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The problem of this study was that parental perceptions 

of the roles and needs related to their children's reading 

development had not been successfully investigated. The 

primary purpose of this investigation was to determine 

parental perceptions of their roles, influence, and 

skills most needed to assist them relating to their 

children's reading development; the information sources 

on which parental beliefs about their role are founded; 

factors foreseen by parents that might hinder their 

involvement in that role; parents' preferred mode of 

receiving desired information relative to their assistance 

in their children's reading development; and existing 

variations in parental perceptions. 

A total of 192 randomly-selected subjects partici-

pated in the study. All subjects were parents who had 

children in kindergarten, first, second, or third grades, 

and responded to the research instrument (questionnaire). 

Data consisted of participant responses to a parental 

questionnaire developed and validated for the purposes of 



this study. Additionally, demographic data were obtained 

using the questionnaire, regarding the person completing 

the questionnaire, the number of parents and children in 

the home, the educational level of the parent, ethnicity, 

and the average family income, to determine the separation 

of groups defined according to these criteria. 

Frequencies and percentages were reported for all 

items on the questionnaire. Stepwise discriminant analysis 

functions were employed to determine the significance of 

the separation of groups. To establish the discriminating 

power that existed in the variables being explored, the 

Wilk's lambda test of significance was used. Standardized 

weighting coefficients served to identify the relative 

contributions the significant variables (responses to 

items on the questionnaire) made to the differentiation 

of groups. Percentages of correctly preclassified group 

members indicated the accuracy of the separation of the 

groups. 

Findings indicated that parents in this study 

perceive that they are part of their children's reading 

development, although a significant number do not view 

themselves as the major influence. The predominant method 

of assistance used by parents to foster their children's 

reading development is listening to their children read. 

Parents do not perceive reading aloud to their children 



as the most significant method of influence on their 

children's reading development. Parents believe they 

influence their children's reading, but are divided in 

their opinions of whether the influence is more or less 

than that of the school. Parents want information to 

assist them in aiding their children's reading development, 

particularly information concerning phonics. However, 

perceived lack of time and lack of knowledge are inhibiting 

factors to parents relative to their involvement in their 

children's reading development. School teachers are the 

dominant information source on which most parents base 

their beliefs relative to their role in their children's 

reading development. Additionally, individual conferences 

with the teachers are the preferred mode by parents to 

receive information relative to their role and needs in 

their children's reading development. 

The results of the discriminant analysis functions 

indicated that groups of parents defined according to the 

person completing the questionnaire and the number of 

parents in the home both form distinct separations for 

groups based on the analysis of their perceptions. Groups 

of parents, defined according to the number of children 

in the home, the parents' educational level, ethnicity, 

and average family income, did not distinctly separate 



with the discriminant functions according to their 

reported perceptions. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Prior to the emergence of public education, teaching 

children to read was the responsibility of parents. 

Subsequently, schools supplanted this responsibility and 

formally began to teach children to read. During the 

last half of the 20th century an awareness developed that 

acknowledged that the acquisition and maintenance of 

reading skills are a product of the influences of schools, 

parents, and the community (Brzeinski, 1964; Durkin, 

1974? Gordon, 1971; Levenstein, 1970; Reddin, 1977; 

Weikart & Radin, 1970). 

During the past decade this increasing emphasis on 

parental involvement in reading has intensified. This 

trend is evidenced by the commitment of school districts, 

colleges, and universities throughout the United States 

to the implementation and planning of numerous parent 

training programs. Because of this increasing awareness 

that parents are instrumental in children's reading 

success, techniques and methods are being sought and 

implemented to assist parents to maximize their influence 

on their children's reading development. The skills of 

parents are recognized as valuable and variable resources 



that can and should be developed in a school system which 

seeks to meet the needs of children (Nebgen, 1979; 

Schmerber, 1974; Todd, 1973; Wynn, 1978). 

Commonly used strategies for parental involvement 

include school workshops, home visits, establishment of 

parent training centers, and provision of various types 

of literature containing information on parental partici-

pation in children's reading development. Each of these 

strategies assumes that parents desire more participation 

in the reading education of their children and are eager 

to learn the skills offered through these strategies. 

Empirical research indicates the significant influence of 

parents on their children's reading progress. However, 

parents themselves may not recognize the impact of their 

own role in this process, and programs based upon either 

imposed or assumed needs risk failure because of a lack 

of commitment. 

If a parent reading development model is to be 

successful, the goals, emphasis, and objectives for 

training paradigms need to evolve from parental perceptions 

of their role, influence, and necessary skills for 

enhancing their children's reading education. To 

accomplish this, an assessment of parental attitudes 

concerning parental involvement in children's reading 

education is needed. This will provide data to plan 



more effective and appropriate programs and instructional 

materials. 

Statement of the Problem 

Parental perceptions of the roles and needs related 

to their children's reading development have not been 

successfully investigated. This investigation was begun 

because of a lack of documentation describing parental 

perceptions of their role in the reading development of 

their children. Parental role in this study was defined 

with regard to parents' perceptions of their influence 

and involvement in their children's reading education, 

the parents* source of information for their beliefs 

about their role, and their expressed reading skill needs 

relative to this role. 

Purposes of the Study 

The primary purposes of this study were to determine 

the following: 

1. parental perceptions of their role in teaching 

their children to read, 

2. parental perceptions of their influence in 

teaching their children to read, 

3. parental perceptions of skills most needed by 

parents to help their children learn to read, 



4. factors foreseen by parents that might hinder 

their involvement in that role, 

5. information sources on which the parental beliefs 

about their role in reading development are founded, 

6. modes preferred by parents for assistance with 

their children's reading development, and 

7. existing variation in parental needs. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following 

definition was formulated. 

Parents in this study are considered to be those 

persons who completed the questionnaire used in this 

study. Those persons could be fathers, mothers, both 

parents, guardians, grandmother, or aunt. 

Research Questions 

Data were gathered through the use of a carefully 

structured questionnaire to answer the following questions. 

Question I: Do parents view themselves as having 

a particular role in teaching their children to read? 

Question II: To what degree do parents view them-

selves as influential in their children's reading growth? 

Question III: What are parents' perceptions of the 

predominant abilities needed to fulfill that role? 



Question IV: Do parents foresee factors that might 

inhibit their participation in that role? 

Question V: Is there a dominant information source 

on which parental perceptions regarding reading develop-

ment is founded? 

Question VI: If information for parental skill 

training in reading instruction is desired, what mode of 

dissemination is preferred by the parents? 

Question VII: Are there variations in parental 

perceptions of their influence on their children's reading 

across cultures, economic levels, or family variables? 

Do the responses indicate a need for differentiation of 

training programs? 

Background and Significance 

Historically, parents have fulfilled the role as 

the first teachers of their children. Pestalozzi, author 

°f How Gertrude Teaches Her Children (1894), stated in a 

letter to a friend: 

From the moment a mother takes a child upon 
her lap, she teaches him. She brings nearer 
to his senses what nature has scattered afar 
over large areas and in confusion, and makes 
the action of receiving sense - impressions 
and the knowledge derived from them, easy, 
pleasant, and delightful to him. (cited in 
Kesson, 1965, p. 102) 

Prior to the advent of schools, few persons other than 

parents were involved with the process of educating 



children. Although methods often were limited and 

haphazard, parents were the sole instructors. 

With the emergence of public education and graded 

schools (1840-1880), the parent's role in education was 

superseded by the schools. During this time of transi-

tion with the responsibility for education in the domain 

of the schools, teachers insisted on teaching beginning 

reading skills in the primary grades and discouraged 

parents from taking an active part in this process (Todd, 

1973). As recently as 20 years ago, the role of parents 

as home teachers generally was not understood or accepted 

(Adkins, 1975). Addressing this trend, Wynn (1978) 

stated that 

traditionally, educators have perceived the 
teaching of reading as the undisputed province 
of the school, generally ignoring their most 
effective and accessible source of help— 
parents. (p. 389) 

Wynn (1978) reported that schools have been somewhat remiss 

in involving parents in children's reading programs and 

in providing information, guidance, and encouragement for 

the parents; and, although parent involvement in 

children's reading education is beginning to emerge, it 

remains a relatively neglected area. 

Since the late 1960s, researchers have provided more 

evidence which supports the importance of parental 

involvement in the education of their children 



(Bronfenbrenner, 1972; Gilmer, Miller, & Gray, 1970; 

Gordon, 1971; Karnes, Hodgins, & Teska, 1969; Klaus & 

Gray, 1968; Levenstein, 1970; Pikulski, 1974; Weiser, 

1974). For instance, Pikulski's (1974) research provides 

evidence that a good reading model and encouraging library 

usage are important activities for parents to aid in their 

children's reading development. Also, Weiser's (1974) 

study showed children's reading readiness is significantly 

enhanced when parents display a respect for books. 

Numerous studies suggest that the key to improved reading 

skills may not be in the classroom, but in the home 

(Cooke, 1974; Criscuolo, 1975; Greenfield, 1977; Jackson, 

1977; McLaughlin, 1971). Results of the National 

Assessment, a survey of educational achievement, in 

concurrence with the Coleman Report (1966) , a document about 

equal opportunity in education, indicated parents and peers 

have more effect on children's education than do the 

schools. Stephens (1967) in The Process of Schooling 

also supported the view that parents and peers have more 

influence on children's learning. 

Empirical evidence gathered during the 1960s and 

early 1970s and reported by nationally-recognized leaders 

in reading education, such as the research with early 

readers (Bronfenbrenner,1972; Brzeinski, 1964; Durkin, 

1961, 1963) and the early intervention studies (Gordon, 



1971; Karnes et al., 1969; Klaus & Gray, 1968), focused 

academic attention on parental roles, influences, and 

needs of the reading education of children. More recently, 

according to Greenfield (1977), 

reading teachers, as well as researchers have 
supported the contention that parents are 
an important part of the reading process and 
should play an active role in their children's 
reading programs. (p. 3) 

This view also was suggested by United States Commissioner 

of Education, T. H. Bell, at the 1975 convention of the 

National Congress of Parents and Teachers. Bell stressed 

the shift in emphasis toward parent involvement in 

children's education by noting the critical need to enroll 

parents as home-based teachers. During this same time 

period, the literature which speculated about a parents' 

role and influence in their children's reading development 

became extensive. Provisions for parents as major 

"influences" in the educational process of their children 

have been mandated in local school programs evolving from 

Head Start, Project Follow Through, the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, and Public Law 94-142— 

Education for all Handicapped Children. Roberson (1970) 

emphasized that educators must demonstrate to parents the 

importance of their role in the teaching of reading. 

Reflecting the growing emphasis of parental involve-

ment in the educational process, Todd (1973) and Tyler 



(1972) noted that in the United States today parents 

exercise an almost unchallenged influence on their 

children for the first 5 years of their lives, and, there-

fore, need instruction regarding what should be taught during 

these formative years at home. Ward (19 70) stated that 

"the role of 'parenting' is so vital . . . that the role 

of being 'the first teacher of reading' is unmistakable" 

(p. 756). Adkins (1975), Ellis (1974), Grunbaun (1975), 

Roberson (1970), and Schmerber (1974) defined the role 

of parents as one of partners with the professionals. 

Although it is easy to discuss the advantages of 

parental involvement, Groton (1977), Harrington (1970), 

and Nelson and Bloom (1973) reported that it often is 

difficult to actually involve the parents. While parents 

often felt a need to be informed and involved in their 

children's reading program (Criscuolo, 1975; Wartenberg, 

1970), and some assumed an active role in the educational 

process, others were hesitant and wondered if they should 

try to teach their children to read (Jackson, 1977). These 

parents assumed that because they were not professional 

teachers, they were unable to help their children learn 

the fundamentals of reading (Wenig & Brown, 1975). 

Additionally, these parents rarely had access to infor-

mation suggesting approaches to teaching (Nedler, 1977). 

Most knowledge about the teaching of reading is found in 
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professional journals and books which are easily accessible 

to educators but not to parents (Weiser, 1974). Parents 

do have access to articles in the popular press; however, 

the extent of influence of this source is unknown. 

The relatively recent emphasis on parental involve-

ment has stimulated the design and implementation of many 

techniques and strategies. These techniques and strategies 

are implemented to achieve parental involvement and provide 

skill training to assist the parent. Any of the strategies 

or techniques to get parents involved in children's 

reading education might be appropriate for some parents. 

However, for any strategy or technique to be considered 

effective, the model must offer information desired or 

preferred by the parents. Parents are more likely to 

participate if a program meets their perceived needs 

(Ellis, 1974). In the past, the general level of parental 

involvement in training programs was quite low. Attendance 

was highest when information was offered Mhich parents 

felt was vital to the learning millieu (Evans, 1973). 

In light of these difficulties, Gordon (1977) and 

Wartenberg (1970) suggested that parental involvement 

methods should be diverse. 

Nebgen (1979) noted that researchers are still at a 

very early stage of development in their understanding of 

effective parental involvement programs. Strategies to 
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involve parents in reading instruction now are emerging 

on the educational scene. Although many such techniques 

are being implemented and planned in many school districts, 

records indicate that available information from the 

parental viewpoint is severely limited (Filipczak, 1977). 

Self-reports and performances by parents who partici-

pated in such parent involvement programs led researchers 

Bell (1965) , Champagne (1972), Powell (1970), and 

Wartenberg (1970) to conclude that many parents do not 

have the skills they need to help their children learn to 

read effectively. Taylor (1978) reported that parents 

have varied views about children's reading and reading 

development, and that they also lack knowledge of what 

important action they can take in teaching reading. 

Gordon (1975) found that needs assessments in this area 

are relatively nonexistent. This lack of information could 

lead to the conclusion that little input from parents is 

utilized in the design and implementation of parent-focused 

reading development programs. Doman (1964) and Harris 

and Sipay (1975) emphasized that to develop parents as 

instructional resources requires guidance, assistance, and 

information about what instructional supports they can 

offer. Pflaum-Connor's (1978) predictions for 1988 

forecast increasing emphasis on instructing parents in 

ways to help their children develop reading skills, with 
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greater concern about the education of parents in this 

role. Thus, it seems important that public education be 

provided to parents to assure that they are equipped with 

the skills and information needed to maximize their 

children's educational development. 

Although goals for parent training programs often 

are similar, the approach and methodology varies from 

program to program. Project Train (Deffenbaugh, 1976), 

PEPPER (Duncan & Vonbehren, 1974), Title I programs 

(Greenfield, 1977), and Parents Aid School Success Program 

(1975) are directed toward helping parents cultivate 

the necessary attitudes and skills to assist their 

children in reading. As participants in these programs, 

parents often complete a checklist of their interests at 

the initial course session. However, the main program 

design usually has been developed previously; thus, 

little input from enrolled parents is utilized in actual 

course activities. 

To design effective parent-involvement strategies, 

educators need information concerning parental perceptions 

and expressed needs and preferences related to their 

children's reading development. On the basis of current 

interest in parental involvement in children * s reading 

development and the lack of documented evidence of models 

being based on parent input, a survey of parental 
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perceptions is both warranted and timely. This study 

attempts to identify more clearly these perceptions and 

attitudes, in the hope that more appropriate techniques 

can be developed which will foster parental involvement 

in reading. 

Assumptions 

This study was based on the assumption that the 

subjects were representative of the population of parents 

with children enrolled in kindergarten, first, second, and/ 

or third grade, from which the sample was taken. It 

further was assumed that the subjects responded honestly 

to the instrument used to gather data concerning parents' 

perceptions and that the instrument was sufficiently 

valid for the purposes of this study. 

Limitations 

Appropriate caution should be utilized in making 

generalizations from the sample in the study to samples 

drawn from populations different from the population. 

While interpreting survey results, it should be noted that 

all surveys are subject to sampling error. Gallup (1978) 

cautioned that results may differ from those which would 

have been obtained if the whole population had been 

interviewed. Since the data were gathered through the 

use of mailed questionnaires, the study is subject to 
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those limitations of reliability and validity inherent 

in the design and administration of such an instrument, 

particularly the limitation of volunteer respondents. 

Treatment of the Data 

The data collected from the questionnaires for this 

study were compiled, quantified, and recorded. Once 

the data had been compiled, the frequencies and percentages 

of responses to the items on the questionnaire were 

determined. Overall percentages of response for each 

item on the questionnaire were reported. The data also 

were analyzed to determine if there were discernable 

patterns within or across the demographic variables. 

To determine if significant differences existed between 

the groups defined according to the demographic variables, 

a multiple discriminant function analysis was used. The 

term multiple refers to more than two categories or 

groups. The discriminant function analysis was used to 

determine the degree of separation among the groups. 

Before discriminant functions can be applied, it must be 

determined if the groups differ in responses to the items 

on the questionnaire (Huck, 1974). The discriminant 

function identified the variables which contributed most 

to the differentiation along the respective dimensions. 

The .05 level of significance was used to determine the 
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level of significance of the computed discriminant 

equations. The Wilk's lambda statistic is conventionally-

used, measuring the equality of group centroids (Klecka, 

1975). A table of centroids was constructed for all 

categories. 

Discernable patterns are reported and discussed. A 

discussion of the similarities and differences in 

parental perceptions between and across groups (defined 

according to the demographic variables) focuses on the 

following points: 

1. parental role in teaching their children to 

read, 

2. parental influence in their children's reading 

growth, 

3. the skills viewed as needed by parents to help 

their children learn to read, 

4. the information sources on which parental 

beliefs are founded, 

5. the factors that might hinder parental 

involvement in that role, 

6. the assistance modes preferred by parents, and 

7. the variations in parental needs. 

Anecdotal records were included. Also, additional 

comments were made regarding the utility of the survey 

instrument. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Ambiguities in today's parental roles and respon-

sibilities in children's reading development can be 

derived by examining the organizational history of 

education. Transitions regarding parental involvement 

with the learning process have occurred over a protracted 

period of time. The trends, attitudes, views, and counter-

movements are documented in this review of the literature, 

and are presented in the following sections: (a) 

historical educational trends of parental involvement, 

(b) research clarifying the need for parental involvement, 

(c) parental involvement programs, (d) attitudes and 

opinions concerning parental involvement programs, and 

(e) significance of parental involvement programs. 

Historic Trends of Parental Involvement 
in Education 

Historically, parents were involved in education. 

In Biblical times, the head of the household was told 

how to instruct children. In Deuteronomy, the ancient 

Hebrews read, "Thou shalt teach them diligently unto thy 

children, speaking of them when thou sittest in thy 

house, when thou walkest by the way, when thou liest down 

16 
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and when thou risest up." Gordon (1972) stated that 

"the concept of parents-as-teachers has an ancient and 

honorable tradition" (p. 146). 

The family was the basis and backbone of classical 

Roman and Greek education. To Romans, the obvious place 

to educate children was the home. The Greeks also placed 

much emphasis on the family's role in education. In 

Greece, education was the responsibility of the mother, 

whereas in the Roman system of teaching, the father was 

regarded as the children's real teacher. If the mother 

or father could not personally provide the education, then 

a governess or slave was acquired to provide the desired 

education (Marrou, 1956). 

In 16th century Europe, children were taught to read 

as if they were adults, usually through recitation and 

memorization (Compayre, 1901). Only the males were 

eligible for formal education, and reading and writing 

were primarily taught to the sons of the socially elite. 

This schooling often occurred in small groups, with the 

teaching responsibility delegated to a slave. 

This trend did not change significantly until 

Rousseau (1964) proclaimed that children were not 

miniature adults and declared that methodology for 

instruction of children should be different from typical 

adult instruction. Pestalozzi (1801) echoed this view 
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and proclaimed the importance of the parent in the 

educative process, something which had not been previously 

acknowledged. The significance of this view, however, 

was relatively unnoticed and unheeded. 

A historic exploration of literacy conducted by 

Resnick (1977) documented early American development of 

reading education as a social effort to bring communities 

into contact with Biblical history and the Christian 

message. Religious books were the predominant reading 

materials available in the home. Thus, responsibility 

for the education of children in pioneer times was in the 

domain of the parents. 

At New England town meetings, Colonial parents 

actively participated in school matters and decided what 

and how information would be taught. On the American 

frontier, parents combined their resources, hired a 

teacher, and provided limited materials and a meeting 

place. Often, the teacher would be housed in the home of 

one family, rotate from family to family, or even 

community to community. Sometimes small school houses 

were provided. During this period, parents felt very 

responsible for their children's education and did not 

hesitate to replace a teacher or take other actions if 

they felt their children's education was not progressing 

as it should (Parents as Models, 1978; Rogers, 1978). 
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As public school education increased, parents' 

intense involvement lessened. In his review of the role 

of the American family in children's literature during the 

18thf 19th, and 20th century, Lystad (1977) stated that 

during the 18th century the family was portrayed as the 

center of economic, religious, educational, work, and 

leisure activities. In books written during the 19th 

and 20th centuries, the role of the family changed and 

was no longer portrayed as a center for economic and 

educational functions (Lystad, 1977). In another 

historical review of education, Croft (1979) stated that 

decisions and choices in early America were simple for 

parents and teachers. Roles and responsibilities were 

well-defined. Values, morals, ethics, and proper behavior 

were taught by the parents and church. Teachers were 

responsible for teaching reading, writing, and arithmetic 

(Croft, 1979). 

Rogers (1978), in a review of the trends in parental 

responsibilities to children's reading, referred to the 

late 1800s and early 1900s with the following. 

As time passed . . . and life and the schooling 
of the young became increasingly more complex, 
more involved, and more complicated, there 
developed a very natural tendency to "leave it 
to the professionals—on the grounds that—they 
know what they are doing." Too many people 
were perfectly willing to turn as much 
responsibility for their children as possible 
over to the school, and all too many schools 
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eagerly assumed as much responsibility 
and control as they could. (p. 6) 

Croft (1979) also stated that during this time, 

as the education process becomes more 
involved and parents had increasing demands 
on their time, a natural tendency developed 
to leave education to the professionals who 
knew what they were doing. (p. 24) 

Consequently, a "hands-off" dictum evolved, and the 

responsibility for teaching reading during this period 

traditionally lay with the schools (Larrick, 1976; Nelson 

& Bloom, 1973; Resnick, 1977). The message to parents was 

to stay out of the learning process. Larrick (1975) 

noted that during this period some teachers even 

discouraged children from taking their readers or reading 

materials home because they might get ahead or be helped 

incorrectly. Teachers and supervisors often told parents 

that they should not teach their children to read before 

their children began school (Gordon, 1972). 

The maturational theory of child development was 

predominant during this period. Morphett and Washburne's 

(1931) theory, which stated the mental age of 6.5 years 

was a prerequisite for reading, resulted in teaching 

beginning reading in the first grade. Therefore, delayed 

instruction in reading was a result of this theory, and 

reading instruction coincided with entry into the first 

grade. 
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Koppman noted that during this time parental 

participation in instructional matters, especially reading, 

was rare (Parents as Models, 1978). Washburne's (1963) 

80-year perspective of education documented that during 

the latter part of the 19th century and early decades of 

the 2 0th century, numerous trends and approaches to reading 

instruction were implemented. Because of the diversity 

of methods, parents generally left education to the school, 

confident of the school's method (Huey, 1918). Rogers 

(1978) reported that the unfortunate result of this 

entire movement was that many parents, aware that they 

were not professionally trained teachers,, and yet wanting 

to do what was best for their children, became uneasy and 

somewhat confused about their roles and responsibilities 

for their children's reading development. The re-emergence 

of parents in the learning process, and particularly 

in reading education, came through recognition of the 

fact that much learning occurs naturally in the home setting 

and that children who were aided during the preschool years 

tend to progress more rapidly than those who were not. 

Larrick (1972) stated the old "hands-off" dictum 

that for years separated parents from their children's 

reading became antiquated as a result of increasing 

research projects and early education programs across 

the country. These emphasized the impact of the home 
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environment on learning. Almy's (1949) research, comparing 

children's experiences before entering the first grade 

with reading success, investigated the home environment 

and gave impetus to other studies exploring the variables 

in the home and children's reading success. 

A series of research studies conducted by Durkin 

(1963, 1966, 1974-75) placed much emphasis on teaching 

beginning reading skills at home. Her study in 1961 

revealed that all early readers in the sample learned to 

read at home with some type of help from parents or 

siblings. She reported that until the late 50s and early 

60s reading instruction, even in kindergarten, had been 

and continued to be a "hands-off" policy. However, with 

the shift in the educational mood, stimulated by the Russian 

launch of Sputnik in October, 1957, more emphasis was 

placed on how children learned to read (Durkin, 1978). 

Durkin's (1966) investigations concluded that children 

could learn to read without being taught in school, and 

that parents were often involved in this process. 

Durkin's findings helped initiate the renewed trend toward 

parent involvement. 

Piaget's (1970) theories of cognitive development 

emerged at approximately the same time as Durkin's 

results were becoming known. During this time period 

the constraints on a beginning age for reading instruction 
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at school began to lessen and also the school's dominant 

responsibility for reading instruction. Learning to read 

and receiving assistance at home became more acceptable 

for children less than 6 years of age (Wadsworth, 1978). 

As a result more investigations focused on how to 

accomplish these tasks. 

The continuing influences of the parents and family 

members on learning became readily apparent. Ward (1970) 

noted that an awareness of the role of "parenting" as 

vital had developed, and that the recognition of parents 

as the "first teachers of reading" was unmistakable. 

Teale's (1978) review of studies of early readers also 

indicated that some of these children were deliberately 

taught to read, generally by parents, before first grade, 

while other children grew into reading. 

Landmark studies of the 1960s emphasized the 

importance of the home environment on the young disadvan-

taged child. The study by Bloom (1964) indicated the 

importance of the early years to intellectual growth. 

Research by Coleman (1966) showed that not all low 

socioeconomic levels correlate to poor academic perfor-

mance. Deutsch (1966) demonstrated that the lowest 

socioeconomic group falls further behind as they progress 

through school. These findings prompted Head Start 

programs and other federally-funded title projects to 
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encourage early intervention programs, and to inform 

parents of child-raising practices. The research with 

socioeconomic factors and equal education further supported 

the growing awareness of the significance of home environ-

ment. The Jencks, Smith, Ucland, Bane, Cohen, Gintis, 

Heyns, and Michelson (1972) and Coleman (1966) studies 

indicated that the environmental factors in the home are 

more powerful than those in the school. 

Numerous studies reported that, for the majority of 

children who learn to read before entering school, there 

was no conscious attempt to teach them to read 

(Hollingsworth, 1942; Torrey, 1969; Witty & Carver, 1955). 

While the studies of early readers conducted by Clarke 

(1976), Durkin (1966), and Teale (1978) documented that 

some parents provided instruction on a regular basis, the 

instruction and its regularity varied widely. 

Anderson (1976), Doman (1964), and Fowler (1962) 

made deliberate attempts in their research to explore 

the parents1 interactions with their children and later 

attempted to assist parents in teaching their children to 

read in the home. Plessas and Oakes' (1964) exploration 

of the experiences of preschool early readers revealed 

that the early readers in their study were read to 

extensively in the home. Although the mothers were the 
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predominant oral readers, fathers, grandparents, siblings, 

and babysitters also were reported to have read aloud to 

the early readers. In the same study, an attempt was 

made to determine the extent to which reading was taught 

in the home. Sixteen parents, of the 20-parent sample, 

reported that their children were given some type of 

instruction in the home. A variety of materials and methods 

was reportedly used at home. One question on the question-

naire administered by Plessas and Oakes explored parental 

influence. Only 20% of the parents felt that they were a 

significant influence. The Plessas and Oakes' study 

reiterated the significance of the home as an important 

factor in readiness for learning to read, although parents 

seemed unaware of the significance of their influence or 

interaction to their children's reading development. 

Olmsted (1972) systematically observed home environ-

ments. His research documented cultural differences in the 

ways that mothers interact with their children during home 

instruction. Olmsted noted clear and consistent differ-

ences in mothers' teaching strategies among social class 

groups. Findings indicated that the low socioeconomic 

group parents tended to employ authoritarian methods as 

their major teaching technique. The other socioeconomic 

groupings did not show any distinct differences. 
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Strategies and approaches were varied within and across 

groups. 

The findings of Carrillo and Sheldon (1952) revealed 

that good readers frequently came from homes where the 

parents had attained high educational levels, and from 

homes supported by professional and managerial fathers. 

Davidson's (1931) research concluded that bright children's 

fathers held higher occupational status and had achieved 

a higher educational level. Bartels (1979), Barth (1979), 

Filipczak(1977), and Nelson and Bloom (1973) concluded 

that parent educational level was a significant factor in 

children's reading achievement. Taylor (1978) reported 

that parents had varied views on what reading was and 

what specific roles they should have in teaching reading. 

According to Moon (1979), 

large scale investigations into home variables 
and educational success frequently demonstrate 
relationships between global factors such as 
socio-economic status, education of parents, 
etc., and general educational achievement, of 
which attainment in reading often is taken 
as an index. (p. 1) 

Moon conducted a small study of home influences on the 

early stages of learning to read. His evidence indicated 

that parental teaching practices, whether formal or 

informal (as in reading aloud to a child), were even 

more important in children's reading progress during 

their first 2 years of school than were other home 
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environmental factors. According to Bronfenbrenner 

(1972), "evidence indicates that the family is the 

most effective and economical system for fostering and 

sustaining the development of the child" (p. 17). 

Researchers Gordon (1971), Karnes (1969), Klaus and Gray 

(1968), Sheldon (1974), and Weikart and Radkin (1970) 

also concluded that the family is the most effective and 

economical system for fostering and sustaining a child's 

learning development. 

Regarding parental attitudes toward reading, 

Deffenbaugh (19 76) reported that "research consistently 

demonstrated that parents play a significant role in 

shaping their children's attitudes toward reading" (p. 4). 

The research of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) revealed 

that children's attitudes could be influenced by 

influencing parental attitudes because the parents are the 

people who have primary contact with the children. 

Research by Grant (1977) indicated that maternal attitudes 

and perceptions are considered to be particularly 

important in motivating children to learn to read. 

Parental Involvement Programs 

As research results, accountability pressures, minimum 

competency tests, and legislation that encourages or 

mandates parental involvement in education of children 
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proliferates, parents are becoming increasingly involved 

in the learning process. After decades of telling parents 

to "keep hands-off" school subjects, teachers themselves 

have begun to ask parents for help with their children's 

education and to employ techniques of parental involve-

ment (Pines, 1979). 

During the past two decades, parental education in 

reading has been given sporadic treatment in professional 

literature. More recently, a trend toward increased 

parental involvement appears to be extending into the 

public schools, with concerted efforts occasionally being 

made to involve parents in the teaching-learning process 

at school. Impetus for these efforts has been generated 

usually by political activity in the form of mandates. 

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 provided thrusts 

toward developing home and school linkages {Doman, 1964). 

Legislation, such as Public Law 94-142 which mandated 

education for all handicapped children, has been signifi-

cant in encouraging and in granting parents the right to 

be involved in their children's education. The Early 

Education Act of 1962 provided for a number of programs 

intended to increase parent participation. Head Start, 

supported by the Office of Economic Opportunity, and 

Follow Through required parent participation in guiding 
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and implementing programs, assuming that desired changes 

in children's behavior required modification of parent 

attitudes and actions. 

The current trend seems to be toward an advocacy 

approach to the role of the family in reading education 

(Duncan, 1979). Ruddell (1974) suggested the initiative 

for parent involvement in student learning clearly rests 

with the schools. As a result, a number of frameworks have 

been designed for implementing programs to give parents 

the information and the training they need. 

Many forms of parent-as-teacher programs exist today. 

According to Goodson and Hess (1975), 

programs that involve parents are concerned 
with changing the parents in some way--
their knowledge, behavior, attitudes, or 
some combination of the three. The extent 
to which efforts are made to change the 
parents varies greatly from one type of 
program to another. (p. 3) 

Goodson and Hess (1975) also delineated some covert 

focuses of parent-involvement programs as (a) parents as 

policymakers, (b) parents as teachers, (c) parents as 

supportive resources for the school, and (d) parents as 

"better" parents. Goodson and Hess noted the priorities 

in the parent-involvement programs may be multiple in 

scope. 

In recent years, educators have become increasingly 

interested in the parents' role in preparing their 
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children for school and reading in particular. Conse-

quently, increasing numbers of programs focused 

specifically on teaching parents to teach their children 

basic reading skills (Brzeinski, 1964; Criscuolo, 1975; 

Hoskisson, 1974; Vukelich, 1978). Most reports on programs 

of this type suggested that the success of a program is 

dependent on the parents' abilities, and specifically, 

the ability of the parent to determine their children's 

reading-skill level (Vukelich, 1978). 

Early intervention programs have not produced the 

significant, long-lasting results that were anticipated, 

although the objectives of the programs were founded on 

research. However, there have been some commendable 

efforts directed toward developing parental teaching 

skills. Swift (1970) reported positive results from a 

program for poverty mothers. According to recent research 

(Breiling, 1976; Esworthy, 1979; Gordon, 1977; Nedler, 

1977), a trend is emerging to actively involve families 

in their children's learning experiences. Sanacore (1974) 

cited the value of training parents to help their children 

and offered suggestions for parents to use at home. 

The majority of the efforts to achieve parent educa-

tion in reading has consisted of a series of workshops 

(Duncan, 1979). Typically, these workshops have given 

parents rudimentary information regarding the reading 
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process and reading pedagogy. Nebgen (1979) stated that 

the main purpose of these workshops was to teach parents 

how to help their children learn to read. Demonstrations 

also have been presented to show parents how to make and 

use teaching games and learning activity packets. These 

programs frequently have been labeled with catchy acronyms, 

such as HELP—Home Education Learning Project (Parents 

as Models, 19 78), TOUCH—Teachers and Others United for 

Children (Parents as Models, 1978), PEP—Parent Education 

Program (McWilliams & Cunningham, 1976) , and PROP— 

Preschool Readiness Outreach Program (Vukelich, 1978). 

The objectives of these programs almost always have been 

determined unilaterally by the interested school personnel 

or researchers. 

In addition to workshops for parents, a variety of 

other creative methods has been employed with various 

degrees of success. Book campaigns, contracts, guest 

days, tutoring, advisory boards, newsletters, babysitting 

services, handbooks, "hands-on" resource rooms, and 

transportation services have been somewhat productive in 

involving parents in their children's reading education 

(Anderson, 1975; Lange, 1978; Nelson & Bloom, 1973). 

In late 19 77, the Children's Book Council funded 

seven proposals to increase parent participation in 

reading. One program funded was aimed at women in 



32 

maternity wards. The program involved distributing 

materials and books to provide information regarding 

children's reading development to these women (Getting 

Parents Involved, 1979). Other researchers suggested a 

parent "rap-line" to allow a parent to telephone a central 

information source for answers to their questions (Kirsch, 

1973; Nelson & Bloom, 1973). 

Criscuolo (1979) offered several procedures and 

activities that have been successful in encouraging parent 

involvement in the Connecticut school systems. Some 

additional approaches included reading progress letters, 

reading homework programs, and reading recipes. Empirical 

studies have shown that children's reading can be enhanced 

through such involvement practices as classroom instruc-

tion for parents (Della-Piana, Stahmann, & Allen, 1966; 

Ward, 1970). These programs taught parents a variety of 

techniques designed to follow their children'sreading 

instruction. Esworthy (1979) employed a summer reading 

clinic for parents to assist in their children's reading 

instruction. 

A parent involvement program called Partners in 

Reading, initiated in the Dallas, Texas, public schools 

indicated that generally the highest percentages of parti-

cipating parents were reported to be in the upper 

socioeconomic level schools. The program used 



33 

parent-teacher conferences as a basis for involvement. 

Several different strategies were used to encourage 

parent participation, including flexible scheduling of 

meetings, television and radio advertisements, and 

telephone calls. A polling of participating parents 

showed that 90% believed they had some role in the educa-

tion of their children and 91% wanted to learn how to help 

their children at home (Granowsky, Middleton, & Mumford, 

1979). A limitation to parent-teacher conferences as a 

method of parental involvement appeared to be that 

scheduled parent-teacher conferences were better attended 

by parents of students exhibiting a high degree of success 

in school than by parents of students not progressing as 

well (Anchor & Anchor, 1974). 

One difficulty found in all of these approaches was 

establishing and maintaining a high level of parent 

participation, especially with schools in the inner-city. 

In inner-city schools, parent involvement in programs and 

workshops was especially low and the drop-out rate 

extremely high (Hooper, 1970; Karnes, Hodgins, & Teska, 

1969; Niedermeyer, 1973; Yamen & Hanson, 1971). Attendance 

at parent involvement programs in inner-city schools rarely 

exceeded 40% (Hooper, 1970). Niedermeyer (1973), Smith 

(1971), and Yaman and Hanson (1971) found that transporta-

tion was a critical variable in obtaining parent 
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participation, particularly in the inner-city schools. 

Therefore, efforts were directed toward at-home training 

programs for parents. For example, in Ypsilanti, Michigan, 

mothers were shown teaching processes through at-home 

tutoring (Smith, 1971) . 

The Tenth Annual Gallup Poll (Tenth, 19 78) of the 

public's attitude toward the public schools showed that 

many parents are anxious to become involved, even to the 

point of going back to school to learn how to help their 

children. However, the National PTA and the report of the 

National Public Hearings of the Urban Education Project 

indicated that one of the most critical problems affecting 

schools is the lack of community participation (The PTA, 

1979). 

According to Bronfenbrenner (1972), the results of 

surveys of both parent participation and nonparticipation 

indicated that the involvement of a child's family as an 

active participant is critical to the success of an 

intervention program. Along with the advantages, parent 

intervention appeared to have serious limitations in 

effectiveness and applicability with low socioeconomic 

families. 

Veltkamp and Newman (1976) reported that "research 

investigating the effectiveness of various parent education 

programs has been extensive although some conclusions 
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appear somewhat spurious" (p. 46). Generally, the findings 

agreed with Bronfenbrenner (1972) and Gilmore (1974), in 

that parental involvement was more effective than non-

involvement, regardless of the program type. Nebgen (1979) 

noted that researchers are still at a very early stage of 

development in their understanding of effective parental 

involvement programs. 

A review of the literature that contains descriptions 

of parental involvement programs revealed limitations in 

these programs that are discussed below. The programs 

seemed to reflect the values of educators rather than the 

parents. Little evidence indicated that parents either 

needed or wanted the information presented. In addition, 

ineffective communication must be considered as a major 

cause of difficulty. Formative and summative evaluations 

rarely were incorporated into programs. Parents have 

different entering behaviors and take different amounts 

of time to complete learning strategies. Training programs 

rarely inducted provisions for varying parent competencies 

and parents sometimes were insecure about their level of 

competency (Gordon, 1972). The majority of the programs 

reviewed were presented to fathers and mothers, when 

nonparent baby sitters, caretakers, siblings, and extended 

families often spend more time at home with the child in 

today's society. Ineffective communication between the 
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parents and the people associated with the program was 

considered to be a major cause of difficulty. 

Opinions and Attitudes Toward Parental 
Roles and Needs 

Experts 

Varied views concerning parental roles abound in 

professional literature and often are communicated to 

parents. The resulting incongruencies have caused problems 

for parents who have looked to the "experts" for "answers." 

Thus, a synthesis of opinions and attitudes surrounding 

the issue of parental roles and needs in children's 

reading development currently appears to be nonexistent. 

In an attempt to explore the variety of viewpoints and 

provide the foundation for the study undertaken here, the 

following tenets are presented. 

The June, 1978, issue of Reporting on Reading 

centered around the statement that "parents have a signifi-

cant role in preparing their children to read; they can 

help shape and strengthen the school's reading program" 

(Parents as Models, 1978, p. 17). Adkins (1975), Ellis 

(1974), Grunbaun (1975), and Schmerber (1974) agreed with 

this, emphasizing that parents and educators should be 

partners in teaching and guiding children. Criscuolo 

(19 79) advocated this opinion, delineating that the 

important parental role is to support the work of the 
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schools. Although the research of French and Scott (1960) 

related to the education of retarded children, the 

researchers also expressed the view that parents and 

teachers should work as a team, and that parents could 

best help their children learn by using the same methods 

as the school. 

Taylor (1978) reported that no predictions have been 

made concerning parents' views toward their role or 

influence on their children's reading development. 

Gordon (1971, 1977) believed that there was a need for all 

professional educators to have more information and a 

greater understanding of parental attitudes. Niedermeyer 

(1973) expressed the belief that if parents are to become 

an effective resource for improving the quality of their 

children's education, systematic research and development 

efforts are required. 

Patryla (1978) defined the role of parents as 

providing for physical, emotional, and intellectual needs 

of their children. She also stated that the strongest 

motive for learning was parental approval and that, by 

taking an active interest in their children's schooling, 

parents can express their approval. 

Rogers (1978), however, defined the parents' task 

as more similar to that of a teacher, at the 1978 National 

meeting of the International Reading Association. He 
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charged that parents should know what reading is, what 

their child's reading levels and abilities are, what a 

good program is, and what type program should be imple-

mented in the elementary school. His charges to parents 

appeared inappropriate, if not incredible, however, as 

even reading educators are not in agreement on these 

issues. Additionally, Rogers outlined the parent respon-

sibilities in providing not only a literate example, but 

also a place and time for reading and appropriate reading 

materials to meet their children's reading needs. 

Apparently Rogers did not consider demands on parental 

time and parental knowledge of appropriate reading 

materials and methods to meet their children's reading 

skill needs. Thus, few parents and educators have been 

able to act in accordance with his mandates, leaving the 

issues unmet, though delineated. 

"While a growing number of professional educators 

has favored parental involvement, there are nonetheless 

many who have disparaged extensive involvement," stated 

Kelly (1974, p. 9). According to Kelly (1974), in most 

instances these educators qualified their objections by 

citing limits to the degree of involvement rather than 

rejecting parental roles entirely. Kelly also reported 

that some of the reasons for educators taking this 

position are the complexities of the educational process, 
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compounded by parental indifference and mistaken 

practices. 

For example, in a 1972 article, Freshour expressed 

the opinion that most parents want to help their children 

learn to read, but unless guidance is offered they may 

do more harm than good. He commented that some parents 

who have not been trained might attempt to teach their 

children, thus creating problems. Freshour further 

espoused that 

1. To offer constructive help, the parent must know 

what the teacher expects of the children. 

2. Because some support might be detrimental 

(if the parents helped in a method that was different 

from the teacher), parents should be made fully aware 

that they should function in a supportive role, not as 

a teacher. 

3. Specific guidelines should be provided to and 

followed by parents. 

Champagne and Goldman (19 72) and Bell (1965) 

independently reported the belief that although parents 

of disadvantaged children tend to verbalize high 

aspirations for their children, these parents do not 

possess the teaching behaviors needed to attain the goals 

they desire for their children, and, therefore, are unable 

to help their children learn effectively. Deutsch (1966) 
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speculated that no one explains to parents how they can 

help their children succeed in school, and this lack of 

information can be particularly harmful to those children 

who are experiencing failure. 

Bloom (1980) stated that 

there is a curriculum and teaching style 
in each home and it is the variations in the 
home curriculum and teaching that account for 
much of the difference in children's prepara-
tion for the learning tasks in the school. 
(p. 382) 

A knowledge of the significant variables in the home 

environment and the parental attitudes and perceptions can 

furnish a basis for programs that can meet the needs of 

parents relative to their role in children's reading 

development. 

Patryla's (1978) research explored educators' and 

psychologists' views regarding the role of parents, their 

values, and attitudes in the education of mentally-retarded 

students in the United States and Great Britain. The 

major findings indicated that parents can and should be 

taught specific techniques to enable them to teach their 

children. Also, that it would be beneficial to organize 

programs to train parents to teach their children on the 

local, regional, and national levels, However, she 

concluded that parental values and attitudes should be 

explored directly, either before or at the same time as 
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the program development. Patryla's (1978) research further 

revealed varied professional opinions regarding a number 

of other concerns. According to the sampled professionals, 

members of the lower social classes have experienced 

difficulty in understanding how to help their children. 

Members of the upper social classes have relied upon 

family resources to emphasize the development of the child. 

Another factor that Patryla's ( 1978) research addressed 

was the emotional state of the parent. Parents that have 

been absorbed in personal emotional problems often have 

experienced difficulty in the time spent with children and 

may not be ready or able to undertake any demands from the 

schools or parent programs. Available parent time 

restricted by work was another issue raised. Frankenstein 

(1967) also noted that parents may not have a clear 

concept of the school's program or what is expected of 

them. When this happens, schools have failed to understand 

and meet their needs. 

Koppman (Parents as Models, 1978), chairperson of 

the Parents and Reading Committee of the International 

Reading Association, in a Right to Read document, stated: 

In our schools today, reading is taught by 
many different methods and in many different 
ways. Therefore, it may be very difficult 
for individual parents to know enough about 
their district's method, procedure, or 
program to teach reading effectively to their 
children. To my mind, teaching reading needs 
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to be left to the teacher so that problems and 
confusion don't occur. If the teaching of 
reading is truly a skill—and I believe if 
it weren't, we wouldn't have teachers being 
trained to do it—then it has to be left to 
the reading teacher. (Parents as Models, 
1978, p. 9) 

Teachers 

Teachers' views toward parental involvement in 

children's reading development are diverse. Often, their 

perspectives differ from those of parents and other 

academicians. Since the teacher forms a communication 

channel and information source to the home, the teachers' 

views and the information communicated must be considered 

significant. Parental and professional views about 

teachers concerning their attitudes and roles toward 

parent involvement in children's reading also can be 

found and often are varied. Therefore, the teachers' 

views and the views about the teachers' attitudes and 

roles related to parent involvement in children's reading 

development are presented. 

Taylor's (1978) research revealed that university 

faculty, classroom teachers, and parents varied signifi-

cantly in their concepts of how reading should be taught 

to children. University professors', classroom teachers', 

and parents' perceptions concerning each others' respon-

sibilities and influences in children's reading development 
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also may be varied. These varied views concerning the 

"other's" role in children's reading development is 

discussed below. 

Teachers' perceptions about the parents' role in 

their children's reading development were discussed by 

Pikulski (1974). He expressed the belief that teachers too 

frequently cast parents of children with reading problems 

into one of two roles. In some instances, the parents 

were told to relax and do nothing; the school will 

remediate the reading problem and that the parent should 

not interfere with the remediation process. The other 

strategy usually was to cast the parent in the role of 

the teacher, giving them workbooks, flash cards, exercises, 

and telling the parents when and how the materials should 

be used. 

Teachers involved in Operation Higher Achievement, a 

program in Chicago for reading improvement that encouraged 

parent involvement, held somewhat different perceptions 

of parents. They reported that they had trouble working 

with parents that adopted the attitude of "I am uneducated; 

therefore, I am unable to help teach my child" (Parents 

as Models, 1978). 

According to Ryan (1977), research indicated that 

many teachers believe parents need to read to their 

children. He also reported that many teachers wanted 
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parents to become more involved in the reading process 

with their children. 

Some teachers do not view parents' lack of parti-

cipation as apathy, or as a lack of the desire to help 

their children become skilled readers. One teacher 

stated that the parents want to help, but often do not 

know what to do or how to do it. Another teacher commented 

that parents need an abundance of information and that it 

should be provided through pamphlets and booklets furnished 

in the schools (Parents as Models, 1978). 

Jackson (Rasberry, 1976) stated that teacher attitudes 

are changing. The old ideas that instruction by parents 

might be confusing, especially if the schools use different 

methods, do not have current validity. Cianci (1951) 

indicated that some teachers view themselves in a new 

role. According to Cruickshank and Johnson (1958), 

teachers should guide parents in teaching their children. 

Goodson and Hess (1975) denoted the teachers1 goal as 

"to provide parents with more knowledge so they will be 

able to change or improve their child-rearing practices" 

(p. 3). Consequently, parents are another set of 

students for the teachers. Although Weiser (1974) reported 

that it is the teachers' responsibility to inform parents 

that they do have an influence on whether their children 

learn to read, parents' ignorance of their influence and 
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of the teaching methods are not entirely the fault of the 

teachers. Teachers have expressed concern about the 

short time allowed for parent interaction, especially 

if conferences are the primary form of contact (Powell, 

1970). Moreover, Gordon (1972) stated that virtually no 

school of education in the country trains teachers to work 

with parents in any manner. 

Parents 

Modern theories of education indicate that parental 

involvement and parental attitudes are important forces 

in children's academic success. While the importance 

of the parental variable is recognized, little research 

has been done to determine parental attitudes toward 

involvement in their children's reading development. 

According to Granowsky, Middleton, and Mumford (1979), 

most researchers agree that parents play a central role in 

their children's education. As a result, a growing 

awareness has developed that the home and school need to 

form a partnership to enhance children's educational 

experiences. However, almost no documentation can be 

found relating to parents' attitude toward that role. 

Price (1976) explored gifted children's early reading 

experiences at home and in school. Some of the parental 
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comments extracted from the records of the research 

revealed varying parental roles and attitudes. 

1. One father stated that he taught his daughter to 

read at home using a combination of phonics and sight 

words before she entered the first grade. 

2. Another parent reported that the total family 

taught the child to read at the age of 3-1/2 or 4 years. 

3. One family indicated that they all were involved 

in teaching their 3-year-old to read systematically by 

sight words. 

4. Other families acknowledged that six children 

were sent to nursery schools, private schools, or 

Montessori schools so their children could learn to read 

prior to entering public school. 

5. One mother revealed that she took a reading 

methods course in college so that she could teach her 

2-year-old to read. 

6. A mother said that she did not believe in 

teaching her child to read before formal entrance into 

school. 

7. Another mother thought that all reading instruc-

tion should come from the school. 

8. Of the gifted children that did not learn to 

read prior to entering first grade, the parents 
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deliberately postponed teaching reading, as they felt the 

child should learn in school. 

9. Other people that read to children in the home 

were grandparents, siblings, housekeepers, and baby 

sitters. 

The results of Price's (1976) research indicated that 

75% of the sample (n = 37) of gifted children learned to 

read prior to entering first grade. Of the percentage 

who learned to read, 12% were taught systematically to 

read at home, 31% learned to read incidentally in the 

home, 43% learned to read because of enrollment in a 

nursery school or preschool, and 14% learned to read in 

a combination of the above. 

In a summer reading clinic that emphasized teaching 

parents how to instruct their children in reading, 

Esworthy (1979) reported that many parents asked questions 

about phonics and comprehension. Hendryson (1971) 

documented a number of parental concerns expressed in an 

involvement program. Some of the questions included, 

"What should I be doing to help my children learn to 

read?," "Should I teach my children phonics?," "If my 

child doesn't learn to read at home, will he be behind?," 

and "What are reading levels?" 

Carberry (1975) explored parental views of parent-

teacher conferences. He reported that many parents 
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held the opinion that the conference was a waste of time 

and were embarrassed if they were not teaching certain 

strategies at home. Other parents expressed the opinion 

that they obtained useful information to help their children 

learn that could be implemented in the home. 

Croft (1979) discussed an instance where a group of 

parents and teachers was asked to role play a situation 

in which parent involvement and interaction with the 

teacher was encouraged. Some of the attitudes and reasons 

for parental reluctance to participate were reported to 

be the following. 

1. Parents were fearful that teachers would judge 

them and form bad impressions. 

2. Parents felt that their privacy was intruded 

upon by the teacher. 

3. Family cultures and ways of life possibly caused 

communication problems. 

4. Past interactions were negative, usually because 

the encounter was a result of a misbehaving child. 

5. Many parents did not perceive any real value in 

teacher visits. 

6. Some teachers attempted to change parents and 

make them "better." 

7. Some parents were too busy. 
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Champagne and Goldman (1972) explored possible environ-

ments for parent education to occur and parental attitudes 

^slating to those environments. Some parents viewed the 

school as a positive environment and wanted to meet 

there. Other parents tended to have a positive feeling 

toward a community center, especially if operated by 

people from the community. Parents viewed meeting in 

the home as leading to problems that might arise from 

parents not wanting strangers in the home, parents wanting 

to impress others, and concerns about furniture or 

•*""®f̂ ceshments or cultural differences. The author concluded 

that training should take place wherever the parent feels 

comfortable. 

Attractive advertising campaigns for educational toys 

and materials which purport to guarantee children's reading 

success through specific commercially-available programs 

are available to parents and can influence them. Some 

of these materials claim to teach children to read 2 or 

3 years before going to school, or teach various letter 

sounds (Davis, 1970). Some parents may have the feeling 

that the purchase or provision of such a toy or program 

might supplement their children's reading instruction, 

consequently affecting their perception of their role or 

needs in this process. 
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Marketing research conducted by Goldring and Company 

(Attitudes, 1980), revealed varied parent attitudes. Many 

fathers held the view that their role was to supplement 

their wives' involvement with their children. The mothers 

in Goldring's research usually had the opinion that they 

were more involved than the fathers in helping their 

children learn anything. Both mothers and fathers 

indicated that they often made purchases to help their 

children with the learning process. Parents of several 

children said that they had found that older siblings often 

helped teach younger children skills like talking. 

Reading, however, was not mentioned. Other conclusions 

reached by Goldring indicated that generally the teaching 

process in the home was not a conscious one, except among 

mothers of first-borns. Additionally, the report 

revealed that most parents do not deliberately approach 

a learning task, but integrate it into everyday life. 

Many parents also were unaware that their actions 

educated their children. Furthermore, in this study a 

few parents commented that they taught some tasks with a 

rigid, structured approach. Further probes by Goldring 

uncovered that these lessons usually did not correspond 

to the school's approach. 
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Significance of Attitudes Regarding 
Parental Roles and Needs 

The relatively recent thrust of parental involvement/ 

education, under the impetus of research and early inter-

vention programs, seems to be based on global assumptions, 

often unproven, of what parents need, know, and can do. 

These underlying assumptions in general are (a) that 

parental influence affects children learning to read, 

(b) that many parents, low-income particularly, lack 

knowledge and/or skills needed to teach, and (c) that 

parents' behavior can be changed to improve their i 

children1s development. 

Parental involvement in children's reading develop-

ment has been changing, influenced by the flux in the 

family scene. Increased demands have been placed on 

parents" time. Although numerous studies have shown the 

tremendous influence of the home environment on the 

reading process, parent attitudes and knowledge regarding 

their influence need to be explored. Croft (1979) 

stated that "our families and schools have undergone more 

changes in the last decade than in fifty years of our 

grandparents' time. Today, our roles are no longer as 

clearly defined" (p. 8). 

The educational mood in the late 1960s seemed to 

greatly influence encouragement for parental participation 
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in children's reading development. In the past, encouraged 

parental involvement in children's reading development 

has been scarce. Because of research and federal mandates, 

the older attitude of parents staying out of the schools' 

business, has been replaced and participation encouraged. 

Whereas, in 1960, 26% of the mothers of school-age 

children were reported in the labor force, in 1975 more 

than 55% were employed outside the home (Croft, 1979; 

Tyler, 1980). The Bureau of Census reported that more than 

18% of the school children in the nation were living in a 

single—parent family and projects that 48% of all children 

born in 1980 will be in a single-parent home (Survey, 

1976). Bronfenbrenner (1977) also stated that one of every 

six children live with one parent. Family circumstances 

are changing rapidly in today's society. Hetherington 

(Survey/ 1976) stated that there are increased probabil-

ities of problems occurring with children from 

single—parent families. It is not known if single parents 

have different views concerning their roles and needs in 

their children's reading development. 

Families with special needs no longer comprise the 

minority of a school population. In addition to the 

single-parent home, more than 9 million school-age 

children in the United States were categorized as non-

Anglo and consequently might have differences from the 
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culturally- and racially-dominant majority. Approxi-

mately 5 million of these children were reported to speak 

some language other than English (Croft, 1979). It seems 

justifiable to make the assumption that the parents of 

these children also speak some language other than English. 

In 1974, the Bilingual Education Act mandated that the 

educational system provide instruction in the native 

language of the children of limited English-speaking 

ability. However, it seems that in most cases this mandate 

is not extended to adults, particularly to parents in 

involvement programs. The monocultural standard of most 

current programs for parental involvement in children's 

reading development ignores this diversity. It seems that 

parents with special needs would be more likely to be 

involved in a program if it appeared beneficial to their 

particular needs. 

McDermott (1973) viewed reading as one of the different 

kinds of communicative behavior that children must learn 

from adults. McDermott's research explored cultural 

differences to determine if differences influenced 

children's reading success. Specifically, he examined 

aspects of reading failure for children when their culture 

was different from the culture of the classroom. Code 

differences also were cited as contributing to 
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communication breakdowns. These same differences need 

to be examined in parent/teacher interactions. 

Failure to account for differentiated needs of 

parents could result in lack of implementation, lack of 

involvement/participation, and irregular attendance in 

parent involvement programs (Dewey, 1980). Parents may 

choose not to participate in a reading program if they 

feel that too many areas are in the exclusive domain of 

the schools. Parent education models which encourage 

parental involvement often should be quite different 

for parents to meet individual needs. However, the review 

of programs indicated that, in many instances, parents 

were stereotyped rather than individualized to accommodate 

present variations. 

The source of information for parental views regarding 

their role has little documentation. Have insights and 

perceptions about parenting emerged naturally with 

becoming a parent? Bombarded by the press, television, 

and radio, and hearing varied messages, parents may have 

become confused. Often attitudes may have been shaped by 

unseen forces. Of the suggestions offered, parents may 

not know which helpful hint to choose. Parents' view of how 

reading should be taught is likely a product of how they 

were taught to read or exposure to university reading 
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courses (Taylor, 1978). The attitudes toward parent 

involvement have changed drastically over time. 

Parents often turn to teachers for answers to 

questions about what to do with their children. Sometimes, 

parents rely heavily on the professional expertise of the 

teacher to guide them in dealing with their children 

(Croft, 1979). However, no answers have universal 

applicability. Teachers tend to have varied opinions 

about parent involvement and varied abilities when working 

with parents. 

Researchers and educators recognize that children 

from some homes learn better in school than children from 

other homes in the same communities. Bloom (1980) 

reviewed the research that demonstrated the fact that 

learning in schools has been found to be related to the 

education and occupations of the parents, to the social 

class and socioeconomic status of the parents, and to 

membership in particular ethnic groups and races. He also 

reported that when home and school had congruent learning 

emphasis, children were more successful in school learning, 

but when the home and the school had divergent approaches 

and attitudes, children were likely to be penalized. 

Many of the involvement programs attempted to alter 

variables in the home. However, the success of the 

efforts were tentative. Clearly a variety of conditions 
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affected the teatehing/learning process. What are the 

attitudes toward decentralizing the reading development 

process? 

Much research has been conducted in education 

exploring whether parental involvement has an impact on 

education, but the question of whether it was essential 

to or desired by parents has not been addressed. The 

outcome of this type of research indicates the priority 

of future curricular commitments by the federal government 

and the research community (Scriven, 1980). In view of 

increased controls on federal expenditures and grants, 

and increased thrusts toward some type of parent involve-

ment program, knowledge about the adequacy of a program 

and parental responses, needs, and expectations must 

be explored. 



CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES 

The new thrust of parent education has no adequate 

basis of experience to use as a model (Tyler, 1980). 

Uncovering some of the fundamental subtleties associated 

with parent education may prove significant to the 

creation and implementation of new curriculum. The 

purpose of this study was to document and determine 

parental perceptions of their roles and needs in their 

children's reading development. Tyler (1980) reported 

that researchers in every field should seek to formulate 

basic knowledge and that such research should have high 

priority. He believed that this type of research provides 

greater understanding by identifying interests and 

attitudes. The procedures used to attain this under-

standing are delineated in the following chapter. These 

specific procedures include (a) the procedure for subject 

selection, (b) the procedure for instrument development, 

(c) the procedure for data collection, and (d) the 

procedure for data analysis. 

57 
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Procedure for Subject Selection 

This study was designed to survey the perceptions of 

parents, living within a public school district located 

in Texas, relative to their roles and needs in their 

children's reading development. Approval for this Mtudy 

was obtained from the independent school district and 

permission was granted to invite parents in the school 

system to participate in the study (see Appendix A). 

The independent school district covers 53.41 square 

miles. The enrollment for the district, kindergarten 

through 12th grade, was 12,376, as of September 6, 1979. 

The target population for this study consisted of parents 

in the district with children enrolled in kindergarten, 

first, second, and/or third grades. A letter requesting 

the cooperation of the principals was obtained from the 

school district administration and presented at each of 

the 12 elementary schools in the district. School staffs 

provided lists of parents in the target population who 

were willing to have their names, addresses, and telephone 

numbers released. The number of names and addresses 

obtained was 1,873. The ethnic composition and overall 

economic classification of each elementary school was 

obtained from district offices and is listed in Appendix B, 

Borg and Gall (1971) reported that "the method of 

selecting a sample is critical to the whole research 
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project" (p. 114). They defined sampling as "selecting a 

given number of persons from a given population as 

representative of that population" (p. 115). Borg and 

Gall also suggested that "to help insure that the sample 

is representative, . . . try to select a random sample 

from a population" (p. 117). Simple random sampling, as 

described by Borg and Gall, is the condition when "all 

individuals in the defined population have equal and 

independent chances of being selected as a member of the 

sample" (p. 117). Thus, from the names of parents in the 

defined target population, a simple random sample, using 

a table of random numbers, was drawn from each school. 

Each school list of parental names was treated as a 

subgroup to increase the representativeness of the 

selected sample. Borg and Gall (1971) suggested the use 

of this technique, so that "certain subgroups in the 

population will be represented in the sample in proportion 

to their numbers in the population itself" (p. 121). They 

further explained that to use this technique, the number 

of subjects available in each of the subgroups should 

be predetermined and then randomly selected from each 

subgroup. Campbell and Stanley (1963) also reported that 

such procedures will control threats to external 

validity because of selection. 
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Downie and Starry (1977) discussed the appropriate 

sample size: 

some individuals . . . erroneously believe 
that large sample sizes can somehow compensate 
for sample bias or lack of representativeness. 
This is definitely untrue. A random sample, 
no matter how small, is of greater value. 
More important, is the extent to which the 
sample represents the population. (p. 64) 

Additionally, Downie and Starry (1977) reported that 

"large samples are not needed to study relatively 

homogeneous populations" (p. 64). Black and Champion 

(1976) also addressed the question, "How large should the 

sample be?" (p. 311). Black and Champion reported that no 

agreement exists that defines the number of elements that 

should be included in a sample. They suggested that 

limitations of cost, facilities, time, and staff be 

considered. Black and Champion (1976) stated that 

the most common rule of thumb is the 1/10th 
rule. The 1/10th rule states that a researcher 
should try to obtain 1/10 of the population he 
studies in his sample. (p. 312) 

However, Borg and Gall (1971) reported "the general rule 

is to use the largest sample possible" (p. 123). To 

ensure an adequate sample size, 15% of the parents in the 

target population were selected from each school. 

The sampling procedure described by Black and 

Champion (1976) as "sampling without replacement" (p. 276) 

was implemented. This technique required that each member 
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of the target population, once selected, cannot be 

replaced or selected again. The possibility also existed 

that parents' names might be duplicated on the list 

(having children in more than one grade or class); 

therefore, if a name was selected that already had been 

included as part of the sample, that number was disregarded 

in the table and the next number selected. Fifteen percent 

of the listing of parent names in the target population was 

280. However, as duplication was likely, the percentage 

of the population selected was perhaps more than 15% when 

the 280 names were chosen. 

Procedure of Instrument Development 

Black and Champion (1976) reported that question-

naires perform at least two functions: description and 

measurement, and often are used to determine attitudes. 

Duncan (1979) and Schubert (1980) supported the use of 

questionnaires to obtain valuable contributions to 

practical research in education. Thus, to secure the 

perceptions of parents regarding their roles and needs 

relating to their children's reading development, a 

questionnaire was determined to be an appropriate means 

of gathering data for the study. After a survey of the 

professional literature concerning parental involvement 

in their children's reading development and techniques 
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for questionnaire construction, a. structured questionnaire 

was designed to collect the data. 

A variety of types of questionnaires is available. 

Black and Champion (1976) stated that "presently, no 

universally accepted standards exist to evaluate the 

appropriateness of specific types of questionnaires for 

specific audiences" {p. 383). Babbie (1973) described 

"fixed-response" questionnaires as questionnaires 

consisting of items with a fixed number of choices. Babbie 

reported that the fixed-response questionnaire frequently 

was used as a tool by the researcher. According to Black 

and Champion (1976), "most measuring instruments in 

questionnaire form are of the fixed-response variety" 

(p. 383) . Fixed-response questions have several 

advantages: (a) items are easy to score and code, (b) 

writing is not required of the respondent, (c) fixed-

response items facilitate completion of the questionnaire, 

and (d) mailed questionnaires are returned with greater 

frequency if little writing is involved (Black & Champion, 

1976, Borg & Gall, 1971). Therefore, a structured 

questionnaire format, with fixed alternatives, was 

utilized to facilitate direct assessment of the variables. 

Additionally, space for comments for each research 

question was included to allow the respondent to provide 

other information, views, and/or clarification. 
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The probes were formulated to correspond directly 

to the research questions. The questions inquired about 

parental roles and influences on children's reading 

development. Effort was made, with the help of the 

validating panel discussed later in this chapter, to 

provide the respondents with relevant response alter-

natives and to avoid wording items in a manner that might 

lead the respondent. 

Borg and Gall (1971) reported that "scales are 

frequently developed to measure the individual's attitude" 

(p. 183). Tittle and Hill (1967) compared the effec-

tiveness of various types of attitude scales and concluded 

that the Likert scale was superior to all other scale 

types. Thus, a 5-point Likert type scale, ranging from 

"strongly agree" to "strongly disagree" was utilized to 

obtain subject response. 

The first draft of the questionnaire was submitted 

to selected faculty members of the College of Education, 

North Texas State University, for consideration. Valuable 

comments and suggestions concerning wording of items and 

response alternatives were received from this group. 

These were incorporated into a second draft of the 

instrument. Also, the demographic items were rearranged 

and placed as the last items on the questionnaire to 

lessen the influence that these items might have on 
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nonresponse rates. The questionnaire then was resubmitted 

to these members of the faculty and further changes were 

incorporated into the second draft as a result of their 

suggestions. 

Selection of a Jury Panel 

A jury panel was selected for the purpose of 

validating the questionnaire. The structured question-

naire was subjected to validation by a panel of five 

experts. Sax (1979) reported that the use of judges for 

validation has widespread credibility. At the suggestion 

of the committee members, the jury used in this study 

consisted of three experts in the field of reading 

education and two experts in the field of educational 

research. None of the panel of validators was a member 

of the target population for the study. Thus, no member 

of the jury was involved as a respondent who completed the 

questionnaire, so personal biases were avoided. The 

validation procedure contributed to establishing the 

validity, objectivity, and reliability of the instrument. 

Establishment of Validity—Content or Face Validity 

The varied insights, views, and expertise of the jury 

were used to determine the final content of the research 

instrument. Each member of the jury was provided with 

copies of the "Purpose of the Study" section of the 
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dissertation proposal and the structured questionnaire, 

and with a form for evaluating the questionnaire (see 

Appendix C). The members of the jury were asked to 

examine each item in the questionnaire to see if the 

questions appeared to be suitable measures of the 

objectives of the study. According to Sax (1979) to the 

extent that each item is judged to elicit responses 

relevant to established criteria it may be said to have 

high content validity" (pp. 220-221). 

A form was used by the jurors to rate the content 

validity of each item. Any items not receiving an "agree" 

response from at least four of the jurors was revised on 

the questionnaire and resubmitted to the panel for 

approval. However, only minor changes were suggested 

by the validators, and none of the items were rejected. 

Also, the jury examined the questionnaire for compre-

hensiveness by determining if at least one item was 

presented for each objective. All jurors marked agree. 

In addition, each item was examined to determine the 

thoroughness of the response alternatives. Approval and 

consensus of at least four members of this panel was 

considered acceptable for the final version of the 

questionnaire. Appendix E contains the final version 

of the questionnaire accepted by the validation jury. 
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Establishment of Objectivity 

To establish the objectivity of the instrument, the 

panel examined the quality, clarity, and appropriateness 

of the language of the questionnaire. Some revisions were 

suggested to increase readability and to decrease possible 

ambiguity in the language of the questionnaire. Changes 

in the wording and construction of items suggested by the 

panel were incorporated into the items if the purpose of 

the item was not affected. These changes were incorporated 

into the questionnaire and resubmitted to the panel. 

Additionally, the panel evaluated the order of items on 

the questionnaire to determine if all items on the 

instrument should be presented in the same order to all 

participants. The panel responded that the sequencing of 

the items in the questionnaire should be consistent and 

that all items should be presented to all participants. 

The order approved by the panel of experts was used. 

Two members of the panel had suggestions regarding 

the format of the instrument. Based on their suggestions, 

the following issues were addressed. A consistent method 

for marking the Likert scale was established. To decrease 

the formidability of the questionnaire and increase the 

ease of response, several measures were used. An artist 

was employed to lay out the questionnaire. A printer 

reduced the type size of the information and folded the 
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questionnaire so that all of the information could be 

presented attractively on one printed page. 

Establishment of Reliability 

The questions in the questionnaire were closedr-erided, 

with fixed alternatives to increase the consistency and 

the reliability (Borg & Gall, 1971). The subjects were 

asked to respond to a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging 

from strongly agree to strongly disagree. This scale also 

encouraged accuracy and ease of compiling and coding the 

responses on keypunch worksheets. 

The proposal committee specifically requested that 

the panel closely examine item II on the questionnaire. 

Black and Champion (1976) reported that "some measuring 

instruments have built-in lie factors to determine to 

what extent a respondent is at least being consistent in 

his replies" (p. 38 7). When using this technique, a 

question is asked more than once (usually reworded) to 

determine the consistency of response. Three members of 

the panel suggested that this item could be used in this 

manner. 

Also, to ensure the reliability of the procedure, the 

following precautions were taken: 

1. All questionnaires, cover letters, and follow-up 

letters were identical for all participants. 

2. All questionnaires were mailed on the same date. 
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Procedure for Collection of Data 

After the sample was selected, each parent in the 

sample was mailed a questionnaire; a personalized, 

accompanying cover letter requesting their participation; 

and a stamped, addressed envelope for return of the 

questionnaire. The names and addresses used on the mailed 

questionnaire were identical to the information provided 

by the school. 

The introductory letter (see Appendix D) explained 

why the study was being conducted, how the participants 

were selected for the study, the importance of each 

parental response, and the mechanics of returning the 

questionnaire, including the date of expected return, as 

suggested by Borg and Gall (1971) and Black and Champion 

(1976). The letter also included a statement of the 

auspices under which the study was being conducted and a 

telephone number for parents who might want more infor-

mation about the study. The letter also included a 

statement regarding anonymity. The significance of 

anonymity for eliciting cooperation from respondents is 

discussed by Black and Champion (1976) . They stated, 

"the logic is that persons will more likely respond to 

questions when they feel that their responses will be kept 

confidential and cannot be associated with them" (p. 391). 

The introductory letter was reviewed by faculty members 
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of the North Texas State University, College of 

Education. A copy of the introductory letter is included 

in Appendix D. 

In the first mailing, 280 questionnaires were mailed. 

A method was devised and implemented to code the 

questionnaire whereby each respondent could be identified 

and subsequent follow-up techniques employed to identified 

nonrespondents. According to Babbie (1973), questionnaires 

can be numbered for tracking purposes. Each question-

naire was numbered in the upper-right corner and each 

member of the sample was assigned a corresponding number. 

Of this number, 88 questionnaires (31.5%) were completed 

and returned on the initial mailing. 

Extensive follow-up techniques were then employed to 

increase the percentage of nonresponding subjects. Borg 

and Gall (1971) listed additional mailings, telephone 

calls, and interviews as effective follow-up techniques 

to increase the percentage of response. Of the 280 

questionnaires sent during the initial mailing, 35 (12.5%) 

were returned from the postal system marked "insufficient 

address" or "undeliverable as addressed." Attempts were 

then made to locate the correct addresses using telephone 

and school directories. Corrected or changed addresses 

could be obtained for 29 (10.3%) parents. These parents 

subsequently were mailed another questionnaire. After 
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3 weeks, all nonrespondents were mailed a follow-up 

letter (see Appendix F), an additional copy of the 

questionnaire and another stamped, addressed envelope. 

Thirty-five (12.5%) of the questionnaires from the 

initial and follow-up mailings were returned from the 

postal system marked "moved, no forwarding address." 

Sixty-two (22.1%) questionnaires were eventually received 

following the second mailing. 

Following another 2-week period, attempts were made 

to telephone the remaining nonrespondents. Many of the 

telephone numbers listed on the original address list 

were incorrect and efforts were made to obtain correct 

telephone numbers. To maximize telephone contacts and 

avoid possible bias, calling occurred at a variety of 

times during the day and on a variety of days during the 

week (Black & Champion, 1976; Borg & Gall, 1971). Forty-

six (16.4%) respondents eventually were contacted by 

phone. Of the parents reached by telephone, only two 

parents refused to cooperate, citing lack of time as the 

reason for nonparticipation. Therefore, 44 (15.7%) 

parent responses were obtained by telephone. 

To avoid subjectivity, possible bias, and threats to 

reliability, several procedures suggested by Borg and 

Gall (1971) were implemented. The researcher made all 

telephone contacts. The questions were asked 
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consecutively of all parents willing to cooperate. 

Telephone conversation was standardized, as much as 

possible, using the information on the cover letter and 

questionnaire as guides. 

Although a telephone number was printed on the 

cover letters, not until after the follow-up mailing 

were any calls received from parents. Four calls were 

received and all concerned the anonymity of response. 

These four parents agreed to participate after anonyminity 

was assured. 

One-hundred ninety-four (69.28%) responses to the 

questionnaire were eventually obtained. However, two 

parents1 responses to the questionnaire had to be 

discarded due to invalid responses on Section II, items 

5 and 7, of the questionnaire. One-hundred ninety-two 

(68.57%) parental responses were used in the data 

analysis. 

Procedure of Data Analysis 

Returned questionnaires were removed from the 

envelopes and the responses and demographic data infor-

mation were recorded for tabulating and data processing. 

Anecdotal comments were transcribed and the questionnaires 

retained. Data from the questionnaires were tabulated 
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according to frequency and percentages and recorded in 

tabular, graphic, and narrative form appropriate for each 

item. 

Items were also examined to determine if variations 

existed between parent groupings (based on the demographic 

data) related to their perceptions of parental role in 

children's reading development. Information cited in the 

review of the literature substantiated that these groups 

might differ. Therefore, parental perceptions of roles 

and needs in children's reading development were examined 

accordingly. The separation of the sample within each 

distinct group was examined using the discriminant 

function analysis and the percentage of correctly classified 

group members. A criterion of 66% of members correctly 

classified was considered necessary to assume that 

differences were reported. According to Klecka (1975) , 

the mathematical objective of discriminant 
analysis is to weight and linearly combine 
the discriminating variables in some fashion 
so that the groups are forced to be as 
statistically distinct as possible . . . . 
the functions are formed in such a way as to 
maximize the separation of the groups. (p. 435) 

To obtain information relating to Research Question VII, 

the SPSS discriminant analysis subprogram, stepwise 

procedure, was utilized. The process has been described 

by Klecka. 

- > • -itv 
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The stepwise procedure begins by selecting 
the single best didsciminating variable. A 
second discriminating variable is selected 
as the variable best able to improve the 
value of the discrimination criterion in 
combination with the first variable. At 
each step, variables already selected may 
be removed if they are found to reduce 
discrimination when combined with more 
recently selected variables. Eventually, 
either all variables will have been selected 
or it will be found that the remaining 
variables are no longer able to contribute 
to further discrimination. (Klecka, 1975, 

p. 436) 

To determine the discriminating power that existed 

between the variables being explored in Research Question 

VII, The Wilks1 lambda test of significance was applied 

(Klecka, 1975). An inverse correlation exists between 

the discriminating power of the test and the size of the 

obtained lambda (Klecka, 1975; Nunnally, 1978). To 

determine the statistical significance of this aspect of 

the analysis, the .05 level of significance was used. 

In addition, group centroids (group mean scores) were 

computed to determine the average profile for each group 

on each set of variables (Huck, 1974; Klecka, 1975; 

Nunnally, 1978). The group centroids provided information 

concerning actual separation along a continuum and the 

space occupied by the group members (Klecka, 1975; 

Nunnally, 1978). Weighting coefficients were computed 

for discriminate variables. The variables that contributed 
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most to differentiation were identified by the 

standardized weighting coefficients. The unstandardized 

coefficients served to compute discriminant scores for 

each subject (Nie, 1975). Using the demographic infor-

mation collected with the questionnaires, the following 

were considered separately as preclassified groups in 

data analysis relating to Research question VII: (a) 

person completing the questionnaire, (b) number of parents 

in home, (c) number of children in home, (d) educational 

level, (e) ethnicity, and (f) family income level. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this chapter is to present, analyze, 

and discuss the findings of this investigation. The 

results are presented and discussed as they relate to 

each research question. 

This study was designed to determine parents' 

perceptions of their roles and needs in the reading 

development of their children. To accomplish the purposes 

initially established for the study, information was 

sought concerning the following questions. 

1. Do parents view themselves as having a particular 

role in teaching their children to read? 

2. To what degree do parents view themselves as 

influential in their children's reading development? 

3. What are parents' perceptions of their predominant 

needs to fulfill that role? 

4. Do parents foresee factors that might inhibit 

their participation in that role? 

5. Is there a dominant information source on which 

parental perceptions regarding reading development are 

founded? 

75 
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6. If information for parental skill training in 

reading instruction is desired, what mode of dissemination 

is preferred by parents? 

7. Are there variations in how parents perceive 

their influence on their children's reading across 

cultures, economic levels, and family variables? Do the 

responses indicate a need for differentiation of training 

programs? 

A parent questionnaire was devised, validated, and 

used to collect the data. Frequency distributions and 

percentages are reported for all groups on all items. 

Percentage computations were rounded to the nearest tenth 

of a percent. Also, to gain information regarding 

Research Question VII, a discriminant function analysis 

was conducted to determine separation between and across 

groups on each set of variables. 

The data gathered during this investigation are 

presented and discussed in the following sections: (a) 

characteristics describing the responding parents, (b) 

research questions, (c) additional findings, and (d) 

summary. 

Characteristics Describing Parents 

Data describing the characteristics of the parents 

participating in the study were taken from the research 
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instrument which was completed by 192 randomly—selected 

subjects (68.57%). The characteristics described in 

the following tables were obtained from the questionnaire. 

Section VIII items 30, 31, 32, 33, and 34 (ssee Appendix E) , 

and are presented first. The information obtained by 

these items on the questionnaire related to the following: 

person completing the questionnaire, family composition 

(number of children and parents), parent education 

level, ethnicity, and average family income. These 

characteristics also are used to examine the possible 

variations between and across parental groups in relation 

to the research questions of this study. 

Results 

Person completing questionnaire. Information 

pertaining to the person completing the questionnaire 

is contained in Table 1. Results of the survey indicated 

that 44 fathers (22.9%) reported that they completed the 

questionnaire. One-hundred forty-two questionnaires (74%) 

were marked as having been completed by mothers, while 

six respondents (3.1%) marked "other." Of the six 

responses marked "other" on the questionnaire, it was 

indicated that four were completed by both parents, one by 

an aunt, and one by a grandmother. 
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Table 1 

Persons Completing the Questionnaire 

Person Number Percentage 

Father 44 22.9 

Mother 142 74.0 

Other 6 3.1 

Family composition. Two items on the questionnaire 

were included to determine family composition. One item 

related to the number of parents in the home. The second 

item pertained to the number of children in the home. 

The person completing the questionnaire was asked to 

report the number of parents in the home. Table 2 

presents the response. Forty-five parents (23.4%) 

indicated only one parent in the home. Responses indicated 

that 14 5 respondents (75.5%) were from two-parent homes. 

Two questionnaires (1.0%) contained no marked response 

for this item. 

Information relative to the number of children in 

the home is presented in Table 3. Table 3 indicates that 

34 respondents (17.7%) reported one child in the home. 

Ninety-four respondents (49.0%) reported two children in 

the home and 46 respondents (24.0%) reported three children 

in the home. 
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Table 2 

Number of Parents in the Home 

Parents in Home Number Percentage 

0 0 0.0 

1 45 23.4 

2 145 75.5 

No response 2 1.0 

Table 3 

Number of Children in the Home 

Children in Home Number Percentage 

1 34 17.7 

2 94 49.0 

3 46 24.0 

4 12 6.3 

5 1 0.5 

6 1 0.5 

7 1 0.5 

8 2 1.0 

No response 1 0.5 

Parent education. The data in Table 4 illustrate the 

responses of parents in the sample concerning their 

educational level. If the educational level of individual 
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parents was noted on the same questionnaire, the reported 

educational level of the person completing the form was 

recorded and used in the analysis. 

As, seen in Table 4, 35 parents (18.2%) did not 

complete high school, while 38 parents (19.8%) were high 

school graduates. Sixty-four respondents (33.3%) indicated 

a bachelor's degree for educational level and an addi-

tional 39 parents (20.3%) reported graduate work. One 

respondent (0.5%) listed a technical school. Fifteen 

parents (7.8%) did not respond to this item. 

Table 4 

Parent Education 

Educational Level Number Percentage 

Not high school graduate 35 18.2 

High school graduate 38 19.8 

B.A. or B.S. degree 64 33.3 

Graduate work 39 20.3 

Other 1 0.5 

No response 15 7.8 

Ethnicity. Information relative to the ethnicity of 

parents surveyed is presented in Table 5. One-hundred 

forty-six (76.0%) of the respondents were Caucasians. 

The ethnic group of the next highest percentage were 
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Mexican/Americans. The reported ethnic composition for 

the schools in the district also reflected this distri-

bution (see Appendix B). Six respondents (3.1%) left 

this item blank and one of the six wrote, "I don't think 

that this matters." 

Ethnic Group 

Table 5 

Ethnicity 

Number Percentage 

Caucasian 146 76.0 

Black 9 4.7 

Mexican/American 21 10.9 

Other 10 5.2 

No response 6 3.1 

Average family income. Table 6 presents the response 

of parents regarding their average family income. The 

greatest frequency of respondents, 93 (48.4%), reported 

that their average family income was within the range of 

$10,001 to $30,000. Further findings indicated that a 

total of 156 respondents (81.2%) reported average family 

incomes greater than $10,001. However, nine parents 

(4.7%) did not respond to this item. Two respondents who 

left this item blank added comments. One response was 
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"This is my business." The other response seemed to reflect 

a similar attitude: "Personal, does it matter anyway?" 

Table 6 

Average Family Income 

Income Number Percentage 

Less than $5,000 4 2.1 

$5,001 to $10,000 23 12.0 

$10,001 to $30,000 93 48.4 

Over $30,000 63 32.8 

No response 9 4.7 

Discussion of Characteristics of Parents 

According to the results of the analysis of the data, 

a description of the persons completing the questionnaire 

(see Appendix E) was compiled. The questionnaires were 

predominantly completed by mothers (74%). Additionally, 

the majority of the respondents (75.5%) sampled indicated 

that they lived in two-parent homes. However, 23.4% of 

the respondents indicated one-parent homes, which is a 

higher percentage of one-parent homes thaft the 1976 census 

report (18%), but somewhat lower than the Bureau of Census 

projection of 48% one-parent homes for 1980 (Survey, 1976). 

Forty-nine percent of the parents had two children. The 

homes with three children had the next highest percentage 
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(24%). The majority of parents (53.6%) had received a 

college degree, 33.3% indicated & bachelor's degree, and 

20.3% reported graduate work. The m<b.st dominant race of 

the respondents was Caucasian (76%). Mexican/Americans 

were the next most frequently represented race (10.9%). 

The average family income range receiving the most 

frequent response (48.4%) was the range of $10,001 to 

$30,000. Educational level, income, and ethnicity were 

the probes most frequently not completed on the question-

naire. 

Research Questions 

Results Relevant to Research Question I 

Research Question I investigated parental perceptions 

of their role in teaching their children to read. Infor-

mation relative to Research Question I is presented in 

this section. 

Section I (Items 1, 2, and 3) of the questionnaire 

(see Appendix E) provided information regarding parental 

view as to whether the responsibility for teaching their 

children to read lies primarily with the schools or 

with the parents. The responses to the three items are 

presented in Table 7. 

One-hundred forty-three respondents (74.5%) disagreed 

with the statement, "I am not really part of his/her 
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learning to read; it is the school-̂ s job" (Item 1 of the 

questionnaire, see Appendix E). The majority of the 

respondents, 99 (51.6%), indicated strong disagreement 

with this statement. However, a total of 28 respondents 

(14.6%) either agreed or strongly agreed that it was the 

school's job. 

Parents were asked to respond to the statement "I 

support the schools' instruction" on Item 2 of the 

questionnaire (see Appendix E). Twenty respondents 

(10.4%) reported that they did not support the schools' 

instruction. A significant number of respondents, 158 

(82.3%), indicated to some degree that they supported the 

instruction provided by the school. 

Item 3 of the questionnaire (see Appendix E) was used 

to determine whether parents viewed themselves as the 

major influence on their children's reading development. 

Eighty-nine respondents (46.3%) indicated that they did 

not view themselves as the major influence on their 

children learning to read. Sixty-eight parents (35.4%) 

perceived themselves as the major influence on their 

children learning to read, while 35 respondents (18.2%) 

were undecided on this item. 

The results indicated that almost 75% of the 

parents surveyed reported that they were part of their 

children's reading development. Additionally, more than 
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75% of the respondents supported the school's instruction. 

There was not a majority view regarding parents' influence 

on their children's reading development. A list of 

additional parental comments relating to Section I of 

the parent questionnaire appears in Appendix G. 

Table 7 

Teaching Children to Read: Responsibility of 
School or Responsibility of Parent? 

Response Number Percentage 

I am not really part of his/her learning to read; 
it is the school's job. 

Strongly agree 3 1.6 
Agree 2 5 13.0 
Undecided 21 10.9 
Disagree 44 22.9 
Strongly disagree 99 51.6 

I support the school's instruction. 

Strongly agree 65 33.9 
Agree 93 48.4 
Undecided 14 7.3 
Disagree 10 5.2 
Strongly disagree 10 5.2 

I am the major influence on my child's learning to read. 

Strongly agree 19 9.9 
Agree 49 25.5 
Undecided 35 18.2 
Disagree 79 41.1 
Strongly disagree 10 5.2 
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Section III (Items 8, 9, 10, and 11) of the question-

naire (see Appendix E) was designed to collect information 

regarding the parents' perceptions of their method of 

assistance in their children's reading development. Th£ 

responses to Section II of the questionnaire are shown in 

Table 8. 

Item 8 of the questionnaire asked parents to respond 

to a statement regarding their aid with homework as a 

method that encourages children's reading development, only 

15 parents (7.8%) marked "disagree" or "strongly disagree." 

One-hundred sixty-six respondents (86.8%) indicated that 

to some degree they agreed they helped their children 

with homework to encourage reading development. 

On another item (Item 9 of the questionnaire, see 

Appendix E), parents were asked to respond to the statement, 

"I often read aloud to my child," as a method of assist-

ance that encourages their children's reading development. 

While 123 of the parents (64.0%) surveyed responded 

either "agree" or "strongly agree," 60 parents (31.2%) 

did not indicate agreement and 9 parents (4.7%) were 

undecided. 

Parents also were asked to respond to the statement, 

"I take my child to the library" (Item 10 of the question-

naire, see Appendix E), as a method of assistance to 

encourage their children's reading development. Seventeen 
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parents (8.9%) were undecided about this statement. While 

128 of the respondents (66.7%) indicated "agree" or 

"strongly agree," 47 parents (24.5%) disagreed to some 

extent with this statement. 

Item 11 of the questionnaire (see Appendix E) asked 

parents to respond to the statement "I listen to my 

child's reading," as a method of assistance that encouraged 

their children's reading development. The data showed that 

the majority of respondents, 175 (91.1%), believed that 

listening to their children's reading is a method of 

assistance that encourages their children's reading 

development; 83 respondents (43.2%) strongly agreed, and 

92 respondents (47.9%) agreed. Only two parents (1.0%) 

strongly disagreed and 12 parents (6.3%) disagreed that 

listening to their children's reading encouraged reading 

development. Three respondents (1.6%) were undecided. 

The parents' method of assistance that encourages 

children's reading development that received the greatest 

frequency of "agree" and "strongly agree" responses was 

listening to children's reading. Additionally, the 

method receiving the greatest frequency of response 

marked "disagree" and "strongly disagree" was that of 

reading aloud to children. Additional comments of the 

respondents relating to Section II of the questionnaire 

are listed in Appendix I. 
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Table 8 

Parents' Method of Assistance to Encourage 
Children's Reading Development 

Response Number Percentage 

I help him/her with homework. 

Strongly agree 50 26.4 

Agree 116 60.4 

Undecided 11 5.7 

Disagree 11 5.7 

Strongly disagree 4 2.1 

I often read aloud to my child. 

Strongly agree 45 23.4 

Agree 78 4 0.6 

Undecided 9 4.7 

Disagree 55 28.6 

Strongly disagree 5 2.6 

I take my child to the library. 

Strongly agree 46 24.0 

Agree 82 42.7 

Undecided 17 8.9 

Disagree 37 19.3 

Strongly disagree 10 5.2 

I listen to my child's reading. 

Strongly agree 83 4 3.2 

Agree 92 4 7.9 

Undecided 3 1.6 

Disagree 12 6.3 

Strongly disagree 2 1.0 
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Table 9 presents information indicating the person 

whose role is perceived as most responsible for helping 

children with schoolwork. Item 28 (see Appendix E) on the 

questionnaire provided this information. Parents were 

requested on Item 28 to indicate the person most responsible 

in this role. 

Of the respondents, mothers were perceived as most 

responsible for helping children with schoolwork. Three of 

the five respondents (2.6%) marked "other" indicated that 

siblings were responsible for this help, and one response 

indicated that a tutor was employed for this role. 

In relation to parents' perceived roles in their 

children's reading development, two additional items were 

included on the questionnaire to determine the frequency 

that parents either listen to their children's reading 

or read aloud to their children. 

Table 9 

Person Most Responsible for Helping Children with Schoolwork 

Person Number Percentage 

Father 17 8.9 

Mother 103 53.6 

Both 6 7 34.9 

Other 5 2.6 
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Item 2 0 on the questionnaire (see Appendix E) was 

used to determine the frequency that parents listened to 

their children's reading. The parents were requested on 

Item 29 to indicate the frequency that they participated 

in this activity. Table 10 presents the reported 

frequencies. 

The majority of respondents, 99 (51.6%), indicated 

that parents listen to children's reading several times a 

week. A total of 176 of the parents (91.7%) reported that 

they listen to their children's reading with a minimum 

frequency of several times a month. 

Table 10 

Frequency That Parents Listen to Children's Reading 

Frequency Number Percentage 

Daily 25 13.0 

Several times a week 99 51.6 

Several times a month 52 27.1 

Once every month or so 11 5.7 

A few times a year 5 2.6 

Parents were requested to indicate the frequency that 

they read to their children (Item 30 of the questionnaire, 

see Appendix E). Table 11 shows the parents' reported 

frequency of reading to their children. 
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As indicated in Table 11, 14 parents (17.3%) read 

to their children daily. One-hundred twenty-seven parents 

(66.2%) read to their children several times a week or 

month; 51 parents (26.5%) read to their children 

infrequently, either "once every month or so" or "a few 

times a year." 

Table 11 

Frequency That Parents Read to Their Children 

Frequency Number Percentage 

Daily 14 7.3 

Several times a week 66 34.4 

Several times a month 61 31.8 

Once every month or so 35 18.2 

A few times a year 16 00
 

• Co
 

Discussion of Results Related to Research Question I 

The participants in the study had the following 

perceptions related to their role in teaching their 

children to read (Research Question I). 

Table 7 shows that 74.5% of the parents indicated that 

they were some part of their children's reading develop-

ment and that this task is not totally the schools' job. 

Seventy-five percent of the respondents support the 

schools' instruction as part of their role in their 
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children's reading development (Table 7). This finding 

supports Criscuolo's (1979) and Freshour's (1972) opinions 

that the important parental role is to support the schools' 

instruction. 

A significant number of parents (46.3%) did not 

perceive themselves as being the major influence on their 

children's reading development (Table 7). However, the 

research of Jencks et al. (1972), Coleman (1966), Moon 

(1979), Bronfenbrenner (1972), Gordon (1971), Karnes (1979), 

Klaus and Gray (1968), Sheldon (1974), and Weikart and 

Radin (1970) indicated that the parents were the major 

influences on children's learning to read. The results of 

this study suggested that many parents lack an awareness of 

the significance of their influence on their children's 

reading development. These findings supported the 

research conclusions of Weiser (1974) that parents may be 

ignorant of their influence, and of Plessas and Oakes 

(1964), that the majority of parents are unaware that they 

are a significant influence on the learning process. 

The majority of parents (91.1%) indicated that 

listening to their children's reading was their method of 

assistance to encourage their children's reading develop-

ment (Table 8). Table 10 shows that 51.6% of parents 

listen to their children's reading several times a week. 

However, the methods that the parents use to listen to 
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their children read is unknown; whether they asked 

questions about the text, pronounced unknown words, or 

encouraged children to "sound out" unknown words. Also, 

it is unknown the types of materials that parents listened 

to their children read. Rogers (1978) and Freshour 

(1972) considered the methods and materials that parents 

used as critical factors in their children's reading 

development. 

Almost 32% of the parents did not perceive reading 

aloud to their children as a method of assistance that 

encouraged their children's reading development (Table 8). 

This is in contradiction to the fact that numerous studies 

have reported the importance of parents reading aloud to 

children to aid reading development (Anderson, 1976; 

Deutsch, 1966; Filipczak, 1977; Plessas & Oakes, 1964; 

Taylor, 1978). However, Table 11 indicates that the 

majority of parents (66.2%) participate in this activity 

(reading aloud to their children) either several times a 

week or month. The comparison of these two findings 

suggests a lack of awareness by the parents of the 

importance of reading aloud to children. The frequency 

that parents either read aloud to their children or listen 

to their children's reading, contradicts the teachers' 

perceptions of parents' participation in these activities 
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presented in the research of Ryan (1979) that reported 

that these activities were done infrequently. 

Additionally, Table 9 shows that mothers were 

perceived in the role of "most responsible for helping 

children with schoolwork" by 53.6% of the respondents. 

This supports the findings of Goldring and Company 

(Attitudes, 1980) that mothers and fathers held the view 

that mothers were more involved than fathers in helping 

their children learn anything. Rosenthal and Jacobson 

(1968) revealed that children's attitudes could be 

influenced by influencing parental attitudes. This 

suggests that these findings support the conclusions 

reached by Grant (1977) that maternal attitudes and 

perceptions were particularly important in motivating 

children to read. 

Results Relevant to Research Question II 

Research Question II investigated to what degree 

parents view themselves as influential in their children's 

reading development. The data were collected from Section 

II (Items 4, 5, 6, and 7) of the questionnaire (see 

Appendix E). Table 12 reflects the parental perceptions 

regarding their influence on their children's reading 

development. 
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Parents were asked to respond to the statement "I 

have very little influence" on Item 4 of the question-

naire. An examination of Table 12 indicates that 34 

parents (17.7%) reported that they had very little 

influence on their children's reading development. However, 

the majority of parents, 146 (76.1%), indicated that they 

had some influence. 

Furthermore, on Item 5 of the questionnaire (see 

Appendix E) responding to the statement "I have less 

influence than the school," 78 respondents (40.6%) 

indicated that they believed that they had less influence 

than the school. While 98 parents (45.8%) indicated 

that they did not have less influence than the school, 

26 parents (13.5%) were undecided whether their influence 

on their children's reading level was less than that of the 

school. 

One-hundred five parents (54.6%) indicated a degree 

of agreement with the statement, "I have as much influence 

as the school" (Item 6 of the questionnaire, see Appendix 

E). Seventy parents (36.5%) did not indicate that they 

had as much influence as the school, and 17 parents (8.9%) 

were undecided whether they had as much influence as the 

school on their children's reading development. 

Parents were asked to respond to the statement "I 

have more influence than the school" (Item 7 on the 
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questionnaire, see Appendix E). Seventy-eight parents 

(4 0.6%) indicated that they had more influence than the 

school. Ninety-six parents (50.0%) indicated that they 

did not have more influence than the school on their 

children's reading development, and 18 respondents (9.4%) 

were undecided. 

Overall, more than 75% of the parents indicated 

that they influenced their children's reading development 

to some degree. However, the degree of parental percep-

tions of their influence was divided, concerning whether 

they had more influence or less influence than the 

schools' on their children's reading development. 

Discussion Relevant to Research Question II 

Research Question II investigated parent's perceptions 

of their influence on their children's reading develop-

ment. The results indicated that more than 75% of,the 

parents reported that they influenced their children's 

reading development to some degree. This supports the 

findings that showed that parents believed that they had 

some role in the education of their children (Granowsky, 

Middleford, & Mumford, 1979). However, parents' percep-

tions were divergent regarding whether they had more or 

less influence than the school on their children's 

reading development. 
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Table 12 

Parental Influence on Children's Reading Development 

Response Number Percentage 

I have very little influence. 

Strongly agree 5 2.6 

Agree 29 15.1 

Undecided 12 6.3 

Disagree 60 31.3 

Strongly disagree 86 44.8 

I have less influence than the school. 

Strongly agree 15 7.8 

Agree 63 32.8 

Undecided 2 6 13.5 

Disagree 68 35.4 

Strongly disagree 20 10.4 

I have as much influence as the school. 

Strongly agree 26 13.5 

Agree 79 41.1 

Undecided 17 8.9 

Disagree 60 31.3 

Strongly disagree 10 5.2 

I have more influence than the school. 

Strongly agree 22 11.5 

Agree 56 29.1 

Undecided 18 9.4 

Disagree 78 40.6 

Strongly disagree 18 9.4 
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Results Relevant to Research Question III 

Research Question III investigated parental perception 

of predominant needs required to fulfill their role in 

teaching their children to read. The information needed 

by parents to aid children's reading development was 

gathered from Section IV (Items 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16) 

of the questionnaire (see Appendix E). Table 13 illus-

trates the results of the data collected relative to 

Research Question III. 

Parents were asked to respond to the statement "I 

need to know about phonics or word sounds" (Item 12 on the 

questionnaire, see Appendix E). One-hundred forty—five 

respondents (75.5%) agreed or strongly agreed that they 

needed to know about phonics, or word sounds, to be able 

to aid their children's reading development. Twenty-

seven respondents (14%) said that they did not need to 

know about phonics, while 20 parents (10.4%) were 

undecided. 

Item 13 on the questionnaire (see Appendix E) asked 

parents to respond to the statement "I need to know about 

reading test scores." Information concerning reading 

test scores was perceived to be needed by 128 respondents 

(66.7%). Twenty-seven respondents (14.1%) were undecided 

regarding the necessity of their knowledge of reading 

test scores to aid their children's reading development. 
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The response of 139 parents (72.4%) indicated that 

they needed information regarding reading grade levels 

(Item 14 on the questionnaire, see Appendix E); 75 (39.1%) 

marked "strongly agree," and 64 (33.3%) responded "agree." 

There were 31 respondents (16.2%) that either disagreed 

or strongly disagreed regarding their need to know about 

reading grade levels to aid in their children's reading 

development. Additionally, 22 parents (11.5%) responded 

"undecided" regarding a need for information about 

reading grade levels. 

An overwhelming number of parents, 174 (90.6%), 

indicated that they needed to know any information that 

would help their children's reading development (Item 15 

on the questionnaire, see Appendix E). Only seven 

respondents (3.6%) and one respondent (0.5%) did not 

agree to some extent to this statement. 

The statement "I don't need to know" (Item 16 on the 

questionnaire, see Appendix E) received a negative 

response from 163 parents (84.9%). Sixteen parents (8.3%) 

were undecided on this item. 

Almost 91% of the respondents indicated a need for 

information that would increase parents' ability to aid in 

their children's reading development. The need by parents 

to learn about phonics, or word sounds, as an aid to their 

children's reading development was reported by 75.5% of 
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the respondents. The need for information concerning 

reading grade levels was expressed by 72.4%, while the need 

for information regarding reading test scores was somewhat 

less important, 66.7%. The item receiving the greatest 

number of responses marked "undecided" in Section IV of 

the questionnaire (see Appendix E) also related to the 

need for information relative to reading test scores. 

The majority of parents, 84.9%, responded negatively to 

the statement "I don't need to know." Additional respon-

dents1 comments relative to Section IV of the questionnaire 

are recorded in Appendix J. 

Discussion Relevant to Research Question III 

Research Question III investigated the information 

that parents perceived as needed to assist in their 

children's reading development. The results indicated 

that the majority of parents (90.6%) perceived a need for 

information that would aid in their assistance with their 

children's reading development, substantiating findings 

that parents want to learn how to help their children at 

home (Granowsky et al., 1979; Hendryson, 1971). Infor-

mation relating to phonics or word sounds was perceived 

to be needed by 75.5% of the parents, although providing 

parents with information relating to phonics and word 

sounds was not the primary focus of most parent-

involvement programs (Duncan, 1979; Goodson & Hess, 1975; 
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Table 13 

Information Needed by Parents to Aid 
Children 1s Reading Development 

Response Number Percentage 

I need to know about phonics, or word sounds. 

Strongly agree 72 3 7.5 
Agree 73 38.0 
Undecided 2 0 10.4 
Disagree 20 10.4 
Strongly disagree 7 3.6 

I need to know about reading test scores. 

Strongly agree 65 33.9 
Agree 63 32.8 
Undecided 2 7 14.1 
Disagree 27 14.1 
Strongly disagree 10 5.2 

I need to know about reading grade levels. 

Strongly agree 75 39.1 
Agree 64 33.3 
Undecided 22 11.5 
Disagree 22 11.5 
Strongly disagree 9 4.7 

I need to know what will help my child. 

Strongly agree 117 60.9 
Agree 57 2 9.7 
Undecided 10 5.2 
Disagree 7 3.6 
Strongly disagree 1 0.5 

I don't need to know. 

Strongly agree 2 1.0 
Agree 11 5.7 
Undecided 16 8.3 
Disagree 39 20.3 
Strongly disagree 124 64.6 
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Gordon, 1977; Nebgen, 1979). Information regarding reading 

test scores and reading grade levels also was perceived 

to be needed by the majority of parents, but to a lesser 

degree than information relating to phonics (Table 13). 

These findings suggest that parents may not perceive a 

strong need to know about reading levels, while Vukelich 

(1978) stated that the success of parent involvement 

programs on children1s reading development was dependent 

upon the parents' ability to determine their children's 

reading levels. It was not determined whether parents 

who did not perceive the need for information to aid them 

in assisting their children's reading development already 

felt knowledgeable in that area. Rogers (1978) defined 

the parents' task as more similar to that of the teachers. 

Parents' need for information relating to phonics to 

assist them in their children's reading development may 

be related to the fact that their perception of the 

teachers' role in their children's reading development is 

to provide instruction in phonics. 

Results Relevant to Research Question IV 

Research Question IV investigated whether parents 

perceived factors which might inhibit their parti-

cipation in fulfilling their perceived role in teaching 

their children to read. Data relative to Research 
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Question IV is presented in Table 14. Section V (Items 

17, 18, 19, and 20) of the questionnaire (see Appendix E) 

was used to collect data relative to Research Question IV. 

The majority of respondents, 128 (66.7%), indicated 

disagreement or strong disagreement with the statement that 

the school should be the main influence because they are 

paid to develop children's reading (Item 17 on the 

questionnaire, see Appendix E). However, 52 respondents 

(27.0%) marked "agree" or "strongly agree" for this item, 

indicating that they might not be involved in their 

children's reading development because they perceived this 

role as the schools' job. 

Lack of time was perceived as an inhibiting factor to 

some degree by 71 respondents (37.0%). The majority of 

respondents, 106 (55.2%), indicated that they disagreed 

or strongly disagreed with the statement "I'd like to, but 

I don't have enough time" (Item 18 on the questionnaire, 

see Appendix E). It appears that the respondents 

disagreed about lack of time as an inhibiting factor. 

Table 13 illustrates that the parents would like to help 

their children's reading development. 

One-hundred thirteen parents (58.7%) indicated that 

a lack of knowledge of what to do to aid their children's 

reading development was not an inhibiting factor (Item 19 

on the questionnaire, see Appendix E). Fifty-eight 
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respondents (30.2%) perceived lack of knowledge to be an 

inhibiting factor, and 21 parents (10.9%) were undecided. 

In response to the statement "I do help teach my 

child to read" (Item 2 0 on the questionnaire, see 

Appendix E), only 24 parents (12.5%) did not indicate a 

degree of agreement. Eighteen respondents (9.4%) were 

undecided. 

It appears that lack of time was perceived to be the 

main inhibiting factor. A lack of parental knowledge of 

how to help their children's reading development was 

perceived to be the second-most inhibiting factor. 

One-hundred fifty parents (78.2%) indicated that they 

help teach their children to read. Additional parental 

comments in response to Section V of the questionnaire 

as listed in Appendix K. 

Discussion Relevant to Research Question IV 

Research Question IV investigated parental percep-

tions of factors that might inhibit their involvement in 

their role relative to their children's reading development, 

The results showed that lack of time was perceived to be 

the main inhibiting factor (37%) perceived by the parents 

sampled related to parental involvement in children's 

reading development. These findings support Patryla's 

(1978) research that reported available time might be a 
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restriction relating to parental involvement in children's 

reading development. 

The parents indicated that a lack of knowledge of 

how to assist in their children's reading development 

(30.2%) was the second-most inhibiting factor. This 

supports Frankenstein's (1967) conclusion that parents 

may not have a clear understanding of what they should do 

to aid in their children's reading development. The 

viewpoint of some teachers additionally was supported by 

these findings, that parents' lack of participation in 

their children's reading development is not due to apathy 

or a lack of desire to be involved, but often is the 

result of a lack of knowledge (Parents as Models, 1978). 

Twenty-seven percent of the parents indicated their 

lack of involvement was due to their perception that the 

school should be the main influence on their children's 

reading development. Several added parental comments to the 

questionnaire (see Appendix K) also reflected this 

attitude. Some included comments were as follows: "the 

teachers should be the ones to teach," "they are trained," 

or "I am not qualified to teach.11 These findings support 

the findings of Operation Higher Achievement (Parents as 

Models, 1978) that many parents feel untrained to assist 

in their children's reading development and that the 

schools should know the appropriate techniques. 
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Table 14 

Inhibiting Factors on Parental Involvement 
in Children's Reading Development 

Response Number Percentage 

I feel the school should be the main influence. After 
all, they're paid to do this. 

Strongly agree 7 3.6 

Agree 45 23.4 

Undecided 12 6.3 

Disagree 51 26.6 

Strongly disagree 77 40.1 

I'd like to, but I don't have enough time. 

Strongly agree 2 0 10.4 

Agree 51 26.6 

Undecided 15 7.8 

Disagree 51 26.6 

Strongly disagree 55 28.6 

I don't know what to do to help my child learn to read. 

Strongly agree 10 5.2 

Agree 48 25.0 

Undecided 21 10.9 

Disagree 56 29.2 

Strongly disagree 57 29.7 

I do help teach my child to read. 

Strongly agree 61 31.8 

Agree 89 46.4 

Undecided 18 9.4 

Disagree 20 10.4 

Strongly disagree 4 2.1 
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Data Relevant to Research Question V 

Research Question V investigated dominant information 

sources on which parental perceptions regarding their role 

in their children's reading development are founded. 

Table 15 presents the perceptions of the respondents 

regarding their information source. Section VI (Item 21) 

on the questionnaire (see Appendix E) was used to gather 

data relating to Research Question V, and was in the form 

of a checklist for respondents. 

Responses indicated that the dominant information 

source for parents regarding their role in their children's 

reading development was school teachers, as this was 

reported by 89 respondents (46.4%). The next most frequent 

response, 31 parents (16.1%), indicated that school 

principals and/or counselors were the dominant information 

source. Family members were the reported information 

source for 22 respondents (11.5%). Books and/or guides, 

friends, magazines and/or newspapers, television and/or 

radio, and workshops and/or classes each received less 

than 10% of the response as an important source for 

parental knowledge regarding their children's reading 

development. The two respondents (1.0%) indicating 

"other" specified a social worker and a minister as the 

dominant information source. 
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Table 15 

Information Source for Parental Knowledge Regarding 
Parental Role in Children's Reading Development 

Source Number Percentage 

Books and/or guides 11 5.7 

Friends 15 7.8 

Family members 22 11.5 

Magazines and/or newspapers 10 5.2 

Television and/or radio 5 2.6 

School teachers 89 46.4 

School principals and/or 
counselors 31 16.1 

Workshops and/or classes 7 3.6 

Other 2 1.0 

Discussion Relevant to Research Question V 

Research Question V investigated parents' dominant 

source of information on which their beliefs are founded. 

The results indicated that the parents' dominant informa-

tion source for their beliefs concerning their role in 

their children's reading development was school teachers, 

as shown in Table 15. The next most frequently marked 

category, school principals and/or counselors, received 

less than one-third the number of responses as school 

teachers. These findings suggest that most parental 
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perceptions of their role related to their children's 

reading development are based on information received from 

the school, from school teachers, principals, and/or 

counselors. This finding seems significant when 

considering Pikulski's (1974) expressed belief that 

teachers frequently cast parents into varied roles relating 

to children's reading development. The review of the 

literature indicated that teachers have varied views 

concerning parents' role, and it is likely that information 

communicated also would be varied. Additionally, Gordon 

(1975) reported that teachers are not trained to be this 

source of information. Also, this finding supports 

Cianci's (1951) and Cruickshank and Johnson's (1958) 

claims that teachers have a new role of guiding parents 

in teaching their children. 

Data Relevant to Research Question VI 

Research Question VI investigated the mode of 

dissemination preferred by the parents if information for 

parental skill training in reading is desired. Section 

VII (Items 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26) of the questionnaire 

(see Appendix E) was used to provide data relative to 

Research Question VI. Information relative to Research 

Question VI is presented in Table 16. 
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An individual conference with the teacher as a mode 

of obtaining information regarding assistance with their 

children's reading development (Item 22 on the question-

naire, see Appendix E) produced 72 parents (37.5%) 

responding "strongly agree" and 74 parents (38.5%) 

indicating "agree." Only 20 parents (10.4%) indicated 

disagreement with individual teacher conferences as a 

technique for obtaining information. 

The use of a handbook, book, or guide as an infor-

mation source received diverse responses (Item 23 on the 

questionnaire, see Appendix E). While 79 respondents 

(41.2%) indicated agreement with this as a mode of 

information dissemination, 68 parents (37.4%) responded 

unfavorably and 45 parents (23.4%) were undecided. 

Parents' views concerning the use of a television 

program to obtain information regarding their children's 

reading development (Item 24 on the questionnaire, see 

Appendix E) received positive response from only 48 

respondents (25.0%). Seventy-three parents (38.0%) 

disagreed and 24 parents (12.5%) strongly disagreed with 

the use of a television program as a method of obtaining 

information. 

Forty-eight (25.0%) of the responses reported that 

they were undecided on a mini-course, class, or workshop 

with one session as a mode for information regarding 
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assistance with their children's reading development (Item 

25 on the questionnaire, see Appendix E). While 58 

(30.2%) of the respondents indicated disagreement with 

these techniques, 86 respondents (44.8%) were favorable 

to a mini-course, class, or workshop. 

Ninety-seven parents (50.4%) reported that a course 

with four to six sessions (Item 26 on the questionnaire, 

see Appendix E) was not a good method by which to gain 

information regarding assistance with their children's 

reading development. Fifty-three (2 7.6%) of the respon-

dents indicated that they were undecided about the 

desirability of this mode of information dissemination, 

and 42 (21.8%) of the respondents responded favorably to 

this method. 

The strongest response of parents' preferred mode 

for obtaining information regarding assistance with their 

children's reading development was for an individual 

conference with the teacher. The majority of respondents 

indicated negative responses for television programs and a 

course with four to six sessions. The least amount of 

positive response was for the four-to sixr-session course. 

Approximately 25% of the respondents were undecided 

regarding their opinion of handbooks, books, or guides; 

television programs; a one-session mini-course, class, 

or workshop; and a four- to six-session course as modes of 
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obtaining information regarding their involvement in 

children's reading development. Additional parental 

comments relative to Section VII of the questionnaire 

are listed in Appendix L. 

Discussion Relevant to Research Question VI 

Research Question VI investigated parents' preferred 

mode of information dissemination relating to their 

involvement in their children's reading development. 

The results indicated that the parents' preferred mode for 

obtaining information regarding assistance with their 

children's reading development was for an individual 

conference with the teacher (Table 16), which contradicts 

Carberry's (1975) findings that many parents held the 

opinion that the parent/teacher conference was a waste of 

time. Powell (1970) reported that teachers, however, 

have expressed concern about the short time allotted 

during the school year for such conferences. Furthermore, 

Gordon (1972) indicated that no school of education in the 

country trains teachers to work with parents in any manner. 

Thus, although the results of this research support the 

findings of Champagne and Goldman (1972) that parents 

viewed the school as a positive environment in which to 

meet, only limited time and little or no specific teacher 

training activities are devoted to teacher/parent 
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Table 16 

Parents' Preferred Mode for Obtaining Information Regarding 
Assistance with Children's Reading Development 

Response Number Percentage 

An individual conference with the teacher would 
help me most. 

Strongly agree 72 37.5 
Agree 74 38.5 
Undecided 26 13.5 
Disagree 14 7.3 
Strongly disagree 6 3.1 

I prefer a handbook, book, < Dr guide. 

Strongly agree 18 9.4 
Agree 61 31.8 
Undecided 45 23.4 
Disagree 49 25.5 
Strongly disagree 19 9.9 

I would like a program on T .V. . about parents 
helping their children with reading. 

Strongly agree 7 3.6 
Agree 41 21.4 
Undecided 47 24.5 
Disagree 73 38.0 
Strongly disagree 24 12.5 

A one session, mini-course, class, or 
workshop would be desired. 

Strongly agree 22 11.5 
Agree 64 33.3 
Undecided 48 25.0 
Disagree 48 25.0 
Strongly disagree 10 5.2 

A course with 4 to 6 sessions would be helpful. 

Strongly agree 16 8.3 
Agree 26 13.5 
Undecided 53 27.6 
Disagree 67 34.9 
Strongly disagree 30 15.6 
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conferences as a mode for giving parents needed infor-

mation regarding assisting children's reading development. 

Television programs and workshops or courses with 

four to six sessions as a preferred mode for obtaining 

information relative to their children's reading develop-

ment were viewed negatively by the majority of the 

respondents in this survey, with the workshop or course 

receiving the most unfavorable response (Table 16). This 

finding seems significant with the increased effort and 

expenditures for developing parent involvement programs 

which predominantly have taken the form of a workshop or 

course with extended sessions (Duncan, 1979; Esworthy, 

1979; McWilliams & Cunningham, 1976; Nebgen, 1979; 

Parents as Models, 1979; Sanacore, 1974; Vukelich, 1978). 

Additionally, numerous proposals for grants to develop 

strategies of this nature are being considered and funded. 

However, the reasons underlying the parents' lack of 

interest in parental strategies of this type are unknown. 

A lack of knowledge of the appropriateness of a program 

of this nature could be a factor. 

Results Relevant to Research Question VII 

Research Question VII investigated the variations in 

parental perceptions of their influence on their children's 

reading across cultures, economic levels, and family 
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variables. A discriminant function analysis was used to 

determine separation of the groups on each set of variables. 

The discriminating variables discussed relate to individual 

items on the questionnaire (see Appendix E). The data 

are presented and examined as they relate to each defini-

tion of groups. The groups for Research Question VII were 

defined according to person completing the questionnaire, 

number of parents in the home, number of children in the 

home, parental educational levels, ethnicity, and family 

income levels. 

Examination of groups defined by the person completing 

the questionnaire. One-hundred ninety-two respondents were 

used in this analysis. Categorizing the respondents into 

groups according to the reported person completing the 

questionnaire, resulted in three groups: father, mother, 

and "other." As explained previously, respondents indi-

cating "other" specified that either both parents, 

grandmother, or aunt completed the questionnaire. The 

stepwise discriminant function analysis of groups defined 

by the person completing the questionnaire resulted in a 

set of 15 items from the questionnaire (see Appendix E) 

used as the optimal set of discriminating criteria (see 

Table 17). 
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According to Klecka (1975), "a variable is considered 

for selection only if the multivariate F ratio is larger 

than a specified value (F > 1.0)" (p. 448). The F values 

obtained for these items were the only F values greater 

than the entry criterion value (F > 1.00). Only these 

items on the questionnaire (see Appendix E) were subjected 

to further analysis. 

Discriminant function analysis was conducted to 

determine the powers of the variables (Items 27, 12, 13, 26, 

7, 29, 22, 5, 9, 6, 4, 19, 23, 3, and 14 from the 

questionnaire) to discriminate between groups defined by 

the person completing the questionnaire. Only two discrim-

inant functions are mathematically possible since there 

are three groups (Klecka, 1975). Two discriminant 

functions were derived and the results are found in 

Table 18. 

As shown in Table 18, before any functions were 

removed, lambda was .6389105. This indicates that 

considerable discriminating power exists in the variables. 

After some discriminating power has been removed by 

placing it into the first discriminating function, lambda 

increases (.8720370), but the chi-square (24.920) 

indicates that a statistically significant amount of 

discriminating information still exists. 
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Table 17 

Summary of Discriminator Selection Criteria for 
Discriminant Function Analysis on Groups 
Defined by Person Completing Questionnaire 

Variables F* to Enter 
Wilk's 
Lambda df Significance 

Item 27 6.8623 .932300 1,2,189 . 0013 

Item 12 5.5563 .880268 2,2,189 .0001 

Item 13 3.7394 .846416 3,2,189 .0001 

Item 26 3.1280 .818874 4,2,189 .0001 

Item 7 3.0682 .792584 5,2,189 .0001 

Item 29 3.2208 .765775 6,2,189 .0001 

Item 22 3.3792 .738501 7,2,189 .0001 

Item 5 2.3274 .720084 8,2,189 .0001 

Item 9 1.9397 .704974 9,2,189 .0001 

Item 6 1.3454 .694590 10,2,189 .0001 

Item 4 1.5600 .682691 11,2,189 .0001 

Item 19 1.2054 .673568 12,2,189 .0001 

Item 23 1.7540 .660478 13,2,189 . 0001 

Item 3 1.8550 .646843 14,2,189 .0001 

Item 14 1.0863 .638911 15,2,189 .0001 

*(F > 1.00) 

Item # = Item # on questionnaire (see Appendix E). 
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The standardized coefficients indicate the relative 

contribution of the discriminators to the overall function, 

regardless of the sign of the coefficient. Items 7 and 

5 of the questionnaire (see Appendix E) had the greatest 

discriminating powers in the separation of groups on the 

first function. Items 7 and 5 were both part of Section 

II on the questionnaire (see Appendix E) and related to 

parental perceptions of their influence on children's 

reading ability. Item 5 of the questionnaire (see Appendix 

E) also had the most discriminating power of the second 

function. Therefore, the discriminant functions for groups 

defined by the person completing the questionnaire can be 

identified by variables that related to perceptions of 

parental influence on their children's reading development. 

The discriminant scores obtained for each case on 

the functions were examined in relation to group centroids 

(see Table 19). The centroids summarize the group 

locations in the space defined by discriminating functions. 

The first function indicated the group of parents defined 

as other was the most distinct. The groups defined as 

other and mother were identified as the most different 

groups. On the second function, the group defined as 

other again was identified as most distinct. 

As an additional check for adequacy of the discrim-

inant function, analysis of the classification of the 
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original set of cases was conducted to determine the 

percentage of cases correctly classified by the discrim-

inating variable. The grouped cases, defined by person 

completing the questionnaire, correctly classified was 

66.7%. This percentage indicates that the groups defined 

by the person completing the questionnaire can be 

considered as separate and distinct groups relative to 

their responses to the questionnaire investigating their 

roles and needs relative to their children's reading 

development. 

Table 19 

Group Centroids of Discriminant Scores for Groups 
Defined by the Person Completing the Questionnaire 

Group Centroids Function Centroids Function 2 

1 

2 

3 

-0.98114 

0.22844 

1.78867 

-0.31422 

0.17285 

-1.78640 

Examination of groups defined by the number of 

parents in the home. One-hundred ninety cases were used 

in the analysis of groups defined according to the number 

of parents in the home. Two cases were excluded from this 

examination due to missing group codes. The cases were 

divided into two groups: one-parent homes and two-parent 

homes. The stepwise discriminant function analysis of 
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groups defined by the number of parents in the home 

resulted in a set of 13 items from the questionnaire 

(see Appendix E) used as the optimal set of discriminating 

criteria (see Table 20). The F values obtained for these 

items were the only F values greater than the entry 

criterion value (F > 1.00). Only these items on the 

questionnaire were subjected to further analysis. 

The discriminant function analysis was conducted 

to determine the discriminating powers of the set of 

optimal discriminating variables (Items 23, 21, 27, 1, 

3, 7, 2, 8, 24, 9, 29, 16, and 28 from the questionnaire; 

see Appendix E). The results of the discriminant 

function analysis are found in Table 21. Since there are 

only two groups, defined according to the number of 

parents in the home, only one discriminant function was 

derived. 

Before any functions were derived, lambda was 

relatively large (.763503). However, the large chi-square 

of 48.976 indicated that a significant amount of 

discriminating information existed in the set of discrim-

inating variables. 

An examination of the standardized coefficients 

indicates the relative contribution of the discriminating 

variables to the function. The selection criterion 

contributing the most to the function derived for groups 
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Table 2 0 

Summary of Discriminator Selection Criteria for 
Discriminant Function Analysis on Groups 
Defined by Number of Parents in the Home 

Variables F* to Enter 
Wilk1s 
Lambda df Significance 

Item 23 8. 5824 .956342 1,1,188 .0038 

Item 21 9. 6134 .909582 2,1,188 . 0001 

Item 27 6. 6870 .878016 3,1,188 .0001 

Item 1 6. 7488 .847113 4,1,188 .0001 

Item 3 3. 6777 .830522 5,1,188 .0001 

Item 7 3. 1598 .816125 6,1,188 .0001 

Item 2 3. 2412 .802140 7,1,188 .0001 

Item 8 1. 9112 .793759 8,1,188 .0001 

Item 24 1. 2548 .788264 9,1,188 .0001 

Item 9 1. 2402 .782840 10,1,188 .0001 

Item 29 1, 5150 .776233 11,1,188 .0001 

Item 16 1. 6152 .769213 12,1,188 . 0001 

Item 28 1. 3163 .763503 13,1,188 .0001 

*(F > 1.00) 

Item # = Item # on questionnaire (see Appendix E). 

defined by the number of parents in the home, was Item 1 

(Section I on the questionnaire, see Appendix E). All 

three items in Section I of the questionnaire (see 

Appendix E) were selected in the set of optimal 
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discriminators. The total discriminating power of these 

items (1, 2, 3) contributed the most to this function. 

Section I of the questionnaire related to parental 

perceptions of their responsibility and/or the schools' 

responsibility for their children's reading development. 

Therefore, this function can be identified by parents' 

views of their responsibility vs. the schools' respon-

sibility for their children's reading development. 

The group centroids reported in Table 22, are the 

mean discriminant scores for the function. The centroids 

summarize the group locations in space defined by the 

discriminant function. This function served to 

distinguish the one-parent home as the most distinct 

on the set of discriminating variables. 

Table 22 

Group Centroids of Discriminant Scores for Groups 
Defined by the Number of Parents in the Home 

Group Centroids Function 1 

1 0.99377 

2 -0.30841 

As an additional check for adequacy of the discrim-

inant function, analysis of the original set of cases was 

conducted to determine the percentage of correctly 
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classified cases by the discriminating variables. The 

grouped cases, defined by the number of parents in the 

home, correctly classified was 75.3%. 

Based on the significance of the discriminant 

function and the percentage of correctly classified group 

members, groups defined according to the number of parents 

in the home are considered to be relatively distinct 

on the discriminating variables (Table 21). 

Examination of groups defined by the number of 

children. The total number of respondents classified into 

groups according to their number of children was 191. 

One case was excluded due to missing group code. Eight 

groups were utilized, as respondents indicated a range of 

from one to eight children. The stepwise discriminant 

function analysis of groups defined by the number of 

children resulted in a set of 15 items from the question-

naire (see Appendix E) used as the optimal set of 

discriminating variables (see Table 23). The F values 

obtained for these items were the only F values greater 

than the entry criterion value (F > 1.00). Only these 

items on the questionnaire (see Appendix E) were subjected 

to further analysis. 
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Table 23 

Summary of Discriminator Selection Criteria for 
Discriminant Function Analysis on Groups 

Defined by the Number of Children 
in the Home 

Variables F* to Enter 
Wilk's 
Lambda df Significance 

Item 15 3.9075 .869969 1,7,183 .0005 

Item 4 2.6022 .790820 2,7,183 .0001 

Item 11 2.3726 .724355 3,7,183 .0001 

Item 27 0.1949 .674152 4,7,183 .0001 

Item 18 1.5985 .634489 5,7,183 .0001 

Item 8 1.8700 .591027 6,7,183 .0001 

Item 10 1.4601 .558761 7,7,183 .0001 

Item 6 1.4259 .528773 8,7,183 .0001 

Item 24 1.3499 .5016845 9,7,183 . 0001 

Item 2 0 1.1295 .479880 10,7,183 .0001 

Item 16 1.3031 .455845 11,7,183 .0001 

Item 28 1.1286 .435826 12,7,183 .0001 

Item 2 9 1.3242 .413416 13,7,183 .0001 

Item 25 1.0672 .396014 14,7,183 .0001 

Item 14 1.0813 .379037 15,7,183 .0001 

*(P > 1.00). 

Item # = Item # on questionnaire (see Appendix 
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To determine the discriminating power of the 

identified optimal set of selection variables (Items 15, 

4, 11, 27, 18, 8, 10, 6, 24, 20, 16, 28, 29, 25, and 14 

from the questionnaire, see Appendix E), the discriminant 

functions were derived. The results are presented in 

Table 24. Seven functions were derived, as there were 

eight groups of parents defined according to the number of 

children in the home. Before any functions were removed, 

lambda was .3790372, indicating that the set of discrim-

inating variables had significant discriminating power. 

Klecka (1975) stated that "when there are more than 

two groups, it may be possible to obtain satisfactory 

discrimination with fewer than the maximum number of 

functions" (p. 4 35) . After the second function had been 

derived, a large, relatively insignificant lambda remained 

(.7008769). Additionally, the eigenvalues indicated that 

the first two functions were at least three times as 

powerful as the remaining functions. After the second 

function was derived, the significance was .5315. 

Therefore, only the first two functions were considered to 

significantly discriminate between groups. Consequently, 

the remaining computations were based only on the first 

two functions. 

The standardized coefficients serve to identify the 

discriminating variables that contribute most to the 
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differentiations along the functions. The standardized 

coefficients are presented in the lower portion of Table 

24. 

On the first function, Item 15 was the most powerful 

discriminator. Section IV of the questionnaire (see 

Appendix E) had three items (14, 15, and 16) included in 

the set of optimal selection criterion. The total 

discriminating powers of Items 14, 15, and 16 contributed 

more to distinguishing function one than any other section 

(with items from the questionnaire). The three items 

(14, 15, and 16) of Section IV of the questionnaire related 

to parents' perceptions of needed information to assist 

them in their role related to their children's reading 

development. Item 15 on the questionnaire related to 

parents' attitude concerning the need for information of 

any type relating to their children's reading development. 

On the second function, Item 4 of the questionnaire 

(Section II, see Appendix E) contributed the most to 

identifying the function. However, the standardized 

coefficient for Item 4 (.49252) was not significantly 

greater than other discriminating variables. 

The mean discriminant scores, group centroids, for 

groups defined by the number of children in the home, 

are reported for each group on the respective functions 

in Table 25. Examination of the group centroids, mean 
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Table 24 

Discriminating Powers of Discriminant Functions for Major Selection Criteria 
for Groups Defined by the Number of Children in the Home 

Discriminant 
Function 

Eigen-
value 

% of 
Variance 

Canonical 
Correlation 

Functions 
Derived 

Wilk's 
Lambda 

Chi-
Square df 

Signifi-
cance 

0 .3790372 173,17 105 •.«* .0000 

1 .40034 36.59 .5346842 1 .5307805 113.06 84 .0189 

2 .32046 29.29 .4926366 2 .7008769 63.443 65 .5315 

3 .14249 13,02 .3531537 3 .8007437 39.665 48 .7985 

4 .10653 9.74 .3102826 4 .8860482 21.596 33 .93 82 

5 .07300 6.67 .2608257 5 .9507262 9.0195 20 .9827 

6 .03114 2.85 .1737886 6 .9803347 3.5452 9 .9387 

7 .02006 1.83 .1402330 

Discriminating Variables 
Function 1 

Standardized Coefficients 
Function 2 

Standardized Coefficients 

Item 4 (Sect. II)' .11141 .49252 

Item 6 (Sect. II) .47351 .03686 

Item 8 (Sect. III) .52384 .33744 

Item 10 (Sect. III) .39399 .12648 

Item 11 (Sect. III) . -.00790 ' -.43487 

Item 14 (Sect. IV) -.16384 -.13026 

Item 15 (Sect. IV) .62629 .13764 

Item 16 (Sect. IV) -.18986 -.16183 

Item 18 (Sect. V) .37148 .40827 

Item 20 (Sect. V) -.25332 -.43785 

Item 24 (Sect. VII) -.03853 .33814 

Item 25 (Sect. VII) -.13944 .35888 

Item 27 (Sect. VIII) -.38266 .04476 

Item 28 (Sect. VIII) .33056 .35699 

Item 29 (Sect. VIII) -.29360 -.43020 

Item # » Item # on questionnaire {see Appendix E)« 

Sect. # ». Section # on questionnaire (see Appendix E) 
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discriminant scores, indicates considerable overlap and 

clustering along the continuum. The group of parents 

with four children was the most distinct group. Parents 

with four children were the most different from parents 

with eight children. 

Table 25 

Group Centroids of Discriminant Scores for Groups 
Defined by the Number of Children in the Home 

Group 
Centroids 
Function 1 

Centroids 
Function 2 

1 0.33602 0.96033 

2 -0.11474 -0.03179 

3 -0.45246 -0.50659 

4 2.06465 -0.70152 

5 0.20053 1.17211 

6 -0.74829 -0.11399 

7 -0.34223 -1.94146 

8 -1.85648 1.47087 

As an additional check for adequacy of the discrim-

inant functions, analysis of the classification of the 

original set of cases was conducted to determine the 

percentage of cases correctly classified by the discrim-

inating variables. The percentage of cases correctly 

classified was 46.6%. On the basis of the comparisons 
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of group discriminant scores and the low percentage of 

cases correctly classified by the set of optimal 

discriminating variables, groups of parents defined 

according to the number of children they have, are not 

considered separate and distinct groups relative to their 

responses to the questionnaire (see Appendix E). 

Examination of groups defined by the educationa1 

level of the parents. In the analysis of the groups 

defined by educational level, 177 cases were used. Fifteen 

cases were excluded due to missing group codes. It should 

be noted that the most frequent information missing was 

educational level on the responses to the questionnaire. 

The educational levels of parents were grouped into five 

categories: not a high school graduate, high school 

graduate, bachelor's degree, graduate work, and "other." 

The stepwise discriminant function analysis of groups 

defined by the parent educational level resulted in a set 

of 18 items from the questionnaire (see Appendix E) 

used as the set of major discriminating variables (see 

Table 26). 

With the F ratio for each of these variables meeting 

the F criterion to enter for further analysis (F > 1.00), 

an analysis of the discriminating power of these variables 
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Table 26 

Summary of Discriminator Selection Criteria for 
Discriminant Function Analysis on Groups 
Defined by Parent Educational Level 

Variables F* to Enter 
Wilk1s 
Lambda . . . : df 

Item 2 3.3896 .926931 1,4,172 .0107 

Item 13 1.8780 .887924 2,4,172 .0086 

Item 19 1.8319 .851233 3,4,172 .0661 

Item 20 2.1463 .810080 4,4,172 .0028 

Item 8 1.9968 .773315 5,4,172 .0015 

Item 14 3.1213 .719523 6,4,172 .0002 

Item 6 2.2065 .683197 7,4,172 .0001 

Item 5 2.3539 .646316 8,4,172 .0001 

Item 28 1.7013 .620566 9,4,172 . 0001 

Item 26 1.7392 .595164 10,4,172 .0001 

Item 23 1.9529 .567785 11,4,172 .0001 

Item 24 1.6669 .545207 12,4,172 . 0001 

Item 25 1.5141 .525322 13,4,172 .0001 

Item 4 1.2601 .509180 14,4j172 .0001 

Item 7 1.0673 .495784 15,4,172 .0001 

Item 3 1.2459 .480531 16,4,172 .0001 

Item 15 1.0598 .467819 17,4,172 .0001 

Item 16 1.3929 .451585 18,4,172 .0001 

*(F > 1.00). 

Item # = Item # on questionnaire (see Appendix E) 
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was conducted. The results of the discriminant function 

analysis are found in Table 27. 

After the best set of discriminating variables had 

been selected by the stepwise selection method (Items 

2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 13, .14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 23, 24, 26, 

and 2 7 on the questionnaire, see Appendix E), four 

discriminant functions were applied. Only four functions 

were mathematically possible, since parents defined by 

educational levels resulted in five groups. The results 

are reported in Table 2 7. An examination of the eigen-

values and canonical correlations indicated that only the 

first three functions contribute to a satisfactory 

discrimination between groups. Thus, only the first three 

functions were considered for further analysis. However, 

it should be noted that the power of the first function was 

more than double the power of the third function. The 

significant size of lambda (.451584) before any functions 

were removed, indicated the power of the set of discrim-

inating variables. 

The discriminant function separating the groups as 

defined by the parents' educational levels, are derived 

in decreasing order of power. The standardized coeffi-

cients indicated the relative contributions of each 

discriminator on the overall function, regardless of the 

sign of the coefficient, and are reported in the lower 
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portion of Table 2 7. Thus, Items 20, 14, 6, 8, and 5 

(listed in order of decreasing importance) from the 

questionnaire (see Appendix E) were considered to exert 

more discriminating power to the separation of groups than 

any of the other selected variables within the first 

function. Items 6 and 5 were both significant discrim-

inators and also from Section II of the questionnaire 

(see Appendix E). Additionally, two other items (Items 

4 and 7) from Section II were selected in the initial 

set of optimal discriminating variables. Therefore, the 

total power of the discriminators (Items 6, 5, 4, and 7) 

for Section II of the questionnaire contributed the most 

to the first function. Since Section II of the question-

naire related to parents' perceptions of their influence 

related to their children's reading development, this 

function could be primarily represented by the parents' 

perceptions of their influence. The second function also 

was heavily composed of parents' perceptions of their 

influence on their children's reading development. 

On the third function. Item 2 (Section I on the 

questionnaire, see Appendix E) had the most discriminating 

power of the variables, indicated by a standardized 

coefficient of .7375. 

The group centroids were derived, for groups defined 

by the educational level of the parents, for the first 



135 

Table 27 

Discriminating Powers of Discriminant Functions for Major Selection Criteria 
for Groups Defined by the Educational Level of the Parents 

Discriminant 
Function 

Eigen-
value 

% of Canonical 
Variance Correlation 

Functions 
: Derived 

Wilk's 
Lambda 

Chi- Signifi-
Square df cance 

5 0 .4515854 130 .78 72 .0000 

1 .36775 40.98 .5185280 : 1 .6176552 79 .260 51 .0068 

2 .27145 30.25 .4620538 : 2 .7853150 39 .755 32 .1629 

3 .16594 18.49 .3772524 ! • . 3 .9156264 14. 500 15 .4880 

4 .09215 10.27 .2904737 

Discriminating Function 1 
Variables Standard Coefficients 

Function 2 
Standard Coefficients 

Function 3 
Standard Coefficients 

Item 2 (Sect. I) .13437 -.17208 .73785 

Item 3 (Sect. I) -.33908 .35312 -.02540 

Item 4 (Sect. II) -.38998 .04640 .13237 

Item 5 (Sect. II) .62608 .64062 -.17078 

Item 6 {Sect. II) .71183 .50913 .03197 . 

Item 7 (Sect. II) .38188 -.47943 -.15596 

Item 8 (Sect. III) .63459 v -.13963 -.23102 

Item 13 (Sect. IV) .41909 -.08745 .37097 

Item 14 (Sect. IV) -.78518 .50620 -.07554 

Item 15 {Sect. IV) .28855 -.01087 .22205 

Item 16 {Sect. IV) .03169 -.04113 .56557 

Item 19 (Sect. V) -.22997 .51995 -.33593 

Item 20 (Sect. V) -.98440 .26183 .40892 

Item 23 (Sect. VII) -.33804 -.61221 .12727 

Item 24 (Sect. VII) .24310 .35678 .23772 

Item 25 (Sect. VII) .19124 .30181 .04186 

Item 26 (Sect. VII) .34734 .16698 .15561 

Item 27 {Sect. VIII) .24165 .52082 -.03391 

Item # « Item # on questionnaire {see Appendix E) . 

Sect. # » Section # on questionnaire (see Appendix E)-
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three functions and are presented in Table 28. An 

examination of the group centroids for function one, 

indicated that group four (parents reporting graduate 

work) and group five (parents indicating "other" for 

educational level) were the most distinct. Only a small 

amount of difference existed between the group centroids 

for group two (parents reporting high school graduates) 

and group three (parents reporting bachelor's degree) 

on function one. Group five was quite distinct from the 

other groups on functions two and three. The results 

suggested considerable overlap and clustering. 

As an additional check for adequacy of the discrim-

inant function, however, analysis of the classification 

of the original set of cases was conducted to determine 

the percentage of cases correctly classified by the 

discriminating variables. Only 51.41% of the cases were 

correctly classified, less than the criterion of 66% for 

consideration as distinct groups defined by the educational 

level of the parents. 

Examination of groups defined by ethnicity. The 

cases used to examine the groups defined according to 

ethnicity totaled 186. Six cases were excluded from 

analysis due to missing group codes. The groups defined 

according to ethnicity were Caucasian, Black, Mexican/ 

American, and "other." In the initial analysis, 14 
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Table 28 

Group Centroids of Discriminant Scores for Groups 
Defined by the Educational Level of the Parents 

Group 
Centroids 
Function 1 

Centroids 
Function 2 

Centroids 
Function 3 

1 0.92808 -0.47265 -0.23502 

2 -0.38946 0.35363 -0.01069 

3 -0.11817 0.17381 -0.43129 

4 0.04798 -0.19892 0.69974 

5 -4.77143 -5.30890 -0.86022 

items of the total number of items on the questionnaire 

(see Appendix E) were considered potential discriminators 

and met the criterion (F > 1.00) for further analysis 

(see Table 29) . 

After the stepwise selection of the set of optimal 

discriminating variables (Items 2, 3, 4, 7, 11, 12, 14, 

16, 17, 19, 23, 24, 25, and 28 from the questionnaire, 

see Appendix E), three discriminant functions were derived. 

The maximum number of discriminant functions possible was 

three, as there was four classifications for groups of 

parents defined by ethnicity. The results are shown in 

Table 30. The eigenvalues and their associated canonical 

correlations denoted the relative ability of each function 

to separate the groups. This indicated that the third 
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Table 2 9 

Summary of Discriminator Selection Criteria for 
Discriminant Function Analysis on Groups 

Defined by Ethnicity 

Variables F* to Enter 
Wilk's 
Lambda df Significance 

Item 4 6.0406 .909446 1,3,182 .0006 

Item 23 4.1081 .851469 2,3,182 .0001 

Item 16 3.0162 .810714 3,3,182 .0001 

Item 2 2.8334 .773961 4,3,182 .0001 

Item 28 2.8740 .738204 5,3,182 .0001 

Item 24 2.2669 .710890 6,3,182 . 0001 

Item 18 2.1992 .685204 7,3,182 .0001 

Item 7 2.2294 .659981 8,3,182 .0001 

Item 15 1.5844 .642431 9,3,182 .0001 

Item 3 1.6328 .624742 10,3,182 .0001 

Item 12 1.4774 .609047 11,3,182 .0001 

Item 11 1.4141 .594304 12,3,182 .0001 

Item 19 1.0928 .583060 13,3,182 .0001 

Item 25 1.0929 .572762 14,3,182 .0001 

* (F > 1.00). 

Item # = Item # on questionnaire (see Appendix E) 

function is useless by comparison and would not signifi-

cantly add to the discrimination between the groups. 

Consequently, the remaining computations were based only 
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on the first two functions. The lambda was .572 7615 

before any functions were removed, indicating that 

considerable discriminating power exists in the set of 

discriminating variables. As the successive discriminant 

functions were removed, a large nonsignificant lambda 

was found (.931825), providing further information that 

the third function would not contribute significantly to 

the discrimination. 

The contribution of the discriminating variables to 

the functions can be seen in the lower portion of Table 

30. The functions are discriminating the responses for 

groups defined by ethnicity. Each coefficient represents 

the relative contribution of its associated discriminating 

variable to that function, ignoring the sign of the 

coefficient. The functions are arranged in order of 

decreasing importance, so that a given difference on 

another function, may not be as meaningful as the same 

difference on the first function (Klecka, 1975). 

The discriminating variable contributing most to the 

first function was Item 16 (Section IV on the question-

naire, see Appendix E) with a standardized coefficient 

of .63491. The second most discriminating variable, Item 

14 (-.45391),also for function one was from Section IV 

of the questionnaire (see Appendix E). Item 16 on the 

questionnaire related to parents' attitude concerning a 
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need for information regarding children's reading develop-

ment. Item 14 on the questionnaire related to parents' 

opinions concerning a need for information about reading 

grade levels. Thus, the first function was identified 

primarily by parents' views concerning the information 

needed to assist in their children's reading development. 

Item 2 (from Section I on the questionnaire, see 

Appendix E) with a standardized coefficient of .59925, 

made the most contribution to the second function. Item 2 

on the questionnaire (see Appendix E) related to parents' 

perception of their support for the schools' instruction. 

Item 2 3 (from Section VII of the questionnaire, see 

Appendix E) with a standardized coefficient of -.55026, 

made the second-most contribution to the second function, 

contributing negatively. Item 2 3 on the questionnaire 

related to parents' perception of a handbook, book, or 

guide as a method of obtaining information regarding their 

children's reading development. 

The group centroids, for groups defined by ethnicity, 

on each function are indicated in Table 31. A comparison 

of group means on the first function indicated that the 

third group (Mexican/American parents) and the first 

group (Caucasian parents) are the groups that are the 

most different, with the third group being the most 

distinct. 
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Table 31 

Group Centroids of Discriminant Scores 
for Groups Defined by Ethnicity 

Centroids Centroids 
Group Function 1 Function 2 

1 0.22572 -0.03381 

2 0.61569 1.08510 

3 -1.50523 0.47964 

4 -0.68865 -1.49025 

There Was considerable overlap among the groups, even 

though the discrimination was statistically significant. 

The groups did not clearly separate. The classification 

routine was able to correctly identify 59.68% of the cases 

as members of the groups to which they actually belong, 

when the groups were defined by ethnicity. This 

indicated that groups defined by ethnicity could not be 

considered distinct. 

Examination of groups defined by family income level. 

An analysis of groups defined by income level used 183 

cases. Nine cases were omitted from this examination due 

to missing group codes. It should be noted that income 

level was the second-most frequent information missing 

on the responses to the questionnaire. Groups were defined 

according to four income level ranges: less than $5,000, 
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$5,001 to $10,000, $10,001 to $30,000, and over $30,001. 

The stepwise discriminant function analysis resulted 

in the selection of 19 items from the questionnaire (see 

Appendix E) as the major discriminators (see Table 32). 

Only these 19 items of the total number of items on the 

questionnaire (see Appendix E) were subjected to further 

analysis. 

According to the results of the stepwise selection 

procedure, Items 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 

17, 19, 21, 22, 23, and 25 on the questionnaire (see 

Appendix E) met the criterion for entry into the discrim-

inant function analysis at a level greater than chance 

(F > 1.00). The discriminant function analysis was 

conducted to determine the discriminating power of the 

variables. The results of the discriminant function 

analysis are found in Table 33. Three discriminant 

functions were derived, as groups of parents defined by 

reported family income level resulted in four income 

ranges. An examination of the eigenvalues and canonical 

correlations indicated the relative ability of each 

function to separate the groups. Although the power of 

function one appears to be more than three times as 

great as function three, function three was employed in 

the remaining analysis due to the significance remaining 

(.04 36) after the first two functions were removed. 
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Table 32 

Summary of Discriminator Selection Criteria for 
Discriminant Function Analysis on Groups 

Defined According to Family Income 

Variables F* to Enter 
Wilk's 
Lambda df Significance 

Item 15 7.5319 .887916 1,3,179 . 0001 

Item 11 5.5764 .811634 2,3,179 .0001 

Item 25 4.3525 .755873 3,3,179 .0001 

Item 24 3.9268 .708453 4,3,179 .0001 

Item 12 3.4842 .668523 5,3,179 .0001 

Item 1 2.9914 .635735 6,3,179 .0001 

Item 3 4.1434 .593119 7,3,179 . 0001 

Item 14 1.9919 .573204 8,3,179 .0001 

Item 19 1.7830 .555817 9,3,179 .0001 

Item 23 1.7017 .539612 10,3,179 .0001 

Item 6 1.6328 .524412 11,3,179 .0001 

Item 8 1.6428 .509466 12,3,179 .0001 

Item 16 1.3551 .497359 13,3,179 .0001 

Item 17 1.3861 .485205 14,3,179 . 0001 

Item 22 1.2509 .475415 15,3,179 . 0001 

Item 10 1.0804 .465221 16,3,179 . 0001 

Item 5 1.0488 .456411 17,3,179 .0001 

Item 9 1.0011 .448103 18,3,179 . 0001 

*(F > 1.00). 

Item # = Item # on questionnaire (see Appendix E) . 



145 

Before any functions were removed, the power of the set of 

discriminating variables was significant, with a lambda 

of .4545264. 

An examination of the standardized coefficients 

for the first function indicated that two discriminating 

variables were contributing the most in the analysis, 

Item 23 (-.68579) and Item 15 (.55223) from the question-

naire (see Appendix E). Item 23 contributed negatively 

to function one and related to parents' response to a 

preference for a handbook, book, or guide as a source of 

information regarding their children's reading development. 

Item 15 related to parents' perceptions of their need for 

information concerning their children's reading develop-

ment. Further examination of function one revealed that 

Section IV of the questionnaire (see Appendix E) had 

the most items considered major discriminating variables 

and their combined standardized coefficients contributed 

significantly and positively to identifying this function. 

Section IV of the questionnaire (see Appendix E) related 

to parents' perceptions of the information they needed to 

assist in their children's reading development. 

Items 1 and 3 (Section I of the questionnaire, see 

Appendix E) were the most significant, contributing 

variables in the second function. Section I of the 

questionnaire concerned parents' perceptions of their 
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responsibility in their children's reading development. 

Thus, the second function could be identified by the 

parents' perception of their responsibility (vs. the 

school's responsibility) in their children's reading 

development. 

The third function derived for groups defined by 

family income level resulted in Items 3, 6, and 14 on 

the questionnaire (see Appendix E) contributing the most 

to the third function. However, this function had an 

almost insignificant amount of power. 

Group centroids (mean discriminant scores) for groups 

defined by family income levels were derived for each 

group on three functions. The results are shown in 

Table 34. 

On function one, groups two ($5,001 to $10,000) and 

four (over $30,000) were quite similar. Groups one (less 

than $5,000) and three (10,001 to $30,000) were the most 

distinct on the first function. An examination of these 

mean discriminant scores indicated that there was 

considerable overlap among the continuum. 

As an additional check for adequacy of the discrim-

inant function, however, analysis of the classification 

of the original set of cases was conducted to determine 

the percentage of cases correctly classified by the 

discriminating variables. As a result 54.64% of the cases 



147 

Table 33 

Discriminating Powers of Discriminant Functions for Major Selection 
Criteria for Groups Defined by Family Income I*evel 

Discriminant 
Function 

Eigen 
value 

% of Canonical 
Variance Correlation 

: Functions 
: Derived 

Wilk's 
Lambda 

Chi-
Square df 

Signifi-
cance 

s 0 .4545264 135. 23 51 .000 

1 .53088 57.10 .5888804 1 .6958246 62. 196 32 .0011 

2 .23858 25.66 .4388895 ' 2 • • 8618346 25. 501 15 .0436 

3 .16032 17.24 .3717061 

Discriminating 
Variables 

Function 1 
Standard Coefficients 

Function 2 
Standard Coefficients 

Function 3 
Standard Coefficients 

Item 1 (Sect. I) .18113 .73163 -.27037 

Item 3 (Sect. I) -.03029 .61078 .55555 

Item 5 (Sect. II) .32953 .20934 .15189 

Item 6 (Sect. II) -.07648 .02934 .58846 

Item 8 (Sect. III) -.36007 -•28697 .50170 

Item 3 (Sect. III) .34935 -.00048 -.30357 

Item 11 (Sect. III) .37630 .35802 -.27132 

Item 12 (Sect. IV) .21629 -.16050 .39610 

Item 14 (Sect. IV) .18243 .04464 .56349 

Item 15 (Sect. IV) .55223 .01892 -.25610 

Item 16 (Sect. IV) .30329 -.06133 .30561 

Item 17 (Sect. V) -.37666 -.06512 .06453 

Item 19 (Sect. V) -.24481 -.20984 .46212 

Item 21 (Sect. VI) -.25240 -.10478 -.17043 

Item 22 (Sect. VII) .28787 -.13313 .09731 

Item 23 (Sect. VII) -.68579 .21340 -.29267 

Item 25 (Sect. VII) .04133 -.55327 -.13963 

Item # - Item # on questionnaire {See Appendix S) 

Sect. # « Section # on questionnaire {see Appendix E) . 
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Table 34 

Group Centroids of Discriminant Scores for 
Groups Defined by the Family Income Level 

Group 
Centroids 
Function 1 

Centroids 
Function. 2 

Centroids 
Function 3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

4.68795 

-0.27997 

0.05730 

•0.28014 

-0.19455 

-1.25040 

0.12339 

0.28669 

0.59174 

0.12882 

-0.37487 

0.46879 

were correctly classified. On the basis of the comparison 

of group discriminant scores and the relatively low 

percentage of cases correctly classified by the discrim-

inating variables, the groups could not be considered 

distinct as defined by family income levels. 

Discussion Relevant to Research Question VII 

Research Question VII investigated variations in 

parental perceptions across cultures, economic levels, and 

family variables. The discriminant function analysis was 

used to determine the separation of groups on each set of 

items from the questionnaire. This examination was 

conducted due to the fact that the literature suggested 

that home-environmental factors influence children's 

reading development. Parents' perceptions relative to 

their roles and needs in their children's reading 
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development might be varied or specific according to 

particular home-environmental factors. Therefore, 

discriminant function analysis was used to determine if 

parents' perceptions, relative to their role in their 

children's reading development, could be identified by 

group membership as defined by the person completing the 

questionnaire, the number of parents in the home, the 

number of children in the home, the parents' educational 

levels, ethnicity, and the average family income level. 

Discussion of groups defined by person completing the 

questionnaire. Several research studies have indicated 

methods of interactions of mothers and fathers (parti-

cularly mothers) that have influenced children's reading 

development (Brzeinski, 1964; Durkin, 1974; Gordon, 1971; 

Levenstein, 1970; Reddin, 1977; Weikart & Radin, 1970). 

Additionally, Goldring and Company (Attitudes, 1980) 

suggested that the interaction of mother and child might 

differ from the interaction of father and child relative to 

children's learning. The stepwise discriminant function 

analysis of groups, defined by the person completing the 

questionnaire, resulted in the correct classification of 

the groups (father, mother, and "other") 66.7% of the 

time, indicating distinct groups according to their 

responses on the questionnaire (Tables 17, 18, and 19). 



150 

Thus, the perceptions of fathers may be considered to be 

distinctly different from the perceptions of mothers, and 

from the perception of the group of respondents defined 

as "other." The items on the questionnaire related to 

the parents' perception of their influence on their 

children's reading development were the most significant 

discriminators contributing to the functions derived for 

groups defined by the person completing the questionnaire. 

This finding seems significant relative to the influence 

that parental interaction has on children's reading 

success. Since the groups were distinct in their percep-

tions of influence, a question arises concerning whether 

the interactions that are an outgrowth of their perceptions 

are distinct. 

Discussion of groups defined by the number of 

parents in the home. Research has indicated the family 

scene is rapidly changing, and that single-parent homes 

are increasing in frequency (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; 

Croft, 1978; Survey, 1976). The discriminant function 

analysis was used in this study to determine if groups 

defined by the number of parents in the home had different 

views regarding their roles and needs in their children's 

reading development. The results shown in Tables 20, 21, 

and 22 indicated that one-parent homes can be considered 
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separate and distinct from two-parent homes relative to 

parents' perceptions of their roles and needs in their 

children's reading development. Only 24.7% of the group 

members could not be correctly classified according to 

their responses to the items on the questionnaire (see 

Appendix E). Additionally, one-parent homes were 

identified as most distinct. The discriminators that 

contributed the most power to this function were probes 

from Section I of the questionnaire (see Appendix E) 

that related to parents' views of their responsibility 

or the schools' responsibility relative to their children's 

reading development. With the increasing number of 

single-parent homes and the finding that the groups 

defined according to the number of parents in the home 

could be considered distinct, it appears that differen-

tiation would need to be made based on perceptions of 

roles and needs for strategies to encourage parental 

involvement in children's reading development. 

Discussion of groups defined by the number of 

children. Discriminant function analysis was used to 

determine if groups of parents defined according to their 

number of children have distinct perceptions of their 

roles and needs relative to their children's reading 

development. Research conducted by Goldring and Company 
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(Attitudes, 1980) suggested that parents with one child 

might have different parental roles relative to their 

children's reading development than parents with more than 

one child. Tables 23, 24, and 25 show that the parents' 

responses to the items considered as the optimal set of 

discriminators, particularly perceptions related to 

information needed by parents to assist them in their role 

in their children's reading development (Section IV of 

the questionnaire, see Appendix E), created significant 

discriminant functions. However, the groups of parents 

defined by their number of children were not distinctly 

different, as there was 53.4% of overlap for group members. 

The discriminant scores reported indicated that although 

there were differences, the differences were not to the 

degree that they separated one group of parents from 

another when the groups were defined according to the 

parents' number of children. Thus, these findings did 

not support Goldring's, based on the results related to this 

study, that parents had different perceptions relative to 

the number of children in the home. 

Discussion of groups defined by the educational level 

of the parents. Discriminant analysis was performed on 

groups defined according to parent educational level to 

determine if the parental perceptions of their role in 
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their children's reading development differed between the 

groups. Research suggests that the educational levels of 

the parents may effect children's reading development 

(Bartel, 1979; Barth, 1979; Carrillo & Sheldon, 1952; 

Davidson, 1931; Filipczak, 1977; Nelson & Bloom, 1973). 

Tables 26, 27, and 28 show that even though parental 

responses, particularly relating to parental perceptions 

of their influence on their children's reading development, 

created significant discriminant functions, the groups 

defined according to educational levels were not distinctly 

different as there was 4 9% of overlap of group member^ 

ship. The results of this study indicated that even 

though there were differences in parental perceptions 

for groups defined according to the parents' educational 

levels, the differences were not to the extent that the 

groups could be considered clearly separate and distinct. 

Discussion of groups defined by ethnicity. Although 

the groups of parents were examined according to 

ethnicity, the sample was homogeneous in nature. Although 

the statistic that was used, the discriminant function 

analysis, weights for uneven cell sizes, the homogeneity 

of the sample could influence the results and all 

findings made should be sensitive to this factor. 
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Research studies suggest that sociocultural factors 

in the home contribute to children's educational success 

(Ausubel, 1963; Bloom, 1964; Coleman, 1966; Croft, 1979; 

Deutsch, 1966; Jencks, 1972; McDermott, 1973; Moon, 1979; 

Olmsted, 1972; Patryla, 1978). However, in this study an 

examination of the discriminant analysis indicated that 

parental perceptions of their role in their children's 

reading development as measured by responses to items on 

the questionnaire (see Appendix E), were not distinctly 

different for ethnic groups. The data reported in Tables 

2 9, 30, and 31 show that even though the parental responses 

to the variables (items from the questionnaire; see 

Appendix E), particularly the items in Section IV of the 

questionnaire that related to parents' perception of the 

information they needed to assist in their children's 

reading development, create significant discriminant 

functions, the groups defined by ethnicity were not 

distinctly different, as there was 4 0% overlap of group 

members. The findings indicated that although there were 

differences in individual parental perceptions, the 

differences were not such that they separated one group 

from another when the groups were defined according to 

ethnicity. 
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Discussion of groups defined according to family 

income levels. An examination of the discriminant 

analysis shows that groups were not significantly distinct 

when defined according to family income levels, nor were 

these groups separated by the variables (responses to 

items on the; questionnaire, see Appendix E) . Data in 

Tables 32, 33, and 34 show that even though the optimal 

set of discriminating variables, particularly the items 

from Section IV of the questionnaire (see Appendix E) 

that related to parents' perceptions of the information 

they needed to assist in their children's reading 

development, created significant discriminant functions, 

the group exhibited 45% overlap of group members, and, 

therefore, cannot be considered distinctly different. 

Although the literature suggests that economic levels of 

the family might affect children's reading development 

(Bloom, 1964; Coleman, 1966; Davidson, 1931; Deutsch, 

1966; Jencks, et al., 1972; Moon, 1979), parental responses 

to the items on the questionnaire used in this study (see 

Appendix E) failed to contribute to a significant 

separation of groups defined according to family income 

levels. Therefore, even though the attitudes may differ 

among parents in a particular income range, the differ-

ences did not distinctly separate these parents from 

parents in other income ranges. 
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Groups defined according to the person completing the 

questionnaire (predominantly mothers) and the number of 

parents in the home were the only two groupings in which 

parent perceptions relative to their role and needs in 

their children's reading development could be considered 

as separate and distinct. Mothers were the predominant 

respondent in single-parent homes, perhaps contributing to 

the difference. 

Additional Findings 

An examination of the additional comments (see 

Appendix I) from parents on Section III of the question-

naire suggest that numerous parents do not read aloud 

to their children after the children enter school. The 

comments suggested that the parents read more frequently 

to their children prior to the children's entrance into 

school. 

Unrelated findings regarding the use of a mailed 

questionnaire as a research tool are relative to any 

replication of this study which may be undertaken. 

Extensive follow-up techniques were necessary to increase 

the percentage of response to the questionnaire. However, 

responses that were returned later than 5 days after the 

questionnaires were mailed were more likely to contain 

additional parental comments. Respondents seemed to be 
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concerned about anonymity, as several telephone calls 

were received regarding the confidentiality of responses. 

Reporting of educational level, family income level, 

and ethnicity was the most frequent information missing 

from the responses to the questionnaire. From the 

returned questionnaires, it appeared that some respondents 

had difficulty completing the form accurately; therefore, 

some data could not be utilized. On other questionnaires, 

the data were only partially supplied. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The review of the literature indicated that until 

recent times interest in the systematic involvement of 

parents in their children's reading development has been 

sporadic and capricious, often influenced by educational 

trends and attitudes. The significance of parental 

involvement has been considered increasingly important, 

although not universally accepted by the education 

profession. Varied opinions and attitudes concerning 

parental roles and the degree of parental involvement in 

children's reading development abound. 

During the last half of the 20th century, an awareness 

has developed that acknowledges the importance of parent 

involvement on children's reading success. Consequently, 

the surge for parental involvement increased. Numerous 

designs and strategies evolved from traditional, precon-

ceived notions, and economic constraints to encourage 

parental participation in their children's reading 

development. Many such strategies were based on federal 

funds and commitments. Due to the fact that there were 

varied opinions regarding parental roles and needs relative 

158 
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to children's reading development, varied views and 

information were presented to parents. However, parents' 

perceptions of their roles, needs, and influence relating 

to their children's reading development was never 

determined, although the impact of these variables could 

have enormous impact on intervention strategies and 

objectives. 

This study was concerned with determining parental 

perceptions of their roles and needs relative to their 

children's reading development. The purposes of this 

study were to determine (a) parental perceptions of their 

role in teaching their children to read, (b) parental 

perceptions of their influence in teaching their children 

to read, (c) parental perceptions of the skills most 

needed by parents to help their children learn to read, 

(d) factors foreseen by parents that might hinder their 

involvement in that role, (e) information sources on which 

the parental beliefs about their role in reading develop-

ment are founded, (f) modes preferred by parents for 

assistance with their children's reading development, and 

(g) existing variations in parental needs. 

The subjects who participated in this study were 

192 randomly-selected parents who responded to the research 

instrument from a total sample of 2 80 parent names. All 
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parents had a child or children in kindergarten, first, 

second, and/or third grade. 

Research data consisted of parental responses to a 

questionnaire specifically developed and validated for 

the purposes of this study. The subjects also provided 

information on the questionnaire relating to the person 

completing the questionnaire, the number of parents and 

children in the home, the educational level of the 

parent, the ethnicity, and the average family income 

level. 

Data from the questionnaires were tabulated according 

to frequency and percentages of response to the items on 

the questionnaire, and reported and discussed appropriate 

to each research question to describe and document the 

parental perceptions of their roles and needs relating 

to their children's reading development. 

The typical parent who responded to the questionnaire 

(see Appendix E) could be characterized as follows. She 

is a mother who lives in a two-parent home and has two 

children, one of whom is enrolled in kindergarten, first, 

second, and/or third grade at the time of this study. 

Additionally, she is Caucasian, a college graduate, and 

has an average family income range from $10,001 to 

$ 3 0 , 0 0 0 . 
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Almost 75% of the parents in this study perceived 

that they were involved to some degree in their children's 

reading development and that this process was not 

totally the school's responsibility. A significant 

number of parents (46.3%) did not perceive themselves 

in the role of having the major influence on their 

children's reading development. As part of their role, 

91.1% of the parents indicated that listening to their 

children's reading was their chosen method of assistance 

to encourage their children's reading development, and 

51.6% of the parents engage in this activity several 

times a week. Almost 32% of the parents did not 

perceive reading aloud to their children as a method 

of assistance that encouraged children's reading develop-

ment, although 66.2% reported that they participated 

in this activity either several times a week or month. 

Additionally, mothers most often were perceived in 

the role of "most responsible for helping children with 

schoolwork." 

More than 75% of the parents in this study had 

the perception that they influenced their children's 

reading development to some degree. However, parents' 

perception of whether they had more or less influence 

than the school on their children's reading development 

was diverse. 
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More than 90% of the participating parents perceived 

a need for information that would assist them in their 

role relative to their children's reading development. 

Information needed relating to phonics or word sounds 

received the greatest percentage (75.5%) of response. 

Information relative to reading test scores and reading 

grade levels was perceived as needed by parents to a lesser 

degree. 

Lack of time was perceived to be the predominant 

inhibiting factor to parental involvement in children's 

reading development in this study. The next inhibiting 

factor perceived by the parents sampled was a lack of 

knowledge of how to assist in their children's reading 

development. 

Participating parents reported that school teachers 

were their dominant information source relative to their 

beliefs concerning their role in their children's reading 

development. Parents in this study overwhelmingly 

preferred individual conferences with teachers to 

receive information relating to their role in their 

children's reading development. Television programs and 

workshops or courses with four to six sessions as a 

source of information were perceived negatively by the 

majority of the respondents. 



163 

Discriminant analysis was employed to determine if 

groups of parents in this study were distinctly separate 

in their responses to the questionnaire (see Appendix E). 

The groups were examined separately defined according to 

(a) the person completing the questionnaire, (b) the 

number of parents in the home, (c) the number of children 

in the home, (d) the educational level of the respondent, 

(e) ethnicity, and (f) the average family income level. 

The discriminant variables were responses to the items on 

the questionnaire. An optimal set of discriminating 

variables was selected by the stepwise method for each 

defined group of parents. To determine significant 

separation, the optimal set of discriminating variables 

was tested simultaneously with a Wilk's lambda for each 

function on each defined group. Percentages of correctly 

classified members were employed to determine the extent 

of overlap existing among group members for each defined 

group. 

The discriminant analysis performed on groups defined 

according to the person completing the questionnaire 

indicated that the groups were separate and distinct 

according to the discriminating variables. The discri-

mininate function was statistically signficant and 66.7% 

of the cases were correctly classified. Thus, parental 

perceptions of roles and needs relative to their 
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children's reading development (particularly their 

perception of their influence) were considered separate 

according to groups of parents identified by the person 

completing the questionnaire. 

The discriminant function using groups defined 

according to the number of parents in the home, also were 

found to be statistically significant with 75.3% of the 

members correctly classified. The discriminators that 

related to parents' perceptions of their responsibility 

versus the schools' responsibility relative to their 

children's reading development contributed most signifi-

cantly to the separation. 

Groups of parents in this study, defined according 

to the number of children they have, were examined using 

the discriminant analysis. The discriminations were 

statistically significant; however, the classification 

routine was able to correctly classify only 46.6% of 

the cases as members of the group to which they actually 

belong. Therefore, the perceptions of parents relative 

to their roles and needs in their children's reading 

development were not identified as separate and distinct 

for groups defined according to the number of children 

in the home. 

The discriminant analysis indicated that groups of 

participating parents defined by their educational level 
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were not separated or distinct according to their 

perceptions of their roles and needs relative to their 

children's reading development as indicated by their 

response to the items on the questionnaire. 

The discriminant functions, using groups of parents 

in this study defined according to ethnicity, were found 

to be statistically significant, but the classification 

routine was able to correctly identify only 59.68% of 

the cases as members of the groups to which they actually 

belonged. Thus, groups of parents defined according to 

ethnicity could not be considered distinct in their 

perceptions of their roles and needs relative to their 

children's reading development. 

The discriminant analysis indicated that groups of 

parents in this study defined according to average family 

income were not considered as distinct groups relative 

to their perceptions of their roles and needs in their 

children's reading development. The discrimination was 

statistically significant, but the classification routine 

was able to correctly identify only 55% of the cases as 

members of the groups to which they actually belonged. 

The groups defined according to the average family income 

were not clearly separated. 
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Findings 

The findings of this study are discussed as they 

relate to each of the seven research questions of this 

study. The findings indicated that 

1. Parents in this study perceive that they are 

part of their children's reading development and that 

children's reading development is not totally the 

responsibility of the school. However, a significant 

number of parents do not perceive themselves as the major 

influence on their children's reading development. Almost 

one-third of the parents do not view reading aloud to 

their children as a significant method of assistance in 

their children's reading development. Also, mothers 

have the role as "most responsible for helping their 

children with schoolwork." 

2. Although parents in this study hold the 

perception that they influence children's reading 

development to some degree, they are divided in their 

opinions relating to whether they have more or less 

influence than the school. 

3. Parents in this study want information to assist 

them in aiding their children's reading development, 

particularly information relating to phonics or word 

sounds. 
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4. Lack of time was the main inhibiting factor and 

lack of knowledge was the second-most inhibiting factor 

for parental involvement in children's reading development, 

5. School teachers are the dominant information 

source on which most parents' beliefs concerning their 

role in their children's reading development are founded. 

6. The mode of information dissemination over-

whelmingly preferred by parents in this study, relative 

to their roles and needs in their children's reading 

development, is an individual conference with the school 

teacher. Television programs and workshops or courses 

with four to six sessions are not viewed positively by 

parents. 

7. Parents in this study grouped according to the 

person completing the questionnaire, distinctly separate 

into groups based on their perceptions measured by the 

questionnaire (see Appendix E). Also, groups defined 

according to the number of parents in the home, form 

distinct separation of groups based on responses to the 

items on the questionnaire. However, groups of parents 

defined according to the number of children in the home, 

the educational level of the parent, ethnicity, and the 

average family income level do not distinct.!̂  separate 

the groups, based on perceptions relative to their roles 

and needs in their children's reading development. 
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Conclusions 

Based on the above findings, the following conclusions 

have been drawn. 

1. Parents need to be provided information relative 

to the importance of their influence on their children's 

reading development and the value of reading aloud to 

their children (regardless of grade levels). 

2. Also, efforts directed at involving parents need 

to be reexamined considering the fact that parents' 

predominant information source is the school teacher and 

that parents prefer to receive information relative to 

their role and needs in their children's reading develop-

ment in individual conferences with the school teacher. 

3. Due to the fact that fathers had statistically 

distinct perceptions relative to their rolsss and needs in 

their children's reading development from mothers, and that 

respondents living in single-parent homes had statisti-

cally distinct perceptions from respondents living in 

two-parent homes, information communicated needs to be 

responsive to the individual groups' perceptions. 

4. The results indicated that parental perceptions 

of their roles and needs relative to their children's 

reading development could not be predetermined according 

to the number of children in the home, the educational 

level of the parent, ethnicity, or the average family 
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income level. This suggests the need for individuali-

zation in efforts directed at involving parents in 

children's reading development, perhaps by individual 

conferences with the school teacher. 

5. These results are recognized as tentative. 

However/ they do document and describe what the perceptions 

of this particular population of parents appear to be 

relative to their roles and needs in their children s 

reading education. Such conclusions can be considered an 

advance, because they lay the groundwork for future 

efforts related to parent involvement in children's 

reading development. With the current state of the 

national economy, the transient flux of federal funds, 

increased demands for teacher accountability, and 

constraints on parental time, the necessity for parental 

involvement paradigms to be of a qualitative nature and 

designed to meet the parents' most dominant needs in a 

preferred mode for presentation becomes paramount. Only 

within such programs will selected materials vitally 

influence the growth of parents relative to their involve-

ment in their children's reading development. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made as a result 

of this study. 
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1. Since this study examined only the perceptions of 

parents relative to their roles and needs in their 

children's reading development, research to determine 

teachers' perceptions of the parent role is needed. This 

information is important because in this study, the 

teacher emerged as the dominant information source for 

parents relative to their perception of their role in 

children's reading. 

2. The results of this study indicated that parents 

preferred to receive information relative to their roles 

and needs in their children's reading development from 

an individual conference with the school teacher. 

Further research needs to explore the attitudes and 

perceptions of teachers relative to this role. 

3. Parental perception of roles and needs relative 

to their children's reading development was investigated. 

Additional research should explore if children's success 

in reading correlates with parental attitudes and 

perceptions relative to their role in children's reading 

development. 

4. While this study established that parents desired 

information be provided by the school in the form of an 

individual conference, the effectiveness oi: this method 

of communication needs to be established. 
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5. The results of this study indicated that the 

perceptions of fathers and mothers relative to roles and 

needs in children's reading development were distinct. 

Future research could explore whether methods of 

interaction also were distinct. 
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171 r / i Walnut Street / P. 0 . Box 186 

Carrollton, Texas 75006 

CarroUton 
Farmers Branch 
Indeopndent 
Schod Detnct 

education for liberty 

Telephone 

Area Code 214/242-5237 

June 21, 1979 

Barbara Thompson 
14022 Brookgreen Drive 
Apt. #1052 
Dallas, Texas 75240 

Dear Ms. Thompson: 

Your request to conduct a research project in the Carroll ton-
Farmers Branch schools was received several weeks ago. The 
proposal was considered by the screening committee and refered 
to building principals and Dr. Jack Millaway. 

I forgot to send a letter to certify the approval of the pro-
ject. I am sorry for any delay this may have caused. I hope 
your project is well underway by this time. 

If we can be of help please call or come by. 

Sincerely, 

Lyndal R. Hutcherson 
Chairman, Research Committee 

Dt PAH J Ml N f Of INS! RUCTION 
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FORM FOR JURY 

Area of specialization 

Your help would be appreciated in order to establish 
the content validity of a structured questionnaire to be 
used in a survey of parental perceptions of their role 
and influences in their children's reading development. 
Please use the "Purpose of the Study" and the "Parent 
Questionnaire" to assist you in answering the following 
questions. Check only one box for each probe. Also, it 
would be very helpful if you would include a comment on 
any item that your response is "disagree." 

1. Item #1 on the structured questionnaire 
is a suitable measure of the objectives 
of this study. 

2. Item #11 on the structured questionnaire 
is a suitable measure of the objectives 
of this study. 

3. Item #111 on the structured questionnaire 
is a suitable measure of the objectives 
of this study. 

4. Item #IV on the structured questionnaire 
is a suitable measure of the objectives 
of this study. 

5. Item #V on the structured questionnaire 
is a suitable measure of the objectives 
of this study. 

6. Item #VI on the structured questionnaire 
is a suitable measure of the objectives 
of this study. 

*0 
0) <D 
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^ -H 
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Q D < 
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7. Item #VII on the structured questionnaire 
is a suitable measure of the objectives 
of this study. 

8. Item #VIII on the structured questionnaire 
is a suitable measure of the objectives 
of this study. 

9. At least one item is present for each 
measurable objective. 

10. No item contains vocabulary above the 
difficulty level for fifth graders. 

11. The language of each item is easily 
understood. 

12. The arrangement of items on the 
questionnaire is acceptable. 

13. No item contains leading information. 

14. All respondents should be asked all 
items. If you disagree, what item 
numbers should be asked under what 
conditions? 

13 
0) (!) 
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LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 

Dear (name of parents): 

The Carrollton-Farmers Branch Independent School 
District is participating in a research study. You have 
been selected as part of a carefully selected cross-
section of parents to take part in this study. Please 
complete and return this questionnaire as soon as 
possible. Your contribution is significant toward 
improving the quality of education in our school. 

Please complete the enclosed questionnaire as soon 
as you can and return it in the enclosed stamped 
envelope by March 31. Your opinion is important. If 
you have any questions, call me at 233-4246, after 
6:00 p.m. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Thompson 

Enclosures 
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PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

Listed below are a number of questions that concern 
your role in your child's reading growth. Please indicate 
your agreement or disagreement with each statement in the 
following manner. 

If you strongly agree with a statement, check 1. 

If you agree with a statement, check 2. 

If you are undecided about a statement, check 3. 

If you disagree with a statement, check 4 

If you strongly disagree with a statement, check 5. 

This survey is concerned only with attitudes and 
opinions of parents. There are no "right" or "wrong" 
answers. Work rapidly—it is your first impression that 
we are interested in. If you would like to add a comment 
explaining or clarifying your response, please feel free 
to do so in the spaces provided. 

4 5 

I. What is your role in helping your 
child learn to read? 

1. I am not really part of his/her 
learning to read; it is the 
school's job. 

2. I support the school1s 
instruction. 

3. I am the major influence on my 
child's learning to read. 

Comments: 
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1 2 3 4 5 

II. How much influence do you feel you 
have on your child's reading ability? 

4. I have very little influence. 

5. I have less influence than the 
school. 

6. I have as much influence as the 
school. 

7. I have more influence than the 
school. 

Comments: 

III. How do you encourage your child's 
reading development? 

8. I help him/her with homework. 

9. I often read aloud to my child. 

10. I take my child to the library. 

11. I listen to my child's reading. 

Comments: 

IV. What do you need to know to help 
your child's reading growth? 

12. I need to know about phonics. 

13. I need to know about reading 
test scores. 

14. I need to know about reading 
grade levels. 

15. I need to know about what will 
help my child. 
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16. I don't need to know. 

Comments: 

V. Providing you do want to help your 
child to read, what keeps you from 
doing it? 

17. I feel the school should be the 
main influence. After all, 
they're paid to do this. 

18. I'd like to, but I don't have 
enough time. 

19. I don't know what to do to 
help my child learn to read. 

20. I do help teach my child to 
read. 

Comments: 

VI. What has been your most important source of 
information regarding your role in your child's 
reading development? Please check one item. 

Books or guides 
Friends 
Family members 
Magazines and/or newspapers 
Television and/or radio 
Workshops and/or classes 
School teachers 
School principals and/or counselors 

~ ~ ~ Other (please specify) 
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1 2 3 4 5 

VII. If you felt you needed information 
about helping your child in reading, 
what would help you most? 

22. An individual conference with 
the teacher would help me most. 

23. I prefer a handbook, book, or 
guide. 

24. I prefer a program on T.V. 
about parents helping their 
children with reading. 

25. I prefer a one session, mini-
course, class or workshop. 

26. I prefer a course with four to 
six sessions. 

Comments: 

VIII. For the remaining questions, please check one 
answer for each question. 

27. Who is most responsible for helping the child 
with schoolwork? 

Father 
Mother 
Both 
Other (please specify) 

28. How often do you listen to your child read? 

every night 
twice a week 
once a week 
once every two weeks 
never 
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29. How often do you read to your child? 

every night 
twice a week 
once a week 
once every two weeks 

~ never 

30. Please indicate one response in each category. 

Ethnic 
Caucasian 
Black 
Mexican/American 
Other 

Average Income 
Less than $5,000 
$5,001 to $10,000 

~ $10,000 to $30,000 
_____ Over $30,000 

Parent Education 
Not high school graduate 
High school graduate 
B.A. or B.S. degree 
Graduate work 

Family Composition 
number of children in the home 
number of parents in the home 

Person completing this form 
Father 
Mother 
Other (please specify) 
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER 

Dear (name of parent): 

Recently you were sent a questionnaire asking your 
opinion about your role in your child's reading 
development. Your completed questionnaire has not 
been received and I am sending you another copy for 
your convenience. 

Your opinion represents a significant contribution 
to this research. Your response is confidential; no one 
is ever connected with a particular questionnaire. 

Please complete and return this questionnaire as 
soon as possible. The postage has already been paid. 
If you have any questions, please call me at 233-4246 
after 6:00. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Thompson 

Enclosure 
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PARENTAL COMMENTS TO SECTION I OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

A completed list of unedited responses to Section I, 
from the parental questionnaire follows: 

1. Between the years of birth to age 6, I was the main 
influence on my child's learning to read, but now 
that they are older, I feel that the school's role 
is increasing. 

2. School should spend more time on the fundamentals. 

3. Teamwork is required at home and school. 

4. The school is the major teaching instrument, but I'm 
here to help. 

5. I feel I could be better in my role. 

6. We help some at home. 

7. I could improve in the help I give. 

8. I will always support the school's reading program. 

9. I disapprove of the school's method, phonics should 
be taught. 

10. My child learned to read from his father. 

11. My child was taught to read as he was taught to 
talk, by us. 

12. School and home are equally important, but home must 
provide access to reading for pleasure. 

13. Parents influence children prior to schooling; after 
schooling begins it should be a partnership. 

14. My role is to support what is done at school. 

15. This is based only on my seven-year-old child. 

16. I encourage reading at home. 

17. My role is to provide books and materials, the 
school should teach. 
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18. I think a child's interest is built, by both in any 
subject. 

19. I believe I influence my child's desire to learn to 
read and help in the process of learning to read. 

20. Since my daughter started school, I share the 
influence with her teacher. 

21. We both have equally important roles, I believe. 

22. Ultimately, it is up to me. 

23. It is the school's job, but I have the responsibility 
to make sure that the instruction is right. 

24. Phonics at school, practice at home. 

25. Reading is introduced at school but I must make sure 
my child gets it. 

26. I bought workbooks and flashcards to help. 

27. I teach my child phonics, she's not getting it at 
school. 

28. We are quite concerned about the quality of the 
reading program. Reading is of the highest importance, 
We hope that she would get it at school, but if not, 
we must provide it. 

29. My child, age 8, was withdrawn from public school 
and placed in private school because we were unhappy 
with his progress. 

30. My daughter got very far behind in kindergarten. 
If it was not for me she would have been very far 
behind in first grade. 
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PARENTAL COMMENTS TO SECTION II OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

A complete list of unedited responses to Section II, 
of the parental questionnaire follows: 

1. I really think parents and teachers have joint 
influence on reading. 

2. I don't see how I could have influence on my child's 
reading. 

3. I did often when my children were small. 

4. It takes both. 

5. Parents need instruction as to approach to individ-
ualize child's reading. 

6. Need more information from classroom on ability of 
child in attempts to read, not vague notes. 

7. Now that he is older—his reading time is spent in 
homework and book reports. 

8. We still have more influence than the school. 

9. I feel I have more influence, only in instances when 
the instruction given at school is not fully under-
stood. 

10. I believe parents determine a child's success or 
failure. 

11. I think a child should learn to read before kinder-
garten. 

12. I have more influence because I am able to devote 
more time to her reading development; and because I 
have personal stake in this. 

13. It's a joint effort. 

14. I feel the school has the greatest influence on a 
child's learning. 

15. It's half and half working together. 

16. The school should, I can't. 
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17. School is influential but parental backup is 
essential. 

18. Schools are supposed to be the influence on reading. 

19. The school teacher influences her more. 
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PARENTAL COMMENTS TO SECTION III OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

A complete list of unedited responses to Section III, 
of the parental questionnaire follows: 

1. Help my child with homework only when asked. 

2. Time spent with children in these activities now that 
they are school age has decreased. 

3. Age of children means I no longer read to them. 
However, did when they were younger. 

4. I don't listen to them enough. 

5. When he will sit still and let me. 

6. Try to keep materials on the right level at home. 

7. As a baby we read together daily. 

8. We stress reading in every possible way. 

9. I read aloud to them before they started school. 

10. We make our child read every day. 

11. Our family reads together often before supper. 

12. I help with homework only after discussing it and 
encouraging them to re-read the directions. 

13. Available to answer questions, but not just provide 
the correct answer. 

14. She has her own library at home. 

15. Time is sometimes a factor but it does not interfere 
as much as it could. 

16. I always take my child to the library, it is most 
important. 

17. Goes to school library, so does not need public. 

18. I enjoy reading. 

19. From age 1-4, I read alot. 
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20. My children are old enough now to read to me more 
than I read to them. 

21. If a child has an interested parent, one that listens 
and encourages, it makes a difference in how the 
child applies his skill. 

22. Use library at school. 

23. Listening to her read is the most important. 

24. Teacher doesn't have time to make sure she is reading 
correctly, so I do. 

25. They don't need me to read aloud to them, now that 
they are learning. 

26. If he doesn't know a word I help him sound it out. 

27. We buy books and games. 

28. Before he started school I read to him, now he reads 
to me. 

29. I would do more, but don't have time. 

30. It is hard for me to get him to listen. 

31. Daily when young, now that my child is completing 
third and an excellent reader, I no longer need to. 

32. Father is not home during homework hours, but I make 
sure she does it. 

33. He will not read to me willingly. 

34. I took my 2nd grader to a reading clinic to help her 
with phonics. 

35. We read to them several times a week when they were 
younger. 

36. I bought textbooks and workbooks. 

37. I helped all I could at home including putting 
labels on items all over the house. 
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PARENTAL COMMENTS TO SECTION IV OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

A complete list of unedited responses to Section IV 
of the parental questionnaire follows: 

1. I already know. 

2. Want to know child's strengths and weaknesses, as 
well as progress. 

3. Teacher feedback is vital. 

4. Phonics most. 

5. I don't understanding reading grade levels. 

6. I feel that phonics are an absolute necessity. 

7. All of the above. 

8. Don't really know what scores and levels mean. 

9. Don't really need to reading levels. 

10. Those tests don't mean anything. 

11. I don't like the special stress teaching done by 
schools. 

12. I feel that I already know enough about this area 
(phonics) to help her. 

13. #12 (phonics) most. 

14. I'm interested in these scores but question whether 
or not they are a gauge. 

15. If she needs help, I need information. 

16. I'd like to help, but I'm not sure the best way. 

17. A major complaint that I have is the school's lack 
of desire to discuss weaknesses with non-faculty 
members. I need to know my child's weaknesses. 
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PARENTAL COMMENTS TO SECTION V OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

A complete list of unedited responses to Section V 
of the parental questionnaire follows: 

1. They both do well in reading, I would do more if 
time allowed. 

2. Agree, because of their training (#17). 

3. I am not qualified to teach. 

4. Except listen and help with my limited knowledge of 
phonics (#19). 

5. They are trained (#17). 

6. Nothing should prevent a child learning to read well, 

7. They are not doing as much as they should. 

8. No child should leave grade school not knowing how 
to read. 

9. I would like to know more precisely about reading 
problems my child experiences and how I can help 
remedy them. 

10. You should always take time for your child. 

11. Julie learned to read before she entered school 
(#17) . 

12. When I have time I encourage my children to read 
books. 

13. Don't always know what my child needs. 

14. Time is a real factor. 

15. I wish I had time to do more. 

16. I don't have time, but I take time when needed. 

17. The teachers are more qualified to instruct the kids 
in their reading. 

18. I would help more if I knew how. 
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19. The teachers should be the ones to teach. 

20. I work with him, but perhaps a right way or a wrong 
way of working—I don't know. 

21. All you need to do is encourage them and listen to 
them read words (#19). 

22. I'm not sure that the school's methods are the best. 

23. I really felt this way before my children started 
reading at school. Once they began, I realized I 
could help teach them at home (#19). 

24. The modern reading techniques may not be best for good 
reading habits. 

25. I shouldn't have to be concerned the school should do 
it, but I do care. 

26. I wish I knew the right things to do. 

27. I hope I'm helping -

28. Since there are so many mothers that have to go out 
and work these days, including myself, there is not 
much available time for home tutoring. I know it is 
easier said than done, but new teaching techniques 
need to be developed for our children's sake. 
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PARENTAL COMMENTS TO SECTION VII OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

A complete list of unedited responses to Section VII 
of the parental questionnaire follows: 

1. Keep it simple, not a lot of campaigning literature 
with it. 

2. I d need lots of books to read and time to read. 

3. Anything would help us, as we have nothing to guide 
us. 

4. Courses, sessions, and programs are not always as 
helpful as we need them to be. 

5. Courses rarely meet expectations. 

6. I think the teachers do an excellent job via "notes" 
in detail. 

7. If the course were the right kind. 

8. I feel that workshops would be of great help. 

9. Each parent is different and it depends on them. 

10. Each teachers method is different. I try to find 
out from them, what their methods are. 

11. The quality of the course would effect the length. 

12. It would depend on who was doing the course. 

13. If you can read, why would you have to go through all 
of the above strategies unless your child had a 
problem or maybe as a parent you could not read well. 

14. Major difficulty with any strategy is time. 

15. The schools may not realize that there may be 
problems that parents need information about. 

16. Any of the above, parents need to help and need the 
information of what to do. 

17. All of these would (or could) be helpful. 
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18. Success depends on how good it is. 

19. I would more likely attend a parent/teacher conference 
or read a book. 

20. A "mini" course would be most helpful. 

21. The teacher could give the best information, she 
knows my child. 

22. If there was a parallel between the children's 
reading problems presented and my child's readinq 
problems (#23). 

23. Teacher conferences would be most helpful or their 
individualized. 

24. General sessions to large numbers of parents are not 
very helpful due to the large numbers of parents. 

25. A conference, if the teacher is good at explaining. 

26. A lot depends on when it is offered. 

27. The times and dates would make a difference. 

28. I'd like books, it's hard to get there or get a 
sitter. 

29. A workshop if they provided child care. 

30. Transportation and time involved makes a difference. 

31. The teachers might know better what I should be 
doing. 
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