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Effect of Family Supported Pre-Reading Training
Program Given to Children in Preschool Education
Period on Reading Success in Primary School
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Abstract

In this study, the effect of Family Supported Pre-Reading Program developed for é year olds attending nursery
school on children’s reading success in the future was examined. In order to fulfill this aim, reading skills of
25 primary school first-grade pupils who participated Family Supported Pre-Reading Program were compared
with another 25 primary school first grade pupils who attended nursery class. In the study, Basic Reading Writ-
ing Skills Scale, Reading Comprehension Scales, Mechanic Reading Skills Observation Form and Writing Skill
Scales were used to determine pupils reading success at primary school. The scales were administrated to
primary school first graders both in the middle of the first term (December) and in the middle of second term
[Aprill. As a result of the study, it was determined that children attending Family Supported Pre-Reading Pro-
gram had higher reading success.
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The term “literacy” which is used interchangeably
with literacy skills is an important tool for oral and
verbal communication systems to be used effective-
ly. Although it considered that literacy skill which
is thought to be acquired by learning to read and
write is started in the beginning of primary school,
current studies support the idea that in learning to
read developmental process which emerges in the
first years of life continues.

Pre-school reading and writing experiences which
are gained in early childhood period and which lay
the foundation for first-time learning of reading
and writing in primary school are expressed with

a Sema BUYUKTASKAPU, Ph.D., is currently an As-
sistant Professor at the Department of Preschool
Education. Her research interests include sci-
ence education in preschool, environmental edu-
cation and literacy education. Correspondence:
Assist. Prof. Sema BUYUKTASKAPU, Mevlana
University, Faculty of Education, Department
of Preschool Education, Konya/Turkey. E-mail:
sbuyuktaskapu@mevlana.edu.tr Phone: +90 332
444 42 43/1333

the concept “Emergent Literacy”. Based on pupils’
“Emergent literacy” skills, their reading success
throughout primary school can be predicted (Lo-
nigan, Burgess, & Anthony, 2000; Snow, Burns,
& Griffin, 1998; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998;
Lonigan et al.,, 2000; Lonigan, Schatschneider, &
Westberg, 2008; Spira & Fischel, 2005; Storch &
Whitehurst, 2002).

In many studies in literature, four important princi-
ples in early literacy period are emphasized: (i) Ear-
ly literacy is a part of developmental part of a path
towards traditional literacy (Snow et al., 1998); (ii)
Early literacy skills are influenced by the environ-
ment the child lives and educated (Smith, Brooks-
Gunn, & Klebanov, 1997) ; (iii) Early literacy skills
are indicators of reading skills in the future (Scar-
borough, 2002) and (iiii) Phonological awareness
is of the upmost critical prominence among early
literacy skills (National Early Literacy Panel, 2004).

Studies on the development of these skills indi-
cate that pre-school language development, letter
knowledge, writing consciousness and phonologi-
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cal awareness are basic skills for reading success
in primary school (Adams, 1990; Blachman, 1994;
Casalis & Louis-Alexandre, 2000; Daly, Wright,
Kelly, & Martens, 1997; Ehri & Roberts, 2006; Ehri
et al.,, 2001; Hoien, Lundberg, Stanovich, & Bjaa-
lid, 1995; National Reading Panel [NRP], 2000;
Schatschneider, Fletcher, Francis, Carlson, & Foor-
man, 2004; Share, Jorm, MacLean, & Matthews,
1984; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).

The development of phonological awareness starts
with babyhood. A nine-month old child can iden-
tify new phonological arrangements rapidly (Saf-
fran & Thiessen, 2003). Results of empirical studies
demonstrate that phonological awareness is strong-
ly related to subsequent reading success (Wagner,
Torgeson, & Rashotte, 1994) and that phonological
awareness can be developed before stating formal
education and writing skill develops. Even when in-
telligence variable is controlled, lexical knowledge,
memory and phonological awareness have strong
relation in reading skill (Wagner & Torgeson, 1987;
Wagner et al.,, 1994).

However, some studies indicate that phonologi-
cal awareness alone does not predict reading skill.
In these studies, it is emphasized that phonologi-
cal awareness is not sufficient for reading. They
also underscore that besides phonological aware-
ness, letter naming skill is necessary (Lonigan et
al,, 2000). In some studies, although phonological
awareness training in which letter-sound relation
is not given lead to improvement in phonological
awareness, it does not cause a significant improve-
ment in reading skill (Castles & Coltheart, 2004).
Nevertheless, individual differences in phonologi-
cal processes are stabilized after pre-school period
(Lonigan et al., 2000).

Children’s writing consciousness is developed via
written materials which will enable them to see and
use written language. When children are exposed to
written materials frequently in their surroundings,
they start to establish connection between spoken
and written language (Eliason & Jenkins, 2003).
Besides, skills like holding book properly, using the
correct reading direction (from left to right), iden-
tifying the upper and lower part of the page and the
first and last words to be read, what to do when the
page is finished, the fact that words have meanings,
showing the first and last letters of words and the
beginning and end of a story are gained thanks to
written materials (Sawyer, 2004).

For children to acquire letter knowledge which is
one of the basic skills necessary for reading suc-
cess, they are to be engaged with materials that
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help letter recognition. What is meant by letter
recognition is not teaching children to read let-
ters but enable them to understand what these
letters mean. Letters are symbols which helps
transferring sounds in spoken language to writ-
ten language (Seving, 2003).

Many theoretical and empirical studies in the lit-
erature have shown that programs that promotes
reading which enables early acquisition of these
skills have positive effects on literacy competen-
cies children will have in the future (Cairney &
Munsie, 1995; Girolametto, Lefebvre, & Green-
berg, 2007; Jordan, Snow, & Porche, 2000).

Some of these studies show that direct intervention of
the families that can create environments which can
encourage early reading is related to academic suc-
cess in the future (Epstein, 2002; Fantuzzo, McWayne,
Perry, & Childs, 2004; Henderson & Mapp, 2002). Be-
sides, it is seen that the contribution of household in
poor families which have limited sources to provide
children at home to early literacy skill development is
inadequate (Rush, 1999; Zill et al., 2003).

In the pre-school period, leading life in poor en-
vironments with inadequate stimulators has neg-
ative effects on cognitive development, academic
success and social and emotional life of children
in the long run (Allhusen et al., 2005; Brooks-
Gunn & Duncan, 1997). The commonest view in
studies investigating the relation between cogni-
tive development and the effect of environment
in early childhood is that educational-behavioral
or social-environmental risks are related to cog-
nitive development. These studies have shown
that risky family as an independent factor struc-
ture affects cognitive functions negatively (Lev-
enthal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Wachs, 1996).

As a result of these studies, many researchers have
developed education program to develop children’s
literacy skills. In pre-school period, these programs
generally aim for a special area (Catts, Gillispie,
Leonard, Kail, & Miller, 2002; Erduran, 1999; Gar-
diner, 2006; Pierce, 2003; Torgesen, Morgen, & Da-
vis, 1992). These are phonological awareness, letter
recognition and various activities to develop these
(Sindelar, Lane, Pullen, & Hudson 2002).

Under the light of the explanations made, the aim
of this study is to investigate impact of Family Sup-
ported Pre-Reading Program developed for 6 year
olds attending pre-school as supplementary activi-
ties to pre-school education program on first-grad-
ers reading success.



BUYUKTASKAPU / Effect of Family Supported Pre-Reading Training Program Given to Children in Preschool Education...

Method
The Model of the Study

The main aim of this longitudinal study (Karasar,
2004) is to determine the impact of Family Sup-
ported Pre-Reading Program on 6 year old chil-
dren’s reading success in the future.

Study Group

In the study, the experimental group includes 25
children who participated in Family Supported
Pre-Reading Program in 2009-2010 as they were
attending nursery class in Cemile Erkunt Primary
School in Konya and who were attending first-
grade primary school in 2010-2011 education year.
The control group is composed of 25 children who
attended pre-school education in 2009-2010 educa-
tion year and who were attending first-grade pri-
mary school in 2010-2011 education year.

Means of Data Collection

Basic Reading-Writing Skills Scale: The reliability
of the scale developed by Yangin in 2007 is 0.87.
The scale is composed of two. In the first section,
students are required to read and write twenty-
nine letters in our alphabet one by one. In the sec-
ond part, students are required to read and write
ten words of two letters and one-syllable and two
sentences of five words. In the scale, each correct
answer the participants give is 1 point and wrong
answer is 0 point. The scale, which determines basic
literacy skills, has a total of 108 questions, 54 for
reading and 54 for writing. The highest score on the
scale is 108 (as cited in Erdogan, 2009, 2011).

Reading Comprehension Scales: The scale devel-
oped by Erdogan (2009; 2011) includes sentences
which include the letters learnt till the middle of first-
term and three pictures under each sentence. Students
are asked to mark the picture which tells the sentence.
For content validity, it was presented to 7 experts for
their views. The draft form arranged according to ex-
pert views was applied to primary school first-graders.
Reliability of the scale is 0, 80. This scale is called as
Reading Comprehension Scale-1.

In the scale to be applied in the middle of second term,
the students are asked to read a reading passage and
answer 10 multiple-choice questions. They are given
one point for each correct answer and zero point for
each wrong answer. As the scale is consisted of 10
questions, the highest score to be obtained is 10. For
content validity, it was presented to 7 experts for their

views. The draft form arranged according to expert
views was applied to primary school first-graders. The
reliability of the scale is 0, 82dir. This scale is called as
Reading Comprehension Sclae-2.

Mechanic Reading Skill Observation Form: Obser-
vation form developed by Acat (1996) and rearranged
by Erdogan (2009; 2011) is composed of 11 criteria to
assess students’ mechanic reading skills. In the form,
students mechanic reading skills are graded in terms
of students performance as “Yes’, “sometimes” and
“No”. For a criteria to be marked as “NO” the student
is not to make any mistakes, for “sometimes” level,
the student is to make 1-3 mistakes, for “yes” s/he is
to make more than 3 mistakes. In the form, for “yes”
level 0, for “sometimes” 1, for “no” 2 points are given.
The highest score to be obtained in observation form
is 20. In the study, the scale which is applied in the
middle of the first term, students are asked to read 5
sentences. Students” sentences are assessed according
to the criteria in reading skills observation form. This
scale which is applied in the middle of the first-term is
called Reading-1 scale.

In the second scale which is applied in the middle of
the second term includes 5 sentences different form
Reading-1 scale. This scale is called as Reading-2.
For content validity, it was presented to 7 experts
for their views. The draft form arranged according
to expert views was applied to primary school first-
graders. The reliability of the Reading-1 scale is
0,82, and that of Reading-2 scale is 0,83.

Writing Skill Scales: The scale developed by
Erdogan (2009; 2011) requires students to write 5
sentences which include the letters they have learnt
till the middle of the first terms. In the study, the
scale administrated in the middle of the first-term,
the students are asked to write 5 sentences which
they read in the Reading-1 scale. This scale applied
in the middle of the first term is called as Writing-1.
The reliability of Writing-1 scale was found to be
KR- 20 = .90. For construct validity, the scale was
applied to the study group.

The scale administrated in the middle of the second
term requires students to write 5 sentences which
they read in Reading-2 scale. This scale was called
as Writing-2. In the second scale, students were
given 1 point for each sentence they write correctly
and zero point for each sentence written wrongly.
The highest score to be obtained in this scale is 19.
For content validity, it was presented to 7 experts
for their views. The draft form arranged according
to expert views was applied to primary school first-
graders. The reliability of the Writing-2 scale was

found to be KR-20=.80.
N qh
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Process

Family Supported Pre-Reading Program was devel-
oped by the researchers based on the review relevant
literature. The education program includes 13 work-
books of 20 pages. Each workbook includes 18 activ-
ities to be performed by mothers with their children.
The workbooks include phonological awareness ac-
tivities (27 letters), letter recognition, story creation,
reading concepts, predicting events’ chronology
activities. This program was applied with nursery
school children’s families. Before the program started
and during the program, meetings with families were
held on a regular basis and when required families
were supported via telephone. In the meeting held
at the end of 13-week education program, students
were trained on the subjects they may need during
their literacy education in primary school and rec-
ommendations were made. In this period, students
who took part in training were observed in the
middle of the first-term and second term in terms
of their reading skills when they started primary
school. Therefore, the scales were applied in the first
week of December which is the middle of the first
term and in the second week of April which is the
middle of the second term and data were collected.
Basic Reading-Writing (Literacy) Skills Scale was ap-
plied once in December. Reading Comprehension
Skills, Mechanic Reading Skill Observation Form,
Writing Skill Scales were applied twice. Primary
school reading success of the children who did not
took part in Family Supported Pre-Reading Program
but who attended nursery class at the same time as
the children in the experiment group was evaluated.

Results

The pre-test mean scores of the experimental and
control groups are compared using Mann Whit-
ney U Test to see whether they are from the same
universe, that is to say, whether their pre-test basic
literacy ( reading comprehension, mechanic read-
ing and writing skills) mean scores are statistically
similar and results are given in Table 1.

When Table 2 is examined, it is seen that basic literacy
skills mean score of the children in the experimental
group who attended Family Supported Pre-Reading
Program as they attended nursery class in 2009/2010
education period is X=92,85; 2009/2010 and that of
the children in the control group who attended nurs-
ery school but not participated in the supplementary
program is X=74,25. The z (-2,08) value obtained as a
result of comparison is significant at 0.05 level.

When Table 3 is examined, it is seen that the means
scores of the experimental group in reading com-
prehension skills measured in December is X= 7,50,
the mean score of the control group is X=5,00. Z
value (-2,11) obtained as a result of comparison
is significant at 0.05 level. Besides, when Table 4 is
examined, it is seen that reading comprehension
skills mean scores of the children in the experimen-
tal group is X=7,65 in measurements in April and
mean score of the control group is X=5,50. The z
value (-3,10) obtained as a result of comparison is
significant at 0.05 level.

When Table 5 is examined, it is seen that reading
skills of the children in the experimental group is
X=14,25 in measurements in December, and mean

Table 1.
Mann Whitney U Test Results with Regard to the Comparison of Basic Literacy Skill Pre-Test Scores of the Groups
Scales Groups n X Ss ST SO U z ?
ic Li Experimental 25 62,30 12,15 440,00 22,00
gosic Literacy P 170,00 0,814 0416
1 Control 25 60,05 11,09 380,00 19,00
: Experimental 25 3,95 1,84 424,50 21,22
Reading P 185,50  -0475 0,635
Comprehension Control 25 3,55 2,18 395,50 19,78
i Experimental 25 3,85 2,53 436,00 21,80
Mechanical P 17400  -0,724 0,469
Reading Control 25 3,25 2,57 38400 19,20
Experimental 25 4,80 2,54 432,50 21,62
Writing Skill 177,50 -0,623 0,533
Control 25 4,30 2,77 387,50 19,38
p<0.05
Table 2.

Mann Whitney U Test Results with Regard to the Comparison of Basic Literacy Skill Scores of the Students in the Experimental and

Control Groups

Groups n X Ss ST SO U z P
Experimental 25 92,85 13,53 486,00 24,30
— 124,00 -2,08 0,03
Control 25 74,25 29,39 334,00 16,70
p<0.05

-
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score of the control group is X= 5,70. The z value
(-2,81) obtained as a result of comparison is sig-
nificant at 0.05 level. Besides, when Table 6 is ex-
amined, it is seen that reading skills of the children
in the experimental group is X= 19,40 in measure-
ments in April, and mean score of the control group
is X=16,65. The z value (-2,70) obtained as a result
of comparison is significant at 0.05 level.

When Table 7 is examined, it is seen that writing
skills of the children in the experimental group

is X=17,65 in measurements in December, and
mean score of the control group is x=15,45 .. The
z value (-2,59) obtained as a result of comparison
is significant at 0.05 level. Besides, when Table 8
is examined, it is seen that reading skills of the
children in the experimental group is Xx=19,00 in
measurements in April, and mean score of the
control group is Xx=17,85 . The z value (-1,43) ob-
tained as a result of comparison is not significant
at 0.05 level.

Table 3.

Mann Whitney U Test Results with Regard to the Comparison of Reading Comprehension-1 Scores of the Students in the Experimental

and Control Groups

Groups n X Ss ST SO U z P
Experimental 25 7,50 4,44 477,50 23,88
—_— 132,5 -2,11 0,03
Control 25 5,00 5,12 342,50 17,12
p<0.05
Table 4.

Mann Whitney U Test Results with Regard to the Comparison of Reading Comprehension-2 Scores of the Students in the Experimental

and Control Groups

Groups n X Ss ST SO U VA P
Experimental 25 7,65 2,03 523,00 25,15
—_— 87,00 -3,10 0,002
Control 25 5,50 2,13 297,00 14,85
p<0.05
Table 5.

Mann Whitney U Test Results with Regard to the Comparison of Mechanic Reading-1 Skill Scores of the Students in the Experimental

and Control Groups

Groups n X Ss ST SO U z P
Experimental 25 14,25 8,44 500,00 25,00
—_— 110,00 -2,81 0,005
Control 25 5,70 8,93 320,00 16,00
p<0.05
Table 6.

Mann Whitney U Test Results with Regard to the Comparison of Mechanic Reading-2 Skill Scores of the Students in the Experimental

and Control Groups

Groups n X Ss ST SO U z P
Experimental 25 19,40 1,04 503,50 25,18
106,50 -2,70 0,007
Control 25 16,65 4,55 316,50 15,82
p<0.05
Tablo 7.
Mann Whitney U Test Results with Regard to the Comparison of Writing-1 Skill Scores of the Students in the Experimental and Control
Groups
Groups n X Ss ST SO U VA P
Experimental 25 17,65 4,22 500,00 25,00
110,00 -2,59 0,009
Control 25 15,45 5,90 320,00 16,00
p<0.05
Tablo 8.
Mann Whitney U Test Results with Regard to the Comparison of Writing2 Skill Scores of the Students in the Experimental and Control
Groups
Groups n X Ss ST SO U z P
Experimental 25 19,00 0,00 430,00 21,50
390,00 -1,43 0,15
Control 25 17,85 4,29 390,00 19,50
p<0.05

313qL
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Discussion

According to the results of the study, primary
school reading success of the children who attend-
ed family supported education program which
was developed to improve children’s early reading
skills (phonologic awareness, letter knowledge,
writing consciousness) in pre-school education
process is higher compared to children who re-
ceived nursery class but not attended the program.

The results of the studies which reveals the necessity
for the teaching of early reading skills at early ages
and the studies in which family supported pre-read-
ing program supports the results of this study.

Missall et al. (2007); Hindson, Byrne, Fielding-Barnes-
ley, Newman, and Hine (2005); Gallagher, Firth, and
Snowling (2000); Snow et al. (1998); Wagner et al.
(1994) in their study examined the relation between
phonological awareness acquired in pre-school period
and reading success in primary school. They deter-
mined that there was a positive relation between pre-
school phonological awareness and reading success in
first year of primary school.

Badian (1982; 1994; 1998); Hindson et al. (2005);
Scarborough (1998); Stevenson and Newman
(1986); Schellinger, Beer, and Beer (1992); Simpson
and Everatt (2005) in their study examined the re-
lation between letter recognition and naming skill
and primary school first-grade reading success.
All studies determined a positive relation between
reading success and letter recognition and naming
skill acquired between ages 3 and 5.

Samuelsson et al. (2005) in study conducted in Aus-
tralia, Scandinavia (Norway, Sweden) and the US, it
was found out that because of inadequacy of fam-
ily-child literacy activities, Scandinavian children
had less writing consciousness compared to the
children in other countries. In all countries, it was
determined that verbal skill and writing conscious-
ness were related to literacy activities at home. In
this study and in other studies like it, it was argued
that failures in early reading skill development
could be prevented if reading skills of the children
who were genetically or environmentally under risk
was reinforced.

In a study by Au (2000), it was concluded that the
environment provided at home was more influen-
tial in reflecting children’s literacy success com-
pared to socio-cultural factors.

In another study by Petrill, Deater-Deckard,
Schatschneider, and Davis (2005), the relation be-
tween reading and genetic factors was investigated.
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In this study, they studied adopted children and
adoptive families following from the assumption
that beyond a genetic factor reading success was
also influenced by being exposed to the same en-
vironmental factor which came about as a result
of family members living together. Based on the
results of their study, the researchers argued that
there was a relation between children’s reading
skills and family environment.

Lonigan et al. (2000) studied the predictive role of
literacy skills developed in pre-school period for
reading competence in the future. As a result of
this study , it was demonstrated that reading skills
of children in play age and first-grade developed in
pre-school period and skills that developed in pre-
school period (for example, phonologic awareness,
letter knowledge etc.) predicted reading skills in the
later period.

Therefore, besides in-class activities to develop early
literacy skills of children, pre-school teachers are to
give place family supported activities as well. Thus, it
is important that teacher trainees receiving education
in relevant departments of universities and/or teach-
ers graduated from these departments be informed
about programs for encouraging and increasing fam-
ily participation to develop literacy both in pre-school
period and primary school period and later.
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