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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to examine the orlahips between reading performance
and reading self-concept for a sample of fifth-gratudents attending schools with
higher and lower socio-economic status (SES). fgftdde students (N=102) from one
higher and two lower SES schools were assesseg@different measures: three
standardized reading measures including word retogndecoding, and passage
comprehension tasks, one standardized receptiabutary test, and one reading self-
concept scale. Results showed significant diffezsrietween groups on the word
recognition, passage comprehension, and vocabkiewyledge measures, with students
of the higher SES cohort performing better on thresasures than did the lower SES
group. No significant differences were found betwgeoups on the decoding measure.
Notably, despite contrast in overall language a@eddcy performances, there was not a
significant difference between the SES groups adirg self-concept ratings.
Nonetheless, reading performance was the biggediqgbor of reading self-concept,
although SES was found to be a modest predictonwe other variables were
controlled. These results suggest that readingcssiept is a comparison variable

influenced more by peer group comparisons thangfy i&elf.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Examination of the differences between socio-eaun groups on reading
performance and reading self-concept have not beeglied sufficiently. Although
research indicates a strong positive relationsbtpéen reading achievement and
reading self-concept, and a strong positive asgsonidetween reading achievement and
socio-economic influences, little research has lwesnlucted directly pertaining to links
between reading self-concept and socio-economigss{8&ES) (e.g., Chall, Jacobs, &
Baldwin, 1991; Chapman & Tunmer, 1995; 1997; Chapranmer, & Prochnow,
2000; Duncan & Seymour, 2000; Rider & Colmar, 2006)

Findings have confirmed that children who aredjyozaders are more likely to
have positive self-concepts related to their regdipilities, whereas poor readers are
more likely to have negative reading self-concéftsapman & Tunmer, 1995; 1997,
Chapman et al., 2000). Correspondingly, poor readien have a lack of motivation
regarding reading, and experience more negatilmfse such as anger, sadness, and
unpopularity (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997; Morgan, kass, & Wu, 2012; Park, 2011). Yet,
the level of reading achievement associated wifidentifying as a poor reader may
differ depending both on the SES of the schoottiikl is attending and the child’s
background.

Defining Reading Self-Concept



Many individual constructs and factors may inflae reading motivation,
however the majority of reading motivation reseaanl theory has focused on reading
self-concept or reading self-efficacy (Bong & Skaal2003; Guthrie, 2008; Guthrie &
Wigfield, 1997). Chapman and colleagues (2000)gefireading self-concept as an
individual’'s perceptions of his or her reading digis and the degree to which the
individuals view reading as a valuable skill. Stighdifferently, Schunk and Zimmerman
(1997) defined self-efficacy as the beliefs anwvidlial holds about his or her abilities to
learn and perform at a specific level.

The two concepts are similar in that they botbcdée an individual's perception
of competence in a specific skill related to acadsr(Bong & Skaalvik, 2003). Yet, they
differ in a few ways. First, self-concept describesv an individual perceives his or her
abilities based on past performances, while sélfafy describes an individual's
confidence level to successfully achieve a spegiial in the future. Second, academic
self-concept elicits a normative self-evaluatiorcompetence, whereas academic self-
efficacy elicits a goal-oriented self-evaluationcoimpetence. Furthermore, self-concept
depends on social comparison while self-efficadigseon an individual's goals that are
met through experiences (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003xtlya self-concept is considered an
invariable concept over time (Chapman & Tunmer,7)9®&hereas self-efficacy is more
variable (Meece & Holt, 1993).

Reading Self-Concept and Socio-Economic Status

As noted, research has yet to examine the eftd@&S on reading self-concept.

However, a few studies have examined the impa8&8 on academic self-concept. For

example, Marsh and Parker (1984) investigated hati imdividual and school SES and



academic ability are related to academic self-cpnbg studying 305 sixth-grade
students from schools with differing SES levelsa#emic self-concept was measured
with the Self Description Questionnaire (SDQ), aitéPh questionnaire with seven
dimensions (i.e., Physical Abilities, Physical Appence, Relationship with Peers,
Relationship with Parents, and self-descriptionprofvess in Reading, Math, and all
School Subjects). Academic ability was based oividdal student 1Q scores, and
academic ability for each school as a whole wasutaled as the average of the students’
IQ scores.

As predicted, the students who attended the thigheer SES schools reported
lower academic self-concepts (based on the comlsieiéatoncept ratings of reading,
math, and general school subjects) than did thaests from the two lower SES schools.
Further, the study indicated that those students the higher SES schools who
performed at an average level academically hadrige#-concepts than did the students
from the lower SES schools who also had perforniesh average level. Marsh and
Parker (1984) surmised that prevailing standardsgher SES schools result in higher
individual expectations for academic performanttboagh they did not evaluate the
impact of SES on reading self-concept per se. €searchers commented that attending
a higher SES school may generally lead to bet@idemic performance but lower
academic self-concept, whereas students from arI8&8 school may test a bit lower
than would the higher SES school’s students, brtgps would hold more positive
perceptions of their academic abilities. Theseifigd suggest that it is not lower SES
itself that causes these fluctuations in acaderifeceoncept, but it is the environment,

the students’ comparison groups, and how theiovefeers are doing.



Reading Self-Concept and Reading Achievement

Learning to read is one of the most essentiale@téc accomplishments in
elementary school development (e.g., Cunninghantafa@&ich, 1997; Rider & Colmar,
2006). During the first year of elementary schobkw children are learning to read, their
perceptions of their reading abilities, relativalystable, are suggested to be a
consequence of their reading performance (Chapma@aréner, 1997; see Appendix A
for addition information). However, once childreevelop more stable perceptions of
their reading performance capabilities, by theaosel and third years of elementary
school, children’s reading self-concepts are sugge® be considered a cause of their
reading performance.

Evidence for this comes from a two-year longitadiexperiment with 112, five-
year-old participants conducted by Chapman and Bur{ft®97) to examine the
relationships between reading performance andmgas#ilf-concept. The study measured
pre-reading abilities, later reading performance] eading self-concept. Reading self-
concept was determined using Chapman and TunmeddiRg Self-Concept Scale
(RSCS; 1995), a 30-item instrument individually awistered to each child. Self-concept
was evaluated based on three subscales: percepttompetence at reading tasks,
perception of ease or difficulty at reading, artitiates toward reading.

The results from a path analysis did not dematestn association between
reading performance and reading self-concept ititsieyear of schooling, but
documented a moderately stable correlation betweetwo variables by the middle of

the second year, and a stronger correspondendeltiitd year of school. Thus reading



self-concept appears to emerge overtime with thenéxf correspondence with reading
performance increasing as reading acquisition ssgs (Chapman & Tunmer, 1997).

In another study, Chapman et al. (2000) fount¢hédren with extreme opinions
about their reading skills, whether they thougletytivere reading very well or very
poorly, developed academic and reading self-coscsgutiier than those with average
reading skills. This outcome was based on a saof@idents assessed on academic
self-concept, reading self-concept, and readintppaance during the end of their first
and second years of school and during the middikeof third year of school. By the end
of the second year of school, students had develppsitive, negative, or typical
academic self-concepts, evaluated by the Perceptigbility Scale for Students
(PASS), and were placed into three groups base¢kdeanacademic self-concept.

Reading self-concept was analyzed by the RSC&, Nmding self-concept and
academic self-concept were examined in relatiostudents’ reading performance. The
authors observed that extremely negative and pesattademic and reading self-
concepts both emerged more quickly than they didhfe typical groups. Also, reading
performance was a stronger predictor of positive ra@gative group membership than it
was for the group of students who had typical acadself-concepts. This suggests that
if students who have consistent experiences eititbrreading success or difficulty, their
perception of their academic abilities will becomere salient to them at an earlier age,
allowing their reading self-concept to develop sraiChapman et al., 2000).
Reading Achievement and Socio-Economic Status

Empirical studies confirm that lower SES studamttering elementary school

generally have lower literacy performance levedssivocabulary knowledge and lower



levels of phonological awareness (Chall & Jacob§32Hart & Risley, 1995; Lundberg,
Larsman, & Strid, 2012; Snow, Barnes, Chandler, dadwen, & Hemphill, 1991). Further,
children from lower SES circumstances often areoegd to fewer opportunities to
expand background knowledge (i.e., trips to a zo@ museum) and often have reduced
resources (e.g., fewer current textbooks in theash(Aikens & Barbarin, 2008; Kozol,
1991; Neuman & Celano, 2001)).

During the years before school, children of imweme families tend to be
exposed to fewer books and a less rich linguistisrenment (Chall & Jacobs, 2003;
Hart & Risley, 1995; Neuman & Celano, 2001; Snowlet1991). Empirical evidence
has documented that the home literacy environnses$sociated with children’s reading
achievement (Katzir, Lesaux, & Kim, 2009; Silva,rieeven, & van Leeuwe, 2011;
Snow et al., 1991; van Steensel, 2006). FurtheunNa and Celano (2001) examined the
impact of community institutions on children’s galiteracy development for two
middle-income and two low-income neighborhoods.yTilegorted a marked
disadvantage for children in low-income neighboud®m terms of the number of
resources and the quality of books available (Neu&&elano, 2001).

Yet, when the low- and middle-income neighborlsagre provided with
comparable resources, the parents in the midd@semeighborhood took more
advantage of these resources than did the low-ieaueighborhood (Neuman & Celano,
2006). This may indicate that parents in low-incdarailies put less emphasis on the
importance of reading, allocate less time for thgpes of activities, or may struggle

with reading themselves (Neuman & Celano, 2006).



Having few linguistic resources available to dccfrom a lower SES home, and
the common correlate of lower parent education (hau& Celano, 2001), can hinder
his or her amount of exposure to books and vocapdievelopment. To support this,
research has shown that lower SES children haweeedexposure to vocabulary items
and to sophisticated language use (Hart & Rislé95).

In turn, low-income children often have lower ldaey-related skills when entering
preschool and early elementary grades (Snow €t391) and score less well than higher
SES students on reading measures (Aikens & Barli2008; Korat, 2011; Lundberg et
al., 2012; Silva et al., 2011; van Steensel, 208&tudy performed by Duncan and
Seymour (2000) indicated that within the first fgaars of elementary school, young
students from a lower SES school generally perfdroree to two years behind the
comparison sample of students from a higher SE8ackimilar to the findings of Chall
and Jacobs (2003) that were noted earlier.

Correspondingly, in terms of teacher perspectifefumlent reading ability, research
suggests that students from lower SES backgrowympisatly are rated as poorer readers
than their peers from higher SES backgrounds (Kaf#t1).

Although the circumstances associated with losome put children at-risk for
lower performance when learning to read, with duatistruction learning the foundation
skills for beginning reading can be achieved inghdy grades. Yet, the deficits in
vocabulary knowledge can exert a problem as thebeu@nd kinds of words
encountered in print expand during the mid-elentgrgeades. These limits in
vocabulary and background knowledge can impededieg@fforts with new words

(Mitchell & Brady, 2013) and can hamper comprehemgHirsch, 2003).



Chall and Jacobs (2003) have documented dechnesding success beginning
in the fourth grade as text becomes more complegirTwo-year longitudinal
experiment focused on the impact of lower SES adirgy performance with students in
the second, fourth, and sixth grades. The resaltsotistrated that the students performed
at the same level as the normative sample untjl tbached the fourth grade when their
reading scores began to drop (referred to by theders as the fourth-grade slump).
Because reading performance and reading self-coace@ssociated, and have
consequences for reading motivation (Guthrie & \iéigf, 1997), it is important to better
understand how SES circumstances pertain to hadests perceive their reading
abilities.

This Study

The goal of this study was to examine the retetnops between reading
performance and reading self-concept across SEipgifor samples of fifth-grade
students attending schools serving lower and hi§ii$ communities. The two groups
were assessed on reading performance, vocabutatygeading self-concept in order to
explore the extent to which these variables predictading self-concept for each SES
cohort.

As discussed previously, research has been ctedlbased on the links between
reading performance and reading self-concept atei¢ary age levels. However,
although academic self-concept has been studiddrespect to differing SES levels, no
study has examined relationships between readifig@®cept per se, reading

performance and SES.



Participants were assessed on five measureR@aeing Self-Concept Test
(Chapman & Tunmer, 1995) was administered to ascestudents' opinions of their
own reading abilities. Three of the subtests oMfmdcock Johnson Reading Mastery-
Revised WRMT-R; 1998were given to evaluate word recognitiéiidrd Identification,
decoding Word Attacly, and reading comprehensidPasage Comprehensjoh.astly,
thePeabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Fourth Edit{@®PVT-4 (Dunn & Dunn, 2007)
was used to measure vocabulary knowledge.

Two main initial hypotheses were tested. Fitsyas predicted that students
within the higher SES group would perform bettemo@asures of reading performance
and vocabulary knowledge than would students frloenlawer SES cohort (Chall &
Jacobs, 2003; Hart & Risley, 1995; Lundberg, et28112; Snow, et al., 1991). Second, it
was expected that ‘matched groups,’ or studentspenfmormed similarly on reading and
vocabulary measures across groups, would diffevdxt SES groups on reading self-
concept, with the lower SES students holding highading self-concepts than would the
higher SES students (Marsh & Parker, 1984). Lastigression analyses were included
to examine the variables that accounted for theamee on reading self-concept. Reading
performance was hypothesized to account for mgjofithe variance in reading self-
concept as indicated by prior research (Chapmamancdher, 1995; 1997; Chapman et
al., 2000). Nonetheless, it was anticipated th&® $#6uld contribute to some of the
variance on reading self-concept after controlfmgreading performance and

vocabulary knowledge.



CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY
Participants

A power analysis was conducted in G*power 3.18dtermine an appropriate
sample size for a medium effect size. The powelyaisarevealed that a sample size of
92 participants would be sufficient for a mediurfeef size of* = .15, with a power of
0.8 andu= .05.

A total of 102 fifth-grade students attendingetschools, two elementary
schools and one middle school, participated irsthdy (see Table 1 for demographic
information regarding the schools and participdotshe study)The three schools, each
from a different district in Rhode Island servethiizes from a range of socioeconomic
levels.

The mean age of students was 11 years, 1 mothhawange from 10 years, 1
month to 12 years, 4 months. Fifty-three partictpamere female and 49 were male.
Sixty-eight participants self-identified as beindif¢ and 34 identified with a minority
race or ethnic group. See Table 1 for demograpiformation about the students from
each of the schools. All students in the sampleewative English speakers. Parental
consent and child assent were obtained for eadth lobfore administering the study
measures.

Fifty-two students participated from the high&SSschool. The mean age of

students was 11 years, 1 month with a range froryeafs, 1 month to 12 years, 0 month.

10



This sample included 26 females and 26 males. fsixtgf the students identified as
being White; six identified with a minority race ethnicity.

Fifty students participated from the two schadémntified as lower SES. Their
mean age was 11 years, 1 month with a range frogeds, 1 month to 12 years, 4
months. Twenty-seven participants were female @&w&e male. Twenty-two identified

as White and 28 stated they were of a minority macethnicity.

Table 1.
Demographic Information Regarding Schools and Participants for the Study

SES Gender Race/Ethnicity Ava. Age

(yr.mo.)

Schools FRL SES M F WhiteBlack Hispanic Other
School A 15% Higher 26 26 46 1 0 5 111
(n=52)
School B 76% Lower 12 19 15 3 6 7 11.2
(n=31)
SchoolC  86% Lower 11 8 7 1 4 7 11.0
(n=19)
School B+C 80% Lower 23 27 22 4 10 14 11.1
(n=50)
Total - e 49 53 68 5 10 19 111
(N=102)

Socio-Economic Status (SES)

School SES was determined based on the Rhode IBiaypartment of Education
Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) percentages for pabkiools. For the state schools as a
whole, the FRL percentage is approximately 46%ofirks, Rhode Island Department

of Education, 2013). The schools that were chosgratticipate in this study are those

11



with relatively extreme FRL percentages (either tmvhigh percentages) to clearly
separate higher SES from lower SES schools.

One school (School A) is in a higher SES distnatvhich approximately 15% of
the students are eligible for government-subsidieee or reduced-price lunches (FRL)
(Infoworks, Rhode Island Department of Educatidil,@. The other two schools are in
lower SES districts: one, School B, in which appmetely 76% of students are eligible
for FRL, the other, School C, in which approximgt@6% are eligible. Specific
information about FRL participation for the studetaking part in the study was shared
for fifth-grade pupils in two of the schools.

In the higher SES school, only students who didreceive FRL were included,
and only those who received FRL were included engtudy, and only those who were
receiving FRL were included from the one lower &€Bool that provided the FRL
information. For the second lower SES school tichhdt provide this information, all
students who patrticipated were included in the datdysis and with a school FRL
percentage of 86%, it is likely that those ninetserents receive this benefit.
Consequently, the majority of the students in thieyswere accurately classified in terms
of their FRL status, although a small number frame of the lower SES schools may not
have been. Because no further information abownsrSES was gathered and in light
of the fact that the resources in each of the thebeols were the same for all pupils
attending those schools, SES was defined as a Isciwoable in this study.

Measures
Each student was given a standardized measureeayftree vocabulary

knowledge, three standardized reading measuresy gaodstionnaire about reading self-

12



concept. Raw and grade-based standardized scoresateulated for each of the
vocabulary and reading achievement standardizedunes Raw scores were calculated
for the reading self-concept measure.

Vocabulary knowledge was assessed with Beabody Picture Vocabulary Test,
Fourth Edition(PPVT-4(Dunn & Dunn, 2007)). Th@PVT-4is an untimed measure of
receptive vocabulary. To administer this instrumém examiner presents a series of
pictures to the student being evaluated. Theréoarepictures to a page, and each is
numbered. The examiner states a word and askadh&dual to point to or say the
number of the picture with which the word corresimnTesting terminates when the
participant makes eight or more errors in a setv Reores are the number of pictures
correctly identified as corresponding to the preddvords.

Reading Performancewas measured using the Word Identification, Word
Attack, and Passage Comprehension subscales Wdbdcock Reading Mastery Tests,
RevisedWRMT-R Woodcock, 1998). Th&/RMT-Ris a comprehensive individual
assessment of reading achievement. Every itemmatach subscale was scored as either
a 1 (correct response) or a 0 (incorrect resporiBle¢. raw scores consist of the number
of correct responses.

The Word Identification (Word ID) subscale is a @& of word recognition.
This subtest requires the participants to read svtrdt become increasingly complex and
less frequent in English. Testing is continuedIgi consecutive words were not read
correctly (Woodcock, 1998).

The Word Attack subtest is an assessment of degadtitity. The Word Attack

task consists of 45 novel pseudowords arrangedder @f difficulty. Each participant is

13



asked to read the words aloud until the particifaifg to respond to or correctly
pronounce six consecutive items (Woodcock, 1998).

The Passage Comprehension (Passage Comp.) sulbsoatbe WRMT-R was
used to measure reading comprehension. This tgskes children to read short texts
ranging from single sentences to complex paragrapdsespond to each by filling in a
blank embedded in the text. Discontinuation ocedier the participant fails to correctly
respond to six consecutive items (Woodcock, 1998).

Reading Self-Conceptvas evaluated with tHieeading Self-Concept Scale
(RSCS)createdby Chapman and Tunmer (1995; See Appendix B to tenoriginal
Reading Self-Concept Scale and Appendix C to viewmodified scale used for this
study).

The RSCS includes 30 questions based on readiiigms®lept in three domains:
perceptions of competence in reading; perceptibd#feculty with reading; and
attitudes towards reading. Minor changes in worduwege made to make the questions
culturally appropriate (the original was createduse in New Zealand and some
wording would be odd for American students). Thesiions are answered using a 5-step
response scale (“Yes, Always” to “No, Never”).

Each student was tested individually. The participeas given instructions and
ten practice trials prior to the administratiortloé actual test items. A tester then read the
guestions aloud and the student marked his/heonsggfor each item. Responses for two
of the domains, perceptions of competence in rggalid attitudes towards reading, were
scored from 1, low reading self-concept, to 5, higgading self-concept, whereas the

third domain, perceptions of difficulty with readinwas scored in the reverse order to

14



correspond with positive and negative perceptidhg. full score for each student is the
mean score of the 30-item responses. The full-swalees were used in all analyses. The
internal reliability of the scale, measured by Grach’s alpha, yielded a positive
coefficient (above .8) at each age level of theigaants (Chapman & Tunmer, 1995).
Procedure

To expedite data collection, two research asdistaare recruited to aid in the
assessment process. Both assistants were trairedhanistration procedures for the five
study measures. All fifth-grade students attendjegeral education classes were asked
to participate in the study. Those who had sigr@dsent from their parent or guardian
and provided assent to participate in the studyewassessed on the five measures (see
Appendix D to view the Consent Form in English, Apgdix E to view the Consent Form
in Spanish, and Appendix F to view the child Asdemtm). Testing was completed
within a single session for each participant, raqgi30-40 minutes per student. Students
first were assessed on the three reading meadtiesl (D, Word Attack, and Passage
Comp.) and the vocabulary measure (PPVT-4), andweze administered the reading

self-concept questionnaire (RSCS).
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

Data were analyzed in multiple ways. First, to stigate SES group differences
on reading achievement, vocabulary abilities awrdlirey perceptions while controlling
for race, the results for the White students fromhigher and lower SES schools were
analyzed. The data for the White participants ftbehigher (n=46) and lower SES
schools (n=22) were analyzed on the five dependmmdbles (Vocabulary (PPVT-4),
Word ID, Word Attack, Passage Comprehension, aratliRg Self-Concept) to compare
group performances and to examine predictors alimgaself-concept. Because the
groups differed widely in number of participantsexond analysis selected a set of 22
higher SES students who were comparable to thev#@rISES students in terms of their
vocabulary and word identification achievement andlyzed reading self-concepts for
the two groups. Next, the results for the full séargf students (N=102) were analyzed,
including the minority students from the higher S§8up (n=6) and the lower SES
group (n=28) to increase sample sizes and to expliffierences on the dependent
variables based on both SES and race/ethnicity.H@sanalyses examined vocabulary
as an alternative metric for SES. See Appendixr@dsults for the SES analyses based
on vocabulary score classification of students.
Examination of Group Differences for White Studentsfrom Higher and Lower SES

Schools (N=68)
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Descriptive analyses were conducted to explorertban performances of the
higher (n=46) and lower (n=22) SES white studentthe five dependent measures (see
Table 2 for a summary of the descriptive resuRsgliminary assumption testing was
conducted to check for normality, linearity, unizée and multivariate outliers,
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, anidicollinearity, with no serious
violations noted.

Table 2.

Summary of Descriptive Results for White Students from the Higher and Lower SES
Groups on Each Dependent Measure (N=68)

Higher SES (n=46) Lower SES (n=22)
Variable M SD M SD Maifference
PPVT-4 109.91 13.83 96.82 11.02 13.09
Word ID 111.30 12.71 101.00 9.72 10.30
Word Attack 112.54 12.78 108.00 11.31 4.54
Passage Comp. 104.26 12.09 96.82 7.89 7.44
RSCS 3.84 0.54 3.84 0.67 0.00

Correlations were computed to determine relatiggsbetween reading skills
(Word ID, Word Attack, and Passage Comp.), vocalplkaowledge (PPVT-4), and
reading self-concept (RSCS) for White studentsiwidach SES group. (See Table 3 for
correlations computed for the five dependent messsiar White students in the higher
SES group (n=46) and Table 4 for those correlation®Vhite students from the lower
SES group (n=22)).

The correlations from the higher SES (n=46) cobbMhite students indicated

that the reading measures, Word ID, Word Attackl, Bassage Comprehension
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contained strong, positive, significant correlaanth each other, suggesting shared
variance among the reading tasks. There were stpmsitive, significant correlations
with the reading measures and vocabulary knowledyaying possible shared variance
of reading abilities on vocabulary knowledge. Ragdielf-concept correlated
significantly with the three reading variables, \WdD (r = .46), Word Attack (r = .45),
and Passage Comprehension (r=.40), providing suppa moderate, positive
relationship between reading performance and rgaskif-concept. However, reading
self-concept did not correlate significantly wittetvocabulary task.

Table 3.

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for the Dependent Measures for White Students
from the Higher SES Group (n=46)

Measures 1 2 3 4 5
1. PPVT-4

2. Word ID 0.66**

3. Word Attack 0.58** 0.87**

4. Passage Comp. 0.73** 0.54** 0.49**

5. RSCS 0.45 0.46** 0.45** 0.40**

*p<.05. **p<.01.

The correlations between the reading measures @rabulary knowledge from
the lower SES (n=22) group of White students amzkbess strong than those from the
higher SES cohort. The reading measures contaiel@rrate to strong positive
significant correlations with each other, againgasjing variance that is shared within
the reading tasks. Vocabulary knowledge correlateimoderate and positive level with

Word ID (r = .39) and strongly and positive withsBage Comprehension (r = .62).
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Reading self-concept was found to have a strongpasdive relationship with Word 1D
(r =.62) and Passage Comprehension (r = .65).

Table 4.
Pearson Correlation Coefficients for the Dependent Measures for White Students
from the Lower SES Group (n=22)

Measures 1 2 3 4 5
1. PPVT-4

2. Word ID 0.39*

3. Word Attack 0.19 0.66**

4. Passage Comp. 0.62** 0.63** 0.42*

5. RSCS 0.38 0.62* 0.33 0.65**

*p<.05. **p<.01.

Table 5.
Summary of ANOVA Results with SES as the Independent Variable for Each
Dependent Variable for White Students (N=68).

Higher SES Lower SES ANOVA Results
(n=46) (n=22)
Variable M SD M SD F(1,66) p n?
PPVT-4 109.91 13.83 96.82 11.02 15.11 <.01** .19

Word ID 111.30 12.71 101.00 9.72 11.27 <.01** .15

Word

Attack 112.54 12.78 108.00 11.31 2.02 16 .03
Passage

Comp. 104.26 12.09 96.82 7.89 6.90 01%* .10
RSCS 3.84 0.54 3.84 0.67 0.00 99 .00

* p<.05. *p<.01.
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A one-way between-groups multivariate analysisasfance (MANOVA) was
performed to investigate SES group differencegading performance, vocabulary
ability, and reading self-concept. The independaniable was SES. There was a
statistically significant difference between higis&S and lower SES groups on the
combined dependent variabl€s(5, 62) = 5.13p < .01; Wilks’ Lambda = .29; eta-
squared = .29. When the results for the dependerdhles were considered separately,
the group differences that reached statisticalisogimce were PPVT-4; (1, 66) =
15.11,p < .01, eta-squared = .19; Word IB(1, 66) = 11.27p < .01, eta-squared = .15;
and Passage Comprehensibr{l, 66) = 6.90p = .01, eta-squared = .10.

Follow-up one-way between-groups analyses of vadarfANOVAS) were
conducted to further investigate the mean diffeesrimetween SES groups on each
dependent variable (see Table 5 for a summaryeoAMOVA results). Similar to the
MANOVA results, the following variables differedgsiificantly between SES groups:
PPVT-4,F (1, 66) = 15.11p < .01, eta-squared = .19; Word IB(1, 66) = 11.27p <
.01, eta-squared = .15; and Passage Comprehehdidn66) = 6.90p = .01, eta-squared
=.10. Thus, these analyses indicated that the unessf vocabulary knowledge, Word
ID, and Passage Comprehension significantly diffdr@sed on SES, with higher SES
participants performing better on those tasks theser SES students.

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were tse$sess the contributions of
reading ability (i.e., Word ID, Word Attack, and93age Comprehension scores),
vocabulary knowledge (i.e., PPVT-4 scores), and ®8E8ading self-concept (see Table
6 for hierarchical regression results). In thetfimodel, the three reading measures were

entered in the first block (Word ID, Word Attackas3dage Comprehension), vocabulary
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knowledge (PPVT-4) in the second block, and SE®erthird. Reading variables were
entered in Step 1 and exerted a large effect, enptp25% of the variance in reading
self-concept. In Step 2, the vocabulary variabls watered and did not account for any
additional portion of the variance. In Step 3, afieth reading performance and
vocabulary knowledge had been controlled for, S&®anted for an additional 4% of
the variance, R squared change = FPdhange (1, 62) = 3.8p,= .06. SES held a
negative relationshid3(= -.24) with reading self-concept when all elseswantrolled (at
.06 significance). The overall model explained 280@%ariance on reading self-concept,
F (5, 62) = 5.11p < .01.

Table 6.

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Results for Petis of Reading Self-Concept for
White Students from the Higher and Lower SES Gr{Np$8)

Step Variable Added R change p Final 3
1 RP* 25 <.01

2 PPVT-4 .00 96 .07
3 SES .04 .06 -.24

1 SES .00 .99 -.24
2 PPVT-4 .18 <.01 .07
3 RP* 12 .02

*RP: Reading performance measures; Word ID, Wordckitand Passage
Comprehension

When the entry of these variables was reversedntiael again explained 29%
of the variance on reading self-concept. In StepHES was entered and did not account
for any of the variance when reading performanakvartabulary had not been
controlled. In the second step, vocabulary wasredtand explained 18% of the variance
on reading self-concept, R squared change #=*Bange (1, 65) = 13.8p,< .01.

Lastly, when both SES and vocabulary were contlplieading performance accounted
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for an additional 12% of the variance, R squareghge = .12FF change (3, 62) = 3.39,
=.02.

The results from the first model indicate that reggerformance makes a
significant contribution to reading self-conceptldhat SES explains an additional
portion of the variance when both reading perforoeaand vocabulary knowledge are
controlled. The results from the second model rethed vocabulary knowledge and
reading performance significantly contribute todieg self-concept, while showing that
SES does not account for any of the explained neg®n reading self-concept when
reading and vocabulary abilities are not controloth models’ results indicate that
vocabulary shares variance with reading ability.

Table 7.

Summary of Descriptive Results for White Higher and Lower SES Groups Matched on
Vocabulary and Reading Measures (N=44)

Higher SES (n=22) Lower SES (n=22)
Variable M SD M SD
PPVT-4 100.18 8.45 96.82 11.02
Word ID 102.86 9.96 101.00 9.72
RSCS 3.65 0.57 3.84 0.67

Next, in order to limit potential effects of diffamt reading achievement and
vocabulary performance levels for the two SES gsoaip independent-samples t-test
was conducted with the lower SES students and avethbset of the students from the
higher SES group who scored similarly on both W@ dnd PPVT-4 measures as did
the subjects in the lower SES group (see TablE&yh group consisted of an equal
sample size (n=22) and similar male to female safiigher SES: 16 females, 6 males;

lower SES: 11 females, 11 males) and mean agdsefh®SM= 11.09,SD= .53; lower
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SES:M= 11.14,SD= .68) There was no significant difference in readself-concept
scores for these matched Higher SES studéts3(65,SD= .57) and the lower SES
students= 3.84,SD= .67); t (42)= 1.013, one-tailed, has a CV= 1.7@raalpha of .05,

p > .05. The reading self-concept scores ranged #@o 4.8 in both groups. Hence,
these results indicate no significant differenceeading self-concept across SES groups
even when reading performance and vocabulary krinelés similar.

Examination of Group Differences for White and Minarity Students from Higher

and Lower SES Schools (N=102)

Descriptive analyses were conducted to examinendemn differences between
higher (n=52) and lower (n=50) SES white and miyastudents on the five dependent
measures (see Table 8 for a summary of the deserigsults of the groups separated by
SES; see Table 9 for a summary of the descripésalts of the SES groups separated by
race/ethnicity). Participants were divided into tgroups according to whether they self-
identified as being White or a minority race/etltyiother than White within their SES
group. Preliminary assumption testing again waslaoted to check for normality,
linearity, univariate and multivariate outliers,rhogeneity of variance-covariance
matrices, and multicollinearity for this larger gam No serious violations were noted.

Correlation analyses were run to measure the oalstips between the five
dependent variables for the higher SES (n=52) awéid SES (n=50) cohorts of both
White and minority students (see Table 10 and Tableor the computed correlations for

the higher and lower SES groups, respectively).
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Table 8.

Summary of Descriptive Results for the Full Sample of Higher and Lower SES
Participants on Each Dependent Measure (N=102)

Higher SES (n=52)

Lower SES (n=50)

Variable M SD M SD
Age 11.13 0.52 11.12 0.64
PPVT-4 108.94 14.16 93.62 11.51
Word ID 110.94 12.58 100.12 11.38
Word Attack 112.04 12.99 106.14 11.19
Passage Comp. 103.69 11.59 94.62 8.82
RSCS 3.82 0.53 3.73 0.66
Table 9.

Summary of Descriptive Results for White and Minority Students from Higher and
Lower SES Groups on the Dependent Measures (N=102)

White (n=46)

Higher SES (n=52)

Minority (n=6)

Lower SES (n=50)

White (n=22) Minority (n=28)

Variable M SD M SD M SD M SD

Age 11.13  0.55 11.10 0.25 11.14 0.68 11.11 0.61
Vocabulary 10991 13.83 101.50 1585 96.82 11.02 93.62 11.51
Word ID 111.30 12,71 108.17 12.25 101.00 9.72 99.43 12.67
Word 112.54 12.78 108.17 15.21 108.00 11.31 104.68 11.08
Attack

Passage 104.26 12.09 9933 532 9682 789 92.89 9.25
Comp.

RSCS 384 0.54 3.60 0.45 384 0.67 3.64 0.64
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Among the higher and lower SES cohorts, the repdiaasures significantly
correlated positively at moderate to strong lewdtscabulary knowledge (PPVT-4) had a
statistically strong relationship with Word ID (r&7), Word Attack (r=.61), and Passage
Comprehension (r=.70) within the higher SES grauq moderate positive relationships
with Word ID (r=.44) and Word Attack (r=.42), aadstrong positive relationship with
Passage Comprehension (r=.70) among the lowerc8ESt. This evidence indicates
shared variance within the reading measures aneeketthe reading and vocabulary
tasks.

Table 10.

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for the Dependent Measures for White and Minority
Students from the Higher SES Group (n=52)

Measures 1 2 3 4 5
1. PPVT-4

2. Word ID 0.67**

3. Word Attack 0.61** 0.86**

4. Passage Comp.  0.70** 0.53** 0.48**

5. RSCS 0.43** 0.40** 0.41** 0.39**

* p<.05. *p<.01.

Reading self-concept contained significantly motkesand positive relationships
with the reading measures and vocabulary tasktim the@ higher and lower SES group.
Within the higher SES group, reading self-conceptetated moderately with PPVT-4
(r=.43), Word ID (r=.40), Word Attack (r= .41)na Passage Comprehension (r=.39).

Similarly, among the lower SES cohort reading selficept had a moderate relationship
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with PPVT-4 (r= .45), Word ID (r= .40), Word Attack= .43), and Passage
Comprehension (r=.53).

Table 11.
Pearson Correlation Coefficients for the Dependent Measures for White and Minority
Students from the Lower SES Group (n=50)

Measures 1 2 3 4 5
1. PPVT-4

2. Word ID 0.44**

3. Word Attack 0.42%** 0.65**

4. Passage Comp.  0.70** 0.52** 0.53**

5. RSCS 0.45** 0.40** 0.43** 0.53**

* p<.05. **p<.01.

A two-way between-groups MANOVA was conducted tplere the impact of
SES and race/ethnicity on reading performance,lmdaay knowledge, and reading self-
concept. On the combined dependent variablesntbeaction effect between SES and
race/ethnicity was not statistically significaRt(5, 94) = .04p = 1.0; Wilks’ Lambda =
.002; multivariate eta-squared = .002. Howevengheas a statistically significant main
effect for SES on the combined dependent variabl€s, 94) = 4.15p < .01; Wilks’
Lambda = .82; multivariate eta-squared = .18.

Dependent variables were measured separatelyeomiet statistical
significance between groups of SES. Similar torésellts produced when the White
students were examined alone, the same variabpesaega to significantly differ across
SES groups when minority participants were includétin each SES group. These

results were depicted: PPVTH (1, 98) = 12.58p < .01, eta-squared = .11; Word 1B,
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(1, 98) =9.19p < .01, eta-squared = .09; and Passage CompreheRgib, 98) = 6.78,
p = .01, eta-squared = .06.

Follow-up individual two-way between-groups anal/sé variance (ANOVAS)
were performed to further examine the group diffiees of SES and race/ethnicity on
reading performance, vocabulary knowledge, andimgagklf-concept (see Table 12).
The interaction effect between SES and race/etlynd@s not statistically significant for
any of the five dependent variables. There wertgssitally significant main effects for
SES on measures of vocabulary knowledigél, 98) = 12.58p < .01, Word IDJF (1,

98) = 9.19p < .01, and Passage Comprehendiofl,, 98) = 6.78p = .01. Also, there
was a statistically significant main effect for e&ethnicity on vocabulary knowledde,
(1, 98) = 4.55p = .04.

Lastly, hierarchical multiple regression analysesewsed to examine the
predictors of reading self-concept (see Table d®)ray white and minority students for
the full sample (N=102). The first model consistédhree steps. First, the three reading
measures were entered together (Word 1D, Word Ritaied Passage Comprehension).
Second, the vocabulary measure, and third was BieSteading variables produced a
large effect, explaining 24% of the variance indiag self-concept. The vocabulary
variable did not account for any additional portairthe variance over and above reading
performance. Lastly, SES was entered and accodmteoh additional 2% of the
variance, R squared change = BZhange (1, 96) = 3.08,= .08. Although SES was
not significant at a traditional alpha level of .@should be noted that its relationship
with reading self-concept was negati={.18). The overall model explained 26% of

variance on reading self-concept(5, 96) = 6.81p < .01.
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For reverse entry of the variables, the model actamlifor 26% of the variance on
reading self-concept. In the first step, SES wasred and did not contribute to any of
the variance when it was measured first. Nextytieabulary variables was added in
addition to SES and explained 19% of the varianceeading self-concept, R squared
change = .19 change (1, 99) = 22.58,< .01. Finally, when both SES and vocabulary
knowledge were already entered, reading performaaceunted for an additional 7% of
the variance, R squared change = FO¢hange (3, 96) = 3.1p,= .03.

Table 12.

Summary of 2X2 ANOVA Between-Subjects Effects Results of SES and Race/Ethnicity
for the Dependent Measures for All Participants (N=102)

Interaction SES Race/Ethnicity
SES*Race/Ethnicity
Variable F p n? F p n? F p n?
(1,98) (1,98) (1,98)
PPVT-4 17 .68 <01 | 1258 <.01* .11 4.55 .04* .04
Word ID .06 80 <.01 9.19 <.01** .09 0.56 46 <01
Word .03 87 <.01 1.62 21 .02 1.49 .23 .02
Attack
Passage .04 .85 <.01 6.78 01** .06 2.76 .10 .03
Comp.
RSCS .02 .88 <.01 .02 .90 <.01 2.03 .16 .02

* p<0.05. **p<0.01.

The results from the first model show that reagiegormance significantly
contribution to reading self-concept. Also, thignession analysis conveys that SES

explains an additional 2% of the variance when be#lding performance and vocabulary
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knowledge are controlled. When the variables atered in the reverse order, the results
demonstrate that both that vocabulary knowledgereading performance measures
significantly contribute to reading self-concept thost, while SES does not account for
any of the explained variance on reading self-cphaden it was entered first. The
results from both regression analyses find thatkatary shares variance with reading
ability.

Table 13.

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Results for Petis of Reading Self-Concept for
All Students from the Higher and Lower SES Grodsl02)

Step Variable Added R change p Final f3
1 RP* 24 <.01

2 PPVT-4 .00 .52 17
3 SES .02 .08 -.18
1 SES .00 47 -.18
2 PPVT-4 19 <.01 17
3 RP* .07 .03

*RP: Reading performance measures; Word ID, Wordckitand Passage
Comprehension
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the study was to investigate SE8rdifices on reading
performance and reading self-concept between sampldth-grade students from
higher and lower SES school districts. Althougliedénces in reading achievement for
SES have been documented (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008jl & Jacobs, 2003; Chall et
al., 1991; Hart & Risley, 1995; Kozol, 1991; Lundpeet al., 2012; Neuman & Celano,
2001; Snow, et al., 1991), research had not yeliedithe effects of SES specifically on
reading self-concept. Accordingly, the primary alipe was to examine whether
differences in reading self-concept correspond watding performance across SES
groups or whether self-evaluations of reading acuare gauged in relation to the school
community for pupils. Because it was predicted thathigher SES cohort would have
superior reading and vocabulary scores overa#dutition to comparing the SES
samples, a subset of 'matched’ SES groups wasdtadrder to test whether the
students in the higher SES subset would rate tbading self-concepts more negatively,
corresponding with the March and Parker (1984)ifigdor academic self-concept.
Finally, regression analyses were conducted totasegredictors of reading self-
concept.

To control for racial and ethnic variability, firgthite participants in each SES
group were compared. Subsequently, the whole saofipéhite and minority
participants was included in analyses, to expaadgédmple size and to analyze group

differences corresponding with race/ethnicity.
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Summary of Results

As predicted, reading performance and vocabulaoykedge differed between
the SES groups. The sample of White participants6@) of higher and lower SES
cohorts had statistically significant group diffieces on measures of PPVT-4, Word ID,
and Passage Comprehension, with higher SES pamitsiperforming better on these
tasks than lower SES students. The results osthy conform with the view from
Neuman and Celano’s (2001) research that lowemnecohildren are exposed to fewer
academic resources, contributing to why studeots fthe lower SES cohort of this study
performed less well on the Word ID and Passage Celmgnsion measures than students
from the higher SES group. In addition, vocabulargwledge differed based on SES
corresponding with the research by Hart and Ri€l€®5) that indicated a multimillion
word gap in exposure for pre-school children fraghlkr and lower SES backgrounds.
Word Attack, on the other hand, did not differ beén SES groups, probably because
this component of reading acquisition is the lelegtendent on family background factors
(Chall & Jacobs, 2003).

Results from the combined sample of both White mntbrity participants
(N=102) in the higher and lower SES groups vyielsiadilar findings. The PPVT-4,
Word ID, and Passage Comprehension scores agé&nedifsignificantly by SES group
whereas Word Attack did not differ based on SE&ddition, the PPVT-4 scores
significantly differed based on race/ethnicity withite students having stronger
vocabulary knowledge than students of a minoricgrar ethnicity in both the higher and
lower SES groups. One explanation to this findswthat majority of the White

participants were from the higher SES cohort ahbulsix of the minority racial and
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ethnic students were a part of the lower SES gréuapther possibility includes potential
language barriers, such as speaking a differegukage in the home, that may well have
been the case for a portion of the students istilndy who were classified as a member
of a minority race or ethnicity (August & Shanah2006; Verhallen & Schoonen, 1993).

Next, matched groups were compared in order taméate whether reading self-
concept would differ based on SES. The matchedpgratere created based on similar
word reading and vocabulary scores. Yet, despiialespmple sizes and similar reading
and vocabulary scores for the two groups, readifecencept scores still did not differ
based on SES (higher SB®= 3.65,SD= .57; lower SESM= 3.84,SD= .67), unlike the
prediction that was made.

An explanation of this is that a student’s percapof his or her reading ability is
formulated on the basis of his or her cohort’s neggperformance within the school.
Students from both higher and lower SES school&ldoe expected to develop a similar
distribution of reading self-concepts because #reycomparing their reading
performance to their peers and not with studewnts fdifferent SES schools. Therefore,
reading self-concept appears to be affected bygreeip comparison and not necessarily
SES. These findings differ from Marsh and Parkér334) results in that the higher SES
cohort of this study did not report lower self-ceptratings than did those from the
lower SES group, However, Marsh and Parker (19&hat provide the descriptive data
with the means and standard deviations of their 68ps on the academic performance
variables. Consequently, it is difficult to evaleidhe comparability of the present sample

to that of Marsh and Parker’s (1984). Nonethel#ssresults are similar in that they
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indicate that self-concept is a comparison variablated to performance by others in the
student's school or community.

Finally, regression analyses examining predictibreading self-concept for the
White participants and for the full sample of b@thite and minority participants from
the higher and lower SES groups were conductede&an group, two hierarchical
regression analyses were run. In the first regpessnalysis, reading performance was
entered first, followed by vocabulary, and lastyySES. For the White participants,
reading performance accounted for 25% of the vaegamnd SES added an additional 4%
(at .06 significance) in a negative direction; vymgary did not account for any variance
beyond that attributed to reading achievement. I&mnesults were found for the full
sample: reading performance contributed 24% of/ét@nce on reading self-concept,
SES accounted for an additional 2% at a signifieaofc08, and vocabulary did not
contribute any variance beyond reading performance.

In a second set of hierarchical regression analythe order of entry of variables
was reversed. For the White participants, SESyedtirst, did not account for any of
the variance, suggesting that the overlap in repderformance across the higher and
lower SES groups was considerable. However, inahaysis, vocabulary performance
accounted for 18% of the variance and reading padace added another 12%.
Similarly for the full sample, SES did not accotortvariance on reading self-concept,
vocabulary contributed 19%, and reading performamuoked an additional 7% beyond
vocabulary. The results of these analyses poish&wed variance between vocabulary
knowledge and reading achievement, as others loawvel f{(Cunningham & Stanovich,

1997; Kamil, 2004; NICHHD, 2000; Senechal & LeFe\2800; Tannenbaum, Torgesen
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& Wagner, 2006; Verhoeven, van Leeuwe & Vermeel,2Z20SES was found to be a
modest contributor to reading self-concept, ataditional alpha levels (>.05), and only
when referenced to the reading and vocabulary peence of the students. Also, SES
had a negative relationship with reading self-cphce sum, this result is similar to what
Marsh and Parker (1984) found in that higher SE8rdmuted to somewhat lower
academic self-concepts and lower SES lead to higtestemic self-concepts.
Implications of Results

The implication of this study is that reading sediicept develops in terms of a
student’s reading performance as compared to Hemschool peers. This comparison
appears to influence how a student feels aboudrtier reading ability and, in turn, may
hinder or help the student’s reading performansCRAapman and Tunmer (1995; 1997)
discussed, once reading self-concept is stablghiguy the second grade, reading self-
concept is an influential factor in the amount cigtice and the level of enjoyment a
student has with reading tasks.

Students who perceive having reading difficultiasénbeen reported to be more
likely to feel inferior, lonely, unpopular, and aggdMorgan et al., 2012). Such negative
emotions may directly affect poor readers’ acadeanlievement, not just their
performance in literacy, and contribute to highetes of school dropout for those
students (Morgan et al., 2012). By measuring repdaif-concept, as well as reading
performance and vocabulary knowledge, school peelaould gain understanding of
how students' academic comparisons effect readinfgnmance, as well as academic

achievement in general.
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Because positive reading self-concepts increaskkdgnood that a student will
practice reading and enjoy this process (Chapmandmer 1997; Chapman et al., 2000;
Stanovich, 1986), it is interesting to discovett ti@ students in both of the SES cohorts
from this study had similar opinions about theadig abilities, despite differences in
overall reading levels. In light of the evidencattheading self-concept involves
comparing a student's performance to his or henspéas important to be aware of how
these comparisons potentially influence the waindividual perceives his or her own
reading ability.

This perception developed from peer comparisons affagt the student’s
reading experience in either positively or negdyivBased on the results from this study,
it appears that if a student holds a positive pg#ror of his reading ability, it is in part
because that student has compared his abilitystpders’ and feels relatively confident
that he is a good reader in relation to his cohldre opposite, of course, could occur if
the student compared his performance to his peers@ncluded that he was not up to
par with his classmates’ achievement level. Theegfihese findings suggest that peer
comparisons within individual schools are notewgithedictors of how students feel
about their reading success, at least at the gifttale level.

For students in a lower SES setting at which readohievement is lagging,
holding a positive academic self-concept may prewdrotective factor. However, as
those students approach higher grades and readimgrals increase in abstractness,
vocabulary, and complexity, their reading self-awts may decline. If so, lower SES

students in later grades may be at greater risérfgpping out of school and having
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negative feelings about themselves (Chapman, LHilld& Kewal Ramani, 2011,
Morgan et al., 2012).
Post Hoc Analyses with SES Based on Vocabulary Kndsdge

As discussed earlier, the SES variable for the annanalyses was based on
school SES. The schools chosen to participatesrstudy included one higher SES
schools with a school-wise FRL of fifteen percdrattis much lower than Rhode Island’s
statewide FRL of 46% (Rhode Island Department afdation Infoworks site, 2013).
The two lower SES schools had school-wide FRL &wél76% and 86%; these
percentages are much higher than the statewidepleRlentage.

Participants included in the data analyses fromhtgker SES school were those
who did not receive FRL. Students included in taednalyses from one of the lower
SES schools consisted of students who did recdfle For the second lower SES
school, the FRL information was not provided. There, all nineteen students who
participated from this school were included in tla¢a analyses to represent the lower
SES group given that was likely to be the case.

Because SES was identified primarily as a schoadbbe, variability within the
groups in terms of family financial resources aadepts’ educational levels were not
available. In turn, variability between the SESugpr® may have been linked with school
differences, such as the amount of resources &l@iland not individual SES levels. An
alternative approach for defining SES was conduicteoh effort to obtain individual-
based data rather than using a school-based atasisifi. Because SES is recognized as
being associated with children’s extent of vocabyukanowledge, the data was reanalyzed

grouping participants based on performance on BMTP4 measure. Students who
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scored a standard score of 96 or above on the utargliask were placed in the higher
SES group, whereas those who scored a standa &ic®b or below were assigned to
the lower SES group.

The post hoc analyses indicated statistically §icamt group differences between
the higher SES (higher vocabulary group) and Io8E$ (lower performing vocabulary
group) on dependent variables of reading performamc reading self-concept, a
consequence of the grouping procedures. The hig8r(vocabulary-based) group
performed better on the three reading measuresaded their reading self-concept
scores higher than did those from the lower SE8&olary-based) group.

Hierarchical regressions showed that reading paidoce contributed the most
variance to reading self-concept, explaining 24%hefvariance. SES based on
vocabulary did not account for any of the variaangeading self-concept when reading
performance had already been entered, indicatiagedhvariance with reading
performance. However, when the vocabulary-based\@Egble was entered first in the
reverse order, SES accounted for 7% of the varianaeading self-concept and reading
performance contributed an additional 17% overamale vocabulary-based SES.

Although these findings differ somewhat from thdsscribed in the primary
analyses, it is inappropriate to conclude that atary knowledge should be used to
determine SES status for this study. When the stadeere classified into higher SES
and lower SES groups based on their vocabularescarnumber of students from the
originally classified higher and lower SES schamése switched into the opposite SES
category. Specifically, five students from the QISES school group were switched into

the lower SES vocabulary group and 22 of the I08E$ school group participants
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switched into the higher SES vocabulary group. Adicmly, this casts doubt on the post
hoc results being representative of SES. Thusgffost to find a student-based index of
SES did not pan out and the post hoc analyses algrgaly to reflect the
correspondences between vocabulary knowledge ngéelrels, and reading self-concept
separate from SES.
Limitations and Future Directions

Before closing, it is necessary to acknowledgdithiations in the current study.
First, this study compared two different groupsiagle time points. Consequently,
confounding factors may have affected the relahgnbetween the different SES groups,
such as the possibility of bias associated withgnoeep or preconceived judgments, but
did not interfere with the individual groups theitwes. The second limitation is having a
small, and potentially biased, sample of participdrecause of the number of consent
forms that were returned (approximately 50% fohhkgroups). It may be that parents
who granted permission, and their offspring, déféim some ways from the parents and
students of those who did not. In addition, thiglgtwas conducted only in one higher
SES and two lower SES Rhode Island schools andftiverdid not include a sufficient
sample to generalize to all higher and lower SE8esits in the fifth grade. Third, there
were unequal ratios of White and minority particifgain the two SES groups; it would
have been preferable to have comparable distribsitod ethnicities in each cohort. Also,
the minority sample was diverse for each SES cdhert participants of minority racial
or ethnic groups included Black, Hispanic, Asiaatide American, Multiracial, and
Other pupils). In terms of the variety of minorgyoups represented, because of the

cultural differences associated with different saaad ethnicities, this may have
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impacted students’ performances within the subgongluded. Likewise, because of
the English measures used in this study, non-Bmgjeaking students were unable to
participate. Thus, it was not possible to evalypatssible differences associated with
students whose primary language is not English.

A further limitation to this study is that incomerdographics were not collected
for each participant; instead SES was based onsdol's free and reduced lunch
figures. As a result, some of the students wha@pated from a school may have come
from homes that were not in the income categorgtified for that school (i.e., as high
or low SES). The alternative approach to examildi® based on vocabulary scores is
also not a representative measure of SES. Futseanreh should attempt to collect direct
information pertinent to SES for individual studgmniather than relying on FRL levels for
schools or to use vocabulary scores as a prox$Es.

Further research is needed to more thoroughly eneathee relationships between
reading self-concept and reading performance aemodsvithin SES cohorts. Marsh and
Parker (1984) provided a more rigorous way tottestelationship between how
students perceive their academic performance adabtual performance across higher
and lower SES schools. Performing a replica of shady but focusing on reading
performance and reading self-concept would be li@akfln addition, looking beyond
the fifth grade to middle- or high-school gradesulddoroaden understanding of how
these reading self-concept may change over timmacplarly for the lower SES students.

Another approach to future research could be taceghe variable of reading
self-concept with that of reading self-efficacy.nBlara (2006) discussed that self-

efficacy influences accomplishments, expectatiang, commitments to goals.
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Furthermore, self-efficacy relates to future godltereas self-concept is conceptualized
as corresponding with past accomplishments (Bor8k&alvik, 2003). Although these
variables are similar in their underlying constajane of the main differences is that
self-concept relies on social comparison wherekisefeacy relies on an individual’s
own goals. Therefore, it could be informative foture investigations to explore
predictors of reading self-efficacy and whethes #imension relates to staying in high
school or dropping out.

In sum, the present study indicates that readitigceacept is distributed
similarly across SES groups in the fifth grade appears to be framed based on
comparison of a student’s reading performance tighor her peers. As shown in prior
research, the results confirmed that reading padoce and vocabulary knowledge
differ based on SES, with higher SES participaetégoming better on measures of these
than did the lower SES students. The findings segtithat reading performance is the
major predictor of reading self-concept, with SE&ihg a small association with reading
self-concept after accounting for language andddag performance. These results
broaden understanding in terms of SES of the qooregence of reading self-concept

with reading performance.
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APPENDIX A

Academic Self-Concept and Academic Achievement

In general, self-concept develops from both scamal cognitive processes and
pertains to the perceptions students’ have abeirt ithdividual abilities academically,
socially, and physically (Donohue, Wise, Romskinkeh, & Sevcik, 2010). As
students’ age and develop more life experiences, skelf-concepts begin to stabilize and
become multidimensional (Donohue et al., 2010).

A meta-analysis conducted by Moller, Pohimann, &gland Marsh (2009) on
the relationship between academic achievement eaudkanic self-concept in 69
independent data sets (N= 125,308) found that Bp@ciademic achievement correlated
to that specific subject, but did not correlatenygvith other specific academic areas.
For example, overall math performance had an aeeragelation with math self-
concept (.43), and verbal performance correlated warbal self-concept (.35), however
math and verbal self-concepts had a close to zarelation (.10; Moller et al., 2009).
This large investigation suggests that self-conteptultidimensional (Moller et al.,
2009).

Empirical evidence indicates that up to early eletary grades, academic
performance influences self-concept (Aunola, LeskjrOnatsu-Arvilommi, & Nurmi,
2002). Some research proposes that self-concepbmaientified in children as young
as four-years-old, while other studies suggestgjifis later in development, closer to age
8 (Donohue et al., 2010). Children’s academic setfeepts begin to form based on their

perceptions of their abilities to complete taskscegsfully (Chapman & Tunmer, 1997).
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This demonstrates that for younger children, acaclachievement influences their self-
concept; self-concept thus is argued to be a careseg of good or poor academic
performance (Aunola et al., 2002).

As self-concept stabilizes, it in turn influencesdemic achievement through
levels of motivation (Chapman & Tunmer, 1997);aét ages in elementary school,
academic self-concept is a cause of academic peafore. Stanovich (1986) studied
students’ reading development over time and diseavthat early good readers generally
continue to read well and poor readers fall furtienind. Stanovich referred to this
typical academic developmental process as the “®latbffect,” referring to the “rich-
get-richer and the poor-get-poorer” (Stanovich,&)98

Academic performance shapes an individual's seticept that later influences
the motivation an individual has toward academlieascment (Aunola et al., 2002). A
study conducted by Wouters, Fraine, Colpin, Damané, Verschueren (2012), examined
the effect of changes in track, or course majothendevelopment of academic self-
concept by high school students. Those studentsclvanged from a more difficult track
to a less difficult track initially experienced higr levels of academic self-concept as
opposed to the students who had not changed thek (Wouters et al., 2012).

This evidence leads to the belief that when stiglare among high achievers and
taking difficult courses, their academic self-copiseare lower than if they drop to an
easier track (Wouters et al., 2012). However, shisly also found that those who
changed academic tracks subsequently performecevacedemically, perhaps because
their motivation may have declined due to a lackarhpetition in the less difficult

academic track (Wouters et al., 2012). Furthermibwe,evidence signifies the
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importance of the reference group (high achievetswer achievers) with which a
student identifies.

In summary, academic achievement and academicaetfept coincide. During
the early elementary years when self-concept niodlgeeloped, student academic ability
forms self-concept related to academic achieverffamola et al., 2002). In turn, once
self-concept is established and concrete, acadsgificoncept acts as a strong or weak
motivation tool that either enhances or reducedamwic performance (Chapman &

Tunmer, 1997).
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APPENDIX B: Reading Self-Concept Scale—Original Vesion

READING SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

NFER-NELSON

QUESTIONS AND RECORD FORM i
NAME o cnsssensnneiesere. BOY wovveveseeiossasevisncns GIEL oo
Year/Class: .umevoniinann SEHOOL s 20505 nmn s mesmes s e nmm e

B T . U~

Say: I'm going to ask you some questions about bow you feel about reading, There are no right or
wrong answers 1o these questions. Everyone will bave different answers because different kids have dif-
ferent feelings.

When I ask you a question. T want you to tell me how you feel by saying "YES® or "NO'. Your answers
are just about you; how you really feel. I will not show your answers to anyone else.

Let’s try a few examples first. I will read you a question and you will tell me how you feel by saving
YES® or ‘NO. I will also tell you how my friend Danny/Annie [or choose another name] answered
these examples.

You mright not understand some questions or some words in the question. That's OK, If vou don’t
wnderstand something, just tell me you don’t know what it means, and Ili explain it to you.

Examples

1. Do you like to draw pictures?

Ask the child if he/she understands the sentence. Repeat the sentence. Ask the child to say YES or NO.
Probe the child’s response e.g. YES ATSWAYS or YES USUALLY.

Danny answered “YES ALWAYS’ to this question. He veally likes to draw pictures whenever he can. if
Danny did not like to draw pictures, be would have answered NO NEVER’. If most of the time be did
not like to draw pictures, he wonld bave answered ‘NO NOT USUALLY".

2. Do you do neat printing?

Ask the child if he/she understands the sentence. Repeat the sentence. Ask the child to say YES or NO.
Probe the child’s response.

Danny answered ‘“YES USUALLY™ because most of the time be prints words neatly and carefully, but
not always.

3. Do you keep your bedroom tidy?

Ask the child if he/she understands the sentence. Repeat the sentence. Ask the child to say YES or NO.
Probe the child’s response.

Danny answered "'NO NOT USUALLY", because most of the time he does not keep bis room tidy, bur
sometimes be tries to keep it tidy.

4. Are you good at riding a bike?

Ask the child if he/she understands the sentence. Repeat the sentence. Ask the child to say YES or NO.
Probe the child’s response.

Danny answered 'NO NEVER', because be is never good at riding a bike. He always bangs into things
and falls off
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No: No: Child understands Yes: Yes:
Never Not usually sentence but is not sure Usually Always
1 2 3 4 5
H H 12. Is it easy for you to read new
Practice items e
A. Do you ride your bike to school? 13. Do you like reading stories with
B. Do you like to play cricket? lots of words in them?
C. Are you good at playing marbles? 14. Do the other kids in your class
B5; Beysernior il read better than you?
E. Is painting pictures hard for vou? 13 Al?e yaou goo'fl Al COEECHNE
mistakes in reading?
F. Can other kids swim better than you? . . )
16. Are you interested in reading?
G. Is it hard for you to spell words?
) . 17. If you can’t say a word, do you get
H. Do you like playing marbles? someone to help you?
I. Do you have problems counting things? 18. Do you make lots of mistakes in
J. Do you like climbing trees? reading?
19. Do you look forward to reading?
20. Do yvou feel stupid in reading?
-
Scale ItemS 21. Can you work out sounds in
- words?
1. Can you work out what a story
—— 22. Do vou like reading to yourself?
2. Do you feel good when you do 23. Do you need extra help in
reading work? reading?
3.. Is reading to the class hard for 24. Do you learn things quickly in
you? reading?
4. Can you work out hard words by 25. Do you like doing reading in class?
yourself when you read? 26. Isit hard for you to understand the
5. Do you like word games in class? stories you have to read in class?
6. Are the books you read in class roo 27. Do you think you read well?
hard? 28. Docs work in reading make you
7. Is work in reading easy for you? feel unhappy?
Do yvou like reading to your Mum 29. Can you work out hard words in a
and Dad? story even if there are no pictures?
9. Are you good at remembering 30. Do you like reading at home?
words? Sum Mean
10. Is it fun for you to read books? DIFFICULTY (D= == o
11. Do the other kids in your class —oMpETENCE (C)= L0
read harder words than you?
ATTITUDE(A)= =10
* Note that all Difficubty subscale items are reverse scored. TOTAL (D+C+A) = =30

©Chapman and Tumner, 1995, Reproduced by kind permission of the authors.

This measure is part of Peychology in Educarion Porefoiio edited by Norah Frederickson and R.J. (Sedn) Cameron, Onee the
invoice has been paid, it may be photocopicd for use within the purchasing inscituton only. Published by The NFER-NELSGN
Publishing Company Lrd, Darville House, 2 Onxford Road East, Windsor, Berkshire ST4 1DF, UK.

Cade 002000 7300
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READING SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

STUDENT FORM

NAME:

APPENDIX C: Reading Self-Concept Scale—This Study

AGE:

MALE OR FEMALE (circle one)

SCHOOL:

Today’s Date:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BASED ON THIS 5-POINT

SCALE:
No: Never No: Not Not Sure Yes: Yes:
Usually Usually Always
1 2 3 4 5

Practice Items
In the empty box, write the number that best desches you:

a. | Doyouride your bike to school?

b. | Do you like to play soccer?

c. | Areyou good at playing basketball?

d. | Doyou enjoy running?

e. | Is painting pictures hard for you?

f. Can other kids swim better than
you?

g. | Isithard for you to spell words?

h. | Do you like playing board games?

i Do you have problems counting
things?
j- Do you like to dance?
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Now, you will be answering some questions about rdag. Some of the
guestions are similar to others but we would like gu to answer each

guestion.
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BASED ON THIS 5-POINT
SCALE:
No: Never No: Not Not Sure Yes: Yes:
Usually Usually Always
1 2 3 4 5
Scale Items

In the empty box, write the number that best desches you:

A. Can you explain what a story
means when asked?

B. Do you enjoy doing reading
activities?
C. Is reading out loud to the class

hard for you?

D. Can you figure out hard words by
yourself when you read?

E. Do you like word games in class?

F. Are the books you read in class
too hard?

G. Is reading easy for you?

H. Do you like reading to your Mom,
Dad, or other members of your
family?

L Are you good at recognizing words

that you have read before?

J. Is it fun for you to read books?
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Do the other Kkids in your class
read harder words and books than
you?

Is it easy for you to read new
words?

Do you like reading stories with
lots of words in them?

Do the other Kkids in your class
read better than you?

Do you make lots of mistakes in
reading?

If you answered ‘Yes: Usually’ or
‘Yes: Always’ to the previous
question (Question 0), please
answer the following:

Are you good at correcting
mistakes in reading?

Do you like to read?

If you can’t say a word, do you get
someone to help you?

Do you look forward to reading?

Do you feel stupid in terms of your
reading ability?

Are you good at sounding out
words, when you need to?

Do you like reading to yourself?
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Do you need extra help in
reading?

Do you learn things quickly in
reading?

Do you like reading out loud to the
class?

Do you like reading by yourself at
home?

Is it hard for you to understand
the stories you have to read in
class?

BB.

Do you think you read well?

CC.

Does reading make you feel
unhappy?

Can you figure out hard words in a
story even if there are no
pictures?

DD.

Can you figure out hard words in a
story even if there are no
pictures?
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APPENDIX D: Consent Form (English)
Parental Permission

Lily Hall
The University of Rhode Island
Department of Psychology
10 Chafee Road
Kingston, R1 02881
Examining Reading Performance and Reading Self-8uraf Fifth-Grade Students
From High and Low Socio-Economic Schools
PARENTAL PERMISSION FORM FOR RESEARCH

Dear Parent or Guardian,

Your child is invited to take part in a study oftlirgrade students' reading and of how
they feel about their reading skills. My name i$yLlHall (phone: 401-524-7172) and |
am a doctoral student at the University of Rhodienks$ in the Department of Psychology
working with Susan Brady, Ph.D., my major profesg¢ohnone: 401-874-2193). The
project is being done as part of the requirementtsnly degree. The primary purpose of
this project is to examine some of the factors thay contribute to reading performance
and reading self-concept, which is defined as thg im which one perceives his or her
reading abilities, with fifth-grade students.

Description of the project and what will be done:

If you allow your child to participate, he or shdl\irst be asked to provide his or her
assessent to participate. Even if you grant youd giermission to participate, your child
will still have the opportunity to choose to paipiette or not participate. If your child
agrees to participate then he or she will be agkeld five tasks, three of which will have
your child read words or short passages. The fawittrhave your child look at pictures
and say which picture matches a word. The last wille have your child answer
guestions about how they feel about about readihgyill take about 30 minutes to do
the five tasks. After your child finishes the stuthg or she will be receive a little treat
such as a pencil or sticker as a thank you foigpating.

These tasks will be given at your child’s schoohiwy or by a college student assisting
me. Most of this will be done one-on-one, and tfeeeeyour child will work with me or
my assistants in a quiet part of the school (kameple, in an office). The task that asks
the student to indicate how they feel about readmag be carried out with small groups
of students (they will not see the other studearistvers), and if so, a classroom in the
school may be used. All study personnel have hakidgraund criminal checks and have
completed a human subjects exam in order to all@mtto work with your child.

Risks or discomfort:

Because students will be asked to take part dwamgol hours, your child would miss
around 30 minutes of class time. However, we wdigddsure to do this at a time that is
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convenient both for him or her, as well as for teacher. Students generally enjoy
participating in this kind of study and we do notpect your child to experience

discomfort as a result of taking part. Some stuglenay feel slightly uncomfortable

about revealing their reading skills or reading-sehcept. If they choose not to answer
any questions, that is fine.

Benefits of this study:

A benefit of allowing your child to take part isatiwe will share the reading scores with
your child's teacher, possibly helping the teachéh decisions about what reading
instruction would be suitable for your child. Likise, if you would like to know how
your child did on the reading measures, | wouldjla€l to share that with you.

Confidentiality:

Other than sharing the reading scores with youdshieacher, and possibly with you, no
one else would see your child's results. In anyt@rireport or presentation about this
study, no children’'s names will be included ang/@mnbup results will be provided.

Decision to quit at any time:

Of course, your child does not have to participatthis study, and if they do decide to
take part, they may quit at any time. If your chéldps participating in the study, it will
not affect his or her education.

Rights and complaints:

If you are have any questions or concerns at aimyt,pgou may contact my professor,
Dr. Susan Brady (sbrady@uri.edu, (401-874-2193)mer (ehalll@my.uri.edp (401-
524-7172), anonymously, if you choose. In additippu may contact the office of the
Vice President for Research, 70 Lower College Rdauite 2, University of Rhode
Island, Kingston, Rhode Island (401-874-4328).

Thank you very much for considering letting youildhake part in this project. Please
feel free to talk it over with your child, as well.

Sincerely,
Lily Hall
Lily Hall

Doctoral Student in School Psychology
University of Rhode Island
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CONSENT FORM

You are making a decision about allowing your chadtake part in this study. Your
signature on this form means that you have readlalter above, understand the
information, and give your consent for your chitdparticipate if he or she wishes to do
so. If you later decide that you wish to withdrawauy permission for your child to take
part, simply let Lily Hall [ehalll@my.uri.edy 401-524-7172) or Dr. Brady
(sbrady@uri.edu, 401-874-2193) know. You may disiooie your child’s participation
at any time.

Signature of Parent/Guardian

Typed or Printed Name

Name of son/daughter

Date

Please sign here if you would like Lily Hall to seégour child's reading scores with you
at the school at a later date, either before @r atthool at a date and time to be arranged.
If so, please provide contact information (eithereamail address or a phone number) so
that she will be able to set up a meeting with you.

Signature of Parent/Guardian

E-mail or phone number

Please sign both consent forms, keeping one for yourself.
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APPENDIX E: Consent Form (Spanish)

Consentimiento de los padres

Lily Hall

La Universidad de Rhode Island (The University bbRe Island)

El Departamento de Psicologia

10 Chafee Road

Kingston, RI 02881

Examinando el rendimiento y auto-concepto de lautacde estudiantes del quinto grado en las esauela
de socio-economia alta y baja

FORMULARIO DE CONSENTIMIENTO PARENTAL DE LA INVESTI GACION

Estimado padres o tutores legales:

El estudio o investigacion en la que su nifio ha siditado a participar fue disefiada con el prapdde
investigar cdmo los estudiantes del quinto grada lesus percepciones de rendimiento de lectura. Mi
nombre es Lily Hall y soy una alumna en el progra®aloctorado en la Universidad de Rhode Islané (Th
University of Rhode Island) trabajando bajo la sui&n de Dr. Susan Brady en el Departamento de
Psicologia (telefono: 401-874-2193). Esta invesiiyaesta siendo llevada a cabo como parte de los
requisitos para mi graduacion. La razén princigakdta investigacion es para examinar los factpres
contribuyen al rendimiento y el concepto propidedsura de los estudiantes, cual esta definido catao
forma en la cual uno percibe las habilidades deilaalel alumno en quinto grado.

Descripcién del proyecto y qué va a pasar:

Si permite que su nifio participe, a el o ella sgeldira que provea su consentimiento para particiam

si usted concede el permiso del nifio para particganifio tiene el derecho de elegir participaooSi el
nifio esta de acuerdo de patrticipar, entonces@ediea a él o ella realizar cinco tareas en tdtals de las
cuales el nifio tendra que leer palabras o breve&jgm Para la cuarta tarea el nifio tendra quenasr
imagenes y decir cual de ellas encaja con la pal&br la ultima tarea el nifio tendra que responder
preguntas acerca de como se sienten sobre el rienttinen la lectura. Las cinco tareas tomara 3o
en completar. Cuando su nifio termine, él o elldbgécun regalo que serd un lapiz o una calcomemieo
agradecimiento por su participacion.

Estas tareas serian dadas en la escuela del nifioi paun estudiante universitario que me estara
asistiendo. La mayoria de las tareas van a senatp; y por tanto, su nifio trabajara conmigo o mi
asistente en un lugar silencioso de la escuelaqaora oficina). La tarea se le asignara para détarm
como ellos se sienten sobre la lectura, seré leaachbo en grupos pequefios de alumno (no veran las
respuestas de los demas), y ademas, una aula geregiilizado. Todos los investigadores en el éstud
toman un examen sobre el trato de sujetos humasm|gs hace una revision de antecedentes pemadss a
de ser autorizados para trabajar con su nifio.

Los riesgos o incomodidades:

Como a los alumnos se le pedira la participaciosudeifio, esta investigacion se hara durante lesshie
escuela, el nifio perderia aproximadamente 30 nsrdgclase. Sin embargo, nos aseguraremos de que
esto sea realizado en un momento que sea convepiar €l o ella, y también para el maestro.
Generalmente a los nifios les gusta participar s &pos de investigaciones y es poco probablesgue
nifio experimente alguna incomodidad intensa comaltado de participacion en este estudio. Sin
embargo, algunos alumnos se puedan sentir incomedpendiendo sobre su rendimiento o auto-concepto
de lectura. Puedan reusarse a responder cualgatgurga en cualquier momento sin penalidad o pardid
de los beneficios que se le han atribuido.

Beneficios del estudio:

El beneficio de dejar a su nifio participar en estadio es que compartiremos los resultados daréecon
el maestro del nifio, y posiblemente ayuden al maestla toma de decisiones acerca de que tipo de
instruccion de sea la mas adecuada para el nif@maAs, si usted quiere saber los resultados detlade
estaria abierta a compartir los resultados corduste

Confidencialidad:
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Nadie mas que el maestro o posiblemente ustedderdeso a los resultados de lectura. Por lo taato,
nos tiene que proveer con ninguna informaciéon qedemuestre su identidad. La presentacion de los
resultados de este estudio sera reportada en fodeairupo solamente y completamente anénima.

La decision de terminar en cualquier momento:
Por su puesto, su nifio es libre de retirarse @dsarse a responder cualquier pregunta en cualquier
momento. Si su nifio/a deja de participar en eldistisu educacion no se vera afectada.

Derechos y quejas:

Si tiene preguntas o comentarios en cuanto amatatigacion, usted puede contactar a la profeBora,
Susan Brady (sbrady@uri.edu, (401-874-2193), o @ehalll@my.uri.edu, (401-524-7172),
andénimamente, si quiere. Podria también contdutaoffice of the Vice President for Research, 7@i¢i0
College Road, Suite 2, University of Rhode Islakihgston, Rhode Island (401-874-4328).

Le agradecemos de antemano por considerar laipadién de su nifio en este proyecto. Si usted gusta
hable con su nifio/a sobre el proyecto por favor.

Atentamente,

Lily Hall

Lily Hall

Alumna Doctorada de Psicologia Escolar

La Universidad de Rhode Island
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FORMULARIO DE CONSENTIMIENTO

Usted esta tomando la decisién de permitir quefsusea aparte de este estudio. Su firma en este
formulario de consentimiento quiere que usted faol& carta mostrada arriba, que entiende la
informacion, y que da su consentimiento para qurfiel participe si él o ella asi lo desea. Si luegied
quiere retirar el permiso para que su nifio no @pgj no dude en informarlo a Lily Hall
(lehalll@my.uri.edu, 401-524-7172) o al Dr. Susaady (sbrady@uri.edu, 401-874-2193). Usted se
puede suspender la participacion del nifio en ciglgqoomento.

Firma del padre/tutor legal

Nombre escrito el letra de molde o de imprenta

Nombre del nifio

Fecha

Por favor firme aqui si lo le gustaria Lily Hallmpartiese los resultados de lectura con usted esclzela.
En una fecha mas adelante o antes o después stmukElaen una fecha y hora a fijar. Si es asifgwar
diganos su informacion de contacto (como correctréieico o nimero de teléfono) para que de tal mane
ella pueda arreglar una reunion con usted.

Firma del padre/tutor legal

Correo electrénico o nimero de teléfono
Por favor firmar ambas formularios de consentimiento, conserve uno para usted.
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APPENDIX F: Child Assent Form
Reading Comprehension Research Study
Assent Form

My name is Lily (or undergraduate research asdistaame). | am doing a research
project to try to find out more about how fifth-gexs feel about reading about how they
are doing in reading.

If you agree to participate, | will ask you to detfollowing reading tasks:
¢ Reading words; and
¢ Reading short passages.

In addition, I will ask you to do other kinds ofks that do not involve you having to
read anything, including:

e Looking at pictures and telling me which picturetaes a word,;

e Answering questions about how you feel about yeading performance.

Some of the things you would do will be easy fouyothers might be a bit harder for
you to do. Altogether, it will take you about 3@nuntes to take part.

You may ask questions about the study at any tiAiso, if you decide you don’t want
to finish, you may stop whenever you want. You'tlbave to answer any questions that
you don’t want to.

You may talk this over with your parents before glmeide to be in the study or not if
you would like. Your parents gave their permisdimnyou to be in this study, but it is
still up to you - you can decide not to do this.

Signing this paper means that you have read this & had it read to you and that you
want to be in the study. If you don’t want to hehe study, don’t sign the paper.
Remember, being in the study is up to you. Nowillemind if you don’t sign this paper
or even if you decide to stop later.

Signature of participant: Date:

Signature of Investigator: Date:
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APPENDIX G: Post Hoc Analyses on Vocabulary BasedES

Vocabulary knowledge was considered an alternatidex for SES because of
the research that reveals that higher income @rildenerally have more vocabulary
knowledge than do children from lower income honSecifically, Hart and Risley
(1995) detected a multimillion word gap betweenkirelergarten children from lower
SES homes, who had weaker vocabularies, compatedde from middle income
homes.

Post hoc analyses were run including a MANOVA,dalup ANOVAs, and
hierarchical regression analyses in order to evaliee patterns of results when
vocabulary scores were used as an alternativeblariar SES.

The full sample of participants (N= 102) was sefmtanto two groups based on
their vocabulary scores. The higher SES group stetiof those participants who scored
a standard score of 96 or above on the PPVT-4,a@lsehe lower SES group included
participants who scored a standard score of 9®lomb In other words, students in the
higher SES group were those with higher vocabwdaoyes than were those in the lower
SES group. Sixty-nine participants were includethe higher SES group and 33
participants were in the lower SES group. Basedamabulary scores, five of the
students from the higher SES school group werecheft into the lower SES vocabulary
group and 22 participants from the lower SES sclyomlip switched into the higher SES
vocabulary group.

A one-way between-groups MANOVA was performed teestigate vocabulary
SES group differences in reading performance aadimg self-concept. SES based on

vocabulary scores was the independent variableeTwas a statistically significant
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difference between higher SES and lower SES gronpke combined dependent
variablesF (4, 97) = 12.05p < .01; Wilks’ Lambda = .67; eta-squared = .33.
Considering the dependent variables separatelyaalbles reached statistical
significance: Word IDF (1, 100) = 35.49p < .01, eta-squared = .26; Word AttaEk(1,
100) = 20.74p < .01, eta-squared = .17; Passage Compreheri#s{dn,100) = 36.91p
<.01, eta-squared = .27; and Reading Self-Conée{it, 100) = 7.18p <.01, eta-squared
=.07.

Table 14.

Summary of ANOVA Results with SES Based on Vocatawledge as the
Independent Variable for Each Dependent Variable

Higher SES Lower SES ANOVA Results
(N=69) (N=33)
Variable M SD M SD F (1, 100) p n?
Word ID 110.26 11.74 95.97 10.43 35.49 <.01** 0.26
Word 112.70 10.96 101.73 12.23 20.74 <.01** 0.17
Attack
Passage 103.26 10.08 90.85 8.69 36.91 <.01** 0.27
Comp.
RSCS 3.88 052 355 0.68 7.18 <.01** 0.07

* p<0.05. **p<0.01.

Follow-up one-way between-groups ANOVAs were comneddo further analyze
the mean differences between SES groups basedcabwiary on each dependent
variable (see Table 14 for a summary of the ANO¥Aults for SES based on
vocabulary knowledge). Comparable to the MANOVAules the three reading

measures and reading self-concept scores diffeggadisantly between SES groups:
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Word ID, F (1, 100) = 35.49 < .01, eta-squared = .26; Word AttaEk(1, 100) = 20.74,
p < .01, eta-squared = .17; Passage Compreheris{dn,100) = 36.91p < .01, eta-
squared = .27; and Reading Self-ConcEftl, 100) = 7.18p < .01, eta-squared = .07.
These analyses demonstrate that the measures df ¥oWord Attack, Passage
Comprehension, and Reading Self-Concept signifigalifered based on SES
determined by vocabulary knowledge. The higher 8&8cipants performed better on
the reading tasks and rated their reading self@gtischigher than did the students in the
lower SES group.

Table 15.

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Results for Petis of Reading Self-Concept for

All Students from the Higher and Lower SES GrouwgseB on Vocabulary Knowledge
(N=102)

Step Variable Added R change p Final 3
1 RP* 24 <.01

2 SES .00 95 -.01
1 SES .07 <.01 .26

2 RP* 17 <.01

*RP: Reading performance measures; Word ID, Wordckitand Passage
Comprehension

Two hierarchical multiple regression analyses veereducted to measure the
contributions of reading performance (i.e., Word Word Attack, and Passage
Comprehension scores) and SES based on vocabulawlddge to reading self-concept
(see Table 15 for regression results with vocalglaowledge representative of SES).
The first model consisted of the three reading messsthat were entered together in the

first block followed by the vocabulary knowledgeP(¥T-4) SES variable, which was
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entered in the second block. In Step 1, the regolamfprmance variables exerted a large
effect, explaining 24% of the variance in readiatf-soncept, R square = .28,(3, 98) =
10.01,p < .01. Next, the vocabulary variable, which repreed SES, was entered in Step
2 and did not account for any additional portiorthtad variance over and above reading
performance. The overall model explained 24% oifavexe on reading self-concept(4,
97)=7.44p < .01.

The second model analyzed the variables in thesev@der. Step 1 included the
vocabulary based SES variable, which exerted al ffatt, explaining 7% of the
variance on reading self-concept in a positivediiioa (3= .26), R square = .0F, (1,

100) = 7.18p < .01. In Step 2, the reading performance vargailere entered together
and accounted for an additional 17% of the variane® and above SES based on
vocabulary, R squared change = E¢hange (3, 97) = 7.09,< .01. Overall, the model
explained 24% of the reading self-concept variakdd, 97) = 7.44p < .01.

Results from the first model indicate that readsegformance significantly
contributes to reading self-concept. VocabularyebleSES did not account for any of he
reading self-concept variance over and above rggménformance. In the reverse
regression model, the results show that both theabulary knowledge based SES
variable and reading performance measures signtficaontribute to reading self-
concept. The results from each of the regressiatefsalemonstrate that vocabulary

based SES shares variance with reading performance.
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