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Our investigation focused on first-grade learners’ competency beliefs and value of reading before and after
receiving the Reading Recovery intervention. Using the Children’s Reading Motivation Survey (Mazzoni, Gambrell, &
Korkeamaki, 1999), we administered the questionnaire developed for early literacy learners to explore motivational
responses in at-risk readers before and after Reading Recovery.

Data Sources
Participants
One hundred thirteen Reading Recovery learners (a convenience sample) participated in this investigation. All
participants were first graders, forty-nine girls and sixty-four boys. Students were from school districts in urban,
suburban, and rural locations in a Midwestern state, and were from a mixture of lower and middle socioeconomic status.
All students were reading below grade level at the beginning of the study.

Data Collection Procedures

The Children’s Reading Motivation Survey (Mazzoni, Gambrell, & Korkeamaki, 1999) was administered by a
Reading Recovery teacher to each child individually at the beginning of the intervention and again, at the completion of
their series of lessons (approximately 4-5 months later, depending on entry and exit date). Since these children were not
able to read the questionnaire initially, conditions were kept constant, and the questions and responses were read to the
child as the child followed along. Both teacher and student had a copy of the questionnaire and after hearing the question,
the child chose their response by circling it. Teachers were trained to administer the questionnaire by the second
researcher.

It is also important to note that the subjects of this investigation were all placed in Reading Recovery instruction
in late winter or spring of first grade. While they were likely to have been identified as below-grade level at the beginning
of the year, there were other children who scored lower on the Observation Survey (Clay, 2002) and were placed in
Reading Recovery at that time. Therefore, these subjects typically waited 4-6 months before they were provided with the
Reading Recovery intervention.

Data Analysis and Results

Questionnaire data from both entry and exit periods were collected for all 113 participants. Data were entered into
SPSS 16.0, a statistical analysis program. Scores for eight survey items were recoded to maintain equivalent values to
other items; in other words, the highest positive responses were represented by the highest value for each item.

Paired-samples t-tests were used to determine the significance of changes between pre- and post-Reading
Recovery survey responses for each item, as well as the total scale score. In addition, the data were analyzed using
repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) in order to determine if there was differential change based on gender.
Gender served as the between-subjects factor and time of assessment (pre, post) served as the within-subjects factor. Of
interest was the two-way interaction between time and gender, indicating if boys and girls experienced differential
improvements on motivation scores.

Were there changes over time in the motivation responses of Reading Recovery children? In other words, did
their responses significantly differ from the time they were given the survey before the intervention and again, after the
intervention? Total questionnaire responses (pre- versus post-Reading Recovery) were compared through paired-samples
(dependent) t-tests. Results indicated that children’s responses did change over time in significant and positive ways;
children’s responses on the post-Reading Recovery questionnaire (M = 35.6, SD = 4.8) were significantly different than
their responses on the questionnaire administered before the intervention (M = 34.0, SD = 4.9), t (112) = 3.06, p < .001
(two-tailed). In addition to the analysis of total responses, each survey response item was analyzed to determine whether
the responses for the item differed significantly at pre and post, again using paired-samples t-tests. Responses were
significantly different at pre- and post-Reading Recovery for three items (items 1, 3, and 14), with three additional items
approaching significance (items 10, 12, and 15). The responses that were significantly different were all related to the
construct of valuing reading. See Table 1 for descriptive statistics.

Were there differences in the responses of boys and girls? We used repeated measures ANOVA to determine if
girls and boys experienced differential change between the two points in time for the motivation survey. There was a
significant between subjects effect indicating that reading motivation scores (combined across the two time points) were
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significantly different for girls and boys, F (1, 111) = 20.59, p<.001, with girls having a reading motivation score of
33.66 (SD = .55) and boys having a reading motivation score of 33.34 (SD = 0.48)*. While girls’ survey responses were
higher than boys’ responses both before and after Reading Recovery, there was an increase in positive responses for both
genders, as shown by the significant within-subjects factor, F (1,111) = 10.89, p<.001. However, there was not a
significant gender by time (pre and post) interaction, F (1, 111) = .001, p< .979, indicating that both genders improved at
similar rate of change.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for the Pre and Post-Reading Recovery (RR) Motivation Survey ltems

Item Pre-RR Post-RR Tvalue  Significance (two-tailed)
M SD M SD
1 222 .86 242 .76 2.333 p <.02*
2 250 .73 259 .70 1.291 p<.20
3 141 49 1.58 .50 3.732 p <.00*
4 281 11 288 1.1 .564 p<.57
5 312 94 321 .90 .869 p<.39
6 215 .89 221 .90 542 p <.59
7 277 54 281 .49 844 p<.77
8 1.82 .80 175 .77 1.302 p<.20
9 1.80 .80 1.77 .80 292 p<.77
10 1.47 .50 1.57 .50 1.827 p<.07
11 182 .38 1.79 41 783 p<.43
12 258 .64 2.73 .56 1.864 p <.06
13 232 .66 250 .66 1.611 p<.l1
14 2.23 .67 258 .55 4.835 p <.00*
15 297 11 318 1.0 1.744 p<.08

* Indicates statistical significance at .05 level
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The Children’s Motivation to Read Survey

Me and My Reading
PRACTICE

What grade are you in?

1 2
First Grade Second Grade
lama
1 2
Girl Boy

1. How often would you like for your teacher to read stories out loud to the class?

1 2 3
Every day Almost every day Not much

2. Do you like to read books all by yourself?

1 2 3
No It’s OK Not much

3. Which would you most like to have?

1 2
A new game A new book

4. Do you tell your friends about books and stories you read?

1 2 3 4
Never Almost Never Sometimes A lot

5. How do you feel when you read out loud to someone?
1 2 3 4
Happy Embarrassed OK Sad
6. Do you like to read during your free time?

1 2 3
Yes! It’s OK. | would do something else.

7. How would you feel if someone gave you a book for a present?

1 2 3
Disappointed Sort of happy Happy
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8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Does someone in your family read to you before you go to bed?

1 2 3
Almost every night Sometimes No

Do you read by yourself before you go to bed?

1 2 3
Almost every night Sometimes No
Which would you rather do?
1 2
Clean your room Read a book
How do you feel when you are in a group talking about a story?
1 2
I like to talk about my ideas. I do not like to talk about my ideas.
Do you take story books home from school to read?
1 2 3
Almost never Sometimes Almost every day
Do you read books out loud to someone in your family?
1 2 3
Almost every day Sometimes Never

What kind of reader are you?

1 2 3
I am a very good reader. 1 aman OK reader. | am NOT a very good reader.

Learning to read is

1 2 3 4
Really hard Sort of hard Sort of easy Really easy
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Motivation and Engagement

In Reading Recovery, the teacher supports the child’s development of the following
attributes which promote the child’s motivation to read and write:

e Collaboration and Interaction
o Emotional involvement of reader
o Outward signs of interest and enjoyment

e Control and Agency
o Self-efficacy
o Believing in one’s own capacity
o Taking responsibility for learning

e Challenge and Competence
o Willingness to complete work

e Cognition—Increasing Knowledge and Understanding
o0 Seeking to understand
o Knowledge sharing

e Engagement and Strategy Use
o Holding a purpose
o Told absorption or “flow’
0 On-task behavior
o Lack of disruptions



