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Chapter 1: Introduction

Background

In foreign Language learning context, there are various factors that influence the
learning process. Some of these include attitudes, anxiety, learning achievements,
aptitudes, intelligence, age, personalities, etc. (R. C. Gardner & Lysynchuk, 1990; W. E.
Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner, & Fillenbaum, 1960). Kara (2009) stated that attitudes
towards learning have an obvious influence on students' behaviors and consequently
on their performance. It is argued that those students who possess more positive
attitudes towards language learning generally have improved cognitive achievement
and learning outcomes. Conversely, negative attitudes may lead to class anxiety, low

cognitive achievement, and poor performance (Victori & Lockhart, 1995).

The concern regarding learners' attitudes towards the target language was
emphasized by Gardner (1985). He stated that the learners' attitudes towards learning
another language play a key role in enhancing and motivating them to learn that

language.

While there are very few studies that examine the relationship between attitude and
English language (L2) proficiency in young children there are multiple studies that
directly link attitudes and learning in older EFL/ESL learners and we commonly see
statements like, “In conclusion, if learners have negative feelings about learning
English, teaching will be a difficult task. Consequently, positive attitude is important

in entering into the new environment of learning a new language” (Dehbozorgi, 2012).



However, it must also be noted that in the same study there was no direct link
between attitude and proficiency; “Correlation results did not prove to be significant

between attitude towards language learning and language proficiency (p>0.05)" .

There are very large gaps and a scarcity of studies on younger children in this context
in this region. The majority of research in second language acquisition has been
conducted with much older children or adult learners. An extended search on
Google Scholar comes up with fewer than 321 articles and the majority of those are
comparisons between Thailand and other countries. Little concern has been given to
younger Thai children’s second language acquisition or language learning. In

particular, none have had an interest in the strategies for L2 learners’ L2 literacy.

That said there are studies that look at motivation, rather than attitude, although
they were carried out with older, post pubescent learners rather than younger
children. Those studies found that while older learners have a positive extrinsic
motivation to learn English the intrinsic motivations tend to drop off due to poor
practices in the classroom and the studies do not look at attitudes specifically

(Loima & Vibulphol, 2014).

In her paper, Vibulphol (2016)says:
Overall, the findings suggest that Thai students at any level have a relatively
high level of motivation, but their motivation is mainly extrinsic or
instrumental (Chumcharoensuk, 2013; Inngam & Eamoraphan, 2014;

Kitjaroonchai, 2012; Wimolmas, 2013). These findings are consistent with



those in other EFL contexts which have shown that EFL learners are aware of
the importance of English but mainly driven to learn English by external,
instrumental reasons (e.g. Cho, 2012; Fan & Feng, 2012; Moskovsky et al., 2013;

Shams, 2008).

The objective here then, with the gap in research about young learners, is to
determine what attitudes do exist regarding English learning and can a positive shift
be made to improve the general attitude toward learning English, the levels of
engagement as measured by participation and the quantity/quality of language
output, and English language proficiency/proficiency gains as measured through the
use of internationally recognized proficiency tests among those low achieving

students.

Gains in language proficiency within general student populations and the benefits of
storytelling in children’s development of literacy and language have long been
recognized (Brand & Donato, 2001; Cooper, Collins, & Saxby, 1992; Glazer & Burke,
1994, Jennings, 1991; Mallan, 1991; Meyers, Hilliiard, & Kappa, 2001; Trousdale, 1990).
It has also been observed that children expand their language in regular storytelling
experiences because of the broad range of vocabulary they encounter in stories and

the ways that vocabulary is presented (Cooper et al., 1992; Elley, 1989).

Further to that discussion, those gains in proficiency due to literacy enhancement or
intervention programs within general student populations are backed up by other

studies that have been tried and researched over the last 32 years ranging from the



Fiji Book Flood (Elley & Mangubhai, 1983) to the more recent Learning Words During
Shared Book Reading (Blewitt & Langan, 2016; Cartford, Kittok, & Lichtman, 2015;
Vibulphol, 2016). If these types of programs have been in the past and continue now
to be successful (Huang., 2006; LeSniewska & Pichette 2014; Ray & Seely, 2008) then
the use of a similar shared reading program as an intervention method for low
performing, low achievement learners might be effective in mitigating the effects of

indeterminate other issues on students’ attitude, engagement and L2 proficiency.

Of the three domains of learning: cognitive (Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill, & Krathwohl,
1956), affective (Krathwohl, Bloom, & Masia, 1973) and psychomotor (Harrow, 1972).
Shared Reading strongly focuses on the cognitive aspects of learning through the use
of various scaffolding techniques such as frequent pop-up-grammar and ask/answer
comprehension check questions building on what has gone before (Ray & Seely,
2008). The affective domain, the manner in which we deal with things emotionally,
such as feelings, values, appreciation, enthusiasms, motivations, and attitudes is
largely engaged and measured through the levels of interaction and student
participation in what is usually considered to be a “fun activity,” listening to stories,

story reading and storytelling (Wajnryb, 1986).

When considering the three domains of learning Bland (2013) argues the case for
using picture books that are engaging. She says that we should use books that
facilitate language acquisition; the cognitive aspect of learning. This is added to when
the teacher uses pop-up grammar and comprehension checks while working through

the story. Books which promote visual literacy help scaffold new knowledge onto



old, link the story to the child emotionally and is demonstrated through interaction
and participation i.e. engagement. Throughout the first part of her book, Bland
provides numerous examples of potentially engaging younger learner ‘texts.' For
each one of the examples, she demonstrates imaginative ways of exploiting them to
facilitate language acquisition and to develop literacies, i.e., looking at ways to

contribute to the cognitive development of the learners.

English reading is an indispensable part of English learning. The Input Hypothesis,
which was put forward by Krashen in the late 1970s, states that comprehensible
input is the real key to acquiring a language. Krashen and Terrell (1983)suggest that
“reading may also be a source of comprehensible input in a second language”
(pp131). Therefore, a large amount of comprehensible reading is a good way to

acquire a language.

Reading materials provide opportunities to study language: vocabulary, gsrammar,
punctuation and the way native speakers construct sentences and texts. Moreover,
reading can introduce interesting topics, stimulate discussion, illicit imaginative
responses and be the springboard for well-rounded, fascinating lessons (Harmer,
1998). Through reading, sufficient language input can be ensured and the goal of

language competence will be reached accordingly.

One thing to bear in mind, however, is that this study is not focused on “teaching

reading” in spite of the name of the intervention (Shared Reading) although



improvements in literacy and reading skills are common outcomes in the general

student population.

It is about using a shared reading methodology, as a tool, to effect positive changes
in attitudes, engagement, and overall language proficiency within a specific context
and group of students. The primary goal is to look at the efficacy of the treatment
on English language learning within the context of an identified low achieving, low

proficiency group of students.

As we have briefly seen in a quick look at shared reading in the case of general,
young, child populations | intend to explore the efficacy of the use of Shared
Reading, in a specialized case; as an early intervention program to explore the extent
of the effect that shared reading has on the attitude, engagement, and English
language proficiency levels of low English proficiency, low achieving, underperforming,

lower primary level Thai students.

Research Questions

To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ affect the attitudes of young Thai learners
with low English proficiency students?

To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ affect the engagement in learning of young
Thai learners with low English proficiency students?

To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ affect the English language proficiency of

young Thai learners with low English proficiency students?



Research Objectives

The first objective is to investigate the effects of Shared Reading on students’
attitudes toward learning English over a ten week period.

The second objective is to investigate the effects of Shared reading on the levels and
types of engagement observed as participation, language quantity output as
measured by frequency of utterances per session, and language quality output as
measured by the appropriateness of utterances by students during the shared
reading time.

The third objective is to investigate the effects of Shared Reading on the English

language proficiency of the students.

Definitions of Terms

Certain terminology used in this proposal may have various meanings to different
individuals. To facilitate and provide a common and operational understanding
among readers, for this study, the relevant terms are defined as follows:

Shared reading. For the purpose of this study Shared Reading is a teaching
method adapted from Teaching Proficiency through Reading and Storytelling (TPRS)
whereby the teacher selects a book or other material then reads to the students in a
“story time” setting; the students sit around the teacher, where they can see and
follow along in the book. Students are permitted to ask questions or make
comments during the reading. The teacher also elicits responses from the students

during the reading as a means to gauge comprehension, look at predictive factors



and general language use. The reading is followed by a short, teacher-moderated

discussion of the story.

The method in this study is a program designed to serve lower primary level, grade 2
students, who are at risk of not reaching or maintaining academic grade level
proficiency. It is a program to help them obtain the necessary academic skills to

reach grade-level performance in the shortest possible time.

Attitude. The students way of thinking or feeling about English; i.e. “I don’t
like learning English,” or | like learning English.” Attitude was measured using Likert-
style surveys done by face to face interviews (see Appendix C) to examine pre and
post treatment thinking or feeling and compare for any resultant changes that may

OcCcur.

Engagement. Engagement refers to the degree of participation (attention,
curiosity, and interest) that students show when they are learning or being taught. It
will be measured by observations made from video recordings of the class periods
and then record the levels of their participation as measured by individual
interactions per session, quality of language as measured by comprehensibility of
linguistic output, and quantity of language as measured by number of utterances

per session on a record sheet (see Appendix (G).



English language proficiency level. English language proficiency level refers
to a student’s ability to use the language as measured on a referenced framework.
Proficiency includes the understanding, fluency, and accuracy of use of the language
as measured components of the 4-skill language tests. For this study, we are using
the reference scores in the 4-skills provided by Cambridge ESOL for their YLE suite of
tests Proficiency will be measured pre and post treatment and comparisons made to

gauge any changes or improvements in language proficiency.

Young Thai learners with low English proficiency. This refers to students
who are enrolled in a primary/elementary school program. They would be between
the ages of seven and nine years old. In Thailand, they would be referred to as
Prathom 1, 2, and 3 students. In the case of this study we are specifically looking at
the special case of those students enrolled in grade 2, in a bilingual English/Thai
program, and whose English language proficiency as measured on a 4-skill, language
proficiency test is so low as to be virtually immeasurable above a “0” state. They

were the lowest academically performing students in their grade level at the school.

Research Process

The research process for this study has three phases. In the initial, pretest state we
had a group of students, and they had some attitude and level of English language
proficiency that we measured using a survey regarding attitudes toward English and

an English language proficiency test to provide the baseline for this study.
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In the second phase, the students underwent the Shared Reading instructional
treatment. During that treatment, there were some changes in engagement observed
and measured as student interaction (language output) and participation level. We
also expected that changes would occur in their attitude and language proficiency

simultaneously.

On completion of the Shared Reading treatment, the third phase, the students also
had some attitudes and level of language proficiency. Again, this was measured
using the same attitude survey that was used in phase one and a parallel posttest

for English proficiency.

It is hoped that the changes in all three variables (increases in engagement and
improvements in proficiency) will continue beyond the treatment period due to the

positive changes created in attitude caused by the intervention treatment.

Scope of the Study

This study looked at using ‘Shared Reading’ as an early intervention treatment and
was tested on fifteen (15), ‘below average level’” students within a population of

approximately two hundred (200) grade 2 Thai students.

The educational context is an EFL environment, at a private, bilingual, basic
education school in Suphanburi, Thailand. The test subjects were selected from

among the lowest performing students within their grade level based on overall
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testing, previous academic performance, and GPA. They were the lowest 15 students

in their grade level in the school.

This study examined the students’ attitudes regarding English language learning,
engagement during the treatment and changes in English language proficiency that

resulted from the treatment.

The study was undertaken with the informed consent of the parents/guardians of the
subjects of the study and should any detrimental effect occur or be observed in any
student in the test group as a result of this intervention then additional remedial

teaching or assistance will be undertaken to correct that effect.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

This chapter reviews the literature that focuses on the following main areas: What is
shared reading theoretically, what some of the confounding influences in theory are
and the theoretical framework for this study. That will be followed by an
examination of the historical development of shared reading and what the major
characteristics of the method are. It will then go on to examine other studies to see
what are the benefits and drawbacks of Shared Reading in relation to attitude,
engagement and proficiency? IT will end by having a look at some other related

studies.

Theoretical Background

Prior research indicates that the learner’s personal and institutional biographies are
central to language acquisition and use (Hopper, 1998). There is much evidence to
indicate that classroom interaction fundamentally shapes the nature of learning tasks
and that interaction stimulates not only the linguistic but also the cognitive and
social development of the learners (Brooks & Donato, 1994; Donato, 2000; J. K. Hall,

1995; J. K. Hall, 1997; Platt & Brooks, 2002; Wells, 1999).

While in earlier research the focus relied heavily on the cognitive aspects of literacy
the emphasis in current research is more on sociocultural theory and places the

learner as an active participant in the learning process—a participant who, in fact,
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can determine the outcome of the process; see, for example, (Bloome, Carter,

Christian, Otto, & Shuart-Faris, 2005; Gee, 2015; J. K. Hall, Hendricks, & Orr, 2004).

The influence of this change in theory on research and the subsequent application of
this research to classroom practice illustrates the move over the last century from
what Salmani-Nodoushan (2006) describes as, “language-centered methods, those
based exclusively on theories of language, to more learner-centered methods that

take into consideration the learning process.”

Further to that discussion, the benefits of storytelling in children’s development of
literacy and language have long been recognized (Brand & Donato, 2001; Cooper et
al,, 1992; Glazer & Burke, 1994; Jennings, 1991; Mallan, 1991; Meyers et al., 2001;
Trousdale, 1990). It is also found that children expand their vocabulary in regular
story listening experiences because of a broad range of words they encounter in
stories and the ways the vocabulary is presented (Bland, 2013; Cooper et al., 1992;
Elley, 1989; Hamilton, 2014). While many of those references are quite old, some
more than 25 years, when the timeframe is considered, 1989-2014, it provides
longitudinal evidence over a span of 25 years to support language development

through storytelling in both the L1 and L2 contexts.

In the learning process, learners will construct knowledge of the target language on
their own while being engaged in meaningful activities. Biter and Legacy (Biter &

Legacy, 2006) tell us that engaged learning is tied closely to constructivist principles
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because it is believed that, “Learners learn best when they are active participants in

the learning process.”

For children, word knowledge means understanding and using words of different
form classes—including nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs and having a word

repertoire for precisely representing thoughts, needs, interests, and ideas.

Children learn most words without explicit instruction in nonostensive contexts,
including overhearing, and through social interactions with others. Because the
language children experience in the world around them contributes greatly to the
amount and type of word learning, considerable variation exists in children’s word
knowledge (Ballantyne, Sanderman, & McLaughlin, 2008; Hart & Risley, 1995; Hoff &

Naigles, 2002)

Van Lier (1996, p. 196; 2004) has formulated six principles of pedagosical scaffolding specific to

schooling in general and language leaming in particular. These principles include:

1. Contextual support - a safe but challenging environment: errors are expected and
accepted as part of the leaming process.

2. Continuity - repeated occurrences over time of a complex of actions, keeping a balance
between routine and variation.

3. Intersubjectivity - mutual engagement and support: two minds thinking as one in a

shared community of practice.
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4. Contingency - the scaffolded assistance depends on leamers’ reactions: elements
can be added, changed, deleted, repeated, etc.

5. Handover/Takeover - the ZPD closes when the leamer is ready to undertake similar
tasks without help.

6. Flow - communication between participants is not forced, but flow in a natural way.

First, metalinguistic discussions about words when they occur in texts enable
children’s learning of words, and this learning is further supported when children
have the opportunities to use words in drama or other book-related activities that
supplement hearing the word in the text. In short, although being exposed to a
novel word in a single storybook reading is useful for developing children, educators
can accelerate children’s word learning by allowing them to hear new words many
times in varying circumstances. This contextual support provides a safe but challenging
environment where enors are expected and accepted as part of the leaming process and the
mutual engagement and support: two minds thinking as one in a shared community of practice

extend the leaming process (van Lier, 1996).

Second, the more often children hear a word in the text, the more likely they are to
learn it. Children learn words more readily when they occur several times in a single
book and when they hear a word in repeated readings of the same book. Only
hearing a word once or twice is not always sufficient for acquisition (S. D. Krashen,
1981) This is an example of the continuity that was suggested in Van Lier’s (1996) six
principles; there are repeated occunmences over time of complex actions (language), keeping

a balance between routine and variation.
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Third, children’s acquisition of a new word moves from a broad, shallow
understanding to greater specificity and deepened understanding over time with
ongoing exposures to that word in different contexts. The “Handover/Takeover”
occurs and the ZPD closes when the leamer is ready to undertake similar tasks without help (van

Lier, 1996).

Storybook reading interactions provide valuable opportunities for children to be
exposed to and learn new words. The language contained within storybook readings
is exceptionally rich and provides words and grammar that do not often occur in the
conversations that happen at home and in classrooms. When adults talk to children
during book reading, intersubjectivity; mutual engagement and support: two minds thinking as
one in a shared community of practice occurs (van Lier, 1996) and adults themselves use a
more diverse array of syntax and vocabulary and a higher level of abstraction than in

other language contexts, such as playing with toys (Sorsby & Martlew, 1991).

Shared reading goes beyond the traditional routine in which the adult reads the text
while the child listens. During shared reading, both the child and adult are active
participants in the construction of dialogue surrounding the storybook providing a
flow, communication between partidpants is not forced, but flows in a natural way (van Lier, 1996).
This dialogue might focus on the story line, such as characters, events, or settings;
experiences the child has had that are similar to those contained in the book; or

specific words or concepts that are novel to the child.
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A key feature of interactive reading is the intentionality of the adult reader, who
carefully structures the interactive reading experience to purposefully “challenge,
extend, and scaffold children’s skills” to propel children forward on their path of
learning (Pianta & La Paro, 2003) p. 28). Drawing upon developmental concepts first
articulated by the Soviet psychologist Lev Vygotsky (1930/1978, 1934/1986), the
intentional adult utilizes the interactive reading experience to create dialogues with
children that capitalize upon what children already know to veer them toward what
they do not yet know. This is the contingency that Van Lier (1996) was referencing in
his six principles; scaffolded assistance depends on leamers’ reactions: elements can be added,

changed, deleted, repeated, etc.

In short, from a brief overview of the literature, it can be seen that the umbrella
group of teaching methods known broadly as “shared reading” generally have a
positive effect on language learning and language proficiency. Shared reading, as an
intervention or as an instruction method, has generally been successful in first
language applications and settings both in general populations and in low proficiency
populations. It has been found to be successful in ESL and EFL settings in general
populations in the USA and Spain. The various methods of instruction known as
shared reading tend to create a largely positive attitude and show positive

engagement when measured as participation and attempted language output.

In an attempt to address some of the learning issues that are systemic problems in
Thai schools | have opted to try to use “Shared Reading” as an early intervention

program to try to engage some low-performing students in the learning process, to
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specifically attempt to change their attitudes toward learning English and perhaps
have a general positive effect on their learning overall. The specific purpose of this
particular research is to examine, measure, and quantify the efficacy of ‘Shared
Reading’ as an early intervention methodology tool for changing attitudes toward
English language learning, engaging students in their learning and overall language
development in low-level young learners within the “Thai school learning

environment”.

‘Shared Reading’ as a method of early intervention should, therefore, provide an
opportunity to create a positive change in the students attitudes toward reading and
the English language, allow low achievement level Thai students to build their
vocabulary and promote English language use, sustain language acquisition as well as
language learning and proficiency, and increase engagement to levels above what
has consistently been their norm as well as creating a positive learning experience to

improve their desire to learn and use English.

Confounding Influences in Theory

While a cursory glance at literature may give the impression that vocabulary and
second language acquisition (SLA) in young learners is well-researched, this is not the
case. A closer inspection done by Pichette (2012) reveals that of some 2200 papers
on SLA published over 25 years, less than one percent (1%) involve children who do
not know yet how to read and write. He goes on to add that among these scarce

studies, only a handful measure vocabulary acquisition from tasks. Thus, preliterate
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or just literate children acquiring a second language in educational settings appear to
be an understudied population in the field of second language acquisition. This
paucity of studies cannot be compensated for by using data from other learners, for

reasons outlined below.

Firstly, recommendations and conclusions from studies with older children may not
always apply to younger children. Further, any search for empirical data concerning
vocabulary acquisition in younger children is often hampered by the general use of
the umbrella term ‘young learner.” This term is often applied to children of
practically any age until the beginning of adolescence and is too often applied to
learners up to the undergraduate level i.e. 19 years old. It is often observed that
second language acquisition in younger children usually develops differently from
that in older children and adults both quantitatively and qualitatively, due to factors
related to cognitive development (Demagny & Paprocka-Piotrowska, 2004; Pearson,

2000).

Secondly, researchers argue that child second language acquisition is fundamentally
different from first language acquisition (Sarkar, 2001; Unsworth, 2009). Even though
studies regarding first-language development may be of relevance to child second
language acquisition, they do not provide complete information on how the second
language will be acquired. There are important differences in the sheer amount of
exposure to language and the characteristics of the input. There is also is no doubt
that the dynamics of language acquisition is bound to be different when there is

another language system already functioning (even if still not fully developed).
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So if these considerations are taken into account then when looking at much
younger learners, such as lower primary aged students, researchers can largely
discount previous discussions in regards to older learners and look at the
circumstances of the problem within the context of younger; ages 6-9, low

achievement, low proficiency children.

Theoretical Framework

This research, even though it is looking at three different variables, and can be
encompassed within several more different theories it is largely based on the context
of two ideas. The first is what was originally known as Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (S.
D. Krashen & Terrell, 1983) and is based on the naturalistic approach to language
learning. Language input is abundantly available when students are learning their first
language. Children learning their native language are constantly flooded with oral as
well as written language input. This is often not the case in second language learning
or foreign language learning. In second language learning, the quantity of input is
often severely limited and the quality of input is rarely exemplary. In point of fact, in
many schools in Thailand, as publicly decried by the Thai Deputy Minister of
Education in his plenary address at the Thai TESOL conference in 2016, English
classes are often taught by teachers who have little proficiency in the language.
While we cannot create an L2 environment that resembles an L1 learning context,
we can immerse our students in the language they are learning by making available a
large supply of books and other print materials in the classroom. In a shared reading

program, the students choose books that they are interested in and with the help of
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the teacher reading and making the content understandable they can begin to
understand on their own and talk about what they have read.

The concept behind shared reading is a simple one; we learn language by
understanding messages, that is when we understand what people say to us and
when we comprehend what is read (S. D. Krashen, 1985; S. D. Krashen & Terrell,
1983) . It is that comprehension of what is read and what we hear that is
fundamental in shared reading. This position is supported by a number of theorists
including but not limited to: Warwick Elley (1989, 1991, 1996, 2001), Kenneth
Goodman (1967, 1986, 2005), James Asher (1967, 1969, 1972, 1995), Harris Winitz,
Richard Day (1992, 1993, 1997, 2002), and Frank Smith (1971, 1973, 1985, 2012) but it
was Stephen Krashen who formalized this position into a theory known as the ‘input
hypothesis’(S. D. Krashen, 1985), which he later called the ‘comprehension
hypothesis’ (S. Krashen, 2004). The comprehension hypothesis states that the
following conditions are needed for acquisition to take place: that the input is
abundantly available, that the input is comprehensible, and that the input is slightly

above students’ current level of competence.

When these three conditions are met and when, as Elley tells us, [the student]
“repeatedly focuses on the meaning of a large number of interesting messages, he or
she incidentally and gradually acquires the forms in which they are couched” (2001).
Some theorists, however, claim that comprehensible input alone is not sufficient and
must be supplemented (Merrill Swain, 1993). It is believed that learners need to be

pushed to produce output that is meaningful and syntactically appropriate.
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Other theorists, notably Krashen (1998) maintain that output is not necessary for

acquisition to take place. Renandya tells us on page 136 of his paper,

Whether or not output is essential, and to what extent it contributes to
language learning, is an empirical issue and is not likely to be resolved in the
near future. From a more pragmatic and pedagogical perspective, however,
there is no harm in making provision for students to try out the language
forms they have picked up from regular exposure to meaningful messages.

(2007)

Krashen’s ideas also provide some insight into issues of attitude and affective filters,

and the other theorists remind us that children bring particular personal

characteristics to their learning process.

The concept of Engagement Theory was also looked at and those concepts were

considered when applied to the Shared Reading in a classroom environment.

Engagement theory, in general, has eight key components. Essential points of the

concept of engagement theory include:

1.

Self-determination: one chooses to engage; assiscnment invalidates the
process.

Direct participation is essential: observation does not suffice.

Activity is assumed (it is not the goal), as is some measure of interest or
pleasure.

A delicate balance between sufficient competence and expertise to engage
with components of challenge is important.

An open-ended situation is key; collaborative problem-solving is ideal.
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6. Routine work is not engaging.

7. Persistence is characteristic.

8. Coercion destroys engagement while communication regarding intent and

purpose is fundamental (Marcum, 2014).

When we look at each point individually and place our shared reading program into
that framework we see that the roll of the teacher as a facilitator in critical but the
teacher as a teacher is not. For example, item number 1, Self-determination: one
chooses to engage; assignment invalidates the process. The environment must be
condusive to the students participating without primary intervention one to one by
the teacher. The teacher can ask questions in general but the students answer of

their own volition, not by being singled out by the teacher.

For points 2 and 3: Direct participation is essential: observation does not suffice;
Activity is assumed (it is not the goal), as is some measure of interest or pleasure.
Again, the teacher is responsible for making the environment condusive to
participation but the students must participate. Just sitting there and watching /

listening is not being engaged (Finn & Zimmer, 2012).

Points 4, 5 and 6 are also closely linked: a delicate balance between sufficient
competence and expertise to engage with components of the challenge is important;
an open-ended situation is key; collaborative problem-solving is ideal and routine
work is not engaging. (Marcum, 2014). The students must be able to work with the
material presented to them, the answers are not a one-size-fits-all or yes/no.

Autonomy-supportive climates are associated with teacher behaviors which facilitate
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student's learning and mostly related to participation, higher academic achievement,
and classroom engagement. (Dincer, Yesilyurt, & Takkac, 2012). They are open ended
and allow the students to bring their own previous experiences to bear. Working
together as to find answers to open ended questions allows for extended output as
well as bringing problem solving and predictive analysis to the material presented
(Fujii, Ziegler, & Mackey, 2016). It is not routine as is commonly found in rote learning
enviroments. Each session can be as individual as the students participating in each

session.

Persistence is characteristic. This is on the part of the teacher as well as the students.
Just as there is no one-size-fits-all response there will be days when students are
less likely to participate or respond. Persistance to see it through rather than just
quickly moving on is necessary. Coercion destroys engagement while communication
regarding intent and purpose is fundamental. It is the teacher’s roll as a facilitator to
work to encourage participation but not to force participation on any individual. If
they are participating because they “have to: then it is not because they “want to”.
While there is little data for students on our particular population set there is

information in other age and population ranges.

Data from the National Survey of Student Engagement show that this similarity
extends to engagement outcomes (Ohland et al., 2008). Equally important,
engagement had compensatory effects for historically underserved students in that

they benefited more from participating in educationally purposeful activities in terms
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of earning higher grades and being more likely to persist. (G. D. Kuh, Cruce, Shoup,

Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008).

This is the theoretical backdrop that this study is based on.

Historical Development

In his plenary address at the KOTESOL conference in Seoul Korea in 2011, Krashen
put forth the observation that “The more people read, the better they speak, the
better they write and the better they understand. People who read extensively
never speak badly and never write badly. They do not know how.” In a paper fifteen
years earlier Elley (1996) said,
In thousands of schools around the world, pupils are required to learn in a
language different from that of their homes. In other words, they are
expected to learn to read and write in a second or third language. For such
children, the usual problems of lack of resources and lack of competent

teachers are compounded by a lack of exposure to the target language.

He then goes on to ask and answer, “How can they learn to decode and understand
the vocabulary and syntax of a language they are exposed to for only two or three
hours per week? Many surveys of schools’ literacy show that they rarely do (Elley,

1991; Haddad, Carnoy, Rinaldi, & Regel, 1990).
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In the early 1990s, Blaine Ray, a high school Spanish teacher from California who was
frustrated by the mediocre progress of his students, began to experiment with Total
Physical Response techniques to supplement his textbook-based and grammar-heavy
lessons. To his surprise, his unmotivated students suddenly became enthusiastic, and
their achievement levels rose. Eventually, however, his students grew weary of
responding to endless series of commands, so; Ray continued to experiment with
variations of the basic TPR idea.
TPR worked great for the first month of the school year, but then it just ends.
He (Ray) wanted to figure out how to move kids from hearing the language
and responding to having the students speak in the language, generating their
own sentences. He noticed that students learned the vocab [sic] much
quicker and internalized it more through TPR than through vocab lists and

exercises in the book. (Baird, 1997)

Eventually, Ray hit upon the idea of using shared reading and storytelling as the basis
for introducing new language structures in context (Ray & Seely, 2008), and it is this
approach that continues to be polished and perfected by his many followers in
conferences, publications, and Internet discussions. www.readingrockets.org (2015)
tells us that Shared Reading has evolved into an interactive reading experience that
occurs when students join in or share the reading of a book or other text while
guided and supported by a teacher. The teacher explicitly models the skills of
proficient readers, including reading with fluency and expression. The shared reading
model often uses oversized books, often referred to as big books, with enlarged print

and illustrations.



27

As recently as 2004, Curtain & Dahlberg tell us, “These teacher candidates also
articulated an appreciation that reading, as a tool within a familiar and meaning-
based context is essential in L2 learning” (Curtain & Dahlberg, 2004). In their paper,
Colville-Hall and O’Connor wrote,
“For the last several years, teacher candidates developed “big book” units
after studying current literacy theory and practice. The task of designing and
implementing a big book and teaching unit afforded them experience that
had pedagosical benefits. As they gained knowledge of techniques for
learners’ acquisition of interpretive skills, candidates expressed the value of

their learning experiences and opportunities. (Colville-Hall & O’Connor, 2006).

Shared reading has been with us for a long time. In her 1983 paper, Judith Slaughter
told us that Aukerman in a 1971 paper was discussing shared reading (Slaughter,

1983).

Major Characteristics of Shared Reading

Shared reading, as a teaching method, utilizes several different teaching techniques
and theories in one methodology and is very learner-centered. From the outset of
the class with the teacher examining the book cover, sharing ideas and eliciting
comments from the students the stage is set for the students to receive high levels
of comprehensible input (Krashen & Terrell, 1983). This is enhanced by and through
the use of visual aids in the form of graphics and illustrations in the book as well as

gestures from the teacher (Bland, 2013; Ray & Seely, 2008).
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As the teacher begins to read the teacher can use the opportunity to use gestures,
pictures, recasting and TPR action-activities to introduce and explain vocabulary
during the reading. The teacher’s interpretation of a story through gestures, graphics
and pictures, and supplemental explanation is essential. In shared reading, the
teacher uses a great many nonverbal cues to perceptualize the story and this is
especially important for young learners who may strongly rely on these contextual
clues to comprehend the story (Cary, 1998). Read-alouds that include explanations
of targeted vocabulary can support word learning (Brabham & Lynch-Brown, 2002), as
can dramatic play organized around a carefully chosen theme (Barone & Xu, 2008;

Tabors, 2008).

Shared Reading strongly focuses on the cognitive aspects of learning through the
teacher’s use of various scaffolding techniques based on Vygotsky's perspective for
teaching young learners and integrated as frequent pop-up-grammar and ask/answer
lexica and comprehension check questions building on what has gone before (Ray &
Seely, 2008). Children require multiple exposures to words to develop a rich
understanding of their meaning and use. Teachers should make a point of
introducing interesting new words for children to learn into each classroom activity
(Tabors, 2008). Presenting vocabulary thematically helps children make associations

between words and scaffolds students' learning (McGee & Richgels, 2003).

Exposure to rich language, whether through shared book reading or teacher talk, has
been shown to enhance children's oral language development (Aukrust, 2007, McGee

& Richgels, 2003). One effective strategy is for the teacher to provide an ongoing



29

commentary on activities that are taking place to expose children to language
associated with the immediate context (Bunce & Watkins, 1995; Tabors, 2008).
Frequent interactions and the use of multiple forms of student inputs, outputs, and
learning: visual, logical, aural, interpersonal, etc. follows in line with the concepts of
Multiple Intelligences (H. Gardner, 2000). Wajnryb (1986) reminds us that stories

appeal to the affective domain due to their authentic communicative nature.

English language learners need lots of opportunities to engage in social interactions
with other children, but they also need support from adults as they develop the
language skills they need to negotiate those interactions (Ballantyne et al., 2008).
The following activities in the method foster social interaction: encourage child talk
by providing prompts when children need help in expressing themselves (e.g., "Tell
Bobby, 'May | have the red crayon now?") and use open questions, or questions that
can have multiple answers, to help ELLs expand their own utterances (e.g., "Why do

you like this doll best?" instead of "What is this doll's name?").

Shared reading supports many early literacy skills as well. These include such skills
as alphabet knowledge - the recognition and naming of upper and lower case letters,
phonological awareness - the ability to manipulate the sounds that make up
language, and phonics - students beginning to associate letters with the sounds they
make. Preliterate students benefit from: learning to recognize rhyming words,
listening for syllables within words, learning to recognize beginning sounds in words
and matching those sounds to letters. Another benefit derived from the method is

Print Awareness or an understanding of the features of books and print.
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Children should be taught and be able to recognize the parts of a book such as the
front and back covers, learn that a book has a title, was written by an author, and
has illustrations that were drawn by an illustrator. They should learn that printed

letters and words run from left to right and from top to bottom.

What are the Benefits and Drawbacks of Shared Reading?

Changing attitudes Cohen (1979) says, “Attitude theory is not particularly
well developed.” He goes on to say, “Attitude was conceived to be a mental and
neural state of readiness to respond, organized through experience and exerting a
directive and/or dynamic influence on behavior.” Bagozzi and Burnkrant (1979)
proposed that attitude is a two component construct made up of affective and
cognitive dimensions. They proposed a theoretical system in which these two
aspects directly impact on behavioral predispositions which, in turn, lead to overt
behavior. Cho and Teo (2014) suggest that from Gardner and Lalonde (1985) attitude
is simply one of five sub-constructs of motivation. Gardner and Masgoret (2003) say
that attitudes toward the learning situation are about how the language learners
evaluate their English course and teachers. Wang and Ho (2013) say that “while a lot
of research has been done on attitudes toward English most attitudinal studies are
about preferred varieties and models for learning. Matsuda (2000) tells us that the
study of language attitude has a history. He goes on to say,

Since Lambert (1960) investigated the language attitudes of Canadian

students at English-French bilingual schools, numerous researchers have

studied language attitudes in various linguistic and social contexts but the
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construct is either not clearly defined, or when it is, its scope is not

appropriate. (A. Matsuda, 2000)

There is very little in the way of research or literature in regards to young children’s
attitudes in relation to learning English or shared reading and even less in the way of
discussion regarding changing attitudes. The majority of the literature within the last
20 years or so either dealt with much older students or attitudes in regards to
various other subjects i.e. eating vegetables after shared reading about eating

vegetables.

One study within the ASEAN region was done in 2014 in Malaysia. In her research Sui
found that 94 % of the respondents in the post treatment questionnaire indicated
that they enjoyed shared reading with big books, an attitude shift from the
pretreatment phase and that they further expected the teacher to be their role
model during reading lessons. She goes on to further add,
This research has highlighted the important role of shared reading in
improving struggling readers’ fluency. A majority of the subjects stated that
they would prefer to read with teacher supervision and that they enjoyed
shared reading big books with the teacher and their friends (Sui, 2014).
It is for this reason that operationally, within the context of this study, attitude is
defined as the simple construct of being a settled way of thinking or feeling; it is the

students’ way of thinking or feeling about English and learning English.
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Improved proficiency. There is no shortage of research articles around the
globe that speak to the benefits and gains in various types of language proficiency. In
a master’s thesis in 2014 Sui implies that the role played by the reading teacher in
providing scaffolding in the reading process is vital in improving the proficiency of the
students. Her research has highlighted the fact that Vygotsky’s theory of Social
Constructivism and his concepts of the zone of proximal development and cognitive
development in social interactions have direct applications in assisting the students

(Sui, 2014).

In a 2013 study, the researchers examined the longitudinal relations between

frequency and features of shared reading experiences to children’s language and

literacy outcomes in the first grade.
Results showed that the frequency of classroom shared reading was
positively and significantly related to children’s receptive vocabulary growth,
as was the inclusion of extra-textual conversations around the text. There was
no evidence of differential influences of these experiences for children; that
is, the relationship between frequency or features and children’s language
and literacy development was not moderated by children’s initial skill level.
Longitudinally, extra-textual talk during shared reading remained associated
with children’s vocabulary skills with trends toward significance extending to
1st grade literacy skills. (Zucker, Cabell, Justice, Pentimonti, & Kaderavek,

2013).
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Indeed there are journals such at the International Journal of Foreign Language
Teaching that have a strong focus on articles that focus on the proficiency gains due

to programs like Shared Reading.

Books can be a rich source of learning for children and adults alike. In a study
published in 2008, the contribution of shared reading to a variety of child outcomes
was tested. Child outcomes included measures of expressive vocabulary,
morphological and syntax comprehension, and narrative ability (story grammiar,
cohesion, and language complexity) for book stories as well as personal stories. As
predicted, shared reading accounted for unique variance in children's expressive
vocabulary and morphological knowledge although shared reading predicted syntax

comprehension (Sénéchala, Pagana, Levera, & Ouelletteb, 2008).

In her 1994 paper, Mooney provides suggestions for elementary school teachers to
use shared reading experiences with their students. She notes that having teacher
and students read together encourages classroom discussion, models appropriate
reading behavior and pronunciation, and encourages children to think about the

book or story (Mooney, 1994).

Engagement. In a 2014 study, the researchers found two findings, in
particular, yielded relevant educational and theoretical implications. First, time spent
after reading was significantly related to expressive vocabulary. Second, the duration
of teacher association questioning was significantly related to receptive vocabulary

outcomes while both frequency and duration of teacher vocabulary-related



association-level questioning were related to expressive vocabulary. For receptive
vocabulary, both vocabulary- and comprehension-related association-level

questioning mattered (Gonzalez et al., 2014b).

Skinner and Belmont (Skinner & Belmont, 1993) differentiate learners who are
engaged and not engaged in learning activities as follows:
[Learners] who are engaged show sustained behavioral involvement in learning
activities accompanied by a positive emotional tone. They select tasks at the
border of their competencies, initiate actions when given the opportunity and
exert intense effort and concentration in the implementation of learning tasks;
they show positive emotions during the ongoing action, including enthusiasm,

optimism, curiosity, and interest. The opposite of engagement is disaffection.

34

Disaffected learners are passive, do not try hard, and give up easily in the face of

challenges...[They] can be bored, depressed, anxious or even angry about their

presence in the classroom; they can be withdrawn from learning opportunities,

or

even rebellious toward teachers and classmates. (Skinner and Belmont, 1993; 572

cited in (Chapman, 2003).

Behavioral engagement is an observable behavior, that is, the teacher can easily see

if the students are engaged in terms of their effort, persistence, and help-seeking.

This is enhanced in activities like shared reading. The children work hard at the task

and are less. The children persist at the task as they encounter difficulties. Students

seek help when it is needed.
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Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) tell us, “When students are persistent and/or seek
help from teachers or peers in order to learn and understand the material we

consider that an important indicator of behavioral engagement.”

We began to see how shared reading works well by allowing the teacher to use
multimodality modes of text and techniques so it is easier for the teacher to adjust
their teaching techniques to suit these essential points of the concepts of
engagement theory. Also, a causal relationship was found by Klincumhom
(Klincumhom, 2013) in her study looking at how the teacher's instructional strategies

affect the students' engagement and their achievement.

Related Studies

In a related study, the effects of 2 shared-reading interventions were evaluated.
Language skills of the children were below age-level as measured by standardized
tests. Following the 6-week intervention, children were post tested on measures of
oral language, listening comprehension, and phonological sensitivity. Both
interventions produced positive effects. (Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer, &

Samwel, 1999).

In Thai schools, there are some factors that affect both engagement and English
language acquisition. These range from a general apathy amongst administrators
(Hallinger, Taraseina, Kantamara, Chompoowong, & Chuwattanakul, 2001) to poorly

trained teachers, “The training of staff at all levels is often not adequate. Where
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there is training it often tends to be fragmented, uncoordinated and inadequate,”
(UNESCQO, 2012). It is suggested in her study that English language teaching staff often
lack specific education and training in second/foreign language teaching (Chandee,

2000).

While there is no stated policy or general use of the methodology in regards to
‘Shared Reading” programs in the The Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551 (A.D.
2008) there are some linkages that we will see when we review the method later in
Chapter 3. In the general case or in the special case that this study is intended to
examine there is, however, some research on the subject of shared reading as an
umbrella term to broadly describe the general methodology both in the field of
EFL/ESL and surprisingly in medical journals not directly related to EFL/ESL but
related to literacy interventions and language learning in a more general context in

the United States.

Examples of some of these medical studies were: The Impact of Clinic-Based Literacy
Intervention on Language Development (Mendelsohn et al., 2001), Impact of Early
Literacy on Language Skill (Theriot et al., 2003), and Exposure to “Reach out and
Read” and vocabulary outcomes in inner city preschoolers (Sharif, Rieber, & Ozuah,

2002).

Evidence for the value of shared reading and other literacy and literacy intervention
programs continues to accumulate. In the last few decades, evidence from several

areas continues to show that those who do more recreational reading show better
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development in reading, writing, grammar and vocabulary. In his paper presented at
the RELC conference in Singapore in 2004, Krashen claimed that these results held
for first and second language acquisition, and for children and adults. This was again
born out in a study that looked at Elementary students taught with Content - Based
Storytelling that showed significant gains in fluency in L2 Spanish (Cartford et al.,
2015). Studies in second language acquisition report a positive relationship between
the amount of reading done and various aspects of second and foreign language
competence when the amount of formal instruction students had is statistically
controlled (Constantino, Lee, Cho, & Krashen, 1997; Lee, Krashen, & Gribbons, 1996;

Stokes, Krashen, & Kartchner, 1998).

Not only do we see triangulation among different sources of evidence, all supporting
the effectiveness of Shared Reading we also see that the Reading Hypothesis; the
hypothesis basically states that the more we read in a second language, the greater
our vocabulary will be, is also consistent with the more general Comprehension

Hypothesis, the hypothesis that we acquire language by understanding it.

Chapman (2003) proposes the following to assess learning engagement levels —
cognitive, behavioral and affective criteria. Behavioral criteria, which index the extent
to which students are making active responses to the learning tasks presented is the
criteria includes active student responding to instructional process such as asking and
answering questions, contributing to group discussions and participating in class.
Affective criteria which index the level of students’ investment in, and their

emotional reactions to, the learning tasks includes the criteria include levels of
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interest, anxiety, and feeling toward success in language use. Cognitive criteria, which
index the extent to which students are attending to and expending mental effort in
the learning tasks encountered, including efforts to integrate new materials with
previous knowledge and to language through the use of cognitive and metacognitive

strategies.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

Research Design

This study was of a quasi-experimental design. The study made use of a pretest of
English proficiency, a pre-program interview-survey of the subjects’ thoughts and
opinions about English as a subject and learning in general followed by the Shared

Reading program.

During the Shared Reading program, we looked for changes in engagement as
measured by levels of participation through student interactions as well as both the
quantity and quality of language production during each class period. These were
recorded on individual student record sheets after each class through observation of
video recordings made during the classes in weeks one (1), three (3), seven (7), and

ten (10) and scored as per the rubric and record cards found in Appendix F.

At the conclusion of the treatment, the proficiency test and attitude interview-survey

were repeated to allow for a pre-post comparison over the length of the treatment.

The research took place over a period of 10 weeks and consisted of 20 periods of 30
minutes each and there was one group of fifteen (15) mixed gender, grade 2

students.
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Population and Participants

Participants were the fifteen (15) lower primary school (grade 2) students. The criteria
for their selection was that they were the fifteen lowest achieving (lowest academic
grades) and lowest English proficiency students selected for their academic
underperformance at Sahavith Primary school based on their academic record from
the previous year. They were selected from a student body of approximately 200
mixed gender grade 2 students. Their parents were asked to allow them to
participate. All fifteen accepted the invitation on a voluntary basis and joined the
study. Informed consent of the parents or guardians of the participating students was

required before commencement of the study.

This group was selected from grade two (2) primarily due to younger students (grade
1) having no GPA or other broad assessments to use as a reference point for
selection and the criteria for selection was “low achieving low English proficiency

students selected for their academic underperformance”.
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Instructional Instrument

There was one instructional instrument used in this study; the activity plan.

Mechanics of the method of Shared Reading. This would best be
described as the “How-to” of the method. This is a learning activity whereby the
teacher selects a book or other age and level appropriate material then reads to the
students in a “story time” setting where the students sit around the teacher so they
can see and follow along in the book. The teacher will hold the book in a way that

students can see the book and pictures.

The criteria for the selection of books for the classroom was based on the books
being age and language appropriate (as determined by the publisher), culturally
neutral (e.g Green Eggs and Ham) or culturally localized (e.g. The Little Blue Tuk Tuk)
with extended vocabulary, and high color, vibrant and interesting illustrations. For
each session the books were chosen based on students’ interests from the selection
of books in the classroom. Examples of titles included: The Cat in the Hat by Dr,
Seuess, The Little Blue Tuk Tuk by Janice Santikarn, Green Eggs and Ham by Dr,
Seuess, Sheep on a Beach by P.Crumble, Cars and Trucks and Things That Go by

Richard Scarry, | Stink by Kate McMullen and Me and My Dragon by David Biedrzycki.
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1 sat there with Sally.

We had something to do!™

4 et Too wet to go out

And too cold to play ball,
So we sat in the house.
We did nothing at all.

So all we could do was
Sit!
Sit!
Sit!
Sit!
And we did not like it.
Not one little bit.

It was too wet to play.
So we sat in the house

All that cold, cold, wet day.

Figure 3. 1: The Cat in the Hat — Imagery and Illustration example

The Cat in the Hat is an example of a culturally neutral book with an interesting use
of imagery and illustrations to contextualize the vocabulary. The other books that
were available to choose from also contain similar examples of imagery, illustrations

and vocabulary.

There are four moves in each program period. For the first move, the teacher begins
the shared reading session with a quick song to get the children focused for the class.
The same activity is used each time. This brings the students attention away from
other extraneous or previous activates i.e. PE, math class, football, etc. from earlier

classes and cues them for “reading time”.

For the second move the teacher introduces the story by examining the book cover
with the class. The teacher then elicits responses from the students based on the
book cover and asks the students to predict the contents based on the cover

illustration and title. This elicitation from the students should activate any
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background knowledge that the students may have, prepare them for working in

English as well as creating additional interest in the story itself.

Figure 3.2: I’'ll Teach My Dog 100 Words - cover

For the third move, reading time, the teacher will then open the book and begin to
read. The teacher can use the opportunity to use gestures, pictures and recasting to
introduce and explain vocabulary during the reading. The teacher’s interpretation of
a story through gestures, graphics and pictures, and supplemental explanation is
essential. This will allow for extended vocabulary learning in context by making the
student inputs comprehensible and scaffolding information and language as the

students acquire lexicon.

Where teacher initiated questions and commands place obligatory demands on the
student, comments made by the teacher are non-obligatory; they require no
response. Commenting frequently occurs in conversation and has a higher chance of

obtaining a non-obligatory response as in the example in the previous paragraph.
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Commenting also allows for more variation in how a response is formed and the

nature of the response and the students often imitated the styles of the teacher.

]

| %b And then T'll teach him . ..
; > g

] 2 2

bark

and
Y wash your ears

scratch your head
and
blow your nose!

Then Mr. Smith
will tell

2 .“v J Miss Brown,
7N “This is
N~ the smartest €2

dog in town!”

Figure 3.3: I’'ll Teach My Dog 100 Words - content

Students are permitted to ask questions or make comments during the reading of
the story. Activity, self-determination (one chooses to engage; assignment invalidates
the process) and direct participation are essential components of engagement and

should be encouraged.

The teacher also elicits general responses from the students, as a group, during the
reading of the page as a means to gauge comprehension, looks at predictive factors,
and looks for signs of language acquisition through general language use and
increases in at attempted language output. The teacher will continue reading in this
manner for about 15 minutes or so. The teacher will then conclude the reading

period.
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The teacher will then begin the fourth move, the post reading phase of the class
time. The post reading phase is of a short duration — perhaps 5 minutes or so to
conclude the class period. In the post reading phase of the class the reading is
followed by a short, teacher moderated discussion of the story and conducting

additional ‘after-reading activities” such as:
® Allowing time and space for spontaneous reaction and comments.
® Asking about parts the children enjoyed most or least.
® Asking questions about the story line (e.g. why certain events took place)

® Asking questions relating the story to the children (e.g. have they experienced

something similar or how would they do things differently?)

® Asking the children to recast / retell the story in their own words to further

confirm comprehension as well as appropriate language production.

This phase of the reading time allows for further participation by the students and to

continue creating an atmosphere conducive to making positive changes in attitude as

well as further opportunity for engagement and language production by the students.
If appropriate, the teacher can focus on repetitive elements such as a phrases,

rhymes, chants or chorus. Ask children to repeat or join in.

Linkage to the Thai curriculum. The linkage to the Thai National Core
Curriculum, more properly known as, “The Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551
(A.D. 2008) are based on what is found on page 252 of the core curriculum:

The learning area for foreign languages is aimed at enabling learners to

acquire a favorable attitude towards foreign languages, the ability to use
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foreign languages for communicating in various situations, seeking knowledge,
engaging in a livelihood and pursuing further education at higher levels.

Learners will thus have knowledge and understanding of stories and cultural
diversity of the world community, and will be able to creatively convey Thai

concepts and culture to the global society.

It goes on to state, on pages 253-254:

The main contents include:

® | anguage for Communication: use of foreign languages for listening,
speaking, reading and writing, exchanging data and information, expressing
feelings and opinions, interpreting, presenting data, concepts and views on
various matters, and creating interpersonal relationships appropriately

® | anguage and Culture: use of foreign languages harmonious with culture of
native speakers; relationships, similarities and differences between languages
and cultures of native speakers; languages and cultures of native speakers
and Thai culture; and appropriate application

® | anguage and Relationship with Other Learning Areas: use of foreign
languages to link knowledge with other learning areas, forming the basis for
further development, seeking knowledge and broadening learners’ world
views

® | anguage and relationship with Community and the World: use of foreign
languages in various situations, both in the classroom and the outside
community and the global society, forming a basic tool for further education,

livelihood and exchange of learning with the global society (p.254).
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As discussed in the literature review, and demonstrated in the description above and
the activity plan shown in Appendix B we see that shared reading promotes language
for communication, language through interactions within the classroom, its
relationship with other learning areas through the use of broadly contextualized and
illustrated books, and the use of language within their classroom or broader

community.

Within the narrower context of the curriculum, the study subjects are just entering

grade 2 and as such should be able to meet the requirements of having completed

grade 1 and entering grade 2. In that context the requirements, under the Core

Curriculum B.E.2553, to meet Strand 1, Standard F1.1, students should be able to
Act in compliance with simple orders heard, specify the alphabet and sounds;
accurately pronounce and spell simple words by observing principles of
reading. Choose the pictures corresponding to the meanings of words and
groups of words heard. Answer questions from listening to matters around
them.

To meet the requirements of Strand 1, Standard F1.2 the requirements include
[Students should be able to] Speak in an exchange with short and simple
words in interpersonal communication by following the models heard [and]
use simple orders by following the models heard. [They should be able to]
Express their own simple needs by following the models heard [and] speak to

ask for and give simple data about themselves by following the models heard.
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For Strand 1, Standard F1.3 it only says, “Speak to give data about themselves and

matters around them.”

The requirements to meet Strand 2, Standard 2.1 include three components. These
are to
Speak and make accompanying gestures in accordance with the culture of

native speakers.

Tell the names and vocabulary of native speakers’ important festivals.

Participate in language and cultural activities appropriate to their age levels.

The requirement to meet Strand 2, Standard 2.2 has only one component to wit:
Specify the alphabet and sounds of the alphabet of foreign languages and Thai
language. For Strand 3, “Language and Relationship with Other Learning Areas” we
see the following singular standard, F3.1, “Tell the terms related to other learning
areas,” and in strand 4 we see only two standards to be met. The first, F4.1, is to be
able to “Listen/speak in simple situations in the classroom, and F4.2 is to “Use

foreign languages to collect relevant terms around them”

As we can see from Table 3.1 below linking the activities in the Shared Reading
session to the theory we can also see the linkage between the teacher’s actions in
the activity plan (Appendix A) and the core curriculum. Listen and respond, choose

pictures, and ask and answer activities are covered in Strand 1. While strand 2 is not
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well covered in this particular case due to the choice of culture neutral books by

changing the nature of the books that could be selected strand 2 would be

introduced and the requirements of strand 2 met. Strands 3 and 4 are met through

the use of various content areas being included in the books that are used.

The teacher undertakes a number of actions and activities during the shared reading

session. In the table below you will see these moves linked to the actions that can

be undertaken during that move, Krashen’s input theory and components of

Marcus’s Essential points of the concept of engagement.

Table 3. 1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory.

Move Actions Input Theory Engagement
Theory

One Sing a song. Get students
focused.

Two - Show and discuss  Using the cover title Activity is

Discuss  the book cover's and illustration along  assumed (it is

the book title and with other descriptive  not the goal), as

cover. illustration. Use words provides is some measure

descriptive words.

Invite predictions

about the story.

comprehensible input
and allows
understanding of the

vocabulary.

of interest or

pleasure.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.
The teacher Being dramatic ties in  Routine work is
should be with engagement not engaging.
dramatic, showing  theory by making the
obvious delight in  material interesting as
both the storyline  well as
and the language.  comprehensible.
Two - Discuss Use gestures Using gestures A delicate
the book cover.  and pictures to  and pictures to balance
reinforce reinforce between
vocabulary and  vocabulary and sufficient
understanding.  understanding competence
provides for and expertise to

comprehensible  engage with

input at the components of
vocabulary as challenge is
well as important.

understanding of
the story

(context).
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.

Two - Discuss

the book cover

Recast as
needed to

improve

comprehension.

Rich language
and recasting to
provide
comprehensible

input.

A delicate
balance
between
sufficient
competence
and expertise to
engage with
components of

challenge is

important.
Recast as Rich language A delicate
needed to and recasting to  balance
improve provide between
comprehension.  comprehensible  sufficient
input. competence

and expertise to
engage with
components of
challenge is

important.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.

Two - Discuss

the book cover.

Use TPR actions

to reinforce

Putting language

in context for

Direct

participation is

vocabulary further essential:

comprehension.  observation
does not suffice.

Use Persistence is

listen/repeat characteristic.

drills to focus on

phonological

features of the

language.

If appropriate Activity is

and convenient,
pause and invite

predictions.

assumed (it is
not the goal), as
is some measure
of interest or

pleasure.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.

Two - Discuss

the book cover.

A delicate
balance
between
sufficient
competence
and expertise to
engage with
components of
challenge is

important.

An open-ended
situation is key;
collaborative

problem-solving

is ideal.

Ask BRIEF
questions to
measure
comprehension
and spur

curiosity.

Confirmation of
comprehensible
input through

output.

Routine work is

not engaging.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.
Three (reading

time)

Show and
discuss the book
cover's title and
illustration. Use
descriptive
words. Invite
predictions

about the story.

Using the cover
title and
illustration along
with other
descriptive
words provides
comprehensible

input and allows

understanding of

the vocabulary.

Activity is
assumed (it is
not the goal), as
is some measure
of interest or

pleasure.

The teacher
should be
dramatic,
showing obvious
delight in both
the storyline
and the

language.

Being dramatic
ties in with
engagement
theory by
making the
material
interesting as
well as

comprehensible.

Routine work is

not engaging.




55

Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.
Three (reading

time)

Use gestures
and pictures to
reinforce
vocabulary and

understanding.

Using gestures
and pictures to
reinforce
vocabulary and
understanding
provides for
comprehensible
input at the

vocabulary as

A delicate
balance
between
sufficient
competence
and expertise to
engage with
components of

challenge is

well as under- important.
standing of the
story (context).
Recast as Rich language A delicate
needed to and recasting to  balance
improve provide between
comprehension.  comprehensible  sufficient
input. competence

and expertise to
engage with
components of
challenge is

important.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.
Three (reading

time)

Use TPR actions

to reinforce

Putting language

in context for

Direct

participation is

vocabulary further essential:

comprehension.  observation
does not suffice.

Use Persistence is

listen/repeat characteristic.

drills to focus on

phonological

features of the

language.

If appropriate Activity is

and convenient,
pause and invite

predictions.

assumed (it is
not the goal), as
is some measure
of interest or

pleasure.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.
Three (reading

time)

A delicate
balance
between
sufficient
competence
and expertise to
engage with
components of
challenge is

important.

An open-ended
situation is key;
collaborative

problem-solving

is ideal.

Point to the
words in the
text to
demonstrate the
conventions of

print.

Putting language
in context for
further

comprehension.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.
Three (reading

time)

Ask general (to
the group)
questions about
the story line
(e.g. why certain
events took

place)

Confirmation of
comprehensible
input through

output.

Self-
determination:
one chooses to
engage;
assignment
invalidates the

process.

Direct
participation is
essential:
observation

does not suffice.

Activity is assumed (it is not the

goal), as is some measure of

interest or pleasure.

An open-ended

situation is key;
collaborative
problem-solving

is ideal.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.

Three (reading

Persistence is

time) characteristic.

Four (post Use gestures Using gestures A delicate

reading) and pictures to  and pictures to  balance
reinforce reinforce between
vocabulary and  vocabulary and  sufficient
understanding. understanding competence

provides for
comprehensible
input at the
vocabulary as
well as
understanding of
the story

(context).

and expertise to
engage with
components of
challenge is

important.
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.

Four (post

reading)

Recast as
needed to
improve

comprehension.

Rich language
and recasting to
provide
comprehensible

input.

A delicate
balance
between
sufficient
competence
and expertise to
engage with
components of
challenge is

important.

Use TPR actions
to reinforce

vocabulary

Putting language
in context for
further

comprehension.

Direct
participation is
essential:
observation

does not suffice.




Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.

Use

listen/repeat

drills to focus on

phonological
features of the

language.

Persistence is

characteristic.

Ask BRIEF
guestions to
measure
comprehension
and spur

curiosity.

Confirmation of
comprehensible
input through

output.

Routine work is

not engaging.

61
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Table 3.1: Linking of the classroom activities and learning principles / theory -

continued.
Four (post

reading)

Ask general (to
the group)
questions about
the story line
(e.g. why certain
events took

place)

Confirmation of
comprehensible
input through

output.

Self-
determination:
one chooses to
engage;
assignment
invalidates the
process.

Direct
participation is
essential:
observation

does not suffice.

Activity is assumed (it is not the

goal), as is some measure of

interest or pleasure.

An open-ended
situation is key;
collaborative

problem-solving

is ideal.

Persistence is

characteristic.
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As discussed in the “Output participation rubric, record sheet pilot (pp.65) and
activity plan pilot” the activity plan and Shared Reading method (above) were
piloted with results being consistent between similar groups and deemed suitable for

use with a group consistent with the study group.

Research Instruments

We used several types of instruments to gather data during the course of this study.
These consisted of parallel, Cambridge YLE, 4-skill English language proficiency tests
for pre and post program comparasons, an externally developed attitude survey
from Psychological Assessment Resources (USA) Inc. (PAR) to look at changes in
attitude, and our own rubrics and observation notes for the reporting of data during

the Shared Reading sessions.

Attitude survey. Our first objective was to investigate the effects of Shared
Reading on students’ attitudes toward learning English over a ten week period and to
what extent the program changes students’ attitudes. We also needed to verify our
initial assumption that there was an issue with poor attitudes within this target group
of students. In order to accomplish this, we decided to make use of a commercially
available product used to measure attitudes. Since we were only considering
examining simple changes in attitude rather than a deeper analysis a sixteen
question, Likert-style survey of students’ attitudes based on their likes and
preferences toward their need for English language learning was used to gauge their

self-perception of the need for English language learning. This survey was done in
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both the pretreatment and post-treatment phases of this study. A copy of this survey
can be found in Appendix D. Because the students are at a functionally preliterate

stage the survey was conducted orally in their native language, Thai.

Since a positive change in students’ attitudes was one of the desired outcomes of
the program this survey was determined to be an efficient way to examine the level
of attitude, negative to positive, and measure those attitude changes as indicated by
changes in their thoughts and opinions between the pretreatment and post-

treatment phases of the study.

The Psychological Assessment Resources (USA) Inc. (PAR) survey is a commercially
developed and available survey, part of a larger, motivational assessment of learning
package developed to measure attitudes involving enjoyment of school learning
characterized by a “master orientation; persistence; and the learning of challenging,
difficult, and novel tasks,” (PAR, n.d.). This research instrument is a purchased,
selected sub portion of the full survey, and yielded scores on 2 subscales: learning
English (English as a subject) and learning in English (learning generally) as well as a

total score.

ltems 1, 3, 4, 11, 16 reference learning in general.

ltems 2,5,6,7,8,9,10,12,13,14,15 reference learning English as a subject.
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The validity for use with young children is indicated by two factors: (1) the items
response format and administrative procedures were clear and appropriate for young
children. (2) The items were developed to reduce response acquiescence wherein
reverse scoring items were included. This instrument has a reliability coefficient alpha
of 084 (p<.001) (PAR’s statement). No normed data are available for this instrument.
Total subscale scores are used for data analysis with higher scores corresponding to

better attitudes.

Four items on this instrument (items 2, 5, 9 and 14) were reversed items. Those items
were given appropriate score values as reversed from the other items. This meant
that students’ positive responses to the statements in the four reversed items gave
them a lower score instead of a higher score. The students’ scores obtained from

the scale provided the quantitative data to research question one (1) in this study.

Since the survey needed to be done orally in Thai due to the low English proficiency
level of the learners we contracted from Psychological Assessment Resources (USA)
Inc. to use a pre-existing English language survey that they offer commercially for use
to measure similar aged English speaking students’ attitudes towards learning the
subject matter. The company, PAR, was concerned that they could not provide
support for a Thai language version. We consulted with them in regards to this
matter and after consultation, they determined that it would probably be acceptable

to have it translated into to Thai.



66

PAR’s requirements for agreement for use included that the translation was
confirmed by independent back translations. The process whereby we met the
criteria of acceptability to PAR was to have one of our bilingual Thai staff translate
the original English version of the survey to Thai. Then that Thai version was then
translated from Thai back to English by four (4) fluently bilingual Thai-English

speakers. The list of experts is found in Appendix F.

Some examples of this would be like question (1) where “I like learning new things in
English,” was translated to from English to Thai “5mjam§8u§§ﬂmi 9 L*fJummé’mqw”
by one of the bilingual Thai-English speaking staff at the school. Then that Thai
translation was independently translated from Thai back to English by four highly
English proficient Thai speakers. There was some variation in the translations e.g.
(original) “I like learning new things in English”, (a) “I like learning new things that are
English”, (b) “I like learning new things in English”, (c) “I like learning new things in

English”, (d) “I like to learn new things in English”.

Question 14 was not properly translated as clearly shown by the “0” lack of
agreement with the original. Suggested alternatives were: 5u13i§faﬁﬂ’liﬁ7'll%38u§
Awdanguiiisiiy and 5u13j(§1’aaﬂ'15|38u§mmé’qﬂquﬁu. We chose the first option
for the survey. Question number 6 as the positive of #14 needed to be changed to:
FudsnsiviSeuinudanguiiianin due to only having an interrater score of 2/4 for
semantic agreement with the original. Number 11 also had issues with only one out
of four back-translations being in semantic agreement with the original and had to be

redone.
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The issue of ‘Conceptual Equivalence’ (whether the meaning associated with a
similar stimuli was the same across different cultures, ie English-Thai) in regards to
validity was addressed by way of consultation with high English proficiency, Thai
native speaking teachers. The questions in the survey were confirmed to have the
same contextual meanings in English and in Thai at an age appropriate level at both
the translation level (back translation and semantic comparison with the original) and

at the semantic understanding level of the children.

The opinion of the teachers was confirmed by asking a group of eight similar aged

grade 2 students to listen to the questions and tell what they thought the question
was and to orally recast the question into their own words. Then a comparison was
made between that recast version and the Thai translation and then to the English

original to confirm conceptual equivalence.

‘Decentering’; changing words in the questions to match the conceptual ideas that
were intended - in this case it was found that there was sufficient semantic
agreement between the original and the translation and further ‘Decentering’, was

not needed to ensure conceptual validity.

These back translations were then looked at by two, independent, English native
speaking teachers who compared the translated answers (a), (b), (c), and (d) to the
(original) version. They were then asked to confirm that the translations were in fact
semantically similar or the same as the original. These interraters were in agreement

in 14 out of 16 cases. In the other 2 cases they disagreed that there was semantic
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similarity in 1 out of the 4 back translations to the question. The Thai questions were
accepted and used “as is” if the semantic agreement was at least 3 out of 4 from
each interrater. Questions were re-translated and checked again if the agreement was

less than 3 out of 4.

Numerical score valuation of the answers was provided by PAR for purposes of the
study allowing for some descriptive statistical analysis. The numerical valuations of
the question items 1,3,4,6,7,8,10,11,12,13,15,16 would score 3 points for an answer
of Very True, 2 points for an answer of A Little True and 1 point for an answer of Not
True. The other, reversed questions, items: 2,5,9,14 would score 1 point for Very True,

2 points for A Little True, and 3 points for Not True.

The survey itself asks the same questions in a positive sense and a negative sense to
see if the children will answer with the same conceptual idea e.g. questions 2.
English is not interesting — ﬂﬁ@ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂ‘lﬂ&iﬂhaﬂ% and 15. | think English is interesting —

JuANINYIBINguUiaula from Appendix D.

It also uses questions that focus on learning “in English” with English as the medium
of use such as question 1, 11 and 16 as compared to learning English as a subject as
in questions 6, 7 and 9, also from Appendix D. In addition to this scoring PAR
provided a brief summary of their opinion based on the results gained from the

survey.



Survey pilot. The survey was then pilot tested with 2 student groups. The
first test group (group A) was a class of 15, regular, grade 3 students selected by
random draw from the school student population. The results were consistent with
expectations. The general attitude shown by the students was consistent with
findings in similar groups elsewhere (Im & Bakewell, 2008; Bakewell 2015) and
generally showed a positive attitude toward ‘learning English” and ‘English as a
subject’. This is also consistent with studies of older students showing a positive

trend toward learning English (Loima & Vibulphol, 2014).

The second test group (group B) consisted of low achieving, low English proficiency
students similar in nature to the study group. The results from this pilot study
showed a definitive skew toward the negative with a pronounced negative attitude
toward ‘learning English” and ‘English as a subject’ being demonstrated in the

answers to the survey.

The interviewer, Tanapon Insawang, indicated after the pilot test that there was no
apparent difficulty from the students during the oral survey. The interviewer is a
fluently bilingual, Thai educated, Thai national, Thai-English speaking (8.5 IELTS)

teacher.
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Proficiency test. The Cambridge YLE Starter Test is a 4-skill, English language

proficiency test developed and commercially available through the University of

Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (UCLES) was utilized to allow for

quantitative measurement of any changes in language proficiency that occurred as a
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result of the Shared Reading program. These tests are composed of 3 separate
sections that test reading, writing, listening and speaking. The speaking tests are done
face to face, one to one with Cambridge certified speaking examiners. The reading
and writing tests are done under the guidelines set out by Cambridge ESOL and
UCLES and invigilated by Cambridge qualified invigilators. The tests are carried out
independently from the school or the study with the results being forwarded back to

us through the Cambridge Exam Center, TH054.

These tests were used as both the pretest and post-test English proficiency data
collection instruments. The justifications for use of this group of tests rather than
the creation of independently created tests were for practical and utilitarian reasons.
In our specific case the YLE Starter tests are already internationally accepted as being
valid test instruments and internationally accepted as a standardized test of English
proficiency in young learners. They are part of the same family of tests as the KET,

PET. FCE exams for older students and the IELTS exam for adults.

Cambridge also offers parallel tests to eliminate the possibility of test memory rather
than proficiency causing bias in the results between the pretest and posttest states.
Using these tests also allows for further, future testing in other areas, regions and
countries to be compared with this study or to allow this study to be easily
replicated by others since the tests are offered globally under similar test conditions.
The Cambridge YLE Starters tests are also accepted by the parents of the test

subjects as valid and acceptable tests.
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Finally, Cambridge tests, using the Cambridge scale, offer graduated levels of

proficiency that are more finely detailed than the Common European Framework of

Reference for Languages (CEFR) scale but can easily be mapped onto the CEFR

reference scale. As can be seen in table 3.1 below they are mapped to measure

proficiency from below the CEFR Al level so will allow for the proficiency

measurement of very low proficiency students.

Table 3.2: Cambridge Scale mapped to CEFR scale

Common European
New Cambridge
Framework of
English Scale
Reference (CEFR)

Cambridge English

Young Learners

140

A2 130

120

Flyers

Al 110

100

Movers

Below Al 90

80

Starters

Courtesy of Cambridge ESOL Exam Center TH054 (2016).
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Shared Reading Session Videos and Pilot of Activity Plan

Output participation rubric pilot, record sheet pilot, and activity plan
pilot. The same two groups of students from the survey pilot (A & B) were then given
two (2) sessions of shared reading for each group to allow for checking of the video
recording and pilot testing of the activity plan (Appendix B), English output /
participation rubric (Appendix H), and record sheet (Appendix I). On the record sheet,
there is, within each scale, a scoring range of zero to three (0-3) and the total score

being from zero to nine (0-9)

In the case of group “A” (regular students as described on page 51) the rubric itself
was insufficient to accurately record the output types, output levels and
participation of the students in the class. Most of the students consistently
performed at the upper level of the scales with scores in the range of seven to nine
(7-9) and the mode being 8. Many scores could have been higher than a 9 if such a
score would have been attainable. A more detailed and/or broader rubric with more
room on the data sheet to record specific examples of output would be necessary if

this record would be used with regular students.

In the case of group “B” however, comprised of grade 3 low achieving, low
performance, low English proficiency students, those closely resembling the
intended study group, the rubric scales and record sheet were adequate to record
the full range of output levels, output types and participation levels within the group

during the two pilot sessions. Scores tended to the low end of the scale with the
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overall range being from zero to four (0-4) overall and a mode of 2 out of a possible
9. On closer examination the scores within each field were low with scores ranging
from 0-2 out of 3 with the majority of scores being 0 out of 3 or 1 out of 3. Further
division or description beyond the comment line on the record sheet would not
show any marked difference. It is hard to further delineate a no response beyond a

“0” or notation of no response.

In the actual Shared Reading program the sessions were video recorded for later
analysis. These video recordings were then observed after the end of the session and
a record for each student was maintained on a Record sheet of Student Participation
as seen in Appendix | using the Scoring Rubric for Output Record also found in
Appendix H. The videos were watched by two observers at different times and dates
with each making independent scores for each student providing for interrater
reliability. Reliability was confirmed using a Cohen’s Kappa test to measure and

confirm inter-rater agreement.

The individual videos were watched by the observers between one and seven times
each rather than once per student. The reasoning was twofold. First is that we could
make use of rewind-replay when needed to make specific and individual
observations for any particular student when and as needed. The second reason is
so that we could ensure that each student was observed fully during each session to

ensure that nothing was missed.
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Numerically reported data included the quantity of language output as the number
of utterances per session. The quality of language output was a combination of
intelligibility of utterances and number of words per utterance. Participation
measured responses during each session. Participation scores of one (1) could be
achieved with non-verbal responses such as a gesture or other similar positive
reaction in response to a direct question from the teacher. If there was no response
or negative or disruptive behaviors exhibited as a response then the recorded score

for that occurrence would be zero (0).

Additional notations of student output and participation were also reported on the
Record Sheet of Student Participation found in Appendix I. In the comments section
of the record sheet there was the opportunity for the observers to make notes about

specific output, examples, behaviors or other observations.

Data Collection Procedures

Initial data was collected using a pre-intervention survey and a pre intervention
proficiency test in early January of 2016. The date for the proficiency test, January 6,
2016, was according to the schedule of test dates available from the Cambridge test
center, TH054 (Sahavith School). The tests were conducted according to Cambridge
criteria for testing and were done at the authorized testing and assessment center by

Cambridge ESOL qualified examiners.
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The survey was also conducted in January of 2016. The survey was conducted
individually, one on one with each student and the survey taker. The survey data
collection took place over a full day. Students who had completed the survey were
isolated from those who had not yet done the survey and they were not permitted

to discuss the survey with each other.

On-going data during the 10 week program period was collected by means of
observations made from the video recordings made of each session. Video recordings
were made using two cameras with audio capability to allow for full views of all of
the children and clear audio recordings of all of the children during each session.
Unlike data collection in real time the video recordings also allowed for additional
observations, reexamination and confirmation of sessional data as needed to ensure

accurate scoring for each student in the study.

The video recordings for analysis were made during week one-session one (1-1), week
four-session seven (4-7), week seven-session fourteen (7-14), and week ten-session
twenty (10-20). These four particular sessions were selected as being approximately
equidistant from each other starting at the beginning of the study and continuing
through to the end of the study to allow for the examination of students’ changes

over time.

Data from these sessions was gathered and compiled as a collection of individual
student record sheets made by the observers after each of the four (4) thirty minute

(30 minute) treatment periods. A scoring record sheet, as seen in appendix |, was
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used to keep track of each individual student’s participation, English language
production-quantity, and English language production-quality for each session.
Individual student scores were determined, using the rubric also seen in Appendix H,
for each category as well as notations of examples of language outputs and

participation.

The final data collection occurred at the conclusion of the treatment period in April
of 2016 and was done in a manner similar to that used for the pre-test stage of the
study. Testing was done using a parallel Cambridge YLE language proficiency test

(posttest) and re-surveying the students using the initial survey form and procedure.

Data Analysis

As part of the commercially purchased (from PAR) psychological survey package, an
analysis of the data and interpretation of the results were provided. This gave
“snapshots” of the pretest and posttest state and a brief analysis report of the
changes. A scoring table for the numerical valuation of the data was also provided to
allow for some simple statistical analysis of the data making use of descriptive
statistics. We also used a Sign Test to look for statistically significant changes
between the pre-survey and post survey state. This is a non-parametic test is used to
determine whether there is a median difference between paired or matched
observations and can be considered as an alternative to the paired-samples t-test or
Wilcoxon signed-rank test when the required assumptions for the t-Test or Wilcoxon

signed-rank test are violated.
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In our particular case the third assumption for the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, that the
distribution of the differences between the two related groups needs to be
symmetrical in shape, was violated.
When your data fails this assumption, there are 2 possible solutions to
overcome this, such as transforming your data to achieve a symmetrically-
shaped distribution of differences (not a preferred option) or running a Sign
Test instead of the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (Laerd Statistics, n.d.).
For this reason we chose the Sign Test as our non-parametric test rather than the

Wilcoxon signed-rank test.

Determine if there are changes over time between two related groups

m " % e @ o

) Measure th
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statistically significant?
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Figure 3. 4: process of determination of changes over time

A further, deeper analysis of the survey beyond the brief written analysis was not
provided as part of the commercial package from PAR due to price constraints on
our part and uncertainty by PAR over the usage of a Thai language version of the
survey being sufficiently “The same as the one used in the USA,” in terms of validity

and reliability for psychological assessment.
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The individual student record data collected from sessions 1, 7, 14 and 20 was
analyzed for changes in the frequency of participation, changes in language quality
and changes in language quantity produced by the students. Individual records were
charted to look for evidence of engagement as measured by changes in participation
scores and changes in language output scores. Descriptive statics were utilized to
show any changes over time. Descriptive statistics and a Sign Test were again used for
statistical analysis. Broader, qualitative observations, descriptions and examples of
participation and language output as noted on the Record Sheet of Student
Participation were also examined for individual changes and are discussed in chapter
five (5).
In research designs where you have two or more raters (also known as
"judges" or "observers") who are responsible for measuring a variable it is
important to determine whether such raters agree. Cohen's kappa (K) is such
a measure of inter-rater agreement for categorical (subjective judgment)
scales when there are two raters (Laerd Statistics, n.d.).
There are several assumptions that must be met in order to use a Cohens Kappa.
Assumption #1: The response (e.g., judgment) that is made by your two
raters is measured on a categorical scale (i.e., either an ordinal or nominal

variable) and the categories need to be mutually exclusive.

Assumption #2: The response data are paired observations of the same

phenomenon, meaning that both raters assess the same observations.
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Assumption #3: Each response variable must have the same number of

categories and the cross-tabulation must be symmetric.

Assumption #4: The two raters are independent.

Assumption #5: The two raters are fixed, meaning that they are specifically

selected to take part in the study (not random).

All of these assumptions were met so the Cohen’s Kappa was an appropriate choice

to confirm interrater reliability.

Table 3. 3: Classification of Cohen's kappa (K).

Strength of

Value of K
agreement
< 0.20 Poor
0.21-0.40 Fair
0.41-0.60 Moderate
0.61-0.80 Good
0.81-1.00 Very good

In order to provide better reliability two observers were utilized independently of
each other to ensure interrater reliability. Observer 1 did the observations in April of
2016 and Observer 2 did her observations in July of 2016. Both observers had the

same training and set of instructions in regards to using the rubric and scoring the
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results. Observations were made from the same video recordings in the same fashion.
A Cohens Kappa was done to confirm the interrater reliability. Cohen's kappa (K)
tests for the agreement between two raters (or ratings) over and above chance
agreement. The null hypothesis is that the agreement between raters is no different
than chance agreement. This can be expressed as: Hy: K = 0. The alternative
hypothesis is that the kappa (K) coefficient is different from zero (i.e., agreement is

different from chance agreement). This can be expressed as follows: Ha: K # 0.

Cohen's K was run to determine if there was agreement between the two observers
in regards to scoring according to the rubric found in Appendix H. There was very
good agreement between the two observers’ judgements, K = .839, p < .0005.

Table 3. 4: Symmetric Measures - Cohen's K

Asymp. Std. .
Value . Approx. T
Error
Measure of
Kappa 0.839 0.073 10.625
Agreement
N of Valid Cases 120

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

A summary of research instruments, expected data, data analysis for each research

question is presented as follows:



Table 3. 5: A summary of research instruments
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Research

question

Research

instruments

Collected data

Data analysis

To what extent
does ‘Shared
Reading’ affect
the attitudes of
young Thai
learners with
low English
proficiency

students?

Thai translated
version of the

attitude survey.

Survey answers
submitted to PAR

for analysis.

A Sign Test was
used to determine
the statistical
significance of any
change of the
attitude shifts from
pre to post-

treatment phases.

Survey instructions

to the teacher.

Numerical
evaluations of
answers based on
the legend
provided by PAR
to allow for
quantitative data

analysis.

Descriptive analysis
was used to
explain central
tendency and the

changes.

Survey Score sheet
with numerical

evaluation legend.




Table 3. 6: A summary of research instruments
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To what extent
does ‘Shared
Reading’ affect
the engagement
in learning of
young Thai
learners with
low English
proficiency

students?

Video recordings
made from
sessions 1,7,14 &

20.

Measurements of
participation and
language use were
made on a 4-point
scale for each of 3
criteria:
(participation,

language quantity,

Numerical data
from the students’
record sheets was
compiled and
examined using

descriptive

statistics and a Sign

Test to check for

and language statistical
quality). significance.
Each student’s Individual records
individual Record were also tracked
Sheet of Student in absolute terms
Participation. for change at the
personal level.
Additional

observational data
in the form of
qualitative
observations also
recorded on the

students sheets.




Table 3.7: A summary of research instruments
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Scoring Rubiric for

Output Record.

Qualitative
observations were
noted and
examples of
changes in output
over time
individually and by
the group as a
whole are
presented and

discussed.

To what extent
does ‘Shared
Reading’ affect
the English
language
proficiency of
young Thai
learners with
low English
proficiency

students?

YLE Cambridge
Starters Test

Scores of the pre
and posttest 4-
skills of language
proficiency
(listening, reading,
speaking, and

writing) tests.

Quantitative
analysis of the
group results we
done by way of
descriptive
statistics and a Sign
Test to look for
statistical

significance.

Individual changes
in proficiency were

also tracked.
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Chapter 4: Research Findings

The current study is exploring three research questions. Since there are three
questions this chapter will be divided into three parts. The nature of the data in each
part varies with parts one and three being primarily quantitative in nature and part

two being quantitative as well as qualitative and more descriptive in nature.

Research Question 1

The first research question was, “To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ affect the
attitudes of young Thai learners with low English proficiency students?” In order to
answer that question we needed to look at the pre-intervention attitude state and

the post-intervention attitude state to gain a better understanding of the changes.

During the pre-intervention state a survey was performed to examine the attitudes of
the students toward learning English and learning in English. Psychological
Assessment Resources (USA) Inc. was engaged to provide an English version of a
sutable survey, guidance and evaluation the survey. They returned numerical, score,
data to allow for a basic statistical analysis in addition to a basic written evaluation

of the change.

The possible range of test scores from the survey was from a minimum low score of
16 (highly negative) to a maximum score of 48 (highly positive). The ranges are from

16-26 (low or negative), 27-37 (neutral), and 38-48 (high or positive). The findings,
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based on the descriptive statistics from the pre-program survey, as seen in Table 4.1,
were that the range was only 2 with the lowest (minimum) score being 16 and
highest (maximum) score achieved being 18. According to PAR this is a highly negative
result. The results showed a definite positive skew (toward the left) in the
distribution in general with a clear negative attitude toward ‘learning in English” and
learning English or ‘English as a subject’ indicated in the answers to the survey. As
we can see in Table 4.1 for the pre-program survey, with N=15 the mean of the test
scores was 17.13 (median of 17) with a standard deviation of 0.74 and the
skewedness was reported as -0.226.

Table 4. 1: Descriptive Statistics of the attitude pre-survey data and post-survey data

Pre-program survey Post program survey

Mean 17.1333333 Mean 255333333
Median 17 Median 25
Standard Deviation 0.74322335 Standard Deviation 3.66190167
Skewness -0.2266277 Skewness 0.23053242
Range 2 Range 12
Minimum 16 Minimum 20
Maximum 18 Maximum 32
Count 15 Count 15
Confidence Confidence

Level(95.0%) 0.41158337 Level(95.0%) 2.02789355

The group numerical data comes from the total score values provided on the survey

report sheet as seen in Appendix E.
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At the post-intervention stage, again, we used the translated survey from and
evaluated by Psychological Assessment Resources (USA) Inc. (Appendix D) and the
reporting form that the scores are taken from and evaluations were made from was

the original reporting form (Appendix E).

As we can also see in Table 4.1 (above) for the post-program survey, with N=15 the
mean of the test scores was 25.53 (median of 25) with a standard deviation of 3.66
and the skewedness was reported as 0.231. When looking at results of the scores at
the post intervention state when compared to the pre-intervention state they
showed a definite shift in the students’ opinions with distinctly positive changes in
students’ attitudes, increases in the mean and a strong shift to the right in the
skewedness overall. The end result was still just into the negative end of the scale

but bordering on neutral.

When we look at the survey results as a whole however we see that while some
students showed very little change from pre to post (students 1, 2, 3, &4) there were
some students (11, 12, 13, 14) who showed a marked improvement and actually

changed from highly negative scores of 17-18 to scores in the neutral (27-37) range.

Table 4. 2: Individual survey score results

ID pretest posttest Diff
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1 16 20 4
2 16 21 5
3 17 21 a4
a4 17 22 5
5 18 25 7
6 17 25 8
7 17 26 9
8 18 25 7
9 17 26 9
10 18 25 12
11 17 30 13
12 18 28 10
13 17 30 8
14 18 32 14
15 16 24 8

There is no significance to the higher ID numbers appearing to have higher scores.
This occurrence was simply co-incidental. The students sat randomly around the
teacher during the sessions and observations of students by the observers were

independent from each other.

For a more complete statistical analysis of the group as a whole we used a Sign Test.
The Sign Test is used to determine whether the median difference between the two

time points is statistically significantly different to zero. For a Sign Test, the null
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hypothesis is tested in terms of the median difference between the paired values,

not the difference between the medians of the two trials themselves.

If our research question is, “To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ affect the
attitudes of young Thai learners with low English proficiency,” then our null
hypothesis is that there is no difference in attitudes of young Thai learners with low
English proficiency after being in the Shared Reading program. The alternative
hypothesis is that there is a difference in attitudes of young Thai learners with low
English proficiency after being in the Shared Reading program.

Table 4. 3: Survey median data

Pre-Survey Post-Survey difference

17 25 8

Fifteen students participated in a shared reading program to determine what extent
shared reading has on the attitudes of young Thai learners with low English
proficiency. Data are medians unless otherwise stated. Students had higher attitude
scores in the post program survey (25.000) than the pre-program survey (17.00); a

median difference of 8.00

Of the 15 students who participated in the Shared Reading program all of them

showed an improvement in attitudes (Figure 4.1) when compared to the pre-program
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survey with no negative differences being recorded in the post survey minus the pre

survey.

Table 4. 4: Hypothesis test summary

Null
Test Sig. Decision
Hypothesis
The median of
differences
Related-
between Post- Reject the null
1 Samples Sign 6.10E-51
Survey and hypothesis.
Test
Pre-Survey
equals 0.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is .05.

1. Exact significance is displayed for this test.

Fifteen students participated in a shared reading program to understand to what

extent shared reading would affect their attitudes toward English as measured by

examining pre and post program surveys that reflect their attitudes toward English.

An exact sign test was used to compare the differences in attitude between pre and

post program states. The post program stage showed a statistically significant median

improvement in attitude with a difference of 8.00 compared to the pre-program

state, z= 3.615, p= .000.



90

To sum it up, an exact sign test was used to compare the differences in pre and post
program survey results. Of the 15 participants in the program, all of them showed an
improvement in attitude. Overall, students in the post program survey showed better
results (Median= 25.00) than the pre-program survey (Median = 17.00), a statistically

significant increase in the median of the differences of 8.00, p = .000.

A sign test with continuity correction was used to compare the differences in attitude
scores in the two surveys. The post program survey elicited a statistically significant
median increase with a score (8.00) compared to the pre-program survey, z = 2.753,

p = .006.

These statistics were regarding attitudes towards “Learning in English” and English as
a subject. The differences in the change of attitude in “Learning in English” as
compared to “English as a subject” were determined through question differentiation

on the survey and were reported by PAR as being insignificant.

Other interesting observations (see raw data results in Appendix G) saw score
increases in question 2, “English is not interesting” with initial results at the pre-
survey being all scores of 1 to the post survey where they were all 2 or 3. Question
12, “I enjoy doing English,” was another case of universal improvement in the scores
with changes from the initial 1 scores to fourteen out of fifteen students recording
scores of 2 at the post survey. Question 4, I like doing as much work as | can in

English,” question 5, “I don’t like to practice new English work,” question 9, “I don’t
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like to figure out new English sentences,” question 10, | like to do hard English
work,” question 11, “I like to find answers to questions in English,” and question 13,
“I don’t give up until | understand my English work,” were the six questions that
showed no change from pre to post program. The why was not determined but it

can be surmised that there is an effort factor involved.

Research Question 2

Our second question, “To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ effect a change in the
engagement in learning of young Thai learners with low English proficiency students,”
was looking to examine the extent of change in engagement during the shared

reading program.

This required ongoing examination, scoring, and a description of what was occurring
during the shared reading sessions over the ten-week time frame. Observations were
recorded in weeks 1,4,7 and 10; sessions numbered 1,7,14 and 20. The reason for
that particular spacing was that the sessions were approximately equidistant from

each other in time.

Two types of data were collected by the observers. The first type that we will look
at is the numerical and statistical data. This data was collected by the observers

watching the pre-recorded video of the sessions and allocating numerical scores
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according to the scoring rubric in Appendix H on score sheets also found in Appendix

The second type of data gathered is more qualitative and descriptive in nature
looking at behaviors, participation types, quantity and quality of interactions, and

verbal outputs. This will be discussed later in chapter 5.

At the beginning, session 1, of the shared reading program the students’ individual
scores (see table 4.4), as per the scoring rubric in Appendix H were very low. On
closer examination the scores within any particular field ranged from zeros, no
attempt at output or no attempt at participation to one out of three, utterances
being incomprehensible with fewer than 5 utterances per session with utterances
only occurring when prompted by the teacher, with the majority of scores being zero
out of three (Appendix G). Further division or description beyond the comment line
on the record sheet did not show any marked difference. It is hard to delineate
further a no response beyond a “0” or notation of no response. As seen in table 4.5
the majority of scores in week one, out of a possible score of “9”, were “0”s and

“1”5.

Table 4.5: The observation session individual total scores from weeks 1, 4, 7 and 10.

student week1 week4 week7 week10
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ID score score score score
1 0 3 5 6
2 1 a4 6 6
3 2 5 6 6
a4 0 2 a4 5
5 0 2 4 5
6 1 a4 6 6
7 0 3 6 6
8 0 3 6 7
9 3 3 5 7
10 1 a4 5 7
11 1 a4 5 7
12 0 %) 5 6
13 1 a4 7 8
14 2 5 6 7
15 1 3 5 6

Other observations included no participation by some of the students with

negative/disruptive behaviors and acting out commonly being shown by many of the

students. These behaviors typically took the form of anti-social acts against other
students i.e. hitting or taking other student’s personal belongings, talking in Thai,

getting up and running around, crawling under the tables, playing with pencils and

other similar actions.
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By week four there were definite changes being exhibited by the students. While
scores were still low in terms of language production and quality, there were definite
signs of change and participation. While the range had remained the same (3) the
scores had gone from minimums of 0 and maximums of 3 in week 1 to minimums of
2 and maximums of 5 by week 4. The mode of the scores had risen from 0 at the
beginning of the study to (see Table 4.6). This would indicate, based on the
descriptors from the rubric that participation had raised from non-participation to a
more positive participation with as many as 5 utterances per session. Further
examples will be found later in this chapter within the section on qualitative data.
Negative behaviors as described previously were far less common or did not occur
and signs of positive behaviors in the form of being more settled, listening, student
attempts to answer with minimal prompting, book related comments or attempts at

predicting future story events.
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Table 4. 6: Descriptive statistics comparison of observational rubric scores

for weeks 1 and 4

weekl scores weekd scores
Mode 0 Mode 3
Range 3 Range 3
Minimum 0 Minimum 2
Maximum 3 Maximum 5
Count (n) 15 Count (n) 15

Within the group the scores went from the initial “0’s” and exhibiting negative
behaviors to a large number of “1” scores in terms of: language quality (utterances
were decipherable), and quantity (numbers went from 0 to 1’s) and participation
(numbers went from 0 to 1’s and 2’s).

By week 10 many students were trying to use phrases or short sentences. Their
utterances i.e. “We go beach Sunday,” were usually in context i.e. during a story
about going to the beach or appropriate e.g. “Car red” while looking at an image of a
red car even though they were usually not grammatically correct. Responses of this
nature are indicatative of the students accessing a greater number of different words
when they responded or initiated thus, an increase in both the quantity and

variety/quality of language was evident and observed by week ten.

The observations during this study also show that the use of specific comments
often facilitated interactions between the students and the teacher such as a general

question or statement from the teacher about fast cars when looking at a picture of
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a “fast car” even though the car was not mentioned in the story and a response

being about a fast car.

Students’ interactions changed when the teachers commented in ways that related
to the book such as the teacher describing something in the story. An example of
this was demonstrated by student 13 in week 7 during the reading of Green Eggs and
Ham by Dr. Suess. The teacher commented, “I don’t like green eggs” and the
student’s response being “I don’t green eggs,” or related book content to the
student’s personal experiences e.g. during the reading of Sheep On A Beach in week
10 the teacher commented “I like to go to the beach,” and a response being, “My

family go beach,” (student 13, week 10).

By week 10 they would often parrot, repeating phrases that the teacher had used in
previous sessions, in an appropriate fashion, various words and phrases. Examples of
this would be a commonly used phrase by the teacher, “That is not good,” being
parroted in later sessions when children would describe a situation in the book using
the same phrase, “That is not good” without being prompted by the teacher.
Improvements and changes of this type continued to be observed over the full ten
weeks. Final scoring for this group (Table 4.7) had a: Mode of 6 up from a mode of 0
in week 1 with minimum scores at 5 and maximum scores of 8. In real terms this
meant that most students were using single words or short phrases and although
sometimes utterances may be out of context or inappropriate more often they were
usually in context or appropriate. The number of utterances by each child was

usually in the range of 5-10 per session with some children going well over 10
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utterances per session. Students at the lower end of the score range would usually
only respond when prompted but more than half of the students were active
participants and would attempts to take part in question / answer responses without
prompting or would attempt to ask questions or make comments frequently (more

than 10 times in 20 minutes).

Table 4. 7: Descriptive statistics comparison of observational rubric scores

for weeks 7 and 10

week7 week10
Mode B Mode 6
Range 3 Range 3
Minimum a4 Minimum 5
Maximum 1 Maximum 8
Count 15 Count 15

More importantly, in terms of participation and engagement, results from this study
also showed that the students displayed significantly more productive language use
as well as a greater number of word types by post intervention with scores of 2 or 3
for quantity and quality being recorded by some students.

When we looked at the types of engagement during the analysis of the video from
the four sample sessions it showed continuous increases in engagement and output.
Furthermore, there were changes and increases in the numbers of word types from
incomprehensible utterances and gibberish i.e. non lexical sounds in the first week to

» 13

nouns or verbs with utterances like “Boy”, “Sheep,” and “Run,’

2

in the fourth week
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to noun-verb phrases like “Car g¢o,” and “Boy run,” by the seventh seek and longer

phrases such as “Fish in water,” and “| don’t like,” by the end of week ten.

Many of them were also taking more turns and interacting more often by the post-
intervention stage as reflected in the scores in Table 4.8 using the rubric from
Appendix H. These interactions were also lengthier as measured in the number of
words per turn as measured by language output scores increasing from no attempts
at utterances in weeks one and two and increasing to more than ten utterances per
session by week 10 with students trying to use phrases or short sentences instead of

single words and gestures.
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Table 4. 8: Example of output data from Scoring Rubric for week 1 and week 10 by

observer 1
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*participation scores of “1” with language output scores of “0” could be obtained by
a student for a non-verbal positive response to a direct question or comment from

the teacher.

Research Question 3

The third question in the study was, “To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ affect
the English language proficiency of young Thai learners with low English proficiency
students?” In order to finish answering the last question regarding proficiency we had
to have another round of tests to compare the posttest state with the pretest state
to examine whether there was in fact a statistically significant difference within the
ground as well as individual differences within the group. Again, we used Cambridge
YLE “Starter” tests to test the students language proficiency and provide the data to

answer this question.
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Table 4. 9: Cambridge YLE Starters Test 4-skill pretest —post test scores

Cambridge Pretest Scores Cambridge posttest scores
- Reading Reading
§ Speaking  Listening and  Total | Speaki Listening and Total
9) (20) Writing  (54) | ng(9) (20) Writing  (54)
(25) (25)
1 1 6 a4 11 a4 10 7 21
2 3 7 3 13 5 12 6 23
3 a4 6 a4 14 7 11 6 24
a4 3 7 6 16 3 13 12 28
5 3 7 a4 14 5 12 7 24
6 1 5 3 9 3 11 5 19
7 3 5 a4 12 5 7 10 22
8 a4 14 8 26 7 17 11 35
9 2 5 a4 11 6 8 7 21
10 3 12 2 17 6 17 a4 27
11 2 13 5 20 a 18 9 31
12 2 10 a 16 6 14 7 27
13 1 2 a 7 3 6 7 16
14 1 3 3 7 3 7 7 17
15 3 11 7 21 6 14 11 31
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When the raw data in table 4.9 is examined we can indeed see individual gains,
especially in the listening portion of the test. We also see individual gains from all
students with no negative differences in the scores among the other 3 skills as well.
It is worth pointing out here that in absolute terms the overall gains by some
students is quite impressive. The case of student 4, while his speaking score did not
improve significantly his listening and reading scores virtually doubled with listening
changing from 7/20 to 13/20 and writing going from 6/25 to 12/25 and an overall gain
of 12/54 or a gain of 22% over the ten weeks. This was not a singular instance. Again,
looking at the raw data we see that other students had gains that were typically in
the range of 9/54 — 12/54 with total scores increasing on average about 10/54 or

gains on the order of about 20% overall.

For a more complete analysis we again used a Sign Test. The reason for using the
Sign Test was the lack of symmetry in the data disallowing the use of the Wilcoxon
rank test and the small sample size ruling out the use of the more common t-Test.
The sign test is used to determine whether the median difference between the two
time points is statistically significantly different to zero. For a sign test, the null
hypothesis is tested in terms of the median difference between the paired values,

not the difference between the medians of the two trials themselves.

If our research question is, “To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ affect the English
language proficiency of young Thai learners with low English proficiency,” then our
null hypothesis is that there is no difference in attitudes of young Thai learners with

low English proficiency after being in the Shared Reading program. The alternative
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hypothesis is that there is a difference in attitudes of young Thai learners with low

English proficiency after being in the Shared Reading program.

Ho: the median difference between the paired values is equal to zero.

Ha: the median difference between the paired values is not equal to zero.

Table 4. 10: Difference in median from pretest to posttest

Cambridge Cambridge
difference
pretest posttest

14 24 10

Fifteen students participated in a shared reading program to determine what extent
shared reading has on the English language proficiency of young Thai learners with
low English proficiency. Data are medians unless otherwise stated. Students had
higher proficiency scores in the post program Cambridge test (24.000) than the pre-

program Cambridge test (14.00); a median difference of 10.00

Of the 15 students who participated in the Shared Reading program all of them
showed an improvement in English language proficiency (Figure 4.2) when compared
to the pre-program English language proficiency test with no negative differences

being recorded in the post survey minus the pre survey.



Fifteen students participated in a shared reading program to understand to what

extent shared reading would affect their English language proficiency as measured by

examining pre and post program English language proficiency tests that reflect their
English language proficiency. An exact sign test was used to compare the differences
in English language proficiency between pre and post program states. The post
program stage showed a statistically significant median improvement (table 4.8) in
attitude with a difference of 10.00 compared to the pre-program state, z= 3.615,
p=.000.

Table 4. 11: Hypothesis test summary

Null
Test Sig. Decision
Hypothesis
The median of
differences
Related-
between Post- Reject the null
1 Samples Sign 6.10E-51
Survey and hypothesis.
Test
Pre-Survey
equals 0.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is .05.

1. Exact significance is displayed for this test.

Based on the results of this test we reject the null hypothesis and accept the
alternative hypothesis that there is a statistically significant difference in attitudes of
young Thai learners with low English proficiency after being in the Shared Reading

program.
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Support for that also comes from the qualitative analysis provided by Cambridge on
the certificates that were awarded to the students. The evaluation, based on the
certificates from Cambridge ESOL at the pretest state indicated that
At this level the students were able to understand only some of the
instructions and questions and they required a lot of support in the form of
slowing down, repeating, or using backup questions and gestures. Most
utterances from the students were inappropriate or unarticulated. Their
speech was often difficult to understand. There was no ability to read or write

answers to questions in the reading/writing portion of the test.

As seen in Table 4.8 Pretest Scores the result of the pre-test was as anticipated
based on English grades from the students’ previous academic year. Test scores
tended to the low end of the scale with the overall mean score of 14.46 / 54 or on

the Cambridge scale placing the students well below the CEFR Al level

Level Al is the lowest level of generative language use - the point at which

the learner can interact in a simple way, ask and answer simple questions

about themselves, where they live, people they know, and things they have,

initiate and respond to simple statements in areas of immediate need or on

very familiar topics, rather than relying purely on a very finite rehearsed,

lexically-organized repertoire of situation-specific phrases. (Vibulphol, 2016)
At the post-intervention state we also used Cambridge YLE “Starter” tests as our

proficiency test. We chose to use parallel tests provided by Cambridge ESOL rather
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than using the same pre-test. We did this in order to reduce the likelihood of

increases in proficiency based on remembering from the previous test.

Regarding language proficiency, based on the results of the post test, it was observed

based on the evaluation certificates from Cambridge ESOL that
Students understood most of the instructions and questions while still
needing frequent support. Many utterances were appropriate and while still
minimal often were more than one word in length. The speech was easier to
understand. There were still large gaps and shortcomings in their general
reading and writing and most students remained at the preliterate or early
literate stage with a basic understanding of letters, sight words and format for
reading and writing i.e. the letters and words go from left to right and top to
bottom.

Table 4. 12: Comparison of descriptive statistics for the YLE pretest and posttest

results

Pretest Posttest
Mean 14.45833333 25
Median 14.5 24.5
Mode 11 21
Standard Deviation 5.038798741 5.816019855

Numerically, as shown in Table 4.9 (page 78) Posttest Scores, the tests were much

better. When the results were examined, (Table 4.12) we saw a ten point change in
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the mean, the median, and the mode with 25, 24.5 and 21 being recorded
respectively; up from 14.5, 14.5 and 11. With a standard deviation of 5.8 points at the
post test it would be safe to say as a secondary validation of the sign test that a 10
point increase in the scores with a 1.7 standard deviation shift in the curve, from the

pre-test to the post test state would be significant.

This improvement in proficiency moved the majority of the students from well
below Al or unmeasurable levels of proficiency to just below Al levels. In a few
cases, like student 13, a low Al level of proficiency was actually demonstrated on
the post test. Cambridge scores are graduated to 20 points per CEFR level so we
were actually able to measure from the equivalence of one full level below Al to

low Al with the starters test.

The specific descriptors of the subdivisions within each of those levels are
proprietary to Cambridge ESOL / UCLES and are not available to me for use in this
paper other than the numerical scores and general descriptors of the overall level as

indicated earlier in this paper.

While these gains were significant we do need to mention that the sample was very
specific in nature and the sample size was very small, n=15. We would not be able
to state that the effect would be true for the general population nor could we even

extrapolate the results to other similar groups.
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At the post-intervention state we also used parallel Cambridge YLE “Starter” tests
rather than use the identical pretest as our proficiency test. We did this in order to
reduce the likelihood of increases in proficiency based on remembering from the

previous test.

Regarding language proficiency based on the results of the post test it was observed
based on the evaluation certificates from Cambridge ESOL that most students
understood most of the instructions and questions while still needing frequent
support. Many utterances were appropriate and while still minimal often were more
than one word in length. The speech was easier to understand. There were still large
gaps and shortcomings in their general reading and writing and most students

remained preliterate.

When we look at all 3 sets of scores, attitude change, increases in participation, and
changes in proficiency we do find some anomalies. For example, student ID #1 had
sessional scores (participation) that went from 0/9 to 6/9, a significant improvement
showing very active participation, proficiency scores that went from 11/54 to 21/54 (a
gain of approximately 20%) but his attitude score only went from 16 (very negative)

to 20 (still very negative).

On the other side of that anomaly we find cases like student #4 who had a gain of
12/54 (22%) on his overall proficiency test, the best improvement from the sample,
but still showed no gain (3/9 to 3/9) on the speaking portion of his test. He showed a

gain of 5 (17 to 22) on the attitude survey (16-26 is negative, 27-37 is neutral) and
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scores of 2, 2, 1 up from 0, 0, 0 (quality, quantity, participation) during the
participation portion of the program.

Then there are cases like student #13 who showed final participation score of 8/9,
up from 0/9 but who also showed one of the lowest improvements in proficiency
9/54 or 16.7%. There was however a significant change in his attitude toward learning
English with a score going from 17 (highly negative) to 30 (mid-range neutral). This

was the second best improvement in attitude (13 points).

And the last case to look at was student #14 who showed the greatest overall
change in attitude (14 points) going from highly negative (17) to mid-range neutral (32)
but still showed only marginal improvements in proficiency, a gain of some 18%

across all 4 skills.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions and Recommmendations

Summary of the Study

In this study we were examining a test group comprised of the fifteen academically
lowest performing, lowest English proficiency students in grade two at the school.
The academic context is a primary education school, offering a bilingual program,
and located in West-Central Thailand. Our objectives for this study were threefold: to
investigate the effects of Shared Reading on students’ attitudes toward learning
English over a ten week period, to investigate the effects of Shared reading on the
levels and types of engagement observed as participation, language quantity output
as measured by frequency of utterances per session, and language quality output as
measured by the appropriateness of utterances by students during the shared
reading time and to investigate the effects of Shared Reading on the English language

proficiency of the students.

In brief, to answer the research questions in a succinct manner, to what extent does
shared reading effect a change in attitude, engagement and proficiency of young Thai
learners with low English proficiency the extent is significant. Changes in attitude, as a
group, were significant statistically as well as observationally with positive changes in
behaviors evident during the Shared Reading program. Engagement has improved, as
a group, significantly with positive changes in behavior as well as increases in
participation, language quantity and language quality. Proficiency improvements, at
the group level, were significant in absolute terms as well as being statistically

significant.
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Shared reading seems to provide an excellent linguistic environment for learning. We
see multiple hypotheses and theories such as Krashen’s Input Hypothesis with
comprehensible input and the properties of Engagement Theory in practice. It is for
this reason that it seems to facilitate rapid increases in oral language skills on the
whole even while there are some individuals, referring back to student #4 whose

gains were not necessarily in the oral language skills.

The results of this study demonstrate that shared-reading interventions can have
demonstrable positive effects on the emergent language skills of low proficiency Thai
children who also otherwise exhibit poor academic performance. These positive
effects were obtained with only a limited amount of intervention (about 1 hour per
week) beyond the core curriculum’s prescribed 1 hour per week of English language
instruction. On average, children in the intervention groups received about 10 hours
of additional exposure time to shared-reading activities as a result of this study (i.e.,
20 sessions at 30 minutes per session). Results also indicated that the effects of
shared-reading interventions were more similar than different with this population of
children when compared to more general populations (Bakewell, 2015; Im &

Bakewell, 2008).

In this particular study, the sample was too narrow to extrapolate the data to the
larger population but when coupled with current literature in this topic area from
other regions e.g. Baroody and Diamond (2014) the Big Books and other projects
undertaken in Singapore by Charlene Tan and others (2005) and past research in

other regions by researchers such as Francis Mangubhai and Warwick Elley (1983),
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Stephen Krashen - KOTESOL 2011, Learning from Picturebooks: Perspectives from
child development and literacy (Vibulphol, 2016), A Shared Reading Intervention
(Harmer, 1998) and others it strongly suggests that shared reading may well be an
easily adoptable option for younger EFL classes who are just beginning their language

learning and are still functionally preliterate.

Key Findings and Discussion

As a study with three separate questions we need to consider each question
separately and then consider the combination of the three questions in relation to

the study.

Research Question 1

The first objective of this study was to “determine if a positive change from what has
been perceived as a negative experience toward learning English can be made in the
students’ attitudes within a short time span of time by using Shared Reading,” and
the research question was, “To what extent does ‘Shared Reading’ affect the

attitudes of young Thai learners with low English proficiency students?”

When considering the first question regarding a shift or change in attitudes it appears
clear from the findings from the survey analysis that attitudes were changed for the

better with students going from “Not interested in learning English” or “Not
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interested in learning in English” at the beginning of the study to the opposite state,
“Interested in learning English” by the end of the study. As a group, statistically, this
is found to be true. Individually the results were more mixed with the majority of
students, while showing improvements, still largely remained in the marginally
negative attitude range on the survey. There were only four out of 15 students who
actually changed from negative (16-26) to the neutral (27-37) range. That said, with
the minimum score, strongly negative, being 16-17 six more students went from
scores of 16-17 or scores of 25-26 (threshold of neutral) giving us a total of nine

students out of 15 making that change in attitude.

The change, as a group, was statistically significant, as seen in the numerical analysis
based on scores provided with the survey from PAR and also apparent from
observations of participation and positive behaviors during the shared reading session
as well. Statistically there was also a clear positive shift in the attitudes with the
skew moving from the far left toward the right and a more natural bell curve being

indicated from the descriptive statistics.

According to other works cited earlier in this paper by authors like Lilian, 2012,
Dehbozorgi, 2012 or the studies done such as The Impact of Clinic-Based Literacy
Intervention on Language Development (Mendelsohn et al., 2001), Impact of Early
Literacy on Language Skill (Theriot et al., 2003), and Exposure to “Reach out and
Read” and vocabulary outcomes in inner city preschoolers (Sharif et al., 2002) there
was a good indication that a shared reading intervention program here in Thailand

would have a positive effect on attitudes here as it has in other cultures and other
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parts of the world. It would appear that this has in fact been born out in this case

and this context with the positive shift in attitudes demonstrated in this study.

Research Question 2

When considering the second objective, “investigate the effects of Shared reading on
the levels and types of engagement observed as participation, language quantity
output as measured by frequency of utterances per session, and language quality
output as measured by the appropriateness of utterances by students during the
shared reading time,” and the related research question, “To what extent does
‘Shared Reading’ effect a change in the engagement in learning of young Thai
learners with low English proficiency students?” We can answer the question and say
that shared reading can effect a significant change in the levels and types of

engagement.

There were changes and increases in the numbers of word types from
incomprehensible utterances and gibberish i.e. non lexical sounds in the first week to

» 3

nouns or verbs with utterances like “Boy”, “Sheep,” and “Run,’

2

in the fourth week
to noun-verb phrases like “Car go,” and “Boy run,” by the seventh seek and longer

phrases such as “Fish in water,” and “I don’t like,” by the end of week ten.

These reflect a wider variety of lexical items; in essence an increased quality of
language production by the students (Blewitt & Langan, 2016) with students going

from no attempts at utterances in weeks one and two to using single words or short
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phrases by week four even though some of those utterances were out of context or

inappropriate.

The reciprocal nature of the interactions between the teacher and the students
seemed to improve in several ways. As the teacher’s use of specific comments
increased the quantity and quality of utterances per interaction also increased.
Students tended to respond with higher frequency to more specific comments or
general questions rather than to more general comments. | like to play in the sand.
Do you play in the sand?” asked generally and responded to by several students or
“I' like to play in the water,” with follow-up comments by several students, usually to

agree, “I like water play,” or disagree with the statement “I don’t play water.”

Observations during the qualitative portion of this study indicated that, like the
findings from Skinner and Belmont (1993) , Chapman (2003), Gonzalez et al. (2014a),
Kaderavek, Pentimonti and Justice (2013) students tended to increase their
interactions and comments when the teacher commented in a way that related the
story content to real-life experiences i.e. talking about going to the beach during the
reading of “Sheep on the Beach”. The students would often attempt to comment
on similar occurrences in their own life i.e. other animals on the beach or other
experiences i.e. discussing going to the beach when gong to the beach was a topic in
the book. Other students would also comment without prompting. The number of
students involved in any particular discourse would vary depending on their own

personal experiences in relation to the subject at hand. In some instances it would
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only be one or two and in other instances it was as high as eight or nine involved in

making comments or making a response in relation to another students comment.

In the Kearsley & Schneiderman (1999) framework, they explain that the fundamental
idea underlying engagement is that learners must be meaningfully engaged in
learning activities through interactions with others. They go on to suggest that, to be
truly engaging, learning tasks should occur in a group context and have an outside,
authentic focus. The observations from this study seem to substantiate that

framework.

It also appeared that these young learners are somewhat sensitive to the various

reading styles used by the teacher, perhaps because of observational learning. They
tended to modify their comments to match the teacher’s style e.g. (Teacher) "They
went to the beach to play,” and (student 13, week 10) “Me went to beach to play”

during the reading of “Sheep on A Beach”.

The frequency of children’s use of assertive and responsive conversational acts
during the first few reading sessions was very low; often zero. As the sessions
progressed the use of assertive and responsive acts increased in frequency and
duration. By the end of 10 weeks, most of the children’s utterances were assertive
acts. All of the children responded to specific comments as least as often as they did
to more general comments. In many instances, they were asking for more

information or attempting to predict the next event trying to tell the teacher what
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would happen on the next page i.e., “prince fight dragon”, “red car win”, “blue car

break.”

While the average length of the book reading during a session varied somewhat, it is
important to note that reading time was not dependent on book length. While most
books were between 30 and 60 pages in length, the average reading time ranged
from, 12 to 16 minutes with the remainder of the time spent on comments,
questions, answers, student predictions, etc. Shorter books sometimes produced

longer interactions and vice versa.

Students were very much in tune with the teacher during the reading sessions. As the
teachers comments increased the number of student interactions and self-initiated
responses also increased. The majority of those responses were of an assertive
nature, e.g., “Cat will out”, “Mother will angry”, and nearer the end of the study,

“Car will go up”. There were far fewer general comments, e.g., “car blue”, “sister

sleep”.

Furthermore, there were changes and increases in the numbers of word types from
gibberish to nouns or verbs e.g.: “Boy”, “Sheep,” and “Run,” to noun-verb phrases
e.g. “Car go,” to longer phrases e.g. “Fish in water,” and “I don’t like,” reflect a
wider variety of lexical items; in essence an increased quality of language production.

Students went from no attempts at utterances or incomprehensible utterances and

gibberish i.e. non lexical sounds in weeks one and two to using single words or short
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phrases by week four even though some of those utterances were out of context or

inappropriate.

Participation levels increased from a state of no participation in the first session
coupled with negative, disruptive behaviors as suggested would occur in Millen (2004)
to a state of active participation by the twentyieth session with no disruptive
behaviors being exhibited. The numbers of individual student interactions also
increased going from “0” in the beginning to more than 10 interactions per student

per session by week 10.

We also noted that as well as the number of interactions (participation) increasing
the quantity of language (number of words per interaction) and quality of language
(comprehensibility and relevance of student output) also showed marked increases.
In the beginning the output was generally minimal - single words or incomrehensible
utterances and giberish. By week 10 the output, rather than single word responses or
comments was often multiple word groups or phrases and occasionally attempts at

sentences. The outputs were usually appropriate to the context of the discourse.

Responding to the objective, to what extent are the changes we can say with some
certainty based on the observations above that the shared reading intervention
program showed not only high levels of change in participation but also
improvements in behaviors, qualtity of language output and quality of languge

output.
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Research Question 3

We then have to consider the third question, “To what extent does shared reading
effect a change in proficiency.” Data analysis pre and post showed both statistically
and in absolute terms a significant improvement in proficiency that probably
occurred as a result of Shared Reading. While the group results showed progressive
improvements between the pre and post program state there was some variance
within the group. The students were able to demonstrate through practice during
the sessions and in post intervention proficiency tests that gains in proficiency can

and do occur.

On the measured proficiency tests the gains varied between students but in the gains
were typically about one half of a level on the CEFR scale, with gains ranging from 9-
12/54 on the tests over the 10 week period. Not surprisingly the largest gains were in
the listening scores with 6 students showing gains of more than 25%. The gains in the
speaking portion of the test were comparable in percentages with gains of 2-3 out of
9 (22-30%) being shown by fourteen (14) out of fifteen (15) students with only one (1)
showing no measureable improvement. We strongly suspect that this trent in those
improvements in proficiency are due to a combination of comprehensible inputs (S.
D. Krashen, 1985), engageing activities (Marcum, 2014) and a positive shift in attitudes

(Dehbozorgi, 2012).
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While shared reading is not widely used in the Asian context the results of the
observations, when coupled with the measurements in changes in attitude in this
study, and the changes in proficiency are insufficient to provide evidence of
correlation between the three variables. They do however stongly suggest possible
causation and appear to reconfirm previous literature and studies from other regions
of the world linking attitude with engagement (Bland, 2013; Blewitt & Langan, 2016;
Block, 2003; Vibulphol, 2016), attitude with proficiency (Blewitt & Langan, 2016;
Chapman, 2003; Cole, 1996; Vibulphol, 2016) and engagement with improvements in
proficiency (Sharif et al. 2002; Hemmings and Kay 2010; Cartford, Kittok & Lichtman,

2015).

This study specifically focused on shared reading to provide an important
environment in which young children can gain valuable early literacy and language
skills through engagement. In their paper, Baroody and Diamond (2014) tell us that
their findings suggest that both the environment and children’s participation are
related to their early language and literacy skills. They go on to say that while
relatively little work has examined the role of literacy interest and engagement in
young children within the young children’s classroom setting and that their study
also focused on the classroom as an important environment in which young children
can gain valuable early literacy and language skills through engagement during

shared reading.
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Limitations of the Study

This study has some characteristics a number of factors that might limit the
generalizability of the results. In this particular study, the sample was very narrow i.e.
fifteen students with low academic performance coupled with low English
proficiency. It would not be appropriate to extrapolate the data to a larger

population or even other populations of similar students.

The participants of this study were all suburban children in west-central Thailand
whose socioeconomic status was predominantly middle class. Socioeconomic factors
are known to have an impact on learning and they were not taken into consideration

for this study.

The “Why” they are in that “Low academic performance coupled with low English
proficiency” category was not examined as part of this study. It appears that the
“Why.” question could have an impact on this or future similar studies. Within this
particular test group, there were two students who have been diagnosed with mild
to moderate ADHD and two with FAS (Fetal Alcohol Syndrome) and it is likely that
there are other developmental issues at play with some of the other students as
well as those students who come from broken homes and single parent families. A
proper psychological or background analysis rather than a simple interview-survey

would probably be appropriate to identify and quantify those issues.



122

For reasons of practicality the time frame for the study was very short; only 10 weeks
for a total of 20, 30-minute sessions. With the observance of the trends exhibited a

more longitudinal study would probably yield better results.

Replication of the study to confirm the results would be appropriate.

Pedagogical Implications

While little research exists on shared storybook reading practices within the Asian
context the evidence from this study shows positive effects. While differing levels of
success were evident, the students showed subsequent increases in the overall
quantity of language produced as well as variety. The children’s increase in
productive language is likewise an intermediary step toward targeting specific reading

skills such as vocabulary or comprehension.

Other issues that would need to be dealt with are the extraneous issues that the
students bring to school with them: their family issues, behavioral issues, learning
disabilities, etc. Many external factors did, at some time during the study, affect the
subjects of the study. It may have been raining; they may not have eaten breakfast,
they may have had a fight with their parents or their parents may be fighting, they
did not get enousgh sleep, etc. In this particular group, there are many factors that
have created the need and special case. That is partially why these students were
identified (as noted in the background of the study) and was why we chose this

particular intervention.
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Typically, unlike better performing or higher proficiency students, this particular
group largely does not have access to outside interventions such as language tutorial
classes. In most cases these parents are unable or unwilling to spend the money on
tutorial classes for children whose performance is so poor. Certainly, in our own case
as their school, we have full access to their demographic information and at the end
of the study that data was examined post facto (socio-economic factors are
commonly associated with these types of problematic learners) but not included as

part of this discussion since, without a control group, it did not seem relevant.

As teachers we can control the variables inside the classroom. The factors outside
the classroom may affect individual students on any particular day but are unlikely
to affect all students on any given day and while a small portion of the pre/post test
results may be affected the influence of confounding variables can largely be

negated over the length of the study.

While the pre/posttests provide a snapshot of overall change when looked at as a
group over time the data is reinforced by the use of the holistic rubric used to take
regular snapshots of classroom activity in regards to attitude, positive engagement
stemming from improvements in attitude, and triangulation of data streams. While
proficiency is not a specific goal of the intervention itself it was an anticipated,
positive side effect of the intervention and as such it needed to be measured to

confirm or deny the possibility of positive changes.
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Further to that, the intent of this particular study was to show that the intervention
will work without regard to those outside factors. Despite these side issues, it must
be noted that the method did work as anticipated although there was no control
group for a direct comparison of gains due to the treatment and the levels of
improvement did show some variance. That said, in absolute terms, the results were
measurable and when compared to the students past performance is significant in

and of itself.

Teachers can use the same facilitative interaction patterns during shared reading that
are used in conversation to support language acquisition. As an example, teachers
can use semantically contingent utterances that continue topics begun by the
student. Scaffolding techniques used during the shared reading sessions also prompts
children to use more complex language i.e., multiple words or short phrases instead

of single word utterances.

The possibility of increased academic skills through primary language shared reading,
such as improved listening comprehension and critical thinking, looks promising for

educators and deserves much more investigation. Theories of cross-linguistic transfer
suggest that literacy skills learned explicitly or implicitly in a primary language would

transfer to a second language and vice versa.

Regardless of the language of the reading and dialogue, the implementation of
shared reading strategies has the possibility to enhance children’s comprehension,

vocabulary, and other reading skills that will aid in their academic skills.
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Suggestions for Further Research

While there are a number of studies in relation to motivation and language learning
in older students there are a number of questions that arose from this study in
regards to attitude and the links between attitude, motivation and language learning
in lower primary school children; an area with a dearth of information. Some of
those questions included does attitude affect motivation or does motivation affect
attitude in regard to language learning. Was it the material, the method or a
combination of the two that affected attitudes? What effect would occur if changes

were made to either of them?

The survey used in this study was a simple tool to look for a change in attitude from
negative to positive. While a more detailed analysis of this “change in attitude
phenomena” that we observed is not possible with the data that we collected it
would bear further research to look into the “why the changes” more deeply than
just occurring as a by-product of engagement or the methodology of shared reading.
A co-relational study looking at the relationship between attitudes, shared reading
and changes in proficiency are certainly a point of interest. A longitudinal study
comparing changes in behaviors and proficiency are also of great interest after seeing
the trends from the observations made of the sessional tapes. It might prove useful
to repeat the study over a longer period to determine if the trends would continue
or simply plateau as interest begins to wane. Another point of interest would be to

come back to the students after some period of time to see if the behaviors of those
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students would continue or have abated due to external factors. It would also be

interesting to see if the gains would be kept or lost during the intervening period.
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Appendix A- Shared Reading - Description of the Mechanics of the
Method

This is a treatment whereby the teacher selects a book or other age and level
appropriate material then reads to the students in a “story time” setting where the

students sit where they can see and follow along in the book.

The teacher will begin by examining the book cover with the class and elicit
responses from the students based on the book cover then ask the students to predict
the contents based on the cover illustration and title. This elicitation from the students
should activate any background knowledge that the students may have, prepare them

for working in English as well as creating additional interest in the story itself.

The teacher will then open the book and begin to read. The teacher can use the
opportunity to use gestures, pictures and recasting to introduce and explain
vocabulary during the reading. The teacher’s interpretation of a story through
gestures, graphics and pictures, and supplemental explanation is essential. This will
allow for extended vocabulary learning in context by making the student inputs
comprehensible and scaffolding information and language as the students acquire
lexicon.

Students are permitted to ask questions or make comments during the reading of the
story. Activity, self-determination (one chooses to engage; assignment invalidates the
process) and direct participation are essential components of engagement and should

be encouraged.
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The teacher also elicits responses from the students during the reading of the page as a
means to gauge comprehension, look at predictive factors, and look for signs of
language acquisition through general language use and increases in at attempted

language output.

The teacher will continue reading in this manner for about 10 minutes or so. The

teacher will then conclude the reading period.

In the post-reading phase of the class the reading is followed by a short, teacher-
moderated discussion of the story and conducting additional ‘after-reading activities’
such as:

e Allowing time and space for spontaneous reaction and comments.

e Asking about parts the children enjoyed most or least.

e Asking questions about the story line (e.g. why certain events took place)

e Asking questions relating the story to the children (e.g. have they experienced

something similar or how would they do things differently?)
e Asking the children to recast / retell the story in their words to further confirm

comprehension as well as appropriate language production.

This phase of the reading time allows for further participation by the students to
continue to create an atmosphere conducive to making positive changes in attitude as
well as a further opportunity for engagement and language production by the students.
If appropriate, the teacher can focus on repetitive elements such as phrases, rhymes,

chants or chorus. Ask children to repeat or join in.



144

Appendix B- Shared Reading — Example activity plan

Timing | Teacher’s role Students role

Move 1 | Warm-up exercise — reading song. Get ready to read.

2 min. e The teacher will lead the song and dance. e Students will
listen, attempt to
sing along, and
dance.

Move 2 e Introduce the story

2 min. e Show and discuss the book cover’s title and | ¢ Watch and listen.

e Tell what you see.
illustration. Use descriptive words. e Predict what the
story is about.
e Invite predictions about the story.

Move 3 e Read the Story.

10-15 e The teacher should be dramatic, showing e Listen to the
story.

obvious delight in both the storyline and e Say what you
minutes feel.
the language. e Make actions that
correspond to the
) e Use gestures and pictures to reinforce story.
ol d understandi e Make comments.
vocabulary and understanding. e Repeat words.
e Recast as needed to improve ¢ Ansvx{er
questions.
comprehension. o Ask V_Vh'

Read questions.

e Use TPR actions to reinforce vocabulary.
the e Use listen/repeat drills to focus on
phonological features of the language.

Story.

e |If appropriate and convenient, pause and
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invite predictions.

Point to the words in the text to
demonstrate the conventions of print.
Ask BRIEF questions to measure

comprehension and spur curiosity.

Move 4 Conclude the Reading Period:
5-10 Ask questions about the story line (e.g. why | ¢  Answer questions
e Ask questions.
certain events took place) e Make comments.
minutes

Ask questions relating the story to the
children (e.g. have they experienced
something similar or how would they do
things differently?)

Allow time and space for spontaneous
reaction and comments.

Ask about parts the children enjoyed most
or least.

Conduct Additional After-Reading
Activities:

Ask the children to retell parts of the story
in their words.

If appropriate, focus on repetitive elements
such as a phrase, chant or chorus. Ask

children to repeat or join in.
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Appendix C- Survey Sample Questions (in English and Thai).

Adapted from PAR survey, Psychological Assessment Resources Inc. 16204,

North Florida Avenue, Lutz, Florida, 33549. Original survey by Adele Eskeles

Gottfried (1988).

Directions to teacher:

N
mpuaelinung

Read all directions and items aloud to the child.

oo A ) v 9 q9d
a']uﬂ']“]ﬂﬁ]\?llazﬂ]aﬂq'lﬂllﬂazsuﬂﬂlﬁ!ﬂﬂﬁq

Say to the child, I’'m interested in finding out what you think about English. The

reason I’'m interested is so that | can find out more about what you like and what is

most interesting to you. There are no right or wrong answers to any of the questions

and this is not a test. | only want to find out what you really think and hope that you

will answer the best that you can. Please give your very own answers.

v 3 1w P a ' o o a a A o YY1 =
UDNNULANIN ﬂuﬁuali)ﬂfﬂﬂﬂgig'ﬂﬂmﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁvliﬂllﬂTH"lﬂﬁﬂi]‘H m@;wa‘wau%ﬂ’om’aﬂui)zvlﬂ;sﬂﬂm“H?)U’e)z"lmaz’e)zvlm

A o YY1 A A 3 o 1A o o A A o o TR
Lwaﬂufu;“,"lﬂg';mmmuaz"lmazaz'lmmﬁu“lwqﬂmmmm MliJlJﬂW]ﬂ‘UsUENﬂ"Iﬂ"IiJV]QﬂLLa;‘?Nﬂﬁ1ﬂ§ﬂllﬁ$]lﬂi“ﬂﬂlﬂﬁﬂﬂ
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J = a o @ q 1Y v A Y ' a a [ Y o Aaa =
ﬂﬁ]uJ‘VlQﬂLLﬁ%NﬂfﬂﬁiU!mz.lﬂi‘ﬁﬂlﬂﬁﬂﬂ amwmmmmiﬂzwnmmﬂﬂaz"lmimuazmnmmi]zalwmmamquamm

v 1 Y o Aaa = [J 4 Y o
uazwiaingueg limasuhangamingueshls njanldmasuvesguies

]

Each question can have a different answer. When | read the question, think about

whether it is VERY TRUE for you; A LITTLE TRUE, or NOT TRUE. | will not tell anybody

your answers.

' o Y o A o o Y 19 Y g [T SR T L] Y a9 A ¢yt
1ullﬂﬁ3ﬂ1f]1ﬂﬁ1ﬂ15ﬂ@]@ﬂl‘lﬂﬁa1ﬂﬂ1ﬂﬂ‘ﬂ Wenusumon Inaandennuuwiy NNGA ADUUNIIN 170 Vlll

139 dmsuna dusy liiedmeuna ljuenlas

Here is an example:

A28

| like ice cream. Is this VERY TRUE, A LITTLE TRUE or NOT TRUE?

2 (13

dureuloanin “veiiga” CAeudnanse Tuse luese?”

| like chili. Is this VERY TRUE, A LITTLE TRUE OR NOT TRUE. I will not tell anybody

your answers.

2

AYoUNTN “397ga

€C I

Aoudense Tuse liese?” duezlilemaeuvesgu liiuenlas

vonlas
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If you have any questions, or you don’t understand something, please let me know.

S o A v Y Y v
wingadidownse hihleez s nanuenldiunsu

* The teacher doing the interviews is a fully bilingual Thai — English speaker and the

directions to the teacher and directions from the teacher to the student were fully

understood without translation.

** These translations (instructions to the teacher and instructions from the teacher)

are provided merely for convenience should this study be replicated elsewhere or

be done by a Thai teacher or interviewer who is not fully bilingual.

Directions: Say to the child: These questions are about English.

o X . ' P o A4 o o
ML worulanila AMDTNLHATUNYIN VN IDING Y

Think about English class when you answer.

Pl
o

Iiindaruisounudanguilenuaoudiniy

1. 1 like learning new things in English.

Y a ya ' < Y
Auvouiseudalvd o dlumwdingy

2. English is not interesting.
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11.

musangulivhaula

| feel good inside when I learn something new in English.

o

i o [ o
widnalennldBeuoz IsIniqiumwidings

I like to do as much work as I can in English.

o o o v = r oA o W o
ﬂu%@ﬂﬂ?ﬂ1u1ﬁ1ﬂﬂ1ﬂﬂ’qmﬂ?‘ﬂ%$ﬂ1‘1ﬂ1uﬂ1ﬂ1@ﬂﬂi‘|lﬂl

| don’t like to practice new English work.

dulirevdnlfianunmdsngslnia

I would like to learn more about English.

I 4 o ¥ o 4 A
AUANNITNITLTIUINIHIDINOHINNIAY

English is my favorite subject.

o Y a Ao
mmmnqmﬂm%mﬂuwu

| think doing English is fun.

' v
ﬂLlﬂﬂ'JTVIN1u&ﬁﬂ]ﬂﬂﬂ1y1ﬂﬂﬂqyuuﬁ1§ﬂ

I don’t like to figure out new English sentences.

AuliveuAadedsy Tonmusengylnie

| like to do hard English work.

AUFDUTIUMBIBING BTN

| like to find answers to questions in English.

Furevivzimaoulirumomaysingy
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13.

14.

15.

16.

150

| enjoy doing English.

FUAYNAUMINNUNMBIBINGY

| don’t give up until | understand my English work.

A lsouniaunseisnudhlanunsinguvesiy

| would not like to learn more about English.

o 'y I ] o A A
au"lmmmimmﬂugmmmnqmwumu

| think English is interesting.

AuAaNmEIBIngrutaul

| think working with words is fun.

v
ﬂlmﬂ'ﬂﬂ15‘1/INWUﬂ‘1_Iﬂ1ﬁWﬁuuﬁ1élﬂ
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Appendix D- Survey Score Sheet with Numerical Evaluations Legend

Below
Adapted from PAR survey, Psychological Assessment Resources Inc. 16204,
North Florida Avenue, Lutz, Florida, 33549. Original survey by Adele Eskeles
Gottfried (1988).

Name Gender

Age Date of Birth / /
Date / Month / Year

Directions: circle the child’s answer.

1 VT LT NT
2 VT LT NT
3 VT LT NT
4 VT LT NT
5 VT LT NT
6 VT LT NT
7 VT LT NT
8 VT LT NT
9 VT LT NT
10 VT LT NT
11 VT LT NT
12 VT LT NT
13 VT LT NT
14 VT LT NT
15 VT LT NT
16 VT LT NT
Totals

ltems:1,3,4,6,7,8,10,11,12,13,15,16
Score: Very True =3, A Little True = 2, Not True = 1.
ltems: 2,5,9,14 Score: Very True =1, A Little True = 2, Not True = 3.



152

Appendix E- Back Translation, Conforming Conceptual Equivalence and
Linguistic Equivalence (Decentering) Confirmation

Several experts were used during the process of translation from English to Thai,

back translating to English and confirmation of the semantic content, conceptual

equivalence and linguistic equivalence.

Miss Tannapong Insawong is currently employed as an English EFL teacher. She is a

native speaking Thai with high English competency. She was used to do the original

translations from English to Thai.

Mr. Kriengkrai Sakulprasertsri is an English language instructor at the Language

Institute of Thammasat University in Bangkok, Thailand.

Ms Nipaporn Kamhanpon is the Head of Academic Coordinators of the Intensive

English Program at Phraharuthai Donmuang School in Bangkok, Thailand.

Miss Patcharin Kunna is the Head of Foreign Language Department of Srinagarindra

the Princess Mother School, Phayao, Thailand.

Paksaran Limsukon is a TOEIC instructor in Bangkok, Thailand.
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These four are native Thai speakers with high English proficiency. They were used to

provide the back translations from Thai to English.

Mr Adrian Cawley is the Cambridge ESOL examination supervisor with the Cambridge

THO54 Language and Assessment center located in Suphanburi, Thailand.

Dr. Ben Isselhardt is a professor emeritus from The University of lowa, USA. He is

currently working as a volunteer with Language Services Thailand in Suphanbuiri,

Thailand.

These two native English Speakers provided the semantic content confirmation

between the English original questions and back translated English questions.


https://www.facebook.com/pages/The-University-of-Iowa/110577948971225?ref=br_rs
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Language-Services-Thailand/545395465531499?ref=br_rs
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Appendix F- Raw Data Scores from the Survey

Individual results

Pre Program Survey

ID 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
question Results

1 11711 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 111 1 111 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 11 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 1
a4 111 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
5 t1 7171 11 111 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
6 111 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
7 t 71 11 111 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
8 111 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
9 111 1 11 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

10 1711 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
12 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
13 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
14 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
15 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
16 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Post program Survey
ID 1 2 3 4 10 11 12 13 14 15
question Results
111 1 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 2
212 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2
312 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3
411 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
511 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
612 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 1
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0y1 1 17 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

77y1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

21 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

B3y1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

@y 11 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

52 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2

6y1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1

total 20 21 21 22 25 25 26 25 26 25 27 28 30 32 24
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Appendix G- Complete Sessional Scores from Weeks 1 & 10

Sessional scores weeks 1 & 10 - observer 1

% Week 1 rubric scores % Week 10 rubric scores ?—g
% Parti- o Parti- é

Quiality | Quantity = | Quality | Quantity 2

cipation Cipation

1 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 6
2 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 6
3 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 6
a4 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 5
5 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 5
6 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 6
7 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 6
8 0 0 0 0 2 3 2 7
9 1 1 1 3 2 3 2 7
10 0 0 1 1 2 3 2 7
11 0 0 1 1 2 3 2 7
12 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 6
13 0 0 0 0 2 3 3 8
14 0 1 1 2 2 3 2 7
15 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 6




158

Sessional scores weeks 1 & 10 - observer 2

1€10} 0T 2aMm

Parti-
Cipation

Week 10 rubric scores
Quality | Quantity

1£10} T j99Mm

Parti-
cipation

Week 1 rubric scores

Quality | Quantity

a1 uspMs

10

11

12

13

14

15
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Appendix H- Rubric for Classroom Engagement (Language Output and

Participation)

Scoring rubric for output record.

score

Criteria

Language output

(quality)

Language output

(quantity)

Participation

incomprehensible

or gibberish.

output. Fewer than 5

utterances per session.

0 No attempt at No attempt at No Participation.
utterances. language output. Does not interact with the
teacher or fellow students.
May exhibit disruptive
behaviors.
1 Utterances are Little or no language Little participation.

Only answers when asked

directly.

Does not interact without

prompting.

Minimal interaction with

fellow students.
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Uses single words

or short phrases.

Utterances may
be out of context

or inappropriate.

Minimal language
output.

Output is between 5-
10 utterances per

session

Some participation.

Offers answers when

prompted.

Sometimes offers thought
or opinions without

prompting.

Minimal interaction with

fellow students.

Tries to use
phrases or short

sentences.

Utterances are
usually in context

or appropriate.

Active attempts at
language output.
Output is more than 10

utterances per session

Active participation.

Attempts to take part in
Q&A.

Attempts to ask questions
or make comments
frequently (more than 10

times in 20 minutes).
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Appendix |- Record Sheet of Student Participation for Classroom

Engagement (Language Output and Participation)

Record sheet of Student participation
Session number: # Date:
Student’s | Language
Language
ID number | quality Participa Additional
quantity Total of
output tion thoughts,
output scores
Session score score comments or
score (0-9)
number (0-3) (0-3) observations.
(0-3)
1
7
14
20
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