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THE DEVELOPMENT OF CHILDREN’S STRATEGIC
PROCESSING IN READING RECOVERY

MARIBETH CASSIDY SCHMITT
Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana, USA

It was the purpose of this study to examine and describe first-grade children’s
development of strategic processes for detecting and correcting errors, problem
solving difficult or novel words, and confirming responses in order to be successful
as they participated in Reading Recovery instruction, as opposed to simply
increasing “item” knowledge (i.e., identifying move letters, recognizing more words,
etc.) as is true so often in special assistance tutoring (Allington & Walmsley,
1995). Further, the intent was to investigate qualitative differences in children’s
strategic processing and to determine if growth in strategic processing is related
to differences in entry-level skills. And finally, this study investigated whether
an extended evaluation format for running record analysis developed by the
author could provide useful information about children’s progress toward
independent, strategic reading.

Participants in the study included 27 children who were receiving Reading
Recovery instruction in four schools in a large Midwestern city. Running records
of text reading (Clay, 1993a) were collected at three points in their programs
and analyzed for strategic processing. A repeated measures ANOVA was
conducted to explore children’s development of the use of problem-solving strategies
as well as the outcome of their attempts. This analysis revealed that as a group
these childven significantly increased their use of all strategies as suggested by
behavioral indicators (e.g., substitution attempts, rereading, etc.) and decreased
the number of unproductive attempts. Qualitative differences in strategic
processing are discussed and implications for instruction are provided.

The Development of Strategic Processing in Reading Recovery

Paris, Wasik, and Turner, in The Handbook of Reading Research, Vol-
ume I (1991), discuss the complicated concept of “strategic read-
ing.” It is clear from their discussion that there are differing
explanations of what it means to be strategic, who can achieve this
state, and whether or not it takes conscious awareness and deliber-
ate action. They call strategic reading:
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... a prime characteristic of expert readers because it is woven into the
fabric of children’s cognitive development and is necessary for success in
school. There are six crucial reasons why strategic reading is fundamental
to the development and education of children. First, strategies allow
readers to elaborate, organize, and evaluate information derived from
text. Second, the acquisition of reading strategies coincides and overlaps
with the development during childhood of multiple cognitive strategies
to enhance attentions, memory, communication and learning. Third,
strategies are controllable by readers; they are personal cognitive tools
that can be used selectively and flexibly. Fourth, strategic reading reflects
metacognition and motivation because readers need to have both the
knowledge and disposition to use strategies. Fifth, strategies that foster
reading and thinking can be taught directly by teachers. And sixth, strategic
reading can enhance learning throughout the curriculum. (p. 609)

Although Paris and his colleagues discuss strategic reading in
relation to older, more proficient readers, rather than novices, as
first graders would certainly be, there is increasingly more discus-
sion about and evidence that young children develop cognitive
strategies in preschool years and can learn to apply these strate-
gies to literacy learning if they are in supportive contexts that fos-
ter such development (e.g., Clay, 1991; Clay & Cazden, 1990; Cox,
1994; Rowe, 1989; Schmitt, 1988; Schmitt, Younts, & Hopkins,
1994).

This paper explores young children’s development as “strate-
gic readers” as they participate in the Reading Recovery Program.
In this early literacy intervention program, founded by New
Zealand educator Marie Clay, the primary goal is that children
become self-regulated, strategic learners who see, search, moni-
tor, generate, evaluate, select, predict, check, validate, confirm,
attempt and reject solutions, revise, etc. As constructive learners
the children must develop “an interlocking network of appropri-
ate strategies which include monitoring and evaluation of conso-
nance or dissonance among messages that ought to agree...”
(Clay, 1991, p. 329). Consider the strategic processing involved in
trying to construct a plausible interpretation of a text as described

by Clay (1991):

At the moment of making an error a child reading for meaning will
notice it. To continue, the reader has to take some action. At this moment
he is observing his own behavior very closely because he will have to decide
which response he should retain and which he should discard. As the
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beginning reader searches and selects in rough and ready ways he must
carry out two further types of self-regulatory action. He observes his own
behavior and he assesses his own behavior. Has he solved it? Has he got it
right? Do all the angles of this piece of the jigsaw fitin that particular slot?
His search ends when it makes sense within his knowledge of the world.

... The competent children resourcefully cast around all their
experience to find cues, strategies, and solutions. The appropriate
questions are: What do I know that might help? How do I know this? What
can link up with this? Is the message still clear? (p. 341).

Indeed Clay is talking about all children becoming literate,
but she acknowledges that some children will need extra help to-
ward this end. Reading Recovery was designed to meet the needs
of children who require special attention and individual instruc-
tion, but the goal is still the same, that is, strategic processing. Is
that possible for the lowest achievers in a first-grade class?

It was the purpose of this study to examine and describe first-
grade children’s development of strategic processes for detecting
and correcting error, problem solving difficult or novel words, and
confirming responses in order to be successful as they participated
in Reading Recovery instruction, as opposed to simply increasing
“item” knowledge (i.e., identifying more letters, recognizing more
words, etc.) as is true so often in special assistance tutoring
(Allington & Walmsley, 1995). Further, the intent was to investi-
gate qualitative differences in children’s strategic processing and
to determine if growth in strategic processing is related to differ-
ences in entry-level skills. And finally, this study investigated whether
an extended evaluation format for running record analysis devel-
oped by the author could provide useful information about
children’s progress toward independent, strategic reading. The
strategies measured in the analysis format are consistent with the
strategies that are the focus of the Reading Recovery teaching
procedures.

Brief Description of the Reading Recovery Program

Reading Recovery is an early intervention literacy program for first
graders that involves individual daily tutoring by specially trained
teachers (Clay, 1979, 1993b). The goal of this intervention that
represents the school’s efforts to provide a safety net for strug-
gling learners is for children to reach the average level of their
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peers on measures of text reading, word identification, writing
vocabulary knowledge, and phonemic awareness. Itis designed to
be a short-term intervention that affords children the opportunity
to achieve accelerated progress and begin to benefit from class-
room instruction. The intervention serves to close the gap between
average and low-progress learners and reduces the numbers of
struggling readers in first-grade classrooms and beyond. The in-
structional goal is that children develop a “self-extending system
of strategies” that allows them to become better readers each time
they have the opportunity to read and problem solve on more
challenging text (Clay, 1991).

There are two positive outcomes of Reading Recovery instruc-
tion: (a) children reach the average level of their peers and their
service is “discontinued;” or (b) after at least twenty weeks of in-
tensive instruction, a group of educators reviews the information
gained relative to the child’s strengths and weaknesses and makes
a decision regarding a longer-term intervention. In the latter case,
the child’s program is considered “not-discontinued” (Askew,
Fountas, Lyons, Pinnell, & Schmitt, 1998).

Method
Participants

Children participating in Reading Recovery instruction in one of
four suburban school sites in a large Midwestern city were selected
for analysis in this investigation. The 27 first-grade children were
being taught by six experienced Reading Recovery teachers who
were being supported by the district’s teacher leader. These chil-
dren were selected for Reading Recovery instruction through a
collaborative process involving the classroom teachers’ ranking of
the children according to kindergarten and early first grade
achievement and the results of An Observation Survey of Early Lit-
eracy Achievement (Clay, 1993a). The observational tasks in the sur-
vey provide information aboutletter knowledge, word recognition,
writing vocabulary, sound to letter analysis in writing a dictated
story, knowledge of concepts about print, and skill in reading con-
tinuous text.

The lowest-achieving children in the schools were chosen to



Development of Strategic Processing 133

participate in the program, excluding no child for any reason.
These 27 children received parental consent to participate in the
study. Ten children were eventually released from the study be-
cause they moved from the district or were being referred for psy-
chological testing. The remaining 17 children included: 6 females
and 11 males, 7 African Americans and 10 European Americans, 5
children from low-income and 12 children from middle-income
households (as measured by participation in free or reduced-price
lunch program).

Procedures

Using Sulzby’s (1985) Categories of Storybook Reading, emergent read-
ing levels were obtained for the children. To determine these lev-
els, afamiliar adult researcher asked the children to “pretend read”
a storybook. The children’s oral renditions of the storybooks were
classified into three broad categories relating to the progression
from a “picture-governed, no story” category (8 children) to “oral-
like story” (7 children), to the more advanced “written-like story”
(3 children). These emergent reading levels were used to explore
a relationship with successful strategy use as children progressed
through the program.

Oral reading of continuous text was measured, by means of
running records (Clay, 1993a), at three points during the study:
(a) during initial testing, (b) when the children had reached text
level 5, and (c) when they had reached textlevel 10. It was felt that
these levels represented requisite shifts in children’s strategy use
in order to be successful, based on the author’s experience as a
Reading Recovery Trainer of Teacher Leaders. Running records
of text reading at the three stages were collected from the teach-
ers. Since struggling learners such as those in Reading Recovery
follow very different paths and trajectories of progress when pro-
vided with instructional interventions (Clay, 1993b), it was consid-
ered inappropriate to measure all children at specific time
segments. As an example, one child might still be reading below
text level 5 in the same amount of time that it takes another child
to achieve a much higher level. Strategy development would not
be as evident yet for the former child. Possible strategy knowledge
at the different levels are described below.
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INITIAL TESTING

Performance on initial testing provided a baseline for obser-
vations. Running records of the text reading samples from An Ob-
servation Survey of Early Literacy Achievement (Clay, 1993a) were
collected. At initial testing, all of the children were asked to read
the first three books used in the survey for continuous text read-
ing throughout the United States:

Where’s Spot? (Level B if successful)
In this book, the child is asked to point to and read the words no, no,
no, after having heard the teacher read, but not point to, no or no, no
on other pages. Whether a child is successful with this task is related to
his or her understandings about the print containing the message and
the necessity of having a one-to-one match between spoken and written
words.

A Bird Can Fly (Level 1, basal equivalent: readiness)

Hats (Level 2, basal equivalent: readiness)
In these two books, the child is asked to point to and read a repeating
phrase after the teacher has pointed to and read the phrase on the
first one or two pages. The child is also asked to read the final page
independently. This task may provide information about the child’s
memory for the repetitive language structure, knowledge about reading
as a sense-making task, and control of directional movement and one-
to-one matching. There may be evidence of self-monitoring, cross-
checking, and self-correcting, as well. These are inferred from
behavioral evidence (e.g., rereading to self-correct).

SUCCESSFUL READING AT LEVEL 5

At this level, children must begin to rely more on using all
sources of information (i.e., meaning, structure, and visual) for
problem solving rather than relying heavily on the repetitive struc-
ture of the language and the predictability of the text patterns.
They must have emerging strategies for detecting and correcting
error and for problem solving novel words. This level often repre-
sents a point where children must shift from using mostly language
cues to paying more attention to visual information.

SUCCESSFUL READING AT LEVEL 10

Children generally cannot be successful at level 10 unless they
have all early strategies under control including self-monitoring,
cross-checking, searching for information, and self-correcting er-
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rors; they must have flexible control over selection of strategic pro-
cesses to reach their goals, the integration of information sources,
and strategies for maintaining fluency.

Analysis of Running Records of Text Reading

For an appropriate amount of problem solving or “reading work”
(Clay, 1991, 1993Db) to be evident in children’s oral reading, there
must be sufficient amounts of accurate responding. For this rea-
son, all running records collected for analysis were within the 90 %—
94 % accuracy range. The purpose of the analysis was to determine
if the children were using strategies for detecting and correcting
error and for problem solving difficult words. Since one cannot
see what is taking place “inside the head” where strategies are ini-
tiated and carried out, one must make inferences from outward
behaviors (i.e., evidence) produced by the children.

These behaviors included any attempt made to confirm or to
problem solve a response. Therefore, this included both success-
ful and unsuccessful attempts, and errors that were detected and
those which were not. It was recorded as an unsuccessful attempt
if the child was unable to generate a response and the teacher told
the child the word because it represented an inability to problem
solve the word. In general, a “teacher told” is given when a child
waits too long, presumably problem solving “underground” un-
successfully or makes several unproductive attempts after which
the teacher intervenes, assuming the child cannot solve the word
independently. Note that the only intervention a teacher may make
during a running record is to tell the child the word. He or she
cannot give any prompts that would help the child solve the word
so the child’s independent problem solving can be ascertained.

Every attempt was analyzed separately, including an assump-
tion about the cue sources used (i.e., meaning, structure, and vi-
sual information), and the strategic processes of problem solving
were hypothesized from the behavior. Note that a word was con-
sidered a “target word” or “instance” if there was obvious work to
get at the word, even if the work involved a meaningful substitu-
tion, indicating the child searched meaning and perhaps struc-
ture to render an attempt, or hesitated too long.

The following describe the target word and the various strat-
egies that were hypothesized:
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Target word

This is the word that serves as the source of the child’s “reading
work” or processing (i.e., problem solving, self-correcting, etc.).
Behavior /Attempt

This is an element of evidence that allows us to hypothesize
about what strategies and information sources the child was
using. Several attempts may be associated with one target word.
Each attempt is analyzed separately. If the teacher intervened
and told the child the word, this was also considered an at-
tempt because the word represented evidence that the child
was unable to generate an attempt based on the information
sources being used.

Self-monitoring

This is evidence of the child’s realization that something is
wrong. It involves such things as repeating a word, rereading,
self-correcting, trying another word, appealing for help, etc.
In other words, a child is self-monitoring if he or she is aware
of a mistake or problem and not self-monitoring when a mis-
take is ignored.

Cross-checking

This means that a child is cross-checking one source of infor-
mation against another to self-monitor or problem solve. Evi-
dence of this would include instances where the child
self-corrected, tried another word, repeated a word or phrase
after a wrong response. It generally indicates the child realizes
there is something wrong and tries to resolve it by checking
the source he or she used against another source (e.g., mean-
ing cue against visual cue).

Self-correcting

This is evident when a child corrects a wrong response. It may
happen immediately (i.e., right after the response) or it may
happen during a rereading (i.e., when the child rereads a
phrase or sentence and corrects the response at the same time).
Rereading to confirm a response

This involves a child simply rereading in order to confirm that
what he or she said made sense, looked right, etc. It often oc-
curs after the child has self-corrected or after the teacher has
“told” the child the word because it confirms the response by
hearing it again in fluent reading.



Development of Strategic Processing 137

® Rereading to problem solve a response
This involves a child using the rereading or repetition of a word,
phrase, sentence, or page as a means toward problem solving a
word.

e Appealing to the teacher for help
This is when the child appeals for help with the word.

* Unsuccessful attempts
This is evidence the child has engaged in “reading work” but
has been unsuccessful. It may involve several repetitions, sev-
eral substitutions, or be followed by a “told” given by the teacher.

* Information sources used
This involves the evaluator’s hypothesis regarding which infor-
mation sources a child used when making an attempt or self-
correcting an error. It could be any of the following: meaning
(M), syntactical structure (S), and/or visual information (V),
separately or in combination.

For the analysis of strategic processing, a format developed
by the author was used to extend traditional running record analysis
beyond the daily analysis conducted by Reading Recovery teach-
ers. Figures 1 and 2 include samples of this strategic processing
analysis. In these specific examples, two children who are reading
at instructional levels have demonstrated drastically different lev-
els of processing and outcomes. For example, the child in Figure
1 tends to wait for help from the teacher rather than attempting
to problem solve the word and did not detect and correct the er-
rors of in or on, despite the structural incongruence, or sick for ill,
despite the dissonance of visual information with meaning. Inde-
pendent problem solving strategies at difficulty are not in place,
nor is the child consistently self-monitoring at error.

The child in Figure 2 used meaning and structure to make
attempts at words, and then after apparently cross-checking the
language predictions with visual information (i.e., self-monitor-
ing), she consistently self-corrected errors. This child used reread-
ing to problem solve and revise attempts and was fairly
independently working to make all sources of information match.

Running records were analyzed by pairs of trained scorers af-
ter initial instruction on the procedures. Again, the trained scor-
ers were analyzing running records for evidence of the strategies
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described above. Inter-scorer reliability was high (approximately
90%) and all disagreements were resolved in conference.

Results and Discussion
Quantitative Analyses

Means and standard deviations that were used for the examined
differences in emergent reading scores are reported in Table 1. The
entry scores are reported as session 1, text level 5 scores as session
2, and text level 10 scores as session 3 in order to illustrate gains.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated no main effect on
growth in strategy use or strategic processing by the children in
this study with regard to emergent reading level. The fact that
emergent reading score, which measures children’s experience
with stories prior to beginning the program, has no effect on
chances for success means that one cannot predict who will suc-
ceed or fail based on where they are when they begin. This sug-
gests that children have an equal chance of succeeding in this early
intervention literacy program regardless of their competencies at
the start of their tuition. It seems that Reading Recovery instruc-
tion levels out children’s chances for success.

The mean gain scores for strategy use (e.g., self-monitoring,
cross-checking) are presented in Table 2 and are reported as pro-
portions of the number of behaviors noted on running record
analyses. The mean gain scores for the number of behaviors (i.e.,
attempts the child made at the target word) are also reported in
Table 2, but they represent a proportion of the number of target
words, indicating how many attempts were made. Note that two
children, Greg and Paul had proportions greater than 1.0. This
was because they made such a high number of attempts per target
word. A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to explore the
children’s development of the use of problem-solving strategies,
as well as the outcome of their attempts. This analysis, reported in
Table 3, revealed that the children as a group significantly increased
in their use of all strategies as suggested by behavioral indicators
(e.g., substitution attempts, rereading, etc.) and decreased the
number of unproductive attempts. Specifically, as the children
participated in the Reading Recovery experience, they: (a) in-
creased in the number of attempts to solve words (F (2, 32) = 15.70,
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p < .000), but decreased in the number of unsuccessful attempts
(F' (2, 32) =63.68, p<.000); (b) engaged in more self-monitoring
(F'(2,32) =63.04, p<.000) and cross-checking (F (2, 32) = 18.65,
p <.000); (c) self-corrected more miscues (F (2, 32) = 13.72, p <
.000); (d) increased their use of rereading as a strategy to confirm
responses (I (2, 32) = 14.08, p < .000) and to problem solve diffi-
cult words (' (2, 32) = 14.22, p<.000); and (e) increased slightly
in the use of appealing to the teacher for help with words (F (2,
32) =5.1, p<.02).

The greatest gain appears to be in self-monitoring, where the
children increased their monitoring strategies by 47%, from 3%
to 50% for each behavior noted. Part of this growth, of course, is
explained by the fact that use of any of the other strategies, such
as rereading to confirm a response or self-correcting an error, rep-
resents self-monitoring. However, this feat is still worthy of atten-
tion and consideration because each instance of monitoring
suggests the child engaged in strategic processing such as: (a) rec-
ognizing dissonance, (b) searching further to make information
sources match, (c) confirming a response, and (d) making an at-
tempt such as a language prediction followed by a check on the
visual information, rather than simply stopping. This sort of reader-
initiated processing as seen in the example below documents dra-
matically the possibility that during the children’s participation in
Reading Recovery they progress from merely inventing text (i.e.,
no self-monitoring of mismatches in information sources) to not
being satisfied with responses that signal something is wrong or to
making confirming checks on correct responses. It suggests active
construction and a sense of responsibility on the part of the chil-
dren; these represent important signals of self-regulation.

In addition to significant gains in self-monitoring, there were
increases in all other strategies that indicated problem solving:
(a) cross-checking of information source—20%, (b) self-correc-
tion—14%, (c) rereading to confirm—13%, and (d) rereading to
problem solve—9%. The strategy of appealing for help, one that
good readers use as well, may signify a switch from selfregulation
to otherregulation and increased by only 4%. Taken together, these
increases in monitoring and problem solving provide strong evi-
dence that this group of children were on the road to becoming
strategic readers, albeit at varying degrees of success and with dif-
ferent paths and patterns of learning.
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The following example is illustrative of the independent stra-
tegic problem solving of children who were operating at this level
and trying to make all information sources match:

TEXT

Pussy Cat, Pussy Cat,

what did you wear?

CHILD

Pussy Cat, Pussy Cat,

where (for what) did you go (for wear) go (repeats to check response) wear
(self-corrects) What did you wear? (rereads entire sentence and self-corrects
the earlier miscue, where for what, now that the meaning is clear.)

Another significant finding is that the children, as a group,
decreased the proportion of unsuccessful attempts they made for
each target word, or word indicating problem solving, by 40%,
from 96% to 56%. In other words, fewer of their obvious attempts
were unsuccessful. This could suggest that they were using and
checking information sources more accurately before they spoke,
or that their problem solving was perhaps more covert and unsuc-
cessful attempts were withdrawn from view. However, one needs to
consider that this variable could be affected by the number of times
the teacher intervened and told the child the word since a de-
crease in number of unsuccessful attempts could represent con-
comitant increases in “teacher tolds.” In fact, that appears to be
the case for a few children and could explain the 17% increase in
teacher interventions. For example, Carrie decreased her unsuc-
cessful attempts by 63 %, while at the same time increased the num-
ber of teacher interventions by 100%. This is not a general trend,
however; consider that Mark demonstrated a decrease in unsuc-
cessful attempts with only an 8% increase in teacher interventions.

Qualitative Analysis

The above analyses explain positive trends in children’s develop-
ment of strategic processing as a group, however, a closer look at
individual children’s change over time provides insight into their
paths of progress and may even provide information about the
quality of children’s strategic processing which could inform
teacher decision-making. Here I would like to examine the differ-
ences in processing of two children who both were successful at
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level 10 in terms of accuracy and self-correction rate, butwho were
qualitatively very different in terms of independent, strategic prob-
lem solving.

GREG

By the time Greg had reached level 10 at session 3, he had
made significant gains in self-monitoring (70%) and cross-check-
ing (30%); he had increased in the use of rereading to problem
solve (24%) and to confirm responses (22%). These gains suggest
that Greg was taking charge of his own problem solving: monitor-
ing, cross-checking information sources, evaluating, searching, pre-
dicting, confirming, etc. Greg was, in fact, being strategic in his
processing. Over time he had only an 8% increase in “teacher
tolds.” An analysis of his problem-solving attempts indicated that
he was using language (meaning and structure) 38% of the time,
a combination of meaning, structure, and visual information 33%
of the time, and visual information exclusively 29% of the time.

A close inspection of his attempts, indicates that, in general,
he would approach unknown words by making language predic-
tions (e.g., said for called) about half of which were visually similar
at the initial letter (e.g., wait for will). He regularly caught the
dissonance between language and visual cues, and often self-cor-
rected immediately (e.g., up for with then with) or upon rereading
to problem solve as he did with and for Dad in the example below.

When he attempted to solve words using visual analysis only,
which was not as often, he was not as successful and these times
generally ended in an appeal and an intervention by the teacher.
These patterns of problem solving suggest that he generally en-
gaged in strategic processing, using language quite successfully
and could detect error consistently. When his problem solving fo-
cused at the visual level he was not as productive, and suggested
that at these points, he was not bringing meaning to the process
effectively. However, once he was given the word by the teacher,
he would always reread to hear the language again to establish the
meaning, often self-correcting during the rereading a previously
incorrect word, as he did with shutin the example below. At level
10, Greg had many strategies in place to continue to learn how to
problem solve as he read increasingly difficult texts.
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TEXT:

Mom! Dad! Come for a swim!

GREG:

Mom! And (language prediction for Dad) And (repeats to check response)
Mom! Dad! (rereads to establish language and self-corrects) Come for a swim!
TEXT:

“I am coming,” said Mom,

and she shut her eyes.

GREG:

“I am coming,” said Mom, and she set (language prediction for shut) set
(repeats to check response) /s/ /h/ /ut/ (attempts letter to sound analysis)
set (returns to original language substitution) her /e/ /y/ (attempts sound
analysis for eyes and appeals for help—teacher told) “I am coming,” said
Mom, and she shut her eyes (repeats entire page to establish meaning and to
self-correct shutwhich he now can problem solve because of the additional
meaning that eyes bring to the construction.

ROBBIE

At level 10, every error that involved a word substitution was
visually similar and fit with meaning and structure cues and these
accounted for 43% of the errors. However, 57% of the errors in-
volved only visual information sources (e.g., /¢r/-/ cr/- for crafts/
teacher told) and most often resulted in teacher intervention. In
fact, 54% of the behaviors/attempts that could be analyzed re-
sulted in the teacher telling Robbie the word, and 36% involved
no attempt by Robbie prior to the teacher intervention after a
wait period as in the examples below. A closer inspection of
Robbie’s problem solving strategies and ability to detect and cor-
rect error indicates a lesser degree of independent, strategic pro-
cessing than Greg. For example, at level 10, only 36% of the errors
indicated self-monitoring and Robbie had gained only 24% over-
all in self-monitoring as a strategy.

At a gain of only 6%, Robbie was not using rereading as a
means of problem solving consistently or effectively either and this
is problematic since such a strategy provides additional attention
to meaning and structure to contribute to the problem solving. It
seems that Robbie had developed moderately successful strategies
for detecting and correcting error, but was not skilled yet in prob-
lem solving difficult words using a balanced approach of paying
attention to all information sources. He does not have the same
level of inner control as demonstrated by Greg.
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TEXT:

When we had “show and tell.”

ROBBIE:

We (for when) we (for we), (rereads and self-corrects) when we had (no
attempt for show—teacher told) and /t/-/t/-/t/- (for tell-teacher told)
TEXT:

We all yelled.

ROBBIE:

We (no attempt for all-teacher told) (no attempt for yelled—teacher told).

Conclusions and Implications

This study, which was a component of a larger study that investi-
gated the contributions Reading Recovery instruction makes to
literacy development (see Cox, Fang, & Carpenter, 1995; Cox, Fang,
& Schmitt, 1995) answers important questions about children’s
progress in strategic processing and ways to evaluate it for instruc-
tional decision-making. Because this was an exploratory investiga-
tion with a small number of students and no experimental design
thatincluded a control group, any conclusions must be drawn cau-
tiously and causality cannot be claimed. Indeed it was the purpose
of this study to examine and describe strategic processing as it
developed. However, the findings that emerge from this study
clearly suggest that these children who began the school year as
the lowest achievers have begun, by text level 10, to develop lit-
eracy strategies that could result in independent, strategic pro-
cessing. Extended analysis of their running records of text reading
suggests they are developing ways to detect and correct errors and
to problem solve at difficulty.

Though not provable, it is conceivable that Reading Recovery
instruction contributed to these gains simply because the lowest
achievers in a first grade class, who begin instruction with literally
no strategy use, would not be expected to make these accelerated
gains while participating in the lower reading group in the class-
room. Such a finding is consistent with Schmitt’s (1998) analysis
of first-grade children’s metacognitive knowledge. Using a
Metacognitive Interview to study the development of metacognitive
knowledge in children during Reading Recovery instruction in
comparison to their average-achieving peers, she found that chil-
dren participating in Reading Recovery instruction generally be-
gan the year with lower or roughly equal metacognitive knowledge
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of reading and writing tasks and strategies in comparison to the
average cohort children. However, the Reading Recovery children
achieved not only accelerated growth in metacognitive knowledge
as predicted, but they also achieved task and strategy knowledge
at levels above their counterparts, thereby surpassing them. These
results suggest that children learn more than how to perform read-
ing and writing strategies during the intervention; they also de-
velop metacognitive knowledge about tasks and strategies as
measured in the interview at rates and with outcomes that exceed
development in their average achieving cohort. The higher achieve-
ment levels were unexpected and suggest that the development of
metacognitive knowledge is a key aspect of Reading Recovery in-
struction, at least at the beginning of the year.

Further, this study sought to determine if gains made in Read-
ing Recovery were affected by emergent reading level and no main
effects were found. Although these findings need to be consid-
ered with caution because of the low number of children, it is
promising that perhaps all low-achieving children can benefit from
this individual instruction program regardless of where they be-
gin their tuition. This suggests the instruction can be successful
no matter the level at entry and supports the notion that one can-
not predict children’s success or failure in Reading Recovery based
on entry skills.

And finally, this study investigated whether an extended evalu-
ation format for running record analysis developed by the author
could provide useful information about children’s progress toward
independent, strategic reading. It seems clear that this in-depth
analysis of the children’s records can answer questions about
whether or not children are achieving success (i.e., 90%+ accu-
racy) on text reading by employing independent strategies for
detection and correction of errors and problem solving at diffi-
culty or still relying on the teacher for too much help in process-
ing. This is quite clear in the comparison of Greg’s and Robbie’s
records. Although teachers analyze children’s running records
daily, the focal point of the analysis is often on the information
sources used by the children in making, detecting, and correcting
errors. Such an extended analysis as this one, over time, might
inform teacher decision-making. For example, Robbie’s teacher
could make better decisions about fostering independence and
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keeping the text reading at a level that would allow him to learn
about and to control literacy strategies independently.

The results indicating that children develop literacy strate-
gies while participating in Reading Recovery were not unexpected,
however, this study generated some interesting new findings about
children’s strategy use and independent processing and raised
questions for further study. For one, an analysis of specific strate-
gies and their interrelationships, as well as their impact on progress
would provide useful information for instructional decision-mak-
ing. Further, the link between the development of metacognition
and strategy use (e.g., Cox, Fang, & Schmitt, 1995; Schmitt, Younts,
& Hopkins, 1994) needs to be explored because it, too, may ex-
plain differences in children’s accelerated growth in Reading Re-
covery as well. Moreover, the insights gained about Reading
Recovery instruction can be generalized and applied in other in-
structional settings such as small group and whole class instruc-
tion. Some professionals have suggested that aspects of Reading
Recovery instruction should be incorporated into other settings
(e.g., Spiegel, 1995) and research such as this might contribute to
our understandings of the critical aspects that make Reading Re-
covery such a successful early literacy intervention.
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