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~ ABSTRACT
This study investigated the schemata for reading of grade one good
- 5 "' ' ) .
and poor readers and the relationships to the concepts of reading held by

their parents. The child'sample, Chosen by the results as indicated as’

percentile scores‘on the Metropolitan Reading Achievement Test, consisted
of 10 high comprehenoers and IQ lTow comprehenoers from all the grade one
classrooms within a surbdrban §choo1 district. The adult sample was
comprised of 20 parents. _The parent most involved with the ch11d s
school work was interviewed at home, the ch11dren/£t their respect1ve
schools. The researcher conducted all 1nterv1ews wh1ch were
tape-recorded and later transcr1bed. Two questionnaires, based on the
.model desizhed by Canney and winograd (1979) were employed to provide-
data for anaiysis. The analysis proceeded in two stages: a) responses

e :
from each group to questions ]-)4 were conpared and analysed

descriptive]y; b) responses-to the main question "What'is.reading?" were

coded by means of .the t-unit 1nto three focusges of read1ng--ob3ect
decoding and mean1ng--and then subJected to two and three-way apalyses of
variance: ) . N '

The results did not demonstrate a strong reﬂationship for reading

concepts between parents and ch11dren. There were howeVer, significant

' differences within the focusses of the reading concept he]d by parents
and‘chiloren. Furthermore, good and poor-readers did not_appear to
possess similar schemata for reading. The gooo'readers focussed more
frequentiy on meaning than did their less able peers. Children, in

: genera], were distoverd to place more emphasis on the decoding.features

of the task while their parents considered the process to be one of

iv



mental\s'

Feading,to e important, and good readers approached'more accurately the

a]oéue between auther and reader. Although all subjects ‘thought
Loaduit concepi n of what reading is, the children in the study possessed
~ a more festricte _view of the process than did their parents.

Suggestions we?k\jjso'given for further studies which could involve

additional methods of,ipquiry for exploring parents' and children's

schemata for reading. L . ’
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CHAPTER 1

.o A s

- INTRODUCTION

Teic :
‘In 1937 SOmgrsei Maugham wrote "The Verger®. The short staEQ‘Centers
barOund a church ‘verger of’ 16 years' tenure Wha was discoveréd to;be .
1111terate to the consternat1on of the fash1onab1e v1car*and
chucnwardens, when asked for an exp]anat1on for thTS def1c1ency, the
vergé? rer%ea‘ "1 went into serv1ce when I was. twe]ve, S1p. The cook
in the first p]ace tried to’ teach me onge but I d1dn t seem=to 'ave the
knack for it and then what with one thing and anqther I- never seemed to
qhaVe the t1me,' I've never really found ‘the wangffor 1t,. I th1nk an
a&ﬁul fof of,thesé young fellows wasté a rare lot of fime.nzadin' When
they m1ght be doin' someth1ng usefu]" SocietyAhas changed~Somewhat
since the 1930 s, no more evident than in ‘the f1e1d of 11teracy Today
_1t.1§ essential forrch11dren to learm to read, in order that they may
funétlon adequate]y in soc1ety . In 1958, EdWards'statethhat "teachihg

© .0

would be s1mp]1f1ed if there were some means of* 1ook1ng 1ns1de a child's

t

head and fandlng out what n1§/}dea is in h1s approach tOvread1ng
(p. 239). .Research abounds cencerning what methods of teaching reading

should bg’used; what reading materials and activities should be employed,
: e . : ‘ .
the age at which the child should be introduced.to reading, the effects

-



¢

, —
of the hame environment on his'l;;sning ;apabi]ities;\etc. Many
children, however, comp]ete'grade one with less than expected reading
achievement to‘the concern of their teachers and barehts, and a cyé]e of
testing their intelligence, their readiness, their motivafﬁoﬁ,ltogether
with a host of other factors,ris jnitiated. Since, the Sixties, research /(’
has given consideration to the}child's concept of reading, both as
beginnef qu competent readér. 'Thg findings for the former:havé been
somewhat conclusive. Beginhing readers are oftén confused by the reading
process and do not appeaf to have a true understanding that reading
imp]ies~meanihgfu1 interpretation Qf»the text. Currént research has
demonstrated that the act of reading is both a comp]eannd h&gh1y
abstract protes§, especially for thé beginner (Clay, 1975; Goodman, 1968;
Smith,,1971); Howevér, for many beginners,'tﬁié cohp]ex and abstract
proCess does not seem to be an in;urmountab]e Chai]enge. They learn to

‘read with ease and considerable enjoyment} In fact, by the end of grade
one, the major%ty of éhildren appear to have grasped the concepts central
to a séhemata for reading and are firmly launched towarqs.é career of
]iteraéy. : o . A |

" A reading schema is deVe]oped‘in much the same way as developmént’of

schemata for eatingmbr taking a bath (CanneyAand Winograd, 1979).. Does

? to read or‘{s this

L4 )J/' -
development nurtured during ‘the preschool years? What effects do the

the child deve]op reading schemata only as he start

models of reading he sees around him, i.e. his parents, have on this//
- development? One may suggest that his yiews and understanding of '@ﬁht
'reading is' may be influenced by these models. If the child's schemata

~ for reading contains features for 'meaningfulness' and 'p]easurab]eness',



~ what acknow]edgement 1s due to h1s parents if they also contaln s1m11ar

i

a

features in the1r schemata for read1ng7 This study concerns 1tse1f

therefore, with chj]dren's and parents' schemata for reading.

~

THE PROBLEM

A man's home is his castle; it may well be more. There is evidence

to show that a child's home environment is an important precondition for

- his. success in schoo]'(Ware and Garber, 1976). These authors quote

:

several studies carried out in England and the United States which

demonstrated a high correlation between home environment variables and
later academic achievement;in school.
Canney and Winograd (1979) propose a schema theory of reading,

suggesting that such a theory, is an effort to meld theories about the

~ structure of knowledge with the conditions under which that knowledge is

operative. They also suggest that children who are poor readers have

déve]qped 1nappropr1ate schemata foreread1ng. Anqerspn et al (1976)
contend that the meaning of a general téhm is tied to particular uses.
Therefore, a child cou]d have var1ous understand1ngs for read1ng wh1ch
are tied to paht1cu1arucond1t1ons and uses of readrng. If the ch11d does -
not see exampTes of pleasurable and7ohvmeaningfu1=reading in his
enVironment; the development of'inapprophiate Sehemata for readjng may be

a by-product of h1s home environment. Even théugh the child may be read

1to by nis parents, discussions- about the story characters ‘and quest1ons

/
toncern1ng the p]ot may be lacking, inadvertantly 1mped1ng the

devetopment of appropriate schemata for read1ng, i.e. that one brings



information to the text as we11 as taking information away. If as waller
(1977, p. 1) contends that "thinking is a necessary prerqui§1te for
reading at any level (beginh{ng or mature),_fof>any of its subpérts
(decoding or €qmprehension), and for any purpose (pleasure or
information“),[coqu the developmént for éppropriate\or inappropriéte
schemata for reading be, -in part, a result of the home environment a§
parents provide exampfes-of'schemata for reading? THis research,

therefore, poses the basic question: what similarities exist between a

child's schemata for reading and that of his parents?
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to investigate the schemata for reading'
of grade one,goqd and poor readers and the relationship.to the concepts

of reading held by their parents.

DEF INITIONS.

{

The following terms are defined to make explicit the. study's frame of

i)

reference.

Poor Readers: Those grade one readers who performed at or below the

35th percentile on the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Primary I, Form
F. The labels of poor readers and poor comprehenders_afe used
synonymously. /

@

Good Readers: Those grade one readers who performed at or above the

90th percentile on the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Primary I, Form



F. The labelelgﬁﬂgood readers and good comprehenders are used
synonymously

Schemata For Reading: Things or events which share features or 'slots'

common "to the event of reading, 1i.e. mental structures which havé
1ncorporated into a coherent dom1nant knowledge structure the
subschema for graphophonic, relationships, for syntact1c and semantic
'constructions, for the materials used during reading and for the
‘conditions under Whieh reading can or cannot dgcur (Canney and
winogred, 1979).

T-unit: "A single independent (main clause) toéether with any
subofdinate clause that may be grammatically related to it. It may
be a simp]e or complex sentence, but nof a compound sentence" (Fagan,

v

1978, p-~ 201) .

o

Object Focus: Responses which are obJect re]ated reading is defined in

relationship to the materials one uses to read with, such as 'reading
'is when you read a book' (Denny'and;weintraub, 1965).

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

»~

~ 1. Do parents and grade gnecchildren differ in their concepts of reeding?
2. Do the coneepts of reading of poor readers in grade one differ from
: the concepts of good readers? | | °
3. a) Do geade one good‘readers and their parents differ in. their
- concepts of feading?

b) Do grade one poor readers and their parents differ in.their

f
1

concepts of reading? |



In addition to the above research questions for which data will be

analysed statistically, the following questions will also be addressed,

with descriptive data being presented to provide Some answers.

.
2.

Do parents and children like or dislike reading?

How often do parents and children read at home?

Do parents ahd chiidren consider reading to be {mportant? .

At what age do parents and children think fluency in reading is
attained? ‘ | N

Do.parents'andachildéen observe others reading at home or in their

environment?

How do parents and children rate themselves as readers? -

What factors contribute to the inability to read of some.adults and

children?

What prOcequreé would parents and children follow in order that they
themselves might become better readers?
Do parents and children view the reading process to be the same for

an adult as for a child in grade one?

HYPOTHE SES*

.o

There will be no interaction effects for the concepts of reading held

by grade one children and their parents. &

~

There will be no interaction effects for the concepts of reading held

by good readers and poor readers in grade one.

There will be no interaction effects for theuconcepts of reading held

by grade one goOd readers and their parents.

* Level of s1gn1f1cance for rejection or non reJéct1on of the hypotheses

~ were set at p < 05



3a.

There will be no interaction effects for the'cohcepts of reading held

’

by grade one poor readers évd their parents.

\
i

LIMITATIONS
: | .

péta from the chf]dren was collected in a school sttigg thereby:
inddvertantly focusing schémata for reading as a school based
activity. | ‘
The chi]drep in the study may possess ]imited'linguitic Eépabilitiés
to vérbéifze what they really know and understand internally what
reading is. - Y * | 3 -
Some of the parents were known to the intérviewer. The adults in the - °
study may.have provided information whicﬁ they thought the
1nteryiéwek, a teacher, may hawe wanted to hear, rather than what

they really believed..

A1l responses to queétiohs were tape recorded which may have

heightened the level of anxiety for some of the participants, thereby

contributing to-a loss in the re]iébi]ity and validity of the
responses. J . 4

On]y‘one parent from~eaéh fami]y‘yas interviewed -- the one most
involved with the child's school work., A Sroadef knowledge base
could have been attained if both parents had participated. .Thé short

space of time for collecting data has therefore 1imited the amount of

datéagéthered and its degree of reliability.



’

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY ¢

Little if any emp{rical‘gvidence exists on parehts' concepts of
reading. It is hopedvthat agia result 6% this study a broader
understanding‘of the correqun%encé of the reading schemata of parents to
the schemata for reading in théir chi]dren\may be added to the presént
body of reading‘résearcn; The:results-of the study may help to answer
such questions as: How do pafents' schemata for reading leate to the
schemata which their -grade one chiladren havé acquired;lif barents see
'meaning as central to reading, do their children also see meaning as the
ébré of. reading, even at this early stage of readfngzacqﬁisition? Prior
fesearch seems to have focused primariiy on the child's concepts of
reading. This study will providevfbr a wider view ahd ma} be refined for
further reseafch. . ‘

Strang (1970) contends that severallpeoblé are rgsponsib]e for the
successful devé]opment of reading of tﬁe thild, and ﬁot just the teacher
alane. . Because parents occupy'such a ;frategic posjiion and because of
'the bresent day stress on parental involvement in éducation in general g
ahddrea¢ing in particular, thiszstudy provides furtﬁer 1n§ight into the
importance of parents as.CO-developers of the succgésfu]'rgader's
achie?ement. | |

The study 1& also of theoretical interest as‘ﬁt blends the schema
theory-of:kno;ledge acquisition with readiﬁg as a process event. Since
.schemata develop over time, a chiid 1earnjng to read is developing a
schema for reéd{ng and the role his parent pléys may not only be

important, but vital to successful development.



" OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS

Chapter I1 presents a Féview of the literature relevant to the
purpose of the present study. Chapter 111 describes the research design
~employed in the study. The_sample, procédure and data dna]ysis are
_ exp%ained. The statistfcal findings are presented and discussed in
Cnhapter [V. The descriptive'data pertaining tb‘queStions 1-14 are
presented and analysed in Chapt%r V. .Cﬁapter VI‘presents a general
‘overview of the study, further discussion on the findings, the |

- . .
- impAcations thereof and 'suggestions for further research.
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’ CHAPTER 11
SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE

The survey is presented in four sections. First, a review of schema
theory and its re]ationship to the reading process provides the
theoretical framéwork for tM¥e study. Second, research related to
chi]dreh's concepts-for reading will be discus§ed. Third, a rev?ew of
the limited data'évaiiab]e on.parents' (adults') reading habits will be
presented, together with information on the influence of fhe home
environhent on'children's reading. Finally, the fourth section will
indicate how literature re]éted to the present study provides a rationale

for the research.

I. SCHEMA THEQBY AND READING

Aﬁderson (1977) refers to schemata as the "mental structures that
incorporate general knowledge" (p. 2). Schemata contain certain slots or
b]ace holders for each of the particular pieces of information subsumed
under the more géneral idea or structure. " When the incoming message
matches the slots in the schema, the information is.said to be
significant whereas when.there is no matching, i.e. when ihe input does
not fit a slot, the message is unimportant or irrelevant. When |
.sufficient slot§ in a schema are filled, comprehension takes place.

10
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Schemata are not isolated units; they may be embedded one within
another, with a dominant schema containing many sub-schema. Although
there is a relationship between the dominant schema and its subparts,
some of the latter may be either more relevant or less central to the
superordinate schema than others. ‘An example may help to clarify this
perspective.

Every Saturday night, four good friends get together. When

“Jerry, Mike, and Pat arrived, Karen was sitting 'in her living
' room writing some notes. She guickly gathered the cards and

./ stood up to greet her friends at the door. They followed her

' into the living room but as usual they couldn't agree on exactly
what to play. Jerry eventually took a stand and set things up.

Finally, they began to play.  Karen's recorder filled the room

with pleasant music. Early in the evening, Mike noticed Pat's

hand and the many diamonds. :As the night progressed the tempo

of the play increased. Finally, a Tull in the activities

occurred. Taking advantage of this, Jerry pondered the

arrangement in front of him. Mike interrupted Jerry's reverie
and said "let's hear the score.' They listened carefully and
commented on their performance.-‘When the comments were all

. heard, exhausted but happy, Karen's friends went home.

(Anderson, R.C. et al., 1977)

Depending on his dominant schema, the reader's interpretation of the
above story may proCeed in one or more of three ways: 1) he will not
understand it at all, i.e. the information will match no slots within the
schema; the data will be irre]eVént or meaningless to him; 2) he will
instantiate slots for a musica]{kebital in his schema or 3) he will
jdentify the information as a’ foursome for bridge. In the case of the
latter, the incoming message - bridge - matches the slots of the purposes
. _
and rules of the game and understanding takes place. The reader must
have an appropiate schema for bridge sufficiently developed. He
‘understands the purpose of the game to be to contrdct accurately with a

partner in order to win a cet:?in number of tricks. The rules of the

&



game incluhé bidding accordingyto the number of point-values in the
player's hand, followin§ suit during plqy, initiating plqy from the dummy
hand when it has woh the last trick, keeping accurate scores, and so
forth. The reader may also be prepared to tolerate the musical
interpretation if he has sufficient slots in that sub-schema necessary to
accept®an alternative view.

Reading %tself, also is An activity which has its purposes and
rules. The purposes could be for learning and enjoyment, while rules
would involve starting to read at the top left-hand s{de of the page,J
continuing to the right, employing the decoding mechanisms necessary to
decipher the print, etc. Understanding that the reader must'bring
meaning to the print is the nuc]eus'of-the~reading act updn which
appropriate schemé for reading depend.

Schemata exist within a conceptual framework. Larger event
structures are organi}ed into scribts and cohtain all the relationships
andbfunctiOAS of the object in the experiences of the individug]. The
dominant events "describe the interaction of a number of different
concepts - people, places and things - organized around a goal...
Knowledge of scripts for reoccurring events enables the’child (or adult)
to predicttwhat, when and‘who in famij@r situations" (Nelson, 1977, p.
222). As the individual becomes more familiar with the event structure,
the concept in turn becomes less specifié;A This is evident when one is
placed in a novel situation where actions and the results of those
actidns are quite idiosyncréctic. Such an exahpTe may be seen in the
beginner automobile driver. As experieﬁce with the wheel develops, the

driver's schemata for road etiquette becomes more varied and general as

s



to the what, who and when of the situation. The appropriate schemata for
road-knowledge should contain slots tor when to pass, the manner in which
one passes, how much room to leave between oneself and other travellers,
"the changes needed to be consideredkdue to road or weather conditions,
etc. '

Canney and Winograd (1979) suggest tﬁat a person learning to read is
developing‘a schemata for reading in much the same way as the beginning
“driver 1s‘deve10p1ng a schemata for road-etiquette. Subschema, related
to the dominant schema for Eeading, include the graphophonic
relationships, the syntactic rules, the semantic constructions, the
materials used for reading and the situations under which reading can or
cannot occur. As the 1nddvidua{ becomes more familiar with reading |
situations, he cqnstructs hore general and salfent slots common to the
event of reading. Most of us would not dream of reading while attendipg
a-symphony performance. Such behavior is.outside the reading situations
we normally consider. We do know, however that the musicians and
conductor are reading their scores while performing, which demonstrates
that” their schemata for reading includes slots for readfng while
piaying. .Reading a recipe while cooking, reading memos at one'S desk at
WOrk, reading to a child in bed at night, reading to the teacher at
school, etc. are situations most of us would consider common to.the event
'reading’'. _ . | .

Thé young child encounters writteq languaée'long before he personally
“demonstrates a need to communicate tq;odgh print. The nursery-room
wall-paper may be covered with the letters of the alphabet; he sees his

father reading the newspaper, ‘his mother a shopping list. Visits outside



the home provide many examples ot symbolic language; the big M tor
McUonalds, the tsso insignia, trattic signs, etc. Slowly but surely he
becomes aware of print. He begins to recognize a favorite cereal on the
shelves at the supermarket, the sott drink he preters on T.V., his
favorite will be picked out from a group of books. For many childten,
the tirst steps towards literacy have been taken., They are building
exeriences with print, developing schemata for reading,

Anderson (1977) suggests that general terms such as nouns do nof have
fixed meaning for the user. "Such terms have a famjly of meanings that
are shaded by context" (p. 4). I[f as the autnaf#éontends, the properties
of a word shift from use to use, what is distinguishable in one situation
may be unimportant, irrelevant or even absent in another. Canney and
Winograd (1979) theorize that the term ‘'reading' also could have "several

definitional and distinguishing properties" (p. 5) and that a student may

1
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have various meanings for reading which are tied to the particular
conditions and uses under which he experiences reading. In other words,
the child may have different scripts for reading which ca]] for different
behaviors. Given the varied settings in which reading takes place in his
environment, having a book read to him at home, in thé warmth and |
security of his bed may be viewed as a totally different behavior to
reading to the teacher at school. In neither case is he expected to be
an active participant in the reading process; his own efforts to derive
meaning from the print are not central to his schemata for reading.
Listening may be the home focus, decoding the emphasis at school. In
neither location has he experienced sufficiently often that reading has
as its purpose the communication of thoughts and feelings from the author

to the reader.



Smith (1977) views read1ng as a 'top-down' process ‘where the reader
is viewed as a prob]em-so]ver, one who uses his conceptual-and 11ngu1st1c
»know]edge to form. hypotheses about what he reads, and by ana]ys1ng the

print conters, adgusts or rejects these hypotheses. In 'bottom-up
processlno; the reader is considered an ana]yt1c processor of print //,
whereby the 1nformatj0n from the page is analysed through a series of.
v]Ow-leve]\to higher-1eve1 order stages (Laberge and Samuels, 1974).. The
reader perceives the print and associates the 1etters, letter clusters

. .
" and words with those storech:;-h1s lexicon. When automatic processing at
the 1ower-1eve1 stage js_atta1ned, the reader progresses to the
htgher—leveiiprocesses of comprehension.. Rumme Thart (1977) proposes an
1nteractjve modeT'of reading whereby top-down and bottom-up processes are
not seen ‘dichotomously but as flowing in either direotion depending on’
the neejj and purposes of the reader. ‘Comprehension takes place when
information from all levels is synthesized. |

Suppose the ch1]d has schemat1zed read1ng as something that is done
to him rather than an act1v1ty in wh1ch he* becomes personally 1nvo]ved
suppose h1s encounters with print have been that of a pass1ve
’part1c1pator where he responds mechan1ca11y to the graph1c stimuli
w1thout the rea11zat1on that the print br1ngs a message; SUPpPOSE he does
not know that he is expected to bring meaning to the text and Just waits
for the story to unfold rather than pred1ct1ng or ant1c1pat1ng what the
author is going ‘to present. The schemata for reading for such a ch11d
, may wel] lack slots for meaning- gett1ng

Complex sk1lls cannot be taught by s1mp]y hav1ng the learner watch

someone else perform. It‘appearSfto‘be taken for granted that if parents

-
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read to tﬁein children, appropriate schémata for reading will develop in
their’ offspr1ng The assumption is, of course, that such reading |
episodes provide for dialogue on the part of the ch11d ‘Doake (1977)
contends that it is the type of 1nteract1on which is 1mportant rather
than just the reading of the Story. Some children from book-centered

homes, with parents who read to them and pr3y1de themselves as models of

reading, may not achieve’ success in reading at school. The reading

’ episodes. in -these part1cu1ar homes may not have demonstrated the concept

that meaning is central to reading;'they may have failed to generate the

b
idea of the’ 1mportance of top-down as well as bottom-up proce551ng The

child from such an env1ronment w111 not have grasped that he must make

-

sense of the text. It is possible, therefore,- that he will have
developed inappropriate schema for reading and will viéz listening to the
bedtime story or decoding at school as events central to a definition for
reading, rather than as a means to promote the development of reading
proficiency. ‘ | o,

ke ’ Ve

II. CHILDREN'S CONCEPTSﬂOF_READING

It would appear important to discover and understand a beginning
reader's percebtion of reading. Understanding one concept is a
prerequisite before a child can apply or integrate into his schemata a

new concept. Learning is a process of expanding or broadening present

P

concepts and integrating existing conceptualizations with new information

(NeTson, 1977). It seems reasonable, therefore, to suppose that'if a

child does not have an adequate schema of concepts of what reading is,
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. that getting meaning from the print is the purpose” for reading; he will
experience difficulty in learning to read. A considerable body of
research exists which deals with children's concepts of reading.

Recent studies have 1nvest1gated children's descriptions of what
reading is (Edwards, 1968; Johns, 1972; Johns and E]lls, 1976 ; Denny and
Weintraub, 1965). The linguistic rules of read1ng as perceived by
children have been 1nvest1gated by Reid (1966), Downing, (]970), Clay
(1972) and Glass and-Burton (1973). Purposes for reading from the |
child's point of 'view have been ana]yséd.by Edwards (1962), Muskhoph
(1962) -and McLaUghlin, (1978)5 Tovey (1576) exp]ained.;hildren's J
understanding of four psycho]inghisti; concepts. How good and\poor
readers view the reading process has been invesfigated by Goodman,
(1967), Golinkoff, (1975) and Glass and Burton, (1973). The research
pertaining to tne present study 1is discussen bejow._ |

Children‘s Descriptions of Reading’

Edward (1958) %n his study, focused on the concept of reading as an
activity. A special group of 66 retanded readers, in second and fourth
grades, normal to superior fn inte]]igente and physique; were membeFE‘?ﬁf
a group schedu]ed for two remedial reading classes each week. Three
quest1ons, “introduced caSuaI]y as an ‘extension of the current topic of
conversat10n, were presented in group 1nterv1ews on a week]y basis. The
questions all related to the term 'good reading' as perceived by the
subjecté when they were begining readers. The resu]ting»definitions were
very tonsistent~in spite of.the time delay in t;eir presentation. 'Good
reading' was coneeptua]ized as "not bumpy",ﬁ"no stops -and not jerky", 1n

the majority of cases. The researcher's epranat{on for the responses
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| centered. around thé chi]d's moﬁivation for social. acceptance. He claimed
“that the subjects viewed reading as an activity which involves speed
rather than meaning, in order to sound like an add]t.v Some criticism of
the research is merited. No attempt wagtmade to ‘analyse the responses:
individually together with the fact that group interviews may have
affected the responses of those involved. In the>present study the
subiects were interviewed individually and the researcher attempted to
Vavoid the leading and specific word ’good' in the question'“What is
reading“? All qgestions were presented at one sitting in ordervto
provide é more natural flow to the conversation. The présént opinions of
the subjects rather than their past experiences were one of the hain
objectives of the study. . | |
In order to determine the possible relationsQiip between chi]dfen's
concepts of'reading and reading achievemént, John§ and E11is (1976)
1n§olved 1,600 sfudents\attending grades one to eight. Interviewed
individua]]y; the investigators asked three questions: 1) What is
reéding; 2) What do you db when you read; and 3) If someone didn't know
how té read, what would you tell hiﬁ/her that he/she would need to
leafn. Responses were rgcorded on audiotape, analyséd and c]assified
into one of five ranked categories: category one...I don't know, or
vague circular or irrelevant responses; category twb)..resppnses
involving c]éssroom procedures; category three...responses concerned with
word recognition. and decoding; categdry four;..responses which defined
}eading-as é process of obtaining meaning from words 6r understanding a
story; ;ategory‘five.,.fesponses which referred to both dgcoding and

meaning. The results reported that 69% of the students gave meaningless

18
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or vague answers tb'the qUestidh'"what is reading?" Fifteen per cent had
responses classified in categories four and five, the majority belonging
~to students in grades seven and eight. Fifty-five per cent of the
responses to question two were also classified as meaningless, while only
21%, including students from grade three up, referred to meaning

Qetfihg. For the third quest1on, 37% provided meaningless responses;
only 8% referred to meaning. However, 56% considered word attack skills -
as central to reading. The‘conclus1ons of the researchers indicated that

as many as 69% of the students had 1ftt1e or no understanding of the
read;ng process aTéhdugh o]der students appeared to have a better
understanding than younger students. Most of the meaning responses
described read1ng as.a decoding process which they further descr1bed as
something which involved a text book.

Perhaps one‘muét considersthe;dec1ine in meaningless responses across
the three questions in the above study, 69% to 37%. Could there have
been a carry-over effect from one question to another? "Each basically
eeals with the same centra] ‘thought "What is reading?" in the present
research, only the 1ast quest1on spec1f1ca]1y asks "What is reading?"
Little prior information could be suppl1ed from the other questions,
a1though each deﬁﬁs with reading per se. It is supposed that the
‘carry-over effect from questions 1-14 to the key question 15 (see
Appendix A), would be minimal, and then only as a vehicle for focus on
the topic of reading. Also as Canney ahd.winogradv(1979) suggest in
their analysis of the Johns and 'E11lis (1976) study, "to respond
meaningfully to one or more of the guestions may not have been a valid

v

indication of the subject's schemata for,readlng (p. 17).

. -
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Denny and Weintraub (1963) conducted a 1ongitudina1\study with 111
chderen in fiveﬁgradé one classrooms. Subjects were interviewed
individually with responsés to the qhestion "What 1is reéding?", Being
taped. The responses were c]aSsified>in seven.ways: 1) no response; 2)
unclear; 3) cognitive, i.e. reading tg Tearn things; 4) object related; '
5) valuative, i.e. good or bad; 6) mechanical, i.e. words and sounds; and
7) expectations, i.e. something we ﬁave to learn to do. Sixty per cent
of the subjects' responses were either unc]e@f or object-related.

Another 20% defined reading as a proceés for learning new information.

/s

The final 20% were evenly distributed across the_othér three categories,
va]uative,‘mechanﬁba] or expectation. L8

The samp1e of students Were again interviewed by Dgnhy and Weintraub
in 1966, with resu]té from two additional quéstions being reported.: For
the second questioﬁ‘"what must you do to learn to read in first grade?"
slightly more than one-third of all responses given offered no meéningfu]
explanation. Two-fiffhs'indicated a "passive type of opediencé" and 6n1y
37% were responses for which-children saw themselves as taking some \vﬁt
action in the reéding process. The researchers emphasized that ﬂ
one-quarter of the chi{zren ;ou]d express absolutely no logical reason
for 1earn1ngAto read. They cqnc]udé their report with the.suggestidn:

Most research on learning to read supports the proposition that

it helps the child to learn if nhe knows the reason for a

learning situation and sees a purpose in the task (p. 446).
R ,

In relation to this study, again one wonders if three questiors are
sufficienf to give an accurate description of a child's concept of

'reading. Questions pertaining to the purbpseshgf,reading,.the‘



understanding a child may have of his own success or failure in reading,
‘etc. are absent in the longitudinal study just discussed. In the

research central to this thesis, a more detailed and varied questionnaire

was employed to ascertain children's concepts of reading (See Appendix A).

Using the interv1ew method, Mason (1967) questioned 178 three to five

year olds. Four areas were covered: i) Do you like to read? Can you do

it all by yourself?; 2) Does anyone in the family read?; 3) Would you
‘}ike to be able to read?; «4) Do you like to read? The findings
from questions 1-3 appear to contradict in part some. of the studies
reported above. Over 90% ‘believed they could read before they went to
'schooi, and more impontant, they liked what they were doing. Since these
cni]dten could not read, Mason contended that perhaps onc of the first
steps in learning to read is’ rea1121ng that one does not know how to
read. Markham (1977) concurs as a result of a study with first and third
graders in which instructions were made obviously incomprehensible by
deleting information needéJ.to understand how to perform the task.. Grade
one children nere not able tovnotice the inadequacies and had to be urged

to perform the tasks before becoming aware of the missing information.

Linguistic Rules of Reading

Reid (1966) investigated the perceptions of reading ang writing'held
by 12 Scottish five year olds in their first year of formal schocling.
Each subject was interviewed three times during the year;vopen-ended
questions were designed to elicit reSponses concerning concepts of books,
‘words, what makes reading hard, methods of word attack, etc. In viewing
the results, the author concluded that the subjects perceived reading "és

a mysterious activity to which they.come with only the vaguest of
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. |
expectations" (p. 60). By the end of the first year, most of the

chilaren had not formed concepts of written words .as being composed of
letters and did not appeak to have réalizeq that written words hﬁd any
retationship to speech or meahing. o

"In 1970, Downing rep]icéted and extended the Reid (1966) study with
13 five year olds 1nQEngland. The-findings supported Reid's
conclusions. Children had great diffjcu]ty in understanding the P
-techhicg] and abstract terms of word, letter and sound. The present”
sfudy avoided asking the child sample for definitions'of 1inguistic
terms, but phrased the questiohs in such a manner that the children might
use them if they were part of their natural vocabulary; e.g. Is reading
hard for you? Why? It was assumed that as the children had had eightﬁ
months of formal reading instruction, they‘might use thé techniéa] te;ms
and demonstrate their understanding of them in a conversational setting,
even if they cdu]d not give definitional properties for the same térms in
" isolation.

Clay (1972) designed a concepts for reading test entitled The Sand
Test which sought to assess the linguistic components of reading.
Presented with the book §gﬂg, a child could demonstréte where to start
readiné, where to start reading a page, what direction he must take to
fo]low continuous discourse, whether one reads print or pictures, what

. function a period, question mark or quotation mark plays in the
dfscoufse, the use of capitals and small case letters, etc. C(lay
contends that these concepts are ofvprime 1mp6rtance if the child is to
be a successful reader. At no point in the test is theFSUDJect asked the

purpose for his reading. However the global consideration is not omitted



in the present study as several questions are positioned throughout the
interview which seek to determine the purposes for reading.

Purbose for Reading

In.1961, Edwards designed a Reading Conqept Test to be used with
grade five thi1dren. The researcher's concé}n‘was to aséess why reading
was important, what the qualities of a, good feader were, and whether the
subjects‘wére more ihclined to redad in order to please themselves or the‘
teacher. Responses‘from the forced choice technique (bétween two
énswers)band multiple choice'fofmat (among 20.answers) were coded as
either functional...getting meaning from the print, or as a tool for
enjoyment or relaxation, and form..;correct pronunciation, reading
orally, bging in a particular reading gfoup, etc. One point was given
- for each functional résponse, with zero being coded for a form response.

:

No significant relationship was found among any of the variables and the

Stanford Achievement Reading Test, California Reading Test and the Lorge

Thorndike Group Intelligence Test respectively. The present study also

sought to discover. the subjects' perceptions of the purposes of reading. .'

Questions pertaining to the qualities of-a,good'readér were included as‘
well (What do yo;.have to lég[g to be a good reader? How can you become
a be?ter reader than you are now?). .The idea of importance was
abstracted from answers to fne questibh‘"Do-you think reading is
.imbortant? Why?" The responses were each given equal weight regardless
of classifications, no one response being considered more meritorious
than any other. Zero was given for a non-response. In Edward's (1961)

' study, only responses which were considered "correct" or meaningful were

calculated. Such a method of'scoring would not appear to be. justified as
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subjects were penalized when they reported decoding as central to
reading, a possible natural outcome from their years of instruction at
school, and would not appear to give a complete picture of the child's
purpose for reading.
McLaughlin (1978) interviewed 60 grade one children by means of a 67
guestion survey designed to ascertain their concepts for the purposes of
& reading in’relatioﬁ'to the methods of instruction in the classroom.
Results indicated that although most children could verba]ize some
purpose for reading, few of the responses related to obtainingjpeaﬁing
from the text. Most replies reflected the immediate needs of the child:
knowing words, adult appﬁéval, or learning to read. Twenfy-seven percent
of the children understood that one reads in school in order to learn how
to read; 20% feported that one reads at home for enjoyment; 28% were of
the opinion fhat other people read for enjoyment or to learn something.
McLaughlin reported that a minimum of 25% of the subjects were "unable to
demonstrate a sound understanding fér the purpose of reading” (p. 114).
The present study replicated in part the research just mentioned.
Questions pertaining to succéss or fa{lure in reading (Why do soﬁe
children not learn to read? Are all adults good readers?) were included
in the hopes of gaining a more comprehensive understanding of how young
children regard reading.

Concepts of Reading of Good and Poor Readers

Research indicates that there are differences in concepts of what

reading is between good and poor readers. Ih her detailed review of

A

several studies comparing the comprehension processes of good and poor

readers, Golinkoff (1975) drew some strong conclusions. Poor readers °
' * P
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appear to read text in a word by word manner with a minimum of text
organization (the ability to read text in larger units than the single
word). She states “1nadeduate reading comprehension seems to imply being
somewhat of‘a slave to the actual printed word" (p. 654). Quoting
Gromer, Golinkoff contended that there may be several types of poor
comprehenders--those that have decoding skills deficits ana those who
have deficits in text organization skills.  Lack of insignht into the
réading process may account for the latter. Spiro (1977) is of the
opinion that poor comprehenders tend to over-rely on processes in one
direction, either text basé} or knowledge based, to the detriment of the
other. In reporting the findings of Golinkoff and Resinksi, Golinkoff
(1975) reported that poor readers appear to have no difficulty in
obtaining the meanings of single priﬁted words. She suggested that the
difficulty may lie in longer decoding times which interfere with gaining .
the correct meaning when the word is not in isolation. While word !
analysis strategies are useful for reading, Smith (1975) contends that
they are less necessary and can be short circuited during fluenf reading
by means of predicfive and hypothesis-forming mechanisms.:

In analysing a study cbnducted by Weber in 1970 Go}inkoff (1975)
;Eeported that in oral reading, grade one good readers corrected twice as
many errors that distorted sentence meaning as did poor readers. She
suggested‘that the éxplanation could be that perhaps poor readers lack
efficient strategies for finding erfors that distort meaning and that
"poor readers may less frequent]y detect when the meaning of a sentehce
has become aﬁoma]ous because they are not cqmprehending to start with®

(p. 636).
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The findings reported by Golinkoff are confirmed in the study done‘by
Goodman (1967) concerning‘the reading behavior of six beginningbreaders.
Good readers were able to make sound/symbol associations and produced a
greater percentage of miscues which were syntactically and semantically
acceptable.

The present study dealt with the concepts of reading held by good and
poor comprehenders. Questions, focusing on their own perceptions of
themselves as readers, (How good é reader are you? why do you think so?)
were inserted to ascertain whether pbor readers appear- to be v
predominantly contextually constrained or experiential in their approach
to reading. Another question (Is reading a hard thing focﬁyou to do?

- Why?) was included to provide’information on the cognitive styles or
idiosyncratic patterns of either group.

Glass and. Burton (1973) investigated what successful decoders

actua]]y'utilized when they decoded and what they said they did to help
“them decode;correctiy. Fifteen students from grades two and.five 'read’
a‘list of words‘they had not seen before, responses from which were taped
“and observations made during the sessions of what the subjects actua]ly‘
dié. The results indiéated that none of the students used anything other
than a 1etter-c1uste;1ng apbroach; no form of rules or principles were '
employed, although many students said they used the skills mentioned in
word analysis progréms. The researchers concluded that students who are
successful decoders apparently do not use what is taugnht in the‘ |
classrogm. For the present study, the questiohé "What things(does a
person have to do to be a good reader?" and "What things doés a person
have to learn to be a good reader?"” sought to evaluate what skf]]s,

1
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decoding oréqtherwtsi,wwgrg necessary in the opinions ot the subjects, to
become dﬁézéssfdrﬂgzgders.

In the study conducted by Canney and Winograd (1979) three good
readers and,three Podr readers in each of grades two, four, six and
_eight, were identified by teacher judgement and test scores. Students

were interviewed individually by means of a questionnaire (Phase 1)

responses from which was tiaped. Responses were coded as being object,

decoding or meaning fogdsed. Results indicated that higher comprehenders
were more aware of the/ meaning focus feature; of reading as identified by
their responses to the question "What 1s’reading?". This awareness
increased over the grade levels, more for good readers than poor
readers. Lower comprehenders, in any grade, attended more frequently to
the mechanical-decoding aspects of reading. The present research was a

_ replication of the above study, in part; that is, the child sample
followed the same procedures as those of Canney and Winograd study.
Summary | | |

In the review of the research presented, several common elements are

to be found:

1. Young children do not appear to realize that reading is a
communicative process. Even after a minimum of eight months in
school, and for many others, several years, a goodvproportion of
students have not acquired the understanding that an effort to
make sense of the text is essential in reading. ‘

2. Young children's concepts of reading focus primarily on reading
materla[3? being read to, and fast fluent expression.

3. .Many children do not have a well-founded reason for learning to

read. o

legr
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4. Use and understanding ot the technical and abstract reading
terminology increase with age across the grades.
5. There are signiticant ditterences in the concepts of reading held

v

by good and poor readers.,
[I1. PARENTS AND READING

There appears to be limited data available on parents' concepts of
reading. However some tangential studies provide information in the
area. Sharon (1973) investigated the reading habits of American adults.
A longitudinal study was conducted by Durkin (1966) to ascertain what
teaching practices, if any, were employed by parents in relation to the
reading development of their children. Guinach and Jester (1972),
Koppenhauer (1974) and F]bod (1977) considered the story-book reading
situation as a prediction of reading success. Ryan (1974) investigated
family reading patterns. These studies are reviewed below. )

Sharon (1973) in a survey of the reading habits of a national sample
of 5,067 adults, discovered that a substantial portion o% the day was
spent 1in readfng. The survey was conducted in order to determine what
was being read, by whom, for how long, for what reasons and to discover
how reading fit into people's daily lives. The results indicated reading
occurred primarily during the day's activities, such as work, shopping,
and recreation. Most reading'time was spent on newspapers, magazines;
books and job related materials. The average adult read for almost two
hours a day. However variability in reading time was discovered to:be

great. Almost 6% spent eight hours a day in reading, which as the author

i
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infers, may have 1nvo]yed a lot of reaqing at work. On the'other hand, .,
slightly more than 6% read for less than five minutes. The 5% of ai]
adults who could not read depended on others to reaghfor them and had anr
extreme]y'low socio-economic status. Apart from this 5%, only 1%
reported difficulty with.any type of material they reao.. The researcher
offers two expianations_forlthis finding which he guotes aS‘being in
contradictﬁon'to the'Harris'survey ot-1970; Either thoSe who founo it
_hard to upderstand‘a given material simply had not read it.or the - -
subjects were reluctant to admit to difficyTty‘tn reading. The Harris
review provided evioence that a large number of the American population
could not read adequately to fill out application forms for social
security, bank loans, or driver's licenses. Of the 33% wno read books in
th; Sharon (1973) surrey, only.ls minutes per day were spent on the
reading of cni1dren's”books; tnat is, the least amount of 'book reading'’

' time was spent 1n reading to chi]dren.“A1though 54% reported reading as
a recreationa] acttvity, the median length\of time was only seven
minutes. The most prevalent reasons for reading were the desire.to.
Aobtain information or to have‘somethingito do. As neportino of pleasure
.por enJoyment was not recoirded, it is assumed that either no’ such
' responseSrwere e¥icited or that such a small percentage was recorded as
to be 1ns1gn1f1cant. That -adults cons1der read1ng to be important
appears ev1dent what effect thts importance has for the deve]opment of
“read1ng concepts in children is less ev1dent The present study, though
in no way as detailed as the Sharon study, sougnt to determine what
i_ adults read, how much tjmeuthey-spent in reading and their perceptions of

themselves as readers.
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Dﬁéﬁﬁaps the most significant study of the relationship between hoﬁe

- and parent‘ihvo]vement énd reading was the research carried out by Durkin
c]9§§)u'“1n her longitudinal studies of thildren whovwere early readers,
1n€gr¥jéws were coﬁducted with the parents oflboth éarly and nonfearly
readers. A number of the traits and characteristics of the children were
recorded. Significant factors were not socio-economjc Tevels, parent
octhatioh or the chi]drén's inté]]igence. Rather, the attitude of the
parents, the influence of older children and the intekaction befween
parent and'chi]d wére the variables recorded. The results indicated that.
more mothers of eér]y readers said they read more frequently thanrthe

average adult; the early readers were continually read to at home prior

to school entrance by one or both parents and/or Older siblings;

Jded rich and exciting

materials and books were most available which p
experiences for the child. This confirms Holdaway' - (1979) .premise that
"children wfth a background of book experiences since infancy develop a
| “complex raﬁge.of attitudes, conéépts and skills predisposing them to
liferacy: Tﬁey are likely to continée into 1iferacy On_entéring school
with a minimum of discdnfinuity" (p- 49).

However the results from Durkin's study providé evidence that the
parents were often confused.as to what ;hey should or should nqt do in
relationship to their children's reading devé1opment. Mofe moghers of
non-ear]yireaaers bellieved that rgading'should only be taught by a

trained person, thdt pre-school help would only lead to confusion when

the children-started school. The conversation with one mother whose son

memor ized easily was reported by Durkin as f%]lows:
. BN

This tendency to memorize was referred to again and again when
the mother told how she used to read to.Steve, but stopped when

¢



he was about four, ‘At‘tﬁat age,.she explained, "He‘starféd to
- memorize all the stories". Asked why she was concerned about

‘the memorization, the mother stated very emphatically that she

"didn't want-him.to memorize words". "I wanted them sounded

out" (p. 127).

Parents of‘ear]y readers a]s§ expressed concern that earljrreading would
lessen their child's interest in schoo].' Durkin was of the opinion fhat
the reshlts of hef study indicated parents weré often\cpnfused and
concerned about their child's pre-school reading. 'Although the present
study wés not desigped to ascertain parents' views of their own child's
' developmént, the questions were sufficiently open—énded to allow them to
speak freely on the notions of reading which came to them.

The interaction between a parent and child is more complicated than °
Jjust whether they read togéther or not. The quality of the relationship
»must be optimal for deve]op1;g pos1t1ve attitudes towards books and
read1ng. Gu1nacn and Jester (1972) contend that a distinction -be made
between the quality and the quantity of the 1nferaction. They suggest -
'thatlthére is ]1tt1é reason to be]feve that "a barrage of language in an
uhpleasant si&uati&ﬁ woula be a'posiyive influence on the child"
(p.4171). If the child is forced to ]is@en, 6r if the parent views the
process as a bother, thé interaction might be a negative rather thaﬁ a
pos1t1ve influence in deve]op1ng the child's attitude toward read1ng

, o
Th1s js often demonstrated in the homework s1tuat10n of a school ageA |
child. In the study of Guinach and Jester (1972) the PARS (The Parent as
Reader Sca]e)‘was used in order to determine the'@Ualityrof the
mother—chi]d interaction in a book readinngituatJon. Thé average age of

the ch11dren was two years, 11 months. Ten categories of parent

behav10rs, which in turn were brokéggkown into subcategor1es were
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-‘employed‘to meéSqre the intergctfon; e.g. What kind of feedback does the.
parent give the child, 1) no opportunity for feedback; 2) no feedback to
child though it was needed; 3) only negative feedback given; 4) some |
positive feedbéck given,; 5) feedback with expression;and/or repetition,
Results demohstrated that there was a great>dea1 of variability in the
‘way parents shared a book with their-thi]dren, ranging from very cdmp]ete
and thorough descriptions'of the actions and noises found in the
111ustrat16ns with animated reading of the words to a rather perfunctory
series of questions or comments. Flood (197é)lin his study which sought
to measure parental style of reading in the story—bodk situation states
"the book won't}teachvthe child to read. Children need to be involved in
the story from beginning to end; \they need to interact with thevreader-_

their parent, to extend idéas; tq question their own understanding and to

-relate their own idéatho experienté" (p. 867). When parents were asked
‘ in the present étud} whether they liked of disliked reading, responses |
might indicate whether thg storx;book situation was p]easurable‘q( not.
Koppenhaﬁer (1974) contends that the habfts,‘attitudes, values and
ways of thinking appear to be behaviors ]earﬁed from the family and
modi'fieid to some degree by outside influences. If this 'ﬁ

valid, how parents view the re&ﬁing process should relate®

ntion is

the concepts
"of reading held by their c¢hildren. This isithe main hypothesis of the
_present research. The sFudy conducted by Koppenhauer (1974) ihvestigated
the nature of the interaction between parents and children and the
relationship of that intéraction to reading success{ Thfrty high ana 30
Tow achievers at the fifth grade level comprised the saﬁp]e.’ Home

environment was defined as the climate for achievement motivation, the



opportun1t1es for verbal deve]opment the nature and the amount of
assistance provided in overcoming academ1c difficulty, the stimulation
provided for intellectual growth and the provisions for genera] types of
learning in a variety.of situ;tions.' Results indicated that there was a
 positive correlation between home environment and reading'success in
school. ) o \
In a stuay designed to ascertain fami]yireading patterns, Ryan (1974)

adminfstered a 45 item questiénnéire td 109 university freshmen with the
request that as many members of the extended family as poss1b1e
participate. There were two groups of students. " Group A compr1sed 54
students in a regular college composition course, Group B with 55 ¢
students involved in smaller more intens;ve composition and reading
classes. The mean reading score fpr Group A was 14.0 while a.9.5'seore
was the meanbfor Group B. Results of the study indicated that the
parents of Group A read‘to*iﬁeir children significantly more often when
they were young thah did the parents of Group B. | Perhaps more
1nterest1ng was the f1nd1ng that the mothers and fathers of Group A began
to read for pleasure themse]ves at significantly earl1er ages than did
the parents of Group B.

The above research is fairly conclusive. The reading adult (parent)
appears to play an.important role in the development of his child's

reading achievement.
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IV. THE RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY

Over the years, suggestions have been made to pQEths that they
should read to their children: Reasons for the request have been
primarily to foster an interest Hn books.and a érowth towards literacy.
" Tood (1977) stipulates that parents should not be led to believe that
verbal interaction during the reading episode will automaticaily produce -
successful readers. In certain cases, the ability of some parents to
read qynamically with their children is quite natural; for sthers it may
be a strained performance. The attitude the parent nhimself/herself has
toward reading has been virtually ignored in the literature. FIt has beén
‘taken for granted that all parents like to read to thei; chi]drent This
may well be in the majority of situations. But what of the pafent who
dislikes reading? His/he; style 6f story-book reading may restrict or‘
prevent.thé development of appropriate reading schemata in the child;
he/she may not invite his/her child tovpartkcipate or allow enough time
during the reading for the chi]d to verbalize aboqt what is happening in
the story. As the research has shown, children need timé to develop
reading concepts. Smith (1971) contends thst thfough the imitation of -
_parents' behaviors, the child becomes aware of behaviors necéssary for
success in reading: how to hold a book, that one reads the brint and not

_ o .
the pfctures, the importance of picture cues, the re;a]l and enjoyment of
reéding and language faci]i#& to understand ahd appreciate the story.
Stauffer (1970) has empha51z%d that reading is "a dynamic active process"
(p._1250. Smith (1971) conc%rs when~he st1pu1ates that reading is not a-
\’7

passive activity--the readermust make an active contribution if he is to
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acquire the avaifab]é'inforﬁation. However if the reading situation at
home is not dynamic, and the 1i£t1e listener is only a passive recipient
of words, how‘will that same chi]d develop some understanding of reading,
how will appropriate concepts of reading be nurtured?

This researcher contends that how parehts'View reading, the
importance they ﬁ]ace upon it, what their self-perceptions as reaqérs
are, what thei} conbepts of reading entail, etc., may be the key to the
‘success or non-success for their children's reading. If the parent is of
the opinion fhat re:;:}g 1s'§ométhing he/éhe engages in when there is
nothingielse to do, that life is too busy to allow for leisure reading .
_time, that the only reason for réadihg'is for_information and never
pieasure or relaxation, that fbr the chi]d,‘reading is something to be
dqne at school and rare]y-at-home, then that parent may well be fbstering
similar schemata for\reading in his/her child, in spite of having
dutifully read bed-time stories. As researcg'in pérents' concepts of
readiﬁg, pef se, is limited and research on pargnts' reading schemata as
they relate to the»reqding scnemafa of their children (who may be good or
poor\reaqers) is_practica]]y non-existant, the key purpose of this study

was to generate data to throw some light on this issue. The design which

guided this study is outlined in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 111
THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY

In this chapter the design of the study, the sample, the instruments,

procedures, analysis of data and the statistical analysis are described.
THE DESIGN

The major purpose of the stﬁdy was to investigate the relationship
,betweeﬁApaFents' concepts of reading and that of their grade one
children. To achieve this goal, two questibnnajrés, one for parents,
another for the children, were utilized to coliect the data. ReSponseé
to the questions weré coded and tabulated, Descriptive stat{§tics were
used for all questions except‘the final 66e--whatbis reéding? Analyses
of variance were the statistical tools employed to ada]&se the data
obtained from that particulér question. The four setklof factors were
parents - children; parents of good'readé}s ] good readers; parenfs of
poor readers - poor readers; and good readers ~-. poor readérs.v The |

dependent variable was the nature of the reading concept held, which

could be object focused, decoding focused or meaning (cdmprehension)'

. focused.

4

36



SAMPLE SELECTION

A v

The sample for this study consisted of 20 grade one children and 20

(

parents. Each parent subject corresponded to a child subject. The
children attended school in a large suburban middle class area of the
Eqwonton region. The school Qistrict was comprised of five e]ehentary
schools, K-8, and one high school. Each of the eight grade one classes
in the syStem (N=8) was self-contained. All of the teachers of the
chi]dren,in these grade one slasses were considered eXperienced, that is,
each had had at least five years of teaching experience. The grade one -
vpopu]ation'in the system totalled 186 students. An egqual number of
chi]dren from each of the five schools was chosen rather thanvselecting
all the subjects from one.school. It was thought that more varied
'instructional methods might provide for wider definitions of 'what
reading is' if all schools were included.

After permission.had been granteffto conduct research in the schools,

the eight grade one teachers in the system were contacted. The project

was expiained to them with requestslbeing4made to supply the names of

eight children in each school. The following criteria‘¥qr the selection

were used ~

1. Engl1sh was to be the mother tongue of each child.

2. The ch11dren were to be res1dents of the c]ass for the past s1x
months. \

3. None of the"chj]dren was to be a repeater in grade one.

4, Four'o¥ the children were to be the highest achievers and four to
‘be the lowest achievers, in the teachers"judgments, in the

school.
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Although sex was not considered as a yariab]e in the study it is
interesting to note that three of the parents were mgle. For the group
comprised of good readers, there were four boys and six girls. The
researcher administered the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Primary I,
Form F (19%0) to the‘eight children in each school. The two top
achieversyand the two lowest achievers in each school were selected to
participate on the basis of the results of this test. Four children were
thus identified from each of the five schools and constituted fhe child
sample.

Although each child came from a two parent family, the researcher
stfpulated that only one parent of each child participate. The parent
"most involved with the child's school work became the determining\
factor. Based upon the request, twenty parents copstituted_the adult
sample. |

INSTRUMENTS

The Metropolitan Achievement Test (Reading) Primary I, Form F (1970

Edition!. » S

The Metropolitan Achievement Test (Reading) Primary I, Form F, was

employed to obtain a standardized reading achievement rating for each
‘child in the'study. Sabers, in Buros (1978) in his review of the test

maintains that it is as good as any and better than most standardized

reading tests. He further contends that it serves as a rough measure of

reading achievement for comparative purposes (p. 734). . As the intent of

38

(



39

this study was to identify two groups of children of wideTy dispersed
reading levels in\order to compare their concepts of reading in
relationship to that of their parents, this particular fest appeared most
suitable.

The test was administered by the researcher during the morning school
session at each individual school. The subjécts wrofe Subtest I, Word
Knowledge and Subtest III, Reading, in groups of eight in a room apart
from their regular classroom. Directions as set out in tﬁe manual Qere
adhered.to. The subtests were added to give a total reading score, also
as per directions in. the manua]. Percentile ranks and stanine scores
were recorded. When two children in one school obtained the Ssame
percentile rank, the raw score became the measure by which a child would
be selected, the highér raw scoké being chosen for the good readers, the
Tower score for the poor readers. |

Questionnaires

Two separate questionnaires, one for children and one for parents,
'(See Appendix A) were used in the study. Except for the deletion of
question #5 both are very similar to that developed by Canney and
Winograd (1979) which was desighed to ascertain.students' knoQ]edge of
. the purposes and nature of readihg. Reﬁemb]ing one anothér in content,
~ some of the qugiquqs, e.g. 4, 6, 12, 13 and 15 are phrased differently
in each specimen. The phrasing in the par%pt example is that suggested
by Canney and Winograd (1979) for older children, i.e. grade eight |
students. In 1ieu of the word 'person' in the children's survey, the
more to]]oquia] 'kid'-was inserted.

Designed to be administered by personal interview, the questionnaires

followed an open-ended format. This allowed the interviewer the freedom



to probe or rephrase questions if further information was necessary or if
misunderstanding was perceived on the part of the 5ubjept. Reid's
research (1966) suggests this form of questioning to be most suitable.
Accebtab]e probes such as "Is there anything else?" or "Can you tell me
more aboutﬂit?" were offered to expand the subject's responses. Three
probes were considered maximum for any one question. The key question,
#15, "What is reading?" is positioned last to allow the partiCipénts to
warm up to the subject of reading and thus miﬁim{ze the likelihood of an
"1 don't know" response which other researchers recorded for 69% of their

subjects (Johns and E1lis, 1979).
_ PROCEDURE

The procedure in this study followed four steps:

1. The pilot study of the parent questionnaire was conducted.

2. The Metropo}itan Achievement Test waS'administered.

3. Interview conditions with children and parents were planned énd
interviews conducted.

4, Data for the study were analysed.

Pilot Study of Parent Questionnaire

Prior to the main studj, a pilot study was conducted to determine if
the questions would elicit appropriate responses from adults. The
questionnaire had previously only been used with children, the oldest of
whom attended grade eight. lFouF pareﬁis of grade one children wereé
se]ected by the researcher. None of them had children attending fhe

chosen school division. Each parent was interviewed at the resear;her's
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home with conrersations being tape recorded. They were later transcribed
verbatim at which point the data were coded and analysed. Results of the
pilot study indicated that the subjects responded to the questions with
little difficulty. They provided a w1de variety of answers once they had
been assured initially that the researcher was more 1nterested in the1r
opinions rather than “correct answers". ‘However question 5--"To read, do
you havefto have a book?" allowed for some confusion. A decision to
deiete it was taken as the information provided therein was not vital to
the study. Question 6 was reworded to include 'others' in place of
'parents' and 'in your ‘environment' was appended. 'Adult' was inserted
in #12‘in lieu o; '‘grown up'. 'Adult' also replaced a particular grade
ieve] in question 13.

The revisions to the last three questions were initiated prior to the
pilot study in order‘thaf'parents might feel that.the questionnaire
approached their conversational level more accurate]y."No other changes
to the original example deve]oped by Canney and Winograd were made.

Metropolitan Achievement Test, Primary I, Form F (1970)

As already mentiqned, the test was administered and harked by the
researcher during the mornfng school session at each individual schogl.
Testing took place during the last week of April-and the first week of
May. Group administered in a room apart from the classroom, care was
taken to ensure that tne'éubjects were not deprived of one of the 'fun’
act1v1t1es for the day in order to write the test. The subjects
quest1oned and talked with the researcher prior to testing which allowed
them to feel at ease. The children did not appear anxious. Even when®

. L .
they came to a difficult passage, they continued their work when so



encouraged. The guidelines for testing as set out in the manual were
follpwed. Upon completion, scores were tabulated and the teachers of the
subjects were alerted as to which children had been chosen to participate.
Interviews

A letter was sent to the parents of the twenty chosen children (See
Appendix B) requesting their participation in the study. AIll the parents
of the child sample agreed to be interviewed when telephoned by the
interviewer, after they had been assured that anonymity would be
maintained. Tné parents of each child chose between themselves as to
which fne would be involved in the conference. A request had been made
that the parent who was most involved in the cﬁi]d's school work
participate. The researcher had no way of knowing if, in reality, the
"correct" parent was interviewed or whether it was a matter of
convenience that one barent rather thaﬁ)the other_contributed to the&’s
study. It is assumed that the parents honoured the request. Times
convenient to both parents and Aﬁ.ﬁ;rcher were scheduled, mostly in the

‘evening after the Bedtime hour?véi ﬂe child subject. In only one case

was the child present; she had nterviewed previously at school.

Al but_four of the parents were intetviewed at their homes; three
subjects caégvio the researcherus home at their request; one chose her
place of employment. Parents made a special effort to have other
siblings either in bed or occupied elsewhere while the interviews were
conducted. In all cases, only the parent who had chosen to participate
in the study was present. Few interruptions took'p]aee‘in the majority

of interviews. Parents were put at ease when told that it was their

opinions rather than "correct answers" that were being sought, by

ey
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1nforma1 chatt1ng pr1or to the 1nterv1ew and by the guarantee of Y
anonym1tyt Only one appeared nervous during the session. Interv1ews
lasted from 25 to 45 m1nutes. Due to scheduling d1ff¥cu1t1es, it was not
always. poss1ble to speak w1th the child prior to his parent, but every’
effort was made tobdo’so.. In the cases where the adult contr1buted
first, she was asked not to discuss thesquestwons with her ch1ld. The
researcher is of the op1n1on that the request was honoured as the
. ch1ldren who were 1nterv1ewed after their parents answered "No" to the
' quest1on "D1d your mother te]l _you what she and 1 had been talking ‘about
‘the other day7" Preceed1ng each session, quest1ons consisting of general
1nformat1on gatherlng, e.g. hobbies, other members of the family, early
read1ng exper1ences were introduced. to allow for a relaxed atmosphere
and to a]lev1ate any pressure the subJects may have fe]t.
The child subJects were all interviewed at the1r respect1ve schools
in the morning and early afternoon,-the ]ocat1on was a private room. The
children were escorted one at' a time by the researcher from their
‘ classrooms to the tap1ng room. They'were allowed to play with the tape
recorder prlor to the session and listen to a play back of the general
, conversat1on wh1ch preceeded the 1nterv1ew. In short, the test
"atmosphere was relaxed and the subjects d1d not appear to be pressured.
Each subject was told "1 am go1ng to ask. you some quest1ons, now, and I'm
sure you'll have fun an5wer1ng them. If you don't ‘understand what I say,
just tell me and I'11 explainﬁ: §e£sions lasted approximate]y 15 - 20
minutes. Some chi]dren'asked that the whole interview be played back;ﬂ

this was done at the1r pequest. As the researchdk’presented the

questlons, an effort was made to probe more deeply, or to rephrase ﬂhem
& S . =

]
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, _ _
if’the child seemed unsure or reluctant to respond. There w%ﬁg few "I
don t know" responses If a child nodded or shook his head in reply, the
1nterv1ewer said "Pardon?" whereupon the ch11d¢§erbal1zed an answer.

¥
A]] subJects in the study rece1ved the questnons in the same»order.

‘Occagiona]}y a response to a later question provided further information
/Vfor a previous question. In such instances, the interviewer later
‘rephrased -the earlier question to elicit further information and in
. transcription, codedqthe data iq what appeared to be the appropriate
place. } |
As discussed earlier, both parents and children were given no more
than three prpbes per question. If after the first probe no further
informatipn was forthcoming,-the-intervieWer moved to the next point.
when‘a responseiﬁas vague, a probe such»as’“Could you explain- that?" was a
., employed to help pursue the subject's thinking and/or clarify the
’respopse. Most subjects appeared to epigy the i:ssions and tried to
_c]arify their answers upon request.
.Theireseafcher carried opt all intefviews nhich'Were tape recorded-

and later transcribed verbatim for analysis (See Appendix C for two

sample interview protocols).
. : ‘cr )
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DATA ANALYSIS

Two separate steps wEre invotved in ana]ys1ng the data

1. The categor1zat1on of responses for quest1ons 1-14.

Kv,

n‘;f The classification of responses-to question 15, utilizing the

i f¥unit, to determine whether responses were object, decoding or
. N i . - . -

meaning focused.

s



1. QUest?ons 1-14

After all reSponses to the questions and probes had beén taped, a-
verbatim transcr1pt1on was carr1ed out by the researcher which in turn
was recheeked with the tapes for accuracy. Most questions were of the.
yes/no format; however the probes proVided_reasons for partjcular_
responses. Through the examination of individual replies to the,probes,

v .
1t was d1scovered that var1ous patterns or categor1es of responses had
emerged 7o allow the 1nformat1on rece1ved to. be more meaningfully
coded; the quest1ons were regrouped into. semant1ca11y s1m11ar categories
" when 1t became evident that the pateérns of responses prov1ded A
4nformat1on to more than ‘one. question. N1ne categor1es replaced the

or1glna1 14 quest1ons \}The categorles and the patterns which emerged as

responses are aS»foliows. Question numbers are in parentheses.

1. ’
| ‘
CATEGORY _ o REASONS
1. Like - Dislike (1, 2, 3) - ' : o
*  yes * enjoyment
no * communication
yes/no *  tedther says
‘don' tkriow » * know words
difficulty

time constraints < .

' : outside pressures
- : wait turn

2. Reading Competence (4) X

excellent
‘above average
average

below average® o
poor (low) o

o &Q, ) B ‘.f-,' oo X :

i
Tle
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CATEGORY

‘ Reading Outside School (5)

_YES‘

‘no

don't know

Reading Frequency at Home (6)

daily
twice a week
less than twice a week

Importance of Reading (7)

yes

- no
maybe

How to Improve as a Reader (8, 9, 14)

decoding skills

comprehension skills . P

better teaching

more personal invo]ve‘gnt _ RS
listen better : '
practice '

speed

‘more time allotted
pay attention

Age of Competency (10)

4 years old or less
5 -9 years :
10 years +

Some not learn tb Read (11, 13)

yes

.no

don't know

REASONS .

‘enjoyment

communication

nothing else to do

communication
enjoyment

for children
adult says

to give help
good for you
important books

L4

'sibling model

general maturity -
more knowledge
can already read

-

decoding

communication
teacher
school

home

- practice




Ay
=Y

o CATEGORY o o REASONS

8. Some not learn to Read (11, 13) (continued)

age

lack of interest
v , other: 1.Q.,
v e personality, etc.

9. Adult-child Reading Processes (12)
5 : ! -

yes , C decoding
no , ~ comprehension
yes/ho ° b maturity

- maybe : : intelligence

more knowledge
can already read

different materials .

RS _ ~* enjoyment
' both reading
The responses from each member of the four grdUps--good readers, poor
readers, parents of good readers and parents of poor readers were

AN

c]assified"tcording to the above mentioned categories} Each reSponse

N

was nom1na1]y classified. No response was h1erarch1ca11y or otherwise
assigned any value. The semant1c content of the responses provided the
basis on which they were Judged Frequenc1es of responses to each
question and the reasons . thereof were. ca]culated for each group, for the
¢ombined group of parents and for the comb1ned group of children.
Percentages for the above groups were then ca]culated Frequenc1es and
percentages were hand ca]culated. An 1ndepen€ent judge, a un1ver51ty
professor with many years' experience 1n reading research ana]ysed the
responses of two parents and two ch1]dren, 1n order to assure the
re]1ab1l1ty of the response categories by the researcher. There was 100%
agreement between the raterland researcher.

Y

~



2. Question 15

The responses to this question were first divided into t-units.
Directions for the diyﬁsioné, suggestgg by Fagan (1978) were followed.
+ Four responses, two parents and two cﬁildren, were analysed by another

rater, a graduate student in reading, to establish the reliability of the

number of t-units per response. There was perfect agreement between this

rater and the researcher. Next the Fésponses (t-units) were grouped into
one of three categories, a) object focus, b) decod1ng focus and c)
meaning focus. The twenty-two features of reading identified by Canney

" and Winograd (1979) were discovered in the responses of the subjects in
the present sfudy. The focus categor{es and their exemplars are as
followsﬁ |

Object Focus

*  reading a book
* Jistening to instructions by a teacher

Decoding Focus

1earn1ng the. a]phabet/]earn1ng vowels and .- consonants
sounding out words , 5

saying words

looking at words .

recognizing wordS\

“learning words

memorizing words

blending words to form "compound words : »
spelling words : :
writing words

punctuating sentences

s ok ok % ok o % % O o ok

Meaning Focus

learning word meanings

understand1ng word meanings

putting words together to make sentences/stor1es/poems
understanding sentences/stories .

remembering what is read ‘

1ﬂterpret1ng signs and symbols

* % % ok % *

48
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thinking about what is read

learning about people and the world

a form/means of communication

pleasure, enJoyment relaxation (inserted by researcher)

PR

(Canney and Winograde, 1979)

Ih.certain cases, it was not bossib]e to make an ébso]ute decisiaon to
place a t-dnit (response) in only one focus, e. g "you look at the words
to understand them." Such examp]es, and there were only a few, were
coded as belonging to two focuses, that 1s a score for the above examp]e
was g1ven for decod1ng and meaning. Inter-rater re]iab1]1ty for the same
graduate student and the researcher, atta1ned 91% agreement for the
coding of the t-units into the three focuses. The fo]]ow1ng example
demonstrates how one parent's responses to question 15 were divided into
t-units end coded-.

‘(object) . h (meaning)
----Reading is reading books / like...reading up on things. / And

, (decoding) | (meaning) ‘
you look at the words in the sentences / and you understand it. /

L)

(meaning) e
It's like f1nd1ng out in a way when you can 't be there. / -
object‘f0cus 1
decoding focus 1
mean1ng focus 3
IEach t-unit was nominally scored no t-unit was hierarchica]]y or
otherwise assigned any value. The number of object focus, decoding focus

b ~
and -meaning focus t-units were recorded for each subject in the study.

&



STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

The data for each subject were key punched onto 1BM cards upon
scoring completion. Each subject.was given an identification number, a
designation as to whether he was a good or poor readgr or the parent of a
gpod or:poor reader; three scores, one each for object fOcus,'decoding'
focus or meaning focus where applicable were recoded on the data sheet.
Read1ng percentile scores were also noted for the child sample.
Statistical treatment of ‘the data 1nvolved two two-way ana]yses of
‘yariance with,repeatea measures and one three-way analysis of var1ance»
with repeéted measures. The first twovhypotheses were tested by
utilizing a two-way analysis of wariance for calculating significant
differences between the means. The three-way aﬁa]ysis of variance with
repeated measures across diffekeﬁt categories 6f concepts of reading was

employed to test the significance of the third hypothesis.
$ SUMMARY

This chgpfer has discussed the design of the study, the sample
selection, the 1hstrumeﬁts u§cd% the procedures followed, the analysis of
the data.and the statisticéf:anglyses émpioyed. - '

Chapter IV presents the ététistical findings and results of the study

. /
together with a discussion of these results.
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CHAPTER 1V
STATISTICAL DATA

This chapter presents each of the three hypotheses which were
subjected to statistical analyses. They are concerned only with the
responses to question 15 "What is reading?" Responses were d{vided into
t-units. Raw scores and percentages of raw scoresbfor the object{i
decodihg and meaning foci were tabulated and subjected to analysis of
variance procedures. As no significant differences emerged for either
mefhod, the data presented below aré based on raw score figures. Each
h;;othesis is restated from Chapter i. A statement of rejection or
non-rejection is given followed by a table containing the data concerning
the significance of the relationships exp]ored.‘*Immed%ate1y_f01]owing~

result presentation, each hypothesis 1is discussed. The chapter concludes

with a summary.
HYPOTHESIS 1

There will be no interactions effects for the concepts of reading
held b¥/grade one children and their parents.

This hypothesis was rejected (Table 1). Whereas there wereno
»

differences in the overall concept of reading, there were differences

within the focuses of the concept (Figure 1).
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Table 1

Analysis of Variance for Differences Between Parents
and Children for Concepts of Reading

Source of Variance - SS df MS F

Between Subjects 126 .80 39

A (parents-children) . 3.33 | -3.33 1.02
Subjects within groups ( 123.47 38 3.25.K

Within Subjects 620.66 80

B (concepts) . 80.61 ¢+ 2 40.31 9.22*
AB : - 207.72 2 103.86 23.75*

B x subjects within groups 332.33 76 4.37

[3

*Probability of F = 0.002

6 -
5 -
4 -
3 - parents
2 - children --=---
1 -
0 D M
FOCUS
Cell means
Object ‘ Decoding Meaning.
" parents ‘ - 0.55 ©2.80 5.35
children ‘ 2.60 3.75 1.35
Figure 1

Parents' and Children's Concepts of Reading
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Discussion

The differences between parents~and children for concepts of reading
were analysed by a two way analysis of variance with repeated measures.
The results indicated that while parents focused primiarly on a meaning
concept (mean 5.35), the dominant feature for the child subjects was that
of decoding (mean 3.75). It is this researcher's opinion that a decoding
f0§us may be . the result of the children's read{ng experiences in school
where traditionally more emphasis has been placed upon the mechanics of
reading than intefpretation of the text. Suéh an explanation aSBeans to
.agree with Chall's (1967). view when she contends that the majority of
primary grade teachers consider decoding as the major focus of early
reading instruction. |

In order to determine more exactiy where significant differences
existed among‘the three concept for children and parents,lauNewman—Keuls »
Comparison of Ordered Means was conducted. .The differences between

subjects is demonstrated in Table 2.

Table 2

Significant Differences Between Parents
and Children for Concepts of Reading

-

0BJECT . DECODING _ MEANING

NK - recrit p NK  rocrit p NK r crit P .

2.05 1.3 .01 .90 1.53 NS - 4.00 1.3 .01
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Significant differences between bofh groupS were found for the object
and meaning focuses of réading. The children concentrated mb?e
frequently than parents on a definition of reading as being something
over which they dié not have control, as being the responsibility of
someone else other than themselves. .These interpretations agree with the
literature (Denny and Weintraub, 1965; thn, 1972). For parents, on the
other hand, reading was not considered as something done to them; they
perceived it primarily within a comprehengion or an
understanding-of-the-text context. This finding is to be expected.
Overwhelmingly, studies (C]ay, 1972; Downing, 1979; Edwards, 1965) have '
found that as children mature in age, a deeper understanding of the

Y
\

reading proc 'ﬁis/gbtained; that is, as they grow Qlder, they become
more aware é;ji‘feading entails top-down processing behaviours. As one
.of the groups undef discussion was comprised of adults, it is not
surprising that they placed considerabie emphasis on meaning-focused
définitions‘of the task.

Perhapf it should be noted that although all parent: :'& just over

50% of the children provided responses which were recorued in the meaning

L T
category, the children's responses were primarily on understanding word %gég&

k-
meanings and putting words together to make sentences and stonies. A

Parents referred more frequently to the 1nterpretat1ve features of
meaning--how thinking is required for reading and that reading is the
medium through which one ;ah learn about the world. . Although both types
of defihitiéns were classifed as bé]oﬁging to the meaning category, this
researcher contends that the adults pfovi&ed respons%§ at a higher level
of understanding of what reading is than did their children. In other

words, it appeared that parents viewed read1ng as a process wh1ch



Jjnvolves reading‘between and beyond the lines. The children, on the
other hand, who referred to meaning, were more orientated to the literal
conteit of the text.

A point of note was that the analysis indicated that the differences
between. parents and children were non- significant for a decod1ng focus.
None of the children failed to refer to this feature of reading; all but
three of the parents a{so thought it sufficieﬁt]y important to mention.
One interpretation cou]d be that the parents were part12u1ar1]y aware of
decoding because their young children, in bringing hogi‘the1r school
work, focuseJ on that feature of the reading process,*thereby possibly
influencing the concepts held by thejr>parents.v~1t is also possible that
parents, like many primary teachers:Jviewed the decoding process to be a
significant'component in learning to read. One may assume that it might
be easier for parents to assist their offspr1ng with decoding since the
skills have been precisely defined than to encourage thef in the
expansion of their jdeas and interpretation of the text.
| -In summary, parents and children differ significantly in their
concepts of reading for the object-related features and the
meaning-related components. Parents tend to define reading as extracting
information from the text because of the ab111ty to identify 1etters,

“words and meanings. Children, on the other hand, tend to perce1ve

read1ng as something under tne control of others’ and whlch eﬁbhasf

pronounciation of words. The concept that reading 1nvo]ve§ &nderstaj
appears to be absent in the scehmata for read1ng for the méaorlty og

children.
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HYPOTHESIS 2

There will be no interaction effects for the concepts of reading held

by good readers and poor readers in grade one.

This hypothesis was rejected (Table 3).

differences in.the overall concept of reading, there were differences

within the focuses of the concept (Figure 2).

Table 3

Whereas there were no

Analysis of Variance for Differences Between Good
and Poor Readers for Concepts of Reading

2

1

b4
«

~. *Probability.of F = 0.001

56

Source of Variance SS af MS F
Between Subjects ‘ 44 .07 19

_ A (good-poor readers) 0.07 1 0.07 - 0.027
Subjects within groups 44 .00 18 2.44
Within Subjects 210.67 40
B (concepts) 57.63 2 28.82 9.71*
AB 46.23 2 23.12 7.79*
B x subjects within groups ) JJOG.BO .36 2.79 :
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o8 :
4 -
3 - poor readers
\ 2 - go&H‘readers -----
1 -
0 "D M
FOCUS
Cell means |
N ' \ - Object . Decoding | Meéning
poor readers o 3.70 | 3.80 - 0.30
good readers: . 1.50 , 3.70 2.40
Figure, 2 _
" Good and Poor Readers' Concepts of (Reading,,
Discussion ‘
. A two way ana]ys{g of variance with repeated measures was conducted
N

iﬁ~order to ascerfain the differences_in ceﬁyepts of reading for good and
'pook neaders. The resﬁlts confirm the fina;ngs of mahy'résearchersi; |
‘(Johns, 1974 Go]1nkoff 1974; AGlass and'Burton, 1973) that significant
d1fferences exist between high and low comprehenders in: terms of the

nature of the1r concepts of read1ng In order to d1scover more exactly

} where the d1ffbrences were to be found, a Newman-Keu]s Cnmpar1son of

‘ AOrdered Means was employed. Table 4 presents the resu]ts.(

N
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Tab]e 4 _ ¥

Significant D1fferences Between Good and

4 Poor Readers for Concepts of Read1ng

OBJECT DECODING MEANING
NK rcrit p  NK r crit r crit p
2.70 . 1.89 .01 . .95  1.89 NS 2.7 189 .01

» For the object-related focus, a p < .01 level of signifieance emerged
between the two groups wherekthe mean score of good readers was
cons1derab1y lower than the mean score obtained by poor readers. The
1atter group appeared to be or1entated to this feature of read1ng more
frequently than their Successfulzpeers. In fact, all but one referred
several times within- their responses to reading as "reading a book",
"Jistening to the teacher",~etc For the more able LOmprehenders, seven
of the subJects perceived reading as being object- -related; however, these
responses occurred less frequently for each of tne good readers than for
each member of the poor reader group. Three of the h1gh readers did not
refer at all to this category. One may assume, therefore, that as a
group, good readers had progressed beyond such a def)n1t1on of reading,

-

while poor readers were still object-bound in their interpretations of:
~what reading is. o
For the meaning focus, the mean scores were 2.40 and 0.30

. . 7 . )

respectively for good and poor. readers. The differences between the two
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groups were,sighjficant at the pL .01 evel fer this particular focus-.
As previously stated, all gpod readers'made\reference and were orientated
to meaning -foci in their definit{ons. Such reZU1ts do not agree with.
studies'in the area (Downing, 1972; Johns,'1972) where good readers in
this grade ]eve] did not possess a meaﬂ1hg concept of read1ng These
researchers reported that many able comprehéhders fa11ed to refer to
extracting information from the text in their!ekp1anat1ons of what
readinglis. It is the present writer's opinion that the warm-up
questions and‘the selection of able rﬁaders at or above the 90th
‘perSentile on a'standarized reading test ihf]uencea‘the above-reported
esults. It is possiple.that these chg]dren, because of their success
w1th the reading- {ask, were more consc1ous of the meaning aspects of the
read1ng process;& Their I]uency helped them to the realization that
comprehens1on is a necessary component -in reading. In other words, their
schemata for reading contained slots for meanlng , Similar schemata did
}not appear for a meaningpfeature for poor readers, as only one chdld"
withihb th"‘\group, referred to meaning-getting vin hiis/her responses to
the question. | -
No s1gn1f1gant difference was found between the two groups for the ;1

L' 3

'decbding_focus. Ing essence, both groups attained mean scores which were

[+

highly similar, *3.70 as opposed té@B 80. The scores, for both were

higher than the means for each of the tw 1ther concepts of reading.  As’

i mentioned previbusly, such. results may be: an'1nd1cat1on of the kind of
v1nstruct1on the ch11dren received in school where emphas1s is p]aced on
the‘ﬁethanics of reading by‘their teachers. In‘this énvironment,
1earnin§ how to read is seeh in a different lignt t0‘readihg for

meaning. AS both groups appeared similar for their focus on decoding,-
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one may assume that good-readers use the decoding skills they have
learned to gain information from the text in a meaningful wéy and may be
' organizing text both in a bottom-uq and top7down manner. Poor readers,
however, may be decoding text for decbding's sake withouf the realization
that they are supposed to interpret units larger than the single word and
thereforé-do not read forlmeaning. The poor comprehender,‘with a strohg
"focus on the object an& déédding features. of the task and little or no
-orientation towards meaning-getting, may be pfopessing text in a bottom-
up fash1Q2l0n1y,'to the detriment of his/her udderstanding and enjdyment.
In summary, the results from this hypothésis'indﬁcate that
significant g;fferences do ex{st between the conﬁepts of reading held by
_ poor and good readers in their,focus towards object and'meaning»features
of what reéding is. MWhile both groups were highly concgrneq with
decoding, the reasons for such emphasis may vary between the groups.
Johns'(1979) has queried whether good readers. concept abogt print caused -
them to be competent readers or whether their congepté about print were a
result of their ;éading ability. This researcher is of the opinin that
 perhaps'1t is the intéraction of the congepts about print and the reading.
ébility'wnich tead to compréhension.' Such an’explanation appéars L
reésonable when the reading stares and the verbalized concepts of reading

- produced by the children, in this study, are examined together.
HYPOTHESIS 3

é) There will be no interaction effects for the concepts of readﬁpg held

by grade one good readers and their parents.
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b) There will be no interaction effects for the concepts of reading held
by grade one poor readers and their parents. |

prﬁ? These hypotheses were reJecteU (Tab]e 5). Whereas thene were no

b

d1fferences in the overall concept of reading, there were d1fferences

i\witnﬁn-the-focyses of the concept (Figure 3).

Table 5

Ana1y51§’of Variance for Differences in Concepts of.
Reading Held by Grade One Good and Poor

"i- ~ Readers and Tnexr Parents
¥ Source of Variance . T 'SS af s F

~ Between Subjects o 126.80 39
A (parents, gaod-poor) 1 3.33 1 3.33 0.98
B (children, good- poor) - 0.13 1 0.13 0.04
AB 0.53 1 0.53 0.16
SuDJectst*thwn groups 122.80 36 3.41

503 . .

witninif“subie;ts - 1620.66 ~ 80

- C (concepts) E ‘ - 80.62 2 40.31  10.88%**
AC - , . ©207.71Y. - 2 103.86 28 .03 ***
BC - ' » 30.22 2 15.11  4.08*
'ABC : 35,32 2 17.66 - 4.77**
C x subjects within groups 266.80° 72 3.71 :
*Probability of F = .05 C *x =00
D1scu551on o

1n order to determine whether each group of . parents and the1r ch11dr n
;dlffered s1gn1f1cant]y in their concepts of read1ng F1gure 3 d1sp]ays

each group 's. concept of reading and their re]at1onsh1p to one another

Y



Cell means
Object

parents of good readers  0.30
parents of poor readers 0.80

- good readers 1.50
poor readers 3.70
“ Figure 3

parents of good readers

parents of poor readers ------

- good-readers’

poor readers

Decoding'.

3.70
1.90
3.70
3.80

XXXXXX

" 000000

Meaning

5.00
~ 5.70
2.40
0.30

Parents' and Their Children's Concepts of Reading

A Newman- Keu]s Comparison of Ordered Means was conducted in order to

ascerta1n where . the s1gn1f1cant d1fferences among the four groups were to.

be found. Table 6 presents the results of the compar1sons.

Poor readers differed significantly from their parents within the

- object-related focus. Such significance‘was not found for good readers

and their parents within the same focus.
» A }

For the object focus,

;herefore, it appears that poor readers differ significantly from all

other groups by focusing more on reading in relation to outside factors

than do the other groups.

Significant differences also occurred between the low comprehenders

and their parents on the meaning emphasis of reading with a'probability

[ 2

¥
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Table 6

Significant Differences for. Good and Poor Readers
and Their Parents for Concepts of Reading

Group Focus NK  rocrit P
poor-good readers A Object - 2.20 2.20 01
poor read arents of .

poor reghhgp Object 3.40 2.70 .01
parents of good-readers :

parents -of poor readers -Decoding 1.80 , 1.65 .05
poor-good readers ‘ Meaning 2.10 ' 1.65 _ .05

poor readers—parents of ' o
poor readers B Meaning - 5.40 2.35 01

poor readers-parents of : : .
poor readers : Meaning . 4.70 2.72 .01

good readers-parents of | }
good readers Meaning 3.30 2.21 .01

. ) \
of .01. Whereas the parents placed less emphasis -on decoding than did

" their children, they placed greater emphasis on meaning. Only one child
" within this group referred to meaning, while all the barents of:poor
readers .more frequent]y‘mentioned meaning than any other group. One'

1nterpretat1on of the resu]ts may be that as these parents. focused

primarily on comprehension while their children's doncerns were with the- :

. 3
- mechanics of the task, assisting'their of fspring in reading might -

possibly prove to be frustrating for both grOupS as neither is aware of

’ ' Iy
the other's emphasis. In other words, children may be bound by the very

Cate - P
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detailed word by word decoding while their parents are focusing on the
meaning concept of the task. | .

Unlike the poor readers and their parents, diffefences within the
schemata for reading for the object focus were not found between good
‘readers an‘él‘{heir parents. \Signi.ant differences did emerge between
‘the two groups for the meaning focus. Although the types of responses as
to their understanding of what meaning is in readfng varied between the |
children and parents, all of thevformér'prod0ced some evidence of
meaning-getting in their fep]iésﬂ |

Although not a stated part of this hypothesis, one unéxpected finding
.iS that differences'between means occurred betwéen both parent groups for
"their degree of focus on reading as decoding, .with the parents of poor'
readers focusing legs on this feature. This fihqing is diffﬁcult to
exp]gin. If is not sUrprising that theée‘parents* 1ike the parents of
goodireaders placed more emphasis on reading aé exzascting meaning from
" the riﬁt., However, since they_p]aced less emphasis-on decoding is it
not possible that as as_they worked with their chi?dren, they stressed
"the meaning aspect of reading and minimized any focus on decoding which
‘Would'haye been in conflict with.the children's notion of what reading is?
| To summarize, parents of good reéderskand good readers were more
similar in their concept of what reading is than were podr readers ;nd

their parents. In fact, poor comprehenders differed significantly in

their concepts to those held by the three other groups, in all instances

* It must be remembered that these parents were similar to the parents
of the 'good readers "in educatidnal standards and class status.
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save for the decoding emphasis. The main focuses in their definitidhs
stressed object-related and decoding féatures with only minimal réference
to the extraction of meaning from'print; It is possible that they have
not yet formed appropriate schemata for reading begause_of'theif
efroneous understanding that reading is a process under the control of
otﬁer;, and that sounding out words constitutes reading.

Smith (1978) contends that children naturaliy seek meaning_when'they
approach the reading task.! If such is the cage, and this researcher
would notfcére'to disagree, one questions why near]y 50% of the children
in the present study did hot produce evidence in their verbalizations
that meanihg was central to, or at least tangential to the reading task.
Smith (1978) further stipulates that if children are not taughtjor do not '
discher that print is meaningful, they will finﬁ reading .instruction
non-sensical and tnerefore may not succeed in theié efforts in learning-
to‘read. .Fok the poor readers, in thise study,. it would appear that such-

is the case. , ) ¥

SUMMARY
Although significant differenc®s were not found for the overall
- concept of reading between parents and children, significant differences
within the focuses of the concept were discovénéd among thé,four‘gkoups.
Chapter V presents the descriptive findings and results thereof \

together with a discussion of those results. ; ‘ P

-~



CHAPTER V

THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

.an1§ chap}eﬁ conlains the descriptive results of the study and is
pceseﬁfed in the following manner. Each question is restated from
Chapter I. Ffeqd%nciesvof responses to each question and the ensuina
probes were hand calculated for each of the four groups of subjects; Bar
graphs indicate the percentage of semanticgl]y similar responses to each
queétion andAthe rea;ons for the choices thereof. Discussion follows as
to the similarities and differehces bétween the groups. The chapter

concludes with a ‘summary.

DESCRIPTIVE DATA

I8

Question 1
Do Parents and Children Like or Dislike Reading?

The first three items on the questionnaires provided data for this
question --.1) Are_there some things you 1ike‘about reading? 2) Are
there some thipgs you dislike about reading? and 3) Is reading a hard
Vthing for you to do? why?‘ Fjgufes 4 and 5 preseht the results derived
from the responses. ’

Ninety'percgnt‘df the poor readefs claimed they liked reading.

However when one analyses‘the graph .displaying their respdnses, these
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readers indicated t il .
f*ﬁk&ﬁajngdkegoﬁ of those hmrd words

hard words and stuff". “g! N

1ike '1ndeb1l1ty' and I don't get it and I get 1t @Qrke¢ wrbngwﬁg Perhaps

these subjects felt that they were supposed to like readwng-ewen;1f théy“

experienced difficulty w1th the task. Alternately, perhaps tney rea1ﬁ& i;m';‘
ﬁ i . 1 “ . '
did 1ike reading which would confirm, in part, the results “of Masan s’%i, ;»(

(1967) study where the children stated they liked readlng although they 3% * §

| REY
could not read. R ‘i'*”fnﬁg
=y

The'responSes of the good readers appear to ge more congistent %h@n
those of their peers. Seventy percent of the above average comprehenders
said they liked reading, giving enjoyment as their main reason; "1 like
it 'cause there's fun things, like stories and thingf in it". "I like to
read to other.people and I like reading letters from my grandma". Only
20% of this gr0up'professed to finding any difficulty with reading as
opposed ta 54% of the poor readers. "I already know how to do it and
just zip right ihrough the book". A point of note is that neither good
nor poor readers referred to 1iking reading as a means to discovering new
information. Although one comprehender spoke of his faci]ity in reading
‘enclyoped1a and dictionnaires, the size of the books wds more 1mportant
than the data,they contained. "] read enclyopedias and dictionnaries and
big books like that". It is the opinion of this researcher that these
young children may have not yet conceptua11zed the .finding out of new and
interesting information as pertinent to the schemata for reading for
themselves, although they appear to realize that this is one ef the main
reasons adults read (See Figures 7 and 10). A

while 60% of the parents of poor readers elaimed they 1iked reading,

70% of the parents of good readers professed to having mixed emotions on.



10

the subject. However, the reasons presented by both groups were very
&”s1ﬁ§lar, regardless of the1r initial choices. Although enjoyment was
1&%1ted as being important to 33%, time constraints preventing them from
engag1ng in reading accounted for nearly 40% of the. qﬁpl1es Many found
that reading interfered with their daily schedules, that they felt guilty
if they read wnen they sneyld have been aagng "more constructive work".
"Finding the time is hard; 1 don't have much time anymore with the kids .
and work and stuff they come first to me". It is interesting to note
that 20% pof the adults considered themselves as having difficulty with
readfng, nearly the same percentage as that of the good readers. The
parents contended that the inadequacy stemmed from their own early
i preriences‘in reading which influenced their present ability to read.
"When | started school there was none of this prohouncing words; that was
by memdry only". "“The easier words, no p;oolem, but when [ get to the
harder ones, ['ve troub]e. Tt's too bad | can't do it (decode)".
In,analﬁsﬁng the perqentage of responses, it appears that there may
be a rélétiqﬁSﬁiE-&etween the adults and the good readers in the area of
“reading fok,enjoy;ent. However only 25% of the poor readers seem to have

reaJizepithat pleasure can be derived from reading. As they have not yet

attaiﬁep f luen in the reading task, reading by their own admission, is

v,

-a dlff] w‘t task and méy therefore beiless enjoyable in spite of their

profess1ng to 11k1ng 1t. Fluent readers move into the enJo}menL\\f the
'*act a% they process the information in the text while poor comprehenders

. may‘Ee 50 textually constrained as to dlsallow enjoyment.

-
v e .
B s

¥



'Quest1on 2

How Often Do Parents and Ch\ldren Read at Home?
The d1str1but1on of responses per category are Jlocated in F1gure 6
The«parents of the poor'readers professed to read1ng on a daily basts

.more frequently than any of the other three,groups. The neWSpaper was

\"the read1ng material most often cited, with books tak1ng a low prlor1ty

"' s1t down and read the -newspaper rlght through after supper”. "I

Just never get into a book, you know, ' causev1t takes too 1ong to,get Q-

.through“ A po1nt to report is that none of the adults referred to

read1ng to the1r ch1ldren. An. explanat1on could be that the parents d1d »

not see this participating s1tuat1on as read1ng ‘per se, and 1nferred that
the researcher was Only seek1ng to dlscover their own personal read1ng
hab1ts. However as the1r offspring were exper1enc1ng cons1derable
“difficulty with readlng, one wonders 1f these ch1ldreh were st111 being
read toﬁand if their parents JUSt fa11ed to mentton that fact as an
example of thelr readtng hab1ts. |

Rather surpr151ngly, only 30% of the good readers read on a daily

o

j’basis. The1r responses 1nd1cated that they had many 1nterests other than '

,»read1ng and -as the 1nterv1ews were conducted during a part1cu1ar1y warm
‘spr1ng week, 1t is poss1b1e thelr memor1es failed them. - "Somet1mes I
read sometxmes l go out on my rol]er skates "1 read'every day when 1
:can 't take out my bike". 1 . R

It appears ev1dent that all subJects read at home and the
re]at1onsh1p between how often parents and ch1ldren read 1s somewth

cons1stentsn E1ghty percent of the parents read at Teast twice a week. or

2
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_ o o ‘5 ‘
more freqUently. Approx1mate1y the same f1gure ho\d% true,for their
children. IR : .
gue@tion 5 X'

Do parents and Children Observe Others Reading at Home or in Their

:*"\

Ehvdronment? B .

F1gures 7 “and 8 give the resu]ts to this question. It must be noted
that the subjects were not asked what their own reasons were for read1ng
at home or in their environment; the intent of the quest1on was to .

d1scoverawhat purposeSJOthers had for read1ng outs1de of a school

‘settwng.f 0verwhe1m1ngly, the responses of all subJects 1nd1cated that
read1ng was be1ng done at home and 1n the work environment.

| The parents of the gooo readers c1a1med that those whom they observed o
reading at home, e.g. spouse re]at1ve or offSpr1ng, “were 1nvolved in the'
_process for enJoyment purposes. “My own' mother for examp]e reads for
' fun.' She 11§es to f111 her time at that rather than T.N.or things".

The 23% who offered commun1cat1on as a rggson referred to the “work:

situation They ment1oned that pleasure ‘reading was frowned upon by

emp]oyers even if the employee did not have sufficient work to f1]] the

hours. “We used to be. ab]e to take a book to work and read when we

weren 't busy, but now they ve done away with that" ;

~

wh1]e 58% of the parents of poor readers viewed commun1cat1dn.as the"

ma1n purpose for home or work readwng, 42% contended that enJoyment was.
the prime reason. These resu]ts are very consastent w1th their rep11es

to quest1on 3 (See F1gure 10). The adu]ts 1n,the group referred to the1r

‘spouses or relat1ves as those they saw read1ng. None ment1oned the1r own

’child_or otfier s1b11ngs. This 1eads one. t0~assume that perhaps the poor

73
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" home ¢is acsgmpl1shed by the parents after thelr’

\from schoo] Just about every: day

their parents read1ng "well he looks at the neWSpaper

‘ , {
way one parent phrased it.

7% .0

readers did not read huch if at all, at home, which appéarsvto Be .
1ncons1stent with the ch11dren 3 rep]1es to quest1on 2 (See Figure 3). B
An a]terat1ve exp]anatwon may be that while these same children do read N
at home, their parents viewed such reading activity as school prescrlbed

ahq;therefore failed to ment1on 1t  The paren®s of good- readers,

however, referred constantly to their own children as examples of those QP _

»they saw read1ng at. home. " has started read{ng the sport's

f , L
section". " ' reads her ]1brary books and the ones she brings home

The gooo comprehenders f%w communication as the ma1n purpose for

o ReaE

to find out what //

happened". "My mom reads. her nurse book s0 she c3

‘baby“ FIt must Qg noted that perhaps much of ; .‘“' , tiVitx@ip the

ren go to bed,

.

;t'w1thout fear of 1nterrupt1on "1

£

when the adult can read for!

have to have comp]ete silept

h Qere the case, the child would have

N~ - "' -

Syt
E& less opportun1ty to see a parent. read1ng for pleasure.

- Fifty emght percent of the poor readers cons1dered that their parents

read Qecause they had nothing else to ‘do. . §° "when my mum has finished

" the d1shes, she reads". 1: "Why do you !h1 k she reads?“ S: "Cause
w5

¢

everyth1ng s done and she S noth1ng to do". .Sixty pereent of the poor
S
readers did not indicate that they had.formed concepts of read1ng for

' engoymenéggr c0mmun1cat1on purposes. These resu]ts confirm the f1nd1ngs

of Edwards (1962) and McLaugh]1n (]978), but appear inconsistent with t
their own responses to the question concernlng the 1mp0rtance of read1ng,
' 1 R ! A ' s \ )
- 'j ) . - . - ~ o , - . )
» //
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(See Figure 9) where reading to learn was oflprime importance.‘ Perhaps

an exp]anat1on could be that thesepcht\dren d\d not realize that adu]ts

-also learn. through reading. Good readers on the other hand, appeared to .

\ have. deve]oped a schema for read1ng that contained features for learning

\ and en;oyment as main components of the read1ng task. -

) Figures 7-ana 8 appear to demonstrate that wh11e all the subjects are
\expOSed to others reading in the home‘env1ronment, the,purposes for this
att1v1ty are not viewed as be1ng similar among all the groups... Again,m

b4

poor c0mprehenders were more unlike those of any of the - other three

groups. . . T : x .
" guest1onv3 R £ : | o o h“‘f. e
Do parents and children consider read1ng to be 1mportant7 o
Overwhe1m1no]y, all subjects cons1dered read1ng to be jmportant (See
Figure 9). The. reasons for this emphas1s var1ed among the groups (See
n F1gure 10) Wh11e aT] parknts and gow% readers were of the op1n1on that
o
sy 'conmun1cat10n and enJoymen were'‘the 3¥:me Qfasons for the importance,
the poor .comprehenders appeared not to have developed a schema for
enjoyment as it applies to the 1mportance of reading. Th1s is in keep1ng
with the mﬂk?érity of their responges to Q.uéstion ]%r the present
?quest1on none of them a]luded to the pleasure one derives from read1ng
* which was gvident in 33% of the responses of the good readers. “Because
'1t s (got) so much exciting th1ngs and scary th1ngs If a focus of
'pleasure is mlssrng in the readlng schemata for these children, one may
'assume that they will not be inclined to read for relaxation or

enjoyment. Rather they will apﬁroach the task only when so d1rected by

outside pressures-- e.g. the teacher in school or,theppahént who

]
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supervises the homework. Furthermore; 23% of the poor readers indicated
that readlng was important because Some adu]t had to]d them so. '"ﬁe]] my
mum says it is so 1 can drive and things when 1 grow up". If this group
has‘internalized the importance of reading as the outcome of an adult
directive, rather‘than being se]fimotivated, it may be that they do not
realize what they themselves bring to the text 1s important to 1ts
1nterpretat1on. Reading for future success may detract from read1ng in
‘the present for p]easure or engoyment.

All supJects con51dered reading to be 1mportant for commun1cat1dn
purposes. There would seem to be a relationship between the parents' and
children's concepts in this particular”area. However this is not in
keeping with their responses to the question as to why they 1iked or
d1sl1ked read1ng (See Figure 5). In the present instance, the subJects'
replies focused strongly on learning "cause you gec to learn lots of
things, like about micesand things". "You can't learn mnch_without

_ reaoing and as an adgﬂt,you learn everything through reading and can
apply that-know]edged. One'may assume that if learning is wnax»tne‘
subjeCts view as being important, it may not be considered enjoyab]e.
Rather reading to learn is thought of as someth1ng one ‘has to\do as N
opposed to something one likes to do. Over 10% of the parents' responses

. indicated chai reading was 1ﬁbortant for their ch1]dren, if not
necessarily for themselves. "Its 1mportant fbr k1ds. '‘cause they're just
1earn1n% for myse]f, it's not so important, I th1nk" These reSponses
did not clar1fy whether these adults were emphasizing the mechanics of
¢

readxng as opposed to the OVeral] concept of reaﬁ!ng as an 1nterpretat1ve

process. The researfﬁg?'!a;of the op1n1on that while these parents may

SN

80
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,seven and I'm a pretty good reader". They appeared to have realtzed that

_read1ng task.

81
G
be encouraging a reading for learning concepts in their children, they
may not be models themselves as readers for }earning in the home
env1ronment. |
In summary, for this question related to thev}mportance of readtng, a
relationship appears to exist among the four groups. Also communication
as .the main reason for professing such a belief is 1nd1§ated with some
cons1stency among the groups. Poor comprehenders, however, appear to be
tacking the conceot of enjoyment as a reason for reading tmportance.
Question 4 | » v | |
At\what Age DoaParents and Children Tnink F]uency in Reading is Attained?
The results for this duestigg/A£§;;;esenteu in Figure 11. With the
exception of the group comprised of poor readers, a]l'subjects i‘re of
the op1ntpn that fluency is attained by the age of nine, or in other
W rds, by the end of grade three. Thetr: reasons (See Figure 12) were
ba ed pr1mar11y on ‘the examp]es prov1ded by sibling models or the general

tur1ty of readers at that age. "My brother s e1ght and he's a good

freader.": “Ourvolder daughter read well by grade’three".

"They re old enough by then (grade three) ’tand what they read".

Some of the good readers consigeyed themselves fluent readers. “Nell I'
proficiency was poss1b]e even at their own present age. and that one d1d

not have to wait until the distant future to achieve mastery of the\\

i

Ax

: However 70% of the poor readers thought that fluency would come at a
later age, 10 years of older. "When I'm btgger 1'11 read better“. The
: .
implication of such responses indicates that "{if poor readers do not -

expect to attain fluency until they are much older, they may not be

g . .

9 [
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approaching the reading task with the same expectations of succgés as

good readers. ' In othgr‘words, they may think that mastery of the art

will come abo$t as a_by—proguct of age rather than as a result of tﬁeir
own personalfinvolyement and efforts. In analjsing the responses created
‘by fhe poor ﬁqmpnehenderg, one.d1s§oV%rs that they were of the opinion

P

that they wdu]d already be }eéding—ﬁy~tﬂ%t age; that 15; they provided

i o G0 : .
circular responses. "Well, you're dﬁd when you're 12 and you'll know

"

more reading when you:fe old, like 12". "'Cause you'll already know

&

— —— —

readtng and you won't fool around and stuff". Another explanation could

'Dg~that poor readers rationalized their present reading performance as a
result of not being old enough to be fluent readers;llln other words,

. they coﬁld nét réqd with fluency until they weré older. |
Inferestinglyﬁ only 40% of the parents of pob} reaQers mentiqnéd
sibling models as examples of successful readers and considered méturﬁgy

to be of more importance in the attainment of fluency. -"wheh t;ey're

older, they'1ll nderstandbbettér what's happenidg?{ Itjis thé’opinion of
~this reseafche that these parents may ?ot be expectinq'theirgchildren‘to
be successful readeré in their present grade and méy.be waiting for t;eir
offsbring to grow db before attaining f]uency} | |

In analysing the responses, there does not appear to be a

relationship between the concepts of fluency attainment hel]d by poor

B IS

. readerg and those of ‘the other three groups. The similarity of rep]ies
‘between good readers and. parents indicates that the fofmer'may be
approaching an adult-like understanding of when reading fluency is

attained. a T o Y



Question 6 o
qu Do Parents and Children Rate Themse]vés As Readers?

The results from this question are'disp]ayedgin Figure 13. The good’

N
~

| readers saw tHemselves as proficient, able to handle any of thé reading
“tasks in school. "I'm extra good' I a]Qays get my w0ﬁds rigﬁt ]ike1my
sheets and lists." Others perceived themselves as fluént readers bgcause
of the quality of the mafer1a]s they read and the pos1t10n of their
"reading. group in the class. "I can read hard books and other th1ngs like
that". “I m in a group that read a book ca]]ed Cherry Street; that' s
about in the ‘highest group." The good comprehenders projected
Se]f¥conf1denceiand‘a strong awareness of their own capabilities. Poor
readers\ﬁdwevér, didfnot demonstrate the same confidence. They realized
that they were not strong readers, that they had trouble with deching»

and that extrinsic rewards for reading éorrectly,were highly valued. -One .
]itt]e‘girl put 1t—host aptly when she stated "(I'm) a little bit good.
Not too good. "Cause this week I'm getting a little bit too many words
wrong. And then I get some right. \I ]1ke it when I get them right

‘cause 1 get a st1cker w1th this smell th1ng on it a;d it smells andg

smells if you scratch it." Understand1ng the text, or top down

processing, was not mentioned by the child groups. The" ability to read
well orally ;nd decode accurate]y'séemed tb be the basis by which tﬁe
'.chi]dren judged themselves. These responsés are consistent with the v
research in the 1iteraturé (qunjng;~1§70; Johns; 1972). While the poor.
readers admitted tq difficuity, they placed themselves aswaverage‘on‘the>‘

“ability scale; however, their reading percentile scores indicated that

they were very weak indeed as. readers. None of them appearéd to realize



/ poor readers

good readers

-

J400d

obeusae -q

abeuane

JuU3] |39x%3

. 80

60

40
20

80

60

40
20

Jo0d

abedare -q

’ abeuaae
abeuaae "qe -

JUa| [99%X3

abedane -q&

‘parents of good readers.

“parents of poor readers

abeaane -q

abeuaane

I

abedsae -qe

JuUd| |9DXd

80

60

40 j '
20°

80

60
40

Jood
abetuane -q
abeuaae
abeuane -qe

JUa[ [99X3

Jo0d

Figure 13

Subjects' Self-Perceptions of Reading‘Ability
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7,_this fact.: An explanation could be that'their parenté'and teachers nad
beenvtontinua]1y rewarding their successes so that their se1f-confidenoe

" had not been damaged:doring the course of the year. Afternateiy; their
\ability to judge themselves more accurately may not have been possible
because “their concepts of reading, as they applied to their own facility,
were not appropr1ate : '

The‘parents of the poor readers also perceived themselves primariny
as average readers, attribhtang this opinion{io their lack of ;peed, to
the amount they read and by comparrng themselves td other models of
excellent readers. "I'm very slow when 1 read in order to grasp what I m
reading". "I'l listen to others who read on T.V. and stuff, like
cnurcn; I could never read like that, they;re Way up as readers."

The parents‘of.good readers were the on]y ones who felt that their
ability ragged from ex;ellent to poor. Speed, ‘accuracy and‘tne ability ¢
to understand‘the text were the main criteria for excellence; lack of
comprehension and.diffiou]ty with‘words'appeared‘to be the focuses for
poor abiq:?p. "I read very quiok]y'and I understand whafll'n'reading”.
"I'd say aboutlbelow average.{.like some of the words [ can't make out
and I don't understand so I have to ask my husband".r |

While there appears to be a marked similarity oetween the attained

scores of the parents of poor readers and poqr readers, it may be unjust

to contend that a re]at1onsh1p ex1sts becauseﬁgf the d1screpancy between .

,:4

the children's Judgements of themse]ves and their reading performance as
measured by standardized reading tests. They may not have had a true
concept of what an average reader is;.even if they had developed such a

schema they were unable to verbalize what such a concept entails.

L
5

K}
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Question 7 - 3 .

Wwhat Factors Contribute to the Inability to Read of Some Adults and
Chjildren?

‘ : B ¢
Items 11 and 13 on the ‘questonnaire provided the data for this
quest1on. Figures 14 .and 15 demonstrate the results. The replies to
Quest1on 11 1nd1cate that although the parent groups overwhe1m1ng]y
, thought some adults were not good readers, there appeared to be ]1ttle
,\tdifferenee between the'cnild groups as to whether 511 adu{tslwere/were |
not good readers. b'Fifty percent of the podr readers 1ndicated that all
adults could read we]] wh1ch is. in keeping with their responses as to
Awhen fluency is attained. “Theyhre grown up sQ they know how; they know
all the wdrds" orty percent of the good readers also considered that
all adults were prof1c1ent readers, prov1d1ng answers rather s1m11ar to

those of their peers. "My dad is grown up and- he's a good reader More

interesting} perhaps, is the’discovery that a good proportion of bothr

\,

~

“child samp]es understood that some adults had-d1ff1cu1ty with the reading
-task. The reasons for the deficit centered around the non-reading model ‘
in their envirdnment lack of 1nterest and pract1ce as children. "Some
are retarded ahd can't ta]k"' "'Cause they don t ‘1ike itd; "Maybe they
haven' t pract1ced enough when they're 11tt]e

Combined with the data on adu]ts read1ng ab111ty, item 13 provided
further information as to what variab]es the subjects thought might
interfere with the read1ng process. The good and poor readers placed
emphas1s on decoding def1c1ts because their peers who were exper1enc1ng
difficulty in the c]assroom appeared to have obvious troub]e w1th that

particu]ar aspect of the task. "The words are too hard for them . "They
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can't find the place where ihey're at anﬁ they sound out wrong". These
young subjects appeared to have empathy for those experiencing difficulty
and thought fhejr prob]eﬁs Fould be solved if they tried harder and
listened better to the teacher. "They have to pay attention and learn
and not fool around". The poor readers did not refer to their own

4

plight; rather they spoke of others in the class who Were having /
- /
trouble. As 80% considered themse]ves avw?meaders,' their lack éf
identity as problem readers was not S.ij‘! 9,‘,5»‘ point of note, ‘
'however, was that poor comprehendaff‘ﬁgéﬁ Qi?y similar reasons to
those pfoduced by the good readers as to why a peer might find reading
difficult.
| A]though both groups of parents stated that poor decoaing skills
might be one of the variables interfering with the read1ng process 33%
“of the parents of poor readers and 24% of the parents of good readers
identifiegd the nome as not being a satisfactory learning environment and
therefore a cause of reading difficulties. 'Maybe they'don'f have books
at home". "Perhaps the parents don't read to them‘enough". "T think I'd
have to say a lack of encouragement at the home level". Noné of the
parents'thought the school or .the teacher wés at fault. This leads Sne
'to speculate that although parents expect their chifdken to be taught to
‘ read at school, the role the teacher plays in reading achievement may be
less important to adults than what has been traditionally thought. It .
must be mentioned, however, that 3)1 the parents in tﬁé study were aware

that the researcher was a teacher which may have influenced their

responses.



The two groups of children compare favourably to each other as do the
two groups of pafents..vHowever there appears to be little relationship
+ between parenté and children., Although many_of’the responses offered
were similar, particu]ﬁr]y in relation to the decoding %eature, the
percentages of responses varied considerably between adults and children.

Question 8

Wnat Procedures Nod]d ?afents and Children Follow In Order That They
Themselves Might Become Better Readers?

Items 8, 9 and 14 were eﬁp]oyed to provide information for this
guestion. Figure 16 demonstrates the results.

Good readers were of the opinion that the reading ot/more difficult
materials and continual practice in the art of reading na;]pnlead to

S i 1%
improvement. The focus on mechanical skills rather thafi grbing the

ideas contained'within the material concurs with rgseafch in the area
(Downing, 1970; Johns, 1972). Practice was of primé importance, a
procedure which was to be carried out at home rather than in the school.
"First you have to learn small words and then you have to get better and
get 1oﬁger and ]onggr,,oigger, hard words". "You can take out a )jbrary
book and practice ‘lots ;t home $O you can bebgood when you grow up".
Library.books'were frequently mentioned as a means to improvement, giving
~ some indication, perhaps, that this group may have viewed their school
readers as being.less challenging. | '

The poér readers also felt that practice wés the main avenue to
improvement. "“You have to practice andlpractice, just about every day, I

think". what_they were to practice was less evident. "Just prﬁctice,

that's all". Considering that 80% of these children professed te reading

»
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Self-Perceptions Concerning Reading Improvement



rather often at home, one wonders what they were "practicing lots". Were
they reading iheir text books and worksheets to their parents withéut
knowing why they were reading them?ﬂ Were they practicing to become good
oral readers without understanding the purpose of their reading? The
u]atter éxp]anation conforms to the studiés in the literature (Johns,
- 1972; Denny and Weintraub, 1965). However becoming proficient in
decoding was of less importance to them, as only 20% mentioned the
mechanics of'reading as a means to improvement. It is possible that this
group were unaware of their own deficiencies with the decoding process
and therefore could not place emphasis on it. However, in their
def%nitions of what reading is, as shown- in Chapter IV, decoding was one
of the features on which they placed importance. The continual reference
io hard words and mistakes in reading throughout the interview leads one
to assume that while they may have formed.some concept of what decoding
is, they had not developed appropriate schemata for that feature of the
process as being one wnich‘assists the reader to interpret the text.

Paying attentioh and listening to the teacher were also considered as
means to 'improvement. Nearly 20% were of the opiniod that if they did
not "fool around in class" and "tried to listen to the teacher when she
. tells you what to do", they wqu]d become better readers. While
concentration and time on task wqu]d appear to be necessary for
successful achievement, these children saw the lack of these abilities as
the causes of the reading difficulties of their peers rather than the
symptoms.

Both parent groups were very similar in the views concerning

improvement. Over 20% of each group considered the reading of more

’
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dgitticult materials, more personal involvemeht and speed Lo be of prime

~

importance. Une parent summed it up succinctly when she stated:
I would like to take speed reading courses; that's what frustrates me
when | read; | find 1 go too slow; 1'd like to read faster and
practice more and read things that require thought on my part like
‘yes, that's a good idea, a good point, or that's interesting'; more
difficult books, too, 1 think,

None of the parents referred to the fact that one reads different

materials at different rates depending on the purpose for reading.

Although some similarity appears to exist between the responses ot

children and parents in the area of decoding as a means to improvement,

the remaining replies appear to be less consistent among the groups. The
children scarcely mentioned personal involvement and more important did
not srefer to speed at all as a requirement for improvement. This appears
to be in contrast to the Edwards' (1958) study where fast reading was
viewed as a skill to be desired.

Question 9

Do Parents and Children View the Reading Process to Be the Same for an
Adult as For a Child in Grade One? ’

Figures 17 and 18 display the responses which were obtained from item
12 on the questionnaires. Both parents and children did not consider the
reading process to be the same for an adult as for a chi]d'and from the
responses, it is e;ident that Ehe subjects viewed.the differences to be
primarily text-based in contrast to know]edgefbased. Their choices were
founded upon the premise; that the reading materials were quite

different, that adult print would be too difficult thus preventing a

child from being able to decode them satisfactorily. “Children are
b
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.1earn1ng to sound out every word .while an adu]t doesn t do that he

knows “them" “Grade sixer books are harderﬁand thicker and grade oners
‘don't know all the words". "The cha]lenge for the child is getting all
the words, not so much the story". Oniy 20%_of the parents referred'to

| meanwng or Combrehens1on ) This researcher is of the opinion that if
parents view the process as one of exact1tude in dec0d1ng for their
ch11dren, rather than extract1ng 1nformat1on from the page,awh1ch is what
adu]ts themse]ves do, they may be overstress1ng decodtng procedures in
the home read1ng s1tuat1on, thus nurturing a boitom-up rather than a -
>comb1nat10n of schema-based and text based concepts of read1ng in their
ch1]dren. Research has_demonstrated (Canney and Winograd, 1979) that the
- same emphasis is being p]aced by the teacher 1n the schoo] env1ronment
in the pr1mary grades, thereby further foster1ng a text-based strategy in
~4 learntng to.read. - The understanding of the read1ng materials d1d not
appear at a]] in the responses of the poor readers and was only bare/y
alluded to by the good readers. Since poor readers d1d not prov1de

evidence of a meaning focus in the1r def1n1t1on of reading, such

verba11zat10ns for this question are not surprising. What is interesting

I

"98

1s that good rsfders failed to mentton meaning in the present 1nstance as

’
.0

they d1d possess scHemata for mean1ng in their def1n1ttons.
The enjoyment one derives from readlgg, regardiess of the ability or

1eve1 of reading, was scarcely mentioned by any of the subJects " This is

somewhat surpr1s1ng as a good proportion of parents and ch1]dren felt"’

" that they themselves red® for n]easure and enJoyment (Bee,F1gure 5), a

one may presume that they might have discovered this pledsure ‘in others

regard1ess'ot age. Twenty percent of the good readers and 12% of the poor

o
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reéders contended that the séme processes were at play %n comparing
children and qdu]ts. However, when asked to explain, the responses were
somewhat non-explanatory. "Well, they're reading. 'Aren't they?" None
" verbalized thaE comprehension, enjoyment or pieasure could be one of the
.similarities. ﬁoWever:ZO% of tneupa;ent§ of poor readers’andv16% of the
barénts of. good readers referred to the interpretation of the text.
"They are gefting an understanding of-a 1bt of things, the\heaning of
what's going on in the story and they're finaing aut things 1ike an adult
-does; but on a different level". | . o |

. Most parents and cnildren did not see adults and chi]dfen as

(4

approaching the reading task in the same manner. However, there aﬁpeared

to be little connection between the parents' reasons énﬁfthose provided

)

by their children except in the area of decoding which waS tfie main focus

2
;

for the stated differences. o .
SUMMARY

A1l subjects éohéidered reéding tb be impo}tant, primarily for
communicatio; purposes. Ove(all, hoWever; few relationships emerged
1betWeén the responses of chi]dren and their parents.‘ Good readers, jn/
genéra], disp]ayed more'simf]arity to the adults' concéptions of reading‘v
than did their less able peers. | |

~Chapter VI presents the summary and conﬁ]usions of fheIStudy:
Recommendations for further research and instructional implications are

also presented.
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CHAPTER VI

This chapter contains a brief éummary'of'the study, the main findings
and conclusions. Recommendations for further research and 1mplications

for teaching are also presented.
_ ‘ , .
N

SUMMARY ' .

3

[
o
O]

The pUrpdse of thié study was to‘invesfﬁgafé the schemata for reading
Aof grade one good and poor readers and the re]at{onship to the schemata '
of reading he1d'bx theif parents. The samp]e consisted of 20 parents, 10 )
good and 10 poor readers chosen from a]] the grade one c]assrooms in a

middle- c]ass surburban schoo] d1str1ct Each child was tested by means

of the Metropolitan Read1ng Ach1evement Test in order to determ1ne their

‘reading ability. Good readers achieved a score at or abovevthe 90th
percent%]e, poor readers at or below the 35th percenti]e;‘ Each chi]d:was
,'1ndividua]]y interviewed at ﬁ{s/her respective'school.k A parent from
each family, the one most involved with fhé child's schoo1:work, also was .
1nterv1ewed primarily in the home. | .The researché?»conddcted all
1nterv1ews whlch were tape recorded and transcr1bed verbatlm. Two
quest10nna1res, based on the model des1gned by Canney and w1nograd (1979)
provided the data for the study. Questions 1-14 were emp]oyed as a- |
warm-up effect to the subject Of‘reading and to pr0v1de déScriptive data
"wh1]e the f1na] quest1on "What is read1ng7" was subjected to statistical

analysis. Based upon the f1nd1ngs re]ated to each question in Chapters Iv

T 100
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and V, and the synthesis of that data, the following conclusions appear

~ to be justified.
, ~ CONCLUSIONS

1. .Parents angd éhi]dren consider reading to be important.
A strong ke]ationship existed in tﬁis study between iheiviews ofbparents
and £heir chjldren as to the importance .of reading. The reasons provided
by each group focused on communication. The children were of the‘obinion
that reading to learn was thdﬁght of as something they had to do rather
than something %hey 1iged to do, as a means to future success rather than
present achievement'and enjoyment. Parents, however; focused on the
value of reading in their daily TiVes, in orderlfhat they\migﬁt-function
successfully in their homes and work.

2. Gfade one readers possess a-restricted view of the reading

process.

Responses of both godd and poor'réaders indicated that the majority ‘
perceivé reading as a'decoding process. Knowing how to‘pronounce words
and’Sound them out receivéd strong eﬁphasis'in‘thein repfies to what
reading is. Further evidence for this f@éus surfaced when they described
how’théy might overcome their own difficulties with the task, and the
reasons why some of their peers might be'experiéncing difficulty.
Approximately 50% did not verbalize the notion that one ié suppoéed‘tp
reconstruct‘meaning from‘prinp or that thé persona] knowledge one brings

to the page is- of significance. It was suggested that the
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conceptualization of tdentifying and.remembering words may have been the
result of the methods of'instrucfion at sthoo] rather than home - ‘
environment.

3. Students' schemata for reading may be used to d1fferent1ate

between good and poor readers.

Theré appears to be a reiationship between students' awareness that
reading entails meaning-focused activities and fheif combrehension - Q(i
abi]ities; Poor readers re[ied oﬁidecoding systems as a vehic]e_to
becoming better readers. They did not verbalize any evidence that the
meaning component had been consideréd in their seafch for proficiency.
One may assume, thekefore, that if they &6 not conceptualize meaning as é

~

prerequisite for fluency, they do not and will not use §emaht1c clues 1n
their analysis of the text: If.they treat each word as a separate unit,
do not available ihemse]ves of context clues -and are unaware of the
reiationships‘among words, they'willjexpeﬁience d;fficu1ty'in processing
text in a_top;down manner. " Good readers, however, referred to the words
“as making up sentences and stories which indicate that they are cognizant
of the re]ationships among the units, and therefore, are devéloping a
schema for understanding text. Such children, a}sd, wou]d‘appearvto be
‘deve]oping appropriate schghata for reading by employing'graphophonic,
syn;actic and semantic strategies in their sZarch for meaning. Whether
this awareness of meaning is a result of their reading ability or whether
readingvability is a consequence oi the know]edge that text is to be
comprehended, is a»question that‘needs.further research. Less;able
students, in the study,rcentered their attentioﬁ only on the graphophonic

relationships when they referred to sounding out and pronouncing words.

~Such reliance on decoding proficiency without the deve}opment of a schema
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for meaning, may in fact retard rather than expand comprehension skills
significantly. In essence, therefore, it may be poss%b]e, by identifying
a child's schemata for reading, to assess his/her ability as he/she
Spproaches the reading task. If the child has not grasped the concept
‘that meaning-getting is at ]east related if not central to reading,
%e/sne may bé processing minute pieces of information in a vacuum.

4, Parents and children dao not hold similar concepts of whét reading

is. _

When comparing aT]'fhe cHi]dr%n to their parents, the difference in Ny
concept§ held by bbth groups were in the expected direction. Parengg_;
focused strongly on the extraction of information from the text with the “
abil}ty to understand what.thé authqr intends and to\relatexit to one's
own experience. anwledge-ba§ed schemata, contain{ng features which
ai]ow the readermto go beyond the literal content of the text, to read
between and beyond the lines, were centré] to the parenté' concepts of
réading. Children, on the othef hand, possessed concepts dominated by
object ané decoding foci wifh minimal reference to Teaning—getting. The
few ideas they had concerning the extraction of information from the
bage, focused on the literal content of the passage. Few children
alluded to personal involvement as é prerequisite for efficient and
pleasurable reading. |

5.. Parerts ang children consfder good decbding skills as necessary

for successful reading.

No significant difference was discovered between parents and their
children in -schemata for decoding. The mechanics of reading were viewed

as a vita) part of the réhding process. Both grbhps considered that
X

self-improvement and the means by which others might improve were

:
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dependent upon satisfactory decoding é&i]]s. A]though parents appeared

to have more insight into the >@ridus types of strategies needed for
successful decoding, they, ]1ke'the children, considered reading to be an
exact process, one of identifying every word within a sentence, in order
to read fﬁuent]y. Neither group verba]ized.that redding is a process of -
approximation rather than one of exactitude. it was duggested in the
vana]ygns, however that perhaps decoding was worthy of particular mention
for these parents, as their children were in a learning to read situation.

6. Good readers seemed to be approach1ng the adult conception of

what read1ng is. , , -

Overall, good readers 1nd1cate&\a greater s1m11ar1ty in their responses
to those provided by the parents than their ]ess able peers.  The good
'comprehenders read for enJoyment more frequent]y, cons1dered fluency to
be attained earlier, understood more accuratefy the reasons otheré'have_
for reading, were more conscious of>mean1ng-§etting as a part of the
_process, and appeared to be developing an awareneee that the.ability to
decode succeésfu]]y had as its end, an understanding of what was |
happening in the text, a]peat’at a direct content level. Like the adults
in the study, good readers" reéponses indicated, although no{‘as
frequently, that their schemata for reading inctuded meaning-gettiﬁg
features.

,7. Poor readers differed significantly in their concepts of reading

to those held by parents and good readers.

Parents and geod readers demonstrate disparate vieWs-of reading to those
of pbor readers. The low comprehenders, with one exception,xdid not
focus on the concept of meaning as being part of the reading process. In

other words, they did not or were unable to verbalize that reading
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involves top-down processing behaviour;. Although they placed emphasis
on decoding skills, they were still bound by the knowledge that the-
materials one uses in }eading, the person who instructs, and the
concentration neededvto-pay‘attention and listen were central features of
the task; théy‘were object focu§éd in their approach to reading and
because of their vague.and erronéous concepts of what reading is, it may
be assumed that they were makjng unreal approaches,to the task. Their
verbalization indicated that they were basically unsure of what the
reading process entailed. Although they possessed a schema for decoding,
their réasons for seeking deciphering proficiency appea?ed either
irrelevant or circular, as they did not produce evidence that decoding
has as 1t§ purpose the processing of text in order to understand it.
Their respénsés to many questions appeared acceptable and appropriate on
the surface; their reasons,.howeVer, were contrary in logic to their
original respohse;. For exaﬁp]e,uwhénéésked if they likedreading, their
rep]ies were in the affirmative, but their reasons for the preferences
showed oVerwhe]m{ngli, that reading was_difffcu]t for them. One may
question‘why‘one 1ikes what one finds diffichlt. Good readers and
parents, on the other -hand, understood reading to have an interpretation
component; they viewed decoding as a meané to assist in comprehension and
not as a skill to be .learned for its own benefit. Few of these readers
were object-bound, becau;e the conditions and uses.of reading which they
had experienced seemed to be pleasurable rather'than stressful, éasy
rather than difficult, méaningfu] rather than senseless.

8. Parents of gooé readers and parents of poor readers did not

differ significantly in their concepts of reading as they relate
to meaning. .
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Both parent‘groupS‘were strongly orientated towards the meaning focus of
reading. Each consjdered reading for meaning, i.e. to gain information
and for enjoyment and relaxation, central to the process. Although
discrepancies existed between them as to the frequency of their reading,
and thegmixed emotions théy possessed regarding thé’task, both groups
considered the interpretation of ideas, the mental dialogueAbethen
author and réader, to.be the main component of what reading is.

9.‘ Parents of good readers and parents of poor readers differed

significantly in their concepts of reading for the decoding
feature. . '

P

Parents of good readers were of the opinion that adequate decoding skills
formed a major part of the reading process. The ability to successfully
decipher UnknOWﬂ“WO"dS as opposed to a reliance on memory, was considered
©a necessary ;kill for fluent reading. Parents of poor readers, on the
other hand, did not distinguish decoding as a necessary éomponent in

their definitions of reading.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The present study has focused attention upon chi]dreh's concepts of
reéding and the relationship to the reading éoncept held by their
parents. The results of the study indicate thé£ for both groups
considerable differences were found both in the descriptjve‘and
statistical data in most cases. fhe study relies eic]usive]y on an
ébbreviated 1nterv{éw technique - to assess thé subjects' concept of what

g

reading entails. In order to generate further interest in the area of
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parents' and ch}ldren's schemata for reading, and to réfine the present
study, the following suggestions are made.

1. The present study addressed only one group of children and their
pérents at one particular developmental stage of the former. Additional
insights regarding the developmeﬁt of appropriate schemata for reading
could be gained through a longitudinal study. Such a project, carried on
over a period of years, wosld produce informatioh on the actual
development of children's concepts. A study, initiated when the child is *
three years of age and continuing on to the second grade, where both
parent and ;hi]d would be interviewed in depth evéry year, might provide
for a deeper knowledge and‘uéderstanding of how those children's concepts
of reading are deve]opeq and expanded. It must be ﬁoted that perhaps
such a study will demonstrate that there are as many distinctive features
as.tnere are children and pérents. However, an overall deve lopmental
pattern might émerge in spité of the individualism of the subjects
~involved. In addition, suchr]ongitudinal studies could yield valuable
information about the stages at which appropriate schemata for reading
become more precise.

2. 'Thié study did not differentiate between male and female
responses for eithefiparents or children. bther studies might examine
differing responses for the sexes which could be explored further to see
if differences in relationships exist for the concepts of reading for the
sexes at differehtlages.

3. The interview techngiue was the only method used for the

collection of data in the present study. To compliment the face to face

encounter between researcher and subjects, a series of actual reading
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situations, both oral and silent, could bé devised so that the former
might.observe exactly what chiadren and parents do when they read in -
relation to what they say reading is. Such observations may tell more

" about the subjects' understanding of reading if they werelconducted in a
naturalistic setting such as the home, where the reader is given more .
opportunity to relate reading to his personal life.

4. As this study did not providé for obserQatjohs of parents and
children reading together, case studies cou]a be conducfed in order to
clarifysthe attitudes, reactions ahd,language emp]byed by the adults to
their children in their natural environment as they engage in the task.
Such studies might prov1de valuable data concern1ng the re]at1onsh1ps
between parents' and cnildren's thinking as they interact in the readwng
process. If conducted ]ong1tudlna11y, research might indicate the growth
of the child's awareness of reading concepts and the parehta] influence
thereof. |

5. Only children from grade one were chosen for this researchf> \
Studies which were comprised of students from all e]ementarp'grades'might
shed some 1ightﬂon the relétionship, if any, between reading schemata and
reading ability. As research haﬁ‘indicated that chi]dren's concepts of
reading aré more prone to include a meaning focug as they grow o]der; a
study, based on a schema-for-reading theory, and including more mature
students, might indicate a relationship between older students and
inadequate reading.-

6. This study did not control for the mykiad of variables related to the
home environment; and it would appear reasonable to expect that not all

home settings are alike. In this day and age, when oflen both parents
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are working outside the home, a study which took into a;count the
socio-economic status ot the family, parental work patterns and
absentee?sm, the availability of reading materials, television viewing
practices, the ability in reading of older siblings, etc., might be
valuable in provading information that indicates what kind of home
setting most effectively prepares children for reading success. The
present study was conducted in a middle-class suburban area where no
indication of want or need of materig] items was apparent. However, all
the poor cpmprehenders were virtually non-readers as ascertained by their
reading percentile scores. It is possible that the factors which
contributed to the inability to read may have been the result of
particular home environmental practices;'

7. The child initially learns everything he knows in his home. He
learns it easily and well. There is no practical reason to believe that
suéh incidenfa] learning ceasés to exist in his natural environmént upon
his éntr& into school. Studies which investigate the parents as
cbntinual co-developers of the child's awareness of the world in general
and hi%/?gr understanding of what reading entails in particular in -
relation éo the role of the teacher in the area may lead to a deeper
knowiedge of how the parent, in the course of his role as teacher and
guide, may aséist the child in his search for succéssful acnfevement in
school.

. &
IMPLICATION FOR INSTRUCTION

From the conclusions of the study, the.following teaching

implications are suggested.
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. Teacners should not assume that because they are teaching
children to read, they are also providing a basis for the understanding
of the reading process. Nearly 50% of the children did not indicate that
they were aware that extracting ideas from and interpretating the text
were central to reading. Poor readers in particulér must be brought to
the réalization that reading necessitates efforts to comprehend the
print, Teachers must center their attention on the meaning focus of
reading if they are to develop well-defined concepts of reading which
focus on reading as a meaningful activity. Instruction geaf%d to
.comprehension as central to rather than the outcome of reading, could
include a variety of concrete examples of reading concepts. Stauffer
(1975) has shown that primary grade‘childnen can be guided to think
critically and creatively about very simple stories. They can be taught
to locate information for specific purposes, to predict and evaluate ////
their predictions before, during and after their reading, thereby
demonstratiﬁg that what they bring to the text, what they already know,
may assist them in deriving meaning from what ;hey read.

2. In order to accomplish their objectives, teachers should be aware
that different methods of reading instructioﬁ may produce different
concepts of reading. Methods and materials which place a high emphasis
on searching for meaning will not be similar to those which stress the
fractioning of the reading process into minute details. In this study,
the children clearly indicated their strong reliance on decpdingxski1ls.
It must be the responsibility -of the teacher to avoid over emphas} on
any oné cue system, be it graphophonic, syhtactic or semantic to t:L

exclusion of the others.



.0 Swnce the taindings of this study did not demunstrate a strong
relationship between parents' and children's concepts of reading, schools
might prot itably develop programs to make parents more aware ot the
importance of their own attitudes and beliets concernting redading as they
relate to their children's reading achievement. Telling parents to read
to thetr children and to have 4 variety of books availlable 1n the home 1$
not enough. Tleachers and administrators might indicate the reasons tor
these practices and assist parents in discovering how they cdn make the
home reading episodes as pleasurable and as meaningful aS»posgible. Almy
(19p7) put it aptly when she stated:

An environment that provides the children with many vpportunties for
varied sensory and motor experiences 1s essential. 5o, too, 1s the
presence of people who talk with (not merely at or to) the child,
people who read and write and who Share these activities with the
children. (p. 67)

Kindergarten teachers have shown how valuable parents can be as
co-developers of the child's learning., It may be the duty of primary
school teachers to do likewise. ‘ ,

4, The questionnaire in the study could be a useful tool for/fhe
teacher who wishes to analyse the concepts of reading possessed by
nis/her students, By this semi-informal technique, he/she may begin to
understand that the children in her class are as varied in their
development of appropriate concepts of reading as the number of desks in
her room. Because of the detailed knowledge gleaned from the child's
responses to the questions, of what the child knows of the reading

process, the program may be fitted to the child rather than vice versa.

The teacher will be better equipped to assist the child who takes a long
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time to understand the truth about reading. This same teacher must, '

. however, be cautioned by the results of Vygotsky (1962) where he stétes:
Direct teaching of concepts is fruitless and impossible. A teacher
who tries to _do this usually accomplishes nothing but empty

: verdé]ism, a parrot-like repetition of words by the child, simulating
a knowledge of the corresponding concepts but actually covering up a
vacuum. (p. 96) . o

5. Since children pfbfe5§%to ]iking,réading and ‘consider it to be
important, it behooVes the teacher to capita]iie upon these-features. By
the provision of materials which ‘are exciting, about interesting’things
in their lives outside school, and'af their ability level, children will

learn that they do not have to read to please adults; rather it will be

an enjoyable experience engaged in for their own interest and pleasure.
CONCLUSION

Gradeloﬁe good and poor readers poésess‘schemata fdr reading that did
not: éppeér to bear much relationship to one another. Good Eeaders placed
more emphasis on réading for meaning, Chi]d;en, in general, were found
to fbcusvon‘the mechanics of the task while their parents conceptualizeh
the'process as the convéyence of interestinglinformation frqm the. author
to the reader. If young children could be guided to realize that by
reading they éan extract ideas froh print and that'these same ideas
‘provide for persong]vsatisfaction, they may internalize reading as a

' 'meagingful learning situation and‘therein déve]dp.appropriate schemata

for regding during their first years at school.

-
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Parent QueStionnaire

10.
1.

12.

13.

4.

15.

Are there some things that you 1ike about reading? Y N Y/N?

What are they?
Are there some things that you don't like about reading? Y N Y/N?
Is reading a hard thing for you to do? Y N Y/N Why?

How good a reader would you say you are? excellent above average
average below average very low. Why do you think 50? &

Do you see others read1ng at home or in your environment? Y N
Y/N? Who are .they? How often do you think they read? What reasons

do you think he/she/they have for reading?
Do you read at home? Y N Y/N? How often?
Do you think reading is important? Y N Y/N? Why?

what things does a person have to learn to be a good reader?

. What things does a person have to do-to be a good reader?

How old do you have to be before you can be a really good reader?

Are all the people who are adults rea]]y good readers? Y N Y/N?
Why do you think 507

When a child in grade one is reading is he doing the same things as

* when an adult is reading? Y N Y/N? Why?

Why do you think that some children have trouble in read1ng7

What things do you need to learn to be a better reader than you are
right now?

Many people think that reading is one of the most important th1ngs
that you do in school. What would you say reading is?

(Canney and Winograd, ~1979)



Children Questionnaire . .

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

5.

Are there some things that you like about reading? Y N Y/N?

Whatgeare they?

1Afé,‘ e some.things that you don't like about reading? Y N Y/N?
Is reading a hard thing for you to do? Y N Y/N Why?

How godd a reader would you say you are? Why do you think so?

Do you see your mom and dad reading at home? Y N Y/N? How often
do you think they read? Why do they read?

Do you read at home? Y N 'Y/N? How often?
Do you think reading is important? Y N Y/N? Why?

What thingsxdoes a kid have to learn to be a good reader?

What. things does a kid have to do to be a good reader?

How old do you have to be before you can be a really good reader?

Are all the people who are érown-up really good readers? Y N
.Y/N? Why do-you think so? :

‘When a kid in grade one is reading is he doing the same things as
when a kid in grade six is reading? Y N Y/N? -Why?

Why do you think that some children h;ve,troub]e in reading?’

_ ~ . _
What things do you need to learn to be a better reader than you are
right now? ’ : ' : ’

Suppose you have a friend who had a little brother/sister who was
going to start school soon. And that 1ittle %oy/girl said to you,
"My mommy said that when I go to school I will read." What's.
reading? What would you tell him/her that reading is?

. (Canney and Winograd, 1979)
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April 2],‘]981’

<

For the past year, 1 have been released from my teaching duties with
the =---- in order that I might pursue further studies at the University
of Alberta. As part of my Master's program, I am conducting a research
study in the area of reading.

Mre -—--- has granted me permission to carry out this research in
the schools of our System. Your grade one child has been selected to
participate in the study. As the research also deals with parents' views
of reading, I would appreciate your participation in the study. Only one
~parent from each family is required, preferably the one who is most

involved with the child's school tasks,

I will telephone you in the near'future in order that 1 may answer
any questions you may have, and at that time, arrange for an appointment

_for an interview with you. Each interview should last no more than 30
minutes. \ :

Thanking you for your co-operation.

Yours truly, _ ' » N

Ruth Hayden
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P
Transgriglion e Subgkct #14 (Parent)

1.

Interviewer (I): Are there some things that you like about reading?

Subject (3): “well...I can't really say I enjoy reading that much.

{7

ln

fon

ln

tn

(1%

e

If 1'm bored, 1'11 pick up a magazine. If I find a
good book, ['11 read and read and read.

Can you tell me more?

Well...I really can't say. I guess I like reading, sort of,
when 1'm not too busy or anything. »

Are there some things you don't like about reading?

That's hard to answer. Well, I guess a book really has to
interest me or it bores me and sometimes I never.get past the
first few pages, 'cause l'm bored with it.

Is there anything else?

Well...not that I can think of right now.

Is reading a hard thing for you to do?

It's not hard to read but 1 guess-it‘s time consuming. 1 feel
other things have to be done before reading. I feel kind of
lazy and...guilty if I read when ['ve other things I should be
doing.

Could you te]} me more?

Well...like my sister-in-law. She reads a lot and her house is
a mess, never tidy you know, and I wouldn't be like that just
for reading.

How good a reader would you say you are? Excellent, above’
average, average, below average, very low.

Oh, just average.’
Why do you think so?

Well...'cause I don't read that much. And...I'm sort of a slow
reader. You're an excellent reader if you read fast, aren't you?

Do you see others reading at home or in your environment?

No, not at work.

L
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How about at home?

At home? Well...my husband reads some.

Why do you think he reads?

Oh, for enjoyment and to learn I guess. But my father-in-law
always has a book, even in his back pocket. [t drives my
mother-in-law wild,

How often do you think your husband reads?

Well...once in a while in the evenings when there is nothing on
1.v.

How about your father-in-law? k-"j

!’
A1l the time. He's a read-a-holic if there is such a thing.
When the kids were small, he read all the time and wouldn't talk
to them. He's still that way.
Do you read at home?
Yes.

How often?

Oh, I read the paper every day. A magazine a few times a
month. I haven't read a book in months,

! Why not books?

Well...l used to get some from the library but then I'm slow so
there'd be fines to pay, so I don't bother with them any more.

Do you think reading is important?

Yes, I do.

: -#hy?

For knowledge and it probably relaxes people. You have to read
for shopping and...signs and things; reading the news every day.

What thingé does a person have to learn to be a good reader?
...first of all, I think they need phonics so they can sound out
the words; sounding out the words, I guess. They're not going
to memorize every word that comes along.

Is there anything else?

124
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.no, I.can't th1nk of anyth1ng else.
what things does a person have to do to be a good reader7
Be able to compﬁ?hénd. Probably it he]pga%o read quickly too. =

Anything' else?

‘That's all, I guess. Well...know what ybu're reading about.

.- How old do you have -to be before you can be a really good reader?

I don't know; probably by the time you're in grade three or four.
Why would you say grade three or four?

Well...you . shou]d be able to read a good percentage of books by
then. You shou]d have your phonics down pat by then. '

Are all the peop]e who are adults really good readers7u

Probably haif of them aren't; : .

~Why do you think so?

they re probab]y poor in Eng]1sh to beg1n w1th maybe it's

-.the1r personality. Don't you need a certain persona11ty to

read? I mean. there are seven boys in my husband's family and

only one is an avid reader like his dad; and he's sort of the

same personality like his dad 1 mean, the otheérs, they réad
‘cause they had to.

When a ch1]d in grade one is read1ng, is. he do1ng the same
things as ‘when an adult is reading? .

"I don't know if they're comprehendlng the story. 1 think they
-are so engrossed in pronouncing the words. ’

> Can you tell me more?

Wwell. not at the beg1nn1ng, they're . not. But...well...l-
th1nk (her grade one child) is comprehending’ now the
story; he knows what he's reading; so maybe they are the same.

.1 couldn't say for sure.

Nhy do you think some ch11dren’have trouble in reading?

‘ J

Maybe they re not picking up “the phonics at the beginning; 1 -

think phonics are so 1mp0rtant. Like - (her grade one

ch1]d) I don*t know if he' 'S rea]]y grasped it yet. I think
he ) start1ng to.
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Is there anything else?

o _ Y
Maybe it's their background. You know if they don't see us
reading, they're not go1ng to Fead. But then in my husband's
family...l keep comparing it. They say if you read lots, your
children will. I still say it depends on the persona]1t1es

What th1ngs do you need to learn to be a better reader than you
are right now?

Well...that's hard, you know. Have Some free time, I guess,
just to be able to leave everything and read, 1 guess.

ISfthere anything else?

> _
Well...not feel guilty, like read and leave my housework and not
fee] bad about it,

Many people think that read1ng is one of the most important
things that-you 'do” in school. What would you say reading is?

Well, let's see. Gosh! I never thought of that. Well...it
increases the vocabulary provided youlre able to understand the
English language.

Can you tell me more?

" It's probably a jungle of words that...a structure that you can

probably comprenhend. - That's hard.
Anything else?

It tells you a story and gives information to you. 1I've never

thought of it before.
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Transcription Two: Subject #29 (Child) o

LY

.- Interviewer (I):. Are there some things that you like about reading?

Subject (S): well...it's fun and it's also fun toslearn to read
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'cause if you don't read when you're littie, you won't
be able to read when you're grown up and it'd be awful
1ike read signs when you drive and stuff.

Anything else?

It's fun ‘'cause there's lots of fa1ry ta]es in 1t and real cute

. some of them.

Are there some things you don't like about reading?‘

Sometimes it takes a long t1me to read books that fat.
(demonstrates with her hands).

Can you tell me more?
I don't think so.

Is reading a hard thing for you to do?

No.

: _Why not? 3 o N\\\}“
: "well...l like it. 1 know lots of words 'cause I've been reading

a who]e bunch of books 1in the 11brary
Anyth1ng e]se? |

It's not hard if there's not long words.
How good a reader woq1d you say you are?
Pretty'good.

Why would you'say pretty good?

Well, I' m in a group that read a book called Cherry
Street.. that's about the highest graup .

: Do you see your mom and dad reading at home?

Sometimesﬁ My mom reads these books about a long long time ago.’

How often does she read%g?
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;. No much 'cept when sne's not busy, she reads.

How about your dad?
He only reads the newspaper.
Why do you think they read?

'‘Cause it's fun to find out about things inv]ong ago and my dad

~wants to find out about the news and stuff and see what's

happening.

: Do you read at home?

1 have to read the library books.

How often do you read at. home?

:" Almost every day, I guess.

Do you think reading.\is important?
Yes.

oy

why do you think so?

.'Cause you won 't be ab]e to read letters people send to you and

then you won't be able to read books and stuff to your little
kid or something, N

What things does a g%ﬁ havé to learn to be.a good reader?
Words and...sounds of the letters. I...
Anything e]se?

Nothmg else, I.think.. _ ‘

What things does a kid have to oo to be a good reader?

S

Have to pract1ce lots at -home, if you can. You can take out a
library book and practice.

Can you tell me more?

Read lots and lots SO you can be good when you 're grown up and

.stuff.

How old do you have to be before you can be a really good reader?

About 7.
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You have to look in books at school and there's a whole bunch of
words in it and you have to try and figure out what these words
are and you read a whole bunch of stories in the book when you
read the words. ,

Can you tell me more about it?

well, it's fun and if you don't (read) you'll grow up and you
won't be able to read signs when you drive and when people send

you notes and stuff for business, you won't be able to read them,

Anything- e]se7 .

Different little stories you have to look at and try and f1gure
out the words and stuff and you'll like it.
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.Can you tell me more?

Why 77
Well I'm 7 and I'm pretty good now.

Are all the people who are grd@n—up really good readers?

.Peop]e that learned to read when they're little and read lots,

they' re good.

Can you tell me more?
The bad ones haven't practiced when they're ]ittie.
But are all grown-ups good readers? -
Not all, but most of theh if they practiced 1otsl

When a kid in first grade is reading, is'he doing the same
things as when a kid in grade six is reading?

Well, when you're in grade 51x, you'll gét a ]1tt]e hard words

and stuff
Anything else?
I don't think so.

Why do you thigk some children have trouble in reading?

: 'They haven t been tak1ng home books and pract1c1ng reading and

stuff.
ly‘ ’
'\\
Because they haven't took hard books home and read hard words
and things.

What things do you need to learn to be a better reader than you
are right now?

Take home hard books that are really thick.

3

:.‘Anything else?

Try to read hard words and stuff.

Suppose you have a friend who had a 11tt]e sister who was go1ng
to start school soon. And that little girl said to you, "My
mommy said that when I go to school I will read." What's

" reading? What would you tell her that reading is?

130



