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- The objective qf the research was to determine if students®

preferences for reading or televiewing were related to the guality

of their leisure eadiné choices. The families of 198 fourth,
, )

/ .
fifth and sixth’'grade students were asked to complete televisioh -
Vs - . . ' . :
and readingliegs for four weeks. ‘Sixty-six students were identified
)] // . > ' . :
from this sample as_fepresenting gither the upper or lower quartiles

in terms of their’ leisure reading behavidr (number' of books read
e v ' . .
per month) or their television vie#ing habits (number of hours
‘ - PR 1 - N

14 e . ¢ N
watched per week). Four groups emerged in the following cate-
Iy h -

gories: l) heavy ™v v1ewzng--heavy reading; 2) light TV viewing--

< heavy reading; 3) Llight TV vlew1ng--11gnt rezding; 4) heavy TV

- ‘ , . ‘ .. )
viewing-vlight're ding. The quality of the leisure reading choices

~

- for' each of the four groups was analyzed us;ng a modlflcatlon of

. o ‘the Gray and Rogers Maturlty in Readlng Scale (1954). Results
,indlcated that students in the "heavy TV——llght readlégh group
tended to éhcose books of lower quallty than the other groups ‘ -

14

¢ ' in the sample (F (3, 61) =5.26, p< o1). : -
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Promoting reading as a leisure tjme activity continues to
’ . - . [

. 1 .
be @ ‘major educational goal at®all g?ade levels. . Not -only .

. ’ .. MR : L
does recreational reading encourage the development of interests,

€

-it provides.students with opportuniﬁies to acquire,self-insights,
knowledge and sbcial awareness which are indepehdent of their

immediate environment.

-
.
-

The amount of time ddvoted td leisure reading, howewver,
& . .

¢ -7

has remained relatively minimal in comparisongto other acti-

*
«

vities (Himmelweit et. al., 1958; Schramm et. al., 1961; Witty,
. , e .

1967)., Greaney (1980), for: example, in a recehéxstudy-of’fifth .

. 2 ‘

grade reading habits, found that out,of nine lef¥sure categories,

-

feading ranked seventh, representing only 5.4% of overall leisure

~ 1

time. : } . . ' :

Severag‘authorities have sﬁég%sted that the léck of re~

creational readiﬂg can be dirgctly attributed to the.gﬁqwth in
the nation's mos£ pbpélar léisufe activ;tfi—telgvision.(Lar;ick,
1975; Mankiewicz and Swerdlow, 1978; Winn, 197%). Neilson'
ratings‘indicéké thag‘the ;véégge hOme'@itﬁ televigion h;s the

v

. : ° Coo. . ,
~setion. for 6.82 hours every day--an increase of almost an hour

per day from the 1963 levelt(A.d. NeilsoﬁACO.,~L976). "children,
'ages 2~-1l, watch an average of 27.6 hours a wgek; teenagers,
" ‘ ) . T . & - )
' ’ P .
-gomewhat ldss, average 21.9 (Cqmstock et. al., 1978). .

*
L3

.
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Mankiewicz and Swerdlow comment that "television has unquestion-

ably put uys on a steady éecline from earlier and‘highé} plateau’s

of litéracy" (p. 277, 1978). Winn, in the Plggrln'Druq,“renarks

A}

that "there is no-douht that children read fewer books when teie;‘
H

vision is avgilablq" (p. 57). \Withqut it,‘§he Staifs' children
would "calmly spehd more time looking for somebhihg good at
the libraryﬂ (p. 58). ~ .

While many, parents end edugators micht agree, research to

dateaappears to suggest otherwise. 'Studies generally confirm
~ . :

that television does not interfere in any substantial way with

“ ‘

the reading, of 50016 or achievément ;n reading (ChilEers and
Ros?, 1973; clark, i9$1§ Greenstein, 1954: La élonde, 1967;'
Quissenberry and Klasek, 1974; Neuman, 1980: Slafer, }?65:
Starkey ané Swinfgrd, 1974). Witty (}967), in'a survey qfv
media béhavipr from i949—i965, found ﬁhat'the-nuzber of kooXs
read by chilé;en remained unaffected by the increasing amoun%
of television viewed. Ifiefact, 45% ‘of the elementary students
rgported that‘te}ev%sion was a source of stimulétion tp read.
Whitehead»(l975), in a study of reading hzbits, repoited that
a large ndmbér of heavy readers jthreé\ér more.bboks per.montﬁ)
watched a donsiderable number of bours per weekx (rore “than 21 .
‘ 3

hours) .

These null fihdings, howebgr, have related only simple

-

P
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g measures ofsachievement score3 and the number of\booksngid”//)f
"With the time spent viewing. ) No systematic attempt ha een

made to determine. how televdsion might affect the nature and.

‘ quality of -what is being read outside the school setting. Ins

‘deegs effects might gmerge using more sophisticated measures of

. .o . - - =y (
reading behavior., - .
' .

-

~

The speci fic goal ‘of the anelysis reported here was to

~
L

determine if students' preferences for reading or televiewing
. . * ¢ ! " .
were related to the'quality of their leisure reading choices.

-
»

of its 1ntellectual challenge and'the richness’ of ideas presented
/. 4 1

' ' The quallty of a parjgcular book was determlned by an analys1s

.(Gray and ROg’rs, 1954) . Utllizing data frdm a television and

reeding survey, this study examined the books read duxing leisure

" ) \ ’
B \
y time over a peridd of one month for four distind%/§:::rouos repreﬁr

[N
LY
X

senting extremes, in thlS partlcular sample, ;n both thelr amounts

of telev;s1on V1ew1ng and recreatlonalrreadlng. » By the use of

-

a-qualitative rat;ng_SCalexedépted from Gray and Rofers, further.

-

-

i information regarding the* potentigl linkage between television -
- ) f . -(‘ P
and readlng can be derived from these data. '
L '

Sam e‘, o ‘~ [N ‘-5“5’7

’

' ’

A survey of teievision‘viewing, reading ach;eyement andge

leisure.reegingﬁpatterns‘was conducted in the Fall of 1980,

N L]
.? \ N ~ * * '
¥ e e -
. , N oa . . . -
N S

N




" yvision's content on reading achieverent and leisure reading

C .
& habits (as measured by the average aunber of hours watched per 7

involving 198 students from grades 4,-5, dand 6 in a small New

-

Endgland town.s o . v *
The family of each child who participated in éhe study

was asked to complete two sets of logs daﬁ;y for four %eeks:

.
-

« . . g o pmd . : '.
1) television logs, recording the specific shows viewed on” com-

E]

mercial -as well as educational stations, and 2) reading logs,

. . Y . . .
" including the number of books, newspapers, magazines, and comic.

4 » ~

books read. In addition, I.Q. and reading:achievanent scores 4

were obtained by parental permission, throuch studené files. °

“«

'~ The results of the survey analyzing the effects of tele-

- - 4

patterns are presented elsewhere (Xeunan, lé81). The present
- * N ‘ ~
7 . -
report focuses on the guality or maturity level of leisure
v A - . — »
reading choices for those studeants identified in the sample -

as representing either the upper or lowdr quartiles in ferms of

their leisure reading behavior (as measured by the number of

. 1

. .
books read during the month) as well as their television viewing

' ) ’ i = [y .‘ ) . .
weeak). These subgroups were selected to determine if television

_\se predicted the ‘quality of leisure reading materials. Thus txe .,

eﬁphasis|of this research was not on the nuiber of books read, or .-

, the readability levals of books chosen, but rather on the level

{ Ll . . S
e

6 * : ‘/ / ‘
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of sophistication or quality of the' ideas
. .

of presentation in the books selected.

- - S

. ) Four groups were selected for this analysis, totalling 66

students in the folfowing categories:
X. Heavy TV viewing-=-Heavy reading '
2. Light TV viewing--Heavy reading ’
3. %ight TV viewing--Light reading
4, Heavy TV viewing--Light reading . \

. Descriptive statistics for each of the groups are provided

in Table 1. Socio-economic status, coded using the nine point

s

from a middle-class background. I.Q. scores, determined by the

\>
2

1
- '

than boys, as indicated by the composition of both high reading

-

: n {
‘categories. -

Procedure ' . . .

To obtain an estimate of the quality. of leisure reading
-

) choices for each of the four groups, a modification o§ the

Gray apd Rogers, Maturity in Reading, Scale (1954) was used.
) .
- N

The scale was developed to assess reading maturity, defined

by the authors as "the attainment of those interests,, attitudes,
) Fi .
and skills that enable people to pgicipate. ..in’al{reading

L ‘ R v -5

presented and. the method

" Duncan Occupational Index (1959), indicated that the grou?s were

Otis Lexnon Intelligehce Test,' showed that all four .groups demon-

r strated a normal range of ig;elligence. Girlgs tended to read more
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1

. percent, or 171 of the narrative books were located and anatyzed

./ Television and Reading
- “ ot . ~ R »
! -6‘.’

.
1Y

activities essential to a full, rich, and productive life" (p. 56)..

Y
i

The scale was designed to measure the maturity level of
. . - & .

& ,

both fiction and nonfiction materials. Three aifas were iden- .

tified by Gray and Rogers as key factors reflecting the qgel}gy ot 4
‘books read: 1) -its intellectual challernge, 2) the complexiiy of

\ ) i

the treatmeﬁt of ideasQ/sitpations or charactgr%, anéd 3) the ,
. &

o .

4

richness of ideas, insights, and understandings presented.
eg were asked to rate reading materitl on a five point scale,

Ju
with five represen?ipg the ﬁighest‘level‘of‘maturitx'ahd &ne
representipg the %pwest,fo: edch dimension. A Tean of,tﬁese
scores indicated £hé overall éuélity of the book read.

Fiction ané nonfiction bo;ks listed on students; logs &ére

examined separately according to the maturityv scdles. Sixty-two

independently by two reading professionals. Each book recgived
three separate scores reflecting the quality of the plot, charac— L,

terizétion, and richness of,ideas. 1Inter-coder reliability was -

.92. An average of these three scores was\co:puted to provide

v . . -

a qualitative rating score for each fiction book. ('

A similar ﬁrocedure was followed for nonfiction materials,
representing 21% of all books read. Three scorges were given
indic;ting the quality of the subject matter, iﬁteilectual chal-~ .
lehge,‘and-richneéé of ideas, and an aQErage was obtained for the

~ ‘-

f{fty~five books analyzed (inter-coder reliability .90). Finally,’

1]
) \
.

\; t
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each student's 189 regeived an overPIl rating by computlng a .
. . ( s N
mean score of the quality of all books read over tﬁe\four weeks.

. h
L . LN
Results . v A

/{f Correldtions were computed to determine the relationship '

L, .
between the demographic variables of socio-econonic status, sex, = -
grade, I.Q., and reading achievement with the gualitative rating

. * v b 1
q 4

scores. Significant correlations were reovorted for sex, I.Q., anrd
reading achievement, indicating that the more mature'readers tended » ;
to be girls (r= .21, p£.05), intelligent (r= .34, p<.01) and
proficient readers (r= .28, p<:05%. uIntefgstinciy, an inverse'

though non51gn1f1cant re1atlonsh1p was seen between grade level

- Q\

‘and quality scores (r= - 17), suggestlng that . the more sophisti ca-ed

-

books were read by the younger students in the sample. Thls §e~ -

lationship mlght be indicative Qf a general decline in the interest
7 .
in leisure reading that is often associated with students begin-

ning early adolesci?‘e (Whitehead, 1975)-

v

The means and standard deviations of the qualitative rating
scores were determined for each of the four grouvs (Tablé 3) angd

it is here where several interesting patterns regarding redia
P . ' . v * R .
preferences and' the quality of leisure reading choices begin to

- [

\-

. emerge.' Students who clearly preferred reading to telev1s1on

.

v1ew1ng (group 2), read the hlghést quallty books (X 2.78). Averace

’

scores for those students who were elther'heavy or light in both

. . .o

-

- 10
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-

reading‘and.television categories.(groups.l and 3), appeared, for .

the most part, to be undifferentiable from grouo$2 (§=2 45, 2. 52.
respectivelyd. These data suggest that high levels of telev1s10n

v1ew1ng comblned w1th high levels of readlng dld not lead to the

selectlon of lower quallty lelsure readlng materlals

»

A dlstlnctly.dlfferent pattern was reflected by students : ‘

who :were heavy TV v1ewers and light readers. They clearly tendéd
to chose books of lower quallty than others in the samnle X=1. SSL

.Furthermore, a combarlson of means for tHe two llght reading -

.

groups suggests ‘that these dlfferences could not be attributed

to-t € small number of books read. > ‘ :
he i : - -l
Analysis,of covariance was used to control statistically
% » i ¢ . .
x 1’ ' - . . )
for any initial differences among the students which might have

-y

A [

been present and which might potentially confound differences
between;the four groups of students.. Covariates-in this analysis

included sex,'socio—economic status,.I.Q;, grade level, and
reading achievement scores. As shown in Table 4, the fAull hypo-
"( ’ 4 ! B
thesis of no differences between groups on the dependent variable,,
. - J' - »

‘guality of reading, was rejected. The Tukey H.S.D. ( honestly )

%significant dlfference) procedure was used to 1dent1fy whlch of
the Yyroup. means were significantly different from the others

.« Tl 3
(Winer, l97l). The multlple ‘range test revealed that students

who were heavy TV viewers and light readers chose’ books of a ”’ !
: CL.e .o < . . . |
n ' \ ' * .

7

¥
[ 4

11
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" and performance~scores on‘reqdrng achievenent tests. The results.
> . . ., . - '

[N
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’

q

sighificantfy lower tquallty than the three other groups in the
- Lt - . B a

})
P
(i ... . ' , . o ) |

cOnclu51on . AR : - . .

sample (p<: 65).

read duriné leisure time. Thé;variable*of quélity was analyzed
for fogr‘gropps reflecting distinct fedia preferences: :heavz

TV viewing*—heaby reading;\light”TV viewing-—heavy'readingv

.readlng. The analy31s ;ndlcated that those students who were

s RERIP S N - 4
Studies of -television viewing end reading have, for the most.

. o =

part examlned the relationshlpjbetween the number of hours v1ewed " Q

. o

tw

of th%s research suggest that when the‘demoéraphic variab}es of .

X.Q. and socio-ecohomic status‘age.cohtrolled statisticariy, : )

telev%sion'is noé'a srgnifieaﬁt‘f?o:%r in preﬁﬁctiqg achiey&ent

in'reading. These'studies, hOWever,Ehave not eddressed how &
s -

teiev151on might potehtlally affect, the process of developing

mature readers, those peopie who not only can read. but gﬂ‘read ‘

3

to broaden 1nterests and developxlmproved patterns of thinking

Y .
S . . . . » . .
and behaving. We cannot extradpolate from this research and

conclude there are -no other possiole linkages between patterns of
television viewing and reading. . . ' ‘
: . . ) A \ ' ., .

The study repotrted here analyzed the quality of materials

| . [
o o _
ght ™v v;ewlpg-—llght readlng, and heavy TV v1ew1ng~—llght 'I‘ )

P . "‘ < ., %
inclined to Watch a.good deal of television (thrte or more hours

. .
4 N . ) + - *
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per day 1n this sample) and read llttle (less than two books per .
. \ - «
MOnth), chose’ books of s;gnlflcantly lower quallty than. others in q
: ceL Y . . . AT
the sample. . ‘. - , o .

s

¢ . . T : ' -

These results are of partlcular importance in llght of Hlm- o

’ s
]
[

melwelt and Sw1ft S recent research flndlngs (19?6{ A twenty

year 1ong1tud1nal study of the relatlonshlp between telev1s1on . \

and other ‘media 1ncludlng readlng, radrp and cinema go;ng,lln— d
, dlcated that ‘the patterns of media preferences and tastas estaé,/’
N b N ’ (‘
lished by youngsters at-ages 13 and 14 were hlghgy predictive of

eir adult usage of the media. Thus,’ for example, interesk in ,

. ‘rgh quallty readlng materials ‘as an adolescent correlated hlghly !.

wzth preferences for similar content in adult life. Tastevfor

strong stlmulatlon (v1olence and adventure), as well showed .

}k s1mllar,cont1nu1ty oyer tlme.r - \ _
d .'Ehe flndings reported in this study therefore present an '; ‘ |
o jmportant challenge to parents arfi educators alike. ﬁrovidinc )
’ . . . )
;o a"c‘ﬂild‘ren with s':cimulating reading materials that are-both )de- o ')
mahding ahd Varied duringgtheir leisure time should be a cgntinding .

-

e,

N__._ concern in view of the potential implications for future reading.
N . :

The relationship between television and reading <learly -
remains an important issue. What this study sugggsts is that there
appears to be an 1ntr1qu1ng and complex interaction between the

) . ‘ y y

. Q .
/ - .
, .
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two nledia which should lead reseapﬂhers interested irk the develop-

7 i -
’ ment of lelsure reading as a- contlnumg llfe-—,'l.ong activity to
\ A N 2
f\’{her explore. ’ ' ' - , . ' R
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. Table 1 , : 7
A . . F) . N . 7
da Descriptive Statistics for the Sample Groups
s g ) : N of Books TV Viewing
- Variable - N ' SES 1.0, Grade Per Month . Ter Veek
- ‘}fé;;y TV Viewing-- L o ¥ ' ‘ o ,
A -Heavy Reading ‘ggy§=3& . 5.71 107 4= g 5.8 27
- 1rls= B > ) . = 4
\ ' . Total=1l * _ . 6= 3 y
-Liéh;: k‘I'V Viewing/ /- ' e ‘ ' o .
- Heavy Reading Boy§=0 13 | 6.36 P 116 15+= g .
’ Girls = . =
Total= 13 ’ ' ‘ 6= 2 . ¥.6 . 7
-iLight TV Viewing o , 5
Light Reading™ Boys=11. ' 6.61 106 4= 9 {.
Girls=12 - ‘ 5= 7 ”
Total= 23 . 6= 7 1.7 b 7.5
' .Heavy TV Viewing B X e , ‘ . L
L:'ight: Reading . B9y§=lg , 6 - 107 _15@ 2 ) t“
. rlsg= - . - < A
‘ %tal=l9 ' 6= 4 1.6 | 22
e . . - N
! / ) -
R ‘ - \ ~
-~ - - ,
/
- i6
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Indlcators of Maturlt) ;n Flctlon ' L :
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I. Plot
Level 5--Plot’ is used to 1llustrahe unxversal p‘oolems and truths
‘Level 4—-Plot and points. it illustrates are above average .
-but lack universality’
Level 3—-Plot is used to-illustrate some point beyond rere story .
. for storyv's sake. :
. Level 2--Plot’ still primary; ideas, prooablllty,.con51stency are
e sacrificed to plotting ) ' S '
Level 1--Plot is importgnt "foxr its own .sake. EHackneyed standard
‘ plot £ornula. Ceus ex machina solution and devices
II. Chara@ters
Level 5--Characters stand up both-'as individual characters .in the:
- book and ‘@s symcols of broader implications. . .
' Level 4--Characters, individualized, with sume psych 101logiczl insight
! Level 3--Characters may be ufed to illustrate a particular
characteristic or point.of view. - . <
Level 2--Characters are sbc-k .characters '
,Bevél l--Characters are 11t*oduced merely to act as vehicles for
.- 'the .action., . CoL .
) - .' - ¢
IiI. Richness of Ideas ‘
' Level b5k~ Centrlbutes to the ' cdevelopment of a scale of values and/or
L v+ ‘‘a philosophy o life.-
' Level. 4--Ideas (of some orlglnallty) w1bh lmpllca iofs ‘of wider
. 1mportance than immediate situation but readjly grasped
without too much intellecrual effort. '
Level 3--Somé original twists on familiar ideas--or a irly new
idea %f limited sc g
Level ?—~Introduces sCme new 1d°as, but treated in a pedestrian
way. ,
.* Level I--Plotis end-all and be- all story for -story's sake; cSmmon-

place and haCfneyed ideas and plotti?g.
- - e e
L - P .~ I
- . ‘ ) )
3 - 3
. * T ’ A
- " ‘t R
e
: ~3
L3 g ‘
¢ - [
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' : Level 2--sUbject’matter deals with

S ‘. probléms and techni
\\\: . of daily living

. Level, 1--Subject. matter is superficial; material d

S purposes striggly of amusement or shock value.

-

Level l--Unsuccessful attempt to make report adequate

X . .

III. Richness of Tdeas - . .
- ’ )

ginal contribution to the world's

. tholught . ' '

Deﬁel'4-Important problem de

, stimulating way )

Level;3-;Gooé'coverage of purely factual matter -

Level 2--Ideas introduced but not original;

- t thought based on sensa

Level 1--No ideas:

Level Sr-Repyesents an ori

-

alt with in, a. competent and/or

~ . °
r * \ B ’ '
. P >, ‘Table 2' (continued) .o e
vt Indigcators, of Maturity in-NonFiction . .
- Q b
. I. Subject Matter ) g )
. / Levelﬂsé-shbject matter involves issues of a sétial,‘cditural,
Y e historical or political -nature; several frames of
o reference for viewing' subject are prefented - “e o
i .f Level 4--Subject matter involves specific iricidents, Hiographicql{
’ portraits,. or descriptions usually limited to one frame
. of reference J d L.
;) " Level, 3~ bject matter involves av

ocational interests and.hobbies.
specific methods, proc Eses,
ques related to the practical®demands °

esigned,; for

.9 II. Intellectual Challenge _ : -
Level-SL-Preééntatidh is aélstﬁnulating as the materials presented;
A \ . . Thorough research coupled with logical implications -
Lébel 4~-Accurate presentation of factual material with additional
" interpretive data but failure to extend to fullest
. ‘ " implipations ; a .-
.Leyvel 3--Accurate presentation of factual material ;some biases or
P ' limitations may appear in the presentation !
e, . Level.2-—Reporting'may be acguraﬁg'but is oversimplified and ¢
. -\ ‘pedestrian ‘ . )

attempts to stimulate
. tional or sentimental appeals

mere ‘reportage of unimportant or trivial matters

-
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Means and Standard Deyiations by Group for
the Qualitatiwe Rating Scores
2 ' . . . : .
’ Vé;iable Mean . S.D, ' N, .
» Group 1 : ! , \ )
Heavy TV Viewing . . |-
Heavy Reading 2.45 72 11
Group . . o . , S v
. «Light TV viewing P
* + Heavy Reading 2.78 - «52 v 13
Group 3 - ) ' "y )
Light TV viewing : ‘ol . .
Lidht Reading 1 2.52 1.23 —- 23
Group 4 . ; - ' \
.Heavy TV Vieting : o .
Light Reading 1.55 l1.05 - ! ‘19
4 ) ) B
( !
- * i . ?
— 7 ' s
‘ af
. N )
J , i N ’ ¢ ‘(
. r
AN -
: « ¢ :
‘ 4
‘ ‘e
y w . ¢ .
Yy . -
' ’ N . ~,
S
. ‘ ‘ ; s
\ S ~
- J‘" ﬁ' h

‘e




“4
§ . kS *
3 - 5
% A ’
- % -
s - ¢
* ¥ N ! ¢ -1
M -
» v - & . [}
- ¢ >
on . . N
! Wt ) * .
. . .
'
- " . . . Table 4 A
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» = W > ' . ' ! ' \
- . Analysi$ of Covariance Surmary Table .
' Comparison of Groups @n the Qualitatiye Rating Scores
. . - v

»

. B * \\ .

Yv’ X » .
Source of Variation af MS F ~ 8ign. S .
Bet'weévn Groups 3 5.14 5.26 _.:003

¢ . . " . ., - , ;‘ LA P<.701
Within groups : - - 6l .98
. A .
R : 3 P ] - y T ) o T s .
/ Multiple ClassificZ¥tion Analysis —
- ! ~ "
Grand Mean 2.28 ) . ..,

. , - . )
Variable N Unadjusted Dev'n . adyg. for Covariates
Group 1- S > t J:/ Lo
Heavy TV-- - ' o~ o .
Heavy Readers 11 ° .16 T .39
Group 2 v, ) ! oL, Lt
Light TV-~ e L
Heavy Readers 13 » .50 - .39
Group 3 o e
Light TV~- ' ' ‘
Light’Readers 23 | 24 .. .29 "

7 - — ‘ - P ) y\ . .
Group 4 . ‘ ‘ L, ) N - .
Heavy TV~- g ' . ‘ v -
Light Readers 19 -~ -.72 . ) -84, '
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