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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to find factors related to the 

success in reading of low-income white children in high schools of 

five counties in West Virginia. These children were from families 

who were on welfare or whose annual income was less than $3,000 per 

year. The study started with thirty matched pairs of students. A 

poor reader was matched IQ-wise with a good reader. Because of deaths, 

illnesses, vacations, and other reasons, the study actually ended with 

twenty-one matched pairs of students. 

The study sought answers to the questions listed below. 

Personal Attributes 

Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ sig

nificantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

1. in the amount of their participation in physical 

activities? 

2. in the amount of their participation in social 

activities? 

3. with regard to preference for solitary activities? 

Influences of Home Environment 

Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ sig

nificantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

viii 



H. by having parents who encouraged them to read by pro

viding books and other reading material? 

5. by having parents who value an education? 

6. by having been read to by parents, other adults, or 

by siblings? 

Influences of Teachers 

Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signif

icantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

7. in the degree of identification with the school? 

8. with regard to a positive affiliation with their 

teacher or teachers? 

9. with regard to the method by which they learned to read? 

10. by having at least one teacher who has shown a personal 

interest in them? 

Good readers and poor readers were matched pairs by IQ within 

the range of 90 to 109. 

The students were interviewed in the school environment, their 

parents were interviewed at home, and the teachers (who were named by 

students or parents as being influential in the life of the child) were 

interviewed at home or at school. The interviews were taped, tran

scribed and the data put on worksheets and the totals were treated by 

the statistical tools of chi-square and the phi coefficient. 

Major conclusions reached were: 

Disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signifi

cantly from students who fail in reading in certain personal attributes 



X 

Poor readers spend their spare time in some type of physical activities, 

mostly at odd jobs. Good readers pursue hobbies and view television 

and listen to the radio or to records. 

The influence of the home environment differs for disadvantaged 

readers who succeed in reading from that of those who fail in reading. 

Good readers come from homes that furnish more in the way of books, 

magazines, and newspapers. Their parents attend school organization 

functions and are elected as officers. Their parents also read more 

than the parents of poor readers do. 

Teachers influence students who fail and/or succeed in reading 

through the methods they use, and to the degree that the student identi

fies with the school. 



CHAPTER I 

UJTRODUCTION 

Many educators believe that cultural factors contribute to the 

success or failure in children's learning to read.1 At the present, 

there is much concern about our culturally disadvantaged children. Some 

of these children do succeed in reading. It is important to ascertain 

the characteristics of these disadvantaged students who learn to read 

successfully and the conditions under which they achieve success in read

ing. If teachers know about these characteristics and conditions of 

successful learners, they can more often provide appropriate experiences. 

They can set the stage, as it were, for success in reading. 

The Problem 

Statement of the Problem 

This proposed research attempted to ascertain the personal 

attributes, and the environmental and educational experiences of dis

advantaged high school students who have learned to read at, or above, 

their grade level, which distinguish them from disadvantaged high 

school students who have not learned to read at, or above, their grade 

level. 

1. Albert J. Mazurkiewiez, "Social-Cultural Influences and Read
ing," Journal of Developmental Reading, 3, No. U (Summer, i960), 
pp. 251+-263. 

1 



2 

Questions to be Answered by the Study 

Grouped according to the categories listed in the statement of 

the problem, the study sought answers to the questions listed below. 

Personal Attributes 

Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signifi

cantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

1. in the amount of their participation in physical activities? 

2. in the amount of their participation in social activities? 

3. with regard to preference for solitary activities? 

Influence of Home Environment 

Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signifi

cantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

k. by having parents who encouraged them to read by providing books and 

other reading materials? 

5. by having parents who value an education? 

6. by having been read to by parents, other adults, or by siblings? 

Influences of Teachers 

Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signifi

cantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

7. in the degree of identification with the school? 

8. with regard to a positive affiliation with their teacher or teachers? 

9. with regard to the method by which they learned to read? 

10. by having at least one teacher who has shown a personal interest in 

them? 
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Justification and Importance of the Study 

The progress which science and industry have made during the past 

few years has made our life quite complex. Jobs and professions are 

changing almost overnight. In such a situation, there is certain to be 

seme frustration and failure. School administrators find it difficult 

to decide on the type of curriculum to offer. But one thing appears to 

be obvious, children must master the communication skills. 

Today's students are beset by advice to remain in school; but 

many, as a result of continued frustration, drop out. The inability to 

read is recognized as the most important single cause of this failure in 

school.2 There is no satisfaction in remaining in a situation where 

failure and embarrassment are daily occurrences. Yet by dropping out of 

school, most of these students insure their failure for life. 

These school failures add to the welfare rolls, to the number 

in our penal institutions, and even to the number in our mental institu

tions some authorities^ believe. Many of the numbers in these groups 

came from disadvantaged homes.^ 

In view of the great problems caused by the inability to read, 

and because of the advantages which those who can read have, a study as 

1. Arthur W. Heilman, Principles and Practices of Teaching 
Reading (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1961), p. 23. 

2. Ruth Strang, Diagnostic Teaching of Reading (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, I96U), p. 3. 

3. Ruth Strang, op. cit.« p. 3. 

U. Millard H. Black, "Characteristics of the Culturally Disad
vantaged Child," The Reading Teacher, 18, No. 6 (March, 1966), pp. 
U63-VfO. 



k 

to how and why disadvantaged students succeed in learning to read could 

"be worthwhile to "both reading teachers and administrators. 

Delimitations 

The findings of the study were limited by: 

1. The ability of the author to design valid interview schedules for 
students, parents, and teachers. 

2. The ability of the researcher to establish rapport and elicit accu
rate responses from the subjects. 

3- The restricted type of subjects, in that they were rural Caucasians 
who were in the intellectual range of IQ 90 to 109 inclusive, 
descendants from the early settlers of Revolutionary War days, who 
attended high schools (Doddridge County High School, Pennsboro High 
School, Harrisville High School, Williamstown High School, Tyler 
County High School, Sis+jersville High School, Valley High School, 
Hundred High School) in five counties in West Virginia, and whose 
families were on welfare or had an income of less than $3,000 per 
year. 

Definition of Terms 

1. Success in reading—to score higher than one standard deviation 
below the mean (appropriate to their intellect) based on national 
norms of the Sequential Test of Educational Progress, Form 3-B. 

2. Failure in reading—to score lower them one standard deviation below 
the mean (appropriate to their intellect) based on national norms of 
the Sequential Test of Educational Progress, Form 3-B. 

3. Disadvantaged student—one whose family is on welfare or which has 
an income less than $3,000 per year. 

U. Physical activities—participation in games, sports, dances, walking 
or camping. 

5. Social activities—participation in clubs, student government, chorus, 
cheerleading and band. 

6. Solitary activities—activities which one can engage in alone: 
music, reading, hunting, hiking, bicycling, sewing, handwork, wood
working, leathercraft, driving, and daydreaming. 
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The researcher undertook to find factors which contributed to 

the success or failure in learning to read by Appalachian students. He 

interviewed students at school, parents at their home, and teachers in 

school and at home. 

Then, by applying appropriate statistical tools to the data 

found, he sought to find differences in the students' backgrounds which 

led to success or failure in reading. 



CHAPTER II 

RELATED LITERATURE 

The literature which was reviewed for this research can be 

divided into two main areas: (l) the personal characteristics of chil

dren and (2) the environments in which they grow. The personal charac

teristics and environments of children who have succeeded in learning to 

read is reviewed as veil as the personal characteristics and environment 

of children who failed in learning to read. 

Personal Characteristics of Children 
Who Succeed in Learning to Read 

In a study of a child of four years, who began to read at 

eighteen months, Krippner"'" found these seven factors which led to the 

child's early reading: (l) Superior general intelligence, IQ 158; 

(2) Superior visual memory—The Durrell Analysis indicated that his 

visual memory was comparable to that of a seven year old; (3) Superior 

listening vocabulary—seven years and six months as measured by the 

Peabody Test; {b) Superior social maturity—seven years and three months 

as measured by the Vineland Scale; (5) Superior speech and hearing 

development—considerably above age expectancy; (6) Superior range of 

interests; (7) Superior home background—his parents, who were avid 

1. Stanley Krippner, "The Boy Who Read at Eighteen Months," 
Exceptional Children, 30, No. 3 (November, 1963), pp. 105-9. 

6 
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readers, had served as good models and had answered questions about 

letters' and words. 

It seems reasonable to assume that these seven factors would 

assure success in reading. This is not, however, the case. Curry^ 

found in a study of 111 underachievers and 116 overachievers that the 

underachievers were potentially more capable. These children were not 

only failing to work to their potential capacity, but they were almost 

p 
one year below their grade level. Durkin, in a study of forty-nine 

children who could read before the first grade, found a range in IQ 

from 82 to 170, but the median was 133. Over one-third of these children 

scored less than 110. 

In regard to other personal characteristics, researchers have 

found that high achievers feel freer to make choices; they are sensitive 

to social pressures; they can persist in the face of difficulties; and 

they can cope with their own emotional disturbances.^ 

Hummel and Sprinthall^ found that the superior achiever is more 

mature, more thoughtful, more systematic in his orientation to problems, 

and more willing to postpone immediate gratifications to achieve distant 

1. Robert L. Curry, "Certain Characteristics of Underachievers 
and Overachievers," Feabody Journal of Education, 39» No. 1 (July, 1961), 
pp. Ul-5. 

2. Dolores Durkin, "Children Who Read Before Grade One," The 
Reading Teacher, 1̂ , No. 3 (January, 1961), pp. 163-6. 

3. William K. Durr and Robert R. Schmatz, "Personality Differ
ences Between High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Gifted Children," The 
Reading Teacher, 17, No. U (January, 196U), pp. 2U1-5. 

U. Raymond Hummel and Norman Sprinthall, "Underachievement 
Related to Interests, Attitudes and Values," Personnel and Guidance 
Journal, UH, No. U (December, 1965), pp. 388-95. 
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goals than the average achiever. They found no evidence to support the 

stereotype of the superior achiever as a harried, neurotic conformer. 

Bishton,1 in a study of ninety-nine boys and girls who were in

tellectually superior and high achievers, found sixteen related factors 

among which are: a factor that suggests that these children are likely 

to be submissive and conforming in their behavior, possess a belief in 

oneself, follow the inclination to avoid social participation in favor 

of more solitary interests, and have a belief in the importance of socio

economic status. 

O 
Teachers, according to Lambert, describe "successful" children 

as intelligent, confident, alert, self-confident, imaginative, enthusi

astic, sincere, curious and resourceful. 

Although most studies show that girls tend to do better than boys 

in reading, a study by Parsley,̂  which included 2,651 boys and 2,369 

girls, refutes this. Parsley tested his subjects with the California 

Reading Achievement Test, the California Arithmetic Test and the 

California Test of Mental Maturity, and he found no difference in the 

reading ability of boys and girls. 

1. Rodger Bishton, "A Study of Some Factors Related to Achieve
ment of Intellectually Superior Eighth-Grade Children," Journal of Educa
tional Research, 51, No. 3 (November, 1957)» PP- 203-7• 

2. Philip Lambert, "The Successful Child: Some Implications 
of Teacher Stereotyping," The Journal of Educational Research, 56, No. 10 
(July-August, 1963), pp. 551-3. 

3. Kenneth M. Parsley, Jr., "Are There Really Sex Differences 
in Achievement," The Journal of Educational Research, 57> No. U (Decem
ber, 1963), pp. 210-2. 
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Relation of Home Environmental Factors 
to Children's Achievement 

i 

It is quite difficult to state the importance of home and en

vironmental factors to the child's achievement. They both appear to be 

quite important. Henry writes, "A home that is not a 'cuddling place' 

for the infant or the child is not good enough for him, no matter what 

its other virtues may be...."-'- DeRoche adds, "A house is not a home. 

Children need much more than a shelter, a place to eat and sleep. They 

need a home where they can find security while experiencing the trials 

of growing up.According to DeRoche, then, it could be that a child 

could come from a wealthy home and yet be in a poor environment for 

development. 

Many teachers think that children from families that move a lot 

tend to do poorly in school. This belief is not vindicated by studies 

done by Bollenbacher^ and by Evans.^ Bollenbacher*s study involved 

95 percent of the sixth grade in the public schools of Cincinnati. 

Mobility did not seem to affect achievement in arithmetic and reading, 

althovigh it was found that those children who move frequently tend to 

have lower IQ's than those children who do not move so frequently. 

1. Nelson B. Henry (Editor), Development In and Through Reading 
(Chicago, Illinois: The University of Chicago Press, 196l). 

2. Edward F. DeRoche, "A House Is Not a Home," Education, 85, 
No. 5 (January, 1965). pp. 303-6. 

3. Joan Bollenbacher, "A Study of the Effect of Mobility on 
Reading Achievement," The Reading Teacher, 15, No. 5 (March, 1962), 
pp. 356-65. 

U. John W. Evans, Jr., "The Effect of Pupil Mobility Upon 
Academic Achievement," The National Elementary Principal, 1*5, No. 5 
(April, 1966), pp. 18-22. 



Evan's study involved subjects whose fathers were in the service. There 

was no significant difference in the IQ's of his two groups, and the 

mobile group showed superiority in reading and science, although the 

difference was small. The conclusion seems to be that moving does not 

seem to handicap children. 

Nieberl"'" sums up the importance of the home very adequately: 

Undesirable conditions at home can cripple a child's desire 
to learn. A child deprived of physical necessities, sympathet
ic understanding or both, cannot function at top capacity. A 
child whose family regards the school family with distrust does 
not develop the attitude toward school which encourages learning. 

Many of today's children come from such homes and teachers 
cannot cope with such problems—so many districts are adding 
social workers who can go into the homes, rich or poor alike, 
to assist parents whose children have problems.^ 

Nieberl also brings out the fact that not just the children of 

the poor can be classified as "disadvantaged". 

A happy home life appears to develop a sound personality accord

ing to a study by Beals.^ Among other things, he found that a group of 

above-average in personality traits attended church more often; their 

parents used alcohol less; they did things together as a family; and 

they were given more responsibilities than a group of children who were 

below-average in personality according to the California Test of 

1. Helen R. Nieberl, "From Rich Homes or Poor," NEA Journal, 
5U, No. 7 (October, 1965), pp. U5-6. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Lester Beals, "A Study of Certain Home Factors and Their 
Relationship to the Personal Adjustment of Children," School and 
Society. 72, No. 1857 (July 22, 1950), pp. 55-7 



Personality. Although Beals studied personality instead of reading, it 

seems reasonable that the typically good reader could rate high on person

ality also. 

Sutton,^- reporting the results of a study of early readers in 

Muncie, Indiana, found that the fathers of early readers were profes

sional men for the most part. Most studies seem to verify this finding, 

p 
although Durkin found that more than half of the early readers in her 

study came from the "blue collar" class. Plessas and Oakes^ agree with 

Sutton that most early readers know the alphabet. This points to the 

fact that many parents may teach their children to read at home. Most 

researchers agree with Smith, "If a child's family members read exten

sively in his presence, the child soon realizes that learning to read is 

important. 

Sutton^ concluded that the child who learns to read early is 

likely to have one or more older brothers and sisters who read to her, 

is likely to be from a relatively high socio-economic level, the father 

earns his living by mental work rather than by manual work, the parents 

1. Marjorie Hunt Sutton, "Readiness for Reading at the Kinder
garten Level," The Reading Teacher, 17, No. H (January, 196U), pp. 23^-9• 

2. Dolores Durkin, "Children Who Read Before Grade 1: A Second 
Study," The Elementary School Journal, 6k (December, 1963), pp. 1^3-8. 

3. Gus P. Plessas and Clifton R. Oakes, "Prereading Experiences 
of Selected Early Readers," The Reading Teacher, 17, No. U (January, 
196M, PP. 21*1-5. 

U. Mildred Beatty Smith, "Reading for the Culturally Disadvan
taged," Educational Leadership, 22, No. 6 (March, 1965), pp. 398-1+03. 

5. Marjorie Hunt Sutton, "Readiness for Reading at the Kinder
garten Level," The Reading Teacher, 17, No. U (January, 196U), pp. 23^-9. 



are interested in the school, and the parents have read to her since she 

was a year and a half or younger. The finding of Plessas and Oakes^ sub

stantiates those of Sutton, however, in that the mothers of the children 

whom they studied were homemakers—only four of them worked outside of 

the home. Durkin^ reported that most of the parents of the children in 

her study were foreign "born. This may account for the fact that most of 

these children were from families whose fathers were of the "blue collar" 

class. The parents of the children in her study believed in teaching 

their children to read at home. 

Cappa and Schubert^ studied eighty-three gifted children in 

California. They found, among other factors, that these children had 

personal libraries ranging in size from two to over five hundred books 

(the mean was forty-one per child). Over half of these children had a 

room of their own, and over half read more than an hour a day of free 

reading outside of school. Ramsey** also reports a distinct difference 

in the number of books owned by good readers over poor readers. 

One researcher reported that mothers of academically competent 

girls were less affectionate toward their daughters than were mothers of 

1. Gus P. Plessas and Clifton R. Oakes, "Prereading Experiences 
of Selected Early Readers," The Reading Teacher, 17, No. U (January, 
196U), pp. 2U1-5. 

2. Dolores Durkin, "Children Who Read Before Grade 1: A Second 
Study," The Elementary School Journal, 6k (December, 1963), pp. 1^3-8. 

3. Dan Cappa and Delwyn G. Schubert, "Do Parents Help Gifted 
Children Read?" The Journal of Educational Research, 56, No. 1 (September, 
1962), pp. 33-6. 

U. Wallace Ramsey, "A Study of Salient Characteristics of Pupils 
of High and Low Reading Ability," Journal of Developmental Reading, 5» 
No. 2 (Winter, 1962), pp. 87-9^. 
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girls who were less proficient. To counteract this situation, the more 

proficient daughters had fathers who praised their everyday work.^ In an 

investigation conducted by Sheldon and Carillo,2 the following factors 

appeared to be definitely related to the child: 

1. The size of the family—the smaller the family, the greater 
the percent of good readers. 

2. The position in the family—the earlier the ordinal position, 
the higher the percent of good readers. 

3. The number of books in the home—as the library increases, 
the percent of good readers increases. 

U. The educational level of parents—good readers come more 
often from homes where the parents have reached higher 
levels of educational attainment. 

The above research might indicate that parents of smaller fami

lies have time to read and talk to their children, and they may give more 

attention to the first born of the family. 

Personal Characteristics of Disadvantaged Children 

While some educators feel that it is important to identify the 

characteristics of culturally disadvantaged children, others feel that 

there are no important differences between them and other children. For 

example, to quote Glatt, "Prom my experience with students, I do not 

believe that such terms as 'culturally deprived' and 'culturally disad

vantaged' are needed in the educator's vocabulary. The need is to 

1. Vaughn Crandall and others, "Parents' Attitudes and Behaviors 
and Grade-School Children's Academic Achievement," The Journal of Genetic 
Psychology. 1(A, First Half (March, 196*0, pp. 53-6(T. 

2. William D. Sheldon and Lawrence Carillo, "Relation of 
Parents, Home and Developmental Characteristics to Children's Reading 
Ability," The Elementary School Journal. 52, No. 5 (January, 1952), 
pp. 262-70. 



recognize that each of us is deprived or underdeveloped in some ways."-'-

KLemm writes, "There are no different goals for the culturally 'different' 

child, the Oriented, child, the child of Anglo-Saxons, or other children 

who have been or may he grouped superficially on such bases as race, 

religion or natural origin.Black agrees, "The disadvantaged child is 

of no single race or color: poverty, delinquency, failure to achieve 

goals established by the main stream of society are shared by peoples of 

all colors and national origin."3 

Other authorities will describe the disadvantaged child, however. 

He is said to be relatively slow at cognitive tasks, but not stupid; he 

often appears anti-intellectual; he is traditional; he is superstitious; 

he is religious in a traditional sense; he is not open to reason about 

many of his beliefs—for example, morality, diet, and family polarity; he 

feels alienated from the larger social structure with restiltant frustra

tion; he holds others responsible for his misfortunes; he values mascu

linity and regards intellectual activities as unmasculine; he is defi

cient in auditory attention and interpretative skills; and he reads 

ineffectively and is deficient in the communication skills generally. 

Some of the strengths of these children are (l) they are rela

tively free from strains caused by competitiveness and the need to 

establish themselves as individuals; (2) they have the cooperativeness 

1. Charles A. Glatt, "Who Are the Deprived Children?" Elemen
tary School Journal, 65, No. 8 (May, 1965), pp. *+07-13. 

2. Eugene KLemm, "Appropriate School Programs," Education, 
No. 8 (April, 1965), PP. bQ6-9. 

3. Joe L. Frost and Glenn R. Hawks, The Disadvantaged Child: 
Issues and Innovations (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1966), p. U5. 
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and mutual aid which mark an extended family; (3) they are free from self-

blame; '(*0 they enjoy other members of the family; and (5) they enjoy 

games, music, sports and cars.^ 

Havighurst2 says that the socially disadvantaged child lacks the 

following advantages: 

1. A family conversation which answers his questions and 
encourages him to ask questions; extends his vocabulary—; 
gives him a right and a need to stand up for and to explain 
his point of view on the world, 

2. A family environment that sets an example for reading, 

3. Two parents who: read a good deal; read to him; show Mm 
that they believe in the value of education; reward him 
for good school achievement. 

Characteristics of a Disadvantaged Geographic Area 

Some of the characteristics of a disadvantaged area, as found 

in Los Angeles County, California, are: the percentage of "broken homes 

is high (three times that of the total county); the family income is 

25 percent "below the median for the county; the population density is 

double that of the rest of the county; housing is substandard; the school 

dropout rate is 2.2 times that of the average; and youth delinquency 

rates are higher in almost all offense categories than for the county 

generally.^ 

1. Millard H. Black, "Characteristics of the Culturally Disad
vantaged Child," The Reading Teacher, 18, No. 6 (March, 1966), pp. 465-70. 

2. Joe L. Frost and Glenn R. Hawks, The Disadvantaged Child: 
Issues and Innovations (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1966), p. l8« 

3. Millard H. Black, "Characteristics of the Culturally Disad
vantaged Child," The Reading Teacher, 18, No. 6 (March, 1966), pp. 465-70. 
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Environmental Factors of Children Who Fail in Reading 

. Hill and Giammatteo-*- undertook a study of the total third grade 

population of nine classrooms and three schools, which represented two 

school districts in Western Pennsylvania. An interview sheet was con

structed to measure socioeconomic status. They used Likert's concept to 

calculate the discriminative power. Intereorrelations were computed 

between sex, socioeconomic status, reading comprehension, vocabulary, 

arithmetic skills and problem solving. 

The results of the study strengthen the accumulative evidence 

that socioeconomic status affect school achievement and children do not 

overcome this by the third grade. 

In a study entitled "Social-Cultural Influences and Reading," 

p 
Mazurkiewicz concluded that in the population which he studied, the 

male sex generally regards reading as a feminine activity. The boy's 

attitude is generally related to his father's and shows the greatest 

relationship when the boy is in the vocation curriculum. It may be that 

many boys don't read because they have the feeling that reading is not 

something that a "real boy" does. 

Seigler and Gynther^ report that parents of poor readers use 

more critical or derogatory descriptive terms toward their children than 

1. Edwin H. Hill and Michael C. Giammatteo, "Socio-Economic 
Status and Its Relationship to School Achievement in the Elementary 
School," Elementary English, ̂ 0 (March, 1963), pp. 265-70. 

2. Albert J. Mazurkiewicz, "Social-Cultural Influences and Read
ing," Journal of Developmental Reading, 3, No. 1* (Summer, i960), pp. 25^-63. 

3. Hazel G. Seigler and Malcolm D. Gynther, "Reading Ability of 
Children and Family Harmony," Journal of Developmental Reading, U, No. 1 
(Autumn, i960), pp. YJ-2k. 



do parents of good readers; parents of poor readers more frequently de

scribe their children as aggressive, distrustful, or dependent than do 

parents of good readers; parents of poor readers disagree in their de

scriptions of their children more often than do parents of good readers; 

parents of poor readers were more frequently alienated from their 

spouses and from their children than were parents of good readers; and 

parents of poor readers devaluate their children's personalities more 

often than do parents of good readers. 

The results of the study mentioned above seem to show that dis

harmony in the home may be a strong factor in causing reading failures. 

Since many disadvantaged children do not hear good language 

patterns at home, many educators feel that this, too, is a factor that 

causes them to fail in reading. The relation of language patterns to 

reading, however, is interesting. Strickland^ could reach no conclusion 

as a result of her study. She recommended more intensive research to 

ascertain whether there is any true relationship "between the use of 

language and the development of skill in silent aAd oral reading. 

Ruddell,^ from a study of fourth graders at Bloomington, Illinois, reached 

the following conclusions: 

Reading comprehension is a function of the similarity of 
patterns of language structure in the reading material to oral 

1. Ruth Strickland, "The Language of Elementary School Children: 
Its Relationship to the Language of Reading Textbooks and the Quality of 
Reading of Selected Children," Bulletin of the School of Education, 
Indiana University, 38, No. £ (July, 1962) , 106. 

2. Robert B. Ruddell, "The Effect of Oral and Written Patterns 
of Language Structure on Reading Comprehension," The Reading Teacher, 18, 
No. U (January, 1965), pp. 270-5. 
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patterns used by children. Reading comprehension scores on 
materials that utilize high frequency patterns of oral language 
structure are significantly greater than reading comprehension 
scores on materials that utilize low frequency patterns of oral 
language structure.1 

p 
Sampson did a longitudinal study in England which began in 1956 

and involved forty-eight children. His conclusions were that there is a 

positive correlation between reading skill and speech development in the 

language aspect. The relation of reading skill to the mechanics of speech 

is not clear, since poor speech tended to occur in children who were also 

of low intelligence and/or from defective homes. He found that good 

reading is not incompatible with a maladjustment in speech. 

Keshian, after a study of seventy-two successful readers, reached 

these conclusions: 

Though the children were well-adjusted both socially and 
emotionally, they did not fall within any well-defined person
ality pattern. 

Reading success appears to be the result of many factors, 
some of which lie outside of some individuals with whom the 
child comes in contact.3 

Factors operating singly do not prevent a child from becoming a 

successful reader. A whole range of characteristics and environmental 

factors enable a child to achieve success in reading. 

1. Robert B. Ruddell, "The Effect of Oral and Written Patterns 
of Language Structure on Reading Comprehension," The Reading Teacher, 18, 
Ho. U (January, 1965), pp. 270-5. 

2. 0. C. Sampson, "Reading Skill at Eight Years in Relation to 
Speech and Other Factors," The British Journal of Educational Psychology, 
32, Part I (February, 1962), pp. 12-17-

3- Jerry G. Keshian, "The Characteristics and Experiences of 
Children Who Learn to Read Successfully," Elementary English, 1+0 (October, 
1963), pp. 615-52. 
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It would appear wise for a teacher to remember the above observa

tions, especially if he works with disadvantaged children. The tendency 

to regard the child as hopeless if he comes from a poor socioeconomic 

home might be lessened if the teacher will consider these observations. 

Efforts Teachers and Schools Can and Are 
Making to Help Children to Achieve 

Rosenfeld and Zander^" found in a study of four hundred male 

junior high school students that teachers are more influential if (1) the 

student is working for a reward; (2) the teacher is fair; (3) the student 

looks up to the teacher and wants to be like him; and (k) the teacher 

knows his subject. 

They also report that if a student is not doing his best, dis

pleasure expressed by the teacher has no effect. If the student is doing 

his best, displeasure expressed by the teacher has a negative effect. 

Tendencies to accept a teacher's influence are lowered under indiscrimi

nate reward, but they are increased by a reward for adequate performances. 

These findings should be of great value to a teacher of disadvan

taged children. 

A school in Flint, Michigan, conducted the following experiment. 

The school principal, the teachers and the administrative staff met with 

the parents of students and stressed the fact that if the parents of the 

students wanted their children to finish school, they had an obligation 

to begin immediately to help prepare these youngsters. Approximately 

1. Howard Rosenfeld and Alvin Zander, "The Influence of Teachers 
on Aspirations of Students," Journal of Educational Psychology. 52, No. 1 
(February, 1961), pp. 1-11. 
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1,100 children from kindergarten through the sixth grade were involved in 

the experimental group. These children were mostly from low income 

families. 

A control group of children from similar backgrounds was set up 

in another Flint public elementary school. 

Parents in the experimental group were asked: 

1. To read daily to your children—fathers taking their turn. 

2. To listen to your children read. 

3. To provide a quiet period in the home each day for reading 
and study. 

U. To see that the children have pencils, paper, a notebook, 
and a dictionary for home study. 

5. To show the children that you value school achievement. 

The parents were given handbooks that showed them how they could 

improve their children's school work. 

The finding of the experiment was that the experimental group 

did significantly better than did the control group.^ 

In view of the great problems caused by the inability to read, 

and because of the advantages which those who can read have, a study as 

to how and why students succeed in learning to read would be well worth

while. This knowledge would be invaluable to a competent reading teacher. 

1. Mildred B. Smith and Carl I. Brahce, "When School and Home 
Focus on Achievement," Educational Leadership, 20, No. 5 (February, 
1963), pp. 31U-8. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AMD TECHNIQUES 

The research for this study was planned to he as practical as 

possible and yet be scientifically controlled. 

Each student, parent and teacher involved was interviewed in his 

school or home environment with the expectation that the subjects would 

be more at ease in those situations. 

Subjects 

The researcher contacted by letter nine county superintendents 

in West Virginia, requesting permission to conduct the research in their 

county high schools. Later, he made follow-up visits to these 

superintendents. 

The Doddridge, Tyler, Ritchie, Wood and Wetzel County superin

tendents were of the opinion that the proposed study was of value and 

gave their consent to the conducting of the research in the schools tinder 

their jurisdiction. 

For various reasons the Harrison, Lewis, Gilmer and Pleasants 

County superintendents refused permission for the proposed research. 

After having ascertained the counties which would permit their 

schools to take part in the study, the researcher sent a letter explain

ing the objectives of the research and the techniques to be used to the 
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principals of the following high schools: Doddridge County High School, 

Harrisville High School, Pennsboro High School, Tyler County High School, 

Williamstown High School, Sistersville High School, Valley High School 

and Hundred High School. He next visited each principal and explained 

all phases of the proposed study. They all agreed to having the research 

carried on in their schools. 

The study was designed to include only children from families 

whose income was below the poverty level—$3,000. All of the schools 

in which the experiment was being conducted were receiving federal monies 

for programs under NDEA, Title I. Therefore, they had lists of students 

who were eligible for aid. 

Also the study included only those students whose scores on IQ 

tests were in the 90 to 109 range. The principals had this information 

on file and cooperated in making available to the researcher the names 

of students whose IQ's were in this scope. In all, l8l students were 

eligible to take part in the program. 

The researcher met with the eligible students in each school and 

explained the project and the procedures. He asked the students if they 

were willing to take part in the program, and they all consented. Follow

ing the meeting the researcher sent written explanations to these stu

dents' parents and a request that they sign a form indicating their 

willingness that their child or children be a part of the study. All 

forms were signed and returned to the particular school where the stu

dent was enrolled. 



Tests 

' The Sequential Test of Educational Progress, Form 3-B, was used 

to determine the subjects* reading ability. 

The researcher accepted the judgment of Etamett Albert Betts^ as 

to the validity of this test. It is purported to measure: Ability to 

recall ideas; ability to make inferences; ability to analyze the authors1 

motivation; ability to analyze the presentation; ability to criticize 

constructively. Betts believes that the test does all of this. He^ 

lists the following shortcomings, however: Lack of testing for organi

zation, rate of reading, word perception and vocabulary. He adds that 

little is done with the concept that "reading is thinking in a language." 

In his^ opinion this test can be used to screen out the "tails" of a 

distribution and to compare the performance of groups. 

The publishers of the test state that the Kuder-Richardson 

Formula 20 was used to estimate the reliabilities and standard errors of 

measurements.^ This formula is essentially a function of the number of 

items, the mean and standard deviation of the test scores, and the 

standard deviation of the item difficulties.5 The reliability estimates 

vary from test to test, but the median reliability for reading is .915. 

1. Oscar K. Buros, The Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook 
(Highland Park, N. J.: The Gryphon Press, 1965), pp. 809-811. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid. 

U. Cooperative Sequential Tests of Educational Progress, Tech
nical Report (Princeton, N. J.: Cooperative Test Division, Educational 
Testing Service, 1957)* PP« 9-H. 

5. Ibid. 



The publishers, of course, believe that the test is sound and 

worthy to be used. The West Virginia Department of Education evidently 

agrees as this test has "been administered to all ninth and eleventh grade 

students for several years.^ 

The researcher believed that the test was adequate for the pur

pose of his research, even though it is not designed to estimate a 

pupil's independent reading level or his instructional level. 

The high schools used the Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test to 

establish a score for intelligence. This test is a revision of the still-

in-print Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Test. The revision is in 

p 
common use in the high schools of North Central West Virginia. 

o 
John E. Milholland says that the test is "a product of excep-

•t k 
tional merit. The rationale comes from Vernon's description of mental 

abilities being divided into two major divisions—the verbal-educational 

and the practical-mechanical. The Otis-Lennon test aims to cover only 

the verbal-educational. 

The standard errors of measurement, based on alternate-forms-

reliability estimates, for IQ's from the Otis-Lennon vary from 3.9 to 

7.0. Above the age of ten the reliability estimate is .90 or better. 

1. Personal experience of the researcher. 

2. Researcher's personal experience as a teacher in the Vest 
Virginia school system. 

3. Oscar K. Buros, The Seventh Mental Measurements Yearbook 
(Highland Park, N. J.: The Gryphon Press, 1972), pp. 369-372. 

It. Ibid. 



25 

Standard errors of measurement average about U.5 IQ points at ages ten 

and above. 

Arden Grotelueschen says that this is an outstanding test of its 

kind.2 

The researcher considered this test suitable for use on this 

project. 

The researcher drew up three interview schedules which were used 

in the study. They were based on one used by Witty^ and on Strang's** 

reading autobiography. Witty states that his interview form "yielded 

practical and reliable data concerning children's interests and experi

mental backgrounds. 

Revisions were made in the interview schedules on the basis of 

suggestions and criticisms made by the researcher's dissertation advisor, 

a faculty member at the University of Arizona. 

1. Oscar K. Buros, The Seventh Mental Measurements Yearbook 
(Highland Park, N. J.: The Gryphon Press, 1972), pp. 369-372. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Paul Witty and David Koepel, Reading and the Educative 
Process (New York: Ginn and Company, 1939 )> P« 35. 

b. Ruth Strang, Diagnostic Teaching of Reading (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 196k), pp. 76—81+. .. 

5' Paul Witty and David Koepel, Reading and the Educative 
Process (New York: Ginn and Company, 1939), p. 35. 



CHAPTER IV 

DESCRIPTION OF RESEARCH 

The research called for as homogeneous a population as possible. 

Since the study was to he of white students from low-income groups, the 

researcher "believed that it was necessary to work in high schools 

whose student bodies were made up of white pupils from rural families. 

Therefore, he eliminated the Paden City, New Martinsville and Parkersburg 

high schools from the study, since these cities have industries and 

their populations are more ethnically mixed. 

Schools Selected for Study 

High schools finally selected for the study included: Doddridge 

County, Harrisville, Pennsboro, Tyler County, Sistersville, Valley, 

Hundred and Williamstown. 

Sistersville and Williamstown are on the Ohio River and have 

some industries, but the majority of the students are transported from 

the outlying rural areas. 

It was decided that there should be a pool of at least fifty 

poor readers from which to choose. Since the study dealt with white 

children, whose IQ scores fell within the range of 90 to 109 inclusive, 

from low income families, there were l8l students eligible to be included 

in the study. One hundred and twenty-six students met the criteria of 
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good readers, as set up by the researcher, and fifty-five met the criteria 

of the Jpoor reader. 

The numbers in each school were as follows: 

High Schools Good Poor Total 

High School 1 15 k 19 

High School 2 15 k 19 

High School 3 21 7 28 

High School 4 6 0 6 

High School 5 2k 9 33 

High School 6 10 6 16 

High School 7 16 22 38 

High School 8 _12 _3 22 

Total 126 55 l8l 

The number chosen from each school was as follows: 

School Poor Readers Good Readers Total 

No. 1 2 5 7 

No. 2 3 3 6 

No. 3 5 5 10 

No. k 0 1 1 

No. 5 5 7 12 

No. 6 k 2 6 

No. 7 10 3 13 

No. 8 _1 _U 

Total, s 30 30 60 
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Those chosen "by grades were as follows: 

Grade Poor Readers Good Readers Total 

9th 8 7 15 

10th 7 6 13 

11th 13 11 2k 

12th 2 A _8 

Totals 30 30 60 

Of these students, low-income whites of average intelligence, 

about 30 percent were poor readers according to the STEP tests. 

Selection of Pupils 

The researcher, with the aid of a table of random numbers,"'" 

selected the names of thirty poor readers. The names were matched with 

those of a like number of good readers with the same IQ score. Then, 

using the table of random numbers, one good reader was selected to match 

each poor reader. Thus, the study began with thirty matched pairs. It 

ended with twenty-one, some families moved and some parents refused to 

be interviewed. Because of these difficulties the researcher rematched 

some pairs and drew by random sampling four more numbers—03^ and 031 

from the poor readers; 053 and 051 from the good readers. 

The final twenty-one matched pairs are listed in Appendix B. 

1. George W. Snedecor, Statistical Methods (Ames, Iowa, The 
Iowa State University Press, 1956), pp. 1-3^. 
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Comparison of Otis-Lennon test scores with Cattell's Culture Fair 

Intelligence Test, Scale 2, Form A: The researcher had some doubt as to 

the validity of the Otis-Lennon test because it is a reading test, and 

therefore might not give an accurate measure of the intelligence of stu

dents from an economically deprived area. 

Consequently, the researcher selected at random four good 

readers and four poor readers from Doddridge County High School whom he 

proposed to test with the Cattell Culture Fair Intelligence Test, 

Scale 2, Form A. He discussed the purpose of the test with the eight 

students, and all agreed to cooperate with him in his efforts. 

According to the Otis-Lennon test the four good readers * IQ 

scores were as follows: 

Student IQ Score 

No. 1 132 

No. 2 131 

No. 3 109 

No. h 95 

The median IQ score for the good readers was 120. 

The IQ scores for the four poor readers taking the Otis-Lennon 

test were— 

Student IQ Score 

No. 5 10U 

No. 6 95 

No. 7 92 

No. 8 92 
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The median IQ score for the poor readers was 9^* 

The researcher administered the Cattell test to the students 

individually and at their convenience. 

The resulting differences between the Cattell and the Otis-

Lennon were as follows: 

Student Otis-Lennon Cattell Difference 

No. 1 132 127 - 5 

No. 2 131 127 - k 

No. 3 109 99 -10 

No. k 95 99 + k 

No. 5 10U 89 -15 

No. 6 95 89 - 6 

No. 7 92 8l -11 

No. 8 92 75 -17 

Since all of the students scored higher on the Otis-Lennon than 

Cattell. except Student No. U, the researcher decided to use the Otis-

Lennon scores. 

He was surprised at the results of the experiment as he had 

assumed that the students would score higher on the Cattell test. How

ever, the principal of Doddridge County High School, Mr. Hugh Hurst, told 

him that a professor at West Virginia University had obtained similar 

results some years earlier. 
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Trial Interviews 

In order to "become familiar with the interview schedules, the 

researcher interviewed parents, a teacher and a student, none of whom 

were from the research sample groups. 

The trial parent interviews included a husband and wife, a 

widowed mother, and a father. The attempt was thus made to gain expe

rience in the types of situations that the researcher would face when 

interviewing parents. 

The teacher interviewed had more than twenty years experience 

teaching in junior high schools, high schools and a school for delin

quent girls. 

The student interviewed was a boy whom the researcher had 

taught in a high school remedial reading class. The researcher felt 

close to this young man and believed that he would be honest in his 

evaluation of the interview schedule. 

The greatest benefit for the researcher from these trial inter

views was the confidence and poise which he gained. His greatest diffi

culty was his tendency to lead the parents into answers. He took note 

of this weakness and revised some of the questions before conducting 

the research study interviews. 

The Interviews 

Since the researcher was teaching in a high school, he had 

limited time to pursue his study which involved travel in five counties. 

The second semester of 1969-1970, he requested from his board of 



education and received permission to employ a substitute to teach his 

classes two days a week—Thursday and Friday. 

The researcher interviewed the students first in their school 

environments. This arrangement was more convenient, and it saved both 

time and money. Moreover, the students may have felt more at ease in 

the school situation. 

All of the principals were cooperative in allowing office space 

for the interviews, and when possible the students were interviewed dur

ing their study periods. The interviews were taped to be transcribed 

later. All but one student—a young girl who was frightened—of the 

original thirty were interviewed. 

It was necessary to do the parental interviews for the most 

part in June and July of 1970. This caused some problems as some 

parents took vacations at that time and could not be contacted, while 

other families moved. 

The interviews with the parents were conducted in their homes. 

It was not possible in all cases to interview the parents together. 

Some fathers were working or did not wish to be interviewed. Some 

mothers were ill, or dead, or had left their families. In these cases, 

the fathers were interviewed. 

The teachers, with the exception of one or two cases, were inter

viewed at home. 

One teacher refused to be taped, but she permitted the researcher 

to write down her answers. One parent-interview could not be taped, as 

there was no electricity in the home. The researcher wrote down these 

responses. 



The questions for the three interviews (parents, students and 

teacherfe) may "be found in Appendix C. 

A sample parent interview with verbatim responses is included in 

Appendix C. 



CHAPTER V 

THE PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND CLASSIFICATION OF THE DATA 

This chapter presents the results of the fifty-nine final inter

views, which included twenty-one students, twenty-one parents and seven

teen teachers. The data will "be presented in the order in which the 

following questions are listed. 

Personal Attributes 

Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signifi

cantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

1. in the amount of their participation in physical activities? 

2. in the amount of their participation in social activities? 

3. with regard to preference for solitary activities? 

Influences of Home Environment 

Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signifi

cantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

1+. by having parents who encouraged them to read by providing books and 

other reading materials? 

5. by having parents who value an education? 

6. by having been read to by parents, other adults, or by siblings? 

3k 
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Influences of Teachers 

• Do disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signifi

cantly from disadvantaged students who fail in reading: 

7. in the degree of identification with the school? 

8. with regard to a positive affiliation with their teacher or teachers? 

9. with regard to the method "by which they learned to read? 

10. "by having at least one teacher who has shown a personal interest in 

them? 

Analysis of the Data 

The taped interviews were transcribed onto worksheets, the results 

totaled and then treated statistically. 

The statistical tools for treating the data were chi-square and, 

as a check, the phi coefficient. The formula for chi-square, given 

below, is taken from Downie and Heath. 

X2 = NQad) - (bc)12 

(k)(l)(m)(n) 

This formula presupposes a 2 x 2 table as illustrated below. 

Observed frequencies 

Group 1 8 13 21 
a b k 

Group 2 k 17 21 
c d 1 

12 30 
m n k2 

1. N. M. Downie and R. W. Heath, Basic Statistical Methods 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1959)» P« l6U. 
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Due to the limited number of cases, the following formula involv

ing Yates*^" correction was used. 

X2 = N( [ad-tell =N/2)2 

(k)(l)(m)(n) 

As a check of those items which proved significant with chi-

p 
square, the following formula using the phi coefficient was utilized. 

0 = (ad-bc) 
*\f(k)(l) (m)(n) 

To test the significance of the phi coefficient, the formula 

given by Downie and Heath^ was used. 

• in* 
I N  

Significant values for the phi coefficient at the .01 level 

were computed as .Ho and .30 at the .05 level of confidence for the 

student and parent interviews. 

Since there was a smaller number of teachers involved in the 

study, significant values for the phi coefficient were different. The 

phi coefficient at the .01 level of confidence was found to be .62, and 

.U8 at the .05 level of confidence. 

Significant values of chi-square were found in a table** in 

Downie and Heath. 

1. N. M. Downie and R. W. Heath, Basic Statistical Methods 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1959)» p. 166. 

2. Ibid., p. 196. 

3. Ibid., p. 197. 

U. Ibid.. p. 299. 
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Data which could not be treated as "yes" or "no" answers were 

dealt with qualitatively. A sample of how the statistical procedure was 

applied to the data follows: 

Student Question No. 5—How do you usually spend your time when 

you are not in school? 

Poor Readers 

8—Working 

2—Helping mother at home 

1—Working, mowing lawns, painting 

1—Logging 

1—Reading 

1—Helping father paint houses 

1—Playing Softball with boys and neighbors 

1—Going to dances, swimming 

1—Reading, writing 

1—Running up and down the road 

1—Babysitting 

1—Working on car, odd Jobs 

1—Playing "ball, working around the house 

21—Total 

Good Readers 

•Working 

•Riding a bicycle 

•Watching television 

2— 

1— 

1— 
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1—Listening to radio, hunting, fishing 

1—Painting, writing 

1—Reading 

1—Motorcycling 

1—Babysitting 

1—Doing odd jots around home 

1—Running around 

1—Riding Honda, watching television, reading 

1—Loafing 

1—Taping songs on tape recorder 

1—Listening to radio 

1—Reading, hunting 

1—Working, hunting, fishing 

1—Studying, watching television, listening to radio 

1—Playing 

1—Running around, watching television, sewing, reading 

1—Messing around, reading, going over town 

21—Total 

In order to he checked statistically, the responses were grouped 

as follows: 

Poor Readers Good Readers 

Some form of work 16 

Some form of reading 2 3 

Some form of loafing 1 3 

Some type of hobby 0 k 
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Poor Readers 

Recreation involving television, 
radio or records 0 

Some form of recreational sport 3 

These data were treated in the following manner: 

Was some type of work involved? 

Good Readers 

7 

1 

Yes 

0 

No 

20 22 

Good Readers k 17 21 

Poor Readers 16 5 21 

20 22 k2 

£ 

Yes No 

Good Readers 10 11 21 

Poor Readers 10 11 21 

k2 

Using the formula for chi-square previously given, chi-square 

was computed as "being 11.58, which was significant at the .01 level of 

confidence according to the table.^ for one degree of freedom was 

significant at .01 level of confidence at 6.635* 

This figure was checked by the formula previously quoted for the 

phi coefficient. The figure obtained was .57* which was also signifi

cant at .01 level of confidence. A significant phi coefficient was 

1. N. M. Downie and R. W. Heath, Basic Statistical Methods 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1959). P- 299. 



computed at .UO for the .01 level of confidence, and at .30 for the .05 

level of confidence. 

Was some form of a hobby involved? 

0 

Yes No 

Good Readers k 17 21 

Poor Readers 0 21 21 

h 38 k2 

E 

Yes No 

Good Readers 2 19 21 

Poor Readers 2 19 21 

k 38 k2 

Chi-square was computed as being 2.1+868, which was not signifi

cant at the .05 level of confidence which is 3.8Ul. However, the phi 

coefficient at .32 was significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

Was some form of recreation involving television, radio or 

records included? 

0 

Yes No 

Good Readers 7 lU 21 

Poor Readers 0 21 21 

7 35 k2 
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Yes No 

Good Readers 3.5 17.5 21 

Poor Readers 3.? 17.5 21 

7 35 h2 

Chi-square, in this case, was computed at 6.171U, which was 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. The phi coefficient was 

found to "be .U5, which was significant at the .01 level of confidence. 

Classification of Data 

The ten questions which are to be answered by this study are 

grouped in three categories—personal attributes, influence of the home 

environment, influence of the teacher. 

Personal Attributes 

Effect of Participation in Physical Activities 

Results of student responses to questions in this area are as 

follows: 

(a) Did you take part in any sports in grade school? The 

answers were the same for both good and poor readers—yes, five; no, 

sixteen. There was no significant difference. 

(b) Which ones? Poor readers and good readers showed little 

variation in activities. Baseball, softball and cheerleading were repre

sented equally among the identified activities. 

(c) Are you going out for any school sports now? Good readers 

reported yes, six times; no, fifteen times. Poor readers replied yes, 
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seven times; no, fourteen times. X2 = .600. There was no significant 

difference. 

(d) Which ones? Varsity sports ("basketball, football, and 

track) were played by three good readers and five poor readers. The 

value of X2, .15UU, was not significant. 

(e) How do you usually spend your time when not in school? 

More poor readers (16) than good readers (U) spent their time in some 

kind of work. Chi-square was 11.55» which was significant at the .01 

level of confidence. 

More good readers (7) than poor readers (0) indicated a pref

erence for listening to radio, television and records. Chi-square was 

6.171^, which was significant at the .05 level of confidence. The phi 

coefficient was .1*5» which was significant at the .01 level of confi

dence. 

More good readers (k) than poor readers (0) spent time at some 

kind of a hobby. Chi-square was 2.U868, which was not significant at 

the .05 level of confidence. The phi coefficient, however, was .32, 

which was significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

(f) Do you take part in any sports outside of school? Good 

readers responded yes, nine times; no, twelve times; while poor readers 

said yes, eight times; and no, thirteen times. X2 = .000, which was 

not significant. 

(g) Which ones? All poor readers indicated an interest in 

baseball or softball. Five of the good readers played baseball, one 

played basketball, one went out for track, two hunted and fished. 
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(h) When you have an hour or so that you can spend as you 

please, what do you like to do? Ten good readers indicated that they 

would read, while five poor readers said that they would read. Chi-

square equaled 1.6593, which was not significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

More poor readers (H) than good readers (l) said that they would 

hunt or fish. Chi-square was .9081, which was not significant. 

More poor readers (7) stated that they would indulge in some 

form of physical activity than good readers (2). Chi-square was 2.263, 

and the phi coefficient was .29. Neither of these figures was signifi

cant at the .05 level of confidence. 

(i) What do you and your father do together in the way of work 

or fun? More poor readers (8) worked with their fathers than good 

readers (6). Chi-square equaled .107, which was not significant at the 

.05 level of confidence. 

More poor readers (U) than good readers (l) said, "Nothing in 

particular." Chi-square was .908, which was not significant. 

(j) How often do you do this in a period of a month? More 

poor readers (5) than good readers (0) indicated that they spent some 

time twenty to thirty days a month with their father. Chi-square was 

3.632, which was not significant. However, the phi coefficient was 

•37» which was significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

No one in either group spent time ten to twenty days with his 

father. Two poor readers and three good readers spent from five to 

nine days with the father, while six in each group spent some time one 

to four days with him. 



Both groups had the same number of homes with no father (8). 

(k) What do you and your mother do together in the way of work 

or fun? More good readers (l6) than poor readers (lU) stated that they 

worked with their mother. Chi-square equaled .117» which was not 

significant. 

More poor readers (5) than good readers (2) said, "I don't know" 

or "Nothing." Chi-square was .686, which was not significant. 

Four in each group spent time with their mother in some form of 

recreation. 

(l) How often do you do this in a period of a month? Nine poor 

readers indicated that they worked or enjoyed some form of recreation 

twenty to thirty times a month with their mother, while six good readers 

spent the same amount of time. Chi-square equaled .Ul9, which was not 

significant. 

Twelve poor readers stated that they worked or enjoyed some form 

of recreation zero to ten times with their mother, while fifteen good 

readers spent an equal amount of tiine. Chi-square was .066, which was 

not significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

The student responses showed significant differences in some 

areas. For instance, poor readers spend more of their free time in some 

type of work activity than the good readers did. In contrast, good 

readers indicated a preference to listening to television, radio and 

records. Also, good readers preferred to spend time engaged in a hobby, 

but poor readers spent time cooperating in some type of work activity 

with their fathers. 



k5 

Two items of the seven student responses to question one show 

some significant difference. 

Parent responses to items which related to question one were as 

follows: 

(a) What do you and your child do together in the way of work 

or fun? (father) Eight families in each group did not have a father 

in the home. Nine poor readers' fathers and six good readers1 fathers 

did some type of work with his child. The difference, however, was not 

significant, chi-square being .Ul5. 

Four good readers' fathers and one poor reader's father answered, 

"Not much." The resulting chi-square, .908, was not significant. 

(b) How often are you with your child in a period of a month? 

Six poor readers' fathers and two good readers' fathers were with their 

children daily in some kind of activity. The chi-square of 1.390 and the 

phi coefficient of .2k were not significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

The average times that the father was with the child was 7-1 

times a month. Seven poor readers and four good readers were with their 

fathers more frequently than the preceding average; however, the chi-

square at .U93 was not significant. 

(c) What do you and your child do together in the way of work 

or fun? (mother) Twelve mothers of poor readers reported that they 

worked with their children. Chi-square of .095 was not significant. 

Six mothers of good readers and two mothers of poor readers 

stated that they and their children engaged in a combination of work and 

recreational activities. The chi-square of 1.390 was not significant. 
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Three mothers of the poor readers and no mothers of the good 

readers' responded that they took part in card playing or some other forms 

of recreation with their children. The resulting chi-square, I.U36, was 

not significant. 

One mother in each group was dying of cancer and could not 

spend any time with her child. 

(d) How often do you take part in some activity with your child? 

The mothers of twelve good readers and nine poor readers engaged in some 

type of activity with -their children on a daily basis. The chi-square 

of .381 was not significant. 

Fifteen mothers of good readers and ten mothers of poor readers 

took part in some activity with their children more than ten times a 

month. Chi-square, 1.581, and the phi coefficient, .2^, were not 

significant. 

The average number of times that the mothers spent with their 

children was 16.7. Twelve mothers of good readers and nine mothers of 

poor readers were involved in some type of activity with their children 

more than the average of 16.7. The chi-square of .381 was not 

significant. 

(e) Does he take part in school sports? More parents of poor 

readers than good readers answered "yes," but the difference was not 

significant. Chi-square was .U93. 

Of the thirteen boys among the poor readers seven engaged in 

sports, while none of the six good readers did. The chi-square, 3.063» 

was not significant. The phi coefficient, .52, was significant at the 

.05 level of confidence. 
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The significant value of the phi coefficient was computed by-

using the formula 0 =\J7? or 0 =V3.8Ul, which resulted in .U5. 
* N I 19 

There were eight girls among the poor readers, while there were 

fifteen among the good readers. None of the poor readers were reported 

to be engaged in cheerleading or sports, while three of the good readers 

were. Chi-square, .^99> was not significant. 

(f) In what sports does the child take part? The boys' parents 

reported that they engaged in track, football and baseball. Two of the 

boys engaged in more than one sport. The girls played basketball, girls' 

football and baseball. 

(g) Is your son a regular or a starter for the first team? Two 

of the good readers and three of the poor readers were regulars or 

starters. No significance can be attached to this difference as chi-

square = .000. (it should be noted that there are no varsity sports 

for girls in the locale.) 

(h) Does he take part in sports outside of school? Three in 

each group answered in the affirmative. There was no significant 

difference. 

(i) In what sports outside of school does he engage? Two of 

the poor readers played baseball, while the other one played softball. 

One of the good readers played baseball, one played softball, and one 

bowled and golfed. 

Boys who were poor readers participated in sports significantly 

more frequently than boys who were good readers, according to the 

parents. 
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Of the five parent items related to question one, only one 

elicited responses which were significantly different. 

Teacher response to question one related items were as follows: 

(a) Did the student take part in school sports? Four of the 

teachers of good readers and two of the teachers of poor readers answered 

"yes." The chi-square 2.155, wasn't significant at the .05 level of confi

dence, whereas the phi coefficient .1+8, was significant at the .05 level. 

(b) Which word describes his ability in sports—outstanding, 

average, poor? Four teachers of good readers and three teachers of 

poor readers remember the student as being average or outstanding in 

sports. The chi-square of 1.127 was not significant. 

The teachers reported a significant difference as to the 

student's participation in sports. Good readers participated to a 

greater extent than did poor readers. 

One of the two teacher responses to question one brought forth 

differences which were significant. 

Summary of Significant Differences in Answer to Question One. 

Poor readers reported that they spent more free time in some type of work 

than did good readers. Good readers preferred to pass their free time 

observing television or listening to the radio and to records. Good 

readers stated that they devoted time to some type of hobby. Poor 

readers indicated that they spent more time with their fathers in some 

type of work activity. 

The parent interviews did not substantiate the student inter

views in the fact that parents of poor readers did not spend signifi

cantly more time with their children. Parents of boys who were poor 



readers "believed that their sons participated in school sports to a 

greater extent than did parents of good readers. 

Teachers of good readers remembered them as active in school 

sports. 

Effect of Participation in Social Activities 

Student reactions are as follows: 

(a) Do you belong to any groups outside of school? Seven good 

readers and five poor readers answered in the affirmative. Chi-square 

was not significant at .117. 

(b) To what organizations do you belong? More good readers 

(3) than poor readers (0) belonged to two or more organizations. Chi-

square equaled I.U36, which was not significant. 

Five good readers showed an interest in organizations such as 

church. Boy Scouts and H-H, while only one poor reader was interested. 

Chi-square resulted in 1.750, which was not significant; nor was the 

phi coefficient significant at .27. 

(c) Do you belong to any school organizations? Eighteen good 

readers and seventeen poor readers belonged to school organizations. 

Chi-square was .000 and not significant. 

(d) To what organizations do you belong? Five poor readers 

and one good reader belonged to the Future Farmers of America. Chi-

square was 1.730, and the phi coefficient .27. Neither was significant. 

Five poor readers and two good readers were members of the Pep 

Club. Chi-square was .686 which was not significant. The remainder of 

the good and poor readers belonged to a variety of clubs. 
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Five good readers and one poor reader belonged to more than one 

club. Chi-square resulted in 1.750, and the phi coefficient was .27. 

Neither was significant. 

(e) Do you have a car that you can use frequently? Both groups 

had four "yes" answers. 

(f) How many nights do you go out during the week? Three 

students in each group said that they went out five or more nights a 

week. Eleven poor readers and ten good readers went out once or twice 

a week. Five poor readers reported "none" or "not often," while four 

good readers made the same report. Two poor readers and four good 

readers stated that they went out two or three times a week. The 

average number that students went out per week was two. Twelve good 

readers went out twice a week or more, and nine poor readers did. The 

resulting chi-square of .381 was not significant. 

No significant differences were found in the student responses 

to the four items relating to question two. 

Parent responses during interviews to items relating to question 

two follow: 

(a) Does he belong to any group outside of school groups? More 

of the parents of the good readers (10) than the parents of the poor 

readers (2) answered in the affirmative. Chi-square, 5»717> was signifi

cant at the .05 level of confidence, while the phi coefficient, .k2, was 

significant at the .01 level of confidence. 

(b) Does your child prefer a few close friends or does he like 

to have many friends? Thirteen parents of poor readers as opposed to 
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nine parents of good readers stated that their children preferred to have 

a few close friends. The chi-square, .859» was not significant. 

One item of the two relating to question two "brought a signifi

cant response. Parents of good readers stated that their children 

belonged to groups outside of school groups. 

Teacher responses to items related to question two follow: 

(a) Which word would best describe how the student got along 

with his classmates—well, poorly, no interaction? Four teachers of 

good readers and eleven teachers of poor readers stated that the student 

got along well with lis classmates. The chi-square of 1.566 was not 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

(b) Which words best describe how the student was accepted 

socially by his classmates—considerable acceptance, moderate accep

tance, no acceptance? One teacher of the group of good readers said that 

the student was not accepted by his classmates. However, no teachers of 

the poor readers reported nonacceptance by classmates. The chi-square 

of .101 was not significant. 

(c) Was he ever elected by his classmates to any position? 

None of the good readers was elected to an office, while one of the poor 

readers was. The chi-square, .101, was not significant. 

Teacher responses to the three items related to question two 

did not prove to be significant. 

Summary of Significant Differences in the Answers to Question 

Two. An evaluation of the student's and teacher's responses to questions 

in this area did not reveal any differences that were significant. 



Parents disagreed with their children in their answers to the question, 

"Does he belong to any group outside of school groups?" The parents of 

good readers answered in the affirmative significantly more than did 

parents of poor readers. 

Effect of Involvement in Solitary Activities 

Student responses follow: 

(a) Did you read from a book yesterday at any time when it was 

not necessary? Thirteen good readers and ten poor readers answered in 

the affirmative. Chi-square equaled .38U, which was not significant. 

(b) How many comic books do you read a week? Eight poor 

readers and four good readers said that they read comic books. Chi-

square was 1.050, which was not significant. 

Only one good reader and two poor readers indicated that they 

read more than five comic books a week. Chi-square was .000. 

(c) How many hours a week do you watch television? Five good 

readers and nine poor readers watched television less than five hours 

a week. Chi-square was .96^, which was not significant. 

Sixteen good readers and twelve poor readers watched television 

more than five hours a week, which was not significantly different since 

the chi-square was only .96U3. 

(d) How many hours a week do you listen to radio? Six good 

readers and one poor reader listened to radio for more than fifteen 

hours a week. Chi-square was 2.7^3, which was not significant at the 

.05 level of confidence. However, the phi coefficient equaled .32, and 

this was significant at the .05 level. 



The average radio listening time for both groups was 9.5 hours a 

week. Seven good readers and three poor readers indicated that they 

listened more than the average number of hours. Chi-square was I.l8l, 
v. 

which was not significant. 

(e) How many hours a week do you listen to records? Five good 

readers and two poor readers listened to records more than five hours a 

week. Chi-square was .686, which was not significant. 

The average listening time for both groups was 2.6 hours a week. 

Nine good readers and four poor readers said that they listened to 

records more than the average number of hours. Chi-square equaled 1.783, 

which was not significant. 

Student responses indicate that good readers listened to the 

radio more than the poor readers did. 

Only one of the five queries related to question three brought 

any significant difference. 

Parent responses to items related to question three follow: 

(a) Does your child read in his spare time? Twenty mothers of 

good readers and seventeen mothers of poor readers answered "yes" to 

this question. The resulting chi-square, .908, was not significant. 

(b) How many hours a week does he read? Five parents of the 

good readers and one parent of the poor readers answered, "I couldn't 

say." The chi-square of 1.750 and the phi coefficient of .27 were not 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

The other responses were similar. Only one reader—a poor one— 

read more than twenty hours a week. 
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Five good readers and three poor readers were in the ten-to-

fourteen-hours-a-week range. Three in each group were in the five-to-

nine-hour-a-week range, while nine poor readers and seven good readers 

were in the one-to-four-hour-a-week "bracket. 

The average reading time of "both groups was U.5 hours. Eight 

good readers and seven poor readers read more than the preceding average. 

No significance can "be attached to these differences since chi-square 

was .000. 

(c) Does he enjoy "being alone? Ten parents in each group 

answered "yes" to this question. 

(d) How much time a week does he work or play alone? In answer 

to this question five parents of poor readers and one parent from the 

group of good readers replied that they "had no idea." The resulting 

chi-square, 1.750, was not significant. 

Six of the good readers' parents and two of the poor readers* 

reported that their child spent more than ten hours a week in solitary 

activities. The resulting chi-square of 1.390 was not significant. 

The average spent in solitary activities was 1.7 hours a week. 

Six parents of good readers and two parents of poor readers stated that 

their children exceeded the preceding average. The chi-square, 1.390, 

was not significant. 

Not one response from the four parental items related to ques

tion three proved to "be significant. 

Teachers responded to items related to question three as 

follows: 
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(a) Did the student have any hobbies? Six teachers of the poor 

readers' replied, "I don't know," or "I don't remember." The chi-square 

of 2.951 was not significant, but the phi coefficient of .5U was signifi

cant at the .05 level of confidence. 

Five of each group of teachers responded, "None," or "None that 

I know of." The chi-square of 1.002 and the phi coefficient of .37 

were not significant. 

One of the teachers of the good readers reported that she 

remembered that the student had a hobby. No teacher of the poor readers 

knew about any student's hobbies. The chi-square of .101 was not 

significant. 

(b) Did you have to tell the student to go outside and play at 

recess—often, or seldom? All the teachers in both groups reported that 

this happened seldom. There was no significant difference. 

(c) Did you consider him shy and backward or poised and out

going or in between these extremes. Three of the teachers in the good-

reader group and seven of the teachers in the poor-reader group placed 

the student in the "between" classification. The chi-square of .001 was 

not significant. 

Six of the teachers of the poor readers answered, "I don't 

know," or "I don't remember" to the question, "Did the student have any 

hobbies?" None of the teachers of the good readers answered in this 

manner. 

Summary of Significant Differences in the Answers to Question 

Three. Good readers significantly indicated a preference for working 



at hobbies and for watching television and listening to the radio and to 

records. A significant number of good readers listened to the radio for 

more than fifteen hours per week. 

Influence of Home Environment 

Effect of Having Reading Material Provided 

Following are the results of student interviews: 

(a) How many magazines do your parents get? Five good readers 

and three poor readers stated that their parents received no magazines. 

Chi-square was .15^, which was of no significance. 

More poor readers than good readers were in the one to five 

range. Chi-square resulted in 1.050, which was not significant. 

The families of three good readers and the family of one poor 

reader received more than six magazines. Chi-square, .276, was not 

significant. 

The average number of magazines which families of both groups 

received was three. More good readers (10) than poor readers (U) be

longed to families that received more than three magazines. Chi-square 

equaled 2.679» which was not significant at the .05 level. However, the 

phi coefficient was .30, which was significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

(b) How many newspapers do your parents get? More of the poor 

readers' parents received only one newspaper. Chi-square was 2.386, 

and the phi coefficient was .29. Neither of these figures was 

significant. 



Eleven good readers' parents and four poor readers' parents 

received two or three newspapers. Chi-square equaled 3.733, which was 

not significant. However, the phi coefficient resulted in .35, which 

was significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

The average number of newspapers received by the families of 

the two groups was 1.2. The parents of more good readers (ll) than those 

of poor readers (k) received more than the average number of newspapers. 

Chi-square was 3.733, which was not significant at the .05 level of con

fidence. The phi coefficient was significant at .35. 

(c) Do you have a subscription to a magazine or newspaper? 

Eight good readers and six poor readers answered in the affirmative. 

Chi-square, .107, was not significant. 

(d) Do you have a bookshelf or bookcase of your own in your 

home? Fifteen good readers and nine poor readers answered, "Yes." Chi-

square was 2.U31, and the phi coefficient was .29. Neither was 

significant. 

(e) Approximately how many books are in it? Five good readers 

said that they had more than fifty books; none of the poor readers had 

that many. Chi-square was 3.632, which was of no significance. The 

phi coefficient was significant at .37-

Nineteen good readers owned more than fifteen books, while only 

five poor readers owned more than fifteen. Chi-square was 16.U31, and 

the phi coefficient .67. Both figures were significant at the .01 level 

of confidence. 
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The average number of books owned by both groups was twenty-three. 

Nine good readers and four poor readers owned more thsua twenty-three 

books. Chi-square was 1.783, which was not a significant figure at the 

.05 level of confidence. 

(f) Do your parents encourage you to read? Sixteen good readers 

and thirteen poor readers indicated that their parents encouraged them to 

read. Chi-square was calculated at .M*6, which was not significant at 

the .05 level. 

(g) How do they encourage you to read? Some parents simply 

admonished or verbally encouraged their children to read. Eight good 

readers' parents took more positive measures, such as recommending or 

buying books for their children, while only four poor readers did so. 

Chi-square resulted in a nonsignificant 1.05• 

(h) Do you have a place of your own to study? Seventeen good 

readers and thirteen poor readers had a place to study. Chi-square, 

however, was not significant at 1.050; nor was the phi coefficient, .19* 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

(i) Would you say that your parents read often, seldom or 

never? More poor readers (lU) than good readers (12) thought that 

their parents read often. Chi-square at .U02 was not significant. 

Evaluation of the student interviews shows that good readers' 

families received more than three magazines in a significantly larger 

number than did the families of poor readers. More good readers' 

parents than poor readers' parents received two or three newspapers. 

Good readers owned more books than the poor readers did. 
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Of the eight items related to question four five responses were 

significant. 

The results of parental replies to items related to question 

four follow: 

(a) Do you have a television set in your home? Eighteen good 

readers had televisions in their homes, while nineteen poor readers had 

television. The chi-square resulted in .000. 

(b) How many television sets do you have in your home? Six of 

the homes of the poor readers contained two or more television sets as 

did two homes of the good readers. The chi-square, 1.390, was not 

significant at the .05 level. 

(c) Do you read for your own pleasure? Twenty-two of the good 

readers' parents and fourteen of the poor readers' parents answered 

affirmatively. The chi-square of 2.952 was not significant at the .05 

level of confidence, "but the phi coefficient of .31 was significant at 

this level. 

(d) How many hours a week do you read? Two of the parents of 

poor readers and one of the parents of good readers said that they 

read over twenty hours a week. 

The average number of hours which both groups read was U.5. 

Eight parents of good readers and six parents of poor readers indicated 

that they read more than the average. The chi-square, .107, was not 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

(e) What do you read—books, magazines or newspapers? The 

parents questioned indicated no great difference in the kinds of reading 
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which they preferred. One in each group indicated an interest in reading 

the Bible. Five parents of poor readers and seven parents of good 

readers said that they read books, magazines and papers. Three parents 

of poor readers and two of the parents of good readers preferred books. 

(f) Do you furnish your child with reading materials? Sixteen 

parents in both groups gave affirmative answers. 

(g) What kind of reading materials do you provide for your 

child? Two parents of poor readers provided encyclopedia, while no 

parent of the good readers did. Three parents of good readers and two 

parents of poor readers said that they furnished what the child wanted. 

Two poor readers and one good reader received "westerns" and fiction 

books. One parent from each group encouraged the child to use the book

mobile or the library. One parent of a good reader furnished reading 

materials about sports. No great difference in the types of litera

ture was noted. 

(h) What range best describes the number of books that your 

child owns—1 to 10, 10 to 20, 20 to 30, more than 30? No significant 

difference was distinguishable. Eleven in each group were in the one 

to ten category, and ten showed that their children owned more than ten 

books. The chi-square was .000. 

(i) Does your child have magazines at home to read? Seventeen 

parents of good readers and eighteen parents of poor readers answered 

in the affirmative. No significant difference was evident since chi-

square was .000. 

(j) Does your child have a place of his own in which to study? 

Seventeen of the good readers' parents and fifteen of the poor readers' 



parents stated that their child had a private place in which to study. 

Most of them indicated that this place was the child's room. The chi-

square of .131 was not significant. 

More parents of good readers than parents of poor readers stated 

that they read for their own pleasure. 

Only one of the ten items related to question four "brought out 

any significant difference. 

The teacher interview results from the items related to question 

four: 

(a) Did the student's parents provide the necessary reading 

materials for him? Six of the teachers in both groups answered in the 

affirmative. Chi-square, .101, was not significant. 

("b) What materials did the parents provide? Only one good 

reader and seven poor readers needed to have reading materials pro

vided. The school system furnished all the reading materials for the 

others. The chi-square, 1.811, and the phi coefficient, .U5, were not 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

The results of the teacher interviews added nothing of signifi

cance in this area of the study. 

Summary of Significant Differences in the Answers to Question 

Four. Students who were good readers lived in homes which received a 

greater number of magazines and newspapers than did the poor readers. 

Good readers owned more books than did poor readers. 

Parents of good readers read for pleasure more than did the 

parents of poor readers. 



Effect of Having Parents Who Value an Education 

• Student responses follow: 

(a) Do your parents use the public library or the bookmobile? 

Seven good readers and two poor readers answered affirmatively. Chi-

square was not significant at 2.263; nor was the phi coefficient at .29. 

(b) What words describe your parents' attendance at PTA meet

ings—regularly, seldom, never? Although ten good readers and seven 

poor readers stated that their parents attended PTA, the chi-square of 

.395 was not significant. 

(c) How would you describe your parents' visits to school— 

often, seldom, never? More poor readers (17) than good readers (12) 

reported that their parents visited school often. Chi-square, 1.783, 

and the phi coefficient, .26, were not significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

(d) Do your parents want you to finish high school? All of the 

students answered "yes" to this question. 

(e) Have your parents ever rewarded you for doing well in 

school? Sixteen good readers and thirteen poor readers answered in 

the affirmative. Chi-square at .UU6 was not significant. 

(f) Have your parents ever punished you for doing poorly in 

school? Ten good readers and nine poor readers answered "yes" to this 

question. The resulting chi-square, .000, however, was not significant. 

Nothing of a significant difference came to light from an 

evaluation of the students' responses to the six items relating to 

question five. 



Parental replies to question five related items results follow: 

(a) Do you plan for your son to continue his education? Fifteen 

parents of the good readers and sixteen parents of the poor readers 

answered "yes" to this question. No significant difference was indi

cated since chi-square was .000. 

(b) How are you encouraging him to continue his education? 

Seven parents of good readers and fourteen parents of poor readers re

plied that they were offering verbal encouragement. The chi-square, 

3.U29, was not significant, "but the phi coefficient of .33 was signifi

cant at the .05 level of confidence. 

Five parents of good readers were taking some type of action to 

see that their child continued in school as were two parents of poor 

readers. The chi-square was .686, which was not significant. 

(c) What word best describes your attendance at PTA meetings— 

regularly, often, seldom, never? Of the good readers seven parents 

attended regularly or often; fourteen, seldom or never. Of the poor 

readers one parent was regular or often; twenty, seldom or never. The 

chi-square, 3.869, was significant at the .05 level of confidence. The 

phi coefficient was .36, which was also significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

(d) What word best describes your visits to the schools—often, 

seldom, never? Six good readers' parents reported that they visited 

often; nine, seldom; six, never. Three poor readers' parents visited 

often; fifteen, seldom; three, never. The chi-square of 3.500 was not 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
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(e) When do you visit the schools? Three parents in the poor 

readers' group and four in the good readers' group visited the schools 
i 

when there were programs or on special occasions. The resulting chi-

square, .38U, was not significant. 

(f) If the teacher grouped the children, in which group was 

your child—poor, average, high? Fifteen parents of the good readers 

and twelve parents of the poor readers reported that their child was 

in the poor group. The chi-square of .1+15 was not significant. 

(g) Are you taking any kind of school work—extension classes, 

correspondence courses, adult evening classes? Four parents of good 

readers and three parents of poor readers reported in the affirmative. 

There was no significant difference since the chi-square was .000. 

To summarize, fourteen parents of poor readers as compared to 

only seven parents of good readers offered only verbal encouragement to 

their children to stay in school. 

Two of the seven parent items related to question five developed 

significant differences. 

Following is the result of the teacher responses to items re

lated to question five: 

(a) Which words describe his parents' interest in school—very 

interested, normally interested, not interested? Five teachers of good 

readers and six teachers of poor readers reported that the parents showed 

average or above average interest in the school. The chi-square of .0U9 

was not significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

(b) Which word describes the frequency of the parents' visits 

to the school—frequently, seldom, never? Three teachers of good readers 
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and one teacher of poor readers remembered that the parents were frequent 

visitors. The chi-square, 1.700, and the phi coefficient, .1+6, were not 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

(c) What word describes the parents' PTA attendance—frequent, 

seldom, never? Two of the teachers of good readers and one of the 

teachers of poor readers stated that the parents attended PTA frequently. 

The chi-square, .3^5, was not significant. 

(d) Was either parent elected to an office in the PTA? Two of 

the teachers of good readers said "yes," while no teacher of the poor 

readers made this response. The chi-square, 1.566, was not significant, 

but the phi coefficient of .k9 was significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

In summary, the teachers of good readers stated that parents of 

these children had been elected to an office in the PTA. None of the 

parents of poor readers had. attained this honor. 

One of the four items associated with question five developed a 

significant difference. 

Summary of Significant Differences in the Answers to Question 

Five. Parents of poor readers offered only verbal encouragement to 

their children to continue in school to a greater extent than did the 

parents of good readers. The parents of good readers attended PTA more 

often than parents of poor readers. 

Parents of good readers were elected to an office in the PTA 

more often than were the parents of the poor readers according to the 

teachers. 



Effect of Having Been Read to by Family 

' The student interview results are as follows: 

(a) Has anyone ever read to you? Seventeen poor readers and 

fifteen good readers answered in the affirmative. Chi-square, .131, was 

not significant. 

(to) Who read to you? More poor readers (8) than good readers 

(U) replied that their parents read to them. Chi-square at 1.05 was not 

significant. 

Eight good readers and five poor readers named their mother. 

Chi-square, .M6, was not significant. 

Five good readers and one poor reader named their grandmother. 

Chi-square was a nonsignificant 1.750. 

(c) Has anyone outside of your family read to you? Five good 

readers and three poor readers said that neighbors and friends had read 

to them. Two good readers listed an aunt and an uncle, and one poor 

reader named a teacher. No significance can be attached to the replies 

since the chi-square was . 1+927 • 

(d) How many hours a week did someone read to you? Fifteen 

poor readers and twelve good readers were read to less than five hours 

a week. Chi-square was a nonsignificant .Ul5. 

The average time per week that someone read to tooth groups was 

2.3 hours. Eleven good readers and eight poor readers were read to more 

than the preceding average. The difference, with a chi-square of .38U, 

was not significant. 
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(e) Did any children at school ever read to you or help you with 

your reading? Fourteen poor readers and ten good readers answered in the 

affirmative. The chi-square of .875 was not significant. 

(f) Did this happen often or seldom? Nine good readers and two 

poor readers said that this happened often. Chi-square resulted in 

U.U3U, and the phi coefficient was .38. Both were significant at the 

.05 level of confidence. 

An evaluation of the student responses to question six area show 

that good readers among the students were helped often by other children 

in school to a greater extent than were poor readers. 

One of the four items related to question six drew answers which 

were significantly different. 

The results of the parent interviews to items relating to ques

tion six follow: 

(a) (To mother or father) Did you ever read to your child? 

Seventeen parents of good readers and eighteen parents of poor readers 

responded affirmatively. There was no significant difference since the 

chi-square was .000. 

(b) Do you ever read to him now? Three parents of the good 

readers and four parents of the poor readers answered "yes." The dif

ference was not significant since the chi-square was .000. 

(c) If you did read to him, how often did you do this in a 

period of a week? Fifteen parents of good readers and twelve parents of 

poor readers read to their child once a week or more. Chi-square was 

•Ul5, which was not significant. 
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(d) Did a brother or sister read to him? Ten parents of good 

readers and eight parents of poor readers answered in the affirmative. 

The chi-square, .097* was not significant. 

(e) How often did the brother or sister read to the child in a 

period of a week? Eight parents of good readers and six parents of poor 

readers stated that siblings read to the student one or more times a 

week. The chi-square of .107 was not significant. 

(f) Did any other person read to him? Five parents of good 

readers and four parents of poor readers answered "yes." Chi-square 

of .000 was not significant. 

(g) If yes, who was this person? Two parents of the poor 

readers stated that their child was read to by an aunt; one parent said 

that the grandmother read to the child. Three parents of good readers 

named the grandmother, while one parent named the minister's wife. The 

chi-square of the difference for the grandmothers was .276, which was 

not significant. 

(h) How often did these persons read to the children in a 

period of a week? Someone read to the poor readers an average of 1.6 

times a week, while some individuals, other than a sibling, read to the 

good readers 1.9 times a week—not enough difference to be significant. 

(i) Can you remember the names of any of his reading textbooks? 

Two of the parents of good readers named two of the books which the child 

had used in his early years of school. None of the parents of poor 

readers were able to remember the names of any of the child's reading 

textbooks. The chi-square of .525 was not significant. 
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Nothing which developed from the six items relating to question 

six to the parents proved to be significantly different between the two 

groups of readers. 

The results of teacher responses to items related to question 

six follow: 

(a) Did you read aloud to him and his classmates—frequently, 

seldom, never? Three teachers of good readers and seven teachers of 

poor readers indicated that they frequently read aloud to their classes. 

The chi-square of .001 was not significant. 

(b) Did you ever assign another student to read to this student 

or to help him with his reading? Two of the teachers of good readers 

said "yes" to this question, while none of the teachers of poor readers 

gave an affirmative answer. The chi-square of 1.566 was not significant, 

but the phi coefficient of .k9 was significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

Teachers of good readers reported that they did assign a student 

to help a weaker student with his reading. They did this to a greater 

extent than the teachers of poor readers did. 

One of the two items related to question six developed signifi

cantly different answers. 

Summary of Significant Differences in the Answers to Question 

Six. Nothing of significance was found in the responses of students, 

parents and teachers to question six. 



Effect of Identification with the School 

• Results of the student interviews associated with question seven 

follow: 

(a) How many nights do you go out during the week? Are these 

nights during the school week or on weekends? Eight good readers and 

five poor readers said that they went out both during the school week and 

on the weekends. Chi-square at .UU6 was not significant at the .05 level 

of confidence. 

(b) Approximately how many hours a week do you study? Nine 

good readers and six poor readers stated that they studied more than ten 

hours a week. Chi-square, . Ul5, was not significant. 

The average that both groups studied was 7.^ hours. Eleven 

good readers and seven poor readers said that they studied more than the 

above average of 7.U. The resulting chi-square of 1.15^ was not 

significant. 

(c) What subjects do you study? No great differences resulted 

from this question. Thirteen poor readers and eleven good readers 

studied English grammar and literature. The chi-square, .970, was not 

significant. 

Nine good readers and six poor readers studied the social 

sciences. Chi-square, .lH5> was not significant. 

Twelve good readers and seven poor readers studied the sciences. 

However, the resulting chi-square of 1.538 was not significant at the 

.05 level of confidence. 
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(d) Why do you study these particular subjects? Eight readers 

in each group indicated that they studied these subjects because they 

were difficult. 

Four poor readers and one good reader said that they studied 

because of the teachers' assignments. Chi-square was not significant 

at .908. 

Six poor readers and seven good readers studied to make grades. 

The chi-square was not significant at .000. More good readers (5) than 

poor readers (l) studied because they liked the subjects. This was not 

significant, however, because the chi-square was only 1.750. 

(e) What kind of grades did you make in school—good, average 

or poor? Twenty-one poor readers and seventeen good readers said that 

they made average or above grades. The resulting chi-square, 2.U87, 

was not significant, but the phi coefficient of .32 was significant at 

the .05 level of confidence. 

(f) Did you ever ask your parents to visit your teachers? 

Eight good readers and seven poor readers answered "yes" to this ques

tion. Chi-square equaled .000. 

(g) Do you plan to get more education after high school? Four

teen good readers and ten poor readers answered in the affirmative. Chi-

square resulted in .875» which was not significant. 

(h) What kind of education? Six poor readers and two good 

readers answered, "I don't know." Chi-square was 1.390, which was not 

significant at the .05 level. Three in each group indicated an interest 

in trade or mechanical schools. Seven good readers and four poor readers 



reported an interest in college or business school. The resulting chi-

square was .U93, which was of no significance at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

(i) Did you like or dislike being in the poor reading group? 

Six good readers and seven poor readers stated that they liked being in 

that group. No significant difference was observed since the chi-square 

was .000. 

(j) Did your parents ever punish you for doing poorly in 

school? Fourteen good readers and ten poor readers answered "yes" to 

this question. The chi-square was .875» which was not significant. 

(k) Do you like, dislike or feel indifferent about school? 

Sixteen good readers and fifteen poor readers stated that they liked 

school, which was not significantly different since chi-square was .000. 

In summarizing significant responses to items related to ques

tion seven, it was found that all the students who were classified as 

poor readers stated that they made average or above grades. Seventeen 

of the good readers made the same claim. 

One of the ten items related to question seven elicited responses 

which were significantly different. 

The parent interviews relating to question seven follow: 

(a) Did your children ever play school when they were small? 

Nineteen parents of good readers and sixteen parents of poor readers 

answered in the affirmative. The chi-square of .686 was not significant. 

(b) How often in a month's period did these children play 

school? Four parents of the poor readers and one parent of the good 



readers asserted that their children played school more than twenty-five 

times a'month. The chi-square, .908, was not significant. 

Eight parents of good readers said that their children played 

school more than ten times a month, and five parents of poor readers 

indicated that their children enjoyed about the same amount of this 

activity. The chi-square, .bh6, was not significant. 

(c) What words describe your child's reaction to school—likes 

school, dislikes school, indifferent to school? Seventeen parents of 

good readers and fifteen parents of poor readers thought that their 

children liked school. The chi-square of .131 was not significant. 

(d) Why do you think this assumption is true? Eight parents 

in each group expressed the opinion that since their child did not miss 

school it was an indication that he liked school. 

Seventeen parents of good readers and twelve parents of poor 

readers cited positive actions on the part of the child that indicated 

a liking for school. The chi-square, I.783, was not significant at the 

.05 level of confidence. However, the phi coefficient, .31, was 

significant. 

(e) How many days a week do his teachers assign homework? Ten 

parents of good readers and seven parents of poor readers reported that 

the teachers assigned homework daily. The chi-square of .395 was not 

significant. 

Fifteen parents of good readers and ten parents of poor readers 

stated that the teachers assigned homework two or more times a week. 

The resulting chi-square of 1.581 was not significant at the .05 level 

of confidence. 
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(f) What word describes your child's reading ability—good, 

average, poor? Six parents in each group felt that their children were 

good readers. 

Five parents of poor readers and two parents of good readers 

were of the opinion that their children were poor readers. The chi-

square, .686, was not significant. 

(g) How many days a week does your child do homework? Ten 

parents of good readers and twelve of poor readers indicated that their 

child did homework at least twice a week. The chi-square of .095 was 

not significant. 

Five parents of good readers stated that their children were 

faithful in doing their homework when it was assigned. However, no 

parent of the poor readers made this observation. The chi-square of 

3.632 was not significant at the .05 level of confidence, but the phi 

coefficient of .36 was. 

(h) Does your child seem to be proud of his schoolwork? Nine

teen good readers and seventeen poor readers appeared to their parents 

to be proud of their work in school. The chi-square, .19*+, was not 

significant. 

In summary of question seven related items, as the parents saw 

their children, good readers showed positive actions that made the 

parents think that they liked school. Poor readers displayed similar 

actions to a lesser degree. 

Parents of good readers to a greater degree than parents of poor 

readers felt that their children were faithful in doing assigned 

homework. 



The eight items related to question seven developed into two 

items of significant differences. 

Teacher responses to question seven related items follow: 

(a) Which word would best describe the way this student felt 

about school—like, dislike, indifferent? Three teachers of good 

readers and nine teachers of poor readers reported that the students 

liked school. The resulting chi-square was .671, which was not 

significant. 

(b) Which word would best describe the student's grades—good, 

average, poor? Four teachers of good readers and nine teachers of poor 

readers stated that their students made average or above grades. The 

chi-square, .105, was not significant. 

(c) What subjects appeared to be the student's favorites? 

Three teachers of the good readers and seven teachers of the poor 

readers answered, "I don't know," or "I don't remember." The chi-square 

of .001 was not significant. 

(d) In which reading group was this student? Four teachers of 

the poor readers and one teacher of the good readers stated that the 

students were in the better group. The chi-square, .87, was not 

significant. 

Three teachers from each group said that the students were in 

the average reading group. The chi-square was not significant at .165. 

Nothing of significant difference came from the teachers' 

responses to the four items which related to question seven. 
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Summary of Significant Differences in the Answers to Question 

Seven. Poor readers reported in greater numbers than the good readers 

that they made average or above grades. 

Good readers showed more positive signs of liking school than 

the poor readers did—according to the parents. They also impressed 

their parents "by being faithful in doing assigned homework. 

Effect of Positive Affiliation with Teachers 

Student responses in the interview related to question eight are 

as follows: 

(a) Do you go to any teacher for advice? Eight good readers 

and nine poor readers answered "yes" to this question. There was no 

significant difference since the chi-square was .000. 

Who is the teacher? Nine poor readers and six good readers 

named high school teachers. Chi-square of .Ul5 was not significant. 

Only two named grade school teachers, which was not significant as the 

chi-square was only .525. 

(b) How would you describe your feeling toward the teachers who 

have taught you—liked the most of them, disliked the most of them, 

neither liked nor disliked the most of them? Nineteen good readers and 

seventeen poor readers reported that they liked most of their teachers. 

The resulting chi-square was .19^» which was not significant. 

No significant differences were found between the two groups of 

students in their replies to the two items which related to question 

eight. 



Parent responses to items related to question eight follow: 

(a) Did your child often play the role of the teacher? Ten 

parents of good readers and eight parents of poor readers responded "yes" 

to this query. No significant difference could be observed since the 

chi-square was only .508. 

(b) What words describe your child's reaction to his teachers-

likes most of them, dislikes most of them, indifferent to them? Twenty 

parents in each group felt that their children liked most of their 

teachers, and there was no significant difference in these answers. 

(c) Has any teacher had a great influence on your child? Eleven 

parents of good readers and seven parents of poor readers answered in 

the affirmative. The chi-square of .875 was not significant. 

(d) Who was the teacher? Seven parents of good readers and 

four parents of poor readers named high school teachers. The chi-square 

of .1»93 was not significant. 

Three in each group named elementary teachers, and one in each 

group could not name any particular teacher. No significant difference 

lies in these answers. 

(e) Does your child go to any teacher or teachers for advice? 

Five parents of good readers and three parents of poor readers answered 

"yes." The chi-square, .15^» was not significant. 

(f) If your child is a good reader, do you credit any teacher 

or teachers for this success? Nine parents of good readers and eleven 

parents of poor readers named a teacher to whom they contributed their 

child's success in reading. Chi-square of .096 was not significant. 



(g) If your child is a poor reader, do you blame any teacher or 

teachers for his failure? No parent blamed any teacher for his child's 

inability to read. 

(h) How did your child feel toward the teacher for placing him 

in his particular group? One parent in each group felt that the teacher 

had caused his child discomfort by placing him in a particular group. 

(i) Has your child ever asked you to visit his teacher? Five 

parents of good readers and one parent of a poor reader answered posi

tively. The chi-square of 1.7^+9 was not significant at the .05 level. 

Neither was the phi coefficient of .27 significant. 

There were no significant differences in the answers of the 

parents to the nine items which related to question eight in this area. 

The teachers' replies to items related to question eight follow: 

(a) Which words describe his relationship with his teachers— 

exceptionally good, good, average, poor? Three of the teachers of good 

readers and seven of the teachers of poor readers indicated that the 

student's relationship with his teachers was good or extremely good. 

The chi-square of .001 was not significant at the .05 level of confi

dence. No significant difference was found in the other answers. 

(b) Did the student seem to like you especially well? All of 

the teachers of good readers and all but one of the teachers of poor 

readers gave an affirmative answer to this question. Chi-square of .101 

was not significant. 

(c) Did the student do extra work for you voluntarily and 

eagerly? Four teachers in each group answered "yes." The chi-square, 

.U73» was not significant. 
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There were no significant differences in responses to the three 

items in the question eight area. 

Summary of Significant Differences in Answer to Question Eight. 

There were no significant differences in the answers given hy the stu

dents, parents, or teachers to the set of questions in this area. 

Effect of Methods of Teaching 

Student answers to items in the question nine area are as 

follows: 

(a) Did any children at school ever read to you or help you with 

your reading? Fourteen poor readers and ten good readers answered in the 

affirmative. A chi-square of .875 was not significant. 

("b) Would you say that this happened often or seldom? Nine 

good readers and two poor readers said that this happened often. Both 

chi-square (U.U3U) and the phi coefficient (.38) were significant at the 

.05 level of confidence. 

(c) Who taught you to read? Four poor readers and no good 

readers named a teacher who had taught them to read. Chi-square at 

2.1*87 was not significant. However, the phi coefficient, .32, was 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

Six good readers and one poor reader said that they didn't know 

who had taught them to read. The resulting chi-square of 2.7^3 was not 

significant, but the phi coefficient, .30, was significant at the .05 

level. 

Eleven good readers and ten poor readers gave credit to a 

teacher, while five poor readers and two good readers indicated that 
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their parents had taught them to read. The former with a chi-square of 

.000 was not significant; and the latter, with a chi-square of .686, was 

not significant either. 

(d) How did he or she teach you to read? Nine in both groups 

gave no answer, or could not remember, or did not know. 

Seven poor readers and four good readers said that they were 

read to or told the words. The resulting chi-square of .1+93 was not 

significant. 

(e) Did he or she use a reader or other reading materials? Ten 

good readers and nine poor readers remembered learning to read from read

ing texts. Five poor readers and two good readers stated that other 

materials were used. Chi-square was .686, which was not significant. 

(f) What kind of reading materials did your teachers use? 

Seventeen poor readers and ten good readers remembered that their 

teachers used basal reading texts. The resulting chi-square of 3-733 

was not significant, but the phi coefficient of .35 was significant at 

the .05 level of confidence. 

Four good readers remembered that their teachers had used a com

bined approach of texts, magazines and newspapers, while only one poor 

reader recalled this technique. A chi-square of .908 was not 

significant. 

Eight good readers said that their teachers had used a varied 

approach of textbooks, magazines, newspapers, controlled readers, work

books and phonics instruction. Only one poor student reported such 

instruction. The resulting chi-square of 5.091 and the phi coefficient 
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of .Ul were both significant. Chi-square was significant at the .05 

level of confidence, and the phi coefficient was significant at the .01 

level. 

(g) How do you figure out the pronunciation of a new word? 

Ten poor readers and seven good readers said that they used the diction

ary. Chi-square, .395s was not significant. 

Nine poor readers and fourteen good readers tried some form of 

syllabication. The resulting chi-square, 1.538, was not significant. 

(h) Do you remember the names of any of your reading books? If 

so, what were they? Seven good readers and four poor readers remembered 

a name of a reader. Chi-square was .^93, which was not significant. 

The text books which the students remembered, with the exception 

of one—Prose and Poetry, were those which they had used in their early 

years of school. 

(i) Did your teacher group her classes—poor, average, high? 

Thirteen poor readers and eight good readers answered in the affirma

tive. Chi-square at 1.52U was not significant. 

(j) In which group were you? Seven good readers and four 

poor readers indicated that they were in the good group. The resulting 

chi-square of .^93 was not significant. 

(k) Did your teachers encourage you to read in your spare time? 

How did they encourage you? Nineteen in each group answered affirma

tively. There was no significant difference. Eight good readers and 

seven poor readers were told to read. The chi-square, .000, was not 



significant. Pour poor readers and one good reader were requested to 

read. Chi-square at .908 was not significant. Four poor readers but no 

good readers reported that they were assigned readings. Chi-square re

sulted in 2.1*86, which was not significant at the .05 level of confi

dence. Five good readers reported that their teachers recommended and 

encouraged the reading of specific books and that one of the teachers 

tested the students on the books. No poor readers reported these facts. 

The resulting chi-square was 3.632, which was not significant, but the 

phi coefficient of .37 was significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

One poor reader and three good readers reported that they were required 

to give oral and/or written book reports. No significant difference 

was found because chi-square was only .276. Only one student—a good 

reader—said that his teacher "bragged on him." One poor reader went 

to his teacher's home for help. Nothing of significance could be 

attached to the preceding two facts as chi-square, .000, was not 

significant. 

A summary of items related to question nine indicates that good 

readers reported that they were helped by other children often. More 

poor readers than good readers named a teacher as the person who taught 

them to read. Good readers did not know who taught them to read. 

Poor readers specified that their teachers used basal texts. 

Good readers were taught by a varied approach with varied materials. 

Student responses to three of eleven items concerning question 

nine drew significant differences. 



Parent responses to items concerning question nine follow: 

(a) What method or methods of teaching reading did these 

teachers use? Seven parents of the good readers and ten parents of the 

poor readers did not know the answer to this question. The chi-square 

of .395 was not significant. 

Two of the good readers' parents named phonics or controlled 

readers, while no parent of the poor-reader group gave this answer. The 

chi-square of .525 was not significant. 

(b) Did the teacher use a reading series or materials which she 

had devised? The parents of the poor readers made three responses con

cerning the materials used—a basic text, the SRA. laboratory and a 

language master. The parents of good readers gave two answers—the use 

of a basal text and extra materials. No significant difference is indi

cated since chi-square was .000. 

(c) Can you remember the names of any of your child's reading 

textbooks? The parents of the good readers were able to remember two 

beginning readers (Jill and Jump and Spot. Jim and Judy), while the 

parents of the poor readers could not remember any of their child's 

reading books. There is no significant difference in these answers as 

chi-square was only .525. 

(d) Did the teacher group the children—poor, average, high? 

Thirteen parents of good readers and eleven parents of poor readers 

replied "yes" to this question. The chi-square, .097. was not 

significant. 

(e) Did the teacher encourage or discourage your helping the 

child with his reading? Sixteen parents of good readers and seventeen 



parents of poor readers indicated that the teachers neither encouraged 

or discouraged their helping the child. The chi-square .000, was not 

significant. 

No significant differences were found in the answers to the five 

queries of the parents which related to question nine. 

Teacher replies relating to question nine are reported as 

follows: 

(a) Can you give an estimate of the number of "books in your 

school library? The teachers of the poor readers gave an estimate of 

more than 250 books, which exceeded the number given by the teachers of 

the good readers. The chi-square of It. 130 and the phi coefficient of 

.61 were both significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

("b) Does the school have the services of a bookmobile? Four 

teachers of good readers and six teachers of the poor ones replied in 

the affirmative. The chi-square, .001, was not significant. 

(c) How did you encourage the student to do outside reading? 

Three teachers of poor readers tried to arouse the student's interest 

in the books which were available at the school and even in their per

sonal books which they let the student read. None of the teachers of 

good readers indicated that they tried to encourage the student to do 

outside reading. Chi-square of .55^ was not significant. 

(d) What method of teaching reading did you use? Three 

teachers of poor readers and one teacher of good readers used a combina

tion of methods. Chi-square, .011, was not significant. 



Four teachers of poor readers and two teachers of good readers 

followed the manual for the text. The chi-square of .165 was not 

significant. 

One of the teachers of the good readers and two teachers of the 

poor readers used some form of phonics. The chi-square of .3^5 was not 

significant. 

(e) Did you use a basal reader or other materials? Pour 

teachers of good readers and six teachers of poor readers said that they 

used both a basal reader and other materials. Chi-square, .001, was not 

significant. 

(f) What kinds of materials did you use? More teachers of the 

poor-reader group (3) than teachers of the good-reader group (l) used 

supplementary readers, ditto sheets and workbooks. The chi-square of 

.011 was not significant. Four teachers of each group reported that 

they used the Weekly Reader, books from the bookmobile, film strips, SRA 

laboratory, Dr. Spello or others. The chi-square of .UT3 was not 

significant. Five teachers of good readers and seven teachers of poor 

readers used a variety of materials. The chi-square of .087 was not 

significant. Two teachers of the good readers and none of the teachers 

of the poor readers reported using a combination of experience charts, 

workbooks and controlled reader. The chi-square, 1.565» was not 

significant, but the phi coefficient, .l+9> was significant at the .05 

level of confidence. 

(g) If you used a basal reader, what series did you use? Four 

of the teachers of good readers and five of the teachers of poor 
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readers could not remember the names of the "books which they used. Chi-

square of .108 was not significant. 

(h) Did you group your reading classes? Five of the teachers 

of good readers and nine of the teachers of poor readers indicated that 

they grouped their classes. The chi-square, .3^5» was not significant. 

(i) Into how many groups do you usually divide your classes? 

Four teachers of the poor readers and one teacher of the good readers 

divided their classes into two groups. The chi-square, .087, was not 

significant. 

Three teachers from the good-reader group and no teachers from 

the poor-reader group reported that they divided their classes into two 

or three groups as needed. The chi-square, 3.681, was not significant 

at the .05 level of confidence, "but the phi coefficient, .63> was 

significant at the .01 level of confidence. Four teachers in the poor-

reader group and one teacher in the good-reader group said that they 

divided their classes into three groups. The chi-square of .087 was 

not significant. 

Three teachers of the good readers and no teacher of the poor 

readers were flexible in their grouping. The chi-square of 3.681 was 

not significant and the phi coefficient of .H6 was not significant at 

the .05 level of confidence. 

(j) Did you read orally to him and his class—frequently, 

seldom, never? Three teachers of good readers and seven teachers of 

poor readers indicated that they frequently read aloud to their classes. 

The chi-square of .001 was not significant. 



(k) Did you ever assign another student to read to this particu

lar student or help him with his reading? Two of the teachers of good 

readers said "yes" to this question, while none of the teachers of poor 

readers gave an affirmative answer. The chi-square of 1.566 was not 

significant, but the phi coefficient of .1*9 was significant at the .05 

level of confidence. 

(l) Which word recognition skills did you emphasize in your 

teaching—sight words, phonics, context clues, structural analysis or a 

composite of all? Three teachers of good readers and nine teachers of 

poor readers used a composite of all. Chi-square was .671, which was 

not significant. 

One of each group used sight words and context clues. Chi-square 

was .105. Only one teacher—a teacher of the good-reader group—stressed 

context clues and structural analysis. Chi-square was .101, which was 

not significant. > 

(m) Which of the comprehension skills did you emphasize in your 

teaching—main ideas, supporting details, relationships, sequence of 

events, inferences, conclusions or a composite of all? Two teachers of 

good readers and eight teachers of poor readers used a composite of all 

these skills. The resulting chi-square, 1.127, and phi coefficient, .38, 

were not significant. 

One teacher of good readers and two teachers of poor readers 

stressed the main idea. The resulting chi-square, .3^5* was not 

significant. 
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One teacher (of good reader) stressed a combination of four of 

the six skills (main idea, sequence of events, inferences, and conclu

sions )• The chi-square of .101 was not significant. 

One teacher of poor readers emphasized conclusions. The result

ing chi-square, .101, was not significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

In summary, the teachers said that schools which the poor readers 

attended had more books in the school library than did the schools that 

the good readers attended. 

More teachers of the good readers than those of poor readers 

used a combination of experience charts, workbooks, and controlled 

reader. 

Teachers of good readers divided their classes into two or three 

groups as needed. Teachers of good readers assigned students to help 

classmates with reading more often than did the teachers of poor readers. 

Summary of Significant Differences in the Answers to Question 

Mine. Good readers were helped more often by other children than poor 

readers were. 

More good readers than poor ones did not know who taught them to 

read. Poor readers named a teacher as having taught them to read more 

often than good readers. 

The teachers of the poorer readers used a basal text according 

to the students. Good readers were taught by a varied approach more 

often than poor readers. 

Teachers reported that schools attended by poor readers had more 

books in the school library than those which the good readers attended. 



More teachers of good readers than those teachers of poor readers used a 

combination approach of experience charts, workbooks and controlled 

reader. Teachers of good readers divide their reading classes into two 

or three groups as needed. 

Teachers of good readers assigned students to help classmates 

with their reading problems more often than the teachers of poor readers 

did. 

Effect of Teacher's Personal Interest 

Results of student interviews concerning items which related to 

question ten: 

(a) Has any teacher gone out of his or her way to help you? 

Twelve good readers and ten poor readers answered in the affirmative. 

Chi-square at .096 was not significant. 

(b) How did the teacher help you? Eight good readers and five 

p o o r  r e a d e r s  r e c e i v e d  e x t r a  h e l p  a t  s c h o o l .  A  c h i - s q u a r e  o f  . w a s  

not significant. 

(c) Has a teacher ever invited you to his home, taken you on a 

trip, to a movie or to any other social event as a special guest? Only 

six good readers and five poor readers had had this experience. No 

significant difference was indicated as chi-square was only .000. 

(d) Do you know why you were invited? Three good readers and 

two poor readers answered in the affirmative. No significance could be 

attached to the difference as chi-square was .000. 

(e) What teacher has meant the most to you by showing a per

sonal interest in you? More good readers (l6) than poor readers (ll) 



named a high school teacher. The resulting chi-square was 1.659. which 

was not' significant. The phi coefficient was .25» which was not signifi

cant at the .05 level of confidence. 

Three good readers and five poor readers named a grade school 

teacher, which was not significant as chi-square was only .15U. 

Five poor readers and one good reader reported that no teacher 

had made any impression. Chi-square was 1.750, which was not signifi

cant at the .05 level of confidence. 

Nothing that was significantly different was found in the stu

dent replies to the five items in this area which related to question 

ten. 

Parent responses follow: 

(a) Has any teacher ever visited your home with the child's 

welfare in mind? Seven parents of good readers and three of poor 

readers answered in the affirmative. The chi-square of l.l8l was not 

significant. 

(b) Has your child been the guest in the home of any of his 

teachers? Six of the parents of the good readers and four parents of 

the poor readers stated "yes." The chi-square of .131 was not 

significant. 

(c) Was your child ever taken to a zoo, a movie or on a trip 

as a special guest of one of his teachers? Only one parent in each group 

answered affirmatively. 

(d) Has any teacher called or written you about your child? 

Three parents of good readers and four parents of poor readers replied 



in the affirmative. No significant difference could be claimed since 

chi-square was .000. 

(e) Has a teacher ever asked you to come to the school for a 

conference regarding your child's welfare? Only one parent in the good-

reader group and three of the poor-reader group answered "yes." The 

chi-square of .276 was not significant. 

No significant differences were found in the responses to the 

items as given by the parents of the two groups. 

Teacher replies to items relating to question ten: 

(a) Were you particularly interested in this student? Six of 

the teachers of good readers and nine of the teachers of poor readers 

answered in the affirmative. The resulting chi-square was not signifi

cant at 1.0^0. 

(b) Did you give him extra help and attention? Four in each 

group answered "yes" to this question. The results were not significant 

as chi-square was only . U73. 

(c) What kind of help and attention did you give him? Four of 

the teachers of good readers and three of the teachers of poor readers 

gave individual help or encouragement. The chi-square, 1.127» and the 

phi coefficient, . 38, were neither significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

(d) Did you ever invite the student to your home or to some 

event as your guest? One teacher in each group gave an affirmative 

answer. The chi-square of .105 was not significant. 

(e) Did you ever call, visit or write to the student's 

parents? All of the teachers of good readers and five of the teachers 
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of poor readers replied in the affirmative. Both the chi-square of 9.759 

and the phi coefficient of .88 was significant at the .01 level of 

confidence. 

(f) Which did you do—call, visit or write? Four teachers of 

good readers and three teachers of poor readers visited the parents. 

The chi-square of 1.127 and the phi coefficient of .38 were not 

significant. 

Two teachers of the poor readers and one teacher of the good 

readers talked to the parents. Chi-square, .3^5, was not significant. 

Only one teacher called the parents—the teacher of a good 

reader. The resulting chi-square, .101, was not significant. 

(g) Were these contacts about problem areas or successful 

areas? Five of the teachers of good readers talked about the student's 

successes or problems, while the teachers of poor readers, with the ex

ception of one, made social calls. The chi-square, 6.^01, was signifi

cant at the .05 level of confidence, and the phi coefficient, .7^, vas 

significant at the .01 level of confidence. 

Summary of Significant Differences in the Answers to Question 

Ten. Nothing of significant difference was found in the student and 

parent interviews. 

The teachers, however, did differ in answers as to contact with 

parents by telephone, letter or personal visits to the home. The 

teachers of good readers answered "yes" to a greater extent than did the 

teachers of poor readers. 



The teachers of good readers talked more about the students' 

successes or problems whereas the teachers of poor readers made social 

calls. 



CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

This chapter discusses the significant findings which evolved 

from the study. The findings will he discussed in the order that 

appears in the statement of the problem and in the preceding chapter. 

Personal Attributes 

Effect of Participation in Physical Activities 

It appears from the data gathered by this research that the 

poor readers did some type of work activity when they had time to 

spend on their own. On the other hand, the good readers spent their 

free time watching television and listening to the radio and to rec

ords. Poor readers significantly spent more time with their fathers. 

This may substantiate Mazurkiewicz's^ conclusion that the male sex gen

erally regards reading as a feminine activity. 

Parents of boys who were poor readers believed that their sons 

took part in school sports to a greater degree than did those of good 

readers. Although more boys among the poor readers than among the good 

readers reported that they played some type of varsity sports, the 

1. Albert J. Mazurkiewiez, "Social-Cultural Influences and 
Reading," Journal of Developmental Reading, 3, No. k (Summer, i960), 
pp. 25U-263. 
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difference was not significant. Since it is reasonable to assume that 

the students would know whether or not they were involved in sports, it 

is possible that parental pride may have caused some of the parents to 

exaggerate. The teachers, moreover, remembered the good readers as being 

more involved in sports than the poor readers. Taking the three views 

into consideration, it does not appear that participation in sports 

affects reading achievement. 

Since the difference between poor readers and good readers in 

how they spent their free time (poor readers worked) was so significant 

A 

(X = 11.55)» the researcher concluded that participation in physical 

activities are significantly related to learning to read. 

Effect' of Participation in Social Activities 

Both groups were quite active in school organizations. In fact, 

all but three good readers and four poor readers belonged to a school 

club. To a lesser extent the groups belonged to organizations outside 

of school—good readers, 7; poor readers, 5-

More good readers (12) than poor (9) went out two nights per 

week or more. Neither group of students went out an excessive amount. 

Only half of them went out two or more times per week. 

Parents of good readers thought that their children belonged to 

social groups outside of school groups to a greater extent than their 

children reported that they did. Again, it may be that parental pride 

may account for these differences in responses. 



It does not appear from the data that there was any difference 

between the two groups in their amount of participation in social 

activities. 

Effect of Involvement in Solitary Activities 

Slightly more than one-half of the students had read "yesterday" 

when they did not have to. None of the students read comics a great 

deal. Only about twenty-nine percent admitted to reading them, and only 

three admitted to reading more than five per week. 

Good readers did view television and listened to the radio and 

records more than did poor readers. 

Since reading should help to "broaden a person's interests, this 

may account for the fact that significantly more good readers reported 

that their spare time was spent in actively pursuing a pastime that 

could be classified as a hobby. 

There was not a great deal of proof in the parents' responses to 

support Bishton's1 belief that good readers were inclined to spend more 

time in solitary activities. More good readers spent more time working 

or playing alone than the poor readers, but only eight of the total 

group spent more than ten hours per week in solitary work or play. 

After weighing the evidence carefully, the researcher concluded 

that the data did not support the thesis that the good readers spent more 

time engaged in solitary activities than the poor readers did. 

1. Rodger Bishton, "A Study of Some Factors Related to Achieve
ment of Intellectually Superior Eighth-Grade Children," Journal of Educa
tional Research, 51, No. 3 (November, 1957), pp. 203-7. 



Influence of Home Environment 

< 

Effect of Having Reading Material Provided 

More good readers than poor readers reported that their parents 

subscribed for more magazines than the average number for the total 

number of families involved. Although the average number of newspapers 

received by both groups was only 1.2, more good readers than poor 

readers had access to more than that average in their homes. Both of 

the above findings upholds the assumption that the good readers would 

come from homes that had the most reading materials. 

More good readers than poor readers reported that they owned 

more than fifty books, and an even greater number of good readers 

claimed to own more than fifteen. This data supports Cappa and Shu-

bert^" in their findings that good readers own more books than poor 

readers do. 

It is interesting to note, however, that the parents did not 

support the good readers' claims to ownership of books. It is quite 

possible, however, that ownership of certain books in a home could be 

claimed by several members of the family. 

Parents of good readers read significantly more than parents of 

p 
poor readers. These findings agree with Havighurst's contention that 

parents of good readers serve as models. 

1. Dan Cappa and Delwyn G. Schubert, "Do Parents Help Gifted 
Children Read?" The Journal of Educational Research, 56, No. 1 (Sep
tember, 1962), pp. 33-6. 

2. Joe L. Frost and Glenn R. Hawks, The Disadvantaged Child: 
Issues and Innovations (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1966), p. U5• 



Again it is interesting to note that the students' responses 

disagree with the parents' responses. More poor readers (lU) than good 

readers (12) thought that their parents read often. The researcher, how

ever, tended to believe the parents. High school students are not home 

during the time that their parents would find time to read. 

After reviewing the data, the researcher feels that there is a 

significant difference in the homes of good readers in the amount of 

reading materials in the home. 

Effect of Having Parents Who Value an Education 

In general, the student responses did not indicate a great in

terest in education on the part of their parents. Only nine reported 

that their parents used the library and only seventeen stated that 

their parents attended PTA. 

More poor readers reported that their parents visited the school 

often, "but the results were not significant. All said that their parents 

wanted them to finish high school. More than half said that their par

ents had rewarded them for doing well in school, and less than half had 

punished them for doing poorly in school. 

More parents of poor readers offered only verbal encouragement 

to their child to continue his education. This finding appears to be 

valid. Verbal encouragement, only, would probably in itself not induce 

many children to read and study. 

While only seven parents attended PTA often, the results were 

significant; and teachers supported the parents' statements in regard 

to their attendance at PTA and even in the holding of offices. 



Although these parents did not attend PTA in large numbers, it 

must be remembered that they are poor people. 

It appears that the evidence brought to light by the study indi

cates that the disadvantaged children who learned to read did have par

ents who valued the advantages of an education more than the parents of 

the poor readers. 

Effect of Having Been Read to by Family 

Nothing from this research brought out any significant differ

ences between the two groups in this area. 

Both groups were read to by members of their families. The 

students with the exception of ten reported that they were read to. 

Seventy-six percent of all students made this response. 

Only eight reported that someone outside the family read to 

them. 

More than half were read to less than five hours a week. 

The parents supported their children substantially in their 

answers. It can safely be assumed that both groups of children were 

read to by members of their family. 

The above findings might be explained by an assumption that more 

parents know today the benefits of reading to children, and therefore 

significant differences are not likely to occur between good and poor 

readers. 
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Influence of Teachers 

Effect of Identification With the School 

There was little of significant difference between student 

responses to the questions in this area. Most of the students reported 

that they studied. The reasons varied. Some studied for grades, or he-

cause the subjects were difficult, or because the teacher gave assign

ments. 

The majority of the students professed to like school, and the 

parents supported this idea. Only a little over half said that they 

would continue their education past high school, and a third of these 

did not know what type of education they would pursue. 

Good readers did, however, show more positive signs of liking 

school than the poor readers did according to the parents. Parents of 

the good readers also reported that their children were faithful in 

doing their homework when it was assigned. 

The above findings would support the statement that good readers 

identify with the school while the poor readers appear to identify less. 

However, on the surface, there is a contradictory element in this data. 

More poor readers than good readers reported that they receive average 

or above grades. Some persons believe that good grades strengthen the 

identification with the school process. The data here does not appear 

to support that contention. Perhaps the heart of the matter lies in 

real achievement. It could be that those who are socially promoted or 

given grades may not respect the institution which is the giver of these 

grades. Those who are truly performing will respect the institution. 
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Although the data are not overwhelming, the researcher did reach 

the conclusion that there is a difference in the degree of identification 

with the school on the part of the good reader. 

Effect of Positive Affiliation With Teachers 

Contrary to what teachers may feel, and what some authorities 

might wish, there seemed to be little difference between the two groups 

in their feelings toward their teachers. 

Fewer than half of the students went to teachers for advice. 

Only two went to elementary teachers for advice. Most of the students, 

however, stated that they liked most of their teachers. 

Although most parents said that their children liked to play 

school, only a little over half of the children played the role of the 

teacher often. 

Fewer than half of the parents felt that a teacher had exerted 

a great influence over their child, and, surprisingly, fewer than half 

of these teachers were elementary teachers. 

There was no evidence that there was any difference in the degree 

of positive affiliation with teachers between the two groups of students. 

This might be explained by the fact that, traditionally, the parents in 

this geographic area have been somewhat belligerent toward the schools 

and the teachers. Perhaps the teachers and pupils maintain a psycho

logical. distance because of environmental pressures. 

Effect of Methods of Teaching 

More poor readers than good readers reported that the teachers 

used basal texts in their classes. More teachers of good readers than 
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poor readers reported the use of a combination of experience charts, 

workbooks and controlled readers. The inference might he made here that 

differential approaches might produce superior readers. 

The poor readers had more hooks in their school libraries accord

ing to the teachers' reports. This would imply that hooks are of little 

value to the student if he cannot read. 

More poor readers than good readers reported that they were 

often given assistance in reading hy other students. The teachers of 

good readers supported this observation hy indicating that they assigned 

students to help classmates. Currently educators are advocating the 

use of peer assistance in the learning process. This would seem to he 

a profitable practice. 

Teachers of good readers tended to he more flexible in grouping 

the students in reading classes—grouping according to the needs of the 

students. This finding seems to point out that recognition of individual 

needs can he met through a grouping organization if it is appropriate 

grouping. 

With regard to the question of who taught them to read, more 

good readers than poor readers didn't know who taught them to read. 

A significant number of poor readers named particular teachers 

to whom they gave the credit for teaching them to read. This may mean 

nothing, except that good readers have so little difficulty in learning 

to read that it makes little impression on them. 

Teachers of good readers were more likely to encourage reading 

by recommending books. This seems to indicate the need for reading 

teachers to be avid readers themselves. 



The evidence appears to indicate that there were significant 

differences in the approaches which teachers used in instructing these 

students to read. The good readers "benefited from these differential 

approaches in instruction. 

Effect of Teacher's Personal Interest 

The teachers of these students appear to have made little impact 

on their students. Only half of the students reported that their 

teachers had gone out of their way to help them. Only eleven had "been 

treated as a guest in some way by a teacher. However, only six stated 

that a teacher had made no impression on them by not showing some per

sonal interest. 

Only ten parents reported teacher visits to their home about 

their child, and only seven parents remembered teachers calling or writ

ing them concerning the child. Four parents had been asked to come to 

the school for a conference regarding the child's welfare. 

There was no significant difference between the two ability 

groups in identifying a teacher who showed a personal interest in them. 

Indeed only half of the total population reported influential teachers. 

It would appear in general that teachers are not viewed as having a 

forceful impact on their students. 

Teachers, however, reported that they communicated with the 

parents about the child. When the teachers of good readers communicated 

with the parents, they usually discussed either the success or problems 

of the child; whereas the teachers of poor readers discussed social 

matters. 
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An explanation of this fact might be that the teachers of the 

poor readers might have been fearful of an uncomfortable situation 

arising. 

There seemed to be no significant difference between the two 

groups in the matter of teachers showing a personal interest in the 

students. 

In summary, the home appears to exert a more powerful influence 

on the student's becoming a good reader than the personal attributes 

considered in this research. The school environment is important with 

regard to teacher instructional practices and organization. 



CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The main purpose of this research was to find common factors 

related to success in reading by disadvantaged students. There are 

many such children in our nation, and efforts are "being made and 

should continue to be made to help these children succeed in learning 

to read. 

Conclusions 

Disadvantaged students who succeed in reading differ signifi

cantly from disadvantaged readers who fail in reading in certain per

sonal attributes. 

1. Poor readers spend their free time in some type of 

physical activity—most often in some kind of work. 

2. Good readers are more likely to get-involved in hobbies 

than poor readers. 

3. Good readers are more likely to spend their free time 

viewing television and listening to records and to the 

radio. 

The influence of the home differs for the disadvantaged student 

who succeeds in reading and the one who fails. 

105 
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Good readers come from homes where the parents subscribe 

to a greater number of magazines and newspapers than do 

the parents of poor readers. 

5• Good readers' parents read for their own enjoyment more 

than the parents of poor readers. 

6. Good readers own more books than do the poor readers. 

7. Good readers' parents attend PTA meetings more often and 

hold office in this organization more often than do the 

parents of poor readers. 

The influence of teachers differs for disadvantaged students 

who succeed in reading from disadvantaged students who fail in reading. 

8. Teachers of good readers varied their approach to the in

struction of reading. 

9. Teachers of good readers tended to assign students as 

tutors to other students. 

10. Teachers of good readers were more flexible in their 

grouping for- reading instruction. 

11. Teachers of good readers relied less on basal readers 

and more often used a combination of approaches. 

12. Good readers showed a stronger degree of identification 

with the school. 

Implications of the Study 

The following implications might be considered as a result of 

this study. 
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Teachers and parents could introduce the child to a variety of 

activities which could serve as an introduction to an interest which 

could grow into a hobby. In the pursuit of the hobby, the student might 

develop wider reading habits. 

Teacher-training institutions should place more emphasis on 

teachers learning to effectively use differential approaches to reading 

instruction. 

Public schools should develop stronger adult education programs 

to encourage parents to read and study more in order to serve as models 

for their children. 

Public schools should develop stronger information dissemination 

programs to narrow the divergence of parent and teacher perceptions re

garding the school. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The results of this study suggest that: 

More research needs to be done to see whether too early partici

pation in organized sports is detrimental to the child's learning to 

read. 

This study did not show any significant differences in the 

students' feelings toward the teachers. Since some educators stress the 

importance of rapport between teacher and student, more study in this 

area is indicated. 



APPENDIX A 

MATCHED PAIRS OF STUDENTS ORIGINALLY CHOSEN FOR STUDY 

Poor Readers School Good Readers School 

1. 007 No. 2 97 049 No. 3 

2. 009 No. 3 98 052 No. 5 

3. 003 No. 1 91 003 No. 3 

4. 006 No. 2 109 119 No. 8 

5- 005 No. 2 93 014 No. 5 

6. Oil* No. 5 93 019 No. 2 

7. 012 No. 3 92 006 No. 1 

8. 019 No. 5 92 005 No. 1 

9. 021 No. 5 97 042 No. 5 

10. 023 No. 6 95 035 No. 3 

11. 028 No. 6 102 082 No. 7 

12. 025 No. 6 97 045 No. 6 

13. 035 No. 7 100 066 No. 5 

14. 038 No. 7 102 083 No. 8 

15- 039 No. 7 92 012 No. 7 

16. 032 No. 7 92 008 No. 2 

17. 049 No. 8 102 084 No. 8 

18. 042 No. 7 96 038 No. 2 

19. 045 No. 7 91 004 No. 1 
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ior Readers School ia Good Readers School 

20. OUl Ho. 7 95 032 No. 6 

21. 051* No. 7 95 030 No. 7 

22. 051 No. 5 102 08l No. k 

23. 008 No. 3 99 06l No. 1 

2U. 002 No. 1 91 007 No. 1 

25. 010 No. 3 9U 023 No. 5 

26. 016 No. 5 99 059 No. 3 

27. 027 No. 6 103 086 No. 5 

28. 020 No. 8 91 009 No. 3 

29. 030 No. 7 107 107 No. 5 

30. 033 No. 7 9h 028 No. 8 



APPENDIX B 

FINAL TWENTY-ONE MATCHED PAIRS OF STUDENTS AND THEIR SCHOOLS 

Poor Readers School m Good Readers School 

1. 010 No. 3 9^ 023 No. 5 

2. 019 No. 5 92 005 No. 1 

3. 020 No. 5 91 009 No. 3 

• U. 03U No. 7 93 OlU No. 5 

5. 035 No. 7 100 066 No." 5 

6. 030 No. 7 107 107 No. 5 

7. 051 No. 5 102 102 No. U 

8. 003 No. 1 91 007 No. 1 

9- ooU No. 1 91 003 No. 3 

10. 0U5 No. 7 91 00U No. 1 

11. 032 No. 7 92 008 No. 2 

12. 0U2 No. 7 96 038 No. 2 

13. OlU No. 3 93 019 No. 2 

Ik. 051* No. 7 95 030 No. 7 

15. 033 No. 7 9b 028 

G
O

 

• 

0
 

S3 

16. 028 No. 6 102 082 No. 7 

17. 031 No. 7 97 0U9 No. 3 

18. 0U9 No. 8 102 08U No. 8 
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Poor Readers School I& Good Readers School 

19. 008 No. 3 99 051 No. 8 

20. Oil No. 3 99 059 No. 3 

21. 009 No. 3 98 053 No. 6 

School Poor Readers 

No. 1 2 

No. 2 0 

No. 3 5 

No. k 0 

No. 5 3 

No. 6 1 

No. 7 9 

No. 8 _1 

Total 21 

Good Readers Total 

3 5 

3 3 

k 9 

1 1 

k 7 

1 2 

2 11 

_3 _k 

21 k2 



APPENDIX C 

SAMPLES OF INTERVIEWS WITH PARENTS, STUDENT AND TEACHER 

An Interview with the Parents of 
Student No. 05U, A Poor Reader 

Question: Do you have a television set in your home? 

Answer: No. 

Question: How many? (This question was not asked, as it was not 

applicable in this case.) 

Question: Do you read for your own enjoyment? 

Answer: (Both mother and father) Yes. 

Question: On an average, how many hours a week do you read? 

Answer: (Mother) Fifteen to twenty hours. (Father) About 25 hours. 

Question: What do you read—books, magazines or newspapers? 

Answer: All of those. 

Question: Do you plan for Sharon to continue her education? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: How are you encouraging her? 

Answer: By telling her that she must get an education in order to get 

ahead in life. 

Question: What do you and Sharon do together in the way of work or fun? 

Answer: (Father) We ride and take care of the horses; we do field work 

together, and we work puzzles together. 
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Question: Approximately how often do you do these things in a period 

of a month? 

Answer: (Father) Two or three times. 

Question: Mrs. Jones, what do you and Sharon do together in the way of 

work or fun? 

Answer: (Mother) We sew and do housework together. 

Question: How often do you do this work together in a period of a month? 

Answer: (Mother) Daily. 

Question: Do you furnish reading materials for Sharon? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: What kind of reading materials do you select for her? 

Answer: Books—especially Jesse Stuart's hooks—and we check out hooks 

from the bookmobile. 

Question: What number range best describes the number of books that 

Sharon owns—1-10, 10-20, 20-30, more than 30? 

Answer: One or ten. 

Question: Does Sharon have magazines at home to read? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Did you ever read to Sharon? 

Answer: (Both father and mother) Yes. 

Question: Approximately how often did you read to her in a period of 

a week? 

Answer: Daily. 

Question: Do you read to her now? 

Answer: No. 



llU 

Question: Did a brother or sister read to Sharon? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Approximately how often did the brother or sister read to her 

during a week? 

Answer: Daily. 

Question: Did any other person read to Sharon? 

Answer: Yes, her aunt used to read to Sharon. 

Question: How often did her aunt read to her in a week's period? 

Answer; Once a week. 

Question: What word best describes your attendance at PTA meetings— 

regularly, often, seldom, never. 

Answer: Never. 

Question: What words best describe your visits to this school—often, 

seldom, never? 

Answer: Seldom. 

Question: When did you last visit the school? 

Answer: At the beginning of the school term. 

Question: Does Sharon read in her spare time? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Approximately how many hours a week does she read? 

Answer; She reads about an hour a day or seven hours a week. 

Question: Does Sharon have a place of her own in which to study? 

Answer: Yes, she has her own room. 

Question: Did your children ever "play school" when they were small? 

Answer: Yes. 
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Question: About how often during a month would they play this game? 

Answer:' Daily. This was a favorite game. 

Question: Did Sharon often play the role of the teacher? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Does Sharon belong to any group outside of school? 

Answer: Yes, she belongs to the church. 

Question: Does Sharon enjoy being alone? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: About how much time does she spend during a week working or 

playing alone? 

Answer: Two or three hours. 

Question: Does Sharon take part in school sports? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: What sports? 

Answer: Track. 

Question: Is she a regular or a starter for the team? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Does she take part in sports outside of school? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Does Sharon prefer a few close friends or does she prefer to 

have many friends? 

Answer: A few close friends. 

Question: What words describe Sharon's reaction to school—likes school, 

dislikes school, indifferent to school? 

Answer: Likes school. 



Question: Why do you think this is so? 

Answer: She talks about school a lot, and she is always ready to go. 

She never misses. 

Question: What words "best describe Sharon's reaction to her teachers-

likes most of them, dislikes most of them, indifferent to them? 

Answer: Likes most of them. 

Question: How many days a week do her teachers assign homework? 

Answer: Daily. 

Question: Has any teacher had a great influence over Sharon? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Has any teacher visited your home with Sharon's welfare in 

mind? 

Answer: Ho. 

Question: Has Sharon been in any teacher's home as a guest? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Has Sharon ever been taken to a zoo, movie or on a trip as 

special guest of one of her teachers? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Has any teacher ever called or written to you about Sharon? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Does Sharon go to any teacher or teachers for advice or 

guidance? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: What position does this teacher hold? 

Answer: She is Sharon's home economics teacher. 
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Question: What word describes Sharon's reading ability—good, average, 

poor? ' 

Answer: Good. 

Question; Do you credit any teacher or teachers with her success as a 

reader? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Who are these teachers? 

Answer: I can't think of their names. 

Question: What method of teaching reading did these teachers use? 

Answer: I don't know. 

Question: Did the teacher use a reading series? 

Answer: I'm not sure. 

Question: Do you remember the names of any of her reading books? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Did the teacher arrange the children in such groups as poor, 

average, high? 

Answer: I'm not sure. 

Question: Did the teacher encourage or discourage your helping Sharon 

at home with her reading? 

Answer: I'm not sure. 

Question: Has a teacher ever asked you to come to school in regard to 

Sharon's welfare? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Has Sharon ever asked you to visit a teacher? 

Answer: No. 
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Question: How many days a week does Sharon do homework? 

Answer; Every day that school is in session. 

Question; Does Sharon seem to he proud of her schoolwork? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Are you taking any kind of school work—an extension class, 

correspondence work, an evening class? 

Answer: (Mother) No, but I would like to. 

An Interview With a Teacher, Named as Influential 
bjr. Student No. 102, a Good Reader 

This teacher did not wish to have the interview taped. Her 

results did not go into the statistics of the research, since Student 

102's matched partner's family moved from the area. 

Question: What grade was Carolyn in when you taught her? 

Answer: First. 

Question; How old was she? 

Answer; Six years old. 

Question: Which word would best describe her grades—good, average, 

poor? 

Answer: Good. 

Question: Which word would best describe the way that she felt about 

school—liked, disliked, indifferent? 

Answer: Liked. 

Question: What subject appeared to be her favorite? 

Answer: Reading. 

Question: Which word would best describe how she got along with her 

classmates—well, poorly, no interaction? 
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Answer; I don't remember. 

Question: Which words best describe how she was accepted socially by 

the other students—considerable acceptance, moderate acceptance, no 

acceptance? 

Answer; Moderate acceptance. 

Question: Did Carolyn take part in school sports? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Which words describe how she got along with her teachers— 

exceptionally well, well, average, poorly? 

Answer: Well. 

Question: Which words describe her parents' interest in school—great 

interest, average interest, no interest? 

Answer: Great interest. 

Question: How often did her parents visit the school—frequently, 

seldom, never? 

Answer: Never. 

Question: How often did the parents attend PTA—frequently, seldom, 

never? 

Answer: Never. 

Question: Was either parent ever elected to an office in the PTA? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Approximately how many books do you have in your school 

library? 

Answer: About 175 • 

Question: Did the school have the services of a bookmobile? 
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Answer: No. 

Question: How did you encourage outside reading when Carolyn was in 

school? 

Answer: By using a reading table and giving awards. 

Question: What method of teaching reading did you use? 

Answer: By progressing from stories to sentences to words. 

Question: Did you use a basal reader or other materials? 

Answer: Both. 

Question: What kinds of materials did you use? 

Answer: Workbooks. 

Question: What basal series did you use? 

Answer: The MacMillan. 

Question: Did you group your reading classes? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Into how many groups do you usually divide your classes? 

Answer: Three or four. 

Question: What group was Carolyn in? 

Answer: First. 

Question: Which word would best describe the kind of a reader Carolyn 

was—good, average, poor? 

Answer: Good. 

Question: Were you particularly interested in Carolyn? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Did you give her extra help and attention? 

Answer: No. 
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Question: Did Carolyn seem to like you especially well? 

Answer; I don't know. 

Question: Do you know of any hobbies that she had? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Did you have to tell her to go outside and play at recess? 

Answer: Never. 

Question: Did you consider her shy and backward or poised and out

going? 

Answer: Neither. 

Question: Did you read orally to her and her class—frequently, 

seldom, never? 

Answer: Often. 

Question: Did her parents furnish for her the necessary school reading 

materials? 

Answer: Yes, they would buy any needed materials. 

Question: Did you ever assign another student to read to Carolyn or to 

help her with her reading? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Did Carolyn voluntarily do extra work for you? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Did you ever invite Carolyn to go to your home or somewhere 

as your guest? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Did Carolyn's classmates ever elect her to any position? 

Answer: I don't remember. 
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Question; Did you ever call, visit or write to Carolyn's parents? 

Answer: I called them. 

Question; Were these calls about problem or successful areas? 

Answer; Successful areas. 

Question: Which of the word recognition skills did you emphasize in 

your teaching—sight words, phonics, context clues, structural analysis? 

Answer: I tried to use a combination of all these techniques. 

Question: Which of the comprehension skills did you emphasize in your 

teaching—main ideas, supporting details, relationships, sequence of 

events, inferences, conclusions? 

Answer: Main idea. 

An Interview With Student No. 009. a Good Reader 

Question: Did you take part in any sports in grade school? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Which ones? 

Answer: Basketball. 

Question: Are you going out for any school sports now? 

Answer: No. 

Question: How do you usually spend your time when you are not in 

school? 

Answer: Working, hunting or fishing. 

Question: Do you take part in any sports outside of school? 

Answer: Little League baseball. 

Question: When you have an hour or two that you can spend as you 

please, what do you like to do? 
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Answer; I don't know. 

Questioh: What do you and your father do together in the way of work 

or fun? 

Answer; My father is dead. 

Question: What do you and your mother do together in the way of work 

or fun? 

Answer; We work around the house. 

Question: How often do you do this during a month? 

Answer: Not very often. Two or three times possibly. 

Question: Do you belong to any groups outside of school? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Do you belong to any school organizations? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Do you have a car that you can use frequently? 

Answer: No. 

Question: How many nights do you go out a week? 

Answer: Two. 

Question: Did you read from a book yesterday when it was not necessary? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: How many comic books do you read a week? 

Answer: I don't read them. 

Question: How many hours a week do you watch television? 

Answer: Ten hours. 

Question: Approximately how many hours a week do you listen to radio? 

Answer: About five. 
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Question: Approximately how many hours a week do you listen to records? 

Answer; None. 

Question: How many magazines do your parents take? 

Answer: None. 

Question: How many newspapers do your parents take? 

Answer: None. 

Question: Do you have a subscription to a magazine or newspaper? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Do you have a bookshelf or bookcase of your own in your 

home? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: About how many books are in it? 

Answer: About 17. 

Question: Do your parents encourage you to read? 

Answer: No. 

Question: About how many hours a week do you study? 

Answer: Nine or ten. 

Question: What subjects do you study? 

Answer: All of my school subjects. 

Question: Why do you study them? 

Answer: In order to pass. 

Question: Has anyone ever read to you? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Would you say that your parents read often, seldom, or never? 

Answer: Seldom. 
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Question: Did any school children ever read to you or help you with 

your reading? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Did this happen often or seldom? 

Answer: Seldom. 

Question: Do your parents use the puhlic library or the bookmobile? 

Answer: No. 

Question: What words describe your parents' attendance at PTA meetings— 

regularly, seldom, never? 

Answer: Seldom: 

Question: How often do your parents visit school? 

Answer: Never. 

Question: What kind of grades do you make in school—good, average, 

poor? 

Answer: Average. 

Question: Who taught you to read? 

Answer: My grade school teachers. 

Question: How did they teach you? Did they use a reader or other read

ing materials? 

Answer: They used a regular reader. 

Question: How do you figure out a new word? 

Answer: By pronouncing it by syllables. 

Question: Do you remember the names of any of your reading books? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Did your teachers group their classes—high, average, poor? 
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Answer: No. 

Question: Did you ever ask your parents to visit your teachers? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Did your teachers encourage you to read in your spare time? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: How? 

Answer: By telling the class to read more. 

Question; Has any teacher gone out of his way to help you? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Do you go to any teacher for advice or counseling? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Do you plan to get more education after you graduate from 

high school? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Do your parents want you to finish high school? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: Have your parents ever rewarded you for doing well in school? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Have your parents ever punished you for doing poorly in 

school? 

Answer: They have scolded me. 

Question: Did that cause you to study harder? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Do you like, dislike or feel indifferent toward school? 

Answer: I like school. 
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Question; Has a teacher ever invited you to his home, taken you to a 

movie or on a trip as a special guest? 

Answer; No. 

Question: What teacher has meant the most to you by showing a personal 

interest in you? 

Answer: You—Mr. Floyd Goodson. 

Question: Do you have a place of your own in which to study? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: How would you describe your feelings toward the teachers who 

have taught you—liked most of them, disliked most of them, neither liked 

or disliked most of them? 

Answer: I liked all of them. I have never disliked any teacher. 



APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE OF STUDENTS INVOLVED IN THE RESEARCH 

Student 

, I am gathering 

the research for the doctoral degree in education. I'm 

trying to learn ahout students and how they learn to read. 

I want to thank you for agreeing to help me. The informa

tion you give me is confidential. 

Are you ready for the first question? 
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Student Interview 

1. Did you take part in any sports in grade school? 

2. (If yes) Which ones? 

3. Are you going out for any school sports now? 

U. If yes, which ones? Are you a regular—1st or 2nd string? 

5. How do you usually spend your time when not in school? 

6. Do you participate in any sports outside of school? 

7. (If yes) Which ones? 

8. When you have an hour or so that you can spend just as you please, 
what do you like to do? 

9. What do you and your father do together in the way of work or fun? 

10. How often do you do this in a period of a month? 

11. What do you and your mother do together in the way of work or fun? 

12. How often do you do this in a period of a month? 

13. Do you belong to any groups outside of school? 

lU. (If yes) What do you belong to? 

15. Do you belong to any school organizations or clubs? 

16. (if yes) Which do you belong to? 

17. Do you have a car that you can use frequently? 

18. How many nights do you go out per week? 

19. (If answer 2 or less) School nights or on weekends? 

20. Did you read from a book yesterday at any time when you did not 
have to? 

21. How many comic books do you read a week? 

22. How many hours a week do you watch TV? 

23. How many hours a week do you listen to the radio? 
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2k. How many hours a week do you listen to records? 

25. How; many magazines do your parents get? 

26. How many newspapers do your parents get? 

27. Do you have a subscription to a magazine or newspaper? 

28. Do you have a bookshelf or a bookcase of your own in your home? 

29. (If yes) About how many books are in it? 

30. Do your parents encourage you to read? 

31. (If yes) How do they encourage you to read? 

32. About how many hours per week do you study? 

33. What subjects do you study? 

3^. Why do you study them? 

35 • Has anyone ever read to you? 

36. (If yes) Who read to you? Has anyone outside of your family ever 
read to you? (if yes) Who? 

37 • How many hours per week were you read to? 

38. Would you say that your parents read often, seldom, or never? 

39• Did any school children ever read to you or help you at school 
with your reading? 

HO. Would you say that this happened often or seldom? 

kl. Do your parents use the public library or bookmobile? 

k2. What words describe your parents' attendance at PTA meetings— 
attend regularly; seldom attend; never attend? 

U3. How would you describe your parents' visits to school—often; 
seldom visited; never visited? 

1+U. What kind of grades do you make in school—good; average; poor? 

U5. Who taught you to read? 

U6. How did he (or she) teach you? Did he use a reader or other 
reading materials? 
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U7. Did your teachers use readers or did they make up their reading 
lessons? (If applicable) 

U8. How do you figure out a new word? 

U9. Do you remember the names of any of your reading books? (if so) 
What were they? 

50. Did your teacher group her classes—poor, average, high? 

51. Which group were you in? 

52. Did you like or dislike being in that group? 

53. Did you ever ask your parents to visit your teachers? 

5^. Did your teachers encourage you to read in your spare time? 
(if yes) How? 

k t 

55• Has any teacher gone out of his way to help you? 

56. How did he help you? 

57. Do you go to any teacher for advice? 

58. (If yes) Who is the teacher? 

59. Do you plan to get more education after high school? (if yes) 
What kind of education? 

60. Do your parents want you to finish high school? 

61. Have your parents ever rewarded you for doing well in school? 

62. Have your parents ever punished you for doing poorly in school? 

63. (if yes) Did either cause you to study harder? 

6k. Would you say that you like or dislike school or feel indifferent? 

65. Has a teacher ever invited you to his home or taken you on a trip 
or movie or any such thing—you as a special guest? 

66. Do you know why you were invited? 

67. Name the teacher who has meant the most to you by showing a personal 
interest in you. 

68. Do you have a place of your own to study? 



How would you describe your feeling towards the teachers that have 
taught you—liked most of them; disliked most of them; neither 
liked nor disliked most of them? 



APPENDIX E 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE OF TEACHERS INVOLVED IN THE RESEARCH 

Teacher 

(Miss, Mrs., Mr.) , I am doing the 

research for my dissertation. I'm trying to learn why some children 

learn to read while others of equal ability do not. 

is one of the children in my study and I vould appreciate your sharing 

some information about (him, her) with me. 

Since it is important that we are as objective as possible, 

if I ask you for information that you can't remember with accuracy, 

please say that you can't answer the question. I will expect that 

I will ask some questions that you won't be able to answer. 

I want to thank you for agreeing to help me with my research. 

This information will be held strictly confidential. 
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Teacher Interview 

1. What grade was in when you taught 
him (her)? 

2. About how old was he then? 

3. Which word would best describe the way that he felt about school— 
liked; disliked; indifferent? 

U. Which word woiild best describe his grades—good; average; poor? 

5. What subject appeared to be his favorite subject? 

6. Which word would best describe how he got along with his class
mates—well; poorly; no interaction? 

7. Which words best describe how he was accepted socially by the 
other students—considerable acceptance; moderate acceptance; no 
acceptance? 

8. Did participate in school sports? 

9. Which word describes his ability in sports—outstanding; average; 
poor? 

10. Which words describe how he got along with his teachers—excep
tionally well; well; average; poorly? 

11. Which words describe his parent's interest in school—very inter
ested; average interest; not interested? 

12. Describe parent visits to school—frequently; seldom; never. 

13. Describe the parent's PTA attendance—frequent; seldom; never. 

lU. Was either parent elected to office in the PTA—yes; no? 

15. Which parent (if yes)—father; mother? 

16. Can you give an estimate of the number of books in your school 
library? 

17. Did the school have the services of a bookmobile—yes; no? 

18. How did you encourage outside reading when 
was in school? 

19. What method of teaching reading did you follow in teaching 
? 
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20. Did you use a basal reader or did you use other materials? 

21. (if not basal) What kind of materials did you use? 

22. (if basal) What basal series did you use? 

23. Did you group your classes in reading? 

2k. How many groups do you usually divide your classes into? 

25. What group was in? 

26. What word would best describe the kind of reader 
was? Poor; average; good? 

27. Were you particularly interested in ? 

28. Did you give him extra help and attention? 

29. What kind of help and attention? 

30. Did seem to like you especially well? 

31. Did he have hobbies that you know of? 

32. What hobbies? 

33. Did you have to tell him to go outside and play at recess—often; 
sometimes; never? 

3U. Did you consider him shy and backward or poised and outgoing? 

35. Did you read orally to him and his class—frequently; often; 
seldom? 

36. Did his parents furnish him with needed school reading material? 

37. (If yes) What? 

38. Did you ever assign another student to read to 
or to help him with his reading? 

39 • Did voluntarily and eagerly do 
extra work for you? 

U0. Did you ever invite to go to your 
home or someplace as your guest? 

Ul. (If yes) Which or both? 
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k2. Was ever elected by his classmates to 
any position? 

1*3. Did you ever call, visit, or write to his parents about ? 

UU. If yes, which? 

1*5- Were these calls about problems or successful areas? 

U6. Of the word recognition skills which did you emphasize in your 
teaching—sight words; phonics; context clues; or structural 
analysis? 

1+7 • Of the comprehension skills which did you emphasize in your teach
ing? Main idea; supporting details; relationships; sequence of 
events; inferences; or conclusions. 



APPENDIX F 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE OF PARENTS INVOLVED IN THE RESEARCH 

Parent 

Mr. and Mrs. , I 

want to thank you for agreeing to help me with my project. 

I'm working on my dissertation, and it is important to me 

and, I hope, it will be of value to the field of education. 

The information that you give me will he confiden

tial. Your identity will be kept secret. Please don't 

let the recorder bother you. 

Are you ready for the first question? 

137 
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Parent Interview 

1. Do' you have a TV set in your home? 

2. How many? 

3. Do you read for your own enjoyment? 

U. How many hours per week do you read? 

5. What do you read—books, magazines, or newspapers? 

6. Do you plan for to continue his 
education? 

7. How are you encouraging him? 

8. What do you and do together in the way 
of work or fun? (Father) 

9. How often do you do this in a period of a month? 

10. What do you and do together in the way of 
work or fun? (Mother) 

11. How often do you do this in a period of a month? 

12. Do you furnish with reading materials? 

13. What kind of reading materials? 

l^t. What number range best describes the number of books that 
__ owns? 1-10; 10-20; 20-30; more than 30? 

15. Does have magazines at home to read? 

16. Did you ever read to ? (Mother or 
Father) 

17. Do you ever read to him now? 

18. How often did you read to him in a period of a week? 

19. How often do you read to him in a period of a week? (if applicable) 

20. Did or does a brother or sister read to ? 

21. How often did or do they do this in a period of a week? 
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22. Did or does any other person read to ? 

23. Who was or is this person? 

2k. How often did or does this person do this in a period of a week? 

25. What words best describe your attendance at PTA meetings? 
Attended regularly; attended often; seldom attended; never 
attended. 

26. What words best describe your visits to the school? Visited 
often; seldom visited; never visited. 

27. When do you visit the schools? 

28. Does read in his spare time? 

29. How many hours a week does he read? 

30. Does have a place of his own in 
which to study? Where? 

31. Did your children ever play "school" when they were small? 

32. How often in a month's time did they do this? 

33. Did play the role of the teacher often? 

3^. Does belong to any group outside of 
school groups? 

35. Does enjoy being alone? 

36. How much time does he spend during a week when he works or plays 
alone? 

37. Does _____ participate in school sports? 

38. What sports? 

39. Is he a regular or a starter for the first team? 

UO. Does he participate in sports outside of school? 

Ul. What sports? 

k2. Does your child prefer close friendships with a few persons or 
does he prefer many friendly relations? 

U3. What words describe ; ' s reaction to school? Likes 
school; dislikes school; indifferent to school. 
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UU. Why do you think this is so? 

U5. What words describe your child's reaction to his teachers? Likes 
most of them; dislikes most of them; indifferent to them. 

U6. How many days per week do his teachers assign homework? 

Vf. Has any teacher had a great influence over ? 

U8. Who was the teacher? 

1*9. Has any teacher ever visited your home with the child's welfare 
in mind? 

50. Has your child been in any of his teachers' home as a guest? 

51. Was your child ever taken to a zoo, movie or a trip as a special 
guest of one of Ms teachers? 

52. Has any teacher ever called or written you about your child? 

53. Does go to any teacher or teachers for advice? 
If yes, who is this teacher or teachers? 

5^. What words describe your child's reading ability? Good reader; 
average reader; poor reader. 

55. (if necessary) Do you credit any teacher or teachers with his 
success? (if yes) Who are these teachers? 

56. (if necessary) Do you blame any teacher or teachers with this 
failure? 

57- What method of teaching reading did this or these teachers use? 

58. Did the teacher use reading series or materials that she made up? 

59• Will you please tell me the name of any of his reading books that 
you can remember? 

60. Did the teacher group the children—poor; average; high? 

61. Which group was your child in? 

62. How did feel toward the teacher for 
placing him in this group? 

63. Did the teacher encourage or discourage your helping the child at 
home with his reading? 
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6k. Has a teacher ever asked that you come to the school in regard to 
your child's welfare? 

65. Has ever asked you to visit the teacher? 

66. How many days per week does do homework? 

67. Does seem proud of his schoolwork? 

68. Are you taking any kind of schoolwork? Extension class, corres
pondence, adult evening? 



APPENDIX G 

LETTER TO PARENTS REQUESTING PERMISSION 
TO INTERVIEW THEIR CHILD AND THEM 

Dear parents of 

I am presently engaged in a study concerning reading success in 
high school students, grades nine through twelve. 

This study will attempt to discover some of the factors that 
eure associated with a student's success or failure in learning to read. 

Your child has been selected for study since meets 
the standards set up for the study. 

Your child will be interviewed at school, and later, if possible, 
I would like to talk to one or both of you. Naturally sill information 
shall be treated as confidential. Your or your child's name will not be 
used anywhere in any way. The interview should not take much more than 
thirty minutes. 

The study is being sponsored by the University of Arizona and 
is part of the work required for my Ed. D. degree. 

If you are willing to cooperate in this study, will you sign 
on this sheet below and return to your high school principal. 

Thank you very much. 

Yours truly, 

Floyd L. Goodson 

My child and we will cooperate in your study. 

(Signed) 
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APPENDIX H 

LETTER TO TEACHERS REQUESTING PERMISSION TO INTERVIEW 
THEM IN CONNECTION WITH THE STUDY 

Dear : 

One of your former students, , 
has named you as having helped learn to read. 

I'll be in your area on . May I inter
view you then? 

This will be in connection with my doctoral 
dissertation. 

Yours troily, 

Floyd L. Goodson 

ll43 



APPENDIX I 

LETTER TO PARENTS REQUESTING INTERVIEW DATE 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE STUDY 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. 

I recently interviewed your son (or daughter) 
in connection with the research for my doctoral 
dissertation. 

I'll be in your area on June , ; 
May I interview you then? 

Yours truly, 

Floyd L. Goodson 

lUU 



APPENDIX J 

LETTER TO COUNTY SUPERINTENDENTS 

Dear Sir: 

I am requesting permission to do a research in 
your county. This is in connection with a doctoral 
program at the University of Arizona. 

My proposed project is to study low-income high 
school students to discover why some failed to learn to 
read while others did succeed. 

I'll be happy to call at your convenience and 
explain my plans in greater detail. 

Yours truly, 

Floyd L. Goodson 

1U5 



APPENDIX K 

LETTER TO HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

Dear Sir: 

Your superintendent, Mr. , has 
given me permission to do research in your school sub
ject to your approval. 

This proposed research is part of my program which 
will lead to an Ed. D. degree. I hope to learn why some 
students learn to read, while others of similar back
grounds fail. It is my intention to interview students, 
parents and teachers in an effort to uncover this infor
mation. 

I shall call on you shortly to discuss the matter 
in more detail. 

Yours truly, 

Floyd L. Goodson 

lU6 
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