a result, relying on
friends had become the most successful strategubearticipants were able to work
with someone who’'d actually completed the readimd) @ould answer the questions
(even interpretive ones) effectively.

The fourth fake-reading strategy that all fourtiggvants capitalized on was
teacher-led lectures and discussions. Accordinmatbcipants, when teachers lectured,
they usually told students everything they needdchbw about the text — significant
passages, overarching themes, historical and alitontexts, to name a few. Students
simply wrote this information down so that they lcbrepeat it on a test, or in an essay,
meant to assess their knowledge of the book. Dadiditted that he preferred this kind
of teaching strategy because it was extremely aadyt didn’t require much work on
his part: “I'm not going to lie, I think that | céaiget by without reading because we
talk about it, but don't really do any other workiwit.” When teachers led a whole
class discussion, participants felt that each disiom point had preconceived answers

that their teachers wanted them to formulate. Assalt, they knew that if they
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remained silent, the teacher would either slip atecture that was meant to guide
them to the desired response or call on anothdestu“[resistive readers] wait for
people in front of them to go, then they can jestard what the other person said. |
think that happens quite a bit” (Bree).

What Motivates Resistive Readers?

When asked, “What motivates you to read schoalyaed texts?”, all four
participants replied, “Grades.” According to Guéhaind Wigfield (2000), “Reading
motivation is defined as ‘the individual’s persogahls, values and beliefs with regard
to the topics, processes, and outcomes of read{pg3). Because most of her high
school English grades were based on AR points, 8seeciated reading for school with
passing tests. Jenny admitted that her obsesstbrgaod grades was thrust upon her
by her parents because she was always compared tdder sister: “I wasn't allowed
to get a C because my sister graduated with agount-whatever, so of course | had to
be like she was” (Jenny). As a result, Jenny waeebed to enroll in the same AP
classes that her sister took in high school andentlaé same, if not better, grades.
Betty, too, expressed that grades motivated herértian anything” (Betty). Although
Betty’s parents placed importance on grades, sh&tdeel the pressure to be perfect
that Jenny did. Betty’s desire to earn good gradestly came from the knowledge that
she was capable and she felt that the work waaspthat it would be an
embarrassment not to earn As — even if she diaitaély complete all of the work.
David’s desire to earn good grades, however, stahfren two sources: his parents

and his sense of responsibility to teammates.
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| played sports and | knew that if | wasn't eligilthen...I mean, | don't like
letting people down...and if | was ineligible, thiewouldn’t get to help the
team. That was the main motivation. One: not teetipy parents, and two: not
to let down people who needed me. (David)

When his grades faltered at the beginning of l@sifman and sophomore years of high
school, his parents threatened to transfer hinméwheer school. Because he felt that
they would follow through on their threat, he depad strategies to ensure that he
maintained an acceptable GPA.
Unwind Multiliteracy Project Results

Because the English Composition | curriculum cesdean Lunsford,
Ruszkiewicz, and Walters*5Edition of Everything’s an Argumer2010), the goal of
the course was to explore various forms of realdifguments as they were presented
through various forms of media. One of those fowas through the nové&lnwind
(2007). We used the novel as a catalyst to expiaklife debates (civil law versus
moral law; the first partial-facial transplant inalRce in 2005; euthanasia; bio-ethics)
that were depicted throughout sections of the naMlile reading the novel, students
completed a series of assignments meant to prochage reading and personal
transaction with the text (See Appendix A). Of ther participants, Jenny and David
read the entire novel ahead of schedule and coetpét of the assignments while
Betty and Bree did not read the novel and were lentabcomplete all of the
assignments.
Jenny

When given the Latty Goodwin Survey (see AppemlixJenny anticipated
earning an A on th&nwind project. At the conclusion of the project, she ctetgul

each phase of tHénwind project to earn a 97%. On a scale from one to(fve

88



representing “strongly dislike” and five represagti'strongly like”), she gave each
phase of th&Jnwindproject a five-and-a-half (for survey see ApperigjxHer favorite
multiliteracy activity was the memory map. The meynmap was inspired by Dunning
and Stafford’s (1992Fetting the Knack; Poetry Writing Exercisd® complete the
memory map, students worked with a partner, sedesitmificant scenes from each
reading section of the novel, and depicted theneyiof each main character by
mapping out those scenes from the beginning ofitivel to the end. In order to
promote visual literacy, students were only allow@dse images to convey the scenes
that they chose, and the images had to incorpooatixtual evidence.

Figure4.2
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Jenny used the map to help her remember the plotnemtally organize characters and
events to keep her engaged with the text.

I’'m hands-on. | want to be able to touch whatdirrgoing to do, and not just
flip a page and read it. | want to actually go #eg is what's going to happen
and visualize. Maybe | can draw it out. That hetps 10x more because |
actually am paying attention, | actually want tow what's happening, and |
can see what’s happening instead of, “Okay, tlgerdn down the street.” | can
actually draw the street and know what kind céetit was. Cause, then |
remember all of the details. (Jenny)

While completing thé&Jnwindproject, Jenny often came to class thirty minutebydo
work on her memory map and other genres. She aksd this time to talk about the
book, ask questions, and discuss things that cedfoer. When asked what motivated
her to read the novel, she responded,

Doing all the work as we went along in the booldmae want to read what
happens next, and made me want to see what o glat hext. As well as the fact
that | actually remembered details about the bel&n | did things step by step.
All the different genres made me want to see ahdtcould do. Another thing |
like about the genres is that | had a choice dtvita do. That made me really
actually want to do the work as well because a$taf [the teacher] telling me
what | had to do, | actually got a choice of wtwatlo; it felt like | was doing the
work because | wanted to, not because it was ntanyddt made it feel like it
wasn’t really an assignment, which made me retoutit. (Jenny)

Jenny was very proud of herself for reading theshbecause she had not read an entire
book sinceGreen Eggs and Haiseuss, 1960) in elementary school. In fact, slotenr
the following in her personal reflection concernthg novel:
I’'m so glad that you made us read that book b&ez#wpened my eyes to so
many other things that are happening in this wdtlcthade me see things that

were outside my norm and it made me realize thatvants aren’t what needs
to go first. | feel that more people in the wonkeled to read this book. (Jenny)

Jenny enjoyed this novel and project so much thatganned to read the sequel
Unwholly(2012) as soon as it came out. Part of the redsdrdenny enjoyed the

project so much was because she spent considéraklenline, and gravitated to

90



assignments that allowed her to use computer ¢yeaad technology skills. She
consistently posted to online discussion boardsertitan the three-post minimum, and
she created two additional book trailers alddmivind (2007) “just for fun.”
David

When given the Latty Goodwin Survey (see ApperialixDavid anticipated
earning an A on the project. At the completionhe project, he had completed each
phase of th&nwind project to earn a 98%. On a scale from one to(five
representing “strongly dislike” and five represaagti'strongly like”), he gave each
phase of th&nwindproject a three (indifferent) with the book traiterd literary
analysis receiving twos while the memory map andq®l reflection earned fours
(like). In fact, when allowed to place commentsglavith ratings, all of the ratings
with threes gave the following reason: “It was &ograde”; the book trailer comments
said, “I didn’t know how to use the website weldat was difficult,” while the literary
analysis read, “Papers are papers”; and the memapycomments said, “It was fun to
do,” and the personal reflection was, “I like voigimy opinion.” Even though he was
indifferent to most aspects of the project, hesdate that he appreciated the autonomy
that students were given throughout the process:

| liked how we were able to choose what we watedb instead of having a

strict outline of “you have to do this, this, athds.” Having the freedom to do

what | felt like made the project easier. (David)
He went on to say that completing different gersgignments while reading the novel
helped him to slow down and pay closer attentiotnétext when, usually, he simply
“skims through it, not really caring what’s going as long as | get the main picture for

what’s going on in each section.” He went on to isdlyis personal reflection that
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| enjoyed the book a lot; it's one of the mostegtaining ones I've ever read. By

doing this assignment, | have looked deeper imdoiook than | normally would

have. Having a creative look onto a book’s charmscand plot really shows a

bigger picture and | found that pretty cool. (Qvi
However, even though David appreciated the aliitghoose which genre he wanted
to create throughout the project, and the assigtsyeped him connect to the book,
his biggest motivator always remained grades.

When asked what motivated him to reaawvind (2007), he cited the required
discussion posts because they were for a grade. thea, they made him
apprehensive:

David: | mean, | like doing discussions, but | dagally like to voice my

opinion very much because I'm really shy; I'm wotspoken or anything. So, |

feel like if I say anything then it might be thense way that someone else
interprets it, and | don’t want to be put on thpobt.

Me: So, even with the online discussion boards,ydu feel like you were
putting yourself out there, waiting for someongick you apart?

David: Yeah, | really felt like that. And, likedion’t know why I’'m so self-
conscious about stuff like that. It’s just | jukin’t really voice my opinion that
often.

Instead of viewing the discussion posts as a pesition-threatening compliment to in-
class discussions like Jenny did (where she hael inthink about and articulate her
responses), David dreaded them. He worried abbet students disagreeing with him
in such a public forum, and having his ideas andiops exposed for everyone to
criticize. Because of this apprehension, he made that he kept up with the reading
assignments so that he would not get embarrassethkiyng incorrect comments or
interpretations.

Unlike Jenny, David did not enjoy assignments teguired technology or

computer skills. He was so active with sports tieatarely got online and was ignorant
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when it came to using various forms of media (heviemaker, onetruemedia, etc.).
His computer usage before my class was limitegigimg research papers on Microsoft
Word and hitting “print”; therefore, assignmentatthequired computer and technology
skills were more frustrating to him than motivatihg addition, he only completed the
reading assignments to earn a good grade on thecpro
| only read books when they are assigned becauseither too busy to actually
read one or | can think of something more active @xciting to do at the time. |

like being up and moving around, so sitting somewetand reading just doesn't
really suit me. (David)

David reads when it's required to earn good gradesn though he enjoyédhwind
(2007) because this project motivated him to rbéadassigned text, it did not motivate
him to read of his own volition.
Betty

According to the Reflective Survey (Appendix Et& did not readJnwind
(2007) because she “didn’t have time.” Even thosigh did not read the text, she still
anticipated earning an A on the project; howeVee, sarned a 76%. She was unable to
complete most of the assignments effectively bez#iusy required close reading,
contextual evidence, and parenthetical notationrgdgeher skimming only provided a
superficial summary of events. As a result, Beftgrocompleted in-class assignments
as homework so that she could get help from clakesweho read, which was the only
way that she was able to complete all of the phtsearn a C. When asked to rate the
various aspects of the project on a scale fromtofige (one representing “strongly
dislike” and five representing “strongly like”), Bg rated everything with either a one
or two. Although she did not provide comments facterating, she did make the

following criticism in her personal reflection:
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| did not really like doing all of the genres this novel. | felt like some of it
was unnecessary and a bit childish. Although Inditllike doing all the genres,
| did like the fact that the project was very ds& However, | wish that the
genres could be more sophisticated. (Betty)

She immediately followed this criticism, howevey,daying that
Although I did not like doing all the genres, tdike the fact that this project
was very diverse. | feel like it was a lot morgogable than writing a really
long paper, for example. As a whole, | did enjog project more than any
others because it was completely different, to mnisp a bit. (Betty)
And, when asked to discuss her thoughts on thel movene final discussion forum, she
made the following post:
| really liked the book. I will most likely reatié next one. | really don't like
reading, and rarely finish any books. | finishki tone because it was just really
good and it always kept me entertained. It wagenbwring, and it didn't really

have a slow start. That's the main reason thatémnfinish books, because | feel
like it takes forever to get into the story. (Btt

Conversely, when asked about readihmgvind (2007) during the personal interview
after grades were posted, Betty said that she ntugdt into the book because it had
such a slow start, which is why she didn’t read it.

Throughout the project, Betty gave conflictingamhation depending on how
she perceived that it might affect her grade. Retance, while the project was taking
place, she never admitted that she was not readlirthe beginning of each class, when
| asked each student to tell me where they wetieameading and what they thought
about the book, she always said that she wastl@ali¢hind,” but that she “planned to
catch up over the weekend.” She also consisteapigated what most of the students
before her said concerning her thoughts on the lasokell as pretended to forget
details so that | would move on to the next studafier the third class where she gave
the same response, she started arriving late sshikalid not have to participate in
these discussions.
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Betty and Bree worked together throughout theqmtojin fact, they chose each
other as partners to complete the memory map. Elask period, while she was
supposed to be working on aspects of the projbetsat with Bree talking. When |
approached them to ask if they needed help, bothaivays said that they knew what
they wanted to do, but they couldn’t draw — everugh drawing was only required for
one assignment (memory map) out of twenty (sevecudsion forums, ten creative
pieces of their choice, one book trailer, one peaboeflection, and one literary
analysis). When | advised them to draw stick figutbey told me that they were taking
their time to decide which scenes were the bedépict. By the end of the project, the
paper remained blank and they were unable to cdefile map.

One of the assignments that Betty especially despivas discussion forums
about the novel; this was also one of the main wWagsshe cheated.

Betty: | hate doing those. And, | would just reéadnd copy off of what other
people said.

Me: | think that a lot of people do that. | medis, the same as in the classroom.
They're hearing what everyone else is saying abwinen they take the test, or
even the essay exam, and teacher is like “yealista great point,” you're like
write it downbecause that’s the answer.

Betty: Right.
Betty did not spend much time online, and whenditieshe wanted to be checking out
Facebook, not completing discussion posts aboobé.bBetty’s admission to cheating
on discussion forums was no surprise to me. In fagtbiggest frustration with
discussion forums were that they were simply eteitrversions of in-class discussions
where resistive readers are able to obtain ahefinformation without doing any of the
work. Even though I tried to incorporate interpteta and personal opinion within each

forum, Betty always waited until everyone had pdste that she could read their posts
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and formulate a logical response. After readingesaivdiscussion forums where her
responses were too general and repetitive of wihat students said, and she was
always one of the last to post, | suspected thaistsn’'t reading, but | wasn’t sure how
to confront her without knowing for sure. In ordemmake sure that Betty’s responses
were based on her personal thoughts and literaalysis, and curb cheating, | instituted
a new policy for the final three discussion foruimsthe project. | posted clarifying
guestions to each student’s initial response agkingpecific examples from the text to
back up claims — I didn’t want anyone to feel satiybut. Students were then required
to respond to my posts within twenty-fours to eemedit for the assignment. If they did
not respond, they did not earn credit for postithough Betty continued to post last
and repeat what other students communicated, steg ressponded to my posts.

Betty disliked the entir&lnwind (2007) project. Throughout the project she
seemed bored and disengaged. Although her refeestiwey (Appendix E) stated that
connecting events in the novel with real-world es(via articles posted as part of the
discussion forums) made the book more interestihg,admitted that she didn’t read
any of the articles because they were “too longpfaximately a page-and-a-half). In
order to complete the project, Betty relied heawityfriends and discussion posts when
her skimming techniques failed.

Bree

According to the reflective survey (Appendix EyeB read parts adnwind
(2007) so that she could complete the assignmieatslid not read all of it because she
“didn’t have time” and the plot “was boring.” Imestingly, when | met with her for the

interview, she repeatedly pretended as thoughesdkthe entire novel. Even after
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asking her directly, she said that she read ituAssg she felt more comfortable
expressing her thoughts via email rather than fadace, | emailed her the following
message after the interview to seek clarification:

Figure4.3

Hey Bree,

Okay, | just double-checked the surveys you guys completed and your survey
said that you did not read all of UNWIND? So, can you answer the following for
me?

1. How far did you get in UNWIND?

2. What were your reasons for not reading it?

3. Tell me about the strategies you used to complete the project assignments
without reading the novel.

4. Why do you think your response to the survey was different than the face to
face interview where you said you've read all of your assignments?

Thanks so much, Bree! Your responses have been really helpful.

Bree never responded. As a result, | do not kndinitigely why she felt compelled to
lie.

Even though Bree did not read the entire textastieipated earning a B on the
project. She earned a 79%. Because she is a jammiailajor, Bree enjoyed completing
assignments that incorporated composition; howesker did not like assignments that
required computer or visual literacy because it Was hard” and she didn’t consider
herself creative. When asked to rate the variopsds of the project on a scale from
one to five (one representing “strongly dislike'tdive representing “strongly like”),
she rated written assignments with fives (becatissy“were easy”) while anything she
considered a challenge earned ones. She alsothateliscussion forums with a three
(indifferent). Her main criticism was that the oj needed to focus more on

composition than “making up crafts.”
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| somewhat felt overwhelmed by the project. | kinwould have been a lot

easier if we would have done more writing insteafinding our inner artist. . .

Some people really do enjoy being creative anduaivith their artistic

talents, but for people like me who can’'t evenndeacircle very well it can be

really challenging and very stressful.

When we met for the interview, | asked her whattbloeight teachers might do to
motivate resistive readers to read, and she repliddought what you did last semester
was a pretty good system, like the mini projectkel.what you did was motivation, not
just read, read, read” (Bree). Based upon Breaiflicng responses, and refusal to
provide clarification, | do not know her actual irepsions of th&nwindproject. | do

not know if she disliked the project because skikeid the multiliteracy activities or if
she disliked the project because it challengedhdity to fake-read.

Bree did share with me during a class that she'dite reading the novel
because it was science fiction, which she hateddtition, when students were
assigned to work on self-selected creative pieBe and Betty used the class time to
skim the text or read specific passages or sceeesioned by other students during the
whole class discussion. Both girls regularly re¢e@$o complete assignments as
homework. When Bree submitted her assignments,wieeg usually similar to Betty's,
and both usually represented the same scene medtearlier by classmates.

Teacher Reflection

Prior to beginning the project, | explained tod&mts the research basis for
linking multiliteracy activities to reading the neMJnwind (2007). | also explained
how the project fit within the context of the theofeour course: Everything’s an

Argument. Throughout the project, however, | sttadgvith helping students see the

value in multiliteracy activities. The general census was, “I'm not creative.”
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Students grew frustrated with assignments becduesedid not have clear-cut
guidelines that assured a certain letter gradea A&esult, | consistently heard the
exasperated request, “Just tell me what you w&xhile my goal was to use
multiliteracy activities to promote deep readingl @nitical thinking, students’ goals
were grades. Unless | assigned daily homework poiné majority of students
wouldn’t do the activities, even when allotted sléise. Instead, they preferred reading
quizzes, straightforward homework assignments teacher lectures. While some
students eventually gravitated to being creatind, tald me that they were glad that |
allowed them to express themselves, | was nevertalidonvince others who saw little
value in the learning experience.

As the project progressed, | was able to iderstifglents who were not reading
the book at all — either through conversationdeirtinability to complete assignments.
In addition, | knew that many of these studentsewesing friends to fake their way
through assignments because | would hear themiaxplaplot to each other as they
tried to complete memory maps. In an effort to diib, | modified assignment
requirements to rely more heavily on contextuatiemce to back up personal
interpretations, thinking that they might be for¢edead in order to complete the
assignments. Although this strategy motivated stonread a particular section so that
they could meet the minimum requirements to eagoaa grade, many continued to
rely on friends to fill in the gaps. Unfortunatelypever discovered a strategy to offset
this fake-reading strategy. In fact, | do not knbw strategy exists that can override

students’ willingness to help each other cheat..
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Many students claimed that they struggled to cetepleading because they
didn’t have time. Most of the students were entbitefifteen credit hours or more and
participated in athletics. To aid students, | ipoyated more silent sustained reading
(SSR) time into my curriculum to promote more megful literacy. By affording class
time that allowed students to read slowly and éelkely, they practiced longer periods
of engagement with the text. In fact, several sttglesed this time to find a quiet
location and read the text out loud to each otbehat they could stop and discuss
events and confusion as they emerged. Ultimatalgesits who had fallen considerably
behind in their reading expressed appreciationttieyt were given time to complete the
work rather than a lecture on how they didn't.

Conclusion

This chapter presented fake-reading strategi¢ddbaresistive readers
practiced to fake their way through school-assigieats and the reasons for them.
Participants claimed that skimming (scanning in loé reading), ripping (using online
summaries as test and essay preparation), mooetting information needed
through conversations with friends), and schmoo#geigting information needed
through informal chats with the teacher and insldiscussion) were the dominant
strategies, and grades were their most powerfuivaior. As a result, Ryan and Deci
(2000) claim, because many tasks that educators want their stademerform are
not inherently interesting or enjoyable, knowingvhim promote more active and
volitional . . . . forms of extrinsic motivationdmmes an essential strategy for
successful teaching(p. 55, original italics). Therefore, this chaptéso discusses the
four participants’ reactions to thdnwind Multiliteracy Project, which was designed to

promote deep reading. At the project’'s completjarticipants’ reactions were mixed
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with two completing the reading while two continuedmplement fake-reading

strategies.
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CHAPTER 5
FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS
“You don't have to burn books to destroy a cultuhast
get people to stop reading them:-"Ray Bradbury
The goal of this study was to discover fake-readimgtegies resistive readers
use to fake their way through school-assigned t1&iteee NCTE promotes a
multiliteracy approach to meet students’ needsarted to explore resistive readers’
fake reading strategies in relation to thewind Multiliteracy Project. | wanted to know
if the multiliteracy activities throughout the pecf motivated resistive readers to
engage with the school assigned text or if theysetto modify their strategies to
overcome new obstacles. | used participant feedtmaekplore the effectiveness of
assignments as well as feedback for what teaclhers@ to promote reading to future
resistive readers.
Statement of Problem and Study Objectives
While attending NCTE conferences during the past j@ars, a seemingly
growing complaint among English teachers fromalkls is that students avoid reading
assigned texts. Previously, this complaint mosthgnred to reluctant readers, readers
who struggled with decoding print text. The compiahowever, has recently surfaced
among teachers who teach proficient readers, readwss typically excel at decoding
print text. These are students known for good gagdeademic focus, college-
readiness, and classroom engagement. In realdgetare students who are bored with
the curriculum, disengaged in the classroom, ake flaeir way through school-

assigned texts to earn good grades. To fake reagading is not associated with
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learning; it's associated with quizzes, worksheteists, and lectures where they are
passive bystanders going through the motions.

For many resistive readers, grades are the ontivator. They purposefully
develop fake-reading strategies so that they cangegod grades without doing any of
the work. Broz (2011) hypothesizes that fake regdinategies develop in secondary
classrooms with the help of teachers. David Peaf2000) explains that a New Critical
approach to literature instruction has remainedraidant force despite the efforts of
Rosenblatt’'s (1978/1938) transactional theory t alue to the reader’s background
knowledge and interpretation of the text. Kohn @0dlaims that this style of teaching
is potentially dangerous because it can reinfooreending practices:

When parents ask, “What did you do in school y3dakids often respond,

“Nothing.” Howard Gardner (1991) pointed out thiay’re probably right,

because “typically school done tostudents.” This sort of enforced passivity is

particularly characteristic of classrooms whetalshts are excluded from
shaping the curriculum, where they’re on the ndogiend of lecturing and
guestions, assignments and assessments. Oneisesalinspicuous absence of
critical, creative thinking — something that (iyoalert!) the most controlling

teachers are likely to blame on the students thkms, who are said to be
irresponsible, unmotivated, apathetic, immatunel $o on. (pp. 19-20)

Many resistive readers do not find reading matenigichool interesting or relevant; as
a result, they avoid doing it. The main concerrhwiitis practice is the knowledge that
literacy skills can deplete over time if they am# nsed. Hence, this study sought to
identify strategies that resistive readers usddKke their way through school-assigned
texts.
Study Setting, Participants, and Design

Since 2008, | have experienced a growing populaifaesistive readers in English

Composition | courses. The purpose of this study twaliscover fake-reading

strategies four college freshmen employed to pagiish Composition I. The study
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also sought to explore resistive readers’ reacbamultiliteracy teaching strategies to
promote close reading of an assigned text.

This embedded case study was qualitative in designattempted to describe and
explore issues and themes that emerged througheuitvind Multiliteracy Project
(see Appendix A). These issues and themes foausearticipants’ beliefs about
reading, ways that those beliefs informed theidmeg habits in relation to school-
assigned texts, types of secondary school litezahstruction each experienced, the
impact that secondary school literature instructiad on their beliefs, and reactions to
the multiliteracy project. The study involved faesistive readers in a common setting
where they worked in close proximity of one anothethey completed the project.

Throughout the data collection process, semi-siredtand informal interviews
were used to clarify statements, behaviors, angeguesponses of each participant.
Each data source allowed for a deeper understawditing rationale behind
participants’ beliefs about reading in the contaiiterature instruction, which
influenced fake-reading strategies. Triangulatibdaia collection for this study
involved five general approaches: (1) interviewdqiimal and semi-structured), (2)
surveys, (3) observation field notes, (4) refletsio(5) project grades. By observing
resistive readers’ reading habits in conjunctiothwmultiliteracy teaching strategies
through multiple lens, a deeper understanding exi&ir motives behind fake reading
strategies, ways that students implemented faldingatrategies (either consciously or
subconsciously), and strategies teachers mightameplencourage fake-readers to
read. Each data source was collected at differ@ntgthroughout the study to provide

“snapshots” of resistive readers as they progretfsedgh the study.
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Limitations of the Study
There were a number of limitations to the desibthis study. The number of
freshmen enrolled in English Composition | durihg spring 2012 was thirty, which
yielded only four study participants. Although thismber of students was reflective of
the average population for the College, it did epresent an adequate population of
freshmen, or resistive readers, enrolled in Endlismposition | courses throughout
higher education institutions. Another limitatiomsvthat the teacher was the researcher,
resulting in the possibility that participants migiot provide honest feedback for fear
of negative repercussions. Because | was the teagbearcher, the opportunity for bias
to influence interpretation was greater. The stilemybeing the teacher-researcher,
however, was that | was able to interact with pgréints each day inside and outside of
the classroom, which provided a more holistic krexlgle of students’ beliefs and study
habits. Because of my role as teacher, studerdn tdt their guards down and spoke
candidly during informal interviews whereas theyghtinot do the same with another
researcher.
Implications of Study’s Findings
Participants interviewed in the embedded case stlehtified four main
strategies they used to fake their way through glessigned texts: skimming
(scanning in lieu of reading), ripping (using oelisummaries as test and essay
preparation), mooching (getting information neettedugh conversations with
friends), and schmoozing (getting information neetteough informal chats with the
teacher and in-class discussion). These stratetgasmed from boredom and

disengagement with learning experiences througbetandary school. Because they
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were so successful in secondary school, particgoainitted they applied these
strategies to reading assignments in college. leffamnt to engage participants with an
assigned text, | designed and implementedJin&ind Multiliteracy Project. The
assignments were designed to promote deep readit@yomy, and personal
transaction. The project motivated two resistiveeders (Jenny and David) to read the
assigned text. They enjoyed the assigned text st niat they finished it a week ahead
of schedule, completed all of their assignmentd,earned As on the entire project.
Conversely, two resistive readers (Betty and Bsaaply modified their strategies to
complete assignments to earn passing grades.
Skimming

Skimming was the predominant fake reading stratessgpyl by participants.
Participants skimmed school-assigned reading régss@f the topic, even if it dealt
with their selected majors. David confided thahefcan get away with doing less
reading and earning the same grade, he will. BettyJenny made similar comments.
Regrettably, when students skim, they seek supafamoncrete information to file
away into their short term memories. Elliot et(2009) challenges, “...we need to help
our youth develop habits and ingrained — both taied explicit — practices of literacy
that will stay with them for the long haul, not staterm ‘measurable results’ that do
nothing for them in the long run” (p. 523). Accardito Betty, Jenny, and David,
constantly incorporating skimming techniques hased them to experience
diminished comprehension skills. When they actuaiiyto read a long, complex text,
they struggle to remember details, understand wdaaj and perform higher-level

thinking.
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Ripping
Dynamic learning environments allow students tostauct knowledge.
According to Reeve and Jang (2006),
Empirical research has shown that students witthrnaumy-supportive teachers,
compared with students with controlling teachexgperience not only greater
perceived autonomy, but also more positive fumatig in terms of their
classroom engagement, emotionality, creativitiyjnsic motivation,

psychological well-being, conceptual understandaggdemic achievement, and
persistence in school. (p. 210)

Sadly, Pearson (2000) claims that too many teadiedisve literature instruction must
religiously follow a teacher’s manual steeped ieqonceived, correct answers. Many
times, information found in online resources (i@iffsnotes, Sparknotes, and
Gradesaver) reflect this status quo of literatnstruction. As a result, students like
David capitalize on rote literature instructionrdeyying on online resources to do all of
the work for them. Andrews (2011) claims that “..digy is, or should be, highly
critical and conscious” (p. 93). To do this, teasheeed to differentiate instruction and
design learning activities that promote interpietatnd personal connection.
Mooching

When none of the other fake reading strategiek&ereach participant relied
on friends, who had read the assigned text, toggthidm through assignments so that
they could pass. Before class, | almost alwayscheae student say to another, "Tell
me what happened.” Participants used this stratefgke their way through class
discussions. When students were asked a questoun Hie text that their friend had
not explained, they pretended to forget that seatfdhe reading. Although this

strategy helped fake readers pass quizzes or weetsht did not work as effectively
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with interpretive or analytical assignments. EvenBetty and Bree relied heavily on
friends throughout the multiliteracy project, ahey still earned high C averages.
Schmoozing

All four participants attended different secondseiools in different parts of
the state with varying student body populationsal§rmedium, and large); however,
they all seemed to experience the same form oflitetature instruction. Based upon
their comments, English teachers rarely encourggesbnal connections or
interpretations with assigned texts. Their teacharght literature as if it contained
certain criteria that had to be addressed, checleaf a list, and then repeated through
an essay to prove they had read it. Instead ahgeatxts within the contexts of
students’ lives, teachers taught each work as@atesi entity meant to be appreciated
based upon its literary merit. Betty communicateat she liked her teachers’ teaching
style because it exempted her from putting fortitimeffort while it allowed her to
earn straight As. Andrews (2011) criticizes a ®aglinded approach to literature
instruction:

What is particularly significant for the argumérare is that formalist notions of

literary identity (i.e. one equation for poetryeofor short story, one for the

novel, etc.) “ignore the paradoxical status offtiaene itself...and refuse to

make the frame work except as a barrier betwéerature and its contexts”

(Carroll, 1987, p. 145). That is to say, formadipproaches do not recognize the

two-way traffic that a frame sets up, not the gorating nature of that two-way
traffic. (p. 11)

Rather than viewing these frames as an opporttmigxplore and connect the text with
real-life, participants’ English teachers usedfthene as a barrier between the text and
students. Through lower-order activities (i.e, vatr&ets, quizzes, annotation, and

lectures), their English teachers communicatedhtioepted meaning of the text so that

students could repeat it on a test, or an essgyptee that they had “learned” the
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material; when, in fact, they had not even reaBatticipants confided that this
disconnected method of instruction was one of themeasons that they associated
boredom with reading assigned texts and develogestfeading strategies.

Another aspect of literature instruction that egeer during the interviews was
that David and Bree’s English teachers rarely ipocated long, complex texts into the
curriculum. The only novel that David remembereatlieg wasThe Lord of the Flies
(1954), and the only full-length texts that Bremesnbered reading were for AR tests.
Instead, their teachers mostly taught significaenhgs from canonical works (i.e.,
Hamle) rather than assign the entire text so that stisdempleted reading during
class. According to Bree, “We read everything mssltogether, and the teacher
explained it as we went.” When asked why her teschged this method, Bree
explained, “They wanted to make sure we read.” 8adfto incorporate long, complex
texts — even those students may not like — rolaesiis of the opportunity to create
meaningful literary experiences in school. In addit it diminishes the opportunity for
students to foster prolonged concentration and wandugh confusion. David felt that
only reading excerpts of literary works contributechis boredom with novels because
it conditioned him to have a short attention sp&envtrying to read for prolonged
periods of time. In addition, when Bree’s teaclwly conducted read-alouds, she
developed a dependence on her teachers readirgxplaining the text for her. Bree
went on to explain that this teaching style “didvélue reading because we weren’t
required to do anything with it; we just sat argldhed” (Bree). As a result, teaching

mostly excerpts contributed to David and Bree’sfaéading strategies since they did
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not feel as though they had the opportunity torldaw to engage with longer texts on
their own.

Teachers’ dispositions play an important rolehi@ iearning environment.
Although Jenny was the only one to address this togher final reflection, she pointed
out the impact of teachers’ disposition on her wadton to learn:

| also like that you open up to us and tell us s@inout you, instead of being

distant and non-relatable. You weren't dry or rudeu actually cared about us.

You gave us work that helps us understand, instéadt giving us busywork.

Those things make me actually want to do my watalise if you care enough

about my grade and I, then | want to make you hapy actually please you as
well as myself. (Jenny)

Not only do students want to know that teachersrarested in teaching the material,
they also want to know that teachers are investeddir ideas and perspectives. Many
times — before, during, and after class — Jennyl ashdred informal conversations
aboutUnwind (2007) that centered on our favorite scenes amdvi® thought it related
to real-life. Jackson and Cooper (2007) argue tbdie effective, teachers must
...Sswitch their instruction focus fromvhat must be taugho what kinds of
teaching will maximize learninglaximizing learning to reverse
underachievement in literacy for our adolesceadsiires a change in the very
definition of literacy itself; we must embraceefidition of literacy that:
*fosters engagement of behaviors vital to adoletscémaking
connections, inquiring, giving personal perspegtcritically
evaluation situations)
*Incorporates authentic literacy — literacy relevto students; and
*recognizes the critical role of a student’s feanf reference in literacy
development, enabling them to feel smart adpin248)
Students develop connections with literature maalgwhen ideas, inquiries, and
comments are valued. Throughout my career, | heasnéd many interesting facts from
students simply by inviting them to work as colledtors. For example, one of the main
characters itynwind (2007) is Levi. His parents were extremely religi@nd decided

to tithe his body to the church (i.e., unwind hion inonetary gain). During a
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conversation with a student (who happened to kex&reme reluctant reader) about this
character, he said, “Well, you know his name islsgic of the chapter in the Bible
about tithing, right? You know, Leviticus 27.” Aclly, | had not thought of that
connection until that moment; | probably would hate thought of it had he not
pointed it out. Richardson (2006) says that “byiting students to become active
participants in the design of their own learning, t@ach them how to be active
participants in their lives and future careers”ip9). Inquiry-based, socially
constructive classrooms show students that teaeldérs their ideas, which can
motivate them to engage with the learning enviromnmeore readily.

Materials that a teacher incorporates into thesttzom also have a direct impact
on the learning environment. All four participastated that they developed fake
reading strategies because assigned texts werggtaond they were unable to connect
with them. According to Gallagher (2009), however,

[Students need to] recognize the difference betvigang a text and gleaning

value from a text...Students may or may not likertbeel, but | want all of

them to understand the value that comes from mgatt a value that will help
them become smarter people long after they leeveas. (p. 57)

Although Gallagher makes a valid point, it is nagevfor teachers to dismiss the
complaints of students when it comes to the mdseuised to promote learning. For
instance, during our interview, Betty confided, afhembarrassed, that she had just
readThe Hunger GameCollins, 2008) — the whole book on her own. Whésoked
shocked, especially after we had just spent twamiyites discussing her hatred for
reading, she clarified by saying, “Like, it moveslty fast. I'm not sitting there waiting
for something to happen. Plus, it's interestingrfrihe beginning. The Hunger Games

(Collins, 2008) is a young adult dystopian novelisghe future and parallels many of
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the themes (i.e., “Big Brother,” caste system, gogernment control) found within
Orwell’s 1984(1949), a literary staple in many secondary EngtialssroomsThe
Hunger GamegCollins, 2008) is also a literary phenomenon tiest engaged readers
of all ages, resulting in a multimillion dollar enprise. IfThe Hunger Gamggollins,
2008) andL984(Orwell, 1949) contain the same literary elements themes, why not
incorporate what students enjoy? Many may argue@bHin’s novel lacks the rich
language and text complexity that Orwell’'s novattains. According to Hunt
(1996/1997), however, a reader “who finds a regdlgd book ... that has ideas he truly
wants to learn about, frequently will outdo his omstructional level of performance”
(280). If this is true, then teachers who refusksten to the feedback from their
students run the risk of stifling learning opportias.
Multiliteracy Teaching Strategies

Since the publication of FriedmarnTéie World Is Flat: A Brief History of the
Twenty-First Century2007), respected educators such as Beers, PanlosRief — and
many others — have used Friedman’s work as théysaita push for English teachers to
incorporate multiliteracy approaches so that sttelereet global demands. Since 2007,
almost every NCTE Annual Convention has been intatbaith ways to promote
literacy through technology. In fact, it was at #8808 NCTE Annual Convention, after
sitting through many of these presentations, tr@tUnwind Multiliteracy Project was
born. According to Andrews (2011), multiliteracypapaches create a “rhetorical
perspective” that “allows the production and anialyd different media alongside each
other...It brings reading and composition closgetber in the way that speaking and

listening were in classical rhetoric” (p. 83). Tdeneral consensus communicated to
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conference participants was that studevdatedmore technology in the classroom. By
refusing to adapt to this demand, some believedg&hglish teachers were denying
students meaningful learning opportunities.

Even though all four participants were classifi&eheration M, and the
assumption was that members of this generation teelesavvy and eager to use it in
school, this assumption was mostly false in retatmstudy participants. Although all
four participants possessed hand-held devices24ith access to the Internet and used
iTunes, Facebook, and Twitter, three (Bree, Betityl David) said that they disliked
assignments that incorporated technology becaesedidn’t know how to use it
effectively. Instead of focusing on the contenas$ignments, they mostly spent their
time working to figure out the system, which ledngstration and disengagement. All
three admitted that they spent less than two hauaiasy on the Internet because they
“had better things to do” (i.e., playing sportshang out with friends face-to-face). The
most technology that Bree, Betty, and David uses t&@ating to make plans with their
friends. Jenny, on the other hand, was admittetdstieawas addicted to the Internet and
checked her social media every few minutes (ifsezionds). She confessed that she
spent well over ten hours a day on the Internet,laved activities that had to do with
technology. While other classmates struggled tatera single book trailer for the
novel, Jenny created three “just for fun” to pashér Facebook and share with friends.

TheUnwind Multiliteracy Project was designed to promote closading of an
assigned text by encouraging autonomy and pers@maaction. The goal was to create
authentic literature learning instead of a fauxrieay experience. Broz (2011)

articulates my goal well:
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To avoid creating pretend classrooms in whichesttgldo not read, we may use
teaching and learning strategies that make reatkogssary and then reward
those students who have engaged in the authén@t of reading with the
opportunity for social construction of knowledgesbd on those readings. The
social construction of knowledge will occur duripger-to-peer sharing of
textual interpretations through informal and folnwvating and other
performances...If we plan our courses appropriatelyyeadingshould mean
that those students fail the course because #ny o assignments to turn in

(p. 16).
Although Jenny and David gravitated to the mudititcy project because they enjoyed

choosing their own genres based upon their streragit preferences, Bree and Betty
did not like the project at all. According to Breélee assignments within the project
were “too challenging” because she wasn’'t gooctetfts,” while Betty thought that
the genres were “too hard” to choose what to daofding to the Bree and Betty, they
blamed the unsophisticated nature of the projestg“and crafts” versus academic) for
their lack of success with the project. Althougbytieriticized the level of difficulty, |
conjecture that the nature of project assignmecttsally made fake-reading more
difficult since they required an even mix of coritext evidence and personal
interpretation. Betty tried to skim sections of ttevel during class so that she might
complete assignments, but admitted that this fakding strategy made interpretation
almost impossible. Also, Betty and Bree were unébleomplete the final literary
analysis of the novel successfully, which was afyuacademic assignment. Out of 100
possible points, Betty earned 45 and Bree earneB\&h so, both girls were able to
modify their fake-reading strategies enough to €2srmon the project overall.
Motivation

According to participants, the main motivationyttexperienced when assigned
quizzes, worksheets, and tests was the motivatiomplement strategies to avoid the

reading. If not used meaningfully, each of theseheng tools (lectures, quizzes,
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worksheets, tests) become extrinsic motivation.ofding to Clark and Rumbold
(2006),

When children read to avoid punishment or to negthers’ or parents’
expectations, they are extrinsically motivatedause their desire to read is
controlled externally (Hidi, 2000)...Extrinsicallyativated pupils may
therefore not read because they are interestelddoatise they want to attain
certain outcomes (e.g. recognition from othergawd grades). (p. 18)

All four participants fake read to earn good graoesause of pressures and
expectations from family, coaches, and teachersle/bmpleting the multiliteracy
project, Jenny and David suspended fake-readiatgesfies to engage with the assigned
text. Although David’s main motivator continuedide grades, he admitted that the
kinds of books teachers incorporate make a bi@diffce between whether or not he
reads: Unwind(2007), that was a good book, sedntedto read it.” Because he found
the book interesting and the assignments engalyjeng/as motivated to read, and it
became one of his favorite projects. Jenny’'s matwecame from her enjoyment of
assignments because they helped her engage wittxthé\lthough she wanted to earn
good grades, too, her focus shifted from her GPéotopleting the project because “it
was fun” (Jenny). Both enjoyed the interaction agolassmates as they discussed,
manipulated, and created various aspects of tHegiréd\ndrews (2011) explains,

the conversation that goes on between studentbtegsit...and

manipulate/create text is probably the most vdkiabtivity taking place. There

Is a renewed critical dialogue taking place, ansl about making things with
words (and images) and/or interpreting words (ambes. (p. 81)

By consulting classmates about the novel and getireg were able to gain deeper
insight into the book as well as forge friendshapth peers with whom they might not

otherwise interact.
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Bree and Betty’s motivation remained focused ¢airging good grades without
doing the assigned reading. Clark and Rumbold (ROR&mn that “there is some
indication in the literature that pupils who arérassically motivated readers are more
likely to use strategies at surface level, suchueessing and memorisation [sic.]” (p.
19). Even though | noticed throughout the projbet they were disengaged, | never
discovered a way to motivate them to complete ¢agling. For instance, | spent every
class period visiting with them to learn ways todifipthe project to engage them with
the reading. Bree enjoyed the writing assignmeeataibse she was a journalism major,
but Betty told me during our interview that therasareally nothing a teacher could do
to motivate her unless it was a failing grade. &&pised reading, and wasn’t going to
do it as long as she could pass a class withouthen | asked Bree what might
motivate her to read assigned texts in the futhre,cited tests and quizzes linked to
heavily weighted grades.

At the conclusion of the study, both girls preéerthe formalist approach to
literature instruction because they viewed it asanegitimate teaching. In their minds,
teachers were supposed to be ultimate authoraresstudents were meant to be filled
with their knowledge. Betty and Bree’s attitude abschool assigned texts conflicted
with the assertion that students enjoy assignmbatsncorporate activities of choice
(Atwell, 1987; Milner and Milner, 1993; KnoellerQ@3; Thomas, 2003; Walker, 2003)
and various forms of literacy (Andrews, 2011; KoB@10; Kist, 2010, 2005; Milner

and Milner, 2003).
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Suggestions for Future Research

One of the main concerns for fake-reading prastise¢hat literacy skills can
diminish over time without regular use. OlufowobidaViakinde (2011) claim that
“[tlhe main problem is that most [resistive readiér@ve poor reading ability and their
writings are full of illogicality, ambiguity, anahcoherence” (p. 825). Although this
isn't necessarily true of all fake-readers, Jenmy Betty admitted that they were losing
reading comprehension and interpretation abilliesause of their fake reading. Betty
and Jenny explained that one reason they disli&ading was because they struggled
with retaining information found within a text. &ddition, their reading scores on the
ACT were one of the lowest that they had earnedball of the subject areas tested.
As a result, one of the recommendations for futasearch would be to explore the
correlation between fake reading practices ancdpadnce on the reading portion of
ACT exams. This might provide quantitative datagimforce the contention that
literacy skills lessen the longer that they go @augn addition, it might address one of
the reasons an increasing number of AP studentstoesnroll in remediation courses
when entering college.

Because the sample size was so small, anothenreendation for future
research would be to conduct the study in multetiéings with a greater number of
participants for greater generalizability. To dsthinstitutions would need to be
identified, faculty would need to be trained to Iempent the same mutliliteracy
approach, and researchers would need to be treormedognize specific criteria and

strategies associated with fake-readers to le$semargin of error.
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Although it was not the focus of this study, fituesearch needs to be
conducted to gauge the amount of influence thatiplays in the development of
fake-reading. Whether students are “tech-savvyiatr they are immersed in a
technological culture that functions on instantifjcation. DiPardo (2001) addresses
the ebb and flow of culture in relation to literatliteracy, then, is increasingly
conceptualized in ecological terms, as embeddsdgral-cultural practices that must
be continually interpreted and negotiated” (p. 14M8any debate the impact that this
technological culture has on attention spans akasehe extension of adolescence,
which directly impact students’ ability to engagghatong, complex texts. While this
debate still rages among educational theoristse tisdittle empirical data (either
guantitative or qualitative) to back up many of theories.

Finally, a suggestion for future research is todrat longitudinal studies to
measure the impact of Accelerated Reader on fakdifrg habits. Throughout the
study, Bree continuously blamed AR for fake-readmgchool. Many educators argue,
“Intrinsic motivation has typically been relatediéarning that leads to conceptual
understanding and higher level thinking skills (lghan et al., 1996), while extrinsic
motivation tends to lead to ‘surface’ rather thdeep’ learning” (Clark and Rumbold,
2006, p. 19; Crooks, 1988). Throughout my teaclkenger, | have come in contact
with many students who admitted to fake-readingy tivay through AR. Not only did
they fake-read through AR tests, but they spedificdamed it for their disinterest in
reading all together. As a result, conducting ltudjnal studies that measure AR’s
impact on reading habits will yield more in-depéisults to inform the teaching of

literacy throughout elementary and secondary sshool
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Conclusion

Fake-reading is not a new phenomenon. In factady as 1978, Mikulecky
addressed the problem of nonreading by providirgyadrthe first identifying terms and
definitions (aliteracy: those who can read, butag®not to). While society has been
focused on the disturbing illiteracy rates plagupegng people, it has mostly ignored
the dangers of those who are fake-readers: “Omg you can say for illiteracy: It can
be identified and combated. Aliteracy is like anisible liquid, seeping through the
culture, nigh impossible to defend against” (We&k¥)1). With the realization that
literacy is not static, and research that clainas those who were once proficient can
become illiterate, the issue of fake-reading isose: Unfortunately, American schools
are entering a new era of Common Core State Sta®d@CSS), which promotes “a
return to the kind of reading that was promotethethirties and forties through New
Criticism...Objective, close, analytical reading ibat is valued as deep comprehension
and interpretation by the Common Core” (Calkina&t2012, p. 26). According to
Calkins, Ehrenworth, and Lehman (2012), Common Gomply “puts aside theories of
reader response” (p. 26). Extracting personal cotiore background knowledge, and
personal responses from the reading experiencproamote disengagement and
boredom. As participants confided, disengagemethtbmnedom were two main factors
that led to their fake-reading strategies. In alevtivat demands innovative and creative
thinkers, students are being taught to think ieedsy line terms. They are fed
information until they cannot, or will not, feedetinselves. The unfortunate result is
students who sadly confide, “I just don’t know htathink.” As this new era of

“reform” is implemented in classrooms across th#gonaeducators must strive to
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implement meaningful literature instruction by reniiag cognizant of teaching

practices that positively impact student learning.
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Appendix A
Unwind Project Requirements

1. Unwind Discussions: As the class reads the novel, students will pesptonses
to discussion threads on mysaint. Each student make an initial response
(100 words or more) where he/she talks about highweights concerning the
novel as well as respond to two other classmatasheents.

Discussion Post #1 (p. 1-46) — What is your &tamm abortion?

Discussion Post #2 (p. 47-88) — Should peopldibevad to commit euthanasia?
What's your reasoning?

Discussion Post #3 (p. 89-140) — If something isetof conscience, does that imply a
choice? Do we get to choose whether or not waeval
certain lives? How does this relate to umng?

Discussion Post #4 (p. 140-185) — Should we balrajemoral law or civil law? What
can be the potential problems of badflo® do you

see this in Levi’s religious convars?

Discussion Post #5 (p. 185-230) — Are you an odyaror? What is your response to
ethical issues discussed in the aréibleut the man
with Lou Gehrig’s disease? Should halbsved to
die?

Discussion Post #6 (p. 231-274) — What are youndhts of genocide? Do a little
research. Does it happen today? If jgeare being
murdered and treated inhumanely, doeslly fall
under the category of ‘not my problesuén if it
isn’t directly impacting us?

Discussion Post #7 (p. 274-335) — What did youkhibout Roland getting unwound?
How does his death reflect what happemsn we
put inmates to death? How do you feeualthat?

2. Ten creative pieces that represent your topic throxggious genreALL PIECES
MUST BE ORIGINAL!
*Everyone must complete a soundtrack and memory: imiagse will count as
two of your required genres. The same genre canlmnlsed twice.

More Genres. (25 points/in-class assignment)

Newspaper article Cartoon Interview
Obituary Book Jacket Survey
Editorial/Commentary Essay Scrapbook Timeline
Personal Commentary Acrostic Poem Recipe
Letter to the Editor DVD/CD Cover Directions
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Political cartoon Lyrics to music Family Tree

Advice Column Diary or Journal Entry Skit
Magazine Article Picture/Photograph Song
Advertisement Graph Poem
Poster Letter Short Story
Invitation Collage One Act Play
Brochure Speech Dialogue
Greeting Card Video Painting

2. Book Trailer: Students will create a book trailer for the nowedl post them to

the course populi site. They may use free souneels 8s <onetruemedia.com>,
imovie, or another software with which they are ilean Book trailers must be
no less than two minutes in length, possess apjptepmages with flowing
slides, text, music, and a slide that gives crditorrowed sources.

Present multiple genres to the class (10 minutes) andamgiow they relate to
the novel as well as discuss your writing proces®ach piece.

Reflection: One-and-a-half towo page reflection of your experience with the
project outlining your likes, dislikes, strugglesierall impressions, and ways
the assignment can be improved.

Final Paper: Select a specific argument addressed througheutdiel.
Explain how the author uses literary elements és@nt his argument (i.e.
symbolism, motifs, and characterization). Whatissgurpose? Who is the
audience? What kind of appeal is he making (logthgys, pathos)? Evaluate
whether or not it is effective. Papers should idela title page with a properly
formatted header and page numbers and should lessithan three pages.
Students should effectively incorporate quotes fthentext to back up claims,
which need to be properly cited in the text as wslbn an APA formatted
reference page.

137



Appendix B
Reading Questionnaire

Name: Date:

Directions: Complete the questionnaire honestlgluide information that describes how you
really feel. This is not for a grade.

SA=STRONGLY A=AGREE D=DISAGREE SD=STRONGLY
AGREE DISAGREE
1. Reading is easy. SA A D SD
2. lread only when I have to. SA A D SD
3. |like talking about books with other people. SA A D SD
4. | would be happy if someone gave me a book SA A D SD
as a present.
5. Reading is boring. SA A D SD
6. |enjoy reading. SA A D SD
7. Arecent book that | read was:
It was about:

8. What do you like to do in your spare time? Ratefthlewing activities in order 1, 2, 3,

4,5, 6 (1=favorite, 6=least favorite).

watch tv talk on phone/text
play video games read a book
get on the Internet play a sport/harigpotside
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Appendix C
Semi-Structured Interview Questions
. How did you learn to read? How old were you? Wasagy?
. What do you remember your parents reading? Howmafiguld you see them
read?
. How did you feel about learning to read?
. What do you remember feeling about reading in efearg school? Did you
have positive or negative feelings? Did your opinébhange as you got older?
Why?
. What was your high school like? How many studelfat kind of classes did
you take?
. What were your English Language Arts classes Ile® would you describe
the way that your teacher taught literature? Did gead all of the assignments?
. How would you describe yourself as a student it lsichool?
. Out of all of the reading assignments that yourlishgeacher assigned, how
many did you actually complete from start to firdlslVhat ways did you use to
get away with not reading? Why wouldn’t you readae assignments?
. How would you describe yourself as a student itege? Do you read
assignments for your college classes? Why or wity How do professors’

teaching styles play into this?

10.What advice could you give to English teachers tdivate students like you to

read assigned texts? What can they do to maker# srgoyable and hold

students like you accountable?
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Appendix D
I dentifying Reading Behaviors & Attitudes
Designed by Latty Goodwin (1996)

Name:

Major: Year/Clasgi@in:

2. How frequently do you read the textbook assignmfamtthis class?

(English Composition by Courtney Krieger)

NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWAYS
3. How frequently do you read the assignments ftémavind (2007)?

NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES USUALLY  ALWKXS

4. How often do you read the textbook assignmentstioer classes?

NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES  USUALLY ALWAYS

5. How would you rate your reading abilities?

POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT

6. How important are textbooks?

NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT USEFUL HELPFUL  VITAL

7. What grade do you expect in this class?

F D C B A
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Appendix E
Unwind Reflective Survey

Name:

1. Did you read the entire novel Unwind? Yes No

2. If you answered no, circle each reason that applies:
a. Do not like to read

b. Notime
c. Heavy homework load from other classes
d. Boring plot
e. Prefer to do other things
f. Other: (please list)
3. If you answered yes, did you finish the novel ahead of schedule?  Yes No

4. What motivated you to read the novel? (Circle all that apply)
a. Interesting plot
b. Like to read
c. Participation in discussion boards
d. Grades
e. Multiple literacy classroom activities (memory map, letter, newspaper article,
etc.)
f. Other: (please list)

5. Did you complete ALL of the requirements for the Unwind project (presentation, book
trailer, book review, reflection, and discussion boards)? Yes No

6. If you did NOT complete all of the requirements, which did you not do?
a. Discussion Boards
b. Book Review
c. BookTrailer
d. Reflection
e

Presentation

7. If you did NOT complete all of the requirements, circle all of the reasons that apply:
a. Did not read the novel
b. No time due to other responsibilities
c. Procrastinated
d. Workload from other classes
e. Too few points assigned to care
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f. Prefer to do other things

g. Other: (please list)

8. Did you like selecting your own creative pieces for the presentation?  Yes No

Comments:

9. Did the different creative activities help you complete reading assignments throughout

the novel? Yes

No

10. What motivates you to read a book?

11. Did connecting events in the novel (man with Lou Gherigs donating his organs, ethics

of organ donation, Ukraine killing babies for stem cells) with real-world events make

the book more interesting?

Yes No

12. List all of the reasons you took the time to read Unwind?

13. Would you have read Unwind if the teacher had not assigned discussion posts and

multiple genre assignments to coincide with the reading sections? Yes No

Rate each classroom activity based on your level of enjoyment from 1 (strongly dislike)

to 5 (strongly like).
Board Posts

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
Comments for rating:

Memory Map

1 2 3 4 5

strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
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Comments for rating:

Comments for rating:

Soundtrack

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
Comments for rating:
Found Poem

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
Comments for rating:
Newspaper Article

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
Comments for rating:
Political Cartoon

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
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Letter of Betrayal

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
Comments for rating:

Recipe for Disaster

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
Comments for rating:

Personal Choice

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
Comments for rating:

Book Trailer

1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
Comments for rating:

Final Paper

1 2 3 4 5

strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like
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Comments for rating:

Reflection
1 2 3 4 5
strongly dislike dislike indifferent like strongly like

Comments for rating:

14. Do you think you will read more in the future? Yes No Maybe

15. Do you think that multiliteracy assignments motivate students to complete reading
assignments? Yes No Makes no difference
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Appendix F

University of Oklahoma
Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent to Participatein a Research Study

Project Title: What strategies do resistive readers use to fakewmay through school-assigned
texts?
Principal Courtney M. Krieger
I nvestigator:
Department: Instructional Leadership and Academic Curriculum

VERBAL RECRUITMENT SCRIPT

Recruitment Discussion Leader (RDL): Hello, my name is Ms. Blackwedind I'm
here to talk about a research study Ms. Kriegeomlucting in order to complete her
PhD with the University of Oklahoma. Before | begpou will want to look over the
first set of forms I've passed out. You should htwe copies of the_whitecolored
form. Please make sure you have two copies; thenaanoment to skim the subtitles.

(RDL makes sure each student has a copy of Cover Letter and two copies of the
Student Assent Form)

RDL: By now, most of you understand that the multlfggracy project is part of Ms.
Krieger's regular classroom practice, and, whetiigrot you participate in the study,
you are all still required to complete the multipteracy project assignments. However,
if you choose to participate, you will help Ms. &ger improve how the multiple

literacy project approach might work for all of re#udents. In order for you to
understand this study more clearly, let’s read éline Student Assent form. Feel free
to make notations or write down your questions agya. It is important that | answer
all your questions and | will stop periodicallydoswer them and again, when we are
through reading over the form.

RDL: Do any of you have gquestions before we begin?
(Take timeto answer any anticipatory questions. Then begin reading aloud the

guestions and explanations on the Student Assent Form)

RDL: (After discussing the questions and explanations and answering student
guestions) If you would like to participate in Ms. Kriegersudy, please sign and turn
in one copy of the Assent form now. Keep the ofbeyour records. If you would like
to think about it, please return the signed Asfemh by March 16, 2012.
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RDL: Are there any questions about the Student Peioni§®orms or anything else
we’ve discussed today?

RDL: (After answering questions) Thank you for younei
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