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Abstract 
The gendered features of children's development in early literacy, particularly those that 

contribute to the generally poorer performance of boys, were explored in a dual-phase 

questionnaire study, conducted across schools in South East Queensland. The potential 

influences of school type (private and state) and gender-composition of a class (mixed-gender 

and single-gender schools) on performances of boys were tested on two state-wide tests (The 

Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading; The Reading Development Continuum) and a 

standardised measure (The St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test). 

Children and parents were surveyed to determine the locus of significant differences between 

girls and boys in relation to attitudes to reading, being read to and to constructs of self and 

others as readers. Girls presented as more positive across these measures. They indicated 

greater interest in reading and being read to. They reported reading across a wider range of 

genres for both school and recreational purposes and selected reading as a preferred activity 

in comparison with others. Boys were more reluctant readers. They displayed poorer attitudes 

generally and reported reading less in quantity and frequency in both school and home 

settings. The notion of girls and boys maintaining a positive or negative "image" emerged 

from a small but influential subset. This derivation was consistent with perceptions of gender-

bias in gender-preferences. 

The profile of achievement across the three measures yielded a story of difference. Boys in 

private school settings were significantly less likely than girls to obtain higher Continuum 

scores and boys in state school settings were less likely than girls to be rated as proficient in 

the Year Two Net Test. Boys from private schools and in single-gender situations 

outperformed all other subgroups on the Net. Yet, they obtained the worst result on the 

Continuum, and were in the middle rank on the standardised test. Whether in private or state 

schools, boys were likely to obtain lower average Continuum scores than females. This was a 

statistically significant difference in the private school sector. While boys in Private Schools 

were slightly more likely than girls to be rated as proficient in the Year Two Net test, boys in 

state schools were far less likely than girls to be rated as proficient on the Year Two Net test, 

a statistically significant difference. 

Children attending single-gender, private schools attained higher aggregate scores on the 

attitude subtests of the Continuum than their state school counterparts. However, children in 

comparable, mixed-gender, private schools performed neither better nor worse than their 
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peers in single-gender private schools. This comparison does not support contentions that 

single-gender schooling is superior in relation to the literacy achievements of emergent 

readers. 

When comparisons were made at the most general level (male vs. female, private vs. state 

school) gender did not predict scores in the externally administered St. Lucia Reading 

Comprehension Test scores. The significant relationship for girls at state schools on the Net 

test and for girls at private schools on the Continuum (both internally-based measures), 

coupled with the non-significant differences in relation to the St. Lucia Reading 

Comprehension Test points to the possibility that internally-based ratings are to some extent 

driven by teacher perceptions of literacy competence, and such perceptions may at times be 

unreliable. The corollary observation that not only was the measurement of attitude provided 

by the Continuum Attitude score significantly correlated with the St. Lucia reading test but 

also that the latter was not directly influenced by gender affirmed the notion that a school 

culture of gendered literacy is influencing teacher attitudes related to the achievement of 

literacy. 

What analyses of home background capture is the surprisingly lack of any connection 

between these tacitly understood underpinnings of literacy and the achievement thereof. The 

lack particularly of any connection between the teacher reading to students and the 

achievement of literacy was also surprising. 

In relation to literacy practice, the three most highly identified male activities (kicking a ball, 

computer games, playing outside) grouped to form a distinct factor (subscale) and this factor 

score was positively associated at a statistically significant level with scores on the St Lucia 

Reading test. Not only did private school children obtain better scores on the St. Lucia test, it 

was private school students whose identification of this highly stereotypically set of male 

activities linked significantly with an external measure of the achievement of literacy. This 

linkage seems indicative of an enhanced ability to read social codes more generally and is 

probably reflective of the social space occupied by private school students. 

In sum, while students, parents, and teachers fairly consistently displayed a heavily gendered 

culture with regard to literacy, actual achievement levels, attitudes, home background, and 

literacy practice disconnected from that gendered culture. That is, there appears to be a subtle 

but important distinction between perception and reality in relation to the achievement of 

literacy. 

iii 



DECLARATION 

This work has not previously been submitted for a degree or diploma in any university. To 

the best of my knowledge and belief, the thesis contains no material previously published or 

written by another person except where due reference is made in the thesis itself. 

………………………….. 

16 September 2003. 

iv 



Acknowledgements 

To the administrators who allowed me into their schools to conduct my research, to the class 

teachers who endured the interruption of my presence, to the parents who allowed their 

precious children to be a part of this study and to the children who participated so honestly 

and enthusiastically, I offer my sincere thanks. My thanks also to staff from the Performance 

Measurement and Review Section of Education Queensland, in particular Mr Ken Webb who 

offered ongoing support in relation to Year 2 Diagnostic Net data. 

To my friends, especially Deanna Morgan, who have offered support and encouragement 

along the way and who have endured hours of endless discussion regarding the highs and 

lows of doctoral research, I express my earnest gratitude. 

To Dr Peter Grimbeek, who has offered many hours of statistical support, I give my heartfelt 

appreciation. Your limitless patience, availability and guidance are most sincerely 

appreciated and most gratefully acknowledged. 

To my principal supervisor, Associate Professor Brendan Bartlett, whose faith has been 

unshakable, whose example is one of excellence and whose expectations are of nothing less, I 

most gratefully acknowledge your support and encouragement. This volume would not have 

been produced without your input. Thank you so much. To Professor Peter Freebody, my 

secondary supervisor, my sincere thanks for your additional assistance. 

To my parents, who have offered me unconditional support all my life, I say thank-you once 

again. Your example and your enduring love, faith and encouragement have provided the 

emotional support to keep me going. Also, to my brother, Geoffrey, your ongoing faith and 

pride have been an incentive to reach higher. 

To my husband, Peter, I express my enduring love. Your decency, integrity, honesty and 

unsurpassed work ethic are an inspiration. Thank you for your love, support, encouragement 

and belief. 

Finally, I dedicate this dissertation to my greatest achievements, my children. Christopher, 

Daniel, Richard and Jonathan - you are my inspiration. I thank you for your patience and 

support. We have travelled a long road together. I pray that this will inspire you all to travel 

your own roads knowing that no journey is too long or too hard if you have the desire to 

achieve it. You are all very special people, and I know that great things will come from each 

and every one of you. 

v 



Contents 
Abstract....................................................................................................................... ii 
Contents .................................................................................................................... vi 
Tables ...................................................................................................................... viii 
Figures....................................................................................................................... ix 

Chapter 1. Introduction ...............................................................................................1 
1.1 Girls .............................................................................................................................. 2 

1.1.1 Conclusion .......................................................................................................................... 6 
1.2 Boys ............................................................................................................................. 7 

1.2.1 A Focus on Facts .............................................................................................................. 18 
1.2.2 What Can be Done?.......................................................................................................... 22 
1.2.3 Gender-segregated schooling........................................................................................... 28 

1.3 The Current Study ...................................................................................................... 31 
Chapter 2. Existing Knowledge.................................................................................34 

2.1 Statement of the Problem........................................................................................... 34 
2.2 Literature review......................................................................................................... 34 

2.2.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 34 
2.2.2 A Focus on Literacy Nationwide ....................................................................................... 34 
2.2.3 A Focus on Literacy in Queensland .................................................................................. 39 
2.2.4 Why Is Literacy So Important?.......................................................................................... 42 
2.2 5 Why Don't Boys Want To Read? ...................................................................................... 45 
2.2.6 Home Environment ........................................................................................................... 45 
2.2.7 The School Setting............................................................................................................ 47 
2.2.8 Other Key Predictors of Literacy Success ........................................................................ 50 
2.2.9 Teachers' Preconceptions of Performance....................................................................... 53 
2.2.10 Gender Differences in Other Areas................................................................................. 54 
2.2.11 Attitude ............................................................................................................................ 57 
2.2.12 Solutions ......................................................................................................................... 60 

2.3 Conclusion.................................................................................................................. 66 
Chapter 3. Method ....................................................................................................70 

3.1 Description of Pilot Phase .......................................................................................... 70 
3.1.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 70 
3.1.2 Setting ............................................................................................................................... 70 
3.1.3 Subjects............................................................................................................................. 70 
3.1.4 Instrument ......................................................................................................................... 73 
3.1.5 Procedure.......................................................................................................................... 74 
3.1.6 Data and Findings ............................................................................................................. 75 

3.2 Description of Phase 1 ............................................................................................... 75 
3.2.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 75 
3.2.2 Setting ............................................................................................................................... 75 
3.2.3 Subjects............................................................................................................................. 75 
3.2.4 Instruments ....................................................................................................................... 78 
3.2.5 Procedure.......................................................................................................................... 79 
3.2.6 Data Analysis .................................................................................................................... 79 

3.3 Description of Phase 2 ............................................................................................... 79 

vi 



3.3.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 79 
3.3.2 Setting ............................................................................................................................... 81 
3.3.3 Subjects............................................................................................................................. 82 
3.3.4 Instrument ......................................................................................................................... 85 
3.3.5 Procedure.......................................................................................................................... 86 
3.3.6 Data Analysis .................................................................................................................... 86 

Chapter 4. Results ....................................................................................................88 
4.1 Introduction................................................................................................................. 88 
4.2 Achievement............................................................................................................... 90 

4.2.1 Descriptive statistics.......................................................................................................... 90 
4.2.2 Analysis One ................................................................................................................... 110 
4.2.3 Summary comments ....................................................................................................... 111 

4.3 Attitude ..................................................................................................................... 111 
4.3.1 Descriptive statistics........................................................................................................ 111 
4.3.2 Attitudes and reading habits as precursors to achieving literacy.................................... 134 
4.3.3 Summary comments ....................................................................................................... 138 

4.4 Background / Experience of Reading at Home ........................................................ 139 
4.4.1 Descriptive statistics........................................................................................................ 139 
4.4.2 Background and experience of reading at home as a precursor to achieving literacy ... 148 
4.4.3 Summary comments ....................................................................................................... 150 

4.5 Literacy Practice....................................................................................................... 151 
4.5.1 Descriptive statistics........................................................................................................ 151 
4.5.2 The relevance of literacy practice to the achievement of literacy ................................... 174 
4.5.3 Summary comments ....................................................................................................... 177 

4.6 The importance of gender in relation to literacy development.................................. 177 
4.7 The importance of School Type ............................................................................... 182 
4.8 Conclusions.............................................................................................................. 190 

Chapter 5. Discussion.............................................................................................194 
5.1 Clarification of the Problematic and Direction for Action .......................................... 206 
5.2 Limitations of the Study ............................................................................................ 210 
5.3 Conclusion................................................................................................................ 211 

References .............................................................................................................213 

Appendices .............................................................................................................221 

 

vii 



Tables 
Table 1: Performance of Year 3 and Year 5 Children against the National Reading 

Benchmark in 1999 (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 269-270)......................................................35 
Table 2: Performance of Year 3 Male and Female Students against the National Reading 

Benchmark in 1999 (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 269). ............................................................36 
Table 3: Performance of Year 5 Male and Female Students against the National Reading 

Benchmark in 1999 (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 270). ............................................................37 
Table 4: Performance of Year 3 and Year 5 Students against the National Reading 

Benchmark, by Gender and State or Territory in 1999 (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 269- 270).
..........................................................................................................................................38 

Table 5: Year 2 Diagnostic Net Data (1997-2002): Percentage of Students Identified for 
Additional Reading Support (Education Queensland, 1997-2003). ................................41 

Table 6: Students Requiring Additional Reading Support 1997-2002, by Cultural 
Background, Location, Language, Socio-Economic Grouping and Gender (Education 
Queensland, 1997-2003) ..................................................................................................51 

Table 7: Number of Children by Gender (Pilot Phase)............................................................71 
Table 8: Number of Participating Children and Parents from Each School (Pilot Phase) ......73 
Table 9: Participating Children and Parents from Each School (Phase 1). .............................77 
Table 10: Number of Participating State & Private school children, Interview & Test (Phase 

2). .....................................................................................................................................83 
Table 11: Total Number of Participating Children and Parents (Phases 1 and 2). ..................85 
Table 12. Ranking of Participants on Various Reading Measures, by School Type (Phase 2).

........................................................................................................................................104
Table 13. Percentage of Boys/Girls in Class Perceived to Like Reading (Phase 1). .............115 
Table 14. Percentage of Boys/Girls in Class Perceived to Like Reading (Phase 2)..............125 
Table 15. Children's Perceptions of Reading Materials Read To Them (Phase 1)................139 
Table 16. Children's Perceptions of Who Reads To Them (Phase 1)....................................140 
Table 17. Reading Materials Read for School by Gender and School Type (Phase 1) .........152 
Table 18. Reading Materials Read for Pleasure by Gender and School Type (Phase 1).......152 
Table 19. Gendered Preferences for Selected Activities (Phase 1) .......................................156 
Table 20. Gendered Preferences for Selected Activities (Phase 2) .......................................164 
Table 21. Gendered Preferences for Selected Texts- Read Alone (Phase 2).........................170 
Table 22. Gendered Preferences for Selected Texts- Listen to (Phase 2)..............................170 

 

viii 



Figures 
Figure 1. Age distribution of Children (Pilot Phase) ...............................................................72 
Figure 2. Age Distribution of Children (Phase 1)....................................................................76 
Figure 3. Age Distribution of Children (Phase 2)....................................................................84 
Figure 4. Distribution of Total Continuum Scores (Phase 1) ..................................................91 
Figure 5. Nonparametric Tests for Continuum Scores by Gender (Phase 2)...........................92 
Figure 6. Nonparametric Test for Continuum Scores by School Type (Phase 1)....................93 
Figure 7. The Year 2 Diagnostic Net For Reading Results (Phase 2) .....................................97 
Figure 8. Distribution of Total Continuum Scores (Phase 2) ..................................................98 
Figure 9. Nonparametric Tests for Continuum Scores by Gender (Phase 2)...........................99 
Figure 10. Nonparametric Tests for Continuum Scores by School Type (Phase 2) ..............100 
Figure 11. Distribution of SLRCT Scores (Phase 2) .............................................................101 
Figure 12. Distribution of Reading Ages (Phase 2)...............................................................103 
Figure 13. Percent rated proficient in Year Two Diagnostic Net, by gender and by type of 

school .............................................................................................................................109 
Figure 14. Averages for Continuum Total score, by gender and by type of school ..............110 
Figure 15. Total Attitude Scores (Phase 1)............................................................................112 
Figure 16. Attitude Scores by Gender (Phase 1)....................................................................113 
Figure 17. Attitude Scores by School Type (Phase 1) ...........................................................114 
Figure 18. Total scores for attitude (Phase 2) ........................................................................123 
Figure 19. Continuum Attitude scores by gender (Phase 2) ..................................................123 
Figure 20. Continuum Attitude scores by school type (Phase 2)...........................................124 
Figure 21. Attitude to reading of the child participants, by gender (Phase 2) .......................134 
Figure 22. Attitude to reading of the child participants, by Type of School (Phase 2) .........135 
Figure 23. Seven measures of the attitudes of parents, by gender of child: (left-hand) 

agreement vs. disagreement, with missing excluded; (right-hand) response vs. nil 
response..........................................................................................................................137 

Figure 24. Seven measures of the attitudes of parents, by type of school: (left-hand) 
agreement vs. disagreement, with missing excluded; (right-hand) response vs. nil 
response..........................................................................................................................137 

Figure 25. Percent of male and female children indicating that various types of family, 
friends, and others read to them.....................................................................................148 

Figure 26. Factor structure for selected “who reads to you” items........................................149 
Figure 27. The percentage of boys versus girls electing boys for various activities .............174 
Figure 28. Rotated factor matrix for the 12 “who does x” items, with boys as a focus ........175 
Figure 29. Average (z) scores obtained by boys and girls on the five factor scores, split by 

type of school (private, state).........................................................................................176 

 

 

ix 



 

Chapter 1. Introduction 
Historically, educators have not ensured equity in the provision and availability of 

educational resources in Australian schools. Significantly, earliest Australian schools 

privileged boys and provided a gender-based profile on what should be taught and over what 

period of schooling. Since the inception of public education in Australia, differential 

provision of resources had been the practice (Hayes, 1998). Race, gender and class were used 

to determine educational access. Initially, only private education was available and it was 

reserved for the sons of wealthy, English families. When public schooling was first offered in 

the colony of New South Wales in the early 1800s, it provided for the orphans and 

illegitimate children of the convicts and working class (Selzer, 1994). It served to prepare 

them for serviced employment and as such, different curricula for boys and girls were 

provided. Girls were offered subjects mainly relating to domestic service or home duties 

(Selzer, 1994; Kyle, 1986); boys were offered industrial and farming skills along with more 

academic subjects like Mathematics and Science. Girls were not considered to be naturally 

suited to these subjects or able to meet their intellectual demands (Willis, 1989). The practice 

of offering different curricula for boys and girls continued well into the twentieth century 

with boys more likely to participate in secondary and post-compulsory schooling 

(MacPherson, in Hayes, 1998). 

A second perspective on gender is provided by literature on educationally disadvantaged 

groups. At different times over the last thirty years, both boys and girls have been regarded as 

such. When the way society views the needs of its members varies, changes occur (Hayes, 

1998). In the 1970s, equity in educational provision became a major focus for educators 

worldwide. At that time, gender became the focus as society questioned what was 

traditionally claimed to be true about the educational needs of girls, boys and society. Boys 

had always enjoyed significant advantage in the way schooling was provided and this 

represented society's truths about the way it viewed boys and girls. In the early 1970s the 

community view about female participation in schools and society changed, and the need for 

educational reform to accommodate this attitudinal change intensified. Girls' lesser 

achievements, reduced retention and lower attendance at school and university were seen to 

represent disadvantage. Girls were identified as an educationally disadvantaged group. The 

recognition of "educational disadvantage" results in a shift in the way educational services are 

provided to better accommodate the needs of those identified within the disadvantaged group. 

Since that time, society has changed the way it views other groups who operate within it. 
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They, too, have received the disadvantaged title. They include socially and economically 

disadvantaged children, specifically those from lower socio-economic backgrounds, children 

of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island descent, those from non-English-speaking 

backgrounds, geographically isolated students and, more recently, boys. 

To understand the political environment in which the current focus on boys' needs is 

embedded, it is useful to review how ideological shifts have influenced the way educational 

services have been provided in this country and to consider how the needs of some 

"educationally disadvantaged" groups have been addressed. 

1.1 Girls 
By the 1970s it was widely recognised that schools did not offer equitable opportunities for 

girls (Hayes, 1998). Concern was focused on four areas: achievement, subject selection, 

retention in post-compulsory schooling and participation in tertiary courses. Societal 

expectation of high achievement from girls was low. They were under-represented in 

Mathematics and Science courses, and chose to study Languages and Humanity subjects with 

greater predominance than boys (Lingard & Mills, 1998). Fewer girls received post-

compulsory schooling and went on to study in tertiary institutions, especially in "elite" 

courses which could be expected to provide entry into high paying jobs (McInnes, 1995-

1996). The feminist movement of the 1970s sought to address this imbalance. Changes in the 

way education was practised occurred, encouraging girls to enter the traditionally male-

dominated subjects of Mathematics and Science, to remain in school past the legal leaving 

age and to enter tertiary courses where female attendance had previously been minimal. 

Certainly for many girls, the feminist push achieved its aims. Changes brought about by a 

new way of thinking in the '70s have resulted in greater educational opportunities for girls. 

More are enrolled in Mathematics and Science subjects, more are attending school to Year 12 

and more are enrolling in tertiary courses, including those previously under-attended by 

females, such as Science and Medicine (Lingard, 1998). 

At the same time, changes of a global and societal nature occurred which affected and 

challenged the traditional roles of men and women (Lingard & Mills, 1997). The introduction 

of a reliable form of birth control (Kimmel, 2000) and the growing acceptability and 

availability of paid child-care meant that fewer women were staying home to raise their 

families but were returning to paid employment, either on a full-time or part-time basis. 

Changes in manufacturing and production saw changes in the job market. A decline in the 

number of blue-collar jobs available for working class males occurred (Gilbert & Gilbert, 

2 



 

1998a). For those boys who had typically left school at the earliest legal school-leaving age, 

there were fewer apprenticeships or blue-collar jobs (Lingard & Mills, 1998). Some chose to 

remain at school, hoping to gain employment after an extended period of time there. This 

increased the number of boys in the post-compulsory school system who were not doing well 

(Bonnor, 1997). Achievement and performance for boys had been adversely affected. 

Concern for boys' schooling arose. The greater success and public profile being enjoyed by 

girls, together with the retention of male students who were not academically inclined, caused 

the overall achievement of boys to decline (Bonnor, 1997). More women found full-time or 

part-time employment, often in the expanding feminised service-sector (Lingard & Mills, 

1998). Fewer working class rural or urban males were able to find suitable employment. 

These groups were faced with the reality of long-term unemployment. The balance where 

male workers overwhelmingly predominated began to shift, if not in favour of women, at 

least toward a more equitable mix (Lingard, 1998). 

With greater attention being paid to the needs of girls in schools during the 1970s, the 

feminist movement gained greater momentum globally. Its rise saw women demanding 

equality with men both at work and at home (Bittman & Pixley, 1997). In the workplace, 

more women entered professions previously dominated by men and demanded pay equal to 

their male counterparts. At home, females were also making demands on their 

spouses/partners in terms of a more equitable distribution of home, domestic and child-care 

duties that had been considered by some as almost exclusively "woman's work " (Gilbert & 

Gilbert, 1998a). A shift in the way relationships were handled also occurred. Kimmel (2000) 

claimed that the patriarchal power dominance of earlier generations was overturned in favour 

of "shared" and negotiated power, equal rights and a greater expression of needs, both 

intimate and sexual. Women now used their voice to ensure the equalisation of their 

relationships and standing with men in areas of work, family and society. 

Kimmel & Kaufman (in Lingard, 1998) observed that the very fabric of society was 

undergoing change. The roles of men and women were changing. Traditional roles of both 

genders were merging. Societal expectations of "man" and "woman" were no longer clearly 

delineated and this threatened many who had not embraced society's new direction. The loss 

of their long-established social identities challenged men of all ages and classes. The essence 

of the hegemonic masculinity they had been socialised to believe identified them as male was 

questioned. Kimmel & Kaufman (in Lingard, 1998) believed that not all men knew how to 
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respond to the challenges represented by the changing views of the society within which they 

lived. 

In the 1990s, frequent media interest and a drop in the achievement levels of boys caused 

some educators and members of the public to question the value of the feminist movement. 

Some portrayed gains made on behalf of girls and women in the previous decades as being 

"at the cost" of boys and men (Lingard, 1998). The interests of both genders were seen as 

being mutually exclusive: girls could not make gains alongside boys, only at their expense 

(Lingard & Douglas, 1999). Because of girls, boys no longer enjoyed overwhelming 

educational and financial supremacy. Claims that girls were being shortchanged which 

resulted in widespread changes to the way educational services were provided all around the 

world, were regarded as having been highly exaggerated and without scientific foundation 

(Hoff Sommers, 1996). It was considered that educational practice now favoured girls over 

boys and that this needed to be addressed. In the view of many (Lingard, 1998; Mac an Ghaill 

& Haywood, 1997; Connell, 1997), this "them or us" mentality resulted in a backlash against 

women and their battle for equity. For many, boys became the "new disadvantaged" (Foster, 

Kimmel & Skelton in Martino & Meyenn, 2001, p. 1) and a call for "boys' rights" to be 

recognised and reinstated was made (Lingard & Mills, 1997; Mills & Lingard, 1997; 

Mahony, 1997). Support of the boys' movement was less separatist. While acknowledging the 

importance of advancements made by women, and recognising the need for women's rights to 

be catered for in an ongoing manner, they saw that the special needs of boys required 

attention. Regardless of philosophical orientation, educators recognised that changes were 

needed to the way educational services were offered. Greater attention to the special needs of 

boys was required if equity between genders was to be achieved. 

In the 1990s, boys were identified as another "educationally disadvantaged group" (Hayes, 

1998). Some believe the underlying assumption was that the female reform agenda 

commencing in the '70s had achieved its goals and been successful in making women the 

more successful of the two genders (Yates, 1997). Lingard (1998) considered this to be far 

from the truth. While he acknowledged that some girls had benefited from the feminist push, 

he emphasised that not all had and encouraged closer examination of those that had and had 

not benefited from the reforms that had occurred. 

Concern focused initially on broadening subject selection and increasing achievement, school 

retention and tertiary admission for girls. Some girls have made gains in these areas, however 

not to the degree suggested by those pushing for greater recognition of the needs of boys. 
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Lingard (1998) made assertions about the extent of these gains. He confirmed that an 

increased number of girls were now taking Mathematics and Science subjects and some were 

challenging their male counterparts for the highest grades within them. He asserted that these 

were predominantly middle-class girls with high academic motivation. Rural and Aboriginal 

girls, he claimed, and those from lower socio-economic families, were not faring as well. 

Further, he indicated that while an increase in girls studying these subjects at school had 

occurred, males still outnumbered females. He maintained that girls still preferred to choose 

Humanities, Social Science and Modern Languages and that the rise in numbers of girls 

choosing Mathematics and Science had not been paralleled by a rise in boys studying Arts 

and Humanities. Public perception is that schools have not been as active in encouraging such 

a rise (Bunyan, undated; Collins, Batten, Ainley & Getty, 1996; Lingard & Mills, 1998). 

Essentially, boys and girls are still choosing subjects that were traditionally associated with 

their respective genders (BBC News, 2000a). More girls are remaining at school in the post-

compulsory years and are entering university, but still in a social climate that values most 

highly those subjects preferred by boys: Mathematics and Science. In fact, additional 

attention given to Mathematics and the Sciences during the push to increase female 

participation in them, may have heightened their desirability in the eyes of male students 

[Horsell, undated (a), undated (b)]. While women comprise more than half of the students in 

tertiary courses that were once traditionally male-dominated, few are making significant 

inroads into the industries for which they are studying (Hele, 2002). Most women continue to 

work in industries that are traditionally female and in which women are significantly over-

represented, generally with a lower average income than men (Kimmel, 2000; BBC News, 

2000a). Further, where females have successfully broken down the "boys' club" mentality 

surrounding some professions, their success is not always translated into equitable 

remuneration (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d; Lingard, 1998). 

Masculine domination of the school setting occurs. Girls are less aggressive and assertive 

than boys, demanding less attention from teachers and subsequently receiving less time from 

them. Sadker & Sadker (in Brighter Choice Charter Schools, undated) asserted that girls were 

called upon less, answered fewer questions and received less encouragement to work through 

problems. Girls must endure the behaviour of boys that is often destructive and antisocial. 

Statistics regarding bullying and harassment presented by Yates (in Hayes, 1998) are 

indicative. These data show males as the chief protagonists (see also Epstein, in Epstein, 

Elwood, Hey & Maw, 1998; Collins et al, 1996). Finally, at home, women continue to accept 
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primary responsibility for domestic and child-care duties in spite of reported acceptance from 

men that such duties should be equally shared (Bittman & Pixley, 1997). 

While boys' lack of achievement has received considerable media attention in recent years, it 

cannot be said that all boys are performing poorly in all areas. Some boys continued to do 

very well (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). Social class remains a reliable indicator of performance 

for both boys and girls (Lingard, 1998; Skelton, 2001). Boys from higher socio-economic 

groups perform better than those from lower socio-economic groups and Aborigines. The 

same can be said for girls. Inter-gender and intra-gender differences in levels of achievement 

are recorded in many areas, such as Mathematics, Science and Humanities (Teese, McLean & 

Polesel, 1993). In literacy, however, this is not the case. Girls, at all income levels, 

consistently outperform boys from similar income levels in all literacy-related activities. 

Social class and gender are sound predictors of literacy achievement. High-income girls 

perform better in literacy tasks than high-income boys, as do girls from middle-income and 

low-income families. Girls with rural backgrounds outperform rural boys. Non-English-

speaking and Aboriginal girls also achieve more highly than their male counterparts (Bonnor, 

1997; Lingard, 1998; Management Committee for the National School English Literacy 

Survey, 1997). At every socio-economic level, girls outperform boys in classroom literacy 

tasks. These figures were the first to receive media attention in the boys' education debate 

(Hartman, 1999). They have fueled the debate regarding the identification of boys as the new 

"educationally disadvantaged group". 

1.1.1 Conclusion 

The attention currently being given to the "Boys and Education" debate is representative of a 

backlash against the feminist successes of the '70s and '80s and is an example of the 

"competing victims" syndrome where boys are pitted against girls as the most educationally 

needy of the two genders. The debate is gaining momentum because it is set in a time when 

"the contemporary interest in boys' issues in schooling is related to the rise of recuperative 

masculinity politics" (Lingard and Mills, 1998, p.5). Certainly, the displacement of women as 

the "educationally disadvantaged" was rapid. Boys had enjoyed educational privilege and 

supremacy for decades, if not centuries, without public outcry. Girls challenged this 

supremacy for less than two decades before public opinion questioned the wisdom of 

allowing such a challenge. Only a few short years of doubt were required for boys' needs, in 

terms of equitable provision, to eclipse those of girls (Hayes, 1998). The advancements made 

by and for women over the last three decades have been documented. They are significant 
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though many believe incomplete (Lingard, 1998). Biddulph (1997b) and Hayes (1998) 

reported that many continue to regard girls as a legitimate, ongoing "educationally 

disadvantaged group". Gilbert & Gilbert (1998b) identified others who believe boys are more 

deserving of the disadvantaged title. In order to validate or refute this classification it is 

necessary to consider reasons why boys are seen to be educationally disadvantaged and to 

review objectively their school and work achievements. 

1.2 Boys 
Broadly speaking, response to the call for greater attention to the educational needs of boys 

has been threefold. For some, the focus on boys' needs is overdue and their classification as 

"educationally disadvantaged" represents "new times, old panics" (Mahony & Smedley, 

1998, p.41). These advocates applaud the push to provide services and programmes that will 

better meet the needs of today's boys, even if this occurs at the expense of girls. For those at 

the opposite side of the debate, need for special consideration of boys' needs has been totally 

discounted. In fact, in Australia, some hardcore advocates of girls' education believe boys 

should be given absolutely no special help as the needs of girls are too great. In the past, 

"conditions" have been deliberately tampered with to confirm male superiority. In the United 

Kingdom, for example, examinations determining secondary placement were skewed to help 

boys overcome their maturational disadvantages and prevent more girls from being offered 

academic courses (Mahony & Smedley, 1998). Also, in the United States in the 1920s, 

questions on IQ tests were changed when it was found that women were performing better 

than men on existing questions (Kimmel, 2000). Currently, in Australia, there is a call to 

replicate this type of behaviour in reverse, this time in favour of girls. Extreme feminists such 

as Foster and Burgman (cited in Biddulph, 1997b) demand that changes be made to our 

education system to favour girls while handicapping boys in order to make up for the sexism 

inherent in today's society. For others, a more reasonable "middle of the road strategy" has 

been advocated. The viewpoint of pro-feminists, such as Hayes (1998) and Lingard (1998), is 

to support the aim of equitable provision for both genders, rather than to provide for one at 

the expense of the other. 

Boys and girls have been treated differently by educators for a very long time. In the eyes of 

many, this difference represents disadvantage (Southern, 1978). When girls were classified as 

being educationally disadvantaged in the '70s, it was recognised that this disadvantage had 

been long standing. With equity concerns now focusing on boys, the question arises as to 

whether their disadvantage is a "post-feminist phenomenon" or whether it too, is long 
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standing. Some believe the latter (Epstein & Mac an Ghaill, 2002). Amidst the push for the 

recognition of the needs of girls, one educator, Southern, (1978) claimed that boys were 

being disadvantaged in Australia's primary schools. Many of the disadvantages identified, 

such as negative social typing of boys and gendered expectations of behaviour and 

achievement, duplicate those being considered in the current debate. He viewed boys' 

disadvantage in terms of contextual sexism, the feminisation of the teaching profession, 

gender-based biological differences and the effects of self-fulfilling prophecy on performance 

and achievement. His claims are documented in greater detail below. 

First, Southern (1978) suggested boys were the victims of contextual sexism. They were 

judged by their gender as represented in the subjective attitude of those who dealt with them, 

rather than by an objective assessment of actual behaviour. Educators expected certain 

behaviours from boys and girls and the former were prejudged unfavourably by virtue of their 

gender and the stereotypes that accompanied it. Further, schools were set up to favour 

learners who were quiet, compliant, neat, passive, dependent, had verbal competency and 

were person-oriented. These are the stereotypic characteristics of girls. Boys, on the other 

hand, exhibited traits of aggression, independence, physical competence, as opposed to verbal 

competence, dominance and object orientation. Southern (1978) said that these behaviours 

were disadvantageous to them. The education system did not support "male behaviours" in 

many ways. The way seats were arranged and the learning styles which were most catered for 

suited the learning characteristics of girls more than boys. The type of texts chosen and the 

kind of learning experiences and assessment offered also favoured girls. The type of 

behaviour that was overtly valued was also that exhibited more frequently by girls. The 

unspoken societal and cultural messages that boys received also supported the behavioural 

and achievement division between the two genders. Societal expectations of girls as a gender 

group encouraged excellence at school while the behaviour expected from boys inhibited 

their potential for academic success. 

Second, Southern (1978) maintained that the preference for "girl learners" was compounded 

by the fact that most in the teaching profession were women. Female teachers 

overwhelmingly outnumbered male teachers. This was especially the case in the lower 

primary grades where patterns of behaviour and attitudes to learning are established for many 

students. Female teachers created learning environments which were conducive to the needs 

of girls, but to which boys did not respond positively. Having female teachers as their model, 

the pursuit of learning became feminised in the minds of many boys. Failure to comply with 
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the expectations set by women teachers often resulted in the labeling of boys as behavioural 

problems, further exacerbating the problem of "stereotyping" and the tendency of boys to 

reject learning as being a "girl thing". Girls were achieving well under female teachers, while 

boys were not. Conversely, in countries where male teachers and administrators outnumbered 

females, boys outscored girls (Johnson, 1976, in Southern, 1978). 

Third, biological differences between girls and boys were seen by Southern (1978) to affect 

their success in many class activities. Girls are quicker to develop eye-hand co-ordination and 

fine motor control than boys. They have greater verbal ability evidenced by earlier, more 

fluent speech and larger expressive and receptive vocabulary. They also have superior 

auditory memory and discrimination skills. Many early school programmes build upon these 

skills and subsequently afford success to those who have achieved competence in them. Boys' 

lack of competence resulted in failure to achieve success in activities that relied upon 

competence, such as reading and writing. Competence in reading was required for an 

overwhelmingly large percentage of subjects studied. Many boys failed to become as 

competent at reading as girls. Four out of five children receiving remedial help were boys, in 

spite of the fact that both genders were fairly evenly represented in schools. 

Finally, Southern (1978) claimed all of these disadvantages were compounded by the notion 

of a "self-fulfilling prophecy", where it was suggested that students would respond to 

expectations of them and act accordingly. Therefore, if educators expected boys to perform 

poorly, actuality may match expectation. The conclusion drawn in Southern's (1978) paper 

was that boys were disadvantaged in our primary schools because of negative social typing 

by educators. Teachers had preconceived notions of boys' poor behaviour and achievement, 

reinforced by unspoken societal messages. They provided activities built on boys' weaknesses 

rather than their strengths. The majority was female, responding to and rewarding the 

behaviour of girls and rejecting and undervaluing that of boys. Seventy-five percent of 

children identified with behavioural problems were boys. Teachers had lower expectations of 

boys' achievement and behaviour, and boys achieved and behaved in accordance with this 

expectation. 

Today, the poor social and academic performance of boys has become a major gender equity 

issue for educators around the world (Mahony & Smedley, 1998; Lingard & Mills, 1998). 

Concern in the UK focuses primarily on boys' academic achievement. Here too, the problem 

is not a new one. Previously, boys' success was explained in terms of "innate brilliance", 

while their failures were blamed on educators, teaching styles and curricula. The reverse was 
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true for girls. The results of high achieving females were often overlooked or attributed only 

to conscientious hard work, while failures were credited to biological causes: the inferior 

state of the female brain, or hormonal or reproductive traits that resulted in emotional and 

hysterical behaviour (Mahony & Smedley, 1998). Cohen (in Mahony and Smedley, 1998) 

claimed that even when it was recognised that girls and boys had equal academic ability 

requiring no differentiation of the curriculum, their biological differences were used to 

explain differential performance. 

Similarly, in the United States of America in the past, the comparatively poor academic 

performance of boys was explained in terms of a temporary aberration. Either the real 

superiority of male intellect was temporarily and uncharacteristically outclassed or test items 

were faulty. The superior memory, study habits, ambition and industriousness of women 

were viewed as the problem. Man's laziness or lack of industry wasn't (Kimmel, 2000). Men 

were seen as intellectually superior to women in all ways. Women achieved well only by 

working harder. 

Today, American educators continue to be concerned by boys' poor academic results but are 

also worried by their reduced participation in post-compulsory schooling and tertiary study 

(Brighter Choice Charter Schools, undated). In both the United Kingdom and the United 

States of America, concern in the gender equity debate has also focused on "gendered and 

racial patterns of violence and poverty in society" (Yates, 1997, p.338). 

In Denmark, the focus is not on boys' academic achievement, but on the "alleged 

psychological damage done to them by women" (Mahony & Smedley, 1998, p46). Boys are 

said to be "trapped" by the matriarchal hierarchy in schools and their self-esteem and 

masculinity is threatened. Defeminising the teaching profession has become the aim in this 

country. A call for more "real men" to be recruited into the teaching profession and for 

greater acceptance of boys displaying "macho behaviour" has occurred in response to the 

concerns of Danish educators (Kruse, 1996 in Mahony & Smedley, 1998, p46). 

Finally, in Australia, today's concern for boys in education centres around both their 

achievement and their anti-social behaviour (Lingard, 1998). It would appear that for today's 

administrators and policy writers, the words "gender equity" have become synonymous with 

"concern for boys" (Lingard & Mills, 1998). Actual achievement levels of boys in a range of 

areas indicate that socio-economic and cultural factors play as significant a part in the 
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achievement of boys and girls as gender does. A detailed overview of these levels is shown in 

a later section of this chapter (See Section 1.2.1). 

How many of Southern's (1978) statements remain true in current gender equity discourse 

and what additional provision concerns trouble educators of the 21st century? Fletcher (2000) 

supported the claim that schools are geared more towards the learning styles of girls than 

boys and that a level of attentiveness easily achieved by girls but more difficult for boys is 

required if a student is to be successful. This has resulted in a growing culture of 

disengagement amongst boys, with mounting evidence at both national and state levels that 

boys are not performing well academically (Victorian Quality Schools Project, in Fletcher, 

2000; BBC News, 1998). More specifically, boys were found to be achieving at lower levels 

than girls in all areas of reading, writing and spoken language. Figures relating to boys' 

performance in these areas are shown in Chapter 2 (See Section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3). 

Feminisation of the teaching profession is of continuing concern for two reasons. First, the 

perception remains that female teachers favour girl students, and that they continue to 

establish learning environments and to utilise teaching methods and assessment strategies 

most suited to them (Lessing, in Mooney, 2001). Lessing further suggested that in many 

classrooms this amounts to discrimination against boys. Female teachers are seen to 

reprimand boy behaviour that is inappropriate with far more frequency than corresponding 

inappropriate behaviour from girls. This is especially true if the boys come from lower socio-

economic backgrounds. She maintained this bias can and does affect the achievement of 

boys. 

Second, it is expected that the majority percentage of female educators in education will 

increase further with the retirement of existing male teachers and the reluctance of young 

men to choose teaching as their future career (Hartman, 1999; BBC News, 2000a). This 

particular issue has attracted considerable media attention (Lingard, 1998). The call for 

inclusion of more men in the classroom, as helpers if not teachers is widespread [Fletcher, 

2000; Love & Hamston, 2001; Mulligan, 2000; Mahony & Smedley, 1998; US Department 

of Education in Horsell, undated (c), undated (e)]. Offering suitable males as role models to 

young children is seen by these authorities to be of vital importance in redressing gender-

related problems with student achievement. This is especially true in societies where many 

students come from single families headed by females. Increasing the number of men in 

teaching would help to overcome the image of the feminised culture of schooling, breaking 

the association between learning and femininity. Male teachers and helpers from the 
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community and home would serve as appropriate role models for male students. It would also 

make boys aware of the negative sides of hegemonic masculinity that characterises the 

behaviour of many adolescent boys (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a; Lingard & Mills, 1998). 

Incidents of bullying and sexism have increased in recent years (Yates, in Hayes, 1998) and 

the focus on developing and enforcing policies and programmes dealing with this problem 

are widespread (Lingard, 1998). The appropriate modeling of desirable behaviours such as 

treating women with respect and displaying pride in being male, would serve to reduce the 

problems associated with sexism and harassment in the classroom (Fletcher, 2000). Both 

boys and girls would benefit from such an approach. While boys would become more aware 

of socially acceptable forms of behaviour, girls would develop and display more positive 

values about the male teachers and students with whom they work. 

Stereotypes that have been culturally and socially reinforced are difficult to overcome. This 

includes those stereotypes that society acknowledges through word and action and those that 

it does not. Gender often has been said to be "socially constructed" (Browne, in Browne & 

Fletcher, 1995; Bonnor, 1997; Hartman, 1999; Kimmel, 2000), with our gendered identities 

the result of both free will and coercion from society's unwritten "rules". From a sociological 

perspective, our feminine or masculine identity is shaped by "biology [that] provides the raw 

materials, while society and history provide the context [and] the instruction manual that we 

follow to construct our identities" (Kimmel, 2000, p. 87). Schools constitute a significant part 

of this "society". They have been compared to "old- fashioned factories" producing gendered 

individuals as a result of both the official and hidden curricula that operate within them 

(Kimmel, 2000, p 151). 

The messages boys and girls receive from the community and home continue to be 

contradictory. A "parallel curriculum [which reinforces school curriculum] is presented by 

the mass media" (Kimmel, 2000, p 151) and the popular stereotypically masculine images 

portrayed through it in movies, videos, advertisements and computer games are powerful and 

difficult to combat (Bonnor, 1997; BBC News, 2000a). Further, while educators and parents 

alike pay lipservice to valuing the achievements and behaviours of girls and boys equally, the 

unspoken messages sent to children regarding acceptable and expected behaviour and 

performance, may be quite different (Moloney, 2002). Bonnor (1997) asserted that 

typecasting learning and academic achievement as feminine continues. He further claimed 

that girls are depicted as high achievers while boys are regarded as being inattentive and 

more interested in sporting pursuits. The unwritten messages that teach boys "how to be 
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boys" also prevail. Mahony & Smedley (1998) reported that as far back as the 1920s in the 

United Kingdom, boys' lack of commitment to schooling was excused and turned into "a 

positive feature of masculinity" (p. 41). Cohen (in Mahony & Smedley, 1998) claimed that 

boys' negative attitudes were attributed to a "breezy attitude to life in general" and to "healthy 

idleness" (p. 42). Girls, on the other hand, were portrayed as "overconscientious", using up all 

their energy on intellectual matters and subsequently "starving their reproductive organs with 

dire consequences for motherhood and the nation" (Cohen in Mahony & Smedley, 1998, p. 

42). Many of the old stereotypes are evident today. Like educators before them, male students 

attribute academic success to "natural gendered ability" (Mahony & Smedley, 1998, p. 42) 

and failure and poor behaviour to external factors such as the teacher or subject content. Girls 

view their success in terms of "hard work" (Mahony & Smedley, 1998, p. 42). While the 

overt attitude of today's society has moved past the cultural expectations of our history, 

unspoken messages continue to reflect and reinforce them. 

This reinforcement of questionable stereotypes is not solely the domain of parents and 

educators. The attitude of male peers to school-related activities can have a powerful 

influence on the achievement of boys. This is especially true for sporting events, particularly 

those where male strength is displayed (Whitson in Messner & Sabo, 1990). The unfettered 

acting out of behaviours in the class or playground setting that conform to the image of male 

domination and power endorses these actions. The growing portrayal of boys as non-

conformist and disruptive has resulted in these behaviours becoming permissible and even 

desirable amongst students wishing to be accepted by their peers. Performing outstandingly 

on the rugby field is revered. Doing so in a classroom context is not, particularly if the 

subject is literacy related. Being a boy, and achieving in anything other than sport, is just not 

"cool" [Anonymous, undated, in Horsell, undated (d)]. For this reason, many boys "strive for 

an image of reluctant involvement" (Bonnor, 1997, p. 7). The result is that potentially 

successful male students are choosing not to perform at their best for fear of being mocked 

and socially outcast by their peers (Browne & Fletcher, 1995; Fletcher, 2000). As a result, 

social and cultural stereotypes are reinforced, and the image of disinterested, poorly-

performing boys becomes further imbedded in popular male culture. 

Hartman (1999) asserted that the non-academic behaviour of boys both in the school setting 

and outside school remains a concern for educators. Boys are far more likely to demonstrate 

and regard as normal those behaviours that are hegemonically masculine (Skelton, 1997) and 

to "act them out" continuously in order to prove their masculinity (Wedgwood, 1997). 
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Lingard (1998) defined these behaviours as "antisocial and destructive" (p. 17). They include 

behaviours exhibiting aggression, violence and a preference for competition. Boys are more 

likely to be truant, to drop out of school, to die in road accidents and to commit suicide 

(Hartman, 1999; Fletcher, 2000). Boys regard these "toxic elements of hegemonic 

masculinity" (Lingard, 1998, p. 17) as natural and completely acceptable. Educators do not. 

The school environment does not cater for the physical displays inherent in the interactions of 

many boys, socially or academically. As a result, boys are vastly over-represented in 

disciplinary procedures (Fletcher, 2000). For some boys, involvement in these procedures 

helps to define their masculinity. Defying authority is part of their popular image. Public and 

punitive response to their behaviour serves to strengthen the "manliness" of it (Bonnor, 

1997). 

The within-class behaviour of boys follows a similar trend. Overt, defiant, attention-seeking 

male behaviour that prompts the actions mentioned above, continues to be played out in the 

classroom setting by monopolisation of class and teacher time by boys (Swann in Epstein, 

Elwood, Hey & Maw, 1998). In its Gender Equity Policy, the Government of Yukon (2002) 

cited figures that are indicative. On average, males did 80% of the speaking in class and were 

eight times more likely to call out. That source also asserted that teachers deal with the 

different classroom behaviour of boys and girls inconsistently. This serves to reinforce its 

acceptability. While teachers listen to boys who call out, they tell girls who attempt to do the 

same to raise their hands (Government of Yukon, 2002). This potentially reinforces the 

notion that it is acceptable for boys to be domineering and girls to be retiring and compliant. 

Reinforcement of such stereotypic expectations and acceptance of disruptive male behaviour 

is of particular concern to educators who view this conduct as being disadvantageous for girls 

studying within the same classroom. 

The contrasting social behaviour of boys to girls is mirrored by their contrasting learning 

styles. Kimmel (2000) provided some history on how brain research has been used to explain 

gender differences in this area. While it is widely accepted that each of the brain's 

hemispheres is responsible for different functions, researchers historically have had difficulty 

in determining exactly what these functions are, which are most desirable and which gender 

uses them most. Determining gendered superiority in either hemisphere depended on 

contemporary thought, he claimed. Whichever hemisphere was currently regarded as being 

responsible for functions most highly regarded at that particular time was assigned to boys as 
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their brain strength. Brain research was used to explain male superiority and results from 

brain testing were manipulated to support this assertion (Kimmel, 2000). 

Popular interpretation of brain research today suggests that girls are "right-brain learners" 

while boys prefer activities using the left side of their brain (Biddulph, 1997a). While the left 

hemisphere is "most responsible for linear, sequential, analytic, rational thinking… the right 

[is responsible] for thought of a metamorphic, spatial, holistic nature" (Clark, 1986, p, 20-21). 

Biddulph (1997a) further suggested that learning preferences result from the quality of 

connections made between the two sides of the brain by the respective genders. Boys' brains 

are not as fast to develop as girls' brains and have fewer connections between the 

hemispheres. Therefore boys are said to approach all learning activities in a "left-brained" 

manner, while girls use both sides. Biddulph (1997a) claimed tests using magnetic resonance 

support this assertion. These results are unsupported in other trials (Kimmel, 2000). 

Information from brain research has been used in the past to explain the differential 

performance of boys and girls in a variety of subjects. Mathematics is most popular with boys 

and is regarded as using mostly rational left-brain function. Conversely, Humanities are 

preferred by girls and employ "feminine intuition, emotion and expressivity" (Gilbert & 

Gilbert, 1998a, p. 122). These are all right-brain skills. 

Kimmel (2000) warned that much of the brain dominance research had been refuted. Whether 

or not one accepts it, girls do appear to prefer to learn in ways that emphasise process and 

content and allow for discussion and group work (Hayes, 1998; Askew & Ross, 1988). Such 

an approach employs right-brain skills (Hoff Sommers, 2001). Changes in pedagogy to suit 

these preferences occurred in the '70s and '80s as a result of the debate about girls' learning 

needs. Boys appear to prefer learning environments that appeal to their innate "maleness", 

particularly those based on competition, physical activity and with a high content base 

(Hayes, 1998; Hoff Sommers, 2001). This desire for competition is rewarded when witnessed 

on the playing field. This further strengthens the image that connects manhood with violence 

and competitiveness. However competitiveness is not applauded in the classroom context 

[Connell, 1995; Horsell, undated (b)]. Whether this preference for competition is innate or 

simply a response to the expectation of "maleness" which pervades all school learning 

environments is unclear. Certainly, past acceptance of gendered differences in learning styles 

may have strengthened societal expectations about achievement in the traditionally gendered 

subjects of Mathematics and Humanities. Employing teaching methods that favour and 

reinforce the popular image of gender may be counter-productive in terms of redefining 
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gender, but productive in terms of achievement. At this point, recognition of the different 

learning styles and needs of boys has not brought about widespread pedagogical changes 

parallel to those made previously to suit the learning needs of girls. While the learning styles 

of both genders appear diametrically opposed, providing gender equity within the same 

learning environment will pose a significant challenge for those interested in equitable 

opportunities for achievement for both boys and girls. 

New discourses of masculinity have entered the Boys' Education debate. In a submission to 

the Standing Committee on Employment, Education, and Workplace Relations on the 

education of Boys, the president of the South Australian Association of State School 

Organisations noted: 

The myth that boys in schools are always in the winner's box and girls need affirmative action 
programs as catch-ups is now being increasingly questioned as it becomes more and more 
obvious that boys, like girls, have their human and individual freedoms of choice limited by 
longstanding notions of gender and behaviour [Horsell, undated (e)]. 

Once again, responses to the discussion on how gender is expressed are threefold and are 

similar to those found regarding the initial debate. Some boys' advocates emphasised the 

demise of the "Real Man" and called for greater acceptance of the "macho male" along with 

all that it entails (Mahony & Smedley, 1998). It is thought that a return to this more 

traditional version of masculinity will bring about a solution to the problems boys and men 

have faced in recent years by restoring their status and social position (Gilbert & Gilbert, 

1998a, 1998b). These arguments view men as oppositional to women, "arguing for the need 

for men and boys to pull away from women" (1998b, p. 34). Implicit in this expression of 

masculinity is male power: "bullying, sexual harassment, aggressive and destructive 

behaviour, domination of space and teachers' time, fighting [and] competition" (1998b, p. 

34). Models of femininity and masculinity are viewed in a dichotomous manner. This is 

useful for defining the traditionally dominant version of each, but is limited, and limiting, in 

describing the many diverse ways of being male and female. 

Feminists take a completely opposite stance (Biddulph, 1997b). They regard the 

hegemonically masculine behaviour of boys as disruptive to the learning needs and rights of 

girls. They seek regulation of that behaviour, with total disregard for the rights of boys 

(Biddulph, 1997b). Pro-feminists recognise how the behaviour of boys and girls affect the 

other. They call for greater acceptance of varying forms of both femininity and masculinity 

(Lingard, 1998; Hayes, 1998). Just as being a girl means different things for different girls 

(Hayes, 1998), so does being a boy for different boys. Expressing such is more difficult for 
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boys than girls. Different or marginal expressions of femininity are more freely accepted 

(Kimmel, 2000; Jordan, 1995). 

Recognition of womens' rights has included a struggle to make their culture more relevant to 

their needs and an acceptance that femininity can, and does, take many forms. Boys now need 

to take up the baton and fight for the acceptance of their masculinity in all its forms 

[Anonymous, undated, in Horsell, undated (d)]. This is especially true for those practising 

marginalised forms of masculinity and femininity (Lingard, 1998). Just as girls are no longer 

regarded as a "homogeneous gender grouping", neither should boys be (Power, 2001, p. 58). 

Dominant versions of masculinity impact on the way boys approach their schooling and their 

literacy practices in particular (Martino, 2001). This form of masculinity is reinforced by the 

notion of the dominant "boy culture", the self-fulfilling prophecy and societal stereotypes. 

These are further reinforced by society, family and the schooling establishment in their 

interactions with and expectations of "boys" as a gender as opposed to "girls" as a gender. 

Blatant hegemonic masculinity is expected and inadvertently rewarded. Boys whose natural 

instinct is to behave in ways that do not conform to those of the majority are disadvantaged 

and rejected by community and peers alike. Greater acceptance of boys exhibiting their 

masculinity in any form must become the aim of discussions about "being a boy" (Gilbert & 

Gilbert, 1998a). For this discussion to be productive, it must be embraced by all whose 

attitude has initially reinforced the popular version of masculinity (Bonnor, 1997). Adopting 

this message will be difficult particularly for boys. Their very "maleness" is built on an 

acceptance of an image that portrays boys as disinterested students who are aggressive, 

domineering and sports-obsessed. Dedication to this image defies the idea of accepting 

anything different. 

Gilbert & Gilbert (1998b) offered suggestions about how schools may take this discourse 

about masculinity one step further. They supported the call for both boys and girls to examine 

their gendered identities and expand their notions about what it is to be male or female. 

Martino (1997) suggested that "providing alternative models of masculinity … will open up a 

wider range of possibilities for boys in terms of how they behave, act and think as males" (p. 

42). Gilbert & Gilbert (1998b) believed broadening boys' outlook on alternative forms of 

masculinity would result in greater acceptance of marginalised expressions of masculinity 

and femininity. To achieve this, they encouraged schools to adopt a strategy whereby boys 

closely examine the effects of traditional masculinity on their development and actively 

reinterpret those virtues that are contained within it. For example, certain virtues are often 
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associated with "macho male behaviour". These include strength, independence, courage, 

endurance, leadership and self-control. Gilbert and Gilbert (1998b) asserted these do not have 

to be practiced in a manner that negatively associates them with aggression and non-

compliance and with bullying behaviour that is hegemonically masculine. These virtues can 

be interpreted in action in ways that focus on a more positive expression of them. Boys need 

to be exposed to the destructive and limiting elements of traditional, dominant masculinity 

and to be encouraged to reject those in favour of expressions of these virtues in positive, 

affirming ways. This represents a considerable challenge for educators. The characteristics of 

dominant masculinity must be deconstructed and boys need to be helped to see how 

destructive and limiting its practice can be on social relationships, school achievement and 

opportunities in general. The dominant masculine image must be replaced by desirable 

options and alternatives that the boys can aspire to, without them being alienated. Alienation 

may provoke boys into a defensive response that will result in the rejection of these 

acceptable alternatives. A positive male image must be constructed, one which is appealing to 

both boys and girls (Hartman, 1999). To achieve this, educators should have three aims. The 

first aim is to nurture boys' acceptance of the many "diverse ways of being human rather than 

singular ways of being masculine" (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998b, p.36). The second aim should 

be to develop boys' realization that one's expression of masculinity may change according to 

context. The final aim should be to develop boys' understanding that masculinity and 

femininity are not dichotomous and opposing ways of being, but that many virtues are 

desirable for both males and females. Society must play a part in helping to restructure a 

positive image of masculinity. In the 1970s, a shift in the way society regarded girls resulted 

in positive social and academic outcomes for many of them (Hayes, 1998). In the same way, 

today's society must change what they regard as acceptable and desirable masculine 

behaviour, if boys are to reach their full potential, academically and socially (Hartman, 

1999). 

1.2.1 A Focus on Facts 

As with the girls' debate thirty years ago, much of the focus on boys' disadvantage relates to 

changes in rates of their school retention, participation and achievement at school. If men's 

groups are to be believed, the picture for boys is gloomy. They are being outperformed by 

girls in every subject, they are less likely to be offered university places, and are failing to 

complete Year 12 at an increasing rate (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). Conversely, feminists 

present very opposite findings. While more girls are staying at schools and enrolling in 

18 



 

university places, sexism is still inherent in the school system and this results in under-

achievement by girls who are consistently outscored by their male counterparts (Biddulph, 

1997b). Neither picture is accurate. Nor is either productive in encouraging optimal 

achievement outcomes for boys and for girls. In reality, actual achievement, retention and 

participation figures lie somewhere between these two extremes and are not delineated by 

gender alone. A synopsis of results follows. 

Figures provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) [in Ministerial Council of 

Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA), 1999] provide insight 

into the participation and retention rates of boys and girls in the late 1990s. These data 

confirm that gender reliably predicts retention and subject choice. From 1996 to 1999, a 

larger percentage of girls of the relevant population between the ages of fifteen and seventeen 

attended school than boys. These figures were reversed for students aged between eighteen 

and nineteen. For the same period, more eligible girls progressed onto the next year level of 

schooling than boys did. More boys than girls dropped out of school during the non-

compulsory school years at Year levels 10, 11 and 12. While retention rates for boys in Year 

12 have remained relatively consistent from 1991 to 1999, the percentage of females 

remaining at school for Year 12 increased slightly. In 1999, girls attending Year 12 

outnumbered boys in all states of Australia, except the Australian Capital Territory. In total, 

Year 12 girls outnumbered boys Australia-wide by approximately 11,000. In terms of Year 

12 completion, more girls in rural, urban and remote areas finished non-compulsory 

schooling than boys for all states and territories. Nationwide, 13 percent more girls of the 

available male and female population completed Year 12. Teese, Davies, Charlton & Polesel 

(1995) suggested that this happened because girls rely more heavily on the successful 

completion of their secondary schooling to broaden their post-schooling options. While 

consistency has varied in intervening years, these 1999 completion figures represent a slight 

drop in Year 12 completion rate for both genders from urban areas and boys only from 

remote areas as compared to similar figures for the year 1994. Completion rates have 

remained the same for rural boys and increased for girls in rural and remote settings. 

Subject selections for students studying for Year 12 in 1999 confirmed that Australian boys 

were choosing consistently those subjects with vocational or "masculine" appeal. They 

avoided English, Languages, Humanities and the Arts, subjects that often have been cast as 

feminine (ABS in MCEETYA, 1999; Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). Conversely, girls generally 

predominated in subjects that boys avoided (ABS in MCEETYA, 1999; Gilbert & Gilbert, 
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1998a). They outnumbered boys in English, Society and Environment, Arts, and Languages 

other than English, while boys outnumbered girls studying Technology. The number of boys 

and girls studying Mathematics was almost equal. With adjustments for smaller overall 

numbers of male students, a slightly larger percentage of boys were studying Mathematics. It 

was only in the higher socio-economic groups that the participation of females equaled that of 

males in higher-level Mathematics classes. Gilbert & Gilbert (1998a) suggested that "the 

diversity of Mathematics subjects makes gender trends more complex … because, unlike 

English, students can choose from a much broader band of Mathematics subjects" (p. 11). 

Essentially, it was suggested that girls' participation had increased because they were able to 

choose an easier strand of Mathematics, while boys continued to choose the more complex 

levels. Often this selection represented a mismatch between ability and placement. Girls and 

boys, respectively, under-estimated and over-estimated their abilities and incorrectly placed 

themselves in courses not matched to their ability. This was often because boys felt 

compelled to enroll in higher-level Mathematics courses because of "masculine" expectations 

and appeal (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). Perhaps the reverse could be said for girls. In 1999, 

girls significantly outnumbered boys in Science, a subject traditionally favoured as being 

masculine. However, few conclusions can be drawn from these figures as no breakdown of 

field of Science was provided. The reason for greater female participation may be similar to 

that suggested for Mathematics. It may well be that more boys were enrolled in the harder 

strand Chemistry and Physics subjects, while girls were opting to study easier strand Sciences 

like Biology and General Science, in greater numbers. Regardless of motivation, the fact that 

boys displayed reluctance to choose subjects traditionally regarded as "female subjects" 

placed them at a distinct disadvantage, both educationally and socially (Gilbert & Gilbert, 

1998a). 

Gender preferences displayed through subject selection were mirrored by tertiary course 

choices for 1999 school leavers. While similar numbers of boys and girls opted for higher 

education, females were overwhelmingly represented in Arts, Education and Health courses 

(ABS in MCEETYA, 1999). Males preferred the areas of Business, Engineering and Science 

(ABS in MCEETYA, 1999). Almost half the population of available boys and girls chose to 

continue studying, the majority coming from the private school sector. For those school 

leavers not choosing to continue studying at bachelor level, a majority of boys went straight 

into paid employment or TAFE courses. A similar percentage of boys and girls remained 

unemployed. 

20 



 

Boys' consistent lack of interest or achievement in literacy has been referred to already and 

will be considered more closely in Chapter 2. Essentially girls outperform boys at all socio-

economic levels. However for both participation and achievement, boys from high socio-

economic backgrounds perform better than some girls although not better than those from 

similar backgrounds. They are the only male group to do so. The reverse is true for 

Mathematics. Girls are more at-risk of failure at each socio-economic level. Working class 

girls comprise the most at-risk group (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). 

It is dangerous to accept these figures at face value. Gender should not be viewed 

homogeneously. Just as Lingard (1998) suggested that not all girls had gained from the 

feminist push of the '70s, Gilbert & Gilbert (1998a) stated that not all boys are disadvantaged. 

They recognised that boys exhibit a more generalised failure rate at school, often due to their 

general lack of interest, engagement and disenchantment with the whole culture of schooling. 

They also acknowledged that "schools serve some groups of boys significantly less well than 

they serve others" (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a, p.5). They identified Aboriginal and rural boys 

as potentially at most risk educationally. Non-English-speaking or economically poor boys 

were also nominated as falling into the same category. Figures presented in a Commonwealth 

Government report entitled "Equity Outcomes" (Teese, McLean & Polesel, 1993) confirm 

this assertion for most migrant and lower socio-economic students for both participation and 

achievement in a range of subjects namely Mathematics, Science, English, Humanities, 

History, Politics, Business and Economics. 

When factoring socio-economic status into considerations of the ABS figures for Year 12 

completion in 1999, the belief that gender alone does not determine retention and completion 

rates is reinforced (ABS in MCEETYA, 1999). In Australia overall and its states individually, 

socio-economic status appeared to play a significant role in determining Year 12 completion 

rates for both females and males. Australian figures show the difference between the 

completion rates of students from low socio-economic backgrounds compared to those from 

high socio-economic backgrounds is greater than that between girls and boys at these levels. 

While 53% of lower socio-economic male students completed Year 12 in 1999, 73 % of high 

socio-economic boys did. Similarly, only 68% of low socio-economic girls completed Year 

12, compared with 83% of girls from higher socio-economic backgrounds. This represents a 

difference of twenty and fifteen percent respectively between boys and girls of lower socio-

economic backgrounds to their higher socio-economic counterparts. The difference between 

genders at the same socio-economic levels, is fifteen percent for lower socio-economic 
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students and ten percent for those from high socio-economic backgrounds. When grouping 

boys and girls together according to their socio-economic status, the gap between low and 

high socio-economic backgrounds levels at about sixteen percent (ABS in MCEETYA, 

1999). The gap between girls and boys irrespective of socio-economic status lies at thirteen 

percent (ABS in MCEETYA, 1999). It is anticipated that figures relating to the retention, 

participation and completion rates of non-English-speaking and Aboriginal children would 

reflect similar differences. Undoubtedly, some boys are leaving school earlier, participating 

in a more limited range of subjects at school and are not completing university courses as 

successfully as girls. This statement does not apply to all boys or all girls. While gender is a 

determining factor, "the intersections between socio-economic resources, geographical 

location, ethnicity and 'race' are critical here, as they demonstrate the boys who are 

potentially more at risk of school failure" (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a, p. 9). They help to 

answer the question "Which Boys?" ("and Girls?"). Students from Aboriginal and rural 

backgrounds are not achieving as well as their Anglo, urban brothers and sisters. The same 

applies to children from non-English-speaking backgrounds. State-school educated children 

do not appear to achieve as well as their counterparts from private schools (ABS in 

MCEETYA, 1999). At each socio-economic level, boys are worse off than girls, however, 

their disadvantage should not be measured by gender alone, but rather by gender as one of 

several influencing factors, that include race, language, ethnicity, location and socio-

economic background. 

The cost to society of under-achieving boys is high. Concern no longer is centred solely on 

boys who are not as literate as girls, or on the generally poor academic achievement of the 

former. Their social behaviour is of equal concern. For some, this behaviour is regarded as 

unacceptable and anti-social (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). It would appear likely that "there is a 

link between boys' perceptions of being male, and boys' depression and suicide rates, 

accidents and deaths, and under-achievement in schools" (Hartman, 1999, p. 18). Parents and 

educators alike no longer are prepared to accept these kinds of behaviours. They will not 

excuse them as being "hormonally based" or explain and accept them because "boys will be 

boys". The question "What can be done" has provided educators who ask it with an enormous 

challenge. Some responses to this challenge will now be explored. 

1.2.2 What Can be Done? 

Hartman (1999) recognised that girls and boys have different educational needs. She further 

conceded that these are not always addressed as adequately as educators would hope them to 
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be. A number of suggestions have been put forward to help deal with the differential 

anomalies of gender in the school setting. These include increasing adult male participation in 

schools, helping boys to examine their gendered identities and explore broader expressions of 

it and encouraging boys to select subjects not traditionally chosen by their gender. Other 

central issues relating to the "boys' education" debate include finding ways of increasing the 

number of male educators in teaching, introducing courses promoting critical examination, 

developing policies and programmes which consider the particular needs of both boys and 

girls and identifying teaching strategies and class structures which will best complement the 

learning styles of boys. These will now be examined more closely. 

The call for greater male participation in teaching has been widespread [Fletcher, 2000; Love 

& Hamston, 2001; Mulligan, 2000; Mahony & Smedley, 1998; US Department of Education 

in Horsell, undated (c), undated (f)]. The advantages of increasing the number of male 

classroom teachers are many. Defeminising the image of learning and providing appropriate 

academic and social male role models for boys are some of the benefits (Biddulph in 

Biddulph, Edgar & Fletcher, 1999). This has already been presented. Ways of achieving it 

have not. Raising the esteem with which the teaching profession is held, may attract more 

men. Increasing the remunerative reward for classroom teachers may do so. Attempts to give 

teaching a more positive public profile, as happened through State Government sponsored 

television advertising in Queensland (Australia) in 2002, are aimed at encouraging more male 

school-leavers to enroll in education-based tertiary courses. Obviously, "male-ing up" the 

teaching profession will take some time. Bringing males into the classroom as helpers, role 

models or mentors offers a short-term solution to the absence of men in teaching. 

From another perspective, opening administrative career paths for women to move toward 

more equitable representation of men and women in school leadership roles represents a step 

forward (Lingard, 1998). Mahony & Smedley (1998) claimed that increasing the numbers of 

males in schools will not "challenge patriarchal power" (p.46) unless the increase is matched 

by a similar increase in female head-teachers. They saw the problem of fewer males in 

teaching as being "not simply one of 'under-representation' of numbers but of the distribution 

of institutional power" (p.46). They asserted that currently, male administrators outnumber 

female administrators, especially when overall numbers of men and women in classroom and 

senior administrative positions are considered. They asserted that "the number of men who 

are head-teachers is grossly disproportionate to their number in the profession" (p.46). The 

fact that a greater percentage of men in teaching occupy administrative positions than women 
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reinforces the notion of male dominance and superiority. Lingard (1998) argued similarly and 

claimed that placing more women in senior administrative positions would help to adjust the 

gender balance in a "heavily gender segmented labour market in schooling" (Lingard, 1998, 

p. 26). Doing so would have positive effects for both boys and girls (Mahony & Smedley, 

1998). Females in the teaching profession would have equal opportunity to access the 

financial and leadership rewards of heading a school or district. It would also provide a 

positive role model for all students, by eradicating the image of "male leadership" currently 

predominant in school administrative structures. 

The reconstruction of the male image has been touted as crucial to increasing the 

achievements of boys, both academically and socially (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). Practising 

masculinity in the dominant, traditional manner is currently seen to inhibit the learning 

achievements of boys in the key learning areas (Bonnor, 1998). It is now considered by many 

to be anti-social and is subsequently responsible for a breakdown in social relationships with 

members of both the same and opposite sex [Horsell, undated (g)]. Reconstructing the male 

image through positive role modeling and acceptance of multiple ways of practising 

masculinity and feminity will release boys from the "gender straitjackets" that currently 

inhibit them (Bonnor, 1998, p. 7). Connell (1995) refers to this as encouraging, practising and 

supporting "gender multiculturalism" (p234). Lingard (1998) believed that practising this 

would create a "more equal gender order" (p. 16). 

Alloway (1995) espoused the need for children to question the “socially endorsed ways of 

being female or male that limit their possibilities” (p103). Gilbert & Gilbert (1998a) further 

claimed that images of masculinity and femininity that demand conformity with unacceptable 

"norms" should be widely rejected. Power (2001) argued similarly in asserting that males and 

females should not be viewed as homogeneous groups, but rather as individuals who may 

express their masculinity and femininity in a wide range of manners. Such an objective might 

be approached in a number of ways. 

First, offering opportunities for boys to explore their masculinity through a range of 

alternative means has been successful in encouraging boys to become more aware of their 

own gendered identities (Lingard & Douglas, 1999). For example, use of dance, drama or 

movement has helped boys to develop such awareness (Lingard & Douglas, 1999). 

Worldwide, a number of programmes have also developed which support boys in exploring 

their masculinity. An Australian programme entitled "Boys-Talk: A Program for Young Men 

about Masculinity, Non-Violence and Relationships" uses a pro-feminist approach to address 
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issues relevant to supporting adolescent boys as they "search for their own understanding of 

masculinity" (Lingard & Douglas, 1999, p.141). In this programme, the equity rights of both 

boys and girls are considered concurrently (Lingard & Douglas, 1999). 

Second, Bonnor (1997) felt that students should be encouraged to develop the skill of critical 

analysis. He advocated that this skill be included in regular coursework studies. This would 

enable students to learn to examine critically material put before them and to question its 

acceptability and validity. Specifically, he thought that practising this in relation to the way 

desirable or popular images of males and females are publicly represented would assist in 

developing greater acceptance of varying expressions of masculinity. Questioning the 

traditional portrayal of men and women in film, television, music or written texts would assist 

this process. In media studies, for example, Bonnor (1997) suggested students should be 

encouraged to question the stereotypic portrayal of men and women and to discuss acceptable 

alternatives. Encouraging students to become critical readers would also assist this 

questioning process with intellectual responses to any gendered images they meet as readers. 

Bonnor (1997) emphasised that this reconstruction must come from the stakeholders 

themselves, in this case the students. He claimed for this to be successful, boys and girls must 

be willing to scrutinize and refute opinions, images, behaviours and practices that are 

questionable and which reinforce expectations of the "right way" to be either male or female. 

Concern about unhealthy stereotypes relating to "being a boy" has resulted in the 

development of a number of programmes, one entitled "BOYZRULZ". It includes a series of 

posters depicting boys and men engaging in nontraditional male behaviour accompanied by 

statements such as "When should boys learn to cook?", "When should boys stop holding 

hands?", "When should boys learn fathering skills?". The warning to educators in the 

accompanying teachers' notes is clear: 

One place [schools] can start is the rules which all boys learn about 'being a boy' as they 
progress through school. These rules are not formally discussed, indeed many are never stated, 
but boys learn them more thoroughly than almost any lesson taught by a teacher. It is easy to 
underestimate the commitment that boys have to these rules once they are learnt. Simply telling 
boys 'you are wrong' has not proved successful  (University of Newcastle, in Fletcher, 2000). 

Lingard (1998) advocated the need for policy and programme development that 

acknowledged and respected the needs and rights of both boys and girls in educational 

settings. Many such policies and programmes have been formulated in education systems that 

have deliberate objectives on gender equity (Yates, 1997). Jordan (1995) suggested gender 

policies in schools should be aimed at constructing a "non-gendered world" (pp. 82). Lingard 
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(1998) considered the focus of current gender policies to be on boys' issues. He warned 

against focus becoming one where problems associated with the "competing victims 

syndrome" or backlash politics are perpetuated. He nominated the imperative for schools as 

providing supportive learning environments for all students and promoting gender justice, 

tolerance and acceptance of all expressions of masculinity and femininity, be they normative 

or marginalised. He asserted that doing so should be a core professional issue for teachers. 

Lingard (1998) claimed that critical reflection upon curriculum, pedagogy and student 

outcomes, and the development of policies and programmes that represent "gender aware" 

interpretation of these data should be something that all schools do. All elements that impact 

on student participation, interest, engagement and performance should be considered in this 

process. In gender-aware policies, schools should set a number of goals. 

First, boys should be encouraged to broaden their subject choices through policy that overtly 

values success or participation in all subject areas equally. Society values certain subjects 

more highly than others, particularly those that offer entry into high paying jobs. This is a 

difficult premise to override. So, this first goal will be hard to achieve. However, subject 

selection is a "central issue … in terms of boys and schooling" (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a, p. 

8). Boys continue to choose subjects with high masculine status and power at which some of 

them fail to succeed. Gilbert & Gilbert (1998a) claimed that these students leave school 

without high school qualifications and a "personal sense of failure within a male domain of 

achievement" (p. 9). 

Second, Lingard (1998) believed that deliberate steps should be taken to build appropriate 

study pathways for under-achieving boys. Schools should be encouraged to recognise which 

particular boys are achieving poorly and then to channel extra funding and resources into 

programmes specifically designed to meet their needs. 

Third, gender equity policies should be developed and utilised to include purposeful 

statements regarding how discipline, bullying and harassment issues will be dealt with. This 

should occur within a framework of open discourse regarding acceptable expressions of 

masculinity and femininity (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a; Griffiths in Browne & Fletcher, 1995). 

As a fourth goal, in every school's curriculum, teaching and learning programmes should be 

included that encourage students' development of suitable strategies to deal with conflict and 

sexual or physical harassment (Lingard, 1998). 

26 



 

Finally, policy reforms which focus on the development of social justice will encourage the 

development of just and equitable social and personal relationships, benefiting both boys and 

girls (Lingard & Douglas, 1999). 

Development of "appropriate teaching strategies, classrooms, and school structures that foster 

good relations between the boys and the girls and between the teachers and the students" 

helps to support "successful, equitable relationships" (Hartman, 1999, p. 12) and to engage 

boys in classroom learning. Academic outcomes link with social ones. Hartman claimed it 

was a duty for all educators to accept responsibility for creating environments conducive to 

positive development in both areas. 

Hartman (1999) further contended that because their interests and learning and assessment 

preferences are significantly different, boys and girls will need to work within particular 

learning environments and establishing them will be challenging. Recognising that boys and 

girls have different needs is a good start [Horsell, undated (a)]. A number of approaches have 

proven successful in meeting the challenge following such recognition (Hartman, 1999). For 

example, Hartman (1999) claimed that harnessing boys' hunger for competition and 

redirecting it inwards towards the achievement of personal best scores or improvement in 

subjects they have traditionally found difficult has positive effects on boys' achievement. 

Further, she stated that varying teaching strategies to accommodate the learning preferences 

of boys has beneficial outcomes for both boys and girls, expanding the learning opportunities 

of both genders. Boys prefer physical, visual, practical styles of learning. They respond more 

favourably when these are included and are therefore more engaged and less likely to be 

disruptive. Girls are extended by being confronted with alternative approaches to which they 

are often more flexible. The learning strengths of both boys and girls can be used to create a 

collaborative learning environment, beneficial to all participants. Productivity is increased 

when the individual strengths of all group members are capitalised on. The different learning 

preferences of both genders can be accommodated in this process. Employing classroom 

practices that encourage and support different learning styles can help students to accept and 

value individual differences. For some boys, confusion surrounding what is and is not 

acceptable male behaviour has sent very bewildering messages regarding how they should 

behave. In extreme cases, this bewilderment has resulted in a compulsion to regret and feel 

almost apologetic for their "maleness" (Mooney, 2001). Positive discourse regarding 

masculinity and femininity should be ongoing. This discourse will be most successful if 

conducted in the spirit of tolerance and acceptance. Within the framework of this discussion, 
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teachers need to recognise and value the overtly positive male behaviour exhibited in their 

classrooms. Witnessing the appreciation of boys' energy, their humour and their honesty will 

help both boys and girls to accept and value male strengths. Further, if both boys and girls 

experience and acknowledge the strengths that both genders bring to every learning situation, 

positive social relationships between them are fostered. Finally, establishing reward and 

assessment procedures that are conducive to the learning needs of both genders is essential if 

achieving gender equity is to be realised (BBC News, 2000a). 

1.2.3 Gender-segregated schooling 

Offering gender-segregated classes within mixed-gender schools or schools whose clientele 

comprise one gender only is another approach used in some schools to assist educators to 

better accommodate the different learning needs of males and females. In this country, the 

former is not as common as the latter. A number of schools have offered classes segregated 

according to gender, especially in subjects where the interests and abilities of boys and girls 

are recognised as being significantly different. In Australia, the United States and England 

single-gender class composition has been trialled in the upper primary grades of a number of 

schools for reading and sometimes Mathematics or Science instruction (Archer, 1998; 

Adshead, 2000). Positive outcomes have been reported from the Australian trials (Hartman, 

1999), though outcomes from similar trials in England have not produced evidence 

supporting their efficacy (Anonymous, 1999). Results from American trials remain 

conflicting (Reinhard, 1998). 

In this country, schools that cater for boys or girls separately are not in the majority nor are 

they offered by Australian State Government Education Authorities. They are readily 

available for fee-paying students. They have their origins in an education system that initially 

reserved education for upper class boys. When girls were included, they were segregated and 

taught from a different curriculum. Segregation of sexes occurred for a number of reasons 

(Kimmel, 2000). First, biological arguments were used. Girls were not capable of doing the 

work that boys did. Their brains and bodies were not made for such intellectual demands and 

to force such would be to go against nature's plan for women. Second, educating males and 

females together would be disastrous because of the vast differences in their brains. Third, 

men would "lose as women advance" and society would be left with a community of 

"defeminated women and demasculated men" (p. 152). Fourth, educating boys and girls 

would mean that the curriculum would have to change to allow for the inferiority of female 

students and progress would be slower as girls struggled to keep up with their male 
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counterparts. Finally, it was feared that educating boys and girls together would reduce the 

mysterious attraction of the opposite sex and cause homosexuality to increase. 

Today's proponents of single-gender schooling cite very different reasons for advocating 

segregated schooling for boys and girls (Brighter Choice Charter Schools, undated). Many 

schools practising gender segregation are steeped in tradition and may have been established 

in response to the kind of arguments raised in the previous paragraph, certainly prior to the 

leanings of modern thought. They continue to operate on a number of premises. First, boys 

and girls learn differently and in different grouping arrangements. Second, they respond to 

different teaching approaches and examination procedures. Third, boys and girls are 

interested in different topics. Fourth, these differences can be better catered for in single-

gender schools (Archer, 1998). Kimmel (2000) succinctly stated the problem of trying to 

educate boys and girls together. He stated that "on the one hand, the interplanetary theory of 

gender difference claims that … [boys and girls] come from different planets, speak different 

"genderlects", apply different moral standards, and know different things in different ways… 

[yet] on the other hand, … [they] sit in the same classroom, read the same books, listen to the 

same teachers, and are supposedly graded by the same criteria" (p. 151). Advocates of single-

gender schooling maintain this is not a problem in their learning institutions as providing for 

only one gender allows them to better cater for the interests, learning and behavioural needs 

of boys and girls respectively (Brighter Choice Charter Schools, undated). These schools also 

asserted that existing inequities are better remedied in single-gender schools (Brighter Choice 

Charter Schools, undated). 

This claim has been upheld by recent research conducted by Rowe (2000). In an Australian 

Council of Educational Research (ACER) media release on April 17 2000, Rowe reiterated 

that girls were outperforming boys academically. He also confirmed that both boys and girls 

attending single-gender schools were achieving higher academic results than their male and 

female counterparts attending co-educational schools. This was true even after adjustments 

had been made for measures of students' abilities and school sector. Further, student 

classroom behaviour was also positively affected by attendance at a single-gender school. 

Student perceptions of teacher responsiveness, curriculum usefulness, and enjoyment of 

school were used as measures of their behaviour (ACER, 2000). The reasons for the 

differences in academic and behavioural performance of students at gender-segregated 

schools are complex. Rowe concluded in his findings that "understandings are emerging from 

the research evidence suggesting that co-educational settings are limited in their capacity to 
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accommodate the large differences in cognitive, social and developmental growth rates of 

girls and boys between the ages of 12 and 16. In contrast, this evidence suggests that during 

these key adolescent years, single-sex settings better accommodate the specific 

developmental needs of students" (Rowe, in ACER, 2000, p. 1). 

The response of other researchers to the value of single-gender schooling is varied. On one 

hand, educators claimed there are benefits to boys and girls (Davis, 2002; Anonymous, 

1998a). Other educators cast doubt on the idea that single-gender schooling could provide the 

solution to the underachievement of boys (BBC News, 2000b; White, 1998). Many suggested 

that insufficient research has been done to support or refute the claim that single-gender 

classes offer superior opportunities for boys and girls resulting in improved educational and 

social outcomes for both genders (Reinhard, 1998;Viadero, 2002). Some stated that any 

positive achievement outcomes could be accounted for by looking at the respective schools' 

clientele and that students attending single-gender schools were from families with higher 

incomes and better work ethics (BBC News, 2000c; Anonymous, 1999). Others suggested 

smaller class sizes, better teachers and improved resources may be responsible for any gains 

recorded, rather than the school's gender composition (Davis, 2002). Yet others indicated that 

significant gains would only be made in single-gender schools by boys and girls from 

disadvantaged families (Anonymous, 2001; Viadero, 2002). Some researchers confirmed that 

there were definite self-esteem and attitudinal benefits for girls who attended single-gender 

schools (Anonymous, 1999; Archer, 1998), and that the behaviour of both boys and girls 

would improve significantly with this approach (Anonymous, 1998b; Davis, 2002). Some 

studies reported social and academic gains for students in single-gender schools. Others 

denied it. It was claimed that a high concentration of boys in a learning environment was 

associated with lower achievement (Viadero, 2002). Proponents of single-gender girls' 

schools suggested a number of benefits. First, these schools helped increase girls' confidence 

and encouraged them to choose more difficult subjects (Archer, 1998). Second, girls were 

said to overcome their dislike for Mathematics and Science, to ask more questions (Walsh, 

1996) and to develop greater confidence in their mathematical ability (Rowe, 1988). Third, 

they were also seen to develop greater competitiveness and less stereotypic attitudes about 

the roles of women (Lee & Marks, in Brighter Choice Charter Schools, undated). Fourth, 

greater academic focus and attention to homework was a positive outcome of this form of 

schooling. Finally, attendance at these schools was said to help girls develop higher 

educational and professional aspirations, to go on to obtain higher degrees and to choose non-
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traditional careers (Salomone, 1997). Contrarily, opponents of single-gender schooling claim 

that achievement gains are insignificant (Reinhard, 1998). They claim that sexism and the 

reinforcement of traditional gender and social stereotypes are inherent (Hoff Sommers, 2001; 

Reinhard, 1998) and that the social development of boys and girls is hindered by attendance 

at one of these institutions (Kimmel, 2000). 

Navigating the conflicting literature on the benefits or otherwise of single-gender classes or 

schools has been both frustrating and intriguing. The fact that so many educators disagree 

about the outcomes of gender-segregated schooling suggests that a good deal of emotion and 

subjective perspective enters the interpretation of the available data. Significantly more 

validated research is needed before any claims about its efficacy or otherwise can confidently 

be made. 

1.3 The Current Study 
The focus for this study is on reading at the emergent reader level: the first two years of 

formal schooling where it is anticipated children will be between the ages of five and seven. 

Little has been documented about boys' lack of achievement or interest in literacy at this 

level. Initially, the study focused simply on why it was that boys performed more poorly on 

the Queensland Education Department's Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading. By using this 

assessment measure, teachers are able to record the reading achievements of individual 

children according to a number of recognised and required criteria. Failure to consistently 

display competency in a set majority of these criteria (or Key Indicators) results in the student 

being deemed to be experiencing difficulty in reading and eligible for additional reading 

support. The question of whether the gender composition of the classroom made a difference 

to the children's literacy results was added to the present study following the completion of its 

trial phase, for two reasons. First, media coverage of literacy trials involving gender-

segregated classes being conducted in a number of schools in Australia reported 

improvements in both achievement and interest levels of the participants (Hartman, 1999). 

Second, an examination of the available literature regarding the benefits of single-gender 

schooling yielded conflicting opinion. While the informal trial schools reported positive 

achievement, participation and interest results for boys participating in gender-segregated 

literacy classes at the upper primary level, some overseas researchers refuted similar claims 

(see for example, BBC News, 2000b; White, 1998). Adding its dimension to the present 

study represented both a challenge and a stimulant. The results from the Australian schools 

are encouraging and may imply boys at the upper primary level could benefit from reading 
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instruction designed specifically for their gender. Far more evidence would need to be 

gathered before this statement could be made with confidence or authority. Further, limited 

data are available which supports or refutes the literacy benefits of single-gender class 

groupings at the early childhood or lower primary level. Whether the implied benefits of the 

upper primary trials are specific to the ages of its participants or whether these results could 

be generalised to the emergent reader phase will require much greater examination and 

consideration. 

To this point, this investigation has provided an overview of boys' disadvantage in a wide 

range of areas. A brief recapitulation of the more significant, relevant points will firmly and 

convincingly ground the focus area of Boys' Literacy in this broader context. First, three 

factors are seen as being significant in establishing and reinforcing boys' attitude to, 

expectations of and performance within school settings. They are family, community and 

school. All play a part in the socialisation process and contribute to students' expectations of 

school and their roles within it. Second, the majority of female teachers appear to have 

affected the achievement of boys in a number of ways for many years. Third, the way 

learning is "practised" in the school setting has not always suited the needs of boys. Fourth, 

participation and success in certain school activities and experiences are in direct conflict 

with some boys' evolving notion of their own masculinity. Activities fitting these criteria are 

rejected by a majority of boys. Finally, the gender composition of the class may make a 

difference to boys in terms of initial and sustained engagement, motivation and achievement. 

To establish a relationship between this broader context and the study at hand, a few related 

questions must be asked. First, could the attitudes of family, society and school be affecting 

young boys' literacy performance? Second, could the predominance of female teachers make 

a difference? Third, is the way reading is practised in the classroom unappealing to young 

boys? Fourth, would boys prefer to do something other than reading because they do not view 

it as an essential "male" activity? Finally, is it worth exploring the notion that boys may 

perform better in literacy activities when they are placed in gender-segregated classes? 

Affirmative responses are suggested. It is clear that for some older boys these factors are 

highly influential in their response to academic achievement in general and reading and their 

subsequent achievement in it in particular. Less has been documented about them in relation 

to younger boys. Much has been written about boys in middle primary school or lower high 

school who, for a number of reasons, become reluctant, disinterested, underachieving readers. 

Support for this statement will be found in Chapter 2. Less has been written about why many 
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boys entering school and participating in formal reading instruction for the first time, 

approach literacy in much the same way, achieving much the same results. This study seeks 

to explore boys' literacy development at the emergent reader level and to confirm or reject the 

questions posed above. 

Response to the debate about "boys' disadvantage" has essentially been from three 

perspectives, from those saying there is no disadvantage, to those saying there is 

overwhelming disadvantage and those saying the reality lies somewhere in between these two 

extremes. There is less disagreement about the fact that some boys are under-achieving when 

it comes to literacy, although there is some dissention when the extent of the problem and its 

ultimate importance are considered. The current study will explore these issues and establish 

some truths about young boys' literacy development. 

Specifically, it will be useful in informing the academic community about two distinct, 

currently under-documented, areas. First, boys' literacy performance at the emergent reader 

phase will be explored and factors influencing it will be identified. Second, the potential 

value of single-gender and mixed-gender class compositions on the literacy achievements of 

both boys and girls will be investigated. Findings from both of these areas will add valuable, 

substantiated data to the pool of findings currently available about boys' literacy and the 

conflicting opinions about school/class gender arrangements. Potentially viable alternatives 

for educators seeking answers to the problem of boys' literacy education may emerge as a 

result of this investigation. 
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Chapter 2. Existing Knowledge 
2.1 Statement of the Problem 
The objective of this thesis is to identify gendered features of children's development in early 

literacy, particularly those that contribute to the generally poorer performance of boys in 

literacy. 

2.2 Literature review 

2.2.1 Introduction 

In the mid-1990s, "common and agreed national goals for schooling in Australia" were 

adopted by all States and Territories in this country [Ministerial Council of Education, 

Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA), 1999, p. ix]. These ten goals were 

established to provide a comparable framework around which all States and Territories were 

to "develop specific objectives and strategies, particularly in the areas of curriculum and 

assessment" (MCEETYA, 1999, p. ix). They focused on ensuring that children had equitable 

access to an education that developed their capabilities in response to growing needs of a 

changing society in an international context. They recognised the importance of knowledge, 

skill, attitude and value development that would prepare students for employment and 

productive participation in society. They identified a number of specific skills that were 

regarded as necessary to enhance Australian schooling. These included skills in literacy, 

numeracy, analysis and problem solving, information processing and computing, and 

scientific and technological skills. The development of an understanding of Australia's 

historical and geographical context, of other languages and cultures, of the creative arts and 

of the global environment and an appreciation of these things, were also seen as important. 

Finally, a capacity to "exercise judgement in matters of morality, ethics and social justice" 

was deemed a desirable goal (MCEETYA, 1999, p. ix). These goals represent what the 

collective Council saw as action outcomes for educators that would bring an equitable result 

as young Australians adapted to their changing local, national and global environments. 

2.2.2 A Focus on Literacy Nationwide 

In 1996, an eleventh goal was added in response to Commonwealth, State and Territory 

Education Ministers' growing concern about the poor literacy standards evident in Australia's 

schools. It stated that "every child leaving primary school should be able to read, write, spell 

and communicate at an appropriate level" (MCEETYA, 1999, p. ix). In 1999, all States and 

Territories adopted a National Literacy and Numeracy Plan in response to growing evidence 
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that these minimum standards were not being achieved. This plan focused on the 

development of strong foundational literacy skills. The plan sought to identify national 

benchmarks for literacy and numeracy and a nationwide method of assessment and reporting 

was established. All education systems operating throughout Australia were to participate in 

this process. Assessment and reporting of literacy achievement were to occur at three levels 

of schooling, namely at Years 3, 5 and 7. Through this testing and reporting process, it was 

possible to ascertain how students were achieving in relation to minimal acceptable standards 

of literacy. The Ministers had agreed that these standards were at base level for students to 

progress through to following levels of education (MCEETYA, 1999). 

Results for the 1999 Year 3 and Year 5 reading benchmark assessment are shown in Table 1. 

Data for Year 7 are not available. Year 7 literacy benchmarks were not approved until 2000 

(MCEETYA, 1999). Bracketed figures in Table 1, and subsequently Tables 2, 3 and 5, 

represent approximate ratios of students who failed to meet the benchmarks (ie 1:5 indicates 

around one in five students failed to achieve the national standard). 

Table 1: Performance of Year 3 and Year 5 Children against the National Reading Benchmark 
in 1999 (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 269-270). 
State or Territory Year 3 benchmark 

performance 
Year 5 benchmark 

performance 
New South Wales 91.2% (1:11) 90.3% (1:10) 

 
Victoria 86.2% (1:7) 88.0% (1:8) 

 
Queensland 82.6% (1:6) 80.0% (1:5) 

 
South Australia 83.2% (1:6) 82.8% (1:6) 

 
Western Australia 87.9% (1:8) 79.5% (1:5) 

 
Tasmania 85.9% (1:7) 78.7% (1:5) 

 
Northern Territory 72.3% (1:4) 78.4% (1:5) 

 
Australian Capital Territory 89.9% (1:10) 90.4% (1:10) 

 
Australia 87.0% (1:8) 85.6% (1:7) 

 
 

A comparison of data from Table 1 indicates little difference nationally as shown in the 

Australian average benchmark scores for Year 3 and Year 5. However, this averaging 

camouflages regional difference as can be seen for Western Australia, Tasmania and 

Northern Territory, albeit that different cohorts are involved for the two year levels. 
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Additional data analysis by Moloney (2002) indicated that results of literacy assessment in 

1996 were less encouraging than those represented for 1999 and attested that data worsens as 

poor literacy learners progress through the school system. 

The data presented in Table 1 reveal that on average around one in every eight Year 3 and 

one in every seven Year 5 students in Australia in 1999 failed to achieve a standard of 

literacy that was deemed minimally acceptable. For these children, progressing normally 

through their year level studies was problematic. 

Concern regarding the literacy performance of students is not restricted to Australia. Tests 

conducted in many other English speaking countries, including Canada, the United States of 

America, England, Scotland and New Zealand mirror these poor literacy results (Power, 

2001; Moloney, 2002; Collins, Kenway & McLeod, 2000). 

Examination of the 1999 data reveals anomalies when the results are grouped according to 

gender. In Table 2, a breakdown of the percentage of Year 3 male and female students in each 

State or Territory who achieved the reading benchmark standard is represented.  

Table 2: Performance of Year 3 Male and Female Students against the National Reading 
Benchmark in 1999 (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 269). 
State or Territory Male % students 

achieving the benchmark 
Female % students 

achieving the benchmark 
Average % students 

achieving benchmark 
New South Wales 89.6% (1:10) 

 
92.7% (1:13) 91.2% (1:11) 

Victoria 82.6% (1:6) 
 

89.9% (1:10) 86.2% (1:7) 

Queensland 79.9% (1:5) 
 

86.7% (1:7) 82.6% (1:6) 

South Australia 81.5% (1:5) 
 

84.9% (1:7) 83.2% (1:6) 

Western Australia 85.5% (1:7) 
 

90.4% (1:10) 87.9% (1:8) 

Tasmania 82.0% (1:5) 
 

89.9% (1:10) 85.9% (1:7) 

Northern Territory 69.8% (1:3) 
 

74.9% (1:4) 72.3% (1:4) 

Australian Capital 
Territory 

87.6% (1:8) 92.2% (1:13) 89.9% (1:10) 

Australia 84.5% (1:6) 
 

89.8% (1:10) 87.0% (1:8) 

 

These data reveal that in 1999 in every State or Territory, female students out-performed 

males. Nationally, one in every six boys failed to achieve an acceptable minimum standard of 

literacy. Comparatively, fewer girls were below the standard. These data reflect differences in 

the literacy performances of boys and girls in Year 3 for the year 1999. Data presented by 
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Moloney (2002) and Power (2001) indicated that scores for the 1996 National average were 

even more revealing, indicating a difference of 12% between genders. 

Data for Year 5 are shown in Table 3.  

Table 3: Performance of Year 5 Male and Female Students against the National Reading 
Benchmark in 1999 (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 270). 
State or Territory Male % students 

achieving the 
benchmark 

Female % students 
achieving the benchmark 

Average % students 
achieving benchmark 

New South Wales 88.6% (1:9) 
 

92.0% (1:13) 90.3% (1:10) 

Victoria 85.6% (1:7) 
 

90.5% (1:10) 88.0% (1:8) 

Queensland 78.2% (1:5) 
 

84.3% (1:6) 80.0% (1:5) 

South Australia 80.2% (1:5) 
 

85.8% (1:7) 82.8% (1:6) 

Western Australia 75.5% (1:4) 
 

83.6% (1:6) 79.5% (1:5) 

Tasmania 76.2% (1:4) 
 

81.3% (1:5) 78.7% (1:5) 

Northern Territory 77.3% (1:4) 
 

80.0% (1:5) 78.4% (1:5) 

Australian Capital Territory 
 

88.6% (1:9) 92.1% (1:13) 90.4% (1:10) 

Australia 83.4% (1:6) 
 

88.4% (1:9) 85.6% (1:7) 

 

These data parallel the Year 3 results: girls outperformed boys in Year 5 literacy tests in 

1999. Figures presented by Moloney (2002) and Power (2001) indicated that scores for Year 

5 in 1996 were even more revealing, showing a difference of 11% between genders. 

(Moloney, 2002; Power, 2001). 

Additional data analysis by Moloney (2002) and Gilbert, Alloway, Freebody & Hornibrook 

(2000) suggested that tracking the performance of boys from primary through to secondary 

school confirms a decline in the achievement of boys, with the gap between the literacy 

performance of boys and girls widening. 

Examination of the data presented in the preceding tables reveals three things. First, between 

fifteen and sixteen percentage of Australia's Year 3 and Year 5 children failed to meet the 

minimum literacy standards considered necessary at their Year level. Second, more boys are 

represented in the failing groups. Third, the distribution of these children across the States 

and Territories of Australia was unequal. Typically, better group performers were reported by 
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New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory. Generally, worst group performers 

were reported from the Northern Territory. 

Differences between highest and lowest performing States or Territories are considerable. For 

Year 3 children, the difference was 18.9%. For boys, the difference was 19.8% and for girls 

17.8%. For Year 5 children on average, the difference between highest and lowest performing 

States or Territories was 12%. For boys, the difference was 13.1% and for girls 12.1%. This 

difference between the average scores of the highest and lowest performing States or 

Territories is notable and is in fact greater than that represented by averaged gender scores. 

This is clearly represented in Table 4. 

Table 4: Performance of Year 3 and Year 5 Students against the National Reading Benchmark, 
by Gender and State or Territory in 1999 (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 269- 270). 

Level 
 

Variable Comparison Average Percentage Difference 

Boys 84.5% Gender 
Girls 89.8% 

5.3% 
 

Highest 91.2% (NSW) 

Year 3 

State / Territory 
Lowest 72.3% (NT) 

18.9% 
 

Boys 83.4% Gender 
Girls 88.4% 

5% 
 

Highest 90.4% (ACT) 

Year 5 

State / Territory 
Lowest 78.4% (NT) 

12% 
 

 

One of the aims in establishing the "common and agreed national goals for schooling in 

Australia" was to minimise differences in the education systems of the States and Territories 

of Australia. Education systems alone, however, may not be held responsible for the degree 

of difference represented in the table above. Other "differences that make a difference (like 

socio-economic status, ethnicity, sexuality, indigeneity") (Epstein & Mac an Ghaill, 2002, p 

xi) will be addressed later (see section 2.2.8). 

Data presented in the above tables indicated three things. First, at a national level, more than 

10 % of Year 3 and Year 5 children were not achieving national reading benchmarks. Second, 

this percentage increased noticeably for boys and girls being schooled in certain States or 

Territories. Finally, regardless of State or Territory, those failing to achieve reading 

benchmarks were most likely to be boys. 

The research presented in this thesis was conducted in state and private primary schools 

throughout South-East Queensland. Consideration of literacy achievement and performance 

in this state follows. 
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2.2.3 A Focus on Literacy in Queensland 

In the late 1990s, concern arose in Queensland over "an increasing number of research papers 

drawing attention to a perceived imbalance between the outcomes being achieved by boys 

and girls" (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 156). The basis of such concern is evident in Tables 2 and 3. 

Education Queensland's "Boys, Gender and Schooling Project" was established in response to 

these concerns (Education Queensland, 2002-2003). 

The achievements of boys were comparatively poor at both ends of the schooling continuum. 

Senior secondary girls were outperforming boys in all areas. Also, many more young boys 

than girls fell into the "at risk" category in emergent reader programmes, requiring early 

intervention and additional reading support (MCEETYA, 1999). Certainly, with regard to the 

percentage of children achieving the National Reading Benchmarks, Queensland was not 

performing as well as most other States. Analysis of the 1999 data presented in Tables 1, 2 

and 3 placed Queensland as the second lowest-performing State for Year 3 children generally 

and boys specifically, and third lowest for girls. Queensland recorded fourth lowest results for 

Year 5 children (MCEETYA, 1999, p. 269-270). 

More noteworthy data emerged upon examination of ongoing reading results from statewide 

assessment used with Year 2 children. The Year 2 Diagnostic Nets (for Reading, Writing and 

Number) are the statewide assessment tools used by Education Queensland to assess student 

performance in both literacy and numeracy and meet criteria established by the National 

Literacy and Numeracy Plan (Queensland School Curriculum Council, 1998a, 1998b). They 

are used in conjunction with the Indicators for Reading Development Continuum to record 

individual children's progress in reading. Together with the Queensland Studies Authority's 

Year 3 Literacy Test (2003a), these instruments provide an assessment base upon which 

ongoing reference will be made regarding the minimum literacy and numeracy standards 

nominated in the National and Agreed-upon Goals for Schooling in Australia (MCEETYA, 

1999). 

In Queensland state schools, each child's reading behaviour is recorded on the Reading 

Development Continuum (Queensland School Curriculum Council, 1998a, 1998b). The 

Continuum provides a set of six levels of measurement of reading achievement, of which 

only five are commonly in use at the primary level (known as Phases A through E). It 

operates on the assumption that there are a number of developmental phases in becoming a 

successful reader. Each of these phases can be applied to children in the form of text-based 

indicators and key indicators that enable teachers to track the developmental sequence of 
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student achievement in reading. Sequentially, the phases are Role Play Reading, 

Experimental Reading, Early Reading, Transitional Reading and Independent Reading. The 

key indicators and attitude criteria for each phase are shown in Appendix 1. At Year 2, 

children who are not achieving all key indicators at Phase A and Phase B and key indicators 

C1, C4, C5, C6 and C7 for Phase C undergo a validation process as described below. On the 

Indicators for Reading Development Continuum, these Phase C key indicators translate into 

areas including Making Meaning at Text Level (C1), Making Meaning Using Context (C4, 

C5) and Making Meaning at Word Level (C6, C7) (Queensland Studies Authority, 2003b). 

During the validation process, children are exposed to a range of literacy activities that will 

prepare them for the reading of an unfamiliar text selected by their classroom teacher 

especially for the validation process. During reading, a child's performance is recorded in 

terms of the key indicators included in the continuum on which the child's previous reading 

performance has already been mapped. This validation process allows the teacher to confirm 

previous judgements about a child's need for additional support. If the child fails to meet the 

desired criteria, s/he is deemed eligible for additional reading support. Not all Year 2 children 

complete this validation process. Those who have achieved the required key indicators do not 

undergo the formal validation process (Queensland School Curriculum Council, 1998a, 

1998b). 

The researcher used results from this process to identify and compare student performances 

across the sample. These indicated differences in reading achievement for Queensland Year 2 

children generally, and boys and girls specifically, as shown in Table 5. This table shows the 

number of children who have been identified as requiring additional reading support, 

eligibility having been determined by the student's performance on the Year 2 Diagnostic Net 

for Reading and the Indicators for Reading Development Continuum. 
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Table 5: Year 2 Diagnostic Net Data (1997-2002): Percentage of Students Identified for 
Additional Reading Support (Education Queensland, 1997-2003). 

 Male Female All Students 
 

 
1997 

 
35.9% (1:3) 

 

 
25.4% (1:4) 

 
30.8% 

 
1998 

 
36.6% (1:3) 

 
26.0% (1:4) 

 
31.5% 

 
 
1999 

 
34.7% (1:3) 

 

 
24.7% (1:4) 

 

 
29.8% 

 
2000 

 
31.5% (1:3) 

 

 
22.2% (1:5) 

 

 
27% 

 
2001 

 
31.0% (1:3) 

 

 
23.0% (1:4 ) 

 

 
27.2% 

 
2002 

 
31.2% (1:3) 

 
23.3% (1:4) 

 
27.4% 

 
 

Analysis of results shown in Table 5 indicates that Year 2 boys in Queensland schools have 

consistently performed more poorly on the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading than girls over 

the years 1997- 2002. Approximately one third of them failed to achieve the desired key 

indicators and required additional reading support. 

The poorer performance of boys in literacy-related activities is not limited to Queensland. 

Gender differences in reading are highly consistent. Girls out-performed boys regardless of 

country or culture (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997a, 1997b, 1997c; Rutledge, 1997). Studies in 

OECD countries report that girls are performing better than boys on some tests of literacy 

(Alloway, Freebody, Gilbert & Muspratt, 2002). Differences in performance occur in all 

areas of literacy achievement, with the greatest division occurring in the expressive modes of 

literacy (Writing and Speaking) and the smallest division occurring in the receptive modes of 

literacy (Reading, Listening and Viewing) (Alloway et al, 2002). Differences in performance 

are not limited to grade levels shown in the preceding tables. Power (2001) referred to 

Australian Council of Educational Research data showing a similar situation for Year 9 boys. 

Such comparative data and the concerns they generate are now "at the heart of the recent 

public and political concern about boys' school-based achievement" (Epstein & Mac an 

Ghaill, 2002). Literacy and more widely-based human adaptations, such as academic 
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progress, social competence, employment, and happiness appear closely inter-related. These 

inter-relations are presented in the following section. 

2.2.4 Why Is Literacy So Important? 

Moloney (2002, 2000) nominated seven reasons why it was crucial for boys to have good 

literacy skills. His reasons included benefits for self and for community, for recreation and 

for work. 

First, he asserted that good literacy skills are necessary if a student is to be successful 

academically. He stated that "the most accurate predictor of poor academic performance in 

high school is below average literacy levels in primary school" (2000, p16). This was not 

limited to "reading subjects" (like English or Humanities) as there were few subjects in which 

reading was considered unimportant. He asserted that being able to read underpins almost all 

school subjects and children's success within those subjects is closely related to their literacy 

achievements. Noble & Bradford (2000) agreed, claiming that boys' poor performance in 

English explained their under-achievement in other subjects. Further, Moloney (2002, 2000) 

claimed that weak literacy skills are also predictive of behaviour problems in secondary 

school. 

Second, Moloney (2002, 2000) claimed that poor literacy skills are strong predictors of adult 

unemployment. He maintained that the day of the unskilled worker is over. As the nature of 

employment changes, so does the availability of work for people with poor literacy skills. 

The world of work, he asserted, assumed average literacy skills. Today, employers expected 

skilled workers, often with post-schooling qualifications. Apprenticeships often include 

theoretical as well as practical work and competency in reading is needed to meet these 

theoretical requirements. Entrance into and success in university is dependent on sound 

literacy skills as is progression into more highly paid managerial positions. Further, Moloney 

(2002) stated that workers now change jobs regularly and retrain into different forms of 

employment. Those without adequate reading skills would be unlikely to meet the retraining 

requirements and, as such, their employment prospects are severely limited. 

Third, he noted that some researchers (see, for example, Foster, 1994) have suggested that 

greater value should be placed on the computer and technological literacies at which boys 

excel. However, Moloney (2002, 2000) cautioned that boys' superiority and interest in 

technology and its related literacy would not abolish a need for competency in conventional 

literacy. While he acknowledged that visual literacy or "reading without words…[was] an 
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important part of accessing and interpreting information" (Moloney, 2002, p. 22) he 

cautioned advocates from getting carried away by it. The visual literacy component found in 

technology, he asserted, served as support and extension for conventional literacy, not as a 

replacement of it. He added that much of the meaning and significance gained from this form 

of literacy relied upon initial information gathered from print. He agreed that significant 

employment opportunities were available for students with strong visual literacy skills in the 

field of computer-related technology. However, he maintained that those who have been 

successful in this field "have not emerged from the sea of boys who struggle with 

conventional literacy at high school" (Moloney, 2002, p. 24). 

Fourth, Moloney (2002, 2000) claimed that today's society needs critical thinkers. We live in 

an Information Age, where a plethora of information is available, much of which is biased 

and inaccurate. Therefore, being a valuable, functioning member of society, will require 

capable people who are interested in things and who think critically about them. They also 

need skill in detecting bias and in making considered and informed decisions. As much of the 

information available is presented in print form, critical thinkers must have sound literacy 

skills in order to access the relevant information. On a broad level, our leaders will be chosen 

from these critical thinkers. On a personal level, making sure that our leaders are not making 

poor, uninformed decisions falls to ordinary citizens. They must also have the literacy skills 

that will enable them to guard against poor decision making by our leaders. Moloney (2002) 

stated that sound literacy skills were, therefore, "essential to the upkeep of democracy and 

freedom- the literate citizen is a free citizen" (p. 26). 

Fifth, Moloney (2000) contended that using one's imagination increases one's capacity to look 

at situations broadly and from different perspectives and that this is a critical skill. Reading 

helps with the development of this skill. A reader's imagination is "nourished" and greater 

"intellectual depth" is achieved through reading than through television or other forms of 

visual entertainment (Moloney, 2002, p. 16). He maintained that imagination is encouraged 

by a range of stimuli, including television. However, he asserted that reading "offers the 

widest range of stimuli" (p. 27) as one's mind has to create and extend the images, rather than 

to deal only passively and in limited ways with images. Television offers the world of 

someone else's imagination while books expand the reader's own imagination. 

Sixth, Moloney (2002, 2000) considered that reading offers opportunity for self-fulfilment 

beyond the practical roles of student, worker and citizen outlined in his previous points. It 

allows men to leave the pressures of work and to develop important personal skills. Moloney 
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(2002, 2000) maintained that reading helped one develop life skills, an understanding of what 

it means to be human, an awareness of self and an understanding of how to build 

relationships. This can be achieved by reading for pleasure and pursuing personal interests. 

These help men develop a greater sense of self and the world they live in, in human, spiritual, 

emotional and environmental terms, outside the jobs that take up so much of their lives. 

Further, in a "culture of increasing leisure" (2002, p. 28) reading offers a worthwhile leisure 

pursuit which has a humanising effect and through which boys can develop personally with a 

greater sense of their masculine identity. Moloney (2002) asserted that boys who become 

enthusiastic readers-for-pleasure may not gain employment from it, but would gain far more. 

Reading, he claimed, helped boys to develop a broader outlook by exposing them to 

experiences, emotions and ideas they would otherwise not experience. They develop a greater 

sense of themselves in the world and a broader outlook as a result. 

Finally, Moloney (2002, 2000) believed that reading fiction would help boys to develop a 

greater understanding of other people. He maintained that by reading fiction, boys learn about 

other people's feelings, thoughts and behaviours. He termed this awareness being "people 

literate" (2000, p.17), an essential skill in today's changing society. Being people literate 

helps boys to fulfil the varying roles they may adopt during their lifetime: partner, parent, 

employee and employer. Fiction provides them with experiences they have knowledge of 

through characters and situations they have read about and from which they can draw when 

needed. It can make them "visit" places they will never go to, "meet" people they will never 

encounter, "experience" situations they will never know. This broadens their outlook and 

general knowledge and empowers them in the wider world, giving them what Thomas (in 

Barrs, 2001) called "life-understanding skills" (p. 38). 

It is difficult to argue with Moloney's (2002, 2000) view that reading is essential to all parts 

of a boy's life. As a student, employee, employer, citizen and human being, Moloney (2002, 

2000) claimed that the benefits of reading were many and that being literate enhanced each of 

the roles a boy would be required to adopt during his lifetime. He presented reading in 

glowing terms. Certainly the benefits he listed are convincing and desirable. Others agree 

with Moloney's view. For example, Teese, Davies, Charlton & Polesel (1995) stated that the 

interior life of boys who did not read was impoverished and that they failed to develop their 

hearts and minds. Alloway, Freebody, Gilbert & Muspratt (2002) supported Moloney's ideas 

stating that "many theorists and researchers stress the social effects of literacy, variously 

crediting it with levering up economies, building social cohesion, enabling democracy, and 
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establishing and maintaining levels of civic well-being" (p. 24). They also argued that literacy 

gave individuals "access to logical thought…, scientific learning, employability and a sense 

of social belonging" (Alloway, et al, 2002, p. 24). 

If the benefits of literacy are so great, why then are schools experiencing difficulty in 

motivating boys to strive towards a literate future and, in many cases, a literate present? 

2.2 5 Why Don't Boys Want To Read? 

Many boys are reluctant readers, while girls are not. Boys' reluctance translates predicably 

into poorer achievement. Currently, explanations for differences between the attitude and 

achievement of male and female readers focus on differential modelling, particularly a 

prevalence theory of more female models as readers for developing children (Wuth, 1997). 

Related literature has focused the significance of a socio-cultural view of masculinity that 

boys bring to school and which is perpetuated with school participation. For many, the notion 

of literacy is too “feminised” and so is unattractive to boys because it is in conflict with what 

they believe is masculine (Collings, 1997; Cordukes, 1997; Kitzelmann, 1997; Rocco, 1997; 

Wuth, 1997). 

This line of literature is reviewed here and focused in relation to young boys in three ways. 

First, the early development of the literate self in the home environment will be explored. 

Second, a systematic examination of factors that influence the reading performance of 

emergent readers in the school setting will be made. Third, some theorised views about other 

key predictors of boys' and girls' differential performance in the literacy classroom will be 

identified. 

2.2.6 Home Environment 

The most significant influence on children entering school for the first time in their 

willingness to participate and achieve in literacy activities, is their experience of reading in 

their home environment (Millard, 1997a). Families play a crucial role in establishing and 

maintaining positive attitudes to reading. According to researchers such as Millard (1997a, 

1997b), Minns (1990) and Rivalland (1994) in most homes the mother plays the most 

significant role in this process. She is highly influential in the early literacy process, 

providing and reading books, organising activities that promote access to them and modelling 

what it is to use literacy effectively and in a range of social contexts (Millard, 1997b). In this 

role of model she helps to establish an ethos about reading which will influence the child’s 

attitude to reading and participation upon school entry. An interesting question may be posed 
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here: Who/What constitutes the “mother role”? While the literature neither supports nor 

negates the following notion, it is interesting to consider whether “mother role” might 

perhaps better be named “female caregiver”. The biological mother need not be the only 

person who instils this female association with the act of being literate. Grandmothers, female 

child care workers who predominate in the industry, older female siblings or other significant 

female models may assist in the formation of this gendered view of literacy. 

Within this environment, Gilbert, Alloway, Freebody & Hornibrook (2000) and Moloney 

(2002) suggested an acculturation process that values and expects superior language skills 

and proficiency in girls begins. Moloney (2002) claimed that boys and girls are treated 

differently as they acquire language and that girls receive greater input than boys do. This 

results in a general disadvantage for boys in communication and language proficiency when 

they commence school, with the ensuing outcome being the differential literacy performance 

of boys and girls (Gilbert et al, 2000). 

Millard (1997a) claimed that children rarely make an association between their fathers and 

reading. She maintained that it is closely associated with female members of the family, both 

as models of appropriate reading behaviour and as the organisers of shared reading events. 

She claimed that fathers are rarely seen in this role, but are seen to engage in functional rather 

than recreational reading. They can be witnessed reading newspapers or instruction manuals 

whose purpose is practical and useful. Mothers, on the other hand, are often seen to read 

narratives or magazines, material which has merit for its entertainment value rather than its 

functionality (Martino, 2001). 

Jordan (1995) suggested that for many boys, the development of a masculine identity 

includes doing things that are "not female" (p. 69). Literature suggests that this association 

between "reading" and "female" and "masculine" and "not female" can influence strongly the 

ways boys approach reading (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d; Millard, 1997b). As their concept of 

masculinity develops, participating and succeeding in an activity that they consider to be 

female may be in direct conflict with their notion of “being a boy”. Consciously or 

subconsciously, they receive messages about what is acceptable for boys. Many of these 

messages come from their fathers or other significant males (Millard, 1994; 1997b). If 

reading is not a part of the masculine model these children are exposed to, then boys may be 

reluctant to situate reading as part of their own gender identity. 
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Hill, Comber, Louden, Rivalland & Reid (2002) also recognised the importance of family and 

community in children's ongoing literacy development. They profiled these influences as 

factors for successful and unsuccessful early readers. In the former case, families had good, 

ongoing relations with their children’s school. Also, they were willing to support its reading 

programmes. Generally, their commitment to their children’s academic success was obvious 

and consistent. They had the "educational background and social capital" (p. 7) to ensure 

their children succeeded in literacy. In contrast with this configuration, Hill et al (2002) noted 

that where families did not have social and financial resources aligned with their children’s 

academic needs and a school’s purpose in fostering academic success, their children very 

often failed. Such situations included schools where the population consisted of Aboriginal 

families who felt unwelcome in the school setting or families where circumstances like 

poverty or ill-health prevented them from adequately supporting their children’s literacy 

needs. 

2.2.7 The School Setting 

Social construction applies with reading and gender in the school environment (Rowan, 

Knobel, Bigum & Lankshear, 2002). Attitudes of teachers and peers, materials, and the ways 

reading is practised in the school setting contribute to the acceptability and desirability of 

literacy learning (Millard, 1997a, 1997b). 

Much has been written about the idea that today’s primary schools exemplify feminine 

culture (Rowan et al, 2002). They are staffed predominantly by female teachers teaching a 

“feminised curriculum” (Matters, Pitman & Gray, 1997, p 2). An increased retention of 

women in the workforce and a push to offer equal educational opportunity to girls have 

resulted in these changes (Lingard, 1998). Curriculum changes have occurred that better 

suited girls by exploiting their individual learning styles, sometimes to the detriment of boys’ 

performances (Matters et al, 1997). 

Literacy may have become a feminised activity in school settings (Rowan et al, 2002). In any 

case, several theorists (Biddulph, 1997a; Millard, 1997b) believe it has become a domain of 

knowledge and set of practices that run counter to various dominant constructions of 

masculinity. Because the vast majority of teachers working in the early childhood years are 

women, enculturation of literacy learning, both in pedagogy and practice, may be perceived 

as feminised (Moloney, 2002). This feminisation of literacy may be witnessed in four areas of 

literacy instruction. 
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First, as Luke (1992) suggested, types of interaction established within school-based reading 

are at odds with the bodily pleasures of boys’ culture. Sitting quietly, writing neatly, handling 

books carefully and behaving in a regulated and compliant way are common features of the 

literacy classroom. Boys moreso than girls, are unlikely to find these activities appealing 

(Biddulph, in Browne & Fletcher, 1995). Their preferences are for large motor activities, 

construction, spatial games and outdoor pursuits (Rutledge, 1997). 

A second prejudicial feature is the subject matter of reading materials. Many early texts 

encourage a view of masculinity depicting males as powerful and dominating, a hegemonic 

notion that also is commonly portrayed in modern film and video game culture (Gilbert, 

1998). Such texts may feature a predominance of boys, or have boys positioned in active 

roles, or situate female characters in passive compliant roles (Freebody & Baker, 1987). Yet, 

texts and genres chosen by schools, even those with the characteristics described above, 

consistently are more favoured by female students (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997c). 

While some disagree (Hall & Coles, 1997; Love & Hamston, 2001), evidence indicates that 

male students prefer non-fiction texts. Barrs (2001) suggested this was because it was easier 

for under-achieving male readers to mask their failure through less-obviously graded, non-

fiction texts. Layout and font size used in formatting fiction clearly identifies the literacy 

status of the reader. Moss (1999) agreed with this assertion, adding that examination of non-

fiction that appeals to boys reveals texts dominated by visual rather than written text. She 

stated that weak readers could meet their more successful peers on an equal basis by sharing 

non-fiction texts where there is little writing, such as football sticker albums. She claimed 

that this potential for equal social status attracts boys to non-fiction texts. From a different 

perspective, Moloney (2002) claimed that it is not fiction books as a genre that boys reject, 

but rather the type of fiction that is presented to them. Fiction genres dominate early reading 

schemes (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997c). Even when non-fiction topics are covered, often they 

are portrayed in a narrative style (Millard, 1997a; Moloney, 2002). 

Martino (2001) asserted that boys do prefer non-fiction texts. He suggested that their 

preference for this genre was in keeping with their concept of expected, normative 

masculinity. Fathers, he said, read non-fiction, while mothers read fiction. The perceived 

purpose of reading for fathers was for fact-finding. They were seen to model reading that is 

purposeful, unlike fiction that is seen to serve no purpose. Fathers are seen to read 

newspapers and manuals, gleaning information that is practical and useable. Boys' preference 

for genres consistent with those valued by their fathers can be seen in their choice of 

48 



 

preferred reading. These include sporting magazines and computer texts, the former of which 

are acceptable because they fit in with a "particular currency of masculinity" (p. 67) that 

excuses reading if it is associated with the pursuit of activities such as sport, an expression of 

active, hegemonic masculinity. 

Martino (2001) claimed that boys who read fiction prefer science fiction, action/adventure, 

fantasy, crime fiction, thrillers, humorous and weird stories. He claimed that the forms of 

masculinity represented in these genres was consistent with those valued by heterosexual boy 

culture and, as such, was acceptable. 

A third area where literacy instruction may be perceived as feminised is in the type of literacy 

activities offered in the classroom context. Activities are often prescriptive and fail to offer 

any choice to students. This is not unappealing to girls but is in conflict with boys' masculine 

desire to exercise power and control (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997c). Further, the nature of 

activities does not allow the male to adopt a masculine position as they are centred around 

passive, creative, emotional reflection which is preferred by girls, rather than the active, 

aggressive stand more in harmony with boys’ developing constructs of masculinity (Hall & 

Coles, 1997). Gilbert, Alloway, Freebody & Hornibrook (2000) asserted that the "emotion- 

and reflection-based pedagogies used in the primary school years" (p. 4) "differentially 

affect[ed] the literacy learning and performance of boys and girls" (p. 3). 

Finally, it has been strongly contended that schools do not value the types of literacy at which 

boys do excel (Foster, 1994; Gilbert, 1998) and which is most highly valued in the work-

place (Alloway & Gilbert in Mills & Lingard, 1997). These types include computer and 

technological literacy (Foster, 1994), where boys seem to be more in control than with 

conventional texts. In these forms of literacy, they have greater power over their choices, 

what they do with chosen content and options, and with whether and how outcomes from 

their literate action are framed and communicated. A re-examination of what knowledge and 

processes are valued as objectives of formal schooling may be required if teachers, parents 

and boys themselves are to better understand and allow for a growing expertise for boys in 

areas such as computer and technological literacy (Foster, 1994; Gilbert, 1998). 

Boys’ participation in reading appears to decrease as school participation continues (Alloway 

& Gilbert, 1997d; Hall & Coles, 1997; Millard, 1997b; Moloney, 2002). A number of reasons 

have been offered for this decrease. First, the availability of computer and video games may 

divert their attention (Gilbert, 1998.). Second, continued disaffection as a result of 
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undesirable school-based literacy practice may result in reduced participation (Matters, 

Pitman & Gray, 1997). Third, the perceived value of reading as a useful skill may decline. 

Certainly, if post school employment opportunities act as the measure of the value of school 

literacy then participation and achievement is not essential (Bonnor, 1997; Gilbert, 1998). 

Finally, as boys grow older, the influence of “mother” over behaviour and interests decreases. 

The pervasive influence of youth culture, and its subsequent rejection of literacy activities 

may result in a decline in reading interest (Millard, 1997a,b). 

2.2.8 Other Key Predictors of Literacy Success 

While gender remains a reliable predictor of literacy success, it is certainly not the only factor 

which influences development and performance in this area. Social and economic resources 

available to children significantly affect how well children achieve literacy skills (Alloway & 

Gilbert, 1997d). Children from non-English-speaking or Aboriginal or Torres Strait Island 

backgrounds, those living in rural or remote communities and students from lower socio-

economic backgrounds are all disadvantaged to varying degrees in the acquisition of 

appropriate school literacy skills (Bonnor, 1997; Management Committee for the National 

School English Literacy Survey, 1997). Independently, these are categories of disadvantage. 

In combination, they are disabling. 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island children living in remote or rural areas are particularly 

disadvantaged (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d). In this group, boys perform most poorly on all 

literacy tasks. Children from non-English-speaking backgrounds and those living in rural 

communities are more disadvantaged, than those for whom English is a native language and 

for those who live in urban communities (Bonnor, 1997; Management Committee for the 

National School English Literacy Survey, 1997; Matters et al, 1997). Again, boys in both of 

these relatively disadvantaged groups perform less well than girls. Finally, children from high 

socio-economic backgrounds are most likely to perform well in literacy-related tasks (Hall & 

Coles, 1997). Within the highest of these social rankings, girls are the best performers. 

However, gender as a factor is insufficient to override socio-economic background. On a ten-

point scale, boys of high socio-economic status perform better than girls with backgrounds up 

to two social rankings lower (Management Committee for the National School English 

Literacy Survey, 1997). Luke, Freebody, Land, Booth & Kronk (2000) suggested that socio-

economic status was the strongest indicator of poor literacy achievement and that the other 

factors of language background, ethnicity, indigeneity and gender interact with it in complex 

ways to affect literacy outcomes. 
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Table 6: Students Requiring Additional Reading Support 1997-2002, by Cultural Background, Location, Language, Socio-Economic Grouping and 
Gender (Education Queensland, 1997-2003) 

   Year Designation Designation Designation      Designation Designation Designation Designation Designation
     A/TSI Rural Urban LBOTE LBE Low SES High SES Average 

 All 
% 

M 
% 

F 
% 

All 
% 

M 
% 

F 
% 

All 
% 

M 
% 

F 
% 

All 
% 

M 
% 

F 
% 

All 
% 

M 
% 

F 
% 

All 
% 

M 
% 

F 
% 

All 
% 

M 
% 

F 
% 

All 
% 

M 
% 

F 
% 

1997 
 

61.7                       64.2 59 32.9 N/A N/A 30.0 N/A N/A 55.4 58.9 51.6 29.8 35.0 24.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 30.8 35.9 25.4

Ratio               1:
1.6 

1: 
1.5 

1: 
1.7 

1: 
3.0 

N/A N/A 1:
3.3 

N/A N/A 1:
1.8 

1: 
1.7 

1: 
1.9 

1: 
3.4 

1: 
2.9 

1: 
4.1 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1:
3.2 

1: 
2.8 

1: 
3.9 

1998 
 

58.1                      62.4 53.4 33.2 N/A N/A 30.8 N/A N/A 50.5 53.2 47.7 30.7 35.9 25.2 43.1 48.7 37.3 25.3 30.3 20.2 31.5 36.6 26 

Ratio       1:
1.7 

1: 
1.6 

1: 
1.9 

1: 
3.0 

N/A N/A 1: 
3.2 

N/A N/A 1:
2.2 

1: 
1.9 

1: 
2.1 

1: 
3.3 

1: 
2.8 

1: 
4.0 

1: 
2.4 

1: 
2.0 

1: 
2.7 

1: 
3.9 

1: 
3.3 

1: 
4.9 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
2.7 

1: 
3.8 

1999 
 

57.4                      62 52.6 31.0 N/A N/A 29.4 N/A N/A 45.3 50.3 40.1 29.1 34.0 24.0 40.9 46.9 34.7 23.7 27.7 19.3 29.8 34.7 31 

Ratio        1:
1.7 

1: 
1.6 

1: 
1.9 

1: 
3.2 

N/A N/A 1:
3.4 

N/A N/A 1:
2.2 

1: 
2.0 

1: 
2.5 

1: 
3.4 

1: 
2.9 

1: 
4.2 

1: 
2.4 

1: 
2.1 

1: 
2.9 

1: 
4.2 

1: 
3.6 

1: 
5.2 

1: 
3.3 

1: 
2.9 

1: 
3.2 

2000 
 

51.4                      56.7 45.4 29.7 32.9 22.5 26.7 31.0 22.0 35.8 40.4 30.8 26.3 30.8 21.5 37.5 42.7 31.6 21.1 24.7 17.1 27.0 31.5 22.2

Ratio  1:
1.9 

1: 
1.8 

1: 
2.2 

1: 
3.4 

1: 
3.0 

1: 
4.4 

1: 
3.7 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
4.5 

1: 
2.8 

1: 
2.5 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
3.8 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
4.6 

1: 
2.7 

1: 
2.3 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
4.7 

1: 
4.0 

1: 
5.8 

1: 
3.7 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
4.5 

2001 
 

50.3                      54.8 45.5 28.5 33.0 23.6 26.6 30.1 22.8 35.9 41.4 30.3 26.6 30.3 22.5 37.9 41.9 33.6 20.9 24.4 16.9 27.2 31.0 23.0

Ratio    1:
1.9 

1: 
1.8 

1: 
2.2 

1: 
3.5 

1:3 1:
4.2 

1: 
3.7 

1: 
3.3 

1: 
4.4 

1: 
2.8 

1: 
2.4 

1: 
3.3 

1: 
3.7 

1: 
3.3 

1: 
4.4 

1: 
2.6 

1: 
2.4 

1:3 
 

1: 
4.8 

1: 
4.1 

1: 
5.9 

1: 
3.7 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
4.3 

2002 
 

49.1                        53.9 44.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 32.6 36.1 28.9 27.1 30.9 23.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 27.4 31.2 23.3

Ratio                1:
2 

1: 
1.9 

1: 
2.3 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1:
3.1 

1: 
2.8 

1: 
3.5 

1: 
3.7 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
4.3 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1:
3.6 

1: 
3.2 

1: 
4.3 

Note: Ratio refers to approximate ratio of children who were receiving additional support for reading (ie 1:3 indicates one in every three children received additional reading 
support; 1:1.9 indicates slightly more that one in every two children received additional reading support). 
(Key: A/TSI = Aboriginal / Torres Strait Islander; M = Male; F = Female; LBOTE= Language Background Other than English; LBE= Language Background English; Low 
SES = Low Socio-Economic background: High SES = High Socio-Economic Background.) 
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Analysis of the 1996 National English Literacy Survey results confirms these assertions. 

Alloway & Gilbert (1998) reported that boys from lower socio-economic or non-English-

speaking backgrounds and indigenous students were least likely to achieve desired reading 

benchmarks. They concluded that "groups of students with least access to social privilege and 

economic resources continue to score in the lower ranges of literacy results" (p. 252). Luke & 

Freebody (1999) supported this notion, claiming that "literacy was never a matter of 

individual deficit but remains principally an issue of economic and social access" (p. 8). 

This is an ongoing problem. Table 6 indicates the difference that group membership plays on 

reading achievement and the need for additional reading support. 

These figures show that the largest group of students receiving additional reading support in 

Queensland during the Years 1997-2002 was of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island (A/TSI) 

background. The average percentage of A/TSI students receiving additional support ranged 

from a minimum of 50.3% to a maximum of 61.7%. This compares with an overall Statewide 

average ranging from 27% to 31.5%. Other groups were also disadvantaged. Children from 

non-English-speaking backgrounds (LBOTE), those from lower socio-economic (SES) 

families and those living in rural areas all performed more poorly than their English-

speaking, higher socio-economic, urban counterparts (Education Queensland, 1997-2003). 

Boys performed most poorly within each of the groups represented in Table 6. Being a male 

was a disadvantage within groups but not necessarily across groups. Male students from 

A/TSI backgrounds performed more poorly than female students of the same cultural 

background. Within all of the groups examined, boys received more additional reading 

support than girls from the same group (Education Queensland, 1997-2003). 

Across groups, however, gender was not the greatest indicator of poor reading achievement. 

Indigeneity, socio-economic status and non-English-speaking background are associated with 

achievement in literacy. Adding male gender to each of these groups increased the 

disadvantage. However, gender and socio-economic status, language background or rurality 

did not outweigh the disadvantage of indigeneity. Boys in lower socio-economic categories 

and those of non-English-speaking or rural backgrounds all required less reading support than 

A/TSI girls. Boys from high socio-economic families outperformed all boys from other 

groups and girls from A/TSI, LBOTE, and low SES backgrounds. Least disadvantaged were 

female children from urban, English speaking, high socio-economic backgrounds. Most 
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disadvantaged were lower socio-economic Aboriginal or Torres Strait Island boys living in a 

rural area (Education Queensland, 1997-2003). 

A complex interplay exists between gender, socio-economic status, Aboriginality, location 

and ethnicity that associates strongly with the literacy performances of members of these 

groups (Epstein & Mac an Ghaill, 2002). Perhaps equally influential is the way knowledge of 

influencing factors is handled. Gilbert (1998) suggested that the literacy pedagogies and 

practices adopted in classrooms reflect teachers’ preconceptions of performance from 

different group members, creating further disadvantage. She cautioned against this practice 

and advised that programmes and pedagogy be developed to reflect the literacy strengths, 

needs and abilities of class members regardless of group membership. 

2.2.9 Teachers' Preconceptions of Performance 

In 1978, Southern suggested that teacher's expectations of students may influence their 

achievements. He maintained that if teachers had a certain expectation of students by their 

designation in a particular group, then this expectation would be communicated to them. 

Thus, teachers with preconceptions of children who traditionally achieve more poorly in 

literacy activities may disadvantage these children by lowering their expectations of them and 

communicating this through word or action. These children may include, for example, 

students of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Island background, those from working class families 

or rural locations, those with a non-English-speaking background or boys. 

Alloway et al (2002) studied teacher expectations of boys' achievement in literacy. Year 2/3 

and 6/7 teachers from 24 schools in Queensland, New South Wales and Tasmania, along with 

some of their principals, were interviewed. They represented a range of educational settings 

from both the private school and public sectors, covering children from varying socio-

economic, language and ethnic backgrounds and from rural and urban areas learning in both 

mixed-gender and single-gender classrooms. Collectively, these teachers observed that "boys 

were less successful than girls… showed a general lack of interest…. demonstrated a 

perceived lack of purpose… made 'minimalistic' efforts…were disruptive, easily distracted 

and difficult to motivate… and… lacked self-esteem and confidence " in class activities 

generally and literacy activities specifically (Alloway et al, 2002, p. 4). They further observed 

that boys were strongly interested in electronic literacies, and were keen to participate in 

literacy activities that were "real-life" and could be practised in active, public ways. 
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Teachers interviewed listed a range of reasons for boys' lack of engagement and achievement. 

Their responses were grouped into seven areas. First, biology was seen as influential. Second, 

the influence of family and significant others, and third, the way ability interacted with home 

environment, were considered to be important. Fourth, the cultural background of the student 

and the subsequent support and valuing of literacy and education was believed to be 

significant. Fifth, the availability of male role models both inside and outside the school, and 

sixth, the way gender is socially constructed and represented in the media were both 

considered influential. Finally, teachers and school were regarded as important in influencing 

the engagement and achievement of boys in literacy activities (Alloway, Freebody, Gilbert & 

Muspratt, 2002). 

Southern (1978) and Gilbert (1998) would conclude that this representation of teacher 

expectations of boys' engagement and achievement in literacy activities may affect pedagogy 

and practices and project messages that negatively affect boys' engagement and achievement 

in reading. Entwistle & Hayduk (1982) also confirmed that the messages of "significant 

others" greatly influence the way a learner approaches a learning task. Notably, they claimed 

that "teacher expectations determine marks" (p. 140). This has implications for literacy 

assessment, much of which is undertaken subjectively by teachers working in classroom 

contexts. 

2.2.10 Gender Differences in Other Areas 

Lingard (1998) observed that a girls’ reform agenda has been in place in Australian schools 

for the past twenty-five years. He conceded that this occurred in direct response to girls being 

out-performed and out-represented by boys in Mathematics and Science subjects (Lingard & 

Mills, 1998). Many felt that this imbalance resulted in economic disadvantage to women in 

post-school employment and needed to be addressed (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d; Matters, 

Pitman & Gray, 1997). A number of curricular changes were made to better suit girls. Among 

these changes, was the devaluing of subjects at which boys had traditionally excelled, with a 

subsequent increased valuing of subjects at which girls performed best, a surge of additional 

resources and encouragement for girls, increased concentration on group activities which best 

suited the learning styles of female rather than male students and the use of unequal 

yardsticks to measure performance (Matters et al, 1997). Whether boys were disadvantaged 

by these changes or whether they “righted” a long-standing disadvantage to girls is a 

contentious issue. 
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Sociological changes over this period advantaged female students (Kimmel, 2000). A sharp 

increase in the number of females as teachers (Hartman, 1999), markers and equity officers 

established learning practices and performance requirements that were “feminine” in 

orientation (Matters, et al, 1997). Increased retention of girls and boys to Year 12 occurred. 

Further, according to Gilbert & Gilbert (1998a) and Lingard & Mills (1998), the learning 

environment was more comfortable for girls. They performed well while many boys stayed at 

school only because jobs were no longer available to them. Retention of this subgroup of 

male students unsuited to academic life has served to widen the apparent gap between female 

achievers and male non-achievers (Bonnor, 1997). Perhaps, however, this should not be seen 

as a related outcome of the girls' reform agenda and allowance should be made for it when 

considering today’s differential performance of boys and girls in schooling (Matters et al, 

1997). 

A number of interesting features of girls and boys as learners was revealed when 

consideration was given to the literature surrounding gender performance in Mathematics and 

Science. Results indicate that girls are now performing equally well in these subjects as boys 

(Foster, 1994; Lingard, 1998). However, other studies reveal differences in performance that 

are embedded in the characteristics of gender and which conversely echo the arguments 

surrounding the boys and literacy debate. 

For example, it was suggested that many girls do not perform well in Science and 

Mathematics because they view these subjects as “masculine” subjects. To perform well in 

them would be in direct contrast with their construct of femininity which family, society, 

school and literature have served to embed (Strauss, 1985; Threadgill Sowder, 1998). 

Second, the way tasks are approached within these subjects may relate to students' perception 

of themselves as learners rather than their capacity to perform the tasks successfully. It is 

acknowledged that many teachers have preconceptions that girls are quiet, passive and 

compliant, while boys are active, aggressive and non-compliant (Matters et al, 1997; Millard, 

1997a, 1997b). It also appears that girls may vary their learning styles and performance to 

accommodate expectations better than boys (Fennema & Carpenter, 1998: Fennema, 

Carpenter, Jacobs, Franke & Levi, 1998a). It was suggested that stereotypical behaviours of 

teachers and female students cause girls to solve problems in a more conventional manner, 

and less successfully, than their risk-taking male peers (Fennema, Carpenter, Jacobs, Franke 

& Levi, 1998b; Shibley Hyde & Jaffee, 1998). Because teachers have freedom in the way 

they instruct students, it was suggested that their stereotypes cause them to interact with boys 
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differently than they do with girls, which leads to girls solving problems in different ways. It 

was suggested further that the socialisation process existing in classrooms reinforces a 

tendency for girls to take the compliant conventional solution boys are encouraged to be more 

daring risk-takers in line with their expected “boy” behaviour (Noddi, while ngs, 1998). 

Third, Fennema & Carpenter (1998) suggested that Mathematics and Science are by their 

design and nature more masculine subjects. Just as literacy explores the emotional, creative 

responses of students, most appealing to female participants, Mathematics and Science are 

defined, organized and taught in a masculine way thereby appealing more to the learning 

styles of male students (Fennema & Carpenter, 1998). Gilbert, Alloway, Freebody & 

Hornibrook (2000) suggested that boys' and girls' different approach to subjects may be 

reflective of the "different cognitive processes typically employed by girls and boys from 

their early enculturation" (p. 3). 

Finally, differential performance in Science and Mathematics may relate to experience 

outside school. While girls are enculturated into all things literate, boys are exposed to those 

things scientific and mathematical (Shibley Hyde & Jaffee, 1998). The power and 

significance of these gender-related experiences may well hold the key to explaining the 

differences educators are trying so hard to remove. If this is the case, early childhood 

educators have the confronting task of rationalising these differences in the planning and 

implementation of a literacy learning classroom. 

For each of these observations about girls and their learning styles, there is a corresponding 

observation about boys and their learning styles. Certainly, while girls may view 

Mathematics and Science as "boy" subjects in conflict with their evolving notion of 

"femininity", many boys regard literacy as a "girl" subject in conflict with their evolving 

notion of masculinity (Collings, 1997; Cordukes, 1997; Kitzelmann, 1997; Rocco, 1997; 

Wuth, 1997). In addition, literacy is not a subject in which boys can practise their natural 

desire to participate actively, aggressively or competitively (Luke, 1992; Rutledge, 1997). 

Alloway et al (2002) found that teachers may not expect boys to exhibit the type of behaviour 

most complementary to the practice of reading. Further, success in literacy activities demands 

responses on an emotional level with which boys are not generally comfortable (Hall & 

Coles, 1997). Finally, boys may not have been brought up to value literacy to the same extent 

as they do scientific or mathematical applications (Shibley Hyde & Jaffee, 1998). These 

outcomes may be the result of perceptions and preconceptions of family, society and 

teachers. They reflect a gendered process of enculturation, attitude formation and 
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development for which families, cultures and schools are largely responsible (Luke in Love 

& Hamston, 2001). 

2.2.11 Attitude 

Much of the discussion surrounding boys' reluctance to read centres on attitude. Boys, it 

seems, do not have as positive an attitude to reading as girls do (Power, 2001; Roth, Worrell 

& Gabelko, 2001). Mathewson (1985) identified four affective elements in a reader's decision 

to initially engage in and subsequently continue a reading interaction. The first was attitude. 

It included text-specific attitudes (for example, response to the way a text is presented, the 

genre of the text included and the way it is written), attitude towards the source of the reading 

material and preconceived ideas about the value of reading. The second was motivation. 

Factors that included the reader's personal needs coupled with a positive attitude towards 

reading seemed to encourage readers to successfully engage with a text. While attitude and 

motivation were seen to contain both affective and cognitive elements, the third element, 

affect, covered those emotional aspects unrelated to cognition that impact upon a reader's 

decision to read. It included mood, sentiment and emotion. The fourth factor was physical 

feelings. It included those physical responses that incite an affective response as a reader 

decides whether to read. Mathewson (1985) asserted that these affective elements, working 

singly or in combination with cognition, influence the reader's decision to commence, 

continue, and, upon comprehension, recall and use information gained through reading. Kush 

& Watkins (in Power, 2001) agreed that for young children in particular, attitude to reading 

was a "prominent affective factor influencing a child's reading habits" (p. 52). 

McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth (1995) claimed that understanding beginning readers’ attitudes 

and how these work in literacy learning was important for two reasons. First, it may affect 

ultimate attainment in reading because it influences engagement and practice. Second, it can 

affect the reader's decision to read when other potentially more attractive alternatives are 

available. It also affects the students' decision to continue to read. Gilbert et al (2000) 

confirmed boys' lack of persistence with reading tasks they do not find interesting. 

Fishbein & Ajzen (in McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth, 1995) defined attitude generally as "a 

learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favourable or unfavourable manner with 

respect to a given object"(p. 934) and reading attitude specifically as a "system of feelings 

related to reading which causes the learner to approach or avoid a reading situation" (p. 934). 

McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth (1995) further identified two types of reading attitude, namely 

attitude to recreational reading and attitude to school or academic reading. An individual's 
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attitude to these two forms of reading may not be consistent. A positive attitude to one may 

be mirrored by a negative attitude to the other. The latter is almost always accompanied by a 

reluctance to read. 

Power (2001) also identified two scales of reading attitude. She asserted that attitudes 

towards both recreational and academic reading declined during the years of primary 

schooling and noted that the gap between those with positive attitudes and those with 

negative attitudes widened with age. She further claimed that a negative attitude to reading 

was often indicative of poor reading achievement and that boys displayed a poorer attitude to 

reading in all grades compared to girls. The latter particularly displayed more positive 

attitudes to recreational reading than boys did. 

Moss (in Power, 2001) differentiated three types of readers- those who can't (yet) and don't, 

those who can and don't, and those who can and do. Boys were found to predominate in the 

first two of these categories and were more overt about their feelings about reading and 

anxious to mask their failure than girls who were also poor achievers or reluctant readers 

(Barrs, 2001). Females outnumbered males in the "can and do" category, possibly because 

girls "network" around books, while boys use them for a completely different purpose (Barrs, 

2001). Moss (in Power, 2001) claimed that boys who read do not necessarily like the same 

books as their peers and that they use books to show what they know. For girls, books form 

part of a socialising process and are discussed and shared at length (Barrs, 2001). She 

claimed that this networking strengthened girls' interest in and commitment to reading. 

Moloney (2002) believed there were a number of reasons for boys' reluctance to engage in 

reading. All are attitudinal. First, boys don't make time for reading. Children who like reading 

make time for it. Children who don't like reading or who are ambivalent towards it, do not. 

This may relate to the male notion that books and reading are irrelevant (Moloney, 2000). 

Boys prefer active, "busy", purposeful activities. Reading isn't busy and so may be seen as a 

waste of time and un-manlike, running "counter to the image of the breadwinner as actively 

working" (Nichols, 1994, p. 304). Second, boys believe there are better ways to spend their 

free time. Television, video and computer games are all preferred free time activities for boys 

(Moloney, 2002). McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth (1995) believed that boys compared the 

appeal and outcomes of reading compared to the appeal and outcomes of competing 

activities. Attitude to all available activities, therefore, influenced a decision to read. Martino 

(2001) found that while boys reject reading as a passive activity, they do not reject equally 

passive pursuits such as watching videos, television or playing computer games for the same 
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reason. Finally, Moloney (2002) claimed that available reading material does not appeal to 

boys, in spite of publishers' attempts to broaden the choices for them. This is especially true 

in school libraries. 

McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth (1995) agreed that attitude to reading and the decision to engage 

are largely affective in nature and are influenced by anticipated outcomes and their respective 

values, the expectations of others and the degree to which a reader wishes to conform with 

these expectations and past experience of reading incidents. They claimed that these factors 

would continue to affect reading both during and after engagement. They asserted that one's 

ability to read is often related to one's belief about the outcome of reading, determined both 

by experience and the attitude of significant others. Poor readers, therefore, may well 

perceive reading as an activity with little value and the negative feelings associated with 

failure to achieve often confirm for them that reading has little value to begin with. 

McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth (1995) also claimed that membership in a particular minority 

group may situate reading as undesirable because it represents conformity to the norms of a 

majority and fails to respect the cultural identity of the minority. Boys may apply a similar 

value system to reading. If they perceive the "majority" to be authority figures and females 

and conforming to the expectations of classroom reading to be something that fails to 

recognise their masculine identity, then failing to conform and achieve in it may become 

acceptable to the group within which they are operating. This results in situations where, 

"given a particular social organisation, reading failure is a social achievement" (McDermott 

in McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth, 1995, p. 939). 

Instructional methods employed in literacy classrooms are also seen as contributing to 

attitude. Methods that produce successful experiences encourage positive attitudes, further 

engagement and willingness to read. Methods that fail to produce successful outcomes lead to 

negative attitude, unwillingness to engage and poor beliefs about the outcomes of reading 

(McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth, 1995). This may include the teaching approach utilised or the 

types of materials used (eg whole language versus basal readers), however McKenna, Kear & 

Ellsworth (1995) claimed there is little evidence to support the contention that these factors 

affect the reading attitude of children. They suggested that the way individual teachers put 

their philosophies into practice plays a greater part in influencing student attitudes to reading 

than the theoretical approach they adopt. Poorer readers will foster more negative attitudes 

about reading than successful readers will and there does appear to be a cyclic progression to 

this effect (McKenna, Stratton, Grindler & Jenkins, 1995). Attitude affects engagement, 
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engagement affects practice, practice affects progress, progress affects achievement, 

achievement affects attitude and so the cycle continues. McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth (1995) 

asserted that if the experience is positive the outcomes are likely to be positive, if the 

experiences are negative, then the outcomes are likely to be negative. It is important, then, 

that teachers regulate the impact of any initiatives they develop and monitor the "boys' 

perceptions of themselves as readers [as these] can provide educators with a barometer of 

how student attitudes and insights may be influenced by home and school reading initiatives" 

(Love & Hamston, 2001, p. 36). By doing so, teachers can tap into information which has 

"the potential to inform the development of educational programs which are more relevant to 

boys" (Love & Hamston, 2001, p. 36). 

2.2.12 Solutions 

Boys have been performing at a lower level in school-based literacy for over twenty-five 

years (Hall & Cole, 1997). It is unclear why this under-performance has failed to generate the 

attention which girls’ differential performance in Mathematics and Science has received. 

Perhaps it is because within a context of differential social valuing of knowledge, our society 

has valued literacy less than those subjects traditionally regarded as “more difficult” and at 

which boys have always excelled. Certainly, if we measured post-school economic success as 

our yardarm, poorer performance in literacy is of limited significance. In spite of lower 

literacy levels, boys have traditionally attracted higher paid jobs following school completion 

than girls (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d; Lingard, 1998; Yates, 1997). However, in spite of this, 

and regardless of the fact that boys’ underachievement in school-based literacy is not a new 

phenomenon, it has received increased attention in recent years and is now a recognisable 

topic for educational debate (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d). 

Following the success of the strategies used to improve girls’ educational opportunities, the 

possibility of improving boys’ opportunities in English and school-based literacy have been 

examined at a national and international level. Fletcher (2000) suggested that staff attitudes, 

school practices and the ideas schools have about the proper roles of boys and girls needed 

change and development. Most researchers are quick to suggest that the methods used to 

improve girls’ performance cannot be replicated in the boys’ reform agenda (Matters et al, 

1997). Stoessiger (in Horsell, undated [h]) concluded that "boys' literacy needs to be viewed 

as an equity issue requiring specific programs that discriminate positively in favour of boys" 

(p. 29). While few researchers advocate such a strong position, many recognise the need for 
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change. A number of alternative ways to improve boys’ performance have been suggested. A 

description of some of these suggestions follows. 

First, policy development should become proactive in dealing with boys’ performance and 

the under-representation of boys in the Humanities and English (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). A 

re-examination at epistemological level is needed to decide what literacy is valued and how 

this is to be translated to curricular reform (Foster, 1997). 

Second, increased effort in matching the reading materials chosen for study with the interests 

of those required to study them, and greater valuing of boys' textual choices and their literary 

success is needed to encourage boys to see that literacy is both interesting and worthwhile 

(Millard, 1997a; Williamson, 1997). Parry & Larkin (2000) lamented that boys will never be 

convinced that reading is "cool" if they are constantly being presented with books that they 

do not enjoy and which confirm for them, that reading is "anything but cool" (p. 15). They 

claimed teacher censorship of authors whose work boys may enjoy reading but which may 

also offend the "fist shaking moral minority" (p. 15) is a deterrent to encouraging boys to 

read. They said that books offered to boys must reflect their language, experiences and 

interests, and teachers and librarians have a responsible role to play in text selection and 

acceptance. Their attitude of acceptance or rejection of texts that appeal to boys can both 

encourage and deter boys from reading. Ensuring libraries are accessible and contain material 

that appeals to boys is also regarded as important (Noble & Bradford, 2000). 

Millard (1997a) agreed that teacher acceptance of the type of literature boys enjoy reading 

was essential to encouraging boys' literacy. She encouraged a broadening of the material 

offered to boys to read. She claimed that generally, what is offered is more suited to girls than 

boys and genres appealing to boys are widely disparaged by teachers. She advocated greater 

acceptance of genres which boys will read, such as computer magazines, comics or sports and 

hobby magazines. Moloney (2002) maintained that boys like books that are "ghoulish,… 

gross and …disgusting" (p. 138). He also supported the claim for greater acceptance of boys' 

preferred reading materials (2002, 2000). He asserted that "issues of literary quality matter 

less than the need to get our boys reading willingly, well and often" (p. 16). 

Choosing books with equal appeal for both boys and girls is challenging indeed. Given that 

many believe boys show a preference for non-fiction while girls prefer fiction and that within 

each of these genres both genders show a fondness for different texts, choosing books to suit 

the interests of both boys and girls is not an easy task (Martino, 2001; Millard, 1997a). Some 
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schools have resorted to separating literacy groups according to gender in response to this 

challenge (Adshead, 2000; Simmons, 2001). The success of these segregated classes is 

disputed (Hartmann, 1999; Anonymous, 1999; Smith, 1996). Regardless of approach, finding 

reading material that appeals to both genders should be a priority. Choosing genres where 

characters are represented realistically may be a suitable compromise with interest for both 

boys and girls (Martino, 2001). 

The third response to the problem of boys' disengagement with literacy focuses on 

renegotiating what it means to be literate in the classroom context. Power (2001) claimed that 

"in an effort to validate boys' textual choices… perhaps our definition of reading needs 

refining and updating" (p. 58). A greater valuing of technological and computer literacy is 

needed to take advantage of those literacies where boys perform at a high level and which 

may, in fact, be more highly valued by society than traditional literacy (Alloway & Gilbert, 

1997d; Millard, 1997a). Alloway & Gilbert (1998) stated "the impact of literacy practices that 

have moved from page to screen, and the particular competencies such shifts require, are 

crucial for schools to engage with" (p. 251). 

Boys are strongly attracted to the "contemporary digital culture" (Power, 2001, p. 55) found 

in computer and video games, and many boys would prefer to engage in these activities than 

read (Moloney, 2002). While some caution the use of computer technology because of 

potential problems it may cause society (Cole, Conlon, Jackson & Welch in Power, 2001) 

others suggest that valuable technical and career-related technological skills are developed 

through its use (Power, 2001; Gilbert & Gilbert, 1998a). Undeniably, many of the computer 

games that attract boys contain and reinforce the hegemonic masculinities whose very nature 

runs contrary to the development of positive conventional reading practices (Alloway & 

Gilbert, in Power, 2001). However utilisation of this technology in the classroom context 

enables boys to develop skills which are highly sought after in the current work place in an 

atmosphere of enthusiastic engagement (Power, 2001). Educators should remain informed 

about the possibilities this form of literacy has to offer and take advantage of them in terms of 

inquiry, motivation and engagement. Further, Moloney (2002) asserted that this form of 

literacy built on conventional literacy, so use of it may also encourage development of related 

skills in this area. 

Fourth, policies and teaching strategies should be developed to accommodate as many 

learning styles and cognitive preferences as possible (Matters, Pitman & Gray, 1997). Rowan, 

Knobel, Bigum & Lankshear (2002) reported on a discussion between teachers who believed 
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that "the failure of boys within literacy contexts is tied to a broad school-based 'culture of 

defeat' for boys" (p. 103). These teachers held a "common belief that literacy teachers were 

failing to connect with the 'real world' of boys and that… they needed to take the argument of 

boys' learning styles more seriously" (p.103). Accommodating boys' different learning styles 

allows for as many students as possible to work within a framework which will best suit their 

learning needs and at which they have the best opportunity to excel. It extends beyond the 

barriers of gender and offers a curriculum that is neither advantageous nor disadvantageous 

for boys or girls. It seeks the best for all students, regardless of gender, by focusing on 

student strengths rather than gender stereotypes (Matters et al, 1997). 

Fifth, how reading is practised in the classroom context needs re-examination. Boys may 

reject classroom literacy because teachers fail to offer them texts that have appeal (Martino, 

2001; Millard, 1997b). This may relate to boys' purported preference for non-fiction or their 

interest in genres that teachers do not include in their set or optional text lists. It may also 

relate to the types of activities boys are required to "do" in literacy classrooms (Martino, 

2001). Appreciating and valuing literature are not processes that boys comfortably respond 

to. Changing pedagogy, assessment and the nature of student participation with the aim of 

shifting the focus from "valuing and appreciating" to a process more acceptable to the 

learning styles of boys may encourage interest and engagement (Martino, 2001). McKenna, 

Kear & Ellsworth (1995) claimed that "how materials are used is a crucial variable under the 

control of teachers" (p. 952). In their survey of teachers, Alloway, Freebody, Gilbert & 

Muspratt (2002) reported that teachers believed boys responded to literacy activities that 

included real-life situations and active response to them in the form of public speaking or 

drama (see also Bird, 2001). Fletcher (2000) suggested that designing activities that include 

hands on, highly structured small group work may work. 

Sixth, boys should be helped to understand how they have been socially constructed as 

readers and to question those long-held beliefs that influence their thoughts about literacy. 

Focus should be on producing critical readers who will undermine those highly gendered 

reading practices which are present in the current literacy classroom and which are highly 

disadvantageous for both genders (Bonnor, 1997). Such curricular reform would aim at 

improving the attitudes and involvement of boys at all levels (Hall & Coles, 1997). 

The seventh response is effectively the reverse of the sixth solution. It is important that boys 

become critical about how societal expectations and responses have moulded them as readers. 

It is equally important that society plays a role in changing the way boys are enculturated to 
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negatively view male reading. Changes must be made to the way we socialise our boys if the 

association between reading and femininity is to be broken. Moloney (2002) asserted that 

Boys are not reluctant to read as a result of any innate physical or psychological factors 
peculiar to their sex. The major part of their reluctance is learned, both as a resistance to what 
many perceive to be a feminine behaviour, and as disinterest towards an activity deemed 
irrelevant in the lives of men and boys (p. 50). 

The notion that "real men don't read" (Moloney, 2002, p. 44) must be dispelled. Moloney 

(2002) claimed that boys are taught how to be men from the moment they are born as they 

informally interact with the world around them. The model presented to them is one "revering 

physical activity, strength and ascendancy… in which the male is powerful, solitary and 

dominant [and in which] there is no room for reading" (Moloney, 2002, p.45). A complex 

interweaving of masculinity and literacy (Power, 2001) exists within this model. To dispel 

this myth, Moloney (2002) claimed that we needed to break down the perception that reading 

is for girls and reject the stereotypic images we present to boys and girls. Finding ways to 

show boys that reading serves to enhance not threaten their masculinity and that the 

masculine qualities they admire can be and are enhanced through reading is essential. Boys 

need to be convinced that reading strengthens rather than inhibits their masculinity and that 

displaying desirable male attributes does not preclude reading (Moloney, 2002). 

Eighth, increasing the number of males modelling positive reading habits may help to dispel 

these myths. Love & Hamston (2001) claimed "one powerful and still relatively unexploited 

social resource in the maintenance of boys as committed readers… is father and other male 

role models" (p. 47). Recruiting men from the community (Fletcher, 2000) to participate in 

classroom-based literacy activities and programmes like the "Real Men Read" programme 

(Mulligan, 2000) that demonstrate for boys the value of reading for both practical and 

recreational purposes is a positive step towards removing reading's "feminine" label. 

Increasing the involvement of fathers in their sons' education generally, and their reading 

practice specifically, will help to achieve the same aim (Fletcher, 2000). Finally, it is thought 

that increasing the number of male teachers teaching in the primary grades who constantly 

model appropriate practice and engender positive attitudes towards reading will help alleviate 

boys' literacy problems (Love & Hamston, 2001; Mahony & Smedley, 1998). This is 

particularly true in the infant years where the majority of reading instruction is carried out 

(Southern, 1978). 

Ninth, early intervention should be offered to children experiencing difficulty, or at risk of 

doing so, in order to curb attitude decline (McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth, 1995). Attitude is 
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seen to greatly affect achievement. Achievement is also seen to greatly affect attitude. 

Offering support to children whose attitude may be negatively affected by poor achievement 

serves to slow down or halt the decline into affective responses that are contrary to optimal 

performance. 

Tenth, Lingard & Mills (1998) suggested that effective interventions for boys' literacy 

problems should be focused on changing the way boys view dominant practices of 

masculinity. They asserted that much of the social and academic order of boys' schooling is 

centred around their notions of hegemonic masculinity and that a rejection of enthusiastic 

literate practice is in keeping with their view of "what men do". Calls for a re-examination of 

the notion of masculinity and increased public discourse regarding greater acceptance of 

different expressions of both masculinity and femininity are widespread (Gilbert & Gilbert, 

1998a, 1998b; Hartman, 1999; Bonnor, 1997) and infiltrate most discussions regarding boys 

and schooling. This includes all discourse in which gender equity issues are addressed, 

specifically those relating to boys' academic achievements in both literacy and other subjects, 

their attitude to school achievement and their social behaviour (Lingard & Mills, 1998; 

Martino, 2001). 

Finally, increased focus is now being placed on offering boys choices in their literacy 

learning. Teese, Davies, Charlton & Polesel (1995) acknowledged the need to start with the 

needs of the students when designing literacy programmes that would engage male students. 

They suggested a number of strategies that may encourage and help boys in literacy. First, 

they advocated greater student say in text selection and assessment. This included acceptance 

and appreciation of boys' preferences and responses to texts that may not conform with those 

applauded in traditional literacy classrooms. Second, they promoted the idea of tapping into 

boys' special interest in computers by finding ways boys could use them in their literacy 

activities. This may include planning, drafting and revising written responses to text, and 

submitting these in a presentable manner. It may also include using the computer to hone 

reading and its related skills (eg. word awareness, grammar). Third, Teese et al (1995) 

encouraged the inclusion of reading buddies and reading networks, through which "good 

reads" could be shared, discussed and exchanged. Fourth, they acknowledged the need to 

make literacy activities appear relevant and purposeful. Fifth, they affirmed the need for the 

demands of literacy classrooms to be clearly communicated to boys, acknowledging that their 

approach to learning was often different from that required in traditional literacy activities. 

Finally, Teese et al (1995) advocated the use of praise and reward to celebrate boys' 
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achievements in this area. Moloney (2002) agreed, recommending the use of competition 

(against oneself) as a motivator to increase boys' engagement and interest in reading. 

In their review of literacy practices of Queensland State Schools, Luke, Freebody, Land, 

Booth & Kronk (2000) argued that "the particular relationship that learning to read and write 

has to language-mediated cultural experience places it in a unique curricular circumstance" 

(p. 32). The majority of Australian primary school teachers are middle-class, English-

speaking females. Most of the lowest performing students are lower-class, non-English-

speaking males. Freebody, Ludwig & Gunn (in Luke et al, 2000) suggested that "what this 

may mean is that learning to read and write places high torque on the degree of cultural 

congruence between teachers and students" (p. 32). Obviously, it is not feasible to suggest 

that the demographic profile of teachers should be changed. However, Luke et al (2000) 

suggested that reassessing the literacy materials, pedagogies, and assessment methods used 

and the learning experiences offered may address the problems schools are having with 

literacy-related activities. Adopting the eleven approaches outlined above would offer 

students a greater degree of activity and control, features currently not present in literacy 

classrooms in spite of their appeal to male learners. This in turn, may make participation in 

literacy activities less undesirable and arduous for boys and girls alike. Providing literacy 

experiences which are enjoyable, engaging and age- and gender-appropriate and which suit 

the students' learning styles may assist in the development of positive attitudes to reading 

which have been seen to significantly influence engagement and achievement (McKenna, 

Kear & Ellsworth, 1995). 

2.3 Conclusion 
Boys' under-achievement in literacy has caused concern in many English speaking countries 

in recent years (Moloney, 2002). This is not a "blanket" problem that affects all boys, but 

rather one that is also influenced by indigeneity, social class, location and cultural and 

language background (Epstein & Mac an Ghaill, 2002). Neither is it a concern that 

necessarily translates into reduced job opportunities or financial remuneration in post 

schooling careers (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d; Lingard, 1998). Regardless of this, 

considerable attention has been paid to boys' poor performance in literacy and many 

programmes and policies have been developed in response to the call for improvement in this 

area (Lingard, 1998). 

Informed opinion about boys' engagement and achievement in literacy activities clusters 

around four central themes. 
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First, the home environment greatly influences the ways boys view reading (Millard 1997a, 

1997b). Moloney (2002) claimed that " the attitude of parents towards literacy, and their 

actions in the pre-school years, is the most important factor in determining how well a child 

will learn to read and write when he does reach school" (p. 65). Children come to school with 

attitudes and expectations that have been instilled and encouraged by family and the 

experience of reading in the home environment. These in turn, have been influenced by 

cultural background and how much reading is valued for boys and girls respectively, within 

that culture (Power, 2001). 

Second, the way literacy is valued and practised in the school context affects student attitude, 

engagement and achievement (Millard, 1997a, 1997b). This includes the types of interaction 

encouraged, the texts chosen and accepted and the types of supplementary activities engaged 

in (Luke, 1992; Millard, 1997a, Alloway, Freebody, Gilbert & Muspratt, 2002; Alloway & 

Gilbert, 1997c; Hall & Coles, 1997). It also includes the teaching strategies employed, the 

forms of literacy valued and rewarded and the gender, attitude and expectations of the teacher 

(Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d; Rowan et al, 2002; Matters, Pitman & Gray 1997; Biddulph, in 

Browne & Fletcher, 1995; Foster, 1994). Finally, the models provided and the choices 

offered are all seen to impact upon the success of literacy learners in the classroom context 

(Teese et al, 1995; Fletcher, 2000; Gilbert, 1998). Positive and negative school literacy 

experiences are subsequently seen to affect student attitude and ensuing literacy engagement 

(McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth 1995). 

Third, student achievement in reading is closely linked to school success (Moloney, 2002). 

Children from certain backgrounds are more disadvantaged than children from other 

backgrounds. Children of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island, lower socio-economic, non- 

English speaking or rural backgrounds achieve more poorly on literacy related activities than 

their Anglo-Saxon, wealthy, English speaking, urban counterparts (Alloway & Gilbert, 

1997d; Bonnor, 1997; Matters et al, 1997). Achievement greatly influences attitude and 

engagement (Power, 2001). 

Fourth, student attitude influences approaches to literacy activities, engagement and 

subsequent success (Mathewson, 1985; McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth, 1995). Moloney (2002) 

asserted that "reading is an attitude more than a set of skills" (p. 79). McKenna, Kear & 

Ellsworth (1995) identified a definite relationship between attitude and ability that was seen 

to strengthen over time. This finding suggests a cumulative impact of undesirable experiences 

on the attitudes of poor readers: poor experience leading to negative attitude/poor 
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achievement, leading to poor achievement/ negative attitude and the cycle continues. 

Whether it is negative attitude that causes poor achievement or poor achievement that results 

in negative attitude is immaterial. The reality is that both co-exist and strongly influence the 

success of school literacy activities (McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth 1995). 

Intersecting these four influences is the factor of gender. Generally speaking, boys and girls 

are treated differently with regard to their experience of reading both in the home and school 

setting (Southern, 1978; Millard, 1997a, 1997b; Martino, 2001). All other variables being 

equal, boys' achievement in reading and writing print text is lower than that of girls, and the 

latter are seen to have more negative attitudes to reading than their female counterparts 

(Alloway et al, 2002; Power, 2001). A subset of the gender argument relates to grouping and 

schooling both male and female students in a manner most advantageous for their learning 

and achievement. Hence, discussion centred on segregation of the genders for both literacy 

and other school activities is appropriate when considering boys' literacy achievement. In 

Australia, this includes consideration of the public versus private school debate, as schooling 

segregated by gender is only available in the latter of these two educational options. 

In 2001, Power stated: 

To fathom the crux of boys' disaffection with literacy requires a better understanding of their 
attitudes to reading, their textual preferences (academic and recreational), the influences of 
family literacy habits and the allure of contemporary digital culture for boys (p. 52). 

In this thesis study, examination of Year 2 boys' literacy achievement was framed in relation 

to six questions that are essentially reflective of Power's statement and the literature 

surrounding this issue. Generally, they pertain to boys' attitudes to reading, their textual 

preferences, reading practices and general interests, their experience of reading in their home 

and school environment and their achievement in classroom literacy. External factors that 

influence boys' literacy achievement were also included. Specifically, the six questions are as 

follows. 

• What do collected data reveal about boys' achievement in reading as measured on the Indicators 
for Reading Development Continuum, the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading and by an 
independent measure? 

• What are boys’ attitudes to reading (both academic and recreational)? 
• What elements of a boy's background and experience of reading in his home environment affect 

his attitude to reading activities (both academic and recreational) and his performance in them? 
• What features of literacy practice in the school setting influence boys' participation, interest and 

achievement? 
• What influence does gender have on attitude to reading (both academically and recreationally) 

and to reading achievement and experiences of reading? 
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• What influences do gender composition of the class and school type have on attitude to reading 
and to reading achievement and experience of reading (both academically and recreationally)? 

The method used to explore these questions is described in Chapter 3. Analysis and 

examination of the data in direct relation to them revealed a number of interesting findings. 

These will be presented in Chapter 4 with discussion following in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 3. Method 
This study was conducted to identify gendered features of children's development in early 

literacy, particularly those that contribute to the generally poorer performance of boys. 

Method was first piloted in a study across three schools in Year 1999 and after revision at 

Phase 1 in six new schools in Year 2000 and at Phase 2 with these and an additional three 

schools in Year 2001. 

3.1 Description of Pilot Phase 

3.1.1 Introduction 

Following review of the literature, a plan was developed to determine the influence of gender 

on children’s reading practice and performance. Permission was sought from the Coopers 

Plains District of Education Queensland, the state-run education system, to enter selected 

schools and gather information from children and their parents and to analyse the classroom-

learning environment. This was done using taped guided interviews of children and video 

recording of their behaviour in classroom settings and questionnaires with parents. 

Permission was obtained and parents were requested to volunteer themselves and their 

children for the study. 

3.1.2 Setting 

Three schools on the Southside of Brisbane were selected for the study. Because it was 

considered desirable to have a range of schools in the pilot, advice was received from the 

Coopers Plains District office relating to the ethnic and socio-economic makeup of the 

schools selected. Subsequently, schools with a low socio-economic makeup, a middle-class 

socio-economic makeup and a high ethnic makeup were selected. The first school was 

situated in a low socio-economic area and also contained a large migrant population. The 

second school had a mixed ethnic population from middle socio-economic backgrounds. The 

third school contained only a small number of ethnic families and was attended by children 

from middle socio-economic backgrounds. 

3.1.3 Subjects 

The class at the first school was made up of a Year 1/2 composite class with 20 students in 

all; 12 Year 2 students and eight Year 1 students. One Year 2 parent was unprepared for her 

Year 2 daughter to participate in the study, so 11 students were interviewed. Six were girls, 

five were boys. For eight of the children (three girls, five boys), English was not the primary 
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language spoken at home; all received additional English speaking support through a Non-

English Speaking Background (NESB) programme offered through the education system. 

The class at the second school was comprised of 25 Year 2 children, 11 girls and 14 boys. 

Three children were not permitted to participate in the study, and one was on holidays. So 20 

children (nine girls and 11 boys) were interviewed for the study. Eleven children had 

language backgrounds other than English (eight boys and three girls), predominantly Asian. 

Most received NESB assistance at school. 

Two classes were selected from the third school. Initially, it had been planned to include only 

one class. However, two classroom teachers were willing to participate and the gender 

makeup of their classes was so different that the opportunity to study these differences made 

the inclusion of a second class desirable. The first class consisted of 24 students, 18 girls and 

six boys. Three girls were not permitted to participate in the study; 15 girls and six boys were 

interviewed. Six came from non-English speaking backgrounds, with two speaking either a 

mixture of English and another language or another language only at home. The second class 

comprised 25 students, 13 girls and 12 boys. All were permitted to participate. One came 

from a non-English speaking background, where English was spoken to the children, but 

another language was used between adults. Little NESB support was required for these 

children. 

All four teachers from these schools were female. 

Table 7: Number of Children by Gender (Pilot Phase). 
Child Survey Boys Girls Total 

 
School 1 (low socio-economic, large NESB) 5 6 11 

School 2 (high ethnic) 11 9 20 

School 3 (middle class socio-economic) 
: Class 1 

 
6 

 
15 

 
21 

 : Class 2 12 13 25 

Total 34 43 77 

 

Table 7 summarises child participation in the Pilot Phase by school and gender. Age of 

children from the three schools was normally distributed with most children at seven years 

two months of age (11.7%, n=9). The youngest participant was six years nine months of age 

and the oldest eight years six months with mean age at seven years four and a half months.  
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Figure 1. Age distribution of Children (Pilot Phase)  

The distribution and range of ages (expressed in months) are represented in Figure 1. The 

vast majority (88.2%, n=45) of children whose parents completed the parent survey were 

born in Australia. Only six were born in countries other than Australia. Over three-quarters 

spoke English as the primary language in their home, while the remaining children (n=12) 

primarily spoke a language other than English. Over 70% had either one (n=24) or two 

(n=31) siblings and a further 27.6% had no siblings (n=5) or three or more siblings (n=16). 

Almost 80% were either the oldest (n=29) or the youngest (n=30) in their family. The 

remaining 22.4% were middle-born children. Almost 40% (n=28) had only female siblings, 

while 22.5% had only male siblings. The remaining 38% had both male and female siblings. 

About 77% (n=39) of the 51 adults who provided information reported living in a two adult 

family, with another 16% (n=8) reporting one adult, and the remaining 8% reporting three 

adults. About half (n=24) of the adult respondents reported that there was one working adult 

in the family. Another one-third (n=19) reported two working adults. About 14% reported 

zero working adults, and one other respondent reported three working adults. 
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Survey forms were sent to the parents of all participating children. Of the 77 participating 

families, 51 were returned, 23 from the families of boys and 28 from the family of girls. 

Table 8 represents a school-by-school analysis of the number of returns for this survey. 

Table 8: Number of Participating Children and Parents from Each School (Pilot Phase) 
School Class Boys; Parents Girls; Parents Total; Parents 
School 1 (low socio-economic, 
large NESB) 

Class 1 5; 1 6; 3 11; 4 

School 2 (high ethnic makeup) 
 

Class 1 11; 8 9; 4 20; 12 

Class 1 6; 5 15; 12 21; 17 School 3 (middle class socio-
economic) Class 2 12; 9 13; 9 25; 18 
Total  34; 23 43; 28 77; 51 
 

3.1.4 Instrument 

Three measuring instruments were used. One was designed for use with children, one with 

parents and one for analysis of the classroom environment 

A 47-item questionnaire had been designed for use with the children. Questions were 

formulated around four general areas. First, their experience of being read to and their 

attitude to this were explored. Second, the children’s experience of reading for themselves 

and associated attitudes were examined. Third, the children’s general interests and use of 

leisure time were recorded. Fourth, their perceptions of the potentially gendered nature of a 

variety of activities were noted. This fourth area contained the use of a structured series of 

questions where children were asked to indicate which of three options best represented their 

attitudes to participation in a number of activities. 

The questionnaire had two parts. The first 36 questions related to a child’s experience of 

reading and being read to, their interest in it and their attitude towards it. The order of the 

questions was carefully considered. Initially, the context of the series of questions was 

established. For example, a focus on books that were read to them, as opposed to books they 

read themselves, was given. This enabled the children to frame their responses in a 

purposeful and familiar context. In the example above, questions relating to their experience 

of being read to were asked initially, allowing respondents to draw on their prior knowledge 

of the topic when framing their responses. In the above example, children were asked initially 

about their experience of being read to and their response to books that they especially 

enjoyed having read to them. Then they were asked to give an opinion about the experience, 

attitude and interests of others to similar activities. This strategy allowed the interviewer to 
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establish greater rapport with respondents and frame questioning in a non-threatening 

manner. This was an attempt to maximise the fullness and honesty of responses. 

Eleven additional questions completed the survey. They were more structured than those of 

the first section and related to the child’s perception of the gendered nature of a range of 

activities. A copy of this questionnaire can be found in Appendix 2. 

A second questionnaire was designed for parents. It was used to gather information about a 

child's experience of reading in the home environment. Issues identified in the literature as 

significant were canvassed. Questionnaires were sent home to be completed. They were 

comprised of two sections: background demographics and information regarding the child’s 

experience of reading and associated attitude in the home environment, interests other than 

reading and parents' attitudes to reading and its practice in the home context. In the first 

section, seven questions were asked. These collected ethnic, social and socio-economic 

information and also indicated parents' reading preferences. Twenty-two questions followed 

relating to the parents’ perception of their children as readers and the influence of home 

environment on children’s reading practices, interests, attitudes and achievement. A copy of 

this questionnaire can be found in Appendix 3. 

The third method of gathering information was the observation and videotaping of children in 

their classroom settings. The researcher spent one day in each of the four classrooms 

observing behaviours that had been identified in the literature as significant in the developing 

interests, attitudes and performances of young readers. 

In order to determine whether any similarities or differences existed between the responses of 

successful and less successful readers, the children's performances on the Year 2 Diagnostic 

Net for Reading were also noted. 

3.1.5 Procedure 

Individual children were withdrawn from their regular classroom settings and were asked the 

unstructured questions from the first questionnaire. All responses were recorded, both in 

writing and on tape recorder. Guided prompting occurred when children had difficulty 

finding words to respond. Children were asked to complete the structured questions by 

themselves. The interviewer guided them through this process. 

Questionnaires for parents were sent home to all co-operating families. The participating 

children returned completed forms to school. 

74 



 

Classroom environment was recorded by way of videotape and observation. However, 

footage yielded little information that could be used and a decision was taken to omit its 

analysis. Records regarding student achievement in literacy were consulted. 

3.1.6 Data and Findings 

Data were aggregated and reported as frequencies and presented descriptively for each of the 

four elements examined. 

3.2 Description of Phase 1 

3.2.1 Introduction 

As a result of the information gathered in the pilot study and the experience of conducting it, 

changes were made to the format adopted for Phase 1 of the thesis research. The essential 

purpose of the research remained. It sought to identify gendered features of children’s 

participation in their own literacy development, particularly features that contribute to the 

generally poorer performance of boys. 

A second purpose was now added. The researcher also sought at Phase 1 to explore whether 

the gender composition of the class influenced the reading performance of children in it. 

Specifically, the variable of single-gender versus mixed-gender classrooms was investigated. 

To do this, some of the schools targeted had to be private schools, as the state education 

system in Queensland does not segregate classes by gender. In the interest of maintaining a 

similar socio-economic background for all children, it was decided that private schools would 

be used for both single-gender and mixed-gender class formats. Where private schools had 

characteristics matching those described above, principals were approached for permission to 

conduct the research in their schools. A repeated-measures, longitudinal design was used to 

collect information from children firstly in Year 1 and then one year later in Year 2. 

3.2.2 Setting 

Six private schools, all located in the South East Queensland region, were selected for this 

phase of the study. Three schools provided mixed-gender learning environments. Two were 

schools for girls. The final school catered for boys. Parents with middle-high incomes 

typically selected these schools for their children. 

3.2.3 Subjects 

The first of the mixed-gender schools was a newly formed private school with two relatively 

small Year 1 classes. The first of these classes consisted of 17 students; of these, 14 

participated in the study, containing an equal number of boys and girls. Of the 20 children in 

75 



 

the second class, only eight participated, again with equal numbers of girls and boys. The 

second mixed-gender school was a much larger, more established school. It contained five 

Year 1 classes all with either 27 or 28 children respectively. Ninety-eight children distributed 

amongst the five classes participated. Fifty-two were girls and 46 were boys. The third 

mixed-gender school offered three Year 1 classes, each with class sizes in the mid-twenties. 

Forty-one children participated, with 18, 16 and seven from each class. Twenty were girls, 21 

were boys. 

Two private girls-schools agreed to participate in the study. Both were well established. In 

the first, 16 of the 20 girls participated. In the second school, parental response granting 

permission for their daughter to participate was disappointing. Only thirteen girls were given 

consent to participate from two classes, 11 from one and two from the other. 

At the time of this research, only one private boys' school in Queensland offered tuition in 

Years 1 and 2. Two classes of boys were included from this school. Forty-four boys 

participated, 23 boys from one class, and 21 from the other. 

In summary, 234 children participated in the study. One hundred and sixty-one were from 

mixed-gender classrooms of private schools; 83 of these were girls, while 78 were boys. 

Twenty-nine girls and 44 boys from single-gender classes also participated. These data are 

shown in Table 9. Fourteen of the 15 teachers in this Phase of the study were female. 
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Figure 2. Age Distribution of Children (Phase 1) 
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The distribution and range of ages (expressed in months) are represented in Figure 2. 

Children’s ages were normally distributed, ranging from five years four months (0.4%, n=1) 

to seven years seven months (0.4%, n=1) with numbers tapering at the extremes. Modal age 

was six years, three months (10.3%, n=24). Mean age was six years five months. 

The majority (88.8%) of children were born in Australia and had always lived there. Over 

90% spoke English as their primary language. Over 20% had no siblings. The majority 

(67.2%) had either one or two siblings. About one-third of the children had only female 

siblings. The majority (53.3%) were first born, with another 35.5% being the youngest in 

their family. 

Approximately 90% of adult subjects were part of two-parent families. The majority (89.4%) 

of families were nuclear. Thirteen children lived in either extended families or in single-

parent families. Almost 61% of adult subjects reported that two adults (usually both parents) 

were employed. Another 38% reported that one adult worked. 

Table 9: Participating Children and Parents from Each School (Phase 1). 
 School Type Class Boys*1 Girls* Total* 

School 1 Mixed-gender Class 1 7 (6) 7 (7) 14 (13) 
  Class 2 4 (3) 4 (3) 8 (6) 
School 2 Mixed-gender Class 1 10 (7) 10 (10) 20 (17) 
  Class 2 8 (6) 11 (6) 19 (12) 
  Class 3 7 (6) 11 (4) 18 (10) 
  Class 4 10 (6) 10 (8) 20 (14) 
  Class 5 11 (5) 10 (7) 21 (12) 
School 3 Mixed-gender Class 1 7 (1) 11 (4) 18 (5) 
  Class 2 8 (5) 8 (6) 16 (11) 
  Class 3 6 (4) 1 (0) 7 (4) 
School 4 Single-gender (F) Class 1 0 (0) 16 (4) 16 (4) 
School 5 Single-gender (F) Class 1 0 (0) 11 (7) 11 (7) 
  Class 2 0 (0) 2 (1) 2 (1) 
School 6 Single-gender (M) Class 1 23 (19) 0 (0) 23 (19) 
  Class 2 21 (17) 0 (0) 21 (17) 
TOTAL Mixed-gender  78 (49) 83 (55) 161 (104) 
 Single-gender  44 (36) 29 (12) 73 (48) 
 All  122 (85) 112 (67) 234 (152) 

 

                                                 

1 * Numbers of parent respondents are bracketed behind children. 
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Survey forms were sent to 234 participating families and 152 were returned. Eighty-five were 

from the families of boys, while 67 came from the families of girls. The distribution of 

participating children and parents is shown in the table above. 

3.2.4 Instruments 

Three measuring instruments were used. The first two were modified versions of the 

instruments used in the pilot and were intended for use with children and their parents. The 

first was based on the pilot survey for children and contained twenty questions. While most 

questions were unstructured in nature, responses were recorded in the common categories 

found in the pilot study. The questions probed children's experiences of, interests in and 

attitudes to, reading, and to being read to. In an additional set of questions respondents were 

presented with a nominated activity and asked whether girls, boys, or both girls and boys 

would identify with it. A copy of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix 4. 

The second instrument contained a greatly modified version of the pilot questionnaire for 

parents. It collected demographic information and parents’ perceptions of their children's 

experiences of reading at home. A copy of this questionnaire is shown in Appendix 5. 

The final method was observation. Children were videotaped for a period of sixty to ninety 

minutes working in their classrooms. It was intended that analysis of the video material 

would focus on identifying gendered patterns of behaviour in this context. This was to be 

achieved by identifying and counting the number of times certain types of behaviour were 

exhibited by both boys and girls. 

Year 2 Diagnostic Net results provided a "pass/fail" assessment of reading. To address the 

measurement limitation imposed by the dichotomous scale, the children's Reading 

Development Continuum files were consulted. The Continuum has five phases of reading 

behaviour commonly used in primary schools, commencing at Phase A (Role Play Reading) 

and moving through to Phase E (Independent Reading). Each is identified by a series of Key 

Indicators of achievement, all with indicators as descriptors of reading behaviour. All schools 

in the study used this form of assessment. The number of Key Indicators achieved in each 

Phase was recorded as a measure of reading achievement for each participant. No similar set 

of key indicators yet exists for attitude. However, there are indicators and these were used as 

the attitude measure. 
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3.2.5 Procedure 

As with the Pilot Study, individual children were withdrawn from their regular classroom 

settings and were asked the unstructured questions from the child questionnaire. All 

interaction was tape recorded by the interviewer, and written records were made of children’s 

responses. Children were asked to complete the section containing structured questions by 

themselves, with the interviewer guiding them through the process. 

Questionnaires for parents were sent home and returned to school. 

The researcher went into each classroom and videoed general classroom environment and 

behaviour for approximately sixty to ninety minutes. The intention of this step was to 

determine whether any significant contextual features of environment would associate with 

children’s differential achievement and responses on the questionnaire. However, footage 

yielded little information that could be used and a decision was taken to omit its analysis. 

3.2.6 Data Analysis 

Data were aggregated and reported as frequencies and presented descriptively for each of the 

four elements examined. 

3.3 Description of Phase 2 

3.3.1 Introduction 

Originally the researcher had planned to duplicate subjects, instruments and procedure across 

Phases 1 and 2. Three changes were made at Phase 2. These resulted from gaps in content, 

analysis of data and efficiencies that were signaled by data gathering at Phase 1, as well as 

from the author’s ongoing reading. 

First, an additional set of questions was added to the survey for children. These explored 

whether children saw different reading material as being gendered. The inclusion resulted 

from children's responses to the questions, "What do you most like reading/ having read to 

you?" and "What would other girls/boys (same gender/ different gender) like about reading 

that book/ having that book read to them?" The researcher believed a definite distinction 

between boys' books and girls' books had been inferred through the answer to these questions. 

To test this inference, an independent group of Year 1 children was surveyed. Their responses 

to questions regarding which gender would most like to read or listen to certain types of 

reading material were gathered. These data supported the inferences the researcher had 

identified. Format and results from this independent survey may be found in Appendix 6. The 

essence of this confirmation was that children did respond to probes of gendered preference 
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and nine questions were formed to include in the instrument for Phase 2. This revised 

instrument may be found in Appendix 7. 

Second, a decision was made to extend the sample to include children being schooled outside 

the private school system. This decision was made for two reasons. The first was that 

students included in Phase 1 had been chosen in order to increase the comparability of results 

across a group of children with a similar socio-economic background. However, it was 

considered desirable to test the generalisability of the findings beyond the "privileged few" 

represented in the private school data. 

A second reason for extending the sample of children interviewed in Phase 2 was to check 

whether pilot data results not duplicated in Phase 1 data (using private school children) might 

replicate with state school children. It seemed important to establish whether differences for 

girls and boys found in the pilot were due to changes in testing or to private versus state 

school setting. 

As a result, a number of state schools were added at Phase 2. Children attending these schools 

were demographically very different from those attending the private schools. Parent Survey 

forms were sent to the parents of participating state school children in Phase 2. Private school 

parents were not surveyed as they had already responded. 

The third change made at Phase 2 related to the manner in which the reading attainment of 

children was measured. Initially, the children's reading performance was to be measured by 

their Diagnostic Net and Continuum results. Because of inter- and intra- school differences in 

expectations and completion of the Continua, these results proved unreliable and could not be 

used for the intended purpose. A decision was subsequently made to include a Standardized 

Test instrument that would provide an objective measure of children's reading attainment. 

Finding a suitable test was challenging. Many standardized tests do not offer a level 

appropriate for this age/ability. The Reading Progress Test (Vincent, Crumpler, & East 

London Assessment Group, 1996) was considered, however length of the test and amount of 

time required for its administration made this test problematic. 

Considering time constraints requested by certain schools involved in the research, The St 

Lucia Reading Comprehension Test (Elkins & Andrews, 1974a) provided a reasonable 

alternative. There was convincing evidence of its reliability and validity (Elkins & Andrews, 

1974b) and the test provided an objective, independent and comparable measure of reading 

performance for very young children. An alternate, The Reading Progress Test (Vincent et al, 

80 



 

1996), was untimed, lengthy and costly, and did not provide as comparable a measure of 

attainment as the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. Subsequently, The St Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test was chosen. A copy may be found in Appendix 8. 

Adding this test to the research protocol meant that additional permission forms had to be 

distributed to parents of children already participating in the study. Parental permission 

already obtained had not included the administration of a standardised literacy test. New 

permission had to be sought. Not all parents were prepared to allow this form of testing, and 

the number of children participating from private schools decreased as a result of this change. 

3.3.2 Setting 

The six private schools used in Phase 1 of the study were revisited at Phase 2. Three new 

schools were added. All were state funded, mixed-gender public schools in Logan, a city 

located south of Brisbane, in the South East Queensland region. All three receive additional 

funding from the Federal Government because they are classified as being situated in areas of 

socio-economic disadvantage. 

A description of this area's social and economic disadvantage can be obtained by considering 

its IRSED score [Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage, Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, (ABS, 1996)]. An IRSED score is a weak socio-economic measure of the 

community of the school and is allocated to all public schools in Queensland. Information 

received by the Australian Bureau of Statistics from the 1996 Census (ABS, 1996) was used 

to calculate each school's IRSED score. Fifteen different components, including occupational 

classification, unemployment status, education level, income levels, accommodation 

situation, population density, family structure and cultural background, were indexed from all 

areas or Collection Districts in each school's catchment area. The Disadvantaged Index 

typically ranged from 570 to 1200; the lower the IRSED score, the greater the disadvantage. 

Scores were then clustered according to need. Scores ranging up to and including 925 are 

seen to have a high degree of need and received most funding. Schools classified with IRSED 

numbers above 925 were grouped into three additional categories requiring staggered degrees 

of assistance, with those above 1025 not seen to require additional funding due to socio-

economic disadvantage. The schools used in this study indexed 929.71, 896.48 and 926.21 

respectively. These low scores reflect that the school population of the state schools included 

in the study, comprised many low-income, often single-parent families, with high 
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unemployment or unskilled employment, low educational attainment, and rented housing 

(ABS, 1996). 

Originally, the IRSED score had a significant influence on the funding allocated to individual 

schools. This is no longer the case. IRSED scores are used as one of a number of issues 

considered to determine funding arrangements. Nonetheless, the score allocated provides a 

measure of socio-economic disadvantage under which these schools can be regarded. Scores 

for all state schools included in Phase 2 are closely clustered near the lowest IRSED 

classification, and, once other factors helping to determine funding are taken into 

consideration, little difference exists between the financial support each school obtained. All 

received considerable Federal Government funding to help alleviate problems associated with 

their recognised socio-economic disadvantage. 

3.3.3 Subjects 

All children from the private schools, with the exception of those attending the single-gender 

girls' school in Brisbane, had been rearranged into different classes. Some children had been 

lost from each school's sample because their families had moved away. Leakage of reading 

attainment data occurred also where parents failed to give permission for their children to 

complete the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. 

At the first mixed-gender private school, 20 children remained in the sample, 11 in one class 

and nine in the other. Both classes had five boys, with six and four girls respectively. A boy 

from the first class and a girl and a boy from the second class did not complete the St Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test. At the second school, 94 children were interviewed, 43 boys 

and 51 girls. These were distributed among five classes. Of these, 29 boys and 41 girls 

completed the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. At the third mixed-gender private 

school, a total of 21 boys and 19 girls were interviewed. Of these, 18 boys and 14 girls 

completed the test. 

Thirteen girls were interviewed from the first single-gender girls' school. Only nine 

completed the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. At the second girls' school, 11 girls 

from two classes (seven from one class and four from the other) were interviewed. Nine (six 

and three from respective classes) completed the test. 

At the single-gender boys' school, children from the Year 1 classes from the previous year 

were now distributed across three Year 2 classes. One of these was a composite Year 1/2 

arrangement. From the first of the conventional Year 2 classes, 14 boys participated in the 
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interview while only 10 completed the test. From the second, 13 of 16 interviewed boys 

completed the reading test, while from the composite class nine of 10 boys who were 

interviewed completed the test. 

Twenty-one of the 23 teachers in this phase of the study were female. 

Table 10: Number of Participating State & Private school children, Interview & Test (Phase 2). 
 Private Schools State Schools Total 

 
 

Interview 
Only 

Interview 
and Test 

Interview 
Only 

Interview 
and Test 

Interview 
Only 

Interview 
and Test 

Boys (mixed) 74 55 56 54 130 109 

Boys (single) 40 32 0 0 40 32 

Girls (mixed) 80 64 53 49 133 113 

Girls (single) 24 18 0 0 24 18 

Total 218 169 109 103 327 272 

 

Table 10 summarises all children interviewed and tested in this phase of the study. 

A total of 218 children from private schools were interviewed for Phase 2 of the study. Of 

these, 114 were boys and 104 were girls. Seventy- four of the participating boys attended 

mixed-gender schools, 40 attended boys’ schools. Eighty girls attended mixed-gender classes 

and 24 attended girls’ schools. Fifty-five boys and 64 girls attended mixed-gender schools 

and 32 boys and 18 girls from single-gender schools completed the St Lucia Reading 

Comprehension Test. Total participant numbers are shown in Table 10. 

Three state schools were included in Phase 2. Permission had been gained for all participating 

children to be interviewed and tested. Missing data, as indicated in numbers shown in Table 

10, indicate an absence on the day of testing rather than parental refusal for a child to 

complete this part of the study. 

At the first school, three Year 1 classes were included. In the first class, 14 children 

participated, eight boys and six girls. Six boys and six girls participated from the second 

class. There were 13 children from the third class; seven were boys, six were girls. 

Thirty-one children from the second state school were interviewed, 16 boys and 15 girls. 

In the third state school, two classes of children were interviewed and tested. Twenty-three 

children participated from the first class, thirteen girls and ten boys. Sixteen took part from 

the other class, nine boys and seven girls. 
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A total of 109 state school children participated. Fifty-six were boys, 53 were girls. Six 

children were absent on the day the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test was administered. 
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Figure 3. Age Distribution of Children (Phase 2) 

Children’s ages ranged between six years one month (0.6%) and eight years nine months 

(0.3%), and were normally distributed. Median age was seven years five months (8.8%). 

Mean age was seven years four months. The distribution with age data shown in months is 

shown in Figure 3. 

As in the earlier phase, a majority of children were born in Australia and had always lived 

there. English was spoken as the primary language in most homes (90%). 

Almost 70% of the children had either one (43.7%) or two (24.4%) siblings. About half were 

first born, and another third were the youngest in their family. Almost one third had only 

female siblings, 27.8% had only male siblings and another 16.5% had no siblings. 

Of the total of 212 parents that responded to this question, 83% reported living in two-parent 

families, and another 10% reported single-parent families. A substantial majority (79.7%) of 
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two-parent families were nuclear. Thirty-seven children lived in either extended or separated 

families. Seventeen children were living in families with only one parent. 

Fifty-four percent (n=113) of parents reported that two adults were employed in their 

household (usually both parents), and another 37% reported one parent employed. Almost 8% 

reported no adults working. 

Parent Survey forms were sent to all 109 participating families from the state schools. 

Returns are shown in comparison with those from the private school sample in Table 11. The 

bracketed, subtracted number represents the number of children who did not complete the 

standardised literacy test. 

Table 11: Total Number of Participating Children and Parents (Phases 1 and 2).  
Private Schools State Schools Total Child and 

Parent 
Surveys 
 

Children 
Particip- 

ating 

Parent 
Survey 
Return 

Children 
Particip- 

ating 

Parent 
Survey 
Return 

Children 
Particip- 

ating 

Parent 
Survey 
Return 

Boys mixed 78 (-4) 
= 74 

49 56 32 134 81 

Boys single 44 (-4) 
= 40 

36 0 0 44 36 

Girls mixed 83 (-3) 
=80 

55 53 31 136 86 

Girls single 29 (-5) 
=24 

12 0 0 29 12 

Total 234 (-16) 
=218 

152 109 103 343 (-16) 
=327 

215 

 

3.3.4 Instrument 

For private school children, an interview was the only measuring instrument used in Phase 2. 

It was identical in format to that used in Phase 1, and had nine additional questions. Four of 

these asked children whether they thought that there were books that were more suitable for 

girls, boys or both girls and boys, and to identify examples. The others nominated certain 

genres and books with varying content. Children were asked whether boys, girls or both boys 

and girls would most like to read or listen to them. This instrument was used also with state 

school children. The parent survey form completed by private school parents in Phase 1 was 

distributed to state school parents. 

The St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test (Elkins & Andrews, 1974a) was used to gain a 

comparable measure of reading attainment for all children. It has proven reliability and 

validity and is "a group test of reading comprehension based on the 'cloze' procedure" (Elkins 
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& Andrews, 1974b, p. 1). It is in cloze format, consisting of six passages each with words 

omitted. Respondents fill in missing words based on what makes sense in the story. A 

practice passage is provided, which all children complete together with the assistance of the 

supervisor, prior to commencing the remaining six passages unassisted. 

Passages are ordered in difficulty. There are forty-three missing words in all. An answer key 

of acceptable responses is provided. Frequency of correct responses provides both a raw 

score and a reading age for all children scoring between six and thirty correct responses. This 

corresponds to a reading age range from six years two months to ten years two months. 

Raw score was used as the comparative measure of analysis in this study. However, a number 

of children scored below six (floor level) or above thirty (ceiling level). Therefore, the 

formula used to determine age intervals as they correspond to raw score was prorated to 

provide a reading age equivalent for all children. A raw score from zero to forty-three was, 

for the purpose of this study only, deemed to reflect a reading age of five years to twelve 

years two months.2 A copy of the scoring sheet can be found in Appendix 9. 

3.3.5 Procedure 

Interviews were conducted individually with children. Each child was withdrawn from the 

classroom and responses were recorded in writing and on audiotape. Children who had 

participated in Phase 1, were encouraged to answer as was currently appropriate, rather than 

as they may have recalled answering in Year 1. Only one child who was re-interviewed 

remembered the researcher's previous visit. The likelihood of rehearsal effect is low. 

Survey forms were distributed to state school parents via the participating child and were 

returned to the classroom teacher. 

The St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test was administered to each group of children. The 

practice exercise was completed and some discussion regarding the nature of the test ensued. 

No videotaping of children or classroom environment occurred in this phase of the study. 

3.3.6 Data Analysis 

Data were aggregated and reported as frequencies and presented descriptively for each of the 

four elements. In relation to achievement, a Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric test with data set 

split by type of school (private, state) was conducted to test associations between gender and 

scores on reading comprehension achievement. 

                                                 

2 This rationale was discussed with one of the authors of the test (Elkins) who collaborated in the decision. 
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The association between attitude scores and reading comprehension scores was tested in a 

regression analysis. A second Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric test examined the extent to 

which gender predicted attitude and reading comprehension scores, with the data set again 

split by type of school. A stepwise regression procedure was then used to estimate the 

significance of the relationship between items tested in the Child Survey and reading 

comprehension achievement scores. This procedure was repeated with data from the Parent 

Survey. 

In terms of “Background and Experience of Reading at Home”, factor analysis yielded a two-

factor solution for patterns of response from parents and children on who reads to children. 

Linear regressions were undertaken with the factor score for parent-related responses and 

sibling/friend-related responses as dependent variables and with gender as independent 

variable, and with the data set split by type of school (private, state). 

Parallel linear regressions were conducted in which St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test 

scores were entered as the dependent variable and the parent and sibling/friend factor scores 

were entered as the independent variable, and with the data set split by type of school 

(private, state). 

The association between the three items excluded from factor analysis (teacher, grandparents, 

others) and the achievement of literacy was explored in a separate regression, with St. Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test scores as the dependent variable and the three items as 

independent variables, and with the data set split by gender and by type of school (private, 

state). 

Factor analysis was also conducted for items on literacy practice as measured by the Child 

Survey. Linear regressions examined the predictions on St. Lucia Reading Comprehension 

Test scores of results for reading, drawing, biking and swimming, playing games, and quieter 

indoor activities with the data set split by gender and by type of school (private, state). 
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Chapter 4. Results 
4.1 Introduction 
In this chapter data collected via surveys of students and parents at both private and state 

schools are presented. The aim is to describe some of the salient features of the gendered 

culture of literacy that predominates in the educational system. It furthers this presentation by 

examining links between selected items from each of the major features (achievement, 

attitude, home-background, literacy) and one or more measures of the achievement of 

literacy. 

More specifically, data gathered through all phases of this research were analysed with regard 

to four factors identified from the literature as critical in the literacy development of young 

readers. These were achievement, attitude, background and experience of reading at home, 

and literacy practice. How gender and school type interacted with these four elements was a 

specific focus of investigation. Age, ethnicity, socio-economic and cultural background data 

for subjects were gathered and included in these analyses. 

Six research questions were framed to address this treatment. These are repeated below with 

categories of collected data outlined. Results have been grouped and are presented initially 

under the italicised components of the first four questions, and then in relation to the specific 

focus as framed in the fifth and sixth questions. 

Question 1. What do collected data reveal about boys' achievement in reading as 

measured on the Indicators for Reading Development Continuum, the Year 2 

Diagnostic Net for Reading and by an independent measure? 

• girls' and boys' literacy results 
• girls’ and boys’ perceptions regarding the reading achievement of both genders 
• number of key indicators achieved from the Continuum 
• performance on Year 2 Diagnostic Net: whether eligible for additional reading support 
• results on the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test 
 

Question 2. What are boys’ attitudes to reading (both academic and recreational)? 

• boys' and girls' attitudes to reading/ being read to 
• boys' and girls' reading habits, both for pleasure and for school-work 
• factors influencing these responses; whether reading is viewed as a feminised activity 
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Question 3. What elements of a boy's background and experience of reading at home 

affect his attitude to reading activities (both academic and recreational) and his 

performance in them? 

• family details: reading habits of other family members 
• history of reading experience in the home environment: how often, by whom, types of texts. 
• personal details: age, disabilities 
 

Question 4. What features of literacy practice in the school setting influence boys' 

participation, interest and achievement? 

• text preferences: genres including fiction/ non-fiction 
• text preferences: content 
• appeal of "readers" from reading scheme used 
• activities preferred by boys and girls 
• activities viewed specifically as being for boys or girls 
 

Question 5. What influence does gender have on attitude to reading (both academically 

and recreationally) and to reading achievement and experiences of reading? 

• compare responses of boys and girls to the above questions 
• compare achievements 
• compare attitudes 
• compare reading behaviours 
• compare reading preferences 
 

Question 6. What influences do gender composition of the class and school type have on 

attitude to reading and to reading achievement and experience of reading (both 

academically and recreationally)? 

• compare responses of children from single-gender classes and children from mixed-gender classes 
to the above questions 

• compare children from state schools and children from private schools to the above questions 
• compare achievement 
• compare attitude 
• compare reading behaviour 
• compare reading preferences 
 

Data collected for the pilot and a description of findings are shown in Appendices 10 and 11. 

In Phase 1 of the study, boys attending single-gender schools are referred to as single boys (s-

b), girls attending single-gender schools are called single girls (s-g) and girls and boys 

attending mixed-gender schools are identified as mixed girls (m-g) and mixed boys (m-b), 

respectively. In Phase 2 of the study where state school children were also included, children 
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attending private single-gender schools are called private single boys (p-s-b) and private single 

girls (p-s-g) respectively, and children attending private mixed-gender schools are called 

private mixed boys (p-m-b) and private mixed girls (p-m-g) respectively. Children attending state 

mixed-gender schools are called state mixed boys (s-m-b) and state mixed girls (s-m-g). 

Frequencies and cross-tabulations by gender and school type are found in Appendix 11 and 

detailed multivariate analyses for achievement, attitude, background and experience of 

reading at home and literacy practice in Appendix 12. 

4.2 Achievement 

4.2.1 Descriptive statistics 

Phase 1 
Child Survey (private schools- single-gender and mixed-gender classes) 

Two measures of student achievement in literacy are reported in this section. The first is 

formal and relates to the official measure of student performance in literacy as conducted in 

all state primary schools in Queensland, namely the Indicators for Reading Development 

Continuum on which each child's attitude and achievement in reading is recorded. The second 

is through informal questioning of the children. Responses reveal the gendered nature of 

children's perceptions of successful and unsuccessful readers. 

For the purpose of this study, the number of key indicators ticked by the teacher on the 

children's individual Indicators for Reading Development Continuum profiles were used to 

provide an index of the development of successful reading in the form of a series of scales. 

Originally it was planned that only the Year 2 Diagnostic Net would be used to measure 

student achievement in reading. However, this assessment tool provides only a "pass/fail" 

assessment of reading. To address the measurement limitation imposed by the dichotomous 

scale, the children's Continuum Files for Reading were consulted. A copy of Indicators for 

Reading Development Continuum may be found in Appendix 1. The Continuum has five 

phases of reading behaviour commonly used in primary school, commencing at Continuum 

Phase A (Role Play Reading) and moving through to Continuum Phase E (Independent 

Reading). Each is identified by a series of Key Indicators of reading achievement, all with 

sub-indicators as descriptors of appropriate reading behaviour. The number of Key Indicators 

achieved in each Phase was recorded as a measure of performance for each participant. 

Continuum Phase A is out of six, Phase B is out of five, Phase C is out of seven, and Phases 

D and E are scored out of eight. The total possible score ranged between zero and 34. 
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Achievement scores (Continuum): Continuum Phase A measures achievement in role-play 

reading. Only one child did not obtain the maximum score. Continuum Phase B measures 

achievement in experimental reading. One student obtained a score of zero on this scale. 

Eighty percent (n=184) obtained the maximum score. The remaining 20% obtained four 

(8.7%), three (7%), two (3%), or one (.9%) in decreasing frequencies (i.e., negatively skewed 

distribution). Continuum Phase C measures achievement in early reading. About 11% (n=26) 

of children obtained a score of zero on this scale. The majority of students obtained either a 

score of five (25.7%) or seven (24.8%). The next largest group of students obtained either 

four (12.2%) or six (11.7%). The remaining 14.3% (n=33) obtained scores ranging from one 

to three in increasing numbers (i.e., the distribution tends to be negatively skewed). 

Continuum Phase D measures achievement in transitional reading. About 91% (n=210) 

obtained a score of zero on this scale. The remaining 8.7% of scores are relatively evenly 

distributed, with scores ranging from one to eight. Phase E measures achievement in 

independent reading. All students (n=229) except for one (who obtained a score of one) 

gained scores of zero on this scale. 
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Figure 4. Distribution of Total Continuum Scores (Phase 1) 
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Total Continuum combines scores from the five measures to create a 34-point scale. Scores 

were normally distributed with a mean of 15.4 and standard deviation of 3.18. The largest 

percentage of students obtained 16 (21.7%, n=50). The next largest percentage of students 

obtained 15 (15.7%), 17 (11.7%) or 18 (14.8%). The remaining 35.9% of students obtained 

scores ranging from five to 14 (27.7%) or 19-27 (8.2%) with the number of scores tapering 

towards the extremes of the distribution of scores. The distribution of total continuum scores 

is represented in Figure 4. 

The continuum scores obtained by the children varied between males and females. The 

difference between genders was significant at some Continuum Phases. Comparative results 

for both males and females at each phase of the continuum are represented in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5. Nonparametric Tests for Continuum Scores by Gender (Phase 2) 

Figure 5 shows that boys performed more poorly than girls on most measures of 

achievement, except Continuum Phase A and Continuum Phase E. The mean score of girls 

and boys differed significantly by gender of child at Continuum Phase B (χ2
(2)=5.211, p<.05) 

and Continuum Phase C (χ2
(2)=9.646, p<.01). This score also affected the overall mean score 
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at which point the difference between the achievement scores of boys and girls was also 

significant (χ2
(2)=8.204, p<.01). 

Differences in performance also existed between boys and girls attending private single-

gender schools and private mixed-gender schools. These differences were significant at some 

Continuum Phases. Results are represented in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Nonparametric Test for Continuum Scores by School Type (Phase 1) 

Figure 6 shows that boys performed more poorly than girls on most measures of 

achievement, except Continuum Phase A and Continuum Phase E. The mean score of girls 

and boys differed significantly by school type at Continuum Phase B (χ2
(2)=13.465, p<.01) 

and Continuum Phase C (χ2
(2)=39.984, p<.001). This score also affected the overall mean 

score at which point the difference between the achievement scores of boys and girls was also 

significant (χ2
(2)=37.894, p<.001). The Girls (m-g) sub-group performed equal to or better than 

the Boys (m-b) sub-group at all levels except Continuum Phase E, and equal to or better than 

the Boys (s-b) sub-group and girls at all Continuum Phases. The Boys (s-b) sub-group 

performed at a lower level than all other groups except at Continuum Phase A, where all 
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children achieved the same results, and at Continuum Phase E where results were very 

similar. This was probably due to the fact that few children from any of the schools had 

achieved any of the key indicators at this advanced level. 

These data support Fletcher's (2000) assertion that boys were achieving at lower levels than 

girls in reading. 

Child survey questions were posed that probed the gendered nature of children's perceptions 

of reading achievement. Children were asked whether they read well, whether girls/boys read 

well and whether they thought boys or girls were the best readers. Significant differences 

between the perceptions of boys and girls are revealed in response to most of these questions 

both at the gender and school type level. Children were also given the opportunity to 

comment on their responses to these questions (not included in text). 

Does child read well: Approximately 95% (n=221) replied in the affirmative. Their responses 

did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

Do girls read well: About 90% of children agreed (n=208). Their responses differed 

significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=12.220, p<.001) and by school type (χ2

(2)=19.534, 

p<.001). Boys were more likely to report that girls did not read well (17%), while girls were 

less likely to do so (3%). Overall, the vast majority of boys (83%) and girls (97%) reported 

that girls read well. The Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report that girls did not read 

well (27%) than the children from other groups. However, the majority of boys (s-b: 73%; m-b: 

89%) and girls (s-g: 100%; m-g: 96%) reported that girls read well. Overall, it is clear that there 

were more girls who thought girls read well than boys who thought girls read well. 

Do boys read well: About 83% (n=192) agreed, about 7% fewer than for girls. The responses 

of the children differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=15.611, p<.001). Girls were 

more likely to report that boys did not read well (26%), while boys were less likely to do so 

(7%). The responses of the children also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=16.807, 

p<.01). The Boys (s-b) sub-group was less likely to report that boys did not read well (2%) 

while the Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to do so (26%). Most boys (s-b: 98%; m-b: 

90%) and girls (s-g: 71%; m-g: 74%) reported that boys read well. 

It is clear from these two questions that boys and girls differ on whether they think girls and 

boys read well. 
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Do girls read best: Almost 50% (n=110) of children agreed. About one-third (n=76) selected 

No as a response. The children's responses to this question differed significantly by gender of 

child (χ2
(2)=93.927, p<.001) and by school type (χ2

(2)=107.485, p<.001). Girls were more 

likely to report that girls read best (79%), while boys were less likely to do so (16%). Boys 

were more likely to report that girls do not read best (58%) or to be undecided (27%), while 

girls were less likely to do so (girls do not read best: 9%; undecided: 12%). It is clear that 

boys and girls were divided about whether girls were the best readers. A difference of 63% 

exists between girls who said that girls read best and boys who said that they do not. 

Boys (s-b: 74%; m-b: 47%) were more likely to report that girls did not read best and less likely 

to report that girls read best (s-b: 2%; m-b: 24%). Girls (s-g: 96%; m-g: 73%) were more likely to 

report that girls read best and less likely to report that they do not read best (s-g: 0%; m-g: 

12%). The majority of boys (s-b: 74%; m-b: 47%) reported that girls do not read best and the 

majority of girls (s-g: 96%; m-g: 73%) reported that girls read best. 

Do boys read best: About one-third (n=75) of the children replied affirmatively Almost 50% 

(n=111) of the students selected No as a response. This compares to the children's responses 

to the previous question. It is clear that the pattern of responses is more positive for girls than 

for boys in relation to reading best (For girls, Yes- 47.8%; No- 33%). The responses of the 

children differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=91.239, p<.001). Boys were more 

likely to report that boys read best (57%) or to be undecided (27%), while girls were less 

likely to do so (boys read best: 9%; undecided: 12%). Girls were more likely to report that 

boys do not read best (79%) while boys were less likely to do so (17%). A difference of 48% 

exists between boys who say that boys read best and girls who say that they do not. This 

difference is 18% smaller than the difference when the children were asked whether girls read 

best. It is clear that more girls believe girls read best (79%) than boys who believe boys read 

best (58%). It is also clear that more girls believe boys do not read best (79%) than boys who 

believe girls do not read best (58%). 

The responses of the children also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=105.855, 

p<.001). Boys (s-b; m-b) were more likely to report that they do read best (s-b: 74%; m-b: 46%) 

and less likely to report that they do not (s-b: 2%; m-b: 26%). Girls (m-g; s-g) were more likely to 

report that boys do not read best (s-g: 96%; m-g: 73%) and less likely to report that they do (s-g: 

0%; m-g: 12%). The majority of boys (s-b: 74%; m-b: 46%) reported that boys read best and the 

majority of girls (s-g: 96%; m-g: 73%) reported that boys do not read best. 
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Correlational analysis: Spearman's Correlation Coefficients were conducted to examine the 

direct relationships between the responses of the children and reading achievement as 

measured on the Continuum score. Significant correlation was found in the following. 

• Girls with a positive attitude towards reading achieved higher Continuum scores. 
• Girls who believed they were good readers achieved high Continuum scores. 
• Girls who believed boys were good readers obtained higher Continuum scores 
• Boys with a positive attitude towards reading achieved higher Continuum scores. 
• Boys who reported that girls liked being read to achieved higher Continuum scores.3 
• Boys whose parents reported they were often read to obtained higher Continuum scores. 
• Boys who believed girls were good readers obtained higher Continuum scores. 
• Boys who reported boys read well obtained good Continuum scores. 
Parent Survey 

Only one question relating to children's achievement in reading was posed in the parent 

survey. 

Does child read well: Over 90% (n=125) of parents responded that their child read well. The 

responses of the parents did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

Phase 2 
Child Survey (As for Phase 1, but with children now in Year 2 and with new subjects at state schools now included along 
with those at private schools from Phase 1) 

As in Phase 1, two forms of student achievement in literacy will be reported in this section. 

The first relates to any formal measures of reading assessment utilised during this research. 

Four measures of reading achievement will be referred to. Specifically, the children's results 

from the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading and the Indicators for Reading Development 

Continuum, which are the official measures of student performance in literacy used in all 

state primary schools in Queensland, will be considered. In addition, the researcher 

administered the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test (SLRCT), which is a standardised 

reading test designed for use with Year 2-4 students, a copy of which may be found in 

Appendix 8. A participant receives a score based on the number of correct responses they 

have made to a series of cloze activities. These scores can be viewed either as raw reading 

scores or can be translated as equivalent to particular reading ages. (A scoring sheet may be 

found in Appendix 9). 

In summary, the four formal measures of reading achievement that will be referred to are the 

children's 

                                                 

3 This suggests that successful boy readers are more broad-minded about the skills and attitudes of girls in 
reading than less successful boy readers. 
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• Net results 
• Continuum scores (for reading achievement) 
• Reading score for the SLRCT 
• SLRCT reading age. 

The second form is through informal questioning of the children. Responses reveal the 

gendered nature of children's perceptions of successful and unsuccessful readers. 

Achievement scores (Net): Three hundred and twenty-six participants from the study either 

underwent the validation process or were deemed to have already met its criteria. All 

received a Net outcome. Of those who were included, 87.4% (n=285) were assessed as 

meeting the Net criteria. The results of this assessment for the children involved in Phase 2 of 

this research can be found in Figure 7. 
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Figure 7. The Year 2 Diagnostic Net For Reading Results (Phase 2) 

As shown in Figure 7, a higher percentage of girls were rated proficient but this gender 

difference was not significant. However, outcomes did differ significantly by school type 

(χ2
(2)=26.687, p<.001). The Boys (p-s-b: 3%) sub-group and the Girls (p-m-g: 6%) sub-group 

was less likely to not meet the Net's criteria, while the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely 

to do so (33%). Overall, the majority of boys (p-s-b: 98%; p-m-b: 90%; s-m-b: 67%) and girls (p-s-g: 

85%; p-m-g: 94%; s-m-g: 86%) met the Net criteria. 

Achievement scores (Continuum): The children's Indicators for Reading Development 

Continuum files were consulted to gain insight into the classroom teachers' assessment of the 

children's achievement in literacy, in particular in relation to the attainment of the key 

indicators established at each Continuum Phase. On Continuum Phase A all 331 students 
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obtained the maximum score. On Continuum Phase B one student obtained a score of zero. 

The majority of students obtained the maximum score of five (88.3%, n=287). The remaining 

11.4% students obtained scores ranging from one to four in increasing numbers (i.e., the 

distribution tends to be negatively skewed). On Continuum Phase C about 6% (n=19) 

obtained a score of zero. The largest group of students obtained the maximum score of seven 

(47.4%). The next largest group of students obtained scores of five (15.7%) or six (12.9%). 

The remaining 18.2% obtained scores ranging from one to four in increasing numbers (i.e., 

the distribution tends to be negatively skewed). On Continuum Phase D about 84% (n=272) 

obtained a score of zero. The remaining 16.3% obtained scores ranging from one to eight, 

with the majority of scores in the one to three range (12%) (i.e., the distribution tends to be 

positively skewed). On Continuum Phase E all students obtained a score of zero. The contrast 

with Phase 1 is that one of these children was previously listed as obtaining a score of one on 

this scale. 
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Figure 8. Distribution of Total Continuum Scores (Phase 2) 
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Total Continuum combines scores from the five measures to create a 34-point scale. Scores 

were more or less normally distributed with a mean of 16.7 and standard deviation of 3.16. 

The largest percentage of students obtained 18 (31.4%, n=102). The next largest percentage 

of students obtained either 15 (9.2%) or 16 (14.2%) or 17 (12.3%). The remaining 32.8% of 

students obtained scores ranging from six to 14 (16.9%) or 19-26 (15.9%) with the number of 

scores tapering towards the extremes of the distribution of scores. These results are 

represented in Figure 8. 
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Figure 9. Nonparametric Tests for Continuum Scores by Gender (Phase 2) 

The children’s Continuum scores differed by gender, with the gender difference significant at 

some Continuum Phases. Figure 9 shows results for males and females at each phase of the 

Continuum. Figure 9 indicates that girls outperformed boys on all measures of achievement, 

except Continuum Phase A, where all children achieved the same score and Continuum Phase 

E, where no child achieved any of the key indicators. The mean score for girls and boys 

differed significantly4 at Continuum Phase B (χ2
(2)=5.105, p<.05) and Continuum Phase C 

                                                 

4 Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric test of group differences was used here. 
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(χ2
(2)=4.111, p<.05). This difference was also reflected in the overall mean ranked score for 

boys and girls (χ2
(2)=4.078, p<.05). 

Differences in performance also existed between boys and girls attending private single-

gender schools, private mixed-gender schools and state mixed-gender schools. These 

differences were significant at some Continuum Phases. 

Total
Phase E

Phase D
Phase C

Phase B
Phase A

A
ve

ra
ge

 C
on

tin
uu

m
 s

co
re

20

10

0

Type of school (rev)

Pvte single girls

Pvte single boys

Pvte mixed girls

Pvte mixed boys

State mixed girls

State mixed boys

 
Figure 10. Nonparametric Tests for Continuum Scores by School Type (Phase 2) 

As shown in Figure 10, boys performed more poorly than girls on most measures of 

achievement, except Phase A where all children attained all key indicators and Phase E, 

where no children attained any key indicators. The mean score of girls (p-s-g; p-m-g; s-m-g) and 

boys (p-s-b; p-m-b; s-m-b) differed significantly by school type at Continuum Phase B 

(χ2
(2)=11.292, p<.05), Continuum Phase C (χ2

(2)=27.578, p<.001) and Continuum Phase D 

(χ2
(2)=18.523, p<.01). This score also affected the overall mean score at which point the 

difference between the achievement scores of boys and girls was also significant 

(χ2
(2)=31.655 p<.001). All groups scored equally at Continuum Phase A and Continuum 

Phase E. Boys (p-s-b; s-m-b) performed most poorly on the other three phases, including their 
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overall score. The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group and the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group performed at a 

consistently high level throughout the five phases and in their total score. 

These results reveal some inconsistencies between the results achieved in the two formal 

assessment measures preferred for use by Education Queensland. Specifically, the Boys (p-s-b) 

sub-group was seen to be less likely to not meet the Net's criteria (ie they are likely to meet 

the Net criteria) and yet have attained fewer of the key indicators from the Reading 

Development Continuum. The continuum scores of the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group are equally as 

poor as those of the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group included in the sample. However, a large 

difference exists between the percentage of the Boys (p-s-b: 98%) sub-group who fail to meet 

the Net criteria and the Boys (s-m-b: 67%) sub-group who also do so. A 31% difference is 

represented in the performance of boys (p-s-b; s-m-b) in their Net achievement while on another 

preferred assessment measure (the Continuum) their scores are similar. 

Similarly, the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group attained the highest continuum scores on all Continuum 

Phases where a difference between groups was registered. Yet on the Diagnostic Net results, 

only 85% of the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group met the Net criteria as compared with 94% of the Girls 

(p-m-g) sub-group and 86% of the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group, both of whom had attained lower 

average Continuum scores. One may expect if both measures are true representations of the 

children's reading achievements, that greater consistency between measures would be 

evident. 
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Figure 11. Distribution of SLRCT Scores (Phase 2) 
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Achievement (Independent measure): Subsequently, an additional independent standardised 

reading measure was introduced to address this discrepancy. Results of the St Lucia Reading 

Comprehension Test (SLRCT) revealed a broad range of scores attained by the children. 

Results ranged from zero to 45 with a mean score of 18 and a standard deviation of 10.85. 

The scores most frequently achieved were 11 and 13. Figure 11 shows the distribution of 

reading scores obtained by all participants on the SLRCT. 

While the results obtained revealed that girls achieved slightly higher scores than boys on this 

measure of achievement, the result did not differ significantly by gender of child. Analysis 

based on school type revealed significant differences (χ2
(2)=42.809, p<.001) in so much as the 

Girls (p-m-g) sub-group and the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group and to a slightly lesser extent the Boys 

(p-m-b) sub-group did particularly well on this test whereas the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group and the 

Girls (s-m-g) sub-group did particularly poorly. The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group scored at an 

intermediate level in terms of the reading test even though they’d been reported as achieving 

the highest levels of Continuum scores. One surmise is that Continuum scores to some extent 

reflect internal and relatively subjective judgements about achievement that may not equate 

to that level of achievement when measured in terms of external (and more objective) 

measures. 

Here, while the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group continued to perform at a high level, the Girls (p-s-g) 

sub-group did not, moving from the top ranking on the total Continuum scores, to the lowest 

of the private school rankings on the independent measure, third lowest overall. The Boys (p-s-

b) sub-group performed considerably better on this measure, moving from lowest ranking 

overall on the Continuum total, to second highest ranking on this assessment measure. The 

Boys (s-m-b) sub-group and the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group remain at the lower end of the rankings 

in both measures. 

The reading scores obtained in the SLRCT can be translated as equivalent to particular 

reading ages. The scale as it exists, assumes a minimum score of six and a maximum score of 

30. However, a number of students in the sample scored less than six or more than 30 as a 

reading score. The default option would have been to rate these students as scoring six or 30. 

Following consultation with one of the test's authors, additional scores and related reading 

ages were added to the score and reading age benchmarks at intervals consistent with those 

set in the original testing document. It is acknowledged, however, that because of this 

variation, exact reading ages provided for children in the upper and lower reading limits are 
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estimates only and that a true measure of difference between participants falling into this 

score category is better gained by comparing actual scores rather than estimated reading ages. 
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Figure 12. Distribution of Reading Ages (Phase 2) 

After adjusting initial reading scores for students, based on the benchmark scores, the 

distribution of scores for reading age varied between 62 and 150 months, with a mean of 94 

months. That is, the distribution for reading ages is positively skewed. This distribution is 

represented in Figure 12. 

Analysis of test results showed that while girls achieved a slightly higher reading age than 

boys, the result did not differ significantly by gender. 

A nonparametric test revealed the relative reading age rankings of the different groups. This 

result differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=11.292, p<.05). On average, private school 

children attained a higher reading score than state school children. The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group 

achieved the highest reading age, followed by boys (p-s-b; p-m-b) and the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group. 

The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group achieved the next highest reading age with the Boys (s-m-b) sub-

group attaining the lowest mean ranking of all the groups. 
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Results obtained from the independent standardised measure of reading (the St Lucia Reading 

Comprehension Test) are inconsistent with those obtained through the Year 2 Diagnostic Net 

or the Indicators for Reading Development Continuum. In some cases, results obtained from 

the Year 2 Diagnostic Net are also inconsistent with those obtained for the Continuum files. 

A comparison of the relative ranking of children from different school types can be found in 

Table 12. 

Table 12. Ranking of Participants on Various Reading Measures, by School Type (Phase 2). 
Net Result 

(% of children who met 
Net criteria) 

Continuum Score 
(Nonparametric ranking 

of students based on 
group's average total 

continuum score) 

Reading Score 
(Raw score obtained from 

the St Lucia Reading 
Comprehension Test) 

Reading Age 
(Adjusted reading age 
obtained from the St 

Lucia Reading 
Comprehension Test) 

Private single boys 
98% 

Private single girls Private mixed girls Private mixed girls 

Private mixed girls 
94% 

Private mixed boys Private single boys Private single boys 

Private mixed boys 
90% 

Private mixed girls Private mixed boys Private mixed boys 

State mixed girls 
86% 

State mixed girls Private single girls Private single girls 

Private single girls 
85% 

State mixed boys State mixed girls State mixed girls 

State mixed boys 
67% 

Private single boys State mixed boys State mixed boys 

 

Table 12 shows that the greatest discrepancies between the four reading measures lie with the 

results obtained by the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group and the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group. On average, the 

Boys (p-m-b) sub-group and the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group achieved relatively consistent scores 

across the two subjective and two objective reading measures. Their performance remained in 

the top half of the rankings on all measures. Similarly, the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group and the 

Girls (s-m-g) sub-group attained relatively consistent scores across the two subjective and two 

objective reading measures. Their performance remained in the lower half of the rankings on 

all measures. The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group and the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group, however, attained 

inconsistent scores from the different measures. Of specific note, is the poor performance of 

the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group on the Continuum files compared with relatively strong 

achievement on the other three measures. Similarly, the strong performance of the Girls (p-s-g) 

sub-group on the Continuum compared to their relatively lower performance on the SLRCT 

and Net is noteworthy. 

A number of reasons might account for this set of results. First, the standardised measure of 

reading achievement used is old and contains some passages that may have been outside the 
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experience of some children. This suggests that the test may not have suited the children to 

whom it was administered. Certainly, the Principal at one of the state schools visited 

expressed concern over the use of the measure with the children from her school, as she 

believed their lower socio-economic background would disadvantage them in the completion 

of the test. As the results for state children did not vary greatly from other measures however, 

perhaps this concern over the suitability of the test would be better placed with the private 

school children whose results did differ. Further, it remains true that all children completed 

the same test, and that it is a valid measure of reading comprehension with established 

reliability (Elkins & Andrew, 1974b). Coming from a more affluent family would not 

necessarily have better prepared the children from these backgrounds for the traditional 

content of the test. 

Second, the Continuum contains a subjective view of the child's reading achievement. Each 

classroom teacher completed the Continuum for each child and, while there may be some 

mediation between classes or even local schools, there is little widespread accountability, 

particularly in the case of private schools, for what is represented on the assessment 

documents. 

Third, not all teachers, especially those from private schools, were obliged to ensure that the 

Continuum files were completed regularly and consistently. Certainly, on my second visit to 

a number of schools, with a grade change and several months between visits, little appeared 

to have been added to some children's Continuum records. Whether this was due to the 

children's lack of progress, teacher disagreement with recorded levels or omission is 

uncertain. Further, many of the staff may not have been trained in the correct completion of 

the Continuum and may unwittingly have completed the files incorrectly. 

Child survey questions were posed that probed the gendered nature of children's perceptions 

of reading achievement. Children were asked whether they read well, whether girls/boys read 

well and whether they thought boys or girls were the best readers. Significant differences 

between the perceptions of boys and girls were revealed in response to most of these 

questions both at the gender and school type level. Children were also given the opportunity 

to comment on their responses to these questions (comments not included in text). 

Does child read well: Approximately 95% (n=308) of the respondents replied that they did 

read well. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type 
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Do girls read well: Almost 95% (n=307) of children replied that they did. The responses of 

the children differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=7.352, p<.01). Boys were more 

likely to report that girls did not read well (9%), while girls (2%) were less likely to do so. 

The majority of boys (91%, n=144) and girls (98%, n=163) reported that they read well. The 

responses of the children also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=16.598, p<.01). The 

Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report that girls did not read well (18%, n=7), while 

girls (p-m-g: 1%) were less likely to do so. 

Do boys read well: About 86% (n=279) of the children responded that they did. This number 

represents 8% fewer children reporting that boys read well than did so for girls. The 

responses of the children differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=6.980, p<.01). Girls 

were more likely to report that boys didn't read well (19%), while boys (9%) were less likely 

to do so. The majority of girls (81%, n=133) and boys (91%, n=146) reported that boys read 

well. It is clear that boys and girls differ on whether they think girls and boys read well. 

The responses of the children also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=11.421, p<.05). 

The Boys (p-s-b: 3%) sub-group was less likely to report that boys do not read well. Overall, 

the majority of boys (p-s-b: 97%; p-m-b: 86%; s-m-b: 94%) reported that boys read well. While the 

majority of girls (p-s-g: 75%; p-m-g: 82%; s-m-g: 82%) also reported that boys read well, the 

percentage of girls doing so was much lower than that of boys reporting that boys read well. 

From the responses to these two questions it is clear that far more girls believe that girls read 

well than boys believe boys read well. It is also clear that far more girls believe boys do not 

read well than boys believe that girls do not read well. This result is consistent with findings 

from Phase 1. 

Do girls read best: Almost 50% (n=147) of the respondents replied affirmatively. This 

percentage remained constant from Phase 1. About one-quarter (n=84) of children selected 

No as a response. Their responses differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=118.198, 

p<.001). Girls were more likely to respond that girls do (72%), and less likely to respond that 

they do not (5%) or that both boys and girls do (22%). Conversely, boys were less likely to 

respond that girls read best (16%) and far more likely to respond that girls do not (47%) or 

that both boys and girls do (37%). 

Their responses also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=124.558, p<.001). Boys (p-s-b: 

56%; p-m-b: 39%; s-m-b: 50%) were more likely to report that girls do not read best and less 

likely to report that girls do (p-s-b: 15%; p-m-b: 22%; s-m-b: 10%). Conversely, girls (p-s-g: 8%; p-
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m-g: 4%; s-m-g: 7%) were less likely to say that girls do not read best and more likely to report 

that girls do (p-s-g: 76%; p-m-g: 72%; s-m-g: 72%). Overall, the majority of girls (total: 72%; p-s-g: 

76%; p-m-g: 72%; s-m-g: 72%) reported that girls do read best while the majority of boys (total: 

16%; p-s-b: 15%; p-m-b: 22%; s-m-b: 10%) reported that girls do not. 

Do boys read best: Almost half (n=147) of the children replied that boys did not read best. 

About one-quarter (n=84) responded that they did. The number of children regarding boys as 

the best readers reduced from one-third to one-quarter from Phase 1 to Phase 2 of the study. 

Responses for boys and girls were consistently converse. For girls, 45% agreed, while for 

boys 45% disagreed. Only 25.7% disagreed that girls read best while only that number agreed 

that boys did. It is clear that the pattern of responses is more positive for girls than for boys in 

relation to reading best. 

The responses of the children differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=118.198, 

p<.001) in response to this question. Boys were more likely to respond that boys read best 

(47%) and less likely to respond that they do not read best (16%) or that both boys and girls 

do (37%). Conversely, girls were less likely to respond that boys do (5%) and more likely to 

respond that boys do not (72%), or that both boys and girls do (22%). It is clear that more 

girls believe that girls read best than boys believe boys read best. It is also clear that more 

girls believe boys do not read best than boys believe that girls do not read best. 

The responses of the children to the question of whether boys were the best readers also 

differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=124.558, p<.01). Boys were more likely to 

respond that boys read best (p-s-b: 56%; p-m-b: 39%; s-m-b: 50%) and less likely to respond that 

they do not (p-s-b: 15%; p-m-b: 22%; s-m-b: 10%). Conversely, girls were less likely to respond 

that boys do (p-s-g: 8%; p-m-g: 4%; s-m-g: 7%) and far more likely to respond that boys do not 

read best (p-s-g: 76%; p-m-g: 72%; s-m-g: 72%). 

It is clear that more girls from all groups believe that girls read best than boys from all groups 

believe boys read best. It is also clear that more girls from all groups believe boys do not read 

best than boys from all groups believe that girls do not read best. 

As in Phase 1, in the above series of questions, boys and girls' responses were oppositional in 

nature. When boys were the focus of the question, boys responded favourably, while girls did 

not. When girls were the focus of the question, girls responded favourably, while boys did 

not. Boys were more likely to report that boys read well and best, while girls were less likely 

to do so. Girls were more likely to report that girls read well and best, while boys were less 
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likely to do so. Overall, however, girls were more likely to portray girls favourably and boys 

unfavourably than boys were likely to portray boys favourably and girls unfavourably. 

Similarly, girls were less likely to portray girls unfavourably and boys favourably than boys 

were likely to portray boys unfavourably and girls favourably. The overall perception, 

therefore, is one of a more favourable response to reading from girls than from boys. 

Correlational analysis: Spearman's Correlation Coefficients were conducted to determine 

whether a direct relationship existed between the responses of children and their achievement 

in reading as measured by the formal scores of measurement. Significant correlation was 

found in the following. 

• Girls who thought girls liked to read tended to do poorly on the Continuum score. 
• Girls who did well on the Continuum scores, also did well on Reading score obtained from the 

independent reading comprehension test and on the attitude score. 
• Girls who believed girls read best tended to do well on the Continuum scores. 
• Boys who read for pleasure tended to do well on the Reading score. 
• Boys who believed girls like to read tended to do well on the Reading score.5 
• Continuum scores, the Reading score obtained from the independent reading comprehension test 

and the attitude score are positively correlated. 
• Boys whose parents reported liked to read tended to obtain higher Continuum scores. 
Parent Survey 

Only one question relating to children's achievement in reading was posed in the parent 

survey. 

Does the child read well: Over 90% (n=177) replied that their child read well. Their 

responses did not differ significantly by gender of child, but did differ significantly by school 

type (χ2
(2)=11.994, p<.05). The parents of the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group were more likely to 

report that their child did not read well (27%), while the parents of the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group 

were less likely to do so (0%). The majority of parents of boys (p-s-b: 90%; p-m-b: 84%; s-m-b: 

88%) and girls (p-s-g: 72%; p-m-g: 100%; s-m-g: 90%) responded that their child read well. 

Summary comments 

One might expect the well-documented insistence above on the part of both students and 

parents that boys and girls have differing attitudes to the concomitants of literacy practice to 

affect school-based judgements of literacy competence at the earliest stages of schooling. 

                                                 

5 . This outcome may be reflective of a more broad-minded attitude of successful male readers to the reading 
behaviours of girls. In the main, boys were often more likely to represent girls negatively in relation to their 
reading pursuits. Perhaps the positive association of girls with liking to read and boys whose reading scores 
indicate they are successful readers, suggests that these boys were more comfortable with situating their own 
reading and that of girls, in a similar, rather than oppositional, perspective. 
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Nonetheless, there are indications that boys do not actually differ from girls in terms of 

literacy competence at these early stages. 

Based on previous studies and other observations, it is hypothesized that boys and girls will 

not differ consistently across the three measures of achievement. 

An additional factor in this comparison is that participants were drawn from both the private 

and state school sectors. Given the differing demographic profiles for parents in these two 

sectors, it is hypothesized that achievement scores for boys and girls will not differ 

consistently across the two sectors. 

Net scores, Continuum scores, and Reading scores were significantly correlated. This is 

consistent with an assumption that grading students in any one of these three ways will lead 

to an internally consistent outcome. 
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Figure 13. Percent rated proficient in Year Two Diagnostic Net, by gender and by type of 
school 
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4.2.2 Analysis One 

A Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric test with the data set split by type of school (private, state) 

was conducted. It found significant associations between achievement scores and gender. 

Girls in private school settings were significantly more likely than males to obtain higher 

Continuum scores (χ2(1)=4.919, p<.05) and girls in state school settings were more likely 

than boys to be rated as proficient in the Year Two Diagnostic Net (χ2(1)=5.451, p<.05). 

Figure 13 shows that while males in private schools were slightly more likely than girls to be 

rated as proficient in the Year Two Diagnostic Net, males in state schools were far less likely 

than females to be rated as proficient in the Year Two Diagnostic Net, a statistically 

significant difference (see above). 
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Figure 14. Averages for Continuum Total score, by gender and by type of school 

Figure 14 shows that males in both private and state schools were likely to obtain lower 

average Continuum scores than females, a statistically significant difference in the private 

school sector (see above). 

However, importantly, gender did not predict St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test scores6. 

The significant relationship for female state school students in the Net test and for female 

                                                 

6 However, school type did make a difference. That is, private school students did significantly better on average 
than state school students in the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. 
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private school students in Continuum Total scores (both internally-based measures), coupled 

with the non-significant differences for gender in the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test 

(an externally-based measure) points to the possibility that internally-based ratings are to 

some extent driven by teacher perceptions of literacy competence. 

4.2.3 Summary comments 

This outcome is indicative of the importance of the impingement of teacher, parent, and 

student expectations and perceptions on school-based literacy outcomes. For this reason, the 

St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test will be used in subsequent multivariate analyses to 

benchmark the various concomitants of literacy development discussed in the course of this 

chapter. 

4.3 Attitude 

4.3.1 Descriptive statistics 

Phase 1 
Child Survey (private schools- single-gender and mixed-gender classes) 

Formal attitude scores were obtained by consulting the children's individual Indicators for 

Reading Development Continuum assessment folders. The Reading Development Continuum 

provides a set of six levels of measurement, of which only five are commonly in use at the 

primary level. Within each level, descriptive indicators of appropriate and expected reading 

behaviours and attitudes are identified. This is a developmental assessment tool formulated 

on the assumption that there are a number of developmental stages in developing positive 

(mature) attitudes towards reading and capability within it. Each of these stages can be 

applied to students in the form of text-based indicators that enable teachers to track the 

developmental sequence of both student attitudes to reading and their parallel skills in 

reading. 

For the purpose of this study, with specific reference to the child's attitude to reading, the 

number of attitudinal textual statements ticked by the teacher has been used to provide an 

index of the development of student attitudes to reading in the form of a series of scales. 

Attitude measured in Continuum Phases A and B are scored on a five-point scale, Continuum 

Phase C on a seven-point scale, and Continuum Phases D and E on an eight-point scale. Total 

possible aggregate score was 33. 

Attitude scores: Attitude in Continuum Phase A measures role-play reading. Only two 

students were scored as less than five. Attitude in Continuum Phase B measures experimental 
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reading. About 20% (n=44) obtained zero on this scale. The majority of students (50.8%) 

obtained either four or five ticks. Attitude in Continuum Phase C measures early reading. 

About 16% (n=37) obtained zero on this scale. The largest percentages of students obtained 

either six (18.7%) or seven (20%) ticks on this scale. The remaining 45% of students were 

evenly spread across a range of one to five indicators ticked. Attitude in Continuum Phase D 

measures transitional reading. About 90% (n=208) obtained zero on this scale. The remaining 

9.5% of students were spread fairly evenly across the eight-point scale. Attitude in 

Continuum Phase E measures independent reading. All but one student obtained zero on this 

scale. One student obtained two ticks on this scale. 
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Figure 15. Total Attitude Scores (Phase 1) 

Total Attitude combines scores from the five measures to create a 33-point scale. As shown 

in Figure 15, the scores were more or less normally distributed with a mean of 12.2 and 

standard deviation of 4.38. The largest percentages of students obtained either 11 (11.3%) or 

12 (14.3%) ticks on this scale. The next largest percentages of students obtained 10 (8.7%), 

13 (7%), 14 (8.7%) or 15 (8.3%). The remaining 41.7% (n=97) of students obtained scores 
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ranging from one to nine or 16-27 with the number of scores tapering towards the extremes of 

the distribution of scores. 
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Figure 16. Attitude Scores by Gender (Phase 1) 

With attitude scores separated by gender, some significant differences between the scores of 

girls and boys became evident. The mean rank scores for the different genders and the 

statistical significance of these scores can be found in Figure 16. 

As shown in Figure 16, these scores differ significantly by gender of child, with boys 

performing more poorly than girls on all measures of Attitude, except Phase A and Phase E, 

where scores were approximately equal. The difference between the mean score of girls and 

boys was significant at Phase C (χ2
(2)=8.461, p<.01) and in terms of the Total score 

(χ2
(2)=8.252, p<.01). 

Some significant differences between the scores of single-gender and mixed-gender girls and 

single-gender and mixed-gender boys were also evident when the same scores were separated 

according to school type. The mean rank scores for children from these groups and the 

statistical significance of these scores can be found in Figure 17. 
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Figure 17. Attitude Scores by School Type (Phase 1) 

The attitude scores differed significantly by school type at some phases of the Reading 

Development Continuum. The Boys (s-b) sub-group generally performed more poorly than 

girls (s-g; m-g) or the Boys (m-g) sub-group on a number of measures of Attitude, although the 

difference between the mean score for girls (s-g or m-g) and boys (s-g or m-g) was only 

significant at Phase C (χ2
(2)=22.535, p<.01), Phase D (χ2

(2)=7.894, p<.05), and the Total 

score, where the attitude scores of boys (s-g; m-g) and girls (s-g; m-g) were significantly different 

(χ2
(2)=8.252, p<.02). 

Attitude was also examined informally in Phase 1 of the study through a number of questions 

in the child survey. Boys' and girls' attitude to reading/ being read to was considered. 

Children's attitude to different text features and their perception of the attitudes of others were 

also examined. Factors influencing these responses, reported as a gender comment by the 

participant, were also considered. Comments grouped as gender comments included any 

statements about girls or boys as a gender, for example "girls are better readers than boys" or 

"boys aren't as interested in reading". 
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Child's attitude to being read to: Almost all children reported that they liked being read to 

(94%, n=220). Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

Child's attitude to reading: Almost 90% (n=210) of children reported that they liked reading. 

This response is 5% below that for the corresponding question about whether students liked 

being read to. These responses did not differ significantly by gender of child, however, while 

not quite statistically significant, boys (16%) appeared to be more likely to report that they 

did not like reading and girls were less likely to do so (5%). The responses did differ 

significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=12.157, p<.01). Children from all groups most commonly 

reported that they did like reading. However, the Boys (m-g: 18%) sub-group was more likely 

to report that they did not like reading and the Girls (m-g: 4%) sub-group appeared less likely 

to do so than the other two groups (girls s-g: 7%; boys s-b: 12%). 

Number of boys/girls in class who like reading: Responses differed according to the gender 

referred to in the question. The results are presented in Table 13. 

Table 13. Percentage of Boys/Girls in Class Perceived to Like Reading (Phase 1). 
Question: "How many boys/ girls in your class like reading?" 
 
 All Most Some Few None 

 
Boys 18.3% (n=37) 16.3% (n=33) 27.7% (n=56) 32.2% (n=65) 5.4% (n=11) 

 
Girls 42.3% (n=80) 25.4% (n=48) 13.8% (n=26) 16.9% (n=32) 1.3% (n=3) 

 
 

Note that when analysing the responses of all children to the question "How many boys in 

your class like reading?" answers clustered around a few or some and only a very small 

percentage of children reported none. Conversely, when analysing the responses of all 

children to the question "How many girls in your class like reading?" answers clustered 

around all or most with an even smaller percentage of children reporting none. This indicates 

that a far greater number of students indicated that girls liked reading than did boys. 

When the gender of the respondent was taken into consideration, the responses of the boys 

and girls when asked to nominate the number of boys in their class who liked reading differed 

significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=13.484, p<.01). Girls (11%) were more likely to report 

that no boys liked reading while boys were less likely to do so (0.9%). Girls and boys most 

commonly reported few (girls: 35%; boys: 30%) or some (girls: 27%; boys: 28%) boys liked 
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reading. Conversely, when asked to nominate the number of girls in their class who liked 

reading the responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender of child. 

When asked to nominate the number of boys or girls in their class who liked reading the 

responses of the children did not differ significantly by school type. 

Do girls like to read: Eighty-seven percent (n=203) of participants believed they did. These 

responses differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=13.681, p<.01). While the majority 

of girls (95%) and boys (79%) reported that girls liked to read, boys (21%) were more likely 

to report that girls did not like to read, while girls (5%) were less likely to do so. The 

responses also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=15.224, p<.05). The Boys (s-b: 

26%) sub-group was more likely to report that girls did not like to read, while the Girls (m-g: 

5%) sub-group was less likely to do so. 

Do boys like to read: Sixty-six percent (n=155) of children responded that they did. This 

response is markedly less (20.9%) than that for girls. The responses of the children differed 

significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=35.315, p<.01) and by school type (χ2

(2)=37.470, 

p<.01). Girls (52%) were more likely to report that boys did not like to read, while boys 

(15%) were less likely to do so. Boys (85%) were also more likely to report that boys liked to 

read while girls (48%) were less likely to do so. Girls (s-g: 55%; m-g: 51%) were more likely to 

report that boys did not like to read, while the Boys (s-g: 7%) sub-group was less likely to do 

so. Boys (s-g: 93%; m-g: 80%) were also more likely to report that boys liked to read while the 

Girls (m-g: 49%) sub-group was less likely to do so. These results indicate that there is far less 

agreement between girls and boys and between girls (s-g or m-g) and boys (s-g or m-g) about 

whether boys like to read than about whether girls like to read. 

Comment: Some children commented on whether they believed boys liked to read. The 

majority of respondents made a gender comment (35.9%, n=23). Others responded that they 

thought boys would rather do something else (29.7%) or with some other comment (20.3%). 

Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child, but did differ significantly by 

school type (χ2
(2)=23.276, p<.01). The Boys (s-b: 33%) sub-group was far more likely to make 

a skill comment, while the Girls (s-g: 64%) sub-group was more likely to make a gender 

comment. 

Do girls like being read to: A vast majority of children (87.6 %, n=198) responded in the 

affirmative, almost exactly the same percentage responding that girls like reading. The 

responses of the children differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=15.118, p<.01) and 
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by school type (χ2
(2)=20.415, p<.01). Boys (21%) were more likely to report that girls did not 

like being read to, while girls (4%) were less likely to do so. The Boys (s-b: 31%) sub-group 

was more likely to report that girls did not like being read to, while the Girls (m-g: 3%) sub-

group was less likely to do so. 

Do boys like being read to: The majority of children (71.4%, n=165) reported that they did, a 

slightly higher percentage (approximately 5%) than that for liking to read, but a lower 

percentage (16.2%) than responded similarly for girls. The responses of the children differed 

significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=14.353, p<.01). Girls (39%) were more likely to report 

that boys did not like being read to, while boys (11%) were less likely to do so. Responses 

also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=14.979, p<.05). The Boys (m-b: 16%) sub-

group was less likely to report that boys did not like being read to than were the Boys (s-b: 

19%) sub-group and girls (s-g: 45%; m-g: 38%). These results indicate that there is far less 

agreement between girls and boys and between single-gender or mixed-gender groups about 

whether boys like being read to than about whether girls like being read to. 

These data confirm the perception that boys have a less positive attitude towards reading and 

being read to than girls, substantiating Power's (2001) claim that boys displayed a poorer 

attitude to reading in all grades compared to girls. In response to all attitudinal questions 

posed, boys reported a more negative attitude than girls, while girls reported a more positive 

attitude than boys. This was also reflected in the perceptions of others, with girls reporting 

more negatively for boys and boys reporting more positively for girls. 

Preferred text feature (read to them): The most common features children enjoyed when their 

favourite book was read to them were storyline (34.6%, n=81) and pictures (32.5%, n=76). 

Characters and other things were the next most enjoyed features (11.1%). Children's 

responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Gender comment: The vast majority of children (98.7%, n=231) did not make a gender 

comment in response to what they enjoyed most about having their favourite book read to 

them. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Gender comments may include statements like "Boys would like nothing [about having Fairy 

Stories read to them] because they're only for girls"; "Girls would hate it [having Dinosaur 

Books read to them]. They're not into boys' stuff. There're no girl dinosaurs." A full list of 

comments made can be found in Appendix 13. 
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Same gender preferred text feature (read to them): Most students reported other same gender 

children would most like the pictures (39%, n=90), storyline (24.2%) or characters (13.9%) 

if the respondent's favourite book was read to them. The children's responses did not differ 

significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Gender comment: Very few children (5.6%, n=13) made a comment. The responses of the 

children differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=10.808, p<.05). Boys (11%) were 

more likely to make a gender comment while girls were less likely to make a gender comment 

(.08%). Their responses also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=11.069, p<.05). Boys 

(m-g: 12%; s-g: 10%) were more likely to make a gender comment while girls (m-g: 1%; s-g: 1%) 

were less likely to do so. 

Opposite gender preferred text feature (read to them): Most students reported different gender 

children would most like other things (27.2%, n=62), pictures (23.2%), characters (17.5%) 

or storyline (14%) if the respondent's favourite book was read to them. Their responses did 

not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Gender comment: Almost 40% (n=88) of children made some comment. This is a much 

larger percentage (32.8%) than for same-gender comments. The responses of the children 

differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=10.705, p<.05). Girls (49%) were more likely 

while boys were less likely to make a gender comment (28%). They also differed 

significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=15.178, p<.05). The Girls (s-g: 64%) sub-group was more 

likely while the Boys (m-g) sub-group was less likely to make a gender comment (25%). 

Preferred text feature (read self): Around 30% each of students (n=70) stated that they most 

enjoyed either the pictures or the storyline when they were reading a book to themselves. A 

further 16.7% stated that they enjoyed other things and 11.5% stated that they most enjoyed 

the characters. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

Same gender preferred text feature (read self): Most students reported other same gender 

children would most like the pictures (35.6%, n=80) or storyline (21.8%). Their responses 

did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Opposite gender preferred text feature (read to them): Most students reported different gender 

children would most like pictures (29.7%, n=66), other things (19.8%) characters (17.1%) or 

storyline (15.3%). Responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender of child or 

by school type. 
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Gender comment: Almost a third (31.5%, n=70) made some comment. This represents more 

than 20% more comments for children of the opposite gender than for children of the same 

gender. It is clear that students were more likely to comment on other gender than on same 

gender preferences. One conclusion might be that students believe that children of the 

opposite gender will like different things about books than the respondents do. The responses 

of the children did not differ significantly by gender of child, though did differ significantly 

by school type (χ2
(2)=12.157, p<.01). The Girls (s-g: 59%) sub-group was more likely to make 

a gender comment than boys and girls from other groups (girls m-g: 30%; boys s-g: 24%; boys 

m-g: 25%). 

Correlational analysis: Spearman's Correlation Coefficients were conducted to determine 

whether a direct relationship existed between the responses of the children and their attitude 

score. Significant correlation was found in the following. 

• Girls who reported being read to most often, achieved lower attitude scores.7 
• Girls who believed they were good readers had a positive attitude towards reading. 
• Girls who achieved well in reading also had a positive attitude to it. 
• Girls with speech problems displayed a poorer attitude to reading than girls who had not 

experienced speech problems. 
• Boys who achieved well in reading had a more positive attitude to it. 
• Boys who had a positive attitude to reading chose to read more for pleasure than boys who had a 

poorer attitude to reading. 
• Boys who were read to often had a better attitude to reading. 
• Boys whose parents reported read more often felt more positively towards reading than those 

whose parents reported chose not to read very often. 
Parent Survey 

Several questions were posed to parents about their children's attitudes to reading. These 

included questions regarding whether their children enjoyed reading and being read to, the 

frequency of their children's reading habits, whether girls and boys like reading and being 

read to and the parents' perceptions of differences between girls and boys in liking to read and 

be read to. 

Does child like to read: A majority (96.5%) reported that their children liked to read. Their 

responses differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=4.772, p<.05), but not by school 

type. The parents of boys (6%) were more likely to report no, while the parents of girls (0%) 

were less likely to do so. 

                                                 

7 This is a curious result and may suggest that their parents read to girls achieving poorly on the attitude scale 
more often in order to improve this result. 
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Does child like being read to: All respondents (n=152) reported that their children liked being 

read to. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

How often child reads alone: The majority of parents (79.5%, n=70) reported their children 

read to themselves every day, and another 17% reported sometimes. No parents reported their 

children never read to themselves. 

This contrasts with the amount of reading the children reported that they did each week. 

While 79.5% of parents reported their children read to themselves every day, only around 

one-third of children reported that they read, either for school (37.3%) or for pleasure (30%) 

every day. Even adding the two categories of child responses together to maximise the 

reported frequency of reading done by children every day (ie, 67.3% reporting every day), the 

difference between the responses of parents and children to this question are considerable 

(12.2%). 

This also contrasts with the number of days per week that parents reported they read to their 

children. A smaller percentage (55.7%, n=83) of parents reported that they read to their 

children every day than reported that children read daily to themselves (79.5%). 

The responses of parents did not differ significantly by gender of child. The majority of 

parents of boys (73%, n=30) and girls (85%, n=40) reported that their children read to 

themselves every day. This compares to the children's responses to a similar question, where 

only 47% of girls and 27% of boys reported that they read for school every day. Thirty-six 

percent of girls and 24% of boys further reported that they read every day for pleasure. In the 

case of all boys, even adding the two categories of child responses together to maximise the 

reported frequency of reading done by them (i.e., 41% of boys reporting every day for both 

categories), the difference between the responses of parents and boys (22%) to this question 

are worthy of note. 

This also contrasts to the number of days per week that parents reported they read to their 

children. Over half of the parents of boys (53%, n=42) and girls (59%, n=41) reported that 

they read to their children every day. On the other hand, 20% more of the parents of boys 

(73%) and 26% more of the parents of girls (85%) reported that their children read to 

themselves daily. 

The responses of the parents to this question did not differ significantly by school type. The 

majority of parents of boys (s-b: 56%; m-b: 84%) and girls (s-g: 78%; m-g: 87%) reported that 

their children read to themselves every day. This compares to the children's responses to a 
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similar question, where a smaller percentage of boys (s-b: 19%; m-b: 32%) and girls (s-g: 45%; 

m-g: 48%) reported that they read for school every day. An additional number of boys (s-b: 

28%; m-b: 21%) and girls (s-g: 41%; m-g: 34%) reported that they read every day for pleasure. 

The difference between the responses of parents and children to this question is noteworthy. 

In the case of all boys, even adding the two categories of child responses together to 

maximise the reported frequency of reading done by them (i.e., % of boys reporting every day 

for both categories), the difference between the responses of parents and boys (s-b: 9%; m-b: 

31%) to this question are noteworthy. 

This also contrasts to the number of days per week that parents reported they read to their 

children. Around half of the parents of boys (s-b: 47%; m-b: 57%) and girls (s-g: 50%; m-g: 61%) 

reported that they read to their children every day. On the other hand, a larger percentage of 

the parents of boys (s-b: 9%; m-b: 27%) and girls (s-g: 28%; m-g: 26%) reported that their 

children read to themselves daily. 

The discrepancy in the percentages of children reporting they read every day and parents 

reporting their children read every day may indicate one of three things. Either, parents are 

overstating the reality of their children's reading, or children are understating it, or a 

combination of the two. The difference in the percentages of children read to every day and 

the percentages of children that read to themselves every day also might indicate one of three 

things. Firstly, it might indicate that parents no longer see the need to read to their children 

once these children are able to read themselves. Alternatively, it may indicate that parents 

believe that children no longer wish to be read to once they can read by themselves. Finally, 

it may be that children who can read by themselves do not wish to be read to by their parents. 

Parents were asked a series of questions about whether their children liked to read or be read 

to, whether boys liked to read or be read to and whether girls liked to read or be read to. They 

were also asked to identify the degree of difference between boys and girls for these reading 

activities. 

Do girls like to read: Only one parent of a boy attending a private single-gender school 

reported that girls do not like to read. Responses did not differ by gender or school type. 

Do boys like to read: Almost one-quarter of parents (n=26) reported that boys do not like to 

read. This is vastly different from the responses for girls where only one parent believed this 

to be the case. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school 

type. 
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Do girls like being read to: Only two parents, one each with a son attending a single-gender 

or mixed gender private school, reported that girls did not like being read to. 

Do boys like being read to: A minority of parents (3.6%, n=4) reported that boys did not like 

being read to. This is very different from the frequencies and percentages reporting no for 

“reading themselves” (24.1%, n=26). Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of 

child. The results indicate that parents believed that boys like reading for themselves less than 

they like being read to. It would appear that parents believed girls like reading and being read 

to equally. 

The responses of parents to the question of whether boys like being read to also did not differ 

significantly by school type. The results indicate that the parents of boys (s-b; m-b) and parents 

of the Girls (m-g) sub-group believe boys like reading for themselves less than they like being 

read to. It would appear that the parents of the Boys (s-g) sub-group and the parents of girls (s-

g; m-g) believe girls like reading and being read to equally. 

Difference between girls and boys in liking to read: Of the 100 parents who responded, about 

one-third (n=36) reported that they were different and another one-third (n=33) reported that 

they were similar in liking to read. In summary, most responses were evenly divided between 

these two opposing options. The parents' responses did not differ significantly by gender of 

child or by school type. 

Difference between girls and boys in liking being read to: Of the 101 parents who responded 

most parents reported that boys and girls were similar (47.5%) or very similar (37.6%) in 

liking to be read to. In summary, the majority of these parents did not report gender 

differences. Clearly, parents perceive greater difference between girls and boys in liking to 

read than in liking being read to. The responses of the parents did not differ significantly by 

gender of child or by school type. 

These data confirm that parent perceptions regarding the attitude of boys and girls to reading 

differ. Consistent with the children's responses, parents reported that boys liked reading less 

than girls, though they did not report that boys like being read to less than girls. Clearly, 

parents see a greater difference in the attitude of boys to reading than to being read to. 

Phase 2 
Child Survey (As for Phase 1, but with children now in Year 2 and with new subjects at state schools now included along 
with those at private schools from Phase 1) 

Formal attitude scores were gained by consulting the children's individual Indicators for 

Reading Development Continuum assessment folders. 
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Figure 18. Total scores for attitude (Phase 2) 

As shown in Figure 18, Total Attitude scores ranged between 5 and 26, with a modal score of 

12. 
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Figure 19. Continuum Attitude scores by gender (Phase 2) 
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The attitude scores for the five phases identified in the Reading Continuum revealed no 

significant difference based on the gender of the child as shown in Figure 19. Girls slightly 

outscored boys on Continuum Phases B, C and D. Boys and girls were equal on Continuum 

Phase A and boys outscored girls on Phase E, however these differences were not significant. 

The total attitude score shows that girls have a better attitude to reading overall than boys do. 

The result for total attitude score differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=4.896 p<.05). 
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Figure 20. Continuum Attitude scores by school type (Phase 2) 

As shown in Figure 20, the attitude scores for the five phases identified in the Reading 

Continuum revealed some significant differences based on school type for Continuum Phases 

B (χ2
(2)=21.478 p<.01), C (χ2

(2)=41.358 p<.001) and D (χ2
(2)=20.806 p<.01). All children 

attained all criteria for Phase A Attitude. Girls (p-s-g; p-m-g) and the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group all 

scored higher than boys (p-s-b; s-m-b) and the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group on all other phases. The 

total attitude score grouped girls (p-s-g; p-m-g) with the best reading attitudes. Boys (p-m-b; p-s-b) 

had the next best attitude to reading. The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group and the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group 
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attained the poorest overall attitude scores. These total attitude scores differed significantly 

by school type (χ2
(2)=38.782 p<.001). 

Attitude was also examined informally in Phase 2 of the study through a number of questions 

in the child survey. Boys' and girls' attitude to reading/ being read to was considered. 

Children's attitude to different text features and their perception of the attitudes of others were 

also examined. Factors influencing these responses, reported as a gender comment by the 

participant, were also considered. 

Child's attitude to being read to: Over 90% (n=301) of participants responded that they liked 

being read to. The responses of the children differed significantly by gender of child 

(χ2
(2)=8.125, p<.01). Boys (13%) were more likely to report that they do not like being read 

to while girls (4%) were less likely to do so. The children's responses also differed 

significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=16.776, p<.01). The Boys (p-s-b: 23%) sub-group was more 

likely to report that they did not like being read to than children from other groups. 

Child's attitude to reading: Almost 90% (n=292) reported that they liked reading. The 

children's responses to this question differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=5.002, 

p<.05) and school type (χ2
(2)=12.876, p<.05). Boys (15%) were more likely to report that they 

did not like reading and girls were less likely to do so (7%). Boys (p-m-b: 20%) were more 

likely to report that they did not like reading than children from the other groups. 

Number of boys/girls in class who like reading: Responses differed according to the gender 
referred to in the question, as shown in Table 14. 

Table 14. Percentage of Boys/Girls in Class Perceived to Like Reading (Phase 2) 
Question: "How many boys/ girls in your class like reading?" 
 
 All Most Some Few None 

 
Boys 15.2% (n=46) 18.9% (n=57) 24.2% (n=73) 35.4% (n=107) 6.3% (n=19) 

 
Girls 42.7% (n=123) 26.4% (n=76) 14.9% (n=43) 14.6% (n=42). 1.4% (n=4) 

 
 

Note that when analysing the responses of all children to the question "How many boys in 

your class like reading?" answers clustered around a few or some. Conversely, when 

analysing the responses of all children to the question "How many girls in your class like 

reading?" answers clustered around all or most. This is consistent with Phase 1. This 

indicates that a larger number of students indicated that girls liked reading than did boys. 
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While about three-quarters responded most or all for girls, only about one-third responded 

similarly for boys. 

When asked to nominate the number of boys in their class who liked reading, the responses 

of the children differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=18.710, p<.01). Girls (12%) 

were more likely to report that no boys liked reading while boys were less likely to do so 

(2%). The responses of the children to this question also differed significantly by school type 

(χ2
(2)=39.373, p<.01). The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report that no boys 

(12%) or some boys (29%) liked reading and was less likely to report that all boys like 

reading (7%). The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report that most boys like reading 

(38%) while the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was less likely to report none (0%). The Boys (s-m-b) 

sub-group was less likely to report some (12%) and more likely to report that all boys (27%) 

in their class like reading. The most common response from boys (p-m-b: 39%; s-m-b: 33%) and 

girls (p-m-g: 46%; s-m-g: 41%) was few. Only the Boys (p-s-b: 38%) sub-group reported that most 

boys in their class liked reading. The responses of the children did not differ significantly by 

gender of child or school type. 

As in Phase 1, it is clear from these two items, that boys and girls from all school types 

perceive girls to like reading more than boys. 

Do girls like to read: More than 90% (n=296) responded that girls do like to read. Their 

responses did not differ significantly by gender of child but did differ significantly by school 

type (χ2
(2)=17.639, p<.01). The majority of boys (p-s-b: 79%; p-m-b: 96%; s-m-b: 84%) and girls 

(p-s-g: 84%; p-m-g: 94%; s-m-g: 98%) reported that girls like to read. The Boys (p-s-b: 21%) sub-

group was most likely to report that girls do not like to read, while the Girls (s-m-g: 2%) sub-

group was less likely to do so. 

Do boys like to read: About two-thirds (n=207) responded that boys liked to read, a much 

lower percentage than for girls (91.1%, n=296). The responses of the children to this question 

differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=29.629, p<.001). Girls (51%) were more likely 

to report no, while boys (22%) were less likely to do so. Boys (78%) were also more likely to 

report that boys liked to read while girls (49%) were less likely to do so. The children's 

responses also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=36.297, p<.001). Girls (p-s-g: 64%; p-

m-g: 51%) were more likely to report yes, while boys (p-s-b: 15%; s-m-b: 15 %) were less likely 

to do so. Only boys (p-s-b: 85%; p-m-b: 69%; s-m-b: 85%) and the Girls (s-m-g: 54%) sub-group 

agreed that boys liked to read. 
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These results indicate that there is far less agreement between girls and boys generally and 

from girls and boys from various school types specifically about whether boys like to read 

than about whether girls like to read. 

Do girls like being read to: More than 90% (n=300) of respondents responded that they do. It 

is worth noting that the percentages of girls that are said to like reading (91.1%, n=296) or 

being read to are similarly high. The responses of the children differed significantly by 

gender of child (χ2
(2)=6.115, p<.02). While the majority of boys (88%, n=141) and girls 

(95%, n=159) responded that girls do like to read, boys (12%) were more likely to report no, 

while girls (5%) were less likely to do so. Children's responses to this question also differed 

significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=13.839, p<.02). The majority of boys (p-s-b: 77%; p-m-b: 

90%; s-m-b: 92%) and girls (p-s-g: 96%; p-m-g: 95%; s-m-g: 95%) reported yes. However, the Boys 

(p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report no (23%) than children from other groups. 

Comment: The most common of the 18 responses was that girls can already read (38.9%) or 

reading is boring (17%). Another 28% gave other responses. The responses of the children 

did not differ significantly by gender of child, but did differ significantly by school type 

(χ2
(2)=13.839, p<.02). The majority of boys (p-s-b: 77%; p-m-b: 90%; s-m-b: 92%) and girls (p-s-g: 

96%; p-m-g: 95%; s-m-g: 95%) reported that girls did like being read to. Boys (p-s-b) were more 

likely to report that girls did not like being read to (23%) than children from other groups. 

Do boys like being read to: About 80% (n=261) of participants responded affirmatively. This 

number represents approximately 10% fewer affirmative responses than were given for girls 

liking to be read to but also 17% more responses than were given for boys liking to read by 

themselves. The responses of the children differed significantly by gender of child 

(χ2
(2)=13.954, p<.001). Girls (28%) were more likely to report no, while boys (11%) were 

less likely to do so. Children's responses also differed significantly by school type 

(χ2
(2)=22.198, p<.001). The majority of boys (p-s-b: 83%; p-m-b: 90%; s-m-b: 92%) and girls (p-s-g: 

54%; p-m-g: 78%; s-m-g: 72%) reported yes. However, the Girls (p-s-g: 46%) sub-group was more 

likely to report no, while boys (p-m-b: 10%; s-m-b: 8%) were less likely to do so. 

These data indicate that there is less agreement between girls and boys generally and between 

the various groups of girls and boys about whether boys like being read to than about whether 

girls like being read to. 

They also confirm a pattern of perception established in Phase 1 of the thesis study in which 

boys are seen to like reading and being read to less than girls. Boys reported and were 
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reported to have a more negative attitude to reading and being read to and girls reported and 

were reported to have a more positive attitude to reading and being read to, confirming 

Power's (2001) assertion that boys display a poorer attitude to reading than girls. 

Preferred text feature (read to them): Almost 40% of students (n=130) reported that they most 

enjoyed the storyline and another one-quarter reported they most enjoyed the pictures when 

their favourite book was read to them. A further 15.8% most enjoyed other things. The 

responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

Gender comment: A vast majority of students (98.2%, n=323) did not make a gender 

comment. The percentage of boys and girls who did make a gender comment differed 

significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=6.300, p<.02) but not by school type. Boys (4%) were 

more likely to make a gender comment while girls (0%) were less likely to do so. 

Same gender preferred text feature (read to them): About one-third (n=110) responded that 

children of the same gender would most like the storyline if the respondent's favourite book 

was read to them. Another 29.1% responded pictures and a further 13.6% reported 

characters. The responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

Opposite gender preferred text feature (read to them): Almost one-quarter (n=72) responded 

children of the opposite gender would most like the pictures if the respondent's favourite 

book was read to them. Another 19.9% responded storyline and 18.7% reported characters. 

About one-fifth (n=66) gave nothing as a response. The other four responses obtained less 

than 10% per category. 

Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child but did differ significantly by 

school type (χ2
(2)=50.442, p<.05). Boys (p-s-b) were more likely to report words (15%) and 

less likely to report pictures (8%). Boys (s-m-b) were more likely to report pictures (38%) and 

less likely to report storyline (8%). 

Gender comment: Almost one-third (30.8%) of participants made a gender comment. Their 

responses differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=5.250, p<.05). Girls (37%) were 

more likely while boys were less likely to make a gender comment (25%). They also differed 

significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=16.391, p<.01). While a majority of children did not make 

a gender comment, the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was more likely to do so (44%). 

Preferred text feature (read self): Over 35% (n=116) of students reported that they most 

enjoyed the storyline and almost one-quarter (n=77) reported they most enjoyed the pictures 
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when reading their favourite book. A further 22.8% most enjoyed other things. The children's 

responses to this question did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type 

Same gender preferred text feature (read self): About one-third (n=104) reported same gender 

children would report storyline as the favoured aspect of reading the respondent's favourite 

book. Another 30% reported pictures and a further 16.7% said listening. The children's 

responses to this question did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Opposite gender preferred text feature (read self): About 20% reported children of the 

opposite gender would most like pictures (n=68), storyline (n=61) or nothing (n=57) if they 

read the respondent's favourite book. Their responses differed significantly by gender of child 

(χ2
(2)=13.467, p<.05). Girls (20%) were more likely to report characters and boys (9%) were 

less likely to do so. The children's responses also differed significantly by school type 

(χ2
(2)=45.414, p<.05). The Boys (p-s-b: 44%) sub-group was more likely to report words and 

pictures. The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report pictures (38%) and less likely 

to report characters (2%). The majority of the Boys (p-m-b: 29%) sub-group selected storyline, 

while most of the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group reported characters or nothing (each 23%). Nothing 

was also a popular choice from the other groups, and was chosen much more frequently than 

for same gender children. It is apparent from Phase 1 and Phase 2 data that some children 

believe that gender influences text feature preference, with a larger number of boys and girls 

of the opposite gender being nominated as liking nothing about the respondent's favourite 

book than for same gender children. 

Gender comment: Sixty-nine children (21.2%) made a gender comment. While not a large 

percentage, the number of children making a gender comment for opposite gender children is 

more than 15% larger than for same gender children. The children's responses differed 

significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=9.024, p<.01) and school type (χ2

(2)=19.995, p<.01). 

Girls (28%) appeared more likely to make a gender comment while boys (14%) appeared less 

likely to do so. The girls (p-s-g: 52%) sub-group was most likely to make a comment. 

Correlational analysis: Spearman's Correlation Coefficients were conducted to determine 

whether a direct relationship existed between the responses of the children and their attitude 

score. 
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The following significant correlations were found: 

• Girls with more positive attitudes to reading chose to read more for pleasure than girls whose 
attitude was less positive. 

• Girls who read more often at school obtained higher attitude scores.8 
• Girls who achieved well in reading also had a positive attitude to reading. 
• Girls with a positive attitude to reading scored well on the Continuum or independent reading test. 
• Boys who achieved well in reading had a more positive attitude to it. 
• Boys who had a positive attitude to reading chose to read more often for pleasure than boys who 

had a poorer attitude to reading. 
• Boys who were reported by their parents to be good readers also displayed high attitudes to 

reading. 
• Boys with a positive attitude to reading scored well on the independent reading test. 
Parent Survey 

Several questions were posed to parents about their children's attitudes to reading. These 

included questions regarding whether their children enjoyed reading and being read to, the 

frequency of their children's reading habits, whether girls and boys liked reading and being 

read to and the parents' perceptions of differences between girls and boys in liking to read and 

be read to. 

Does child like to read: Six parents responded that their children did not like to read, while 

the other 97.1% (n=201) replied in the affirmative. The responses of the parents to this 

question differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=6.003, p<.02), but did not differ 

significantly by school type. The parents of boys were more likely to report that their children 

do not like to read, while the parents of girls were less likely to do so. 

Does child like being read to: Only one parent of a boy (s-m-b) responded no. 

How often child reads alone: The majority of parents (76.9%, n=93) reported that their 

children read to themselves every day, and a further 23.1% reported that their child read 

sometimes (19%) or occasionally (4.1%). None of the parents reported that their children 

never read to themselves. 

This compares to the children's responses to a similar question, where only one-fifth (n=61) 

of children reported that they read for school every day and one-third (n=103) reported that 

they read every day for pleasure. Even adding the two categories of child responses together 

to maximise the reported frequency of reading done by children every day (ie, 50% reporting 

                                                 

8 It is unclear whether this is a cause-effect relationship where girls who read more for school developed more 
positive attitudes to reading or whether girls with more positive attitudes to reading chose to read more for 
school. 
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every day), the difference between the responses of parents and children to this question are 

considerable (26.9%). 

This also contrasts to the number of days per week that parents reported they read to their 

children. About half of the parents (n=108) reported that they read to their children every day. 

On the other hand, 25% more of the parents reported that their children read to themselves 

every day. 

The responses of the parents did not differ significantly by gender of child. The majority of 

parents of boys (72%) and girls (82%) reported that their children read to themselves every 

day. This compares to the children's responses to a similar question, where only 23% of girls 

and 14% of boys reported that they read for school every day. Forty-one percent of girls and 

22% of boys further reported that they read every day for pleasure. The difference between 

the responses of parents and children to this question is noteworthy. Even adding the two 

categories of child responses together to maximise the reported frequency of reading done by 

boys (ie, 36% of boys reporting every day), and girls (ie, 64% of girls reporting every day), 

the difference between the responses of parents and boys (36%) and girls (14%) to this 

question are considerable. 

This also contrasts to the number of days per week that parents reported they read to their 

children. Around half of the parents of boys (49%, n=53) and girls (56%, n=55) reported that 

they read to their children every day. On the other hand, 23% more of the parents of boys and 

26% more of the parents of girls reported that their children read to themselves daily. 

Their responses did not differ significantly by school type. The majority of parents of boys (p-

s-b: 56%; p-m-b: 85%; s-m-b: 67%) and girls (p-s-g: 75%; p-m-g: 86%; s-m-g: 75%) reported that their 

children read to themselves every day. This compares to the children's responses to a similar 

question. While a majority of parents of boys (p-s-b: 56%; p-m-b: 85%; s-m-b: 67%) and girls (p-s-

g: 75%; p-m-g: 86%; s-m-g: 75%) reported that their children read to themselves every day, a 

smaller number of girls (p-s-g: 32%; p-m-g: 31%; s-m-g: 9%) and boys (p-s-b: 10%; p-m-b: 13%; s-m-b: 

10%) reported that they read for school every day. An additional number of girls (p-s-g: 36%; p-

m-g: 40%; s-m-g: 44%) and boys (p-s-b: 25%; p-m-b: 21%; s-m-b: 19%) reported that they read every 

day for pleasure. The differences between the responses of parents and children to this 

question are noteworthy. Even adding the two categories of child responses together to 

maximise the reported frequency of reading done by boys (ie, 35% p-s-b; 40% p-m-b: 29% s-m-b 

reporting every day), and girls (ie, 68% p-s-g; 71% p-m-g; 53% s-m-g reporting every day), the 
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difference between the responses of parents and boys (p-s-b: 21%; p-m-b: 51%; s-m-b: 38%) and 

girls (p-s-g: 7%; p-m-g: 15%; s-m-g: 38%) to this question are, in some cases, considerable. 

This also contrasts to the number of days per week that parents reported they read to their 

children. A majority of the parents of boys (p-s-b: 47%; p-m-b: 58%; s-m-b: 36%) and girls (p-s-g: 

50%; p-m-g: 61%; s-m-g: 48%) reported that they read to their children every day. Conversely, 

more of the parents of boys (p-s-b: 56%; p-m-b: 85%; s-m-b: 67%) and girls (p-s-g: 75%; p-m-g: 86%; 

s-m-g: 75%) reported that their children read to themselves daily. This represents a difference 

of between 9% and 31% for boys and their parents and between 25% and 27% for girls and 

their parents. 

As with Phase 1, the discrepancy in the percentages of children reporting they read every day 

and parents reporting their children read every day may indicate misrepresentation from 

parents, children or both regarding the actual time spent reading. The difference in the 

percentages of children reported read to every day and the percentages of children that are 

reported to read to themselves every day may indicate a change in attitude or perception with 

regard to being read to by parents, children or both. 

Do girls like to read: Only two parents stated that girls do not like to read. Their responses 

did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

Do boys like to read: Thirty-eight parents (23.8%) responded in the negative. This result 

compares to only two parents who stated that girls do not like to read. Parents were less likely 

to agree that boys liked to read. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of 

child. The number of parents of boys and girls reporting that girls like to read is between 18% 

and 28% higher than those reporting that boys like to read. 

The responses of parents also did not differ significantly by school type. Of note is the fact 

that the number of parents of girls and boys reporting that boys liked to read was, in all cases, 

less than the number of parents of girls and boys reporting that girls liked to read. The 

difference between the responses of parents reporting boys did not like to read ranged from 

14% (parents of boys p-s-b) to 31% (parents of girls p-m-g). 

Comment: Of the 29 parents who responded, most (79.3%) made a range of other comments. 

The major difference in comments about boys versus girls is that almost four times as many 

parents chose to comment about boys. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender 

of child or by school type. 
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Do girls like being read to: Only three parents of boys (one from each school type) stated that 

girls do not like being read to. 

It is noteworthy that parents do not view girls' response to reading and being read to 

differently. The parents of both girls (100%, n=92) and boys (96%, n=74) reported that girls 

liked being read to. A very similar number of parents of girls (100%, n=93) and boys (97%, 

n=74) reported that girls liked to read. 

Do boys like being read to: Ten (6%) parents stated that boys do not like being read to. The 

major difference between girls and boys here is that about three times the number of parents 

stated that boys do not like being read to. The responses of the parents did not differ 

significantly by gender of child or school type. 

It is noteworthy that parents view boys' response to reading and being read to differently. 

While the parents of girls (89%) and boys (98%) reported that boys liked being read to, a 

much smaller number (parents of girls: 72%; parents of boys: 79%) reported that boys liked 

to read. This represents a difference of 17% for the parents of girls, and 19% for the parents 

of boys. 

Difference between girls and boys in liking to read: Almost 40% (n=58) of parents said boys 

and girls were similar, and another one-third selected different. Fewer than 18% (n=26) 

selected very similar and only about 11% (n=16) selected very different. Only just over half 

of the parents viewed boys and girls as similar or very similar in liking to read (n=84). The 

responses of the parents did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type 

Difference between girls and boys in liking being read to: Almost 50% (n=71) of parents 

reported boys and girls were similar, and only 11% selected different. More than one-third 

selected very similar and only 4% selected very different. Clearly, most parents view boys 

and girls as being similar or very similar in liking being read to (84.6%). It seems that parents 

are less likely to affirm that girls and boys are similar or very similar when it comes to 

reading by themselves and more likely to affirm their similarity when it comes to being read 

to. The responses of the parents to this question did not differ significantly by gender of child 

or by school type. 

It is apparent that the parents of boys and girls believed that greater differences exist between 

girls and boys in liking to read than in liking being read to. 

These data confirm the Phase 1 finding that parent perceptions regarding the attitude of boys 

and girls to reading differ. Consistent with the children's responses, parents reported that boys 
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liked reading less than girls. In Phase 2, parents also reported that boys liked being read to 

slightly less than girls, though the difference between girls and boys liking to read and liking 

being read to is still much greater for reading than being read to. Clearly, parents still see a 

greater difference in the attitude of boys to reading than to being read to. This difference is 

not evident in the responses of parents to the reading and listening habits of girls. 

4.3.2 Attitudes and reading habits as precursors to achieving literacy 

The attitudes of child participants 

It seems reasonable to consider that self-efficacy as assessed by the Attitude Total score, and 

reading habits measured by the questionnaire, should ‘predict’ the St Lucia Reading 

Comprehension Test results. 

Children’s responses were recoded. Those who responded “Yes” were taken to be in 

agreement, and all others not (including the missing responses). 
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Figure 21. Attitude to reading of the child participants, by gender (Phase 2) 

As shown in Figure 21, girls are more likely to affirm their positive attitude towards reading 

across a range of measures, and conversely, are less likely to affirm that boys have a positive 
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attitude to reading. The question is whether this attitudinal difference predicts firstly Attitude 

scores and secondly, and more importantly, Achievement scores. 
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Figure 22. Attitude to reading of the child participants, by Type of School (Phase 2) 

Data in Figure 22 are coded as per the previous figure. They show across the entire range of 

measures of attitude to reading, that state school children are more positive than private 

school children. 

Findings from the descriptive analyses reported above yield one-dimensional views of the 

relationship of particular attitudes. Further insight is now presented following examination of 

their regression, first on the Attitude Total score, and then on an external measure of literacy 

achievement, the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. In order to capture the effect of 

gender and type of school, the analyses will be split by these variables of interest. 

Analysis 1: Examination of relationship between Continuum Attitude Score and St. Lucia Reading 
Comprehension Test 

There was a significant positive association between Attitude scores and the St. Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test scores (F(1,267)=64.504, p<.001) as shown by regression 
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analysis. This makes a convincing case for directly examining the relationship between the 

various indicators listed above and the achievement of literacy, as measured by the St. Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test . 

Analysis 2. Examination of extent to which gender and school type predict Continuum Attitude and St. Lucia 
Reading Comprehension Test scores 

Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric examinations of the extent to which gender predicted Attitude 

Total scores versus the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test scores, with the data set split 

by type of school (private, state) indicated that while females in private school settings were 

ranked more highly than males in relation to Attitude scores (χ2(1)=7.337, p<.05), gender did 

not predict St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test scores in either private or state school 

settings. 

This outcome is consistent with that noted previously for the Year 2 Diagnostic Net and for 

the Continuum score, and leads to the same conclusion, that the externally-administered St. 

Lucia Reading Comprehension Test is less likely to be influenced by teacher perceptions and 

expectations (i.e., the school culture of gendered literacy). 

Analysis 3: Examining the relationship between individual child measures of attitude and the achievement of 
literacy 

A stepwise regression procedure was used to estimate the significance of the relationship 

between the nine measures listed in Figure 22 above and the achievement of literacy, as 

measured by the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. The rationale for using stepwise 

rather than direct entry of all variables was that in the absence of any conceptual ranking of 

these measures as predictors of literacy, prioritisation of entry could advance in terms of a 

competitive use of the available variance. The outcome of the above is that of the nine 

measures considered, the child’s judgement that he/she reads well was the only variable not 

to be excluded. Thus, it is the sole significant predictor of the achievement of literacy 

(F(1,272)=5.108, p<.05). 

Seven measures of the attitudes of parents 

Parents were also asked a range of questions probing attitudes to reading. Their responses can 

be examined in terms of the gender of their child/ren and the type of school their children 

were enrolled in. 

Responses were recoded and analysed in two ways: Initially, those who said “Yes” were 

taken be in agreement, and all others not (excluding missing responses). Second, those who 

responded in any manner were compared to those who didn’t. The rationale for the second 

recoding was that between 38%-51% of parents (depending on the item) did not provide any 
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response and excluding these had the capacity to severely distort subsequent analyses 

(Contrast illustrated in Figure 23 below). 
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Figure 23. Seven measures of the attitudes of parents, by gender of child: (left-hand) 
agreement vs. disagreement, with missing excluded; (right-hand) response vs. nil response 

Figure 23 shows parent responses to seven questions about the reading of children. With a 

positive response coded as agreement, and with missing responses excluded (left-hand 

figure), then the parents of females respond more positively on every measure except on the 

questions of whether boys like to read and whether boys like being read to. 

In contrast, when any response, including ‘undecided’ or ‘no’, was compared with those of 

the non-responders, then parents of male children answered more positively to every question 

except whether girls like to read or whether girls like to be read to. 
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Figure 24. Seven measures of the attitudes of parents, by type of school: (left-hand) agreement 
vs. disagreement, with missing excluded; (right-hand) response vs. nil response 

Data in Figure 24 show that when missing responses are excluded (left-hand figure), parents 

of children at private schools responded more positively than those at state schools on 
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whether their child likes to read, whether girls like to read, and whether boys like being read 

to. State school parents respond more positively on whether their child reads well and 

whether girls like to read. On the question of whether their child likes to read and whether 

girls like to be read to, private and state school parents were about equally positive. 

However, when responders were compared to non-responders, private school parents were 

more likely to answer every question except whether boys like to read, where state school 

parents were more likely to respond. 

Analysis 4: Examining the relationship between individual measures of parent attitude and the achievement of 
literacy, with missing parent responses excluded 

A stepwise regression procedure was used to estimate the significance of the relationship 

between the seven measures listed above and the achievement of literacy, as measured by the 

St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. The outcome is that of the seven measures 

considered above, only the parental judgement that the child reads well was included in the 

analysis as significantly positively associated with the child’s achievement score (R2= .068, 

β=0.261, t=2.570, p< .05) 

Follow-up χ2 analyses of the item, Child reads well, indicated that agreement with this 

question was not significantly influenced by the gender of the child or by type of school. 

Analysis 5: Examining the relationship between any individual measure of parent attitude and the achievement of 
literacy, for responders vs. non-responders 

The stepwise regression procedure was repeated with parent responses recoded in terms of 

whether they provided any type of response at all versus none. Under these conditions, the 

outcome was that only the parental judgement that the child reads well was included in the 

analysis as significantly positively associated with that child’s achievement score (R2= .029, 

β= .171, t=2.861, p< .01). 

Follow-up χ2 analyses of the item, Child reads well, indicated that agreement with this 

question was not significantly influenced by the gender of the child or by type of school. 

4.3.3 Summary comments 

The observation that not only is the measurement of attitude provided by the Attitude Total 

score significantly correlated with the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test but also that 

the latter is not directly influenced by gender affirms the notion that a school culture of 

gendered literacy is influencing teacher judgments about attitudes related to the achievement 

of literacy. 
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The observation that the only measure of attitude significantly predictive of the achievement 

of literacy remained “I/the child read/s well”, is indicative of the importance of the practice 

of reading over and above all other measures of attitude. 

4.4 Background / Experience of Reading at Home 

4.4.1 Descriptive statistics 

Phase 1 
Child Survey (private schools- single-gender and mixed-gender classes) 

Children's experiences of reading in the home environment were explored through a series of 

questions which asked how often they were read to, the types of reading materials read to 

them, the range and number of people who read to them, who did so most frequently and how 

often they read themselves. 

How often: About 45% (n=107) of students reported that someone read to them sometimes. 

The remaining 54.3% reported either occasionally (14.5%) or every day (39.7%). This differs 

greatly from the frequency with which parents reported they read to their children. 

The responses of the children to this question did not differ significantly by gender of child or 

school type. 

Types of reading materials read to the children: Levels at which children confirmed that 

various types of reading materials were read to them are shown in Table 15. Responses are 

differentiated by gender and within school types for seven categories of reading materials. 

Table 15. Children's Perceptions of Reading Materials Read To Them (Phase 1) 
Type of Reading Material Children Boys Girls Boys 

(s-b) 
Boys 
(m-b) 

Girls 
(s-g) 

Girls 
(m-g) 

non-fiction (true stories) 66.7% 
n=156 

65% 
n=74 

68% 
n=74 

67% 
n=29 

63% 
n=45 

86% 
n=25 

63% 
n=57 

fiction (not-true stories) 97.9% 
n=229 

97% 
n=118 

98% 
n=111 

98% 
n=42 

97% 
n=69 

97% 
n=28 

99% 
n=90 

magazines 12.4% 
n= 29 

10% 
n=11 

15% 
n=18 

5% 
n=2 

13% 
n=9 

17% 
n=5 

14% 
n=13 

newspapers 14.5% 
n=34 

16% 
n=18 

13% 
n=16 

12% 
n=5 

18% 
n=13 

21% 
n=6 

11% 
n=10 

recipe books 22.2% 
n=52 

18% 
n=20 

27% 
n=32 

18% 
n=8 

17% 
n=2 

34% 
n=10 

24% 
n=22 

TV guides 24.8% 
n=58 

27% 
n=31 

23% 
n=27 

26% 
n=11 

28% 
n=20 

28% 
n=8 

21% 
n=19 

other materials 9.8% 
n=23 

12% 
n= 14 

7% 
n=9 

14% 
n=6 

11% 
n=8 

17% 
n=5 

4% 
n=4 
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As shown in Table 15, the responses of children to these questions were consistent across 

gender and school type. No statistical significance was found despite the differences shown in 

many of the seven categories. The majority of reading categories were encountered by a 

small percentage of children. Fiction, however, was most commonly reported. Almost all 

children reported it, and in numbers 30% greater than for non-fiction texts. For boys, 

specifically, 32% more encountered fiction than non-fiction texts. 

One implication of these data is that claims that boys prefer non-fiction (see for example, 

Martino, 2001) is inconsistent with the reality of their most common exposure to text type, 

and may drive some of the reaction formed by them to reading as an activity of choice. If as 

reported in this thesis research boys are exposed most commonly to their least preferred text 

type, and girls to their most preferred one, and in a situation where they may have limited 

choice, it is reasonable to imagine gender-based differences building in relation to responses. 

Alternatively, the previous claims of gender-biased preferences are challenged.9

Total number of reading materials: The sum of materials read to boys and girls did not differ 

significantly by gender of child. Most believed that they were read several different kinds of 

texts, with one to four types representing the common range. Full representation of these data 

is shown in Appendix 14: Table 33. 

Table 16. Children's Perceptions of Who Reads To Them (Phase 1) 
Person reading Children Boys Girls Boys 

(s-b) 
Boys 
(m-b) 

Girls 
(s-g) 

Girls 
(m-g) 

teacher 97.9% 
n=229 

97% 
n=111 

98% 
n=118 

100% 
n=43 

96% 
n=68 

97% 
n=28 

99% 
n=90 

sister 28.2% 
n=66 

29% 
n=33 

28% 
n=33 

26% 
n=11 

31% 
n=22 

34% 
n=10 

25% 
n=23 

brother 17.1% 
n=40 

14% 
n=16 

20% 
n=24 

7% 
n=3 

18% 
n=13 

10% 
n=3 

23% 
n=21 

father 75.5% 
n=177 

75% 
n=85 

77% 
n=92 

70% 
n=30 

77% 
n=55 

79% 
n=23 

76% 
n=69 

friend 38% 
n=89 

38% 
n=38 

43% 
n=51 

30% 
n=43 

35% 
n=25 

38% 
n=11 

44% 
n=40 

grandparent/s 51.7% 
n=121 

51% 
n=68 

53% 
n=63 

49% 
n=21 

52% 
n=37 

59% 
n=17 

51% 
n=46 

mother 87.6% 
n=205 

86% 
n=98 

89% 
n=107 

91% 
n=39 

83% 
n=59 

90% 
n=26 

89% 
n=81 

other 17.5% 
n=41 

14% 
n=16 

21% 
n=25 

14% 
n=6 

14% 
n=10 

31% 
n=9 

18% 
n=16 

                                                 

9 However, almost three-quarters of the sample (n=174) reported preferring to have fiction texts read to them. 
Further, over two-thirds of children (n=156) nominated fiction stories as their preferred reading material. 
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Range of people who read to children: Table 16 shows the children’s responses. They are 

differentiated by the respondent’s gender, and separated by school types and by reader 

categories. 

Responses did not differ significantly by gender or by school type. A majority from all school 

types reported that their mother, father and teacher read to them, with the teacher nominated 

by most children from all and any group. Female readers (mother and sister) featured in the 

data. Mother figured more prominently than father. The difference for both boys and girls 

was greater than 10% and between school types ranged from 6% for the Boys (m-b) sub-group 

to 21% for the Boys (s-b) sub-group. Considerably more children (11%) reported that their 

sister read to them than their brother. This difference ranged from 8% to 15% for boys and 

girls, and from 2% for the Girls (m-g) sub-group to 24% for the Girls (s-g) subgroup. The 

greater acknowledgment of female categories of readers is consistent with Millard’s (1997a) 

contention that the female association – both as models of appropriate reading behaviour and 

as the organisers of shared reading events - is more significant in relation to “the act of being 

literate”. The bias toward female categories in these data is further extended when it is 

considered that the most acknowledged category – teachers – was comprised of 15 subjects in 

Phase 1, 14 of whom were women. 

The Girls (s-g) sub-group claimed the largest number of people read to them and the Boys (s-b) 

sub-group reported being read to by the smallest number of people. With the exception of the 

Boys (m-g) sub-group, over 50% of children from all groups reported being read to by four or 

five people (See Appendix 14: Table 34). 

Who do children say read to them most often: The largest group of students reported that 

mother (40.2%, n=94) read to them most often. The next three most frequently listed people 

were teacher (18.8%), father (15%), or mother and father (10.7%). Responses did not differ 

significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

How frequently children read for school: About half (n=127) of the children reported 

sometimes read for school-based purposes and about a third (n=87) reported doing so every 

day. None reported never doing so. Nonparametric tests indicated that girls read significantly 

more than boys for school-based purposes (χ2
(2)=4.153, p<.05). The children's responses also 

differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=15.020, p<.05). The Boys (s-g) sub-group was 
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significantly less likely to read every day for school than any other sub-group (χ2
(2)=12.967, 

p<.01). 

How frequently do children read for pleasure: About a third of the children reported 

occasionally (30.5%, n=71) or every day (30%), and another 27.9% said sometimes. 

Responses differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=9.434, p<.05). Boys (17%, n=19) 

were more likely to report never reading for pleasure while girls (6%) were less likely to do 

so. Nonparametric tests revealed a significant difference (χ2
(2)=6.669, p<.02). Nonparametric 

tests also showed that a significant difference existed between the responses of boys and girls 

from different groups. The Girls (s-g) sub-group reported reading most. The Girls (m-g) sub-

group and the Boys (s-b) sub-group rated next highest. At the lowest frequency were the Boys 

(m-g) sub-group, who were significantly less likely to read for pleasure than members of any 

other sub-group (χ2
(2)=9.386, p<.05). This finding may reflect the effects on these boys’ 

choice decisions for reading when comparisons with girls are readily and consistently 

available. 

Parent Survey 

A series of questions to parents surveyed perceptions of their children's experiences of 

reading at home. Questions included how often a child was read to, the number of readers in 

the family and how many of them read to the child. Parents also were asked whether their 

children might have experienced disabilities (vision, hearing, speech, inattention) that 

typically are associated with early reading problems. 

How frequently do parents read to their children: Over half of the parents (55.7%, n=83) 

reported their children were read to every day, 24.8% stated sometimes and 19.5% responded 

occasionally. These data represent different distributions from those reported in children's 

responses to a similar question. For example, 39.7% reported being read to every day, 

compared with 55.7% of their parents who claimed that they read to their child every day. 

Parents' responses to this question did not differ significantly in relation to the gender of their 

children, or regarding the single Vs mixed gender classes in which their children were placed. 

However, the differences between what parents and children said differed more significantly 

in the case of daughters regardless of school type. Either parents are overstating the reality of 

their reading, or children are understating it, or there is a combination of the two. 

Number of keen readers: About 94% (n=143) of parents reported there were multiple keen 

readers in their households - some (23%), many (25.7%) or all (45.4%). Only one reported 
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having no keen reader at all. Responses did not differ significantly by the child's gender or by 

school type. 

Number of people who read to their children: The majority of parents (58.1%, n=86) replied 

that two people read to their children. Another 29.1% reported one person. Responses did not 

differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Children's special needs: The majority of parents (81.1%, n=120) reported that their children 

had not experienced any difficulties with vision, hearing, speech or attention deficit. Twenty-

five participants had experienced one of these difficulties. One participant each (0.7%) had 

experienced two, three or four of these difficulties. Most of the reported disabilities involved 

speech problems. While boys had a slightly higher overall number of disabilities than girls, a 

nonparametric test showed that the difference was not statistically significant. The Boys (m-b) 

sub-group had a slightly higher total number of disabilities than children from the other 

school types. However, similar testing revealed that the difference was not statistically 

significant. 

Phase 2 
Child Survey (As for Phase 1, but with children now in Year 2 and with new subjects at state schools now included along 
with those at private schools from Phase 1) 

Children's experiences of reading in the home environment were explored through a series of 

questions which asked how often they were read to, the types of reading materials read to 

them, the range and number of people who read to them, who did so most frequently, and 

how often they read themselves. 

How often: The majority of students reported that someone read to them either occasionally 

(43.2%, n=142) or sometimes (32.5%). Two students (.6%) reported that they were never read 

to. The responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender of child, but did differ 

significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=26.169, p<.05). The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group (12%, n=6) 

were less likely to report that they were read to every day. 

Types of reading materials read to the children: Responses are differentiated by gender and 

within school types for seven categories of reading materials (See Appendix 14: Table 35). 

Responses were consistent across gender of child and school type. Only a small percentage of 

children reported having most of the reading materials read to them. Almost all children 

reported encountering fiction texts as reading material. For children generally, and for boys 

specifically, this number is 41% greater than for non-fiction texts. These results match those 

reported for Phase 1. 
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Again, these data confirm that boys are most commonly exposed to fiction texts, which, 

according to Martino (2001), are not their first preference. This may have implications for 

choices that boys make in relation to reading in other contexts. 

Total number of reading materials: The sum of materials read to boys and girls did not differ 

significantly by gender of child or school type. Between 81% (girls s-m-g) and 98% (boys p-s-b) 

of both males and females across the various school types reported that they were read 

between one and four types of reading materials (See Appendix 14: Table 36). 

Range and number of people who read to children: A majority of children from all school 

types (See Appendix 14: Table 37 & Table 38) reported that mother, father and teacher read 

to them, with teacher being nominated by the largest percentage of children from all groups 

except the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group. More children reported that their mother read to them than 

their father. The difference for both girls and boys was between 13% and 21% and between 

school types ranged from 4% for the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group to 26% for the Boys (s-m-b) sub-

group. Considerably more private school children reported that their sister read to them than 

their brother. This result was not duplicated with state school children, however, with more 

children reporting that their brother read to them than their sister. These data differ from what 

was found in Phase 1 in two ways. First, boys in private schools in single-gender classes now 

demoted teacher and promoted mother in the listing of readers. Second, an exception was 

found to the previous universal dominance of females as models and organisers. The state 

school children demoted sister and promoted brother. These differences suggest some 

fluidity across year levels and state/private sectors in the configurations of which figures 

were dominating the modelling and organising of shared reading events. 

Responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type except in the case 

of teacher reading to them. Here, the results differed significantly by gender of child 

(χ2
(2)=9.866, p<.01) and school type (χ2

(2)=20.170, p<.01). Generally, boys were more likely 

to report that the teacher did not read to them, while girls were less likely to do so. This 

difference was particularly marked for the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group. 

Nonparametric tests revealed that girls reported being read to by more people each week than 

boys. The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group reported the largest number. However, there were no 

significant differences for gender of child or school type. 

Who do children say reads to them most often: The majority of children reported that their 

mother read to them most often (37.7%, n=124). The second most common response was 
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teacher (21.6%) followed by father (12.5%). Note that children were three times as likely to 

report that their mother read to them more frequently than father. Their responses did not 

differ significantly for gender of child or school type. 

How frequently children read for school: About two-thirds (n=222) of the children responded 

that they sometimes read for school-based purposes. Almost one-fifth said that they did this 

every day. Another 13.4% gave occasionally as a response. Less than 10% (n=1) said that 

they never did this. The response did not differ significantly by gender of child. 

Nonparametric tests revealed that females reported reading more for school purposes than 

boys did, however the results did not differ significantly by gender of child. Responses did 

differ significantly for school type (χ2
(2)=26.583, p<.05). The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was 

more likely to report every day (31%, n=26) while the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely 

to report never (2%). This latter report must be regarded with caution as 33% of cells have a 

count of less than 5. Nonparametric tests revealed that the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group reported 

reading most often for school each week, however the results did not differ significantly by 

gender of child. 

How frequently do children read for pleasure: About one-third (n=103) read for pleasure 

every day. Almost 30% did this sometimes, while a further 24.4% did so occasionally. More 

than 15% gave never as their response. This is a considerable increase in the number of 

children reporting at the lower end of reading for pleasure compared with those who reported 

never reading for school. 

Responses differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=20.295, p<.001). Boys (23%) were 

more likely to report never while girls (9%) were less likely to do so. Girls (41%) were more 

likely to report every day while boys (22%) were less likely to do so. Nonparametric tests 

revealed that females reported reading more often for pleasure than boys did, however the 

results did not differ significantly by gender of child 

Children's responses also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=33.477, p<.01). The 

Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to respond never (7%) and the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group 

was more likely to do so (31%). Nonparametric tests revealed that the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group 

reported reading most for pleasure each week, however the results did not differ significantly 

by school type. 
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It is noteworthy that in all cases, boys and girls reported reading every day more often per 

week for pleasure than for school. However, the number of children reporting never reading 

was also greater for reading for pleasure than for reading for school. 

Parent Survey 

A series of questions surveyed parents' perceptions of their children's experiences of reading 

at home. As in Phase 1, these questions included how often the child was read to, the number 

of readers in the family and in what numbers these readers read to the child. Parents also were 

asked whether their children might have experienced disabilities (vision, hearing, speech, 

inattention) that typically are associated with early reading problems. 

Parents' perceptions of how often their children were read to: The majority of parents (51.9%, 

n=108) reported their children were read to every day, or occasionally (24%). Only four 

parents reported never (1.9%). These data continue the contrast found in Phase 1 with 

children's responses to a similar question. Here, only 23.7% of children reported being read to 

every day. 

These data also indicate a decrease at the high end of frequency. The 51.9% who reported 

reading to their Year 2 sons and daughters is 4% less than that for Year 1 children recorded at 

Phase 1. A similar downturn was observed in children's responses. In Year 1, 39.7% of 

children reported being read to every day, compared with only 23.7% of Year 2 children 

making the same claim. 

If these downturn data are reliable, one explanation may be that once children had become 

more competent and independent as readers, fewer parents felt a need to read to them as 

often. Alternatively, it is possible that once the children were more competent, independent 

readers, they did not wish to be read to as often. Another alternative is that the reading habits 

of families added to the sample in Phase 2 differ from those included in Phase 1, altering the 

overall outcome of the question. Examination of the parents and children’s responses gives 

weight to the third explanation. While no private school parents reported never reading to 

their children, 6% of parents of the Girls' (s-m-g) sub-group and 7% of parents of the Boys (s-m-

b) sub-group did. Further, while around 50% of private school parents reported reading to 

their children every day, only 36% of parents of the Boys' (s-m-b) sub-group did. Also, while 

few children from any school type reported never being read to, state school girls and boys 

reported being read to every day less than private school children. Numbers of the Boys (s-m-b) 

sub-group reporting that they were read to every day were between 8% and 19% fewer than 

from children attending private schools. This suggests a pattern in the reports of parents of 
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state school children and the children themselves, particularly the boys, of being read to less 

often than private school children, and may account for the overall downturn in Phase 2. 

Responses on frequency of reading to children did not differ significantly by gender of child 

or school type. Examination of responses reveals discrepancies in the responses of parents 

and children in various sub-groups. While the majority of parents of boys (49%, n=53) and 

girls (56%) reported that they read to their son or daughter every day, 26% fewer boys (23%) 

and 31% fewer girls (25%) agreed. Forty-seven percent of parents of the Boys (s-b) sub-group 

reported every day, while only 42% of the Boys (s-b) sub-group confirmed this. Fifty-seven 

percent of parents of the Boys (m-b) sub-group reported every day, while only 41% of the 

Boys (m-b) sub-group agreed. Fifty percent of parents of the Girls (s-g) sub-group reported 

every day, while only 38% of the Girls (s-g) sub-group had matching responses. Finally, 61% 

of parents of the Girls (m-g) sub-group reported every day, while only 38% of the Girls (m-g) 

sub-group said this. This represents a range of difference from 5% to 23%. 

Number of keen readers: As in Phase 1, over 90% (n=193) of parents reported here that there 

were keen readers in the household - some (24.1%, n=51), many (29.7%) or all (37.3%). Two 

households reported having no readers. Responses did not differ significantly by gender of 

child or by school type. 

Number of people who read to their children: The majority of parents (50.2%, n=104) replied 

that two people in the household read to their children, and another 36.2% reported one did. 

A small number (n=3) reported that the student was not read to by anyone in the family. The 

responses of the parents did not differ significantly by gender of child, but did differ 

significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=51.454, p<.01). Parents of the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group were 

more likely than other parents to report none (10%) or one (65%) person and less likely to 

report two people (26%). The parents of the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group were more likely than 

others to report four (11%) or five (4%) people. Those of the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group were 

more likely to report two people (73%) and less likely to report one (18%). 

Children's special needs: A majority of parents (82.2%, n=171) reported that their children 

had not experienced any difficulties with vision, hearing, speech or attention deficit. Twenty-

nine participants (13.9%) had experienced one of these difficulties. Five had experienced two 

disabilities, two had three disabilities, and one participant had four disabilities. Consistent 

with the Phase 1 finding, most reported disabilities involved speech problems or vision or 

hearing problems. Boys reportedly had a larger total number of disabilities than girls but 
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nonparametric testing revealed that the difference was not statistically significant. The Girls 

(s-m-g) sub-group had a slightly smaller total number of disabilities and the Boys (s-m-b) sub-

group had a slightly higher number of total disabilities than boys (p-s-b; p-m-b) and girls (p-s-g; p-

m-g). The number did not differ significantly by school type. 

4.4.2 Background and experience of reading at home as a precursor to achieving literacy 

It was considered that various aspects of the children’s background and experience of reading 

at home as assessed by their responses to various items, should ‘predict’ the level of 

achievement of literacy, as assessed by the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. The “Who 

reads to you” component produced responses as follows. 
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Figure 25. Percent of male and female children indicating that various types of family, friends, 
and others read to them 

As shown in Figure 25, on average, the children were most likely to agree that the teacher, 

dad, or mother read to them. Girls were more likely to agree that the teacher, brother, friend, 

grandparents, mother, or others read to them, while boys were more likely to agree that their 

sister or dad read to them. 
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The links between reports of who read to students and achievement score were examined 

taking into consideration that students can be categorised in terms of whether they were from 

private or state school settings. 

Analysis 1. Factor analysis of the patterns of responses to questions about who reads 
with the children 

Successive factor analyses of the eight “who reads to you” items were undertaken. 

Examination of the factor structure and factor loadings indicated that some items, including 

Grandparents and others were rather too general to be useful in delineating a simple factor 

structure. Another item, teacher, loaded too weakly to be retained. 

Pattern Matrix a
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.553 .124

Does sister read to the student?

Does brother read to the
student?

Does dad read to the student?

Does a friend read to the
student?

Does mother read to the
student?

1 2

Factor

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 4 iterations.a. 

 
Figure 26. Factor structure for selected “who reads to you” items 

The remaining five items (sister, brother, dad, friend, and mother) resulted in the simple two-

factor structure shown above (Figure 26), judged to be minimally factorable (Kaiser-

Oblimin=0.511). Factor scores for these two factors, able to be identified as Parents and 

Siblings/Friends were saved and used in subsequent analyses.10

Analysis 2. Examination of extent to which gender and type of school predicts these 
two patterns of responses 

In order to ascertain the part played by gender in these patterns of responses, separate linear 

regressions were undertaken with the factor score for parent-related responses and 

                                                 

10 The factor scores saved here as a by-product of these factor analyses take the form of z-scores, with a mean of 
zero and standard deviation of one. Thus highly ranked scores tend to be more positive and lowly ranked scores 
more negative. 
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sibling/friend- related responses as dependent variables (DVs) and with gender as 

independent variable (IV), and with the data set split by type of school (private, state). 

While there was no significant effects for responses related to parents, that is, these responses 

were not biased by the gender of the participant, there was a significant association between 

being in a private school setting and being a female and obtaining higher scores on the 

siblings/friends factor score (F(1,232)=5.578, p<.05). That is, private school girls were more 

likely than boys in that setting to agree that their siblings and friends read to them. 

Analysis 3. Examination of extent to which the two factor scores predict the 
achievement of literacy 

The relevance of these patterns of response to the achievement of literacy was examined by 

parallel linear regressions, in which St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test scores were 

entered as the DV and the parent and sibling/friend factor scores were entered as IVs, and the 

data set split by type of school (private, state). There was no significant association between 

either of these types of reading associations and St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test 

scores, in either private or state school settings. This outcome re-affirms the ambivalent 

relationship between the gendered patterns of reading and the achievement of literacy, at least 

in these early stages of literacy development. 

Analysis 4. Examination of extent which other ‘who reads to you” items predict 
literacy 

The association between the three items excluded from factor analysis (teacher, grandparents, 

others) and the achievement of literacy was explored in a separate regression, with St. Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test scores as the DV and the three items as IVs, and the file split 

by gender and by type of school (private, state). These items did not predict the St. Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test scores significantly, either as group or as individual items, with 

the exception of “others” for males in state school settings. This item was significantly but 

negatively associated with the DV (R2=0.104, β= -0.300, t= -2.081, p<.05). That is, male 

state school children agreeing that “others read to them” tended to do more poorly than their 

fellow students. 

4.4.3 Summary comments 

What these analyses capture about background and experience of reading at home is the lack 

of any connection between these tacitly-understood underpinnings of literacy and its 

achievement. The lack of any connection between a teacher reading to students and literacy 

achievement is also surprising. Finally, the negative association for male state school students 
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between others reading to them and achieving literacy, as measured by the St. Lucia Reading 

Comprehension Test, is worthy of further investigation. 

4.5 Literacy Practice 

4.5.1 Descriptive statistics 

Phase 1 
Child Survey (private schools- single-gender and mixed-gender classes) 

Children's experiences in relation to reading and other activities were gauged in three ways. 

First, their reading preferences specifically in relation to the type of text they most enjoyed 

reading or having read to them and the gender classification of these texts were examined. 

Second, the range of genres read for school and for pleasure each week was examined. Third, 

the perceived gendered nature of specific activities was measured through a series of 

questions in which children were asked whether boys, girls or both boys and girls would most 

like to participate. 

Children's reading preferences (read to them): Almost three-quarters of the sample (n=174) 

reported preferring fiction. Their responses did not differ significantly for gender of child or 

school type. This contrasts to Martino's (2001) assertion that boys prefer non-fiction texts. His 

claim is not supported by the data gathered in this research thesis as boys in this sample show 

a preference for fiction texts. 

Gender classification of favourite book (read to them): Almost two-thirds of the children 

(n=143) nominated a book that was suitable for both boys and girls. Approximately one-

quarter nominated a boy book and another 15.9% nominated a girl book (see results of 

Gendered Text Survey, Appendix 6). When this gender classification was applied to their 

favourite book, the classification of preferences for girls and boys differed significantly by 

gender of child (χ2
(2)=56.315, p<.001). Disregarding the 61% of children who selected a book 

that was classified for both boys and girls, all but one of the males (39%) chose a boy book 

and all but nine of the females (30%) chose a girl book. The classification of preferences for 

girls and boys also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=60.769, p<.001). Girls (s-g: 

41%; m-g: 27%) were more likely to choose a girl book while boys (s-b: 0%; m-b: 1%) were less 

likely to do so. Boys (s-b: 42%; m-b: 37%) were more likely to choose a boy book while girls (s-

g: 0%; m-g: 10%) were less likely to do so. 
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Table 17. Reading Materials Read for School by Gender and School Type (Phase 1) 
Text Type Children 

 
Boys 

 
Girls 

 
Boys 
(s-b) 

Boys 
(m-b) 

Girls 
(s-g) 

Girls 
(m-g) 

non-fiction (true stories) 49.6% 
n=116 

64% 
n=77 

53% 
n=53 

56% 
n=40 

30% 
n=13 

55% 
n=16 

52% 
n=47 

fiction (not-true stories) 95.3% 
n=223 

84% 
n=96 

96% 
n=115 

96% 
n=68 

93% 
n=40 

97% 
n=28 

96% 
n=87 

magazines 11.1% 
n=26 

24% 
n=27 

16% 
n=19 

8% 
n=6 

2% 
n=1 

21% 
n=6 

14% 
n=13 

newspapers 6.8% 
n=16 

23% 
n=26 

8% 
n=10 

7% 
n=5 

2% 
n=1 

14% 
n=4 

7% 
n=6 

recipe books 9% 
n=21 

24% 
n=27 

13% 
n=15 

8% 
n=6 

0% 
n=0 

17% 
n=5 

11% 
n=10 

TV guides 6.8% 
n=16 

30% 
n=34 

8% 
n=10 

8% 
n=6 

0% 
n=0 

14% 
n=4 

7% 
n=6 

other materials 5.1% 
n=12 

2% 
n=2 

7% 
n=8 

3% 
n=2 

5% 
n=2 

10% 
n=3 

5% 
n=5 

 

Texts read for school or for pleasure: Table 17 (above) summarises the children's responses to 

the question of what texts are read for school each week. Table 18 (below) summarises the 

children's responses to the question of what texts are read for pleasure each week. 

Table 18. Reading Materials Read for Pleasure by Gender and School Type (Phase 1) 
Text Type Children 

 
Boys 

 
Girls 

 
Boys 
(s-b) 

Boys 
(m-b) 

Girls 
(s-g) 

Girls 
(m-g) 

(non-fiction) true stories 67.9% 
n=159 

46% 
n=53 

68% 
n= 82 

68% 
n=48 

67% 
n=29 

79% 
n=23 

65% 
n=59 

fiction (not-true stories) 90.2% 
n=211 

95% 
n=108 

96% 
n=115 

86% 
n=61 

81% 
n=35 

93% 
n=27 

97% 
n= 88 

magazines 32.5% 
n=76 

6% 
n=7 

41% 
n=49 

21% 
n=15 

28% 
n=12 

45% 
n=13 

40% 
n=36 

newspapers 
 

27.8% 
n=65 

5% 
n=6 

34% 
n=39 

18% 
n=13 

30% 
n=13 

41% 
n=12 

30% 
n=27 

recipe books 
 

31.6% 
n=74 

5% 
n=6 

39% 
n=47 

17% 
n=12 

35% 
n=15 

45% 
n=13 

37% 
n=34 

TVguides 32.9% 
n=77 

5% 
n=6 

36% 
n=43 

27% 
n=19 

35% 
n=15 

38% 
n=11 

35% 
n=32 

other materials 1.7% 
n=4 

4% 
n=4 

2% 
n=2 

3% 
n=2 

0% 
n=0 

1% 
n=2 

0% 
n=0 

 

Three generalisations may be made from examination of Table 17 and Table 18. First, a 

comparison between the responses of children to their school reading habits and recreational 

("for pleasure") reading habits should be made. With the exception of fiction stories and other 

materials where the responses were fairly similar, a considerably larger number of children 

reported reading the nominated material for recreational purposes than did so for school 

purposes. 
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Second, the reading habits of girls and boys, both for school and for pleasure can be 

compared. While a larger number of boys reported reading all nominated materials except 

fiction stories for school than for pleasure, a larger number of girls reported reading all 

nominated materials, except other materials, for pleasure. Further, a larger number of girls 

reported reading the nominated materials for recreational than for school purposes except in 

the case of other materials. More boys, on the other hand, reported reading the nominated 

materials for school than recreational purposes, except in the case of fiction stories and other 

reading materials. The responses of the children to the question of whether they read 

magazines for school each week differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=5.561, p<.05). 

Sixteen percent (n=19) of girls but only 5% (n=7) of the boys agreed that they read 

magazines for school each week. 

A significant difference existed between the responses of boys and girls when asked whether 

they read fiction stories (χ2
(2)=8.911, p<.005), magazines (χ2

(2)=7.840, p<.01) and recipe 

books (χ2
(2)=6.481, p<.05) for pleasure each week. While the majority of boys and girls 

agreed that they did, only 4% of girls but 16% of boys stated that they did not read fiction 

stories for pleasure every week. Forty-one percent of girls reported that they read magazines 

for pleasure each week compared to only 24% of boys. Finally, only 24% of boys compared 

with 39% of girls reported that they read recipe books for pleasure each week. 

Finally, a comparison of school and recreational reading habits on the basis of school type 

may yield some interesting results. More of the Boys (s-b) sub-group reported reading the 

nominated reading materials for recreational purposes than school purposes, except in the 

case of fiction stories. The same was true for the Boys (m-b) sub-group and the Girls (s-g) sub-

group, although other reading materials was also an exception. More of the Girls (m-g) sub-

group reported reading all nominated materials, except other reading materials, for pleasure 

than for school. Looking specifically at whether the children read non-fiction stories for 

school each week, their responses differed significantly by school type in their selected 

choices (χ2
(2)=8.255, p<.05). The Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report that they did 

not read non-fiction stories for school each week (70%) and less likely to report that they did 

(30%). While fairly evenly distributed, a slight majority of the Boys (m-b: 56%) sub-group and 

girls (s-g: 55%; m-g: 52%) reported that they did read non-fiction stories for school each week. 

An examination of responses to reading materials read for pleasure each week revealed a 

significant difference in the response of children by school type occurred in relation to 
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whether they read fiction stories (χ2
(2)=9.850, p<.05), magazines (χ2

(2)=8.680, p<.05) and 

recipe books (χ2
(2)=11.052, p<.02). The Girls (m-g: 3%) sub-group was less likely to report 

that they read fiction stories for pleasure each week, while the Boys (s-b: 19%) sub-group was 

more likely to report that they did. The Boys (m-b) sub-group was less like to report that they 

read magazines for pleasure each week than children from other groups. The Boys (m-b: 17%) 

sub-group was less likely to report that they read recipe books for pleasure each week than 

the Boys (s-b: 35%) sub-group or girls (s-g: 45%; m-g: 37%). 

Total number of text types read for school every week: Over three-quarters of children 

(82.5%, n=193) stated that they read one (44%) or two (38.5%) types of reading materials. 

Three students reported no reading materials. When looking at the amount read for school 

each week, nonparametric tests revealed a significant gender difference in the responses of 

boys and girls. Girls read more for homework (χ2
(2)=4.153, p<.05) each week than boys. 

Nonparametric tests based on school type further revealed that while the Girls (s-g) sub-group 

reported reading the most for homework each week, their responses were similar to those of 

the Girls (m-g) sub-group and the Boys (m-b) sub-group. The Boys' (s-b) sub-group responses 

differed significantly from the responses of the children from other groups (χ2
(2)=12.967, 

p<.01). A significant difference also existed between the responses of boys and girls from 

different groups in relation to how often they read for pleasure each week. The Girls (s-g) sub-

group reported reading the most, followed by the Girls (m-g) sub-group and the Boys (s-b) sub-

group. The Boys (m-b) sub-group reported reading less often than the members of other groups 

(χ2
(2)=9.386, p<.05). 

Total number of text types read for pleasure each week: Almost one-half of students (n=112) 

stated that they read one (17.1%), two (30.8%) or three/four (each with 15.4%) types of 

reading materials for pleasure each week. Nine students (3.8%) reported reading no reading 

materials for pleasure each week. When totalling the number of material they read for 

pleasure each week, the responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender of 

child. Nonparametric tests indicated that girls read more for pleasure (χ2
(2)=6.669, p<.02) 

each week and that these results differed significantly by gender of child. The total number of 

reading materials read for pleasure each week did not differ significantly by school type, 

however nonparametric tests did reveal a significant difference between the responses of boys 

and girls from different school types. The Girls (s-g) sub-group reported reading the most, 
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followed by the Girls (m-g) sub-group and the Boys (s-b) sub-group. The Boys (m-b) sub-group 

reported reading for pleasure less often than members of other groups (χ2
(2)=9.386, p<.05). 

Children's reading preferences (read self): Over two-thirds of children (n=156) nominated 

fiction stories as their preferred reading material. A further 28.4% preferred to read non-

fiction stories. Their responses did not vary significantly by gender of child, though they 

differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=28.968, p<.02). The Girls (s-g) sub-group was 

more likely to report that they read magazines (3%) and other materials (14%) for pleasure. 

The majority of boys and girls varied between non-fiction stories (girls s-g: 20%; boys s-b: 

35%; girls m-g: 29%; boys m-b: 28%) and fiction stories (girls s-g: 62%; boys s-b: 63%; girls m-g: 

70%; boys m-b: 68%). These data confirm boys' preference for fiction texts in this phase of the 

research study, contrary to Martino's (2001) assertion that boys prefer non-fiction texts. 

Almost three-quarters of children preferred to read and listen to fiction texts. 

Gender classification of favourite book (read self): Almost two-thirds of children (n=151) 

nominated a book suitable for both genders as their preferred reading book. Almost one-fifth 

(n=44) nominated a boy book and 15.9% nominated a girl book (see results of Gendered Text 

Survey, Appendix 6 for classification method). When this gender classification was applied 

to their favourite book, the classification of preferences for girls and boys differed 

significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=50.812, p<.001). Disregarding the 65% of children who 

selected a book that was classified for both boys and girls, all but one of the males chose a 

boy book and all but eight of the females chose a girl book. The classification of preferences 

for girls and boys also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=53.640, p<.001). Girls (s-g: 

39%; m-g: 27%) were more likely to choose a girl book and less likely to choose a boy book 

(girls s-g: 0%; girls m-g: 9%). Boys (s-b: 33%; m-b: 31%) were more likely to choose a boy book 

and less likely to choose a girl book (boys s-b: 0%; boys m-b: 1%). Considering only the 35% 

of children who did not select a book regarded as suitable for both genders, the majority of 

boys (s-b: 100%; m-b: 96%) chose a boy book and the majority of girls (s-g: 100%; m-g: 76%) 

chose a girl book. 
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Activity preferences: Children were asked if boys, girls or both boys and girls most liked to: 

• ride a bike 
• read a book to themselves 
• kick a ball 
• be read to 
• watch TV 
• draw a picture 
• play computer games 
• go for a swim 
• colour in 
• play a board game 
• to play outside 
• read to someone 

Table 19 summarises these results. The percentages represent the proportion of children who 

nominated boys, girls or both girls and boys as most liking the nominated activity. 

Table 19. Gendered Preferences for Selected Activities (Phase 1) 
Activity: "Who would most like…?" % boys % girls % boys and girls 
to ride a bike 36.3% (n=85) 14.1% (n=33) 49.6% (n=116) 
to read a book to themselves 14.5% (n= 34) 44% (n=103) 41.5% (n=97) 
to kick a ball 88.8% (n=206) 2.2% (n=5) 9.1% (n=21) 
being read to 11.5% (n=27) 34.2% (n=80) 54.3% (n=127) 
to watch TV 23.9% (n=56) 13.7% (n=32) 62.4% (n=146) 
to draw a picture 10.3% (n=24) 44% (n=102) 45.7% (n=106) 
playing computer games 39.5% (n=92) 12% (n=28) 48.5% (n=113) 
to go for a swim 16.2% (n=28) 20.1% (n=47) 63.7% (n=149) 
to colour in 15% (n=35) 45.9% (n=107) 53.2% (n=41) 
to play a board game 30.8% (n=72) 7.7% (n=18) 61.5% (n=144) 
to play outside 34.2% (n=80) 14.1% (n=33) 51.7% (n=121) 
read to someone 19% (n=44) 33.6% (n=78) 47.4% (n=110) 
 

With the exception of kicking a ball and reading a book to themselves, the majority of 

children reported that the nominated activities would be most enjoyed by both boys and girls. 

In the former of these exceptions, 40 times more boys were nominated than girls and only 9% 

of children identified it as being an activity suitable for both boys and girls. In the latter, three 

times as many girls were nominated as boys. For the other activities, if the responses of 

children who did not choose both genders are examined, a pattern of gendered preferences 

emerges for some of the nominated activities. 
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An examination of these remaining responses follows. 

• The number of boys11 who most liked to ride a bike was more than double that of girls. 
• The number of boys most liking to be read to was less than one-third of the girls. 
• The number of boys most liking to watch TV was almost double that for girls. 
• The number of boys most liking to draw a picture was less than one-quarter of girls. 
• The number of girls most liking to play computer games was less than one-third of boys. 
• The number of girls most liking to colour in was three times larger than that for boys. 
• The number of girls most liking to play a board game was one-quarter of that for boys. 
• The number of girls most liking to play outside was less than half the number for boys. 
• The number of boys most liking to read to someone was almost half the number for girls. 

In summary, a pattern of male preference for activities is suggested when the both option is 

disregarded. The pattern involves the activities: riding a bike, kicking a ball, watching TV, 

playing computer games, playing a board game and playing outside. Similarly, a pattern of 

female preference for activities is suggested for reading to themselves, being read to, 

drawing, colouring in and reading to someone. Only going for a swim failed to record a 

considerable preference differentiation between genders. These data are consistent with 

Rutledge's (1997) assertion that boys prefer large motor activities and outdoor pursuits, 

Gilbert & Gilbert's (1998a) claim that boys favour and excel at video-game culture and 

Southern's (1978) portrayal of girls as compliant and suited to the passive, fine-motor 

demands of classroom activities. 

The responses of the children differed significantly by gender of child for many of the 

activities nominated. There was general agreement between girls and boys on who would 

most like to kick a ball, watch TV and play a board game. On the remaining activities, 

however, differences existed between the responses of boys and girls. The differences were 

not very strong in response to the question of who would most like to be read to (χ2
(2)=8.391, 

p<.05). Disregarding the majority (54%) of boys and girls who opted for the both option, a 

larger percentage of girls (86%) than boys (62%) stated that girls would most like to be read 

to. Only a small percentage of boys (17%) and girls (7%) reported that boys would most like 

to be read to. 

                                                 

11 Here the number of boys represents the number indicating boys as the likely selectors of that activity, etc. 

157 



 

The children's responses to the remaining activities indicated a fairly convincing level of 

disagreement by gender. 

• Ride a bike (χ2
(2)=27.030, p<.001): Fifty percent (n=116) of children opted for the both option. 

The remaining boys, however, overwhelmingly stated boys (92%) while the remaining girls were 
divided evenly (50%) between stating either girls or boys. 

• Read a book to themselves (χ2
(2)=48.735, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (95%) 

and less likely to say boys (3%). Boys were more likely to say boys (29%) and less likely to say 
girls (26%). Disregarding the 42% of children who opted for the both option, the remaining boys 
were fairly evenly divided between stating either boys (55%) or girls (45%) while the remaining 
girls strongly (95%) stated girls. 

• Draw a picture (χ2
(2)=37.831, p<.001): Girls were most likely to report girls (61%) and less likely 

to report boys (2%). Boys were more likely to report boys (20%) and less likely to report girls 
(26%). Disregarding the 45% (n=106) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of 
both boys (57%) and girls (97%) selected girls as the preferred option. However, this represents a 
difference of 40% between boys and girls who stated girls. 

• Play computer games (χ2
(2)=27.879, p<.001): Almost half (n=113) of the children opted for the 

both option. While the majority of both the remaining boys and girls selected boys as the 
preferred option, only 56% of girls as opposed to 94% of boys stated that boys would most like to 
play computer games. 

• Go for a swim (χ2
(2)=26.606, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (29%) and less likely 

to report boys (6%). Boys were more likely to report boys (27%) and less likely to report girls 
(11%). Disregarding the 64% (n=149) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of 
the remaining boys and girls differed in that 72% of the boys but only 17% of the girls stated that 
boys would most like to go for a swim while 83% of the girls but only 28% of boys stated that 
girls would most like to go for a swim. 

• Colour in (χ2
(2)=22.719, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (60%) and less likely to 

report boys (8%). Conversely, boys were more likely to report boys (31%) and less likely to report 
girls (23%). Disregarding the 39% (n=31) of children who opted for the both option, while the 
majority of the remaining girls and boys chose girls, 89% of girls but only 57% of boys stated that 
girls would most like to colour in. 

• Play outside (χ2
(2)=23.497, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (23%) and less likely to 

report boys (23%). Conversely, boys were more likely to report boys (46%) and less likely to 
report girls (4%). Disregarding the 52% (n=121) of children who opted for the both option, the 
remaining girls were very evenly divided (50%) whereas 91% of the boys stated that boys would 
most like to play outside. 

• Read to someone (χ2
(2)=20.916, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (47%), while boys 

were less likely to do so (19%). Disregarding the 47% (n=110) of children who opted for the both 
option, 79% of the remaining girls but only 43% of the boys stated that girls would most like to 
read to someone. 

Differences were also noted for all but one of the activities nominated when the type of 

school the respondent attended was taken into account. Only for the question "Who would 

most like to kick a ball?" were boys and girls from single-gender and mixed-gender schools 

in agreement. For the other activities, the responses of the children differed significantly by 

school type. 

• Ride a bike (χ2
(2)=30.526, p<.001): The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls 

(24%) and less likely to report boys (23%). The Boys (m-b) sub-group was more likely to report 
boys (56%) and less likely to report girls (3%). Disregarding the 50% of children who opted for 
the both option, the remaining boys (s-b: 85%; m-b: 95%) overwhelmingly stated boys while the 
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remaining girls were divided fairly evenly between girls (s-g: 46%; m-g: 51%) or boys (s-g: 54%; m-g: 
49%). 

• Read a book to themselves (χ2
(2)=56.275, p<.001): The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to 

report girls (68%) and, along with the Girls (s-g: 0%) sub-group, less likely to say boys (4%). Boys 
(s-b: 14%; m-b: 28%) were less likely to say girls and the Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to 
say boys (37%). Disregarding the 42% of children who opted for the both option, the majority of 
the remaining Boys (s-b) sub-group reported boys (73%) while the majority of the remaining girls 
(s-g: 100%; m-g: 94%) and the Boys (m-b: 59%) sub-group chose girls. 

• Be read to (χ2
(2)=17.056, p<.01): The majority (54%) of boys and girls opted for the both option. 

Of the remaining children, a larger percentage of girls (s-g: 94%; m-g: 82%) than boys (s-b: 55%; m-b: 
68%) stated girls. Only a small percentage of boys (s-b: 23%; m-b: 13 %) and girls (s-g: 3%; m-g: 8%) 
reported boys. In spite of this, the Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys than 
children from the other groups. 

• Watch TV (χ2
(2)=16.689, p<.05): The Girls (s-g: 28%) sub-group was more likely to say girls, 

while the Boys (s-b: 4%) sub-group was less likely to do so. Disregarding the 62% (n=146) of 
children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining boys (s-b: 65%; m-b: 83%) 
and the remaining Girls (m-g: 63%) sub-group stated boys. The majority of the remaining Girls (s-g: 
67%) sub-group reported girls. 

• Draw a picture (χ2
(2)=44.322, p<.001): The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls 

(64%) and less likely to report boys (1%). Boys (s-b: 23%; m-b: 28%) were less likely to report girls 
and the Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys (28%). Disregarding the 45% (n=106) 
of children who opted for the both option, the majority of girls (s-g: 94%; m-g: 98%) and the Boys 
(m-b: 66%) sub-group selected girls as the preferred option. The majority of the Boys (s-b: 55%) 
sub-group reported boys. 

• Play computer games (χ2
(2)=37.634, p<.001): The Girls (s-g) sub-group was more likely to report 

girls (34%) and less likely to report boys (10%). Boys (s-b: 2%; m-b: 4%) were less likely to report 
girls and the Boys (s-b: 60%) sub-group was more likely to report boys. Disregarding the 48% 
(n=113) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining boys (s-b: 96%; m-

b: 92%) and the remaining Girls (m-g: 66%) sub-group selected boys. The majority of the 
remaining Girls (s-g: 77%) sub-group reported girls. 

• Go for a swim (χ2
(2)=33.379, p<.001): The Girls (m-g) sub-group was less likely to report boys 

(5%). The Boys (m-b: 8%) sub-group was less likely to report girls and the Boys (s-b: 37%) sub-
group was more likely to select boys. Disregarding the 64% (n=149) of children who opted for the 
both option, the majority of the remaining boys and girls differed in that 72% of the boys (s-b: 
73%; m-b: 71%) but only 17% of the girls (s-g: 18%; m-g: 16%) chose boys. 

• Colour in (χ2
(2)=32.825, p<.001): The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls (64%) 

and less likely to report boys (8%) or both boys and girls (27%). Conversely, the Boys (s-b) sub-
group was more likely to report boys (33%) and less likely to report girls (21%). Disregarding the 
39% (n=31) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining girls (s-g: 
87%; m-g: 89%) and the Boys (m-b: 68%) sub-group reported girls. The majority of the remaining 
Boys (s-b: 61%) sub-group chose boys. 

• Play a board game (χ2
(2)=32.825, p<.001): The Girls (s-g: 89%) sub-group was more likely to 

report girls. Disregarding the 63% (n=144) of children who opted for the both option, the majority 
of the remaining boys (s-b: 82%; m-b: 91%) and the Girls (m-g: 88%) sub-group selected boys. The 
majority of the remaining Girls (s-g: 57%) sub-group reported girls. 

• Play outside (χ2
(2)=37.072, p<.001): The Girls (s-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls 

(38%) while boys (s-b: 2%; m-b: 6%) were less likely to do so. The Boys (s-b) sub-group was more 
likely to report boys (60%). Disregarding the 52% (n=121) of children who opted for the both 
option, the majority of remaining boys (s-b: 96%; m-b: 87%) and the Girls (m-g; 58%) sub-group 
selected boys. The majority of the remaining Girls (s-g: 69%) sub-group reported girls. 

• Read to someone (χ2
(2)=23.546, p<.01): The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls 

(48%), while the Boys (m-b) sub-group was less likely to do so (17%). Disregarding the 47% 
(n=110) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining girls (s-g: 80%; m-
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g: 79%) chose girls while the majority of the remaining boys (s-b: 57%; m-b: 57%) reported boys. 
The difference between the responses of girls and boys is around 20%, however, with girls being 
more committed to the idea that girls would most like to read to someone than boys were to the 
notion that boys would most like to. 

In summary, for many of the items immediately above, about half of the children chose the 

both-gender option, but the remaining 50% (approximately) did select one or the other in 

particular. For instance, kicking a ball or playing outside was seen as a boy’s activity whereas 

colouring in or reading to someone was seen as a girl’s activity. In many cases, boys and girls 

generally and specifically from single- and mixed-gender schools differed in the degree to 

which they supported one or the other gender most liking the nominated activity. 

Phase 2 
Child Survey (As for Phase 1, but with children now in Year 2 and with new subjects at state schools now 
included along with those at private schools from Phase 1) 

Children's experiences in relation to reading and other activities were gauged in three ways. 

First, their reading preferences specifically in relation to the type of text they most enjoyed 

reading or having read to them and the gender classification of these texts were examined. 

Second, the range of genres read for school and for pleasure each week was examined. Third, 

the perceived gendered nature of specific activities was measured through a series of 

questions in which children were asked whether boys, girls or both boys and girls would most 

like to participate. 

Children's reading preferences (read to them): Almost three-quarters of children (n=244) 

reported that they most liked having fiction stories read to them. A further 24% reported 

preferring non-fiction stories. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child 

or school type. These data are consistent with those gathered in Phase 1 and are, once again, 

contrary to Martino's (2001) assertion that boys prefer non-fiction. 

Gender classification of favourite book (read to them): Almost two-thirds of children (n=209) 

nominated a book suitable for both boys and girls. Almost equal numbers of children 

nominated girl books (18.8%) or boy books (17.6%) (see results of Gendered Text Survey, 

Appendix 6 for method of classification). When this gender classification was applied to their 

favourite book, the classification of preferences for girls and boys differed significantly by 

gender of child (χ2
(2)=59.137, p<.001). Disregarding the 64% (n=209) of children who chose 

a book for both boys and girls, the majority of the remaining boys (85%) chose a boy book, 

while the majority of the remaining girls (84%) chose a girl book. 
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The classification of preferences for girls and boys also differed significantly by school type 

(χ2
(2)=66.864, p<.001). Girls (p-s-g: 36%; p-m-g: 45%) were more likely to choose a girl book 

and girls (p-m-g: 5%; s-m-g: 6%) were less likely to choose a boy book. Boys (p-s-b: 45%; p-m-b: 

31%) were more likely to choose a boy book, while all boys (p-s-b: 5%; p-m-b: 8%; s-m-b: 6%) 

were less likely to choose a girl book. 

Texts read for school or for pleasure: Three generalisations may be made from examination 

of child responses to the question of what texts are read for school or for pleasure each week 

(See Appendix 14: Tables 39 and 40). First, a comparison between the responses of children 

to their school reading habits and recreational ("for pleasure") reading habits should be made. 

Fiction stories and non-fiction stories were reported as most read by the majority of children. 

Children in Phase 2 read these two text types, along with other materials, more often for 

school than for pleasure, while the remaining categories were read more for recreational 

purposes than for school. In the case of non-fiction stories, this represents a change from the 

responses of children in Phase 1. More children read non-fiction stories for pleasure in Phase 

1 and for school in Phase 2. 

Second, a comparison between the reading habits of girls and boys, both for school and 

recreational purposes should occur. The pattern of reading more non-fiction, fiction and other 

materials for school and more magazines, newspapers, recipe books and TV guides for 

pleasure remained consistent across genders. Especially for girls, this represents a change 

from their reading habits in Phase 1 of the study, where a larger number of girls reported 

reading the nominated materials for pleasure than for school purposes except in the case of 

other materials. It may be that the inclusion of the state school children has impacted 

significantly upon this result. When comparing the responses of boys and girls, the latter still 

report reading more non-fiction and fiction stories for school and recreational purposes than 

boys do. For the other reading categories, results are mixed. 

A significant difference existed between the responses of boys and girls in relation to some of 

the reading materials they read for pleasure each week. These included fiction stories 

(χ2
(2)=8.559, p<.01), magazines (χ2

(2)=8.559, p<.05) and recipe books (χ2
(2)=4.359, p<.05) 

read for pleasure each week. Girls were less likely to report that they did not read fiction 

stories (9%), while boys were more likely to do so (20%). A 10% difference existed between 

girls (33%) and boys (23%) reporting that they read magazines for pleasure each week. A 9% 

difference existed between girls (34%) and boys (25%) reporting that they read recipe books 

for pleasure each week. 
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Finally, a comparison of school and recreational reading habits on the basis of school type 

yields some interesting results. When comparing the overall school reading habits of boys 

and girls from different school types, larger numbers of the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group reported 

reading the majority of the reading materials nominated. This is also true, to a lesser extent, 

with the recreational reading habits of the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group. The reading behaviour of 

children from the other groups was inconsistent, with, for example, the largest number of the 

Girls (p-s-g) sub-group reporting that they read fiction stories for homework and also one of 

the smallest numbers reporting that they read non-fiction stories for homework. Without 

exception, the number of members from each group reporting that they read newspapers, 

magazines, recipe books and TV guides for pleasure was considerably more than those 

reporting that they did so for school. 

An examination of responses to reading materials read for pleasure each week reveals a 

significant difference in the response of children by school type occurred in relation to 

whether they read fiction stories (2
(2)=21.345, p<.01). The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less 

likely to respond that they did not read fiction stories for pleasure each week (5%) while the 

Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to do so (31%). 

Total number of text types read for school each week: Almost 85% of students (n=273) 

reported that they read one (35%) or two (48%) types of reading materials. This has not 

varied since Phase 1. Only two students reported reading six types. The total number of 

reading materials did not differ significantly by gender of child. Nonparametric tests revealed 

that females reported reading more for school than boys do, however the results did not differ 

significantly by gender of child. 

The total number of reading materials also did not differ significantly by school type. 

Nonparametric tests revealed that the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group and the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group 

reported reading most for school each week however the results did not differ significantly by 

school type. 

Total number of text types read for pleasure each week: One-quarter of students (n=84) 

reported that they read two types of reading materials. A further 21.3% nominated reading 

one type of reading material, 19.8% nominated reading three types of reading materials and 

13.4% nominated reading four types of reading materials. Twenty-two children nominated 

reading no reading materials. This number has increased from only nine students in Phase 1. 

These results differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=12.722, p<.05), but not by school 
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type. While the significance is weak, girls appeared less likely to report that they read zero 

items for pleasure each week (3%), while boys appeared more likely to do so (10%). 

Children's reading preferences (read self): Over two-thirds of students (n=234) reported that 

they most liked reading fiction stories, and 23.1% of students most liked reading non-fiction 

stories. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. Once 

again, Martino's (2001) assertion that boys prefer non-fiction texts is challenged by these 

data. In both phases of this research study, boys consistently reported being read more fiction 

texts and to preferring to read and be read these texts. 

Gender classification of favourite book (read self): Almost three-quarters of students (n=243) 

nominated a book suitable for both genders as the book they most like to read (see results of 

Gendered Text Survey, Appendix 6 for classification method). Of the remaining children, 

10.9% of children nominated boy books and 15.2% nominated girl books. When the book 

was gender classified, the classifications differed significantly by gender of child 

(χ2
(2)=52.564, p<.01). Girls were more likely to choose a girl book (21%) and less likely to 

choose a boy book (5%), while boys were more likely to choose a boy book (25%) and less 

likely to choose a girl book (1%). After disregarding the 74% (n=243) of children who chose 

a book for boys and girls, a majority of the remaining boys (72%) chose a boy book and a 

majority of remaining girls (71%) chose a girl book. 

The book classifications also differed significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=56.407, p<.01). All 

girls were more likely to choose a girl book (p-s-g: 24%; p-m-g: 8%; s-m-g: 29%) and girls (p-m-g: 

4%; s-m-g: 2%) were less likely to choose a boy book. All boys (p-s-b: 0%; p-m-b: 0%; s-m-b: 2%) 

were less likely to choose a girl book and boys (p-s-b: 28%; p-m-b: 29%) were more likely to 

choose a boy book. After disregarding the 74% (n=243) of children who chose a book for 

boys and girls, a majority of the remaining boys (p-s-b: 100%; p-m-b: 100%; s-m-b: 91%) chose a 

boy book and a majority of remaining girls (p-s-g: 67%; p-m-g: 85%; s-m-g: 67%) chose a girl 

book. 
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Activity preferences: Children were asked if boys or girls or both boys and girls would most 

like to 

• ride a bike 
• read a book to themselves 
• kick a ball 
• be read to 
• watch TV 
• draw a picture 
• play computer games 
• go for a swim 
• colour in 
• play a board game 
• to play outside 
• read to someone 

Table 20 summarises results, with percentages representing the proportion of children who 

nominated boys, girls or both girls and boys as most liking the nominated activity. 

Table 20. Gendered Preferences for Selected Activities (Phase 2) 
Activity: "Who would most like…?" % boys % girls % boys and girls 
to ride a bike 32.8% (n=108) 8.2% (n=27) 59% (n=194) 
to read a book to themselves 15.2% (n=50) 41.5% (n=136) 43.3% (n=142) 
to kick a ball 87.2%, n=287 1.2% (n=4) 11.6% (n=38) 
being read to 7.9% (n=26) 29.5% (n=97) 62.6% (n=206) 
to watch TV 26.1% (n=86) 4.6% (n=15) 69.3% (n=228) 
to draw a picture 6.4% (n=21) 41.2% (n=135) 52.4% (n=172) 
playing computer games 37.2% (n=122) 8.5% (n=28) 54.3% (n=178) 
to go for a swim 12.8% (n=42) 14.3% (n=47) 72.9% (n=239) 
to colour in 7% (n=23) 44.5% (n=146) 48.5% (n=159) 
to play a board game 17.3% (n=57) 11.2% (n=37) 71.4% (n=235) 
to play outside 36.2% (n=119) 8.2% (n=27) 55.6% (n=183) 
read to someone 15.9% (n=52) 44.5% (n=146) 39.3% (n=129) 
 

With the exception of kicking a ball and reading to someone, the majority of children 

reported that the nominated activities would be most enjoyed by both boys and girls. In the 

former of these exceptions, boys were identified as the gender that would most enjoy the 

nominated activity. Boys were reported 72 times more frequently than girls as the gender that 

would most like to kick a ball. Only 38 children identified it as being an activity suitable for 

both boys and girls. In the latter of these exceptions, girls were identified as the gender that 

would most enjoy the nominated activity. Almost three times as many girls as boys were 

reported as most liking to read a book to someone. Once again, boys were seen to prefer the 

outdoor, large motor and computer activities espoused by Rutledge (1997) and Gilbert & 
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Gilbert (1998a) and girls were seen to prefer the passive, small motor activities nominated by 

Southern (1978). 

However, if the responses of children who did not choose both genders are examined, a 

pattern of gendered preferences emerges for some of the nominated activities. An 

examination of these remaining responses follows. 

• The number of boys reported to most like to ride a bike was four times that of the girls. 
• Almost three times as many girls as boys were reported as most liking to read a book to 

themselves. 
• The number of boys reported to most like to be read to was almost one-quarter the number for 

girls. 
• The number of children indicating that boys most liked to watch TV was almost six times that for 

girls. 
• The number of children indicating that boys would most like to draw a picture was less than one 

sixth of that for girls. 
• The number of children indicating girls most liked to play computer games was less than one-

quarter of that for boys. 
• The number of children indicating girls most liked to colour in was six times larger than that for 

boys. 
• The number of children indicating girls most liked to play a board game was less than one half of 

that for boys. 
• The number of children indicating that girls most liked to play outside was less than quarter the 

number indicating boys. 
• The number of children indicating that boys most liked to read to someone was approximately 

one-third the number indicating girls. 

In summary, a pattern of male and female preference for nominated activities is suggested 

when the both option is disregarded. The pattern for male preference involves the activities: 

riding a bike, kicking a ball, watching TV, playing computer games, playing a board game 

and playing outside. Similarly, a pattern of female preference for activities is suggested for 

reading to themselves, being read to, drawing, colouring in and reading to someone. Only 

going for a swim failed to record a considerable preference differentiation between genders. 

In many cases, the gap between the activity preferences of boys and girls widened since the 

same questions were asked in Phase 1 of the study. This was the case for all activities except 

going for a swim and playing a board game, where the gap has narrowed. The inclusion of 

the state school mixed-gender sample may account for this difference. Two alternative 

explanations may be that, first, as children grow older, their interests become more 

differentiated, with gender playing a larger part in the determination of activity preference. 

Or, second, children's perceptions of activities suitable for each gender may change with age 

and exposure. 
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The responses of the children differed significantly by gender of child for all but one of the 

activities nominated. While some differences were noted, there was general agreement 

between girls and boys only on who would most like to watch TV. 

On the remaining activities, however, differences existed between the responses of boys and 

girls as to who would most like to participate in them. This reinforces the notion that greater 

differentiation between the activity preferences of boys and girls had occurred between 

Phases 1 and 2. For the other activities, the responses of the children differed significantly by 

gender of child and indicated disagreement between boys and girls. 

• Ride a bike (χ2
(2)=19.148, p<.001): Fifty-nine percent (n=194) of children opted for the both 

option. The majority of the remaining boys (94%) and the majority of the remaining girls (65%) 
stated boys. In spite of this, girls were more likely to report girls (35%) and boys were less likely 
to report girls (2%) and more likely to report boys (94%). 

• Read a book to themselves (χ2
(2)=31.784, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (56%) 

and less likely to select boys (10%) or both boys and girls (34%). Boys were more likely to say 
boys (21%) or both boys and girls (53%) and less likely to say girls (26%). Disregarding the 43% 
(n=142) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining boys (55%) and 
girls (85%) stated that girls would most like to read a book to themselves. 

• Kick a ball (χ2
(2)=31.784, p<.02): This activity was seen by only 12% (n=38) of children as being 

most liked by both genders. However, the great majority of the remaining boys (97%) and girls 
strongly (100%) selected boys. 

• Be read to (χ2
(2)=8.391, p<.05): The majority (54%, n=206) of boys and girls opted for the both 

option. A larger percentage of girls (88%) than boys (70%) chose girls. Only a small percentage 
of boys (30%) and girls (12%) reported boys. 

• Draw a picture (χ2
(2)=19.739, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (52%) and less likely 

to report boys (3%). Boys were more likely to report boys (34%) and less likely to report girls 
(10%). Disregarding the 52% (n=172) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of 
both remaining boys (75%) and girls (95%) selected girls as the preferred option. 

• Play computer games (χ2
(2)=22.718, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (14%) and less 

likely to report boys (28%). Boys were more likely to report boys (47%) and less likely to report 
girls (2%). Disregarding the 54% (n=178) of children who opted for the both option, only 66% of 
the girls as opposed to 95% of the boys selected boys. 

• Go for a swim (χ2
(2)=17.695, p<.001): Girls were less likely to report boys (5%) and boys were 

more likely to report boys (14%). Disregarding the 73% (n=239) of children who opted for the 
both option, the majority of the remaining boys and girls differed in that 65% of boys but only 
34% of girls chose boys. 

• Colour in (χ2
(2)=26.325, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (57%) and less likely to 

report boys (3%). Conversely, boys were more likely to report boys (11%) and less likely to report 
girls (31%). Disregarding the 48% (n=159) of children who opted for the both option, 95% of 
girls but only 74% of boys chose girls. 

• Play a board game (χ2
(2)=8.269, p<.02): Girls were more likely to report girls (16%) and boys 

were less likely to do so (6%). Disregarding the 71% (n=235) of children who opted for the both 
option, the majority of remaining boys (74%) reported boys, while girls were fairly evenly divided 
between boys (51%) and girls (49%). 

• Play outside (χ2
(2)=12.793, p<.01): Girls were less likely to report boys (27%) while boys were 

more likely to do so (46%). Disregarding the 56% (n=183) of children who opted for the both 
option, the majority of the remaining girls (73%) and boys (88%) selected boys. 
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• Read to someone (χ2
(2)=24.650, p<.001): Girls were more likely to report girls (57%), and less 

likely to report boys (10%). Boys were more likely to report boys (22%), and less likely to report 
girls (32%). Disregarding the 39% (n=129) of children who opted for the both option, 90% of the 
remaining girls but only 59% of the remaining boys chose girls. 

Differences were also noted for all but two of the activities nominated, with the type of 

school the respondent attended taken into account. Only for the questions "Who would most 

like to be read to?" and "Who would most like to watch TV?" were boys and girls from 

single-gender and mixed-gender schools in agreement. For the other activities, the responses 

of the children differed significantly by school type. 

• Ride a bike (χ2
(2)=42.192, p<.001): The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls 

(25%) and the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was less likely to report boys (12%). Boys (p-m-b: 1%; s-m-b: 
0%) were less likely to report girls. Disregarding the 59% (n=194) of children who opted for the 
both option, the majority of the remaining boys (p-s-b: 83%; p-m-b: 97%; s-m-b: 100%) and girls (p-s-g: 
60%; p-m-g: 74%; s-m-g: 58%) stated boys. It is clear that more boys from all groups believe boys 
would most like to ride a bike than girls. 

• Read a book to themselves (χ2
(2)=46.814, p<.001): Girls (p-s-g: 72%; p-m-g: 56%) were more likely 

to report girls. The Boys (p-s-b: 20%) sub-group was less likely to say girls and more likely to say 
boys (35%). Disregarding the 43% (n=142) of children who opted for the both option, the 
majority of remaining children reported girls (boys p-m-b: 72%; boys s-m-b: 52%; p-s-g: 90%; girls p-m-

g: 87%; s-m-g: 80%). Only the Boys (p-s-b: 36%) sub-group selected boys as the gender to most like 
reading a book to themselves. 

• Kick a ball (χ2
(2)=30.462, p<.01): The Girls (s-m-g: 28%) sub-group was more likely to report both 

boys and girls while the Boys (p-m-b: 3%) sub-group was less likely to. This activity was seen by 
only 12% of children as being most liked by both genders. However, the great majority of the 
remaining boys (p-s-b: 100%; p-m-b: 97%; s-m-b: 95 %) and girls (p-s-g: 100%; p-m-g: 100%; s-m-g: 100%) 
strongly chose boys. 

• Draw a picture (χ2
(2)=37.131, p<.001): The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls 

(65%) and less likely to report boys (1%) or both boys and girls (34%). The Boys (p-s-b: 15%) sub-
group was more likely to report boys. Disregarding the 52% (n=172) of children who opted for 
the both option, the majority of girls (p-s-g: 100%; p-m-g: 98%; s-m-g: 83%) and boys (p-s-b: 65%; p-m-b: 
81%; s-m-b: 76%) selected girls. 

• Play computer games (χ2
(2)=40.555, p<.001): The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report 

girls (19%) and less likely to report boys (18%). The Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was more likely to 
report boys (60%) and less likely to report both boys and girls (37%). Disregarding the 54% 
(n=178) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining boys (p-s-b: 100%; 
p-m-b: 95%; s-m-b: 89%) and most remaining girls (p-s-g: 67%; p-m-g: 76%) selected boys. The Girls (s-

m-g) sub-group was almost evenly divided between reporting boys (48%) and girls (52%) most 
liked to play computer games. 

• Go for a swim (χ2
(2)=40.407, p<.001): The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to state boys 

(40%) and less likely to report both boys and girls (45%). Disregarding the 73% (n=239) of 
children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining boys and girls differed in 
that the majority of boys (p-s-b: 73%; p-m-b: 59%; s-m-b: 58%) reported boys but a much smaller 
percentage of girls agreed (p-s-g: 0%; p-m-g: 30%; s-m-g: 20%). 

• Colour in (χ2
(2)=50.734, p<.001): The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls (71%) 

and less likely to report both boys and girls (27%). Conversely, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was 
more likely to report boys (25%) and less likely to report girls (15%). Disregarding the 48% 
(n=159) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining boys and girls 
(boys p-s-b: 63%; boys p-m-b: 84%; boys s-m-b: 68%; girls p-s-g: 100%; girls p-m-g: 97%; s-m-g: 68%) 
selected girls. It is clear that more girls from all groups believe girls would most like to colour in 
than boys. 
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• Play a board game (χ2
(2)=18.909, p<.05): The Girls (s-m-g: 19%) sub-group was more likely to 

report girls, while the Boys (p-m-b: 3%) sub-group was less likely to do so. Disregarding the 71% 
(n=235) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of the remaining children (boys p-

s-b: 64%; boys p-m-b: 80%; boys s-m-b: 78%; girls p-m-g: 64%) nominated boys. The majority of the 
remaining girls (the Girls p-s-g sub-group: 71%) reported girls or were evenly divided between 
reporting boys or girls (the Girls s-m-g sub-group: 50%). 

• Play outside (χ2
(2)=26.787, p<.01): The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to report boys 

(25%). The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys (55%) and less likely to report 
both girls and boys (33%). Disregarding the 56% (n=183) of children who opted for the both 
option, the majority of remaining boys (p-s-b: 81%; p-m-b: 90%; s-m-b: 93%) and girls (p-s-g: 73%; p-m-g: 
72%; s-m-g: 68%) chose boys. 

• Read to someone (χ2
(2)=39.513, p<.01): Girls (p-s-g: 68%; p-m-g: 60%) were more likely to report 

girls while the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was less likely to do so (23%). The Boys (s-m-b: 31%) sub-
group was more likely to report boys while the Girls (p-m-g: 8%) sub-group was less likely to do so. 
The Girls (s-m-g: 2%) sub-group was more likely to report no-one, although this result should be 
treated with caution as all cells in this row have a count of less than five. Disregarding the 39% 
(n=129) of children who opted for the both option, the majority of boys (p-s-b: 60%; p-m-b: 71%) and 
girls (p-s-g: 89%; p-m-g: 88%; s-m-g: 79%) stated girls. The majority of the remaining Boys (s-m-b: 
57%) sub-group reported boys. 

In summary, for many of the items immediately above, about half of the participants chose 

the both-gender option, but the remaining children selected one or the other in particular. For 

instance, kicking a ball or playing outside was seen as a boy’s activity whereas colouring in 

or reading to someone was seen as a girl’s activity. In many cases, boys and girls generally 

and specifically from single- and mixed-gender schools differed in the degree to which they 

supported one or the other gender most liking the nominated activity. 

Preferred reading content: Almost 95% of students (n=308) agreed that there were books that 

only girls or only boys liked and over 95 % agreed that there were books that both boys and 

girls liked. Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Over 90% of students (n=285) were able to nominate a girl book. Their responses differed 

significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=11.049, p<.05) and by school type (χ2

(2)=33.148, 

p<.01). The Girls (s-m-g: 11%) sub-group was more likely to identify a book suitable for both 

boys and girls, while the Boys (p-s-b: 14%) sub-group was more likely to report that there are 

no books that only girls would like. 

Over 90% of students (n=278) were able to nominate a boy book. Their responses did not 

differ significantly by gender of child, but did differ significantly by school type 

(χ2
(2)=31.650, p<.01). The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report that there are no 

books that only boys would like (13%). The Girls (s-m-g: 9%) sub-group was more likely to 

nominate a book suitable for both boys and girls. 
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Over 85% of students (n=234) were able to nominate a book suitable for both boys and girls. 

Their responses did not differ significantly by gender of child or school type. 

Gendered differences in text selection (fiction/non-fiction): Over three-quarters of the 

children (n=256) reported both boys and girls would most like to read a non-fiction book. Of 

the remaining 21.1% who differentiated between genders, 12.5% reported girls, 8.6% 

reported boys and .6% reported no one. 

Less than half of the students (40.5%) reported both boys and girls would most like to read a 

fiction book. Of the remaining 59.5% who differentiated between genders, 27.6% reported 

girls, 30.1% reported boys and 1.8% reported no one. This represents an almost 38% 

difference between the number of children believing both girls and boys would like non-

fiction books and those believing both girls and boys would like fiction books. 

When asked who would most like to read a non-fiction book, the responses of the children 

differed significantly by gender of child (χ2
(2)=11.189, p<.02). Girls were less likely to report 

boys (4%), while boys were more likely to do so (13%). Their responses also differed 

significantly by school type (χ2
(2)=36.401, p<.01). The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely 

to report boys would most like to read a non-fiction book (25%). 

When asked who would most like to read a fiction book, the responses of the children did not 

differ significantly by gender of child or by school type. 

Data have been gathered in both phases of this research study, which provide insight into the 

fiction/ non-fiction preferences of boys and girls. Martino (2001) claimed that boys preferred 

non-fiction texts. In this study, boys have personally been found to have more fiction read to 

them and to choose fiction texts as their favourites for both reading themselves and for 

listening in both phases. Further, in a more general series of questions posed in Phase 2, boys 

were seen to enjoy both fiction and non-fiction texts, though neither more than girls. These 

data offer convincing evidence that Martino's assertion cannot be made of boys in this study. 

169 



 

Content preferences: Children were asked whether girls, boys or both girls and boys would 

most like to read or listen to 

• dinosaur books 
• Barbie books 
• cooking books 
• Harry Potter books 
• teddy bear books 
• animal books 
• fairy tale books 
• pirate books 
• class or take-home readers 
• Goosebumps books 

Table 21. Gendered Preferences for Selected Texts- Read Alone (Phase 2) 
Text Boys Girls Both boys and girls 
dinosaur books 85.4% (n=281) 4.6% (n=41) 9.4% (n=31) 
Barbie books .3% (n=1) 99.4% (n=327) .3% (n=1) 
cooking books 8% (n=26) 38.2% (n=124) 38.2% (n=124) 
Harry Potter  41.4% (n=135) 12.9% (n=42) 43.9% (n=143) 
teddy bear books 4.3% (n=14) 64.3% (n=211) 26.5% (n=87) 
animal books 19.5% (n=64) 13.1% (n=43) 67.1% (n=220) 
fairy tale books 3.3% (n=11) 58.4% (n=192) 37.4% (n=123) 
pirate books 90.6% (n=298) 1.8% (n=6) 7.6% (n=25) 
class/home readers 9.8% (n=32) 23.2% (n=76) 66.4% (n=217) 
Goosebumps books 73% n=238) 6.7% (n=22) 18.1% (n=59) 

 

Tables 21 (above) and 22 (below) summarise results, with the percentages/number of 

children who indicated that boys, girls or both boys and girls would most like to read or listen 

to the nominated content. 

Table 22. Gendered Preferences for Selected Texts- Listen to (Phase 2) 
Text boys girls both boys and girls 
dinosaur books 75.3% (n=247) 6.4% (n=21) 17.4% (n=57) 
Barbie books 1.5% (n=5) 97.6% (n=321) 0.9% (n=3) 
cooking books 13% (n=42) 32.4% (n=105) 42.6% (n=138) 
Harry Potter books 43.7% (n=143) 10.7% (n=35) 44.6% (n=146) 
teddy bear books 5.5% (n=18) 66% (n=215) 24.5% (n=80) 
animal books 20.8% (n=68) 15% (n=49) 64.2% (n=210) 
fairy tale books 3.6% (n=12) 56.2% (n=185) 39.5% (n= 130) 
pirate books 90% (n=296) 2.4% (n=24) 7.6% (n=25) 
class/home readers 9.8% (n=32) 19.9% (n=65) 68.8% (n=225) 
Goosebumps books 70.8% (n=230) 8% (n=26) 18.8% (n=61) 

 

Analysis of the above tables strongly supports the notion that children perceive certain texts 

to be more appropriate for girls or boys individually or both boys and girls together. Texts 

with dinosaurs, pirates or scary themes (eg. Goosebumps) were viewed as being most liked 
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by boys. Texts such as Barbie books, fairy tales or teddy bear stories were regarded as being 

most liked by girls. Animal books and class readers were viewed as being appropriate for 

both boys and girls. The remaining books, Harry Potter and cooking books, were viewed as 

being equally appropriate for both boys and girls and boys or girls respectively. These 

generalisations apply regardless of whether the text is read or listened to, though the degree 

of difference appears to be less extreme in the case of listening than it is in the case of 

reading. 

However, where texts were not emphatically nominated as being most appropriate for boys or 

girls, an examination of the responses of children who did not choose both genders reveals a 

suggested pattern of gendered preference. In the case of cooking books, for example, once the 

both responses were discarded, more than four times as many children favoured girls in 

relation to reading and almost three times as many reported girls in relation to listening. 

Similarly, in the case of class or take home readers, once the both option was removed, more 

than double the number of girls were reported to most enjoy reading or listening to them. For 

Harry Potter books, more than three times as many boys and girls were nominated. By 

proposing boys as preferring the dinosaur, Harry Potter and Goosebumps books, Martino's 

(2001) claim that boys prefer action/adventure, fantasy, thrillers, humorous and weird stories 

and Moloney's (2002) assertions that boys like books that are "ghoulish,… gross and 

…disgusting" (p. 138) are upheld. Nominating girls as preferring Barbie, teddy bear books 

and fairy tales also establishes the unwritten assertion that girls favour texts unlike those 

preferred by boys. 

Gendered differences in text selection (read self): The responses of the children differed 

significantly by gender of child for reading many of the texts nominated. While some 

differences were noted, there was general agreement between girls and boys on who would 

most like to read Harry Potter, Barbie and pirate books. On the remaining texts, however, 

differences existed between their responses. They indicate disagreement between the genders. 

• A dinosaur book (χ2
(2)=13.199, p<.01): Boys (15%) were more likely to report both girls and boys 

while girls (4%) were less likely to do so. Less than 10% of children reported that both boys and 
girls would most like to read a dinosaur book. Disregarding them, the majority of remaining boys 
(93%) and the majority of remaining girls (95%) reported that boys would most like to read a 
dinosaur book. 

• A teddy bear book (χ2
(2)=9.461, p<.05): Girls were less likely to report no-one (2%), while boys 

were more likely to do so (8%). Disregarding the 27% (n=87) of children who reported both boys 
and girls, the majority of remaining boys (82%) and girls (96%) reported girls. 

• An animal book (2
(2)=14.426, p<.01): Girls were more likely to report girls (19%), while boys 

were less likely to do so (7%). Disregarding the 67% (n=220) of children who reported both boys 
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and girls, the majority of remaining boys (77%, n=41) reported boys and the majority of the 
remaining girls (56%, n=31) reported girls. 

• A fairy tale book (χ2
(2)=10.805, p<.02): Thirty-seven percent (n=123) of children reported both 

boys and girls. The majority of remaining boys (90%) and girls (96%) reported girls. 
• A class or take-home reader (χ2

(2)=13.194, p<.01): Girls were less likely to report boys (5%) while 
boys (15%) were more likely to do so. Disregarding the 66% (n=217) who reported both boys and 
girls, the majority of the remaining girls (84%) and boys (53%) reported girls. The responses of 
boys, however, were more evenly divided than those of girls, with 45% of boys reporting boys 
compared to only 14% of girls making a similar response. 

• A Goosebumps book (χ2
(2)=14.917, p<.01): Girls were more likely to report both boys and girls 

(24%) while boys (12%) were less likely to do so. Disregarding the 18% (n=59) who reported 
both boys and girls, the vast majority of the remaining girls (84%) and boys (94%) reported boys. 

Differences were also noted for most of the texts nominated for reading when the type of 

school the respondent attended was taken into account. With the exception of Harry Potter, 

Barbie, pirate and animal books, the responses of the children differed significantly by school 

type. 

• A dinosaur book (χ2
(2)=46.412, p<.001): The Boys (p-s-b: 15%) sub-group was more likely to report 

girls (13%) or no-one (5%) while the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report both boys 
and girls. The Girls (s-m-g: 11%) sub-group was more likely to report girls while the Girls (p-m-g: 
1%) sub-group was less likely to report both boys and girls. Less than 10% of children reported 
that both boys and girls would most like to read a dinosaur book. Disregarding them, the majority 
of remaining boys (p-s-b: 81%; p-m-b: 96%; s-m-b: 100%) and girls (p-s-g: 83%; p-m-g: 99%; s-m-g: 89%) 
reported boys. 

• A cooking book (χ2
(2)=27.951, p<.05): The Boys (s-m-b: 21%) sub-group was more likely to report 

boys than the members of other groups. Disregarding the 38% (n=124) of children who reported 
both boys and girls, the majority of remaining boys (p-s-b: 72%; p-m-b: 56%; s-m-b: 42%) and girls (p-s-

g: 71%; p-m-g: 77%; s-m-g: 53%) reported girls. Sixteen percent of children reported no-one. 
• A fairy tale book (χ2

(2)=31.210, p<.01): The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report both 
boys and (60%), but less likely to report girls (31%). Disregarding the 37% (n=123) of children 
who reported both boys and girls, the majority of remaining boys (p-s-b: 93%; p-m-b: 95%; s-m-b: 
76%) and the majority of remaining girls (p-s-g: 89%; p-m-g: 100%; s-m-g: 93%) reported girls. 

• A class or take-home reader (χ2
(2)=31.210, p<.01): The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was more likely to 

report girls (48%) and less likely to report no-one (4%). The Boys (p-s-b: 33%) sub-group was 
more likely to report boys. Disregarding the 66% (n=217) of children who reported both boys and 
girls, the majority of the remaining Girls (p-s-g: 86%) sub-group and all groups of mixed children 
(boys p-m-b: 72%; boys s-m-b: 53%; girls p-m-g: 87%; girls s-m-g: 77%) reported girls. The majority of 
the remaining Boys (p-s-b: 65%) sub-group reported boys. 

• A Goosebumps book (χ2
(2)=39.097, p<.01): The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was more likely to report 

girls (25%). The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report both boys and girls (34%) and 
less likely to report boys (52%). Disregarding the 18% (n=59) of children who reported both boys 
and girls, the vast majority of the remaining boys (p-s-b: 94%; p-m-b: 94%; s-m-b: 93%) and girls (p-s-g: 
65%; p-m-g: 93%; s-m-g: 78%) reported boys. 

Gendered differences in text selection (listen to): Gendered differences were noticed when 

children responded to who would most like to listen to the nominated texts. Exceptions 

occurred in relation to listening to dinosaur books, Barbie books, cooking books, Harry Potter 

books, teddy bear books, and Goosebumps books. Harry Potter, dinosaur and Goosebumps 

books were nominated as being most favoured by boys. Barbie, cooking and teddy bear books 
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were seen to be most favoured by girls. These data for listening are consistent with those for 

reading. Children's responses to the remaining texts reveal significant differences by gender 

of child. 

• An animal book (χ2
(2)=8.680, p<.02): Girls were less likely to report boys (15%), while boys were 

more likely to do so (27%). Disregarding the 64% (n=210) of children who reported both boys 
and girls, the majority of remaining boys (69%) reported boys and the majority of the remaining 
girls (55%) reported girls. 

• A fairy tale book (χ2
(2)=10.177, p<.02): Forty percent (n=130) of children reported both boys and 

girls. The majority of remaining boys (90%) and girls (96%) reported girls. 
• A pirate book (χ2

(2)=10.278, p<.01): Only 8% (n=25) of children reported both boys and girls. 
Disregarding this number, the majority of remaining boys (97%) and girls (98%) reported boys. 

• A class or take-home reader (χ2
(2)=19.315, p<.001): Girls were less likely to report boys (3%) 

while boys (17%) were more likely to do so. Disregarding the 69% (n=225) who reported both 
boys and girls, the majority of the remaining girls (80%) and boys (50%) reported girls. The 
responses of boys, however, were more evenly divided than those of girls, with 48% of boys 
reporting boys compared to only 11% of girls making a similar response. 

Differences in the children's responses were also revealed when school type was considered. 

While some differences were noted, children from private single-gender and private and state 

mixed-gender classes generally agreed on who would most like to listen to dinosaur, Barbie, 

Harry Potter, teddy bears and Goosebumps books. Children's responses to the remaining texts 

reveal significant differences by school type. 

• A cooking book (χ2
(2)=25.296, p<.05): The Girls (p-m-g: 5%) sub-group was less likely to report 

boys than members of other groups. Disregarding the 43% (n=138) of children who reported both 
boys and girls, the majority of remaining boys (p-s-b: 70%; p-m-b: 54%; s-m-b: 37%) and girls (p-s-g: 
47%; p-m-g: 78%; s-m-g: 39%) reported girls. 

• An animal book (χ2
(2)=18.600, p<.05): The Girls (p-m-g: 9%) sub-group was less likely to report 

boys, while the Boys (s-m-b: 33%) sub-group was more likely to do so. Disregarding the 64% 
(n=210) of children who reported both boys and girls, the majority of remaining boys (p-s-b: 58%; 
p-m-b: 67%; s-m-b: 81%) and girls (s-m-g: 57%) reported boys and the majority of remaining girls (p-s-g: 
67%; p-m-g: 62%) reported girls. 

• A fairy tale book (χ2
(2)=41.650, p<.01): The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys 

or both boys and girls but less likely to report girls. Disregarding the 40% (n=130) of children 
who reported both boys and girls, the majority of remaining boys (p-s-b: 93%; p-m-b: 95%; s-m-b: 
76%) reported boys and the majority of remaining girls (p-s-g: 89%; p-m-g: 100%) reported girls. The 
majority of the remaining Boys (s-m-b: 76%) sub-group reported both boys and girls. 

• A pirate book (χ2
(2)=27.350, p<.01): The Girls (s-m-g: 7%) sub-group was more likely to report 

girls and the Boys (s-m-b: 17%) sub-group was more likely to report both boys and girls. 
Disregarding the 8% (n=25) of children who reported both boys and girls, the majority of 
remaining boys (p-s-b: 94%; p-m-b: 100%; s-m-b: 95%) and girls (p-s-g: 100%; p-m-g: 100%; s-m-g: 93%) 
reported boys. 

• A class or take-home reader (χ2
(2)=90.014, p<.001): The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was more likely to 

report girls (48%) or no-one (8%). The Boys (p-s-b: 43%) sub-group was more likely to report boys 
and less likely to report both girls and boys (38%). The Girls (s-m-g: 2%) sub-group was less likely 
to report boys. Disregarding the 69% (n=225) who reported both boys and girls, the majority of 
the remaining girls (p-s-g: 86%; p-m-g: 76%; s-m-g: 80%) and the Boys (p-m-b: 79%) sub-group reported 
girls. The majority of remaining boys (p-s-b: 68%; s-m-b: 58%) reported boys. 
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4.5.2 The relevance of literacy practice to the achievement of literacy 

Another dimension of the gendered culture of literacy development is an interest in the 

judgements of participants about the preferred choice of activities for males and females. 

These choices are felt to be indicative of gender stereotyping and that in turn is felt to be 

influential in the gendered achievement of literacy. 

With that framework in mind, this section re-examines a selected list of participant 

judgements about the stereotypical nature of varied activities and then relates the tendency to 

make such judgements to the achievement of literacy, as measured by the St. Lucia Reading 

Comprehension Test. 
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Go for a swim
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Figure 27. The percentage of boys versus girls electing boys for various activities 

Figure 27 shows the number of boys and girls that nominated boys as more likely than girls 

to undertake particular activities. Boys were far more likely to nominate an activity as being 

for boys than were girls, except for playing a board game, where the percentages are almost 

equal. Boys were seen to be the ones to kick a ball, and less than 20% of boys or girls 
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nominated boys rather than girls as preferring to read a book, be read to, draw a picture, go 

for a swim, colour in, or play a board game. 

Analysis 1. Factor analysis of the 12 “who does x” items, with boys as the focus 

Successive factor analyses of the 12 “who does x” items were undertaken. A simple factor 

structure was obtained, with two-, three-, four-, or five-factor solutions all providing simple 

structures. 

Rotated Factor Matrix a
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Figure 28. Rotated factor matrix for the 12 “who does x” items, with boys as a focus 

The five factor solution shown in Figure 28, above, was minimally factorable (Kaiser-

Oblimin=0.540, 29% of variance explained). Factor scores for these five factors, identified as 

reading, drawing, biking and swimming, playing games, and quieter indoor activities, were 

saved and used in subsequent analyses.12

                                                 

12 The factor scores saved here as a by-product of these factor analyses take the form of z-scores, with a mean of 
zero and standard deviation of one. Thus highly ranked scores tend to be more positive and lowly ranked scores 
more negative. 
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Figure 29. Average (z) scores obtained by boys and girls on the five factor scores, split by type 
of school (private, state) 

Figure 29 shows us that boys and girls in private and state schools differ strongly in their 

attribution of these various types of activities to boys. In that the factor scores represent 

standardised versions of the item scores (i.e., the average score for each factor, regardless of 

the strength of agreement for items, equals zero), they do not reflect the relative strength of 

male/female preference per factor as clearly as they did per item. But it is clear that private 

school boys were far more likely than state school boys to consider Other vigorous games as 

boys’ activities and less likely to consider Less vigorous games as their type of activity. 

Analysis 2. Examination of extent to which the five factor scores predict the 
achievement of literacy 

The relevance of these patterns of response to the achievement of literacy was examined by 

parallel linear stepwise regressions, in which the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test 

scores were entered as the DV, the five factor scores were entered as IVs, and the data set 

split by type of school (private, state). There was a significant association across the IVs for 

private school students but not for state school students such that assigning the activity to 

boys of playing vigorous games (R2=.062, β=.200, t=2.682, p<.01), including ball games, 

computer games, and playing outside, was associated with higher scores on the St. Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test . There was also a significant negative association, again for 

private school students such that assigning art to boys was associated with lower scores on 

the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension Test (R2=.062, β=-.151, t=-2.018, p<.05). 

This outcome affirms the uncertain nature of the relationship between the notions of gendered 

literacy and the achievement of literacy at least in these early stages of its development. One 

way to interpret this outcome is to note that this judgement came from private school 

students, and identified as a group the three most prototypically male activities on the list (see 

Figure 28, above) and also the two least male activities (see Figure 28 above). A child’s 
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ability to identify such gender-based stereotyping might well be one of the precursors for 

achieving literacy. 

4.5.3 Summary comments 

This selection of 12 “who does x” items indicates that boys and girls can agree about the 

relative importance of these activities to boys. The three most highly identified activities 

(kicking a ball, computer games, playing outside) grouped to form a distinct factor (subscale) 

and this factor score is the only one of the five factor scores that was positively associated at 

with scores on the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. Likewise, the two least highly 

identified activities (drawing, colouring in) is the only one of the five factor scores that was 

negatively associated with scores on the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. 

The distinction that arises here is similar to one that has emerged previously, namely that not 

only did private school children obtain better scores on the St. Lucia Reading Comprehension 

Test, it is the private school whose identification of highly stereotypically male activities is 

linked positively with an external measure of the achievement of literacy. 

This linkage on their part seems indicative of an enhanced ability to read social codes more 

generally. If this is the case, it may reflect the different and more positive value they place on 

associating a stereotypical social code for males and achieving in literacy. 

4.6 The importance of gender in relation to literacy development 
Analysis of data revealed significant differences in the responses of girls and boys and their 

parents in the four overlapping factors identified in the research literature as critical in 

influencing the literacy development of young readers. Differences based on the gender of the 

child were also noted at each phase of the study though not consistently through all phases. A 

summary of gendered differences, as reported in the preceding sections, follows. 

Specifically, in relation to children's achievement in reading, the following gendered 

differences were noted. 

Analysis of individual children's Continuum files revealed that boys performed more poorly 

than girls in both phases of the study on most measures of achievement especially in 

Continuum Phase B and Continuum Phase C and in the Total Continuum score, where the 

differences were statistically significant. 

When asked whether boys and girls read well, a majority of children reported that boys and 

girls do, although 7% more children in Phase 1 and 8% in Phase 2 said that girls rather than 
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boys read well. Both genders tended to favour their own in their responses. Boys were more 

likely to report that boys read well and that girls do not read well, while girls were more 

likely to report that girls read well and boys do not. 

At Phase 1 of the study, when asked whether girls or boys read best, a difference of over 15% 

existed in favour of girls. At Phase 2, this difference increased to almost 20%. Again, both 

genders tended to favour their own in their responses. In both phases, girls were more likely 

to report that girls read best and less likely to report that girls do not read best. They were 

also more likely to state that boys do not read best and less likely to report that boys read best. 

Conversely, boys were more likely to report that boys or both boys and girls read best and to 

report that girls do not read best. They were also less likely to report that boys do not read 

best. In Phase 2, however, the percentage of children reporting that both girls and boys read 

best increased by 10% from 19 % in Phase 1 to 29% in Phase 2. Also in Phase 2, differences 

in the comments of boys and girls in response to whether boys read best were significant. 

Girls were more likely to report that boys would rather do something else than read. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's attitude to reading, the following gendered 

differences were noted. 

Formal attitude scores recorded by teachers at Phase 1 indicated that boys performed more 

poorly than girls on all measures of Attitude, except Phase A and Phase E, where scores were 

approximately equal. The overall mean attitude score of boys and girls also revealed 

significant differences in the recorded attitudes of boys and girls to reading. In Phase 2, 

significant differences between the recorded attitude scores of boys and girls were noted in 

Phase B of the Continuum, with boys performing more poorly than girls. 

Girls and boys differed in Phase 1 and Phase 2 with regard to the number of boys in their 

class that they believed liked reading. Most children reported that a few or some boys liked 

reading. Girls in both phases were more likely to report that no boys liked reading, while 

boys were less likely to do so. 

When children were asked whether boys and girls liked to read, the majority of both boys and 

girls reported that both boys and girls did. However the difference between the percentage of 

children saying girls would like to and those stating that boys would like to was considerable 

(in Phase 1 almost 21% fewer children reported boys liked to read, while in Phase 2, almost 

28% did). Further, boys were more likely to report that girls do not like to read, while girls 

were less likely to do so. Similarly, in both Phases 1 and 2, girls were more likely to state that 
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boys do not like to read and boys were less likely to do so. Boys were also more likely to 

report that boys do like to read, while girls were less likely to report that they do. 

When children were asked whether girls and boys liked being read to, a majority of children 

reported that boys and girls did. Over 16% more children in Phase 1 and almost 11% in Phase 

2 said that girls rather than boys liked being read to. In both Phases 1 and 2, boys were more 

likely to state that girls did not like being read to while girls were less likely to do so. Girls 

were more likely to report that boys did not like being read to while boys were less likely to 

do so. 

Children differed in Phase 1 when asked who would most like to read, be read to or read to 

someone else. Overall, girls were said by a majority to most like reading to themselves or to 

someone else. Both boys and girls were nominated as most liking to be read to. However, 

once those nominating both boys and girls were disregarded, boys and girls most favoured 

their own gender in their responses. However girls were more definite about their selection of 

girls than boys were about their selection of boys. Greater numbers of girls nominated girls 

than boys nominated boys. 

Differences were also noted in Phase 2 in response to the above questions. Girls were said by 

the majority of children to most like reading to someone else, but both boys and girls were 

seen to most like to read to themselves or be read to. As in Phase 1, once those children who 

nominated both boys and girls for each question were disregarded, each gender tended to 

favour its own in its responses. 

When the frequency of reading for pleasure was examined, boys were more likely to report 

that they never read because they wanted to while girls were less likely to do so. This was 

consistent across Phases 1 and 2. Additionally in Phase 2, girls were more likely to report 

every day while boys were less likely to do so. 

A number of children made gender comments in response to questions about self or other 

children reading or listening to their favourite books. In Phase 1, when asked what children of 

the same gender would like about having the respondent's favourite book read to them, boys 

were more likely to make a gender comment while girls were less likely to do so. Conversely, 

in both phases, in relation to what opposite gender children would most like about having the 

respondent's favourite book read to them, girls were more likely to make a gender comment 

while boys were less likely to do so. In response to identifying what they most liked about 
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having their favourite book read to them, boys in Phase 2 were more likely to make a gender 

comment while girls were less likely to do so. 

When asked whether their children liked to read, the majority of parents responded in the 

affirmative. Differences in the responses of parents of boys and girls were recorded in Phase 

1. The parents of boys were more likely to report that their sons did not like to read. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's background and experience of reading at home, 

the following gendered differences were noted. 

Girls in Phase 1 of the study indicated that they read more for school each day than boys, and 

reported reading everyday slightly more frequently for homework than boys did. This pattern 

of response was not repeated in Phase 2. 

Boys and girls differed in how often they reported reading for pleasure in both Phases 1 and 2 

of the study. In Phase 1 and Phase 2, nonparametric tests revealed that girls read more for 

pleasure each week than boys, though in Phase 2, this difference was not significant. In both 

Phase 1 and Phase 2, boys were more likely to report never reading for pleasure, while girls 

were less likely to do so. In Phase 2, girls were more likely to report reading for pleasure 

every day while boys were less likely to do so. 

In Phase 2, boys and girls differed when asked whether their teacher read to them. Boys were 

more likely to report that their teacher did not read to them, while girls were less likely to do 

so. 

Finally, boys and girls differed in Phase 2 of the study when identifying who read best. Boys 

were more likely to respond that boys do and less likely to respond that they do not or that 

both boys and girls do. Conversely, girls were less likely to respond that boys do and far 

more likely to respond that boys do not or that both boys and girls do. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's literacy practice, the following gendered differences 

were noted. 

When identifying whether boys or girls or both boys and girls would most like to participate 

in a range of nominated activities, differences were noted in the responses of boys and girls in 

all phases of the study. In Phase 1, there was general agreement regarding who would most 

like to kick a ball, watch TV and play a board game. However, there was disagreement 

between genders on who would most like to play computer, ride a bike, read a book to 

themselves, colour in, draw a picture, go for a swim, play outside and read to someone. In 
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Phase 2, there was general agreement between girls and boys only on who would most like to 

watch TV. On all remaining activities, boys and girls differed as to who would most like to 

participate in them. 

Children's book preferences differed in both Phase 1 and Phase 2. When nominating their 

favourite book, excluding those children who chose a book suitable for both boys and girls, 

the vast majority of boys chose a boy book and the majority of girls chose a girl book. This 

applies both to books chosen for reading themselves and to books that were to be read to the 

children. 

In Phase 1, girls were more likely to report reading magazines for school or homework than 

boys were. Significant differences also existed in both phases of the study between the 

number of boys and girls reporting that they read fiction stories, magazines and recipe books 

for pleasure, with more boys claiming that they read the former and more girls stating that 

they read the latter two text types for pleasure each week. 

When the amount read for school was examined, nonparametric tests revealed that girls in 

Phase 1 read significantly more texts for homework and for pleasure each week. Boys in 

Phase 2 were more likely to report that they read zero items for pleasure each week while 

girls were less likely to do so. 

The majority of children in Phase 1 reported that both boys and girls would most like to be 

read to. Of the remaining children, a weakly significant difference between the responses of 

boys and girls was noted. A larger percentage of girls than boys stated that girls would most 

like to be read to and only a small percentage of boys and girls reported that boys would most 

like to be read to. 

In Phase 2, children were asked to identify a book that only girls would like. While only 

weakly significant, their responses did differ by gender. The majority nominated a girl book, 

though boys were more slightly more likely to nominate a boy book or to say that there were 

no books that would only be liked by girls. 

Children in Phase 2 reported on who would most like to read nominated texts. The responses 

of boys and girls differed significantly in the case of non-fiction books, dinosaur books, teddy 

bear books, animal books, fairy tales, class or take home readers and Goosebumps books. 

Essentially, boys and girls disagreed on who would most like to read these texts. 

Disagreement between genders also occurred in Phase 2 in relation to who would most like to 

listen to animal books, fairy tales, pirate books and class or take-home readers. Again, boys 

181 



 

and girls disagreed on whether boys, girls or both boys and girls would most like to listen to 

these texts. 

4.7 The importance of School Type 
Analysis of data revealed significant differences in the responses of girls and boys from 

different school structures in the four over-lapping factors identified in the research literature 

as critical in influencing the literacy development of young readers. Differences based on the 

respondents' school type were also noted at each phase of the study though not consistently 

through all phases. A summary of differences based on the gender composition of the class 

follows. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's achievement in reading, the following differences 

based on school type were noted. 

Formal achievement scores recorded by teachers at Phase 1 indicated that boys performed 

more poorly than girls except in Continuum Phase A and Continuum Phase E. The mean 

score of girls and boys of all school types differed significantly at Continuum Phase B, 

Continuum Phase C and in the Continuum Total Score. The Girls (m-g) sub-group performed 

equal to or better than the Boys (m-b) sub-group at all levels except Continuum Phase E, and 

equal to or better than the Boys (s-b) sub-group and girls at all Continuum Phases. The Boys 

(s-b) sub-group performed worse than all other groups except at Continuum Phase A and at 

Continuum Phase E. In Phase 2 of the research, boys again performed more poorly than girls 

on most measures of achievement, except on Continuum Phase A and Continuum Phase E. 

The mean score of girls (p-s-g; p-m-g; s-m-g) and boys (p-s-b; p-m-b; s-m-b) differed significantly at 

Continuum Phase B, Continuum Phase C, Continuum Phase D and in the Continuum Total 

score. All groups scored equally at Continuum Phase A and Continuum Phase E. Boys (p-s-b; s-

m-b) performed most poorly on the other three phases, including their overall score. The Girls 

(p-m-g) sub-group and the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group performed at a consistently high level 

throughout the five phases and in their total score. 

At Phase 2, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group and the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group were less likely to “not 

meet” the Net's criteria on the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading, while the Boys (s-m-b) sub-

group was more likely to “not meet” them. 

Results from the standardised reading test, only administered at Phase 2, revealed that the 

Girls (p-m-g) sub-group and the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group and to a slightly lesser extent the Boys 

(p-m-b) sub-group did particularly well whereas the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group and the Girls (s-m-g) 
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sub-group did particularly poorly. The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group scored at an intermediate level 

in terms of the reading test. A nonparametric test of the relative reading age rankings of boys 

and girls from different school types revealed that private school children attained a higher 

reading score than state school children. The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group achieved the highest 

reading age, followed by boys (p-s-b; p-m-b) and the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group. The Girls (s-m-g) sub-

group achieved the next highest reading age with the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group attaining the 

lowest mean ranking of all the groups. 

In relation to whether girls read well, the majority of boys and girls at Phase 1 reported that 

they did read well. The Boys (s-b) sub-group, however, was more likely to report that girls did 

not read well than the children from the other groups. In Phase 2, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group 

was more likely to report that girls did not read well, while the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was 

less likely to do so. In relation to boys, most boys (s-b ; m-b) and girls (s-g; m-g) reported that they 

read well. However, the Boys (s-g) sub-group was less likely to report that boys did not read 

well while the Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to do so. In Phase 2, as in the previous 

phase, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was less likely to report that boys do not read well. 

In relation to whether girls or boys read best, the responses of boys and girls tended to favour 

their own gender in both phases. In Phase 1, boys (s-b; m-b) were more likely to report that girls 

did not read best and less likely to report that girls read best. Girls (m-g; s-g) were more likely 

to report that girls read best and less likely to report that they do not read best. In Phase 2, all 

boys were more likely to report that girls do not read best and less likely to report that girls 

read best. Conversely, all girls were less likely to say that girls do not read best and more 

likely to report that girls read best. In relation to boys, the majority of boys reported that boys 

read best and the majority of girls reported that boys do not read best. In Phase 1, boys (s-b; m-

b) were more likely to report that boys read best and less likely to report that boys don't read 

best. Girls (m-g; s-g) were more likely to report that boys don't read best and less likely to 

report that they do read best. In Phase 2, all boys were more likely to respond that boys read 

best and less likely to respond that they do not read best. Conversely, all girls were less likely 

to respond that boys read best and more likely to respond that boys do not read best. 

When commenting on whether girls read best, the Boys (s-b) sub-group in Phase 1 differed 

from children from the other sub-groups in that they were more likely to make an other 

comment. When commenting on whether boys read best, the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group in Phase 2 

was more likely to comment that boys can already read and the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was 
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more likely to report that boys would rather do something else than were children from other 

groups. 

When asked whether their children read well, the majority of parents of boys and girls in 

Phase 2 responded that their child read well, however the parents of the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group 

were more likely to report that their children did not read well, while the parents of the Girls 

(p-m-g) sub-group were less likely to do so. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's attitude to reading, the following differences based 

on school type were noted. 

Formal attitude scores recorded by teachers at Phase 1 indicated that the Boys (s-b) sub-group 

generally performed more poorly than girls (s-g; m-g) or the Boys (m-g) sub-group on a number 

of measures of attitude. The difference between the mean score of girls (s-g and m-g) and boys 

(s-g and m-g) was only significant at Continuum Phase C and Continuum Phase D. These 

scores affected the overall mean score at which point the difference between the attitude 

scores of boys (s-g and m-g) and girls (s-g and m-g) was significant. In Phase 2, attitude scores 

differed significantly between girls (p-s-g; p-m-g; s-m-g) and boys (p-s-b; p-m-b; s-m-b) at Continuum 

Phase B and Continuum Phase C. 

In Phase 1, the Boys (m-b) sub-group was more likely to report that they did not like reading 

and the Girls (m-g) sub-group was less likely to do so. 

When asked in Phase 1 whether girls liked to read, the Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely 

to nominate girls did not like to read, while the Girls (m-g) sub-group was less likely to do so. 

With regard to whether boys liked to read, girls (s-g; m-g) were more likely to report that boys 

did not like to read, while the Boys (s-b) sub-group was less likely to do so. Boys (s-b; m-b) 

were more likely to report that boys did not like to read while the Girls (m-g) sub-group was 

less likely to do so. The Boys (s-b) sub-group who commented on this was more likely to 

make a skill comment, while the Girls (s-g) sub-group was more likely to make a gender 

comment. In Phase 2, the majority of boys and girls reported that girls liked to read. However 

the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was most likely to report that girls do not like to read, while the 

Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was less likely to do so. In response to boys' reading, girls (p-s-g; p-m-g) 

were more likely to report that boys did not like to read, while boys (p-s-b; s-m-b) were far less 

likely to do so. Only boys (p-s-b: 85%; p-m-b: 69%; s-m-b: 85%) and the Girls (s-m-g: 54%) sub-

group agreed that boys liked to read. 
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When asked in Phase 1 whether they thought girls liked being read to, the Boys (s-b) sub-

group was more likely to report that girls did not like being read to, while the Girls (m-g) sub-

group was less likely to do so. In relation to boys, the Boys (m-b) sub-group was less likely to 

report boys did not like being read to than were the Boys (s-b) sub-group and girls (s-g; m-g). In 

Phase 2, in relation to girls, the majority of boys (p-s-b; p-m-b; s-m-b) and girls (p-s-g; p-m-g; s-m-g) 

reported that girls liked being read to. However, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to 

report that girls did not like being read to. In relation to boys, the majority of boys (p-s-b; p-m-b; 

s-m-b) and girls (p-s-g; p-m-g; s-m-g) reported that boys liked being read to. However, the Girls (p-s-

g) sub-group was more likely to report that boys did not like being read to, while boys (p-m-b; s-

m-b) were less likely to do so. 

Boys and girls differed in their views about who would most like to read a book by 

themselves. In Phase 1, the Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls, and girls (s-g; 

m-g) were less likely to report boys. The Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys 

and boys (s-b; m-b) were less likely to report girls. In Phase 2, girls (p-s-g; p-m-g) were more likely 

to report girls. The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys and less likely to 

report girls. The Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report both boys and girls. 

Disregarding the 43% of children who reported both boys and girls, the majority of boys (p-m-

b; s-m-b) and girls (p-s-g; p-m-g; s-m-g) reported that girls would most like to read. The Boys (p-s-b) 

sub-group reported boys would most like to read a book by themselves. 

In Phase 1, The Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys would most like to be 

read to while the Girls (s-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls would. In Phase 2, a 

significant difference did not exist between the children's responses. In Phase 1 in relation to 

who would most like to read to someone else, the Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to 

report girls, while the Boys (m-b) sub-group was less likely to do so. In Phase 2, girls (p-s-g; p-m-

g) were more likely to report girls while the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was less likely to do so. 

The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys and the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was 

more likely to report no-one. 

In Phase 1, in response to what other same gender children would like about having the 

respondent's favourite book read to them, boys (s-b; m-b) differed from girls (s-g; m-g) in that the 

former two were more likely to make a gender comment and the latter two were less likely to 

do so. Conversely, in relation to opposite gender children, the Girls (s-g) sub-group was more 

likely to make a gender comment, while the Boys (m-b) sub-group was less likely to do so. 
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In Phase 2, when reporting what opposite gender children would most like about having the 

respondent's favourite book read to them, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report 

opposite gender children would most like words and less likely to report pictures. The Boys 

(p-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report pictures and less likely to report storyline. The 

Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was more likely to make a gender comment in relation to opposite 

gender children than were children from the other school types. 

In Phase 2, when reporting what opposite gender children would most like about reading the 

respondent's favourite book, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report that they 

would like the words and pictures, while the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report 

pictures and less likely to report characters. The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was more likely to 

make a gender comment about what opposite gender children would most like about reading 

the respondent's favourite book than children from other school types. 

In Phase 2, in relation to the number of boys in their class who liked reading, the Girls (p-m-g) 

sub-group was more likely to report that no boys or some boys liked reading and were less 

likely to report that all boys like reading. The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report 

that most boys liked reading while the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was less likely to report none. 

The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was less likely to report some and more likely to report that all 

boys in their class like reading. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's background and experience of reading at home, 

the following differences based on school type were noted. 

With regard to the frequency with which children read for school, in Phase 1 the Boys (s-b) 

sub-group was less likely to report reading for school every day than children from other 

school types. While nonparametric tests revealed that the Girls (s-g) sub-group reported 

reading the most for homework each week, their responses were similar to those of the Girls 

(m-g) sub-group and the Boys (m-b) sub-group. These results differed in Phase 2. The Girls (p-m-

g) sub-group was more likely to report reading every day in class and for homework and the 

Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report never reading in class or for homework each 

week. 

Nonparametric tests also revealed significant differences between the responses of children in 

Phase 1 from different school types in the frequency with which they read for pleasure each 

week. The Girls (s-g) sub-group reported reading the most, followed by the Girls (m-g) sub-

group and the Boys (s-b) sub-group. The Boys (m-b) sub-group reported reading for pleasure 
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less often than the members of other groups. The Boys (m-b) sub-group was more likely to 

report that they never read for pleasure while the Girls (m-g) sub-group was less likely to do 

so. In Phase 2, the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to respond never and the Boys (s-m-b) 

sub-group was more likely to do so. The majority of girls (p-m-g; s-m-g) responded every day. 

The majority of the Girls (p-s-g) sub-group and the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group reported reading for 

pleasure sometimes while the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group reported doing so occasionally. Equal 

numbers of the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group reported reading for pleasure sometimes or 

occasionally. 

With regard to how often children in Phase 2 were read to, the most common responses for 

all children were either occasionally or sometimes. However, the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was 

less likely to report that they were read to every day than were other boys and girls. 

In Phase 2, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group differed from the boys and girls from other school types 

in reporting who read to them. The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was less likely to report that their 

teacher, brother and father read to them. The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report 

that their father read to them. 

In Phase 2, parents differed when reporting the number of people who read to their children. 

The parents of the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group were more likely to report that zero or one person 

read to the participant and less likely to report that two people did. The parents of the Boys (p-

m-b) sub-group were more likely to report that four or five people read to the participant. The 

parents of the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group were more likely to report that their children were read 

to by two people and less likely to report that one person read to them. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's literacy practice, the following differences based on 

school type were noted. 

In Phase 1, in response to the gender classification of their favourite books, girls from both 

school types were more likely to choose a girl book, while all boys were less likely to do so. 

Boys from both school types were more likely to choose a boy book, while all girls were less 

likely to do so. This result is consistent both with favourite books children chose to read for 

themselves and with favourite books children liked to have read to them. This tendency for 

girls to choose girl books and not boy books and boys to choose boy books and not girl books 

was repeated in Phase 2. In relation to the book they most liked having read to them, girls (p-s-

g; p-m-g) were more likely to choose a girl book and girls (p-m-g; s-m-g) were less likely to choose 

a boy book. Boys (p-s-b; p-m-b) were more likely to choose a boy book, while all boys were less 
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likely to choose a girl book. In relation to the book they most liked to read for themselves, all 

girls were more likely to choose a girl book and girls (p-m-g; s-m-g) were less likely to choose a 

boy book. All boys were less likely to choose a girl book and boys (p-s-b; p-m-b) were more 

likely to choose a boy book. 

Children in Phase 1 differed in the types of reading materials they read either for school or 

for pleasure each week. In relation to reading non-fiction stories for school each week, the 

Boys (s-b) sub-group was less likely to report reading them and more likely to report not 

reading them. Responses differed for various groups in relation to reading fiction stories, 

magazines and recipe books for pleasure each week. The Girls (m-g) sub-group was less likely 

to report that they did not read fiction stories for pleasure each week, while the Boys (s-b) sub-

group was more likely to report that they did. The Boys (m-b) sub-group was less like to report 

that they read magazines for pleasure each week than children from other groups. The Girls 

(s-g) sub-group was more likely to report that they read magazines and other materials for 

pleasure each week. The Boys (m-b) sub-group was less likely to report that they read recipe 

books for pleasure each week than the Boys (s-b) sub-group or girls (s-g; m-g). 

At Phase 2, children also differed in their reports on reading fiction stories for pleasure each 

week. The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to respond that they did not read fiction 

stories for pleasure each week. However, the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to do so. 

When asked who would most like to do a range of activities, differences were noted in the 

responses of children at Phase 1 for all but one of the nominated activities (kicking a ball). 

• Ride a bike: The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls and less likely to report 
boys. The Boys (m-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys would most like to ride a bike 
and less likely to report girls would. 

• Read a book: The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report that girls and, along with the 
Girls (s-g) sub-group less likely to say that boys would. Boys (s-b; m-b) were less likely to report 
girls and the Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys. 

• Be read to: The majority of boys and girls opted for the both option. Disregarding these, a 
much larger percentage of the remaining girls than boys stated that girls would most like to be 
read to. Only a small percentage of the remaining boys and girls reported that boys would 
most like to be read to. In spite of this, the Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys 
would like to be read to than were children from the other groups. 

• Watch TV: The Girls (s-g) sub-group was more likely to say girls, while the Boys (s-b) sub-
group was less likely to do so. Disregarding those who chose the both option, the majority of 
girls and boys, with the exception of the Girls (s-g) sub-group, reported boys would most like 
to watch TV. 

• Draw a picture: The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls would most like to 
draw a picture and less likely to report boys would. Boys (s-b; m-b) were less likely to report 
girls and the Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys. 
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• Play computer games: The Girls (s-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls and less likely 
to report boys. Boys (s-b; m-b) were less likely to report girls and the Boys (s-b) sub-group was 
more likely to report boys would most like to play computer games. 

• Go for a swim: The Girls (m-g) sub-group was less likely to report boys while the Boys (m-b) 
sub-group was less likely to report girls. The Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to state that 
boys would like to go for a swim. 

• Colour in: The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls and less likely to report 
boys or both boys and girls would. Conversely, the Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to 
report boys and less likely to report girls would most like to colour in. 

• Play a board game: The Girls (s-g) sub-group was more likely than children of the other groups 
to report that girls would most like to play a board game. 

• Play outside: The Girls (s-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls while boys (s-b; m-b) were 
less likely to do so. The Boys (s-b) sub-group was more likely to report that boys would most 
like to play outside. 

• Read to someone: The Girls (m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls while the Boys (m-

b) sub-group was less likely to do so. 

Differences were noted at Phase 2 in children’s responses to all but two of the activities 

nominated (being read to and watching TV). 

• Ride a bike: The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls and the Girls (p-s-g) sub-
group was less likely to report boys. Boys (p-m-b; s-m-b) were less likely to report girls would 
most like to ride a bike. 

• Read a book: Girls (p-s-g; p-m-g) were more likely to report girls. The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was 
less likely to report girls and more likely to report that boys would most like to read a book. 

• Kick a ball: The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report that both boys and girls 
would most like to kick a ball while the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was less likely to do so. 

• Draw a picture: The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls and less likely to 
report boys or both boys and girls. The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys 
would most like to draw a picture. 

• Playing computer games: The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls and less 
likely to nominate boys. The Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys and were 
less likely to report that both boys and girls would most like to play computer games. 

• Go for a swim: The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys and less likely to 
report that both boys and girls would most like to go for a swim. 

• Colour in: The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls and less likely to report 
both boys and girls. Conversely, the Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys and 
less likely to report girls would most like to colour in. 

• Play a board game: The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls would most like 
to play a board game, while the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was less likely to do so. 

• Playing outside: The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to report boys. The Boys (p-s-b) sub-
group was more likely to report boys and less likely to report that both girls and boys would 
most like to play outside. 

• Read to someone: Girls (p-s-g; p-m-g) were more likely to report girls while the Boys (s-m-b) sub-
group was less likely to do so. The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys while 
the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to do so. The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely 
to report that no-one would most like to read to someone, although this result should be 
treated with caution as all cells in this row have a count of less than five. 

When books that only girls would like were identified in Phase 2, the Girls (s-m-g) sub-group 

was more likely to identify a book suitable for both boys and girls, while the Boys (p-s-b) sub-
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group was more likely to report that there were no books that only girls would like. In 

relation to books that only boys would like, the Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to 

identify a book suitable for girls or report that there were no books that only boys would like. 

The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group in Phase 2 differed from all other children when asked who would 

most like to read a non-fiction book. They were more likely to report boys. 

Differences were noted in the responses of children in Phase 2 in response to who would 

most like to read or listen to a range of texts. In relation to reading: 

• A dinosaur book: The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report girls or no-one while 
the Boys (p-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report both boys and girls. The Girls (s-m-g) sub-
group was more likely to report girls, while the Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to report 
that both boys and girls would most like to read a dinosaur book. 

• A cooking book: The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report that boys would most 
like to read a cooking book than the members of the other groups. 

• A fairy tale book: The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report both boys and girls but 
less likely to report girls would most like to read a fairy tale book. 

• A class or take-home reader: The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls and 
less likely to report that no-one would most like to read class or take-home readers. The Boys 
(p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys. 

• A Goosebumps book: The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls. The Girls (s-m-

g) sub-group was more likely to report both boys and girls would most like to read a 
Goosebumps book, and boys were less likely to do so. 

In relation to listening to a text being read: 

• A cooking book: The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to report boys than the members 
of the other groups. 

• An animal book: The Girls (p-m-g) sub-group was less likely to report boys, while the Boys (s-m-

b) sub-group was more likely to do so. 
• A fairy tale book: The Boys (s-m-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys or both boys and 

girls, but less likely to report girls. The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was more likely to report no-
one. However, these results should be viewed with caution as all cells of this row have counts 
less than five. 

• A pirate book: The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls, and the Boys (s-m-b) 
sub-group was more likely to report that both boys and girls would most like to listen to a 
pirate book. 

• A class or take-home reader: The Girls (p-s-g) sub-group was more likely to report girls or no-
one. The Boys (p-s-b) sub-group was more likely to report boys and less likely to report that 
both girls and boys would. The Girls (s-m-g) sub-group was less likely to report that boys 
would most like to listen to class or take-home readers. 

4.8 Conclusions 
The data for this study were analysed to provide insight into six main questions posed at the 

end of Chapter 2. They were: 

• What do collected data reveal about boys' achievement in reading as measured on the Indicators 
for Reading Development Continuum, the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading and by an 
independent measure? 
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• What are boys’ attitudes to reading (both academic and recreational)? 
• What elements of a boy's background and experience of reading in his home environment affect 

his attitude to reading activities (both academic and recreational) and his performance in them? 
• What features of literacy practice in the school setting influence boys' participation, interest and 

achievement? 
• What influence does gender have on attitude to reading (both academically and recreationally) 

and to reading achievement and experiences of reading? 
• What influences do gender composition of the class and school type have on attitude to reading 

and to reading achievement and experience of reading (both academically and recreationally)? 

The six main questions posed of the study pertain to boys' achievement in classroom literacy 

(achievement), their attitudes to reading (attitude), their experience of reading in their home 

and school environment (background and experience of reading at home), and their textual 

preferences, reading practices and general interests (literacy practice) and are representative 

of the literature surrounding this subject. The independent variables of gender and school 

type intersect all four of these variables. 

The literacy achievements of boys and girls differed. Boys achieved less than girls. However, 

the study has indicated some issues about the reliability of these results. Fewer boys than girls 

met the desired criteria on the Year 2 Diagnostic Net and on the Key Indicators for Reading 

Continuum. However, this consistency fragmented when results were examined on a 

standardised test applied in the research. Some boys in some school settings outperformed 

some girls. Nonetheless, boys generally still performed at a slightly lower level than girls. In 

Phase 2, boys occupied the lowest end of the rankings for all measures of reading 

achievement. Girls achieved at the highest end of the rankings, except in the Year 2 Net result 

where one group of boys excelled. This group was 98% successful in meeting the Net's 

criteria. The highest-performing, female group achieved a 94% rating. 

Children generally believed that both girls and boys read well, though slightly more reported 

girls doing so. More parents of boys believed that their children (sons) did not read well, 

adding some consistency to the finding of the children themselves. While not statistically 

significant, a trending pattern of boys seen as poorer readers was suggested. 

Factors relating to attitude that influenced literacy were gender specific. Throughout the 

research, children and their parents reported consistently that boys like reading and being 

read to less than girls do. The points of reference for this question moved from specifically 

personal (“Do you like …?”), through moderate reference (“How many boys in your class 

like …?”) to highly general (“Do boys like …?”). Answers consistently pointed to boys 
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having a less positive reading attitude than girls, and seeing other boys whom they know in 

the same perspective, as well as boys in general. 

State-wide testing of literacy performance included assessments of reading attitude. In this 

study, results across the phases indicated that the teacher-tests supported the finding from the 

constructed surveys that boys view literacy less favourably than girls. 

What boys and girls experience of literacy in their home environments also created a 

gendered basis for their early impressions of literacy and of people being literate. In this 

research, boys reported being read to slightly less frequently than girls and had slightly fewer 

text types read to them. Female figures dominated their reader-models, particularly mother 

and teacher. Boys were less willing and enthusiastic to engage with literacy activities, 

reading less for school-based purposes or for pleasure than girls. Boys also reported reading a 

more restricted variety of texts for school or pleasure purposes. Parents consistently identified 

mother as the most influential person in their children's reading generally and in the attitudes, 

interests and achievements that followed. The teacher, in most cases another female figure, 

was identified as second most influential in these respects. 

Finally, gender impacted heavily on literacy engagement, a key literacy practice of boys and 

girls. They have no differential preferences for genre. However, there were decided 

differences for content. Boys and girls, chose quite distinct topics when not reading or 

listening to "gender-neutral" texts. They indicated strongly that some texts are boy-specific, 

others are girl-specific and some are both boy-and-girl-specific. 

Generally, boys more than girls enjoyed texts that promoted action or violence or scary 

elements through their words and illustrations, such as in the Pokemon, dinosaurs and 

Goosebumps examples they provided or that were discussed with them. Generally, girls 

preferred texts where “pretty” depictions of content formed, such as with fairies, heroines and 

heroes and teddy bears. Boys and girls also differed on activities they found engaging. Again, 

if focusing on one gender or the other (as opposed to both genders together), boys preferred 

active, "doing", gross-motor pursuits, while girls favoured quiet, concentrated, fine-motor 

activities. Girls overwhelmingly preferred reading, being read to and reading to someone. 

This gender difference has implications for the way reading is encouraged in classrooms. 

Gender has proven significant in all areas of influence. School type, also associated with the 

areas. Specifically, boys from private, single-gender schools [Boys (p-s-b) sub-group] revealed 

an oppositional view of girls from all other groups. While not presenting the view 
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consistently across all questions, and not presenting an entirely exclusive view when other 

sub-groups’ data were examined for some questions, these boys held particularly different 

opinions. Notably: 

• girls do not read well 
• girls do not like to read 
• girls don't like to be read to 
• girls would most like to read dinosaur books 
• boys would most like to read a book to themselves 
• boys would most like to draw a picture 
• boys would most like to colour in 
• boys would most like to read non-fiction stories 
• boys would most like to read and listen to class or take-home readers 
• boys like reading 
• boys do like to read or be read to 

Examples of their less-likely responses are: 

• girls would most like to read a book 
• boys read every day 
• boys don't read well 

State school children differed from private school children in a number of ways, most 

specifically in relation to their test score achievement and their attitudes to reading. While 

their answers to some questions revealed attitudinal differences from those of their private 

school counterparts and from each other, state school girls and boys achieved at the lower end 

of the rankings on all measures of achievement. In the Attitude Continuum, the Year 2 

Diagnostic Net, the Key indicators on the Reading Development Continuum and the St Lucia 

Reading Comprehension Test, state school boys attained the lowest or second lowest scores 

and state school girls attained at the lower end of the scores. 

The implications arising from these results will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5. Discussion 
Through this thesis study the researcher sought to identify gendered features of children's 

development in early literacy, particularly those that contribute to the generally poorer 

performance of boys in literacy. 

In 1997, over one third of boys assessed were failing to meet the required criteria as 

measured on the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading, compared with only one quarter of girls. 

In the intervening years, this pattern has continued. Generally, the difference between boys 

and girls failing to meet the required criteria lies at between eight and 10 percent. 

Many researchers (see, for example, Epstein & Mac an Ghaill, 2002; Mahony & Smedley, 

1998; Southern, 1978) believed boys as a gender have a history of underachievement in 

literacy. They have suggested that the issue is not new, just one that currently is receiving 

new focus in the concerns and work of modern day educators. In 2003, the issue remains 

problematic for educators. Despite awareness of a need to attend to boys’ literacy, and a 

recent history of additional financial and physical resources to help improve the status of 

reading and the performance of boys in it, male students continue to perform poorly. Results 

from the 2003 Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading confirmed the ongoing nature of the 

problem. Although the numbers of children who fail to meet the Net criteria are on the 

decline, the differences between the achievements of boys and girls remain constant, this year 

falling at around nine percent. Over one fifth of girls (21%) and almost one third of boys 

(30%) in this State in 2003 failed to meet the Net requirements for literacy performance. 

Identifying features of participation that contribute to this poorer performance remains an 

important priority for those seeking clarification of the problematic and direction for action. 

The thesis study is a response to this priority. It has added to findings currently available 

about boys' literacy and attempted to address some of the conflicting opinions about 

school/class gender arrangements. Each answer given by children or parents in response to 

probes used in the study jigsaws together to form a picture of boys and girls in the emergent 

reader phase and the factors that impact on their engagement, sustained attention and 

achievement in literacy. It must be remembered that little of the available research applies to 

children in the early stages of learning to read. The conclusions considered, tested and 

addressed in relation to this group of emergent readers are summarised and presented below. 

Some were not replicated in the observations made with young learners of the thesis study. 

Others were supported through findings of the study. These conclusions (presented in italics) 

194 



 

and the perceived implications of the thesis research are presented here (bolded) to highlight 

the implications of the thesis research in relation to the pre-existing literature. 

1. Fletcher (2000) reported that boys were achieving at lower levels than girls in all areas of 

reading. Moloney (2002) and Power (2001) confirmed this by revealing nationwide literacy 

scores that indicate a difference of 12% between genders, with boys scoring more poorly. 

Gilbert & Gilbert (1998a) also identified gender as a sound predictor of literacy success with 

boys underperforming in the comparison. 

This study confirms that boys are generally performing more poorly than girls in all areas of 

literacy learning. Comparisons between private and state schools yielded higher scores on 

attitude and achievement for students in the former. This occurred for boys, as well as for all 

children, and was most apparent on the standardised test used across the sample. There were 

no single-gender classes for emergent readers within the state system and thus no direct 

comparisons were made of such classes across state and private sectors. However, 

comparisons of single-gender classes with mixed-gender classes within the private sector 

revealed no consistent difference for boys’ performances. There was notable variation for 

boys from private schools on performances on the Year2 Diagnostic Net for Reading and on 

the Reading Development Continuum. Both measures involve core components provided by 

teachers’ assessments and this finding indicates an issue of reliability about such measures 

that needs further investigation. Because of concerns about reliability, findings about the 

extent to which private schooling or all-boy classes moderated gender differences in literacy 

performances are not considered robust. 

The study supported existing evidence of gender effects in particular literacy performances 

and situations. Boys at the emergent reader phase in the thesis study performed poorly in 

comparison with girls in school-based, literacy related assessment. Further, boys in the 

state sector did not achieve as well as those in private schools. 

2. Lingard (1998) and Skelton (2001) reported that boys who are socially and economically 

disadvantaged achieve a lower literacy standard than do boys who are not disadvantaged in 

this fashion. Luke, Freebody, Land, Booth & Kronk (2000) suggested that socio-economic 

status was the strongest indicator of poor literacy achievement and Alloway & Gilbert (1998) 

reported that boys from lower socio-economic backgrounds were least likely to achieve 

desired reading benchmarks. 
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The additional children included in Phase 2 of the study attended state primary schools in 

locations where significant economic disadvantage was recognised. Each of these schools 

received additional funding to make allowance for this disadvantage. In spite of this, boys 

from these schools, on average, performed at the very lowest ranking of reading attitude and 

literacy achievement compared with all other children. Socio-economic disadvantage is a 

compounding factor in boys' non-conducive attitude to reading and to their poorer 

literacy performance. 

3. Much of the discussion surrounding boys' reluctance to read centres on attitude (Power, 

2001; Roth, Worrell & Gabelko, 2001). Power (2001) claimed that a negative attitude to 

reading was often indicative of poor reading achievement and that boys displayed a poorer 

attitude to reading in all grades compared to girls. The latter particularly displayed more 

positive attitudes to recreational reading than boys did. 

The poorer attitude of boys to reading was confirmed by the thesis research, both formally 

and informally. They generally scored lower on attitude criteria represented on the Reading 

Development Continuum. Further, they displayed an inclination against finding reading 

enjoyable, and reading frequently and with enthusiasm, with boys reporting liking being read 

to or reading themselves at a rate that is two to three times lower than that recorded for girls. 

They also read less at school and fewer choose reading as an activity for enjoyment than 

girls. Where they did read, they ranged less widely across available genres. Boys displayed a 

poorer attitude to reading than girls, and engaged in reading activities less willingly. 

4. McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth (1995) claimed that understanding beginning readers’ 

attitudes and how these work in literacy learning was important because it influences 

engagement and practice and it can affect the reader's decision to read when other 

potentially more attractive alternatives are available. Gilbert, Alloway, Freebody & 

Hornibrook (2000) confirmed boys' lack of persistence with reading tasks they do not find 

interesting. 

Both boys and girls perceived that poor attitude to reading affected boys' engagement in it. In 

response to a series of questions about a “referent reader”, a number of children answered 

that the person thought that reading was boring, or would rather do something else. These 

questions probed whether they personally liked to read or be read to, whether they thought 

girls and boys generally liked reading or being read to and whether they believed boys and 

girls were good readers. Considerably more children regardless of gender used such 
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comparisons to justify boys' disengagement with reading than girls' disengagement. Boys' 

attitude to reading negatively affects their engagement and sustainment in reading, 

especially when alternative activities are considered more enjoyable. 

5. Moss (in Power, 2001) differentiated three types of readers- those who can't (yet) and 

don't, those who can and don't, and those who can and do. Boys were found to predominate 

in the first two of these categories. Females outnumbered males in the "can and do" category. 

Boys across all phases of this study reported reading less for school and by choice than girls 

did. It is unlikely that this decision was made because boys were unable to read. The number 

of boys who failed to meet the Net criteria was not double that of girls, although more than 

twice as many boys than girls reported never reading for pleasure. It is more likely that boys 

could read but chose not to because they didn't want to. Boys choose not to read because 

they do not want to, not because they are unable to. 

6. Boys’ participation in reading decreases as school participation continues 
(Alloway & Gilbert, 1997d; Hall & Coles, 1997; Millard, 1997b; Moloney, 
2002). 
In this thesis study, boys' participation in reading over time was measured by their changing 

responses to the question of how often they read for school or for pleasure each week. More 

specifically, the number of children reporting that they never read for school or pleasure or 

did so every day was examined. 

In Year 1 (Phase 1) and Year 2 (Phase 2) no boys reported never reading for school. In Year 

1, 27% of boys reported reading for school every day while this number reduced to 14% in 

Year 2. In relation to reading for pleasure, 17% of Year 1 boys reported never doing so, while 

23% of Year 2 boys reported similarly. The number of boys reporting reading every day for 

pleasure decreased slightly from 24% in Year 1 to 22% in Year 2. These data confirm that 

some boys' participation in reading decreases over time, most notably in relation to 

school reading, where the number of boys reporting never reading for school increased 

and the number reporting doing so every day decreased. These data further suggest that 

the participation of boys who enjoy reading (and choose to do so for pleasure) may not 

greatly decrease, as evidenced by relatively stable numbers of boys reporting reading 

every day for pleasure. Conversely, for those who do not enjoy reading (and do not 

choose to do so for pleasure) an increase in the number reporting never reading for 

pleasure indicates that participation decreases as time passes. 
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7. The most significant influence on children entering school for the first time in their 

willingness to participate and achieve in literacy activities, is their experience of reading in 

their home environment (Millard, 1997a). Families play a crucial role in establishing and 

maintaining positive attitudes to reading. According to researchers such as Millard (1997a, 

1997b), Minns (1990) and Rivalland (1994) in most homes the mother plays the most 

significant role in this process. Millard (1997a) claimed that children rarely make an 

association between their fathers and reading. 

Most parent respondents portrayed the home environment in which the children experienced 

literacy in positive terms. The majority claimed that their children were read to every day, by 

a range of people, with a wide range of accessible reading materials. Most parents also 

claimed that their children read to themselves every day. A considerable discrepancy existed 

between the responses of the parents and the children in relation to how often they were read 

to and how often they read for themselves. Both parents and children, however, agreed that 

their mother read to them for the most part, and mothers saw themselves as being the main 

influence on all aspects of their children's literacy development. Very few children reported 

their father as the major reader. Both children and parents identified mother as the person 

most involved and influential in children's at-home literacy experiences. 

8. Love & Hamston (2001), Mulligan (2000) and Mahony & Smedley, (1998) suggested that 

having too many female teachers in the classroom increased the image of the feminised 

culture of schooling, confirming the association between learning and femininity. This was 

used to explain differences between the attitude and achievement of male and female readers 

(Wuth, 1997). For many, the notion of literacy is too “feminised” and so is unattractive to 

boys because it is in conflict with what they believe is masculine (Collings, 1997; Cordukes, 

1997; Kitzelmann, 1997; Rocco, 1997; Wuth, 1997). 

Only three out of 41 classrooms visited in this study had male teachers. In addition, for many 

children the teacher was nominated as the second most likely person to read to them after 

their mother. This, along with their mother's perceived influence at home, may have led boys 

to make an association between reading and femininity. The children's responses to the 

questions of who would most like to read, be read to and read to someone confirm this 

association. In some cases, girls were chosen in the majority in response to these questions. In 

others, both boys and girls were chosen, with girls alone coming a close second. In any event, 

girls were seen by a majority of girls and boys, in most cases from all school types, to prefer 

to engage in these literacy activities than boys. 
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Generally, three factors support the notion that boys associate reading with femininity. First, 

girls were nominated most frequently as best reader and boys were nominated most 

frequently as worst reader. Second, while a majority of boys were reported to like reading 

and being read to, a larger percentage of children believed that girls liked to read and be read 

to. Third, reports of girls' achievements in reading were more positive than those outlining 

boys' achievements in reading. These responses exemplify the counter-culture that seems to 

permeate the responses of boys and girls to all things literate. Boys and girls alike view 

literacy as something associated with the feminine, and, depending on their gender, are happy 

to uphold an image of association or disassociation with its practice. Boys in this study have 

a feminised view of reading in all its forms, which may affect their willingness to engage 

and achieve in literacy-related activities. 

9. Southern (1978) claimed that boys were affected by the notion of a "self-fulfilling 

prophecy", where it was suggested that they would respond to expectations of them and act 

accordingly. Southern (1978) and Gilbert (1998) concluded that a largely contrary 

representation of teacher expectations of boys' engagement and achievement in literacy 

activities negatively affected boys' engagement and achievement in reading. 

While teachers' attitudes about children’s literacy and its achievement were not formally 

investigated in this study, their perceptions of boys' and girls' achievements and attitudes as 

measured by the Reading Development Continuum were. Based on this assessment, gender 

was found to influence significantly children's attitudes to reading, and their achievements. 

Based on an independent assessment, gender was found not to be a significant influence. 

These significant versus non-significant outcomes suggest that teachers hold lower 

expectations of boys than for girls in relation to achievement in literacy. Entwistle & Hayduk 

(1982) suggested this is of particular concern as low teacher expectations may lower 

children’s self-expectation thereby reducing effort and impeding ultimate achievement. 

The attitudes of parents and classmates were also investigated, and the affects of their 

expectations on boys' engagement and achievement in reading have been considered. 

Differences in responses from parents regarding the frequency with which boys and girls 

were read to and responses from parents and children alike were noted regarding boys' 

enjoyment of reading and success in it. Interestingly, these assessments, particularly those 

made by girls often were not representative of the way boys reported feeling about their own 

participation, enjoyment or performance. A larger number of girls reported that boys do not 

like to read or were not able to read well. While not significant in all cases, some parents’ 
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responses suggested parents and children alike consider that girls are more successful than 

boys in literacy-related activities, and that their attitude to them is more positive. Whether the 

overt rejection of reading and being read to by some boys is an act of social compliance to the 

expectations of others is unclear. From the responses of children it would appear that being a 

boy and disliking reading was less socially unacceptable than if one were a girl professing 

dislike for all things literate. 

This mismatch between perception and actuality and the contrasting results of 

subjective and objective literacy assessment measures has led the researcher to conclude 

that boys' attitudes and achievements in reading may be influenced by the potentially 

negative self-fulfilling expectations of those around them. 

10. Martino (2001) suggested that boys prefer non-fiction texts. 

This research failed to find any preference for non-fiction texts among male emergent 

readers. In fact, in different phases of the research and in response to different questions that 

probed their preferences for fiction and non-fiction texts, the responses for boys and girls 

varied. Boys and girls, together and separately, were identified as enjoying reading or having 

both fiction and non-fiction texts read to them or in nominating either of these genres as their 

most preferred reading material. Most boys and girls, however, preferred fiction texts in all 

reading contexts presented to them. As emergent readers, boys do not display a preference 

for non-fiction texts in any context. Nor do they favour them more than girls do. 

11. Martino (2001) also claimed that boys who do read fiction prefer science fiction, 

action/adventure, fantasy, crime fiction, thrillers, humorous and weird stories. Moloney 

(2002) maintained that boys like books that are "ghoulish,… gross and …disgusting" (p. 

138). Millard (1997a) claimed that boys liked to read computer magazines, comics or sports 

and hobby magazines. 

There was considerable variation in the reading preferences of boys and girls. Both conceded 

that there were texts that appealed to both boys and girls, but almost all reported that there 

were texts that only girls would like and texts that only boys would like. There is 

considerable homogeneity within genders, and noticeable differences between them in the 

types of books and other texts that children prefer to read or have read to them. Girls 

preferred texts that contained happy messages, beautiful characters and pretty pictures. Their 

favourites included fairy tales and stories about fairies, teddy bears and cute animals (eg., 

bunnies). Boys preferred texts with action, fighting, danger, fear or sporting content. Their 
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favourites included Pokemon and Digimon stories, Harry Potter and stories about dinosaurs 

or sport. These gendered preferences were confirmed when children were asked to identify 

who would most like to read or listen to certain texts. When the responses of children 

choosing the both option were discarded, boys were seen by the majority of remaining 

children to most prefer dinosaur, pirate, Goosebumps and Harry Potter books. Conversely, 

girls were seen by the majority of remaining children to prefer Barbie, teddy bear, cooking 

and fairy tale books. Boys and girls read and listen to a range of reading materials 

including those that are distinctly specific to their gender. 

12. From a different perspective, Moloney (2002) claimed that it is not fiction books as a 

genre that boys reject, but rather the type of fiction that is presented to them. He claimed that 

available reading material, especially that contained in school libraries, does not appeal to 

boys, in spite of publishers' attempts to broaden the choices for them. Fiction genres 

dominate early reading schemes (Alloway & Gilbert, 1997c). Parry & Larkin (2000) 

lamented that boys will never be convinced that reading is "cool" if they are constantly being 

presented with books that they do not enjoy and which confirm for them, that reading is 

"anything but cool" (p. 15). Millard (1997a) encouraged a broadening of the material offered 

to boys to read. She claimed that generally, what is offered is more suited to girls than boys. 

Alloway & Gilbert (1997c) also asserted that texts and genres chosen by schools consistently 

are more favoured by female students. Southern (1978) agreed that the education system did 

not support "male behaviours" in many ways, such as in the type of texts chosen. 

The suggestion that boys find the reading material presented to them at school unappealing 

was not supported in this research. However, girls were more positive than boys about 

classroom texts, confirming that it was more favoured by female students. While most 

children believed that gender made no difference in relation to liking to read or listen to 

classroom books or take-home readers, there was a substantial minority who believed 

otherwise. Within this group, more than twice as many children nominated girls over boys as 

the “liking gender”. Classroom texts rarely contain content that boys or girls saw as 

especially appealing. One construction to explain this behaviour is that there is a threshold of 

content appeal within which children regardless of gender, are willing to negotiate a text 

imposed on them by the task demands of a teacher or parent. If this is the case, it has 

implications for genre, topic and content in text selection choices that teachers make when 

trying to raise the profile of reading and increase boys' enthusiasm for it. It is likely that if 

educators wish to engage boys more in class literacy activities, then greater consideration 
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needs to be given to the types of texts, and their content, that are presented to them when they 

are at the emergent reader level. Class texts are not unappealing to boys, though they are 

favoured slightly more by girls. 

13. It has been strongly contended that schools do not value the types of literacy at which 

boys do excel (Foster, 1994; Gilbert, 1998) and which is most highly valued in the 

workplace, namely technological literacy (Alloway & Gilbert in Mills & Lingard, 1997). 

Moloney (2002, 2000) however, cautioned that boys' superiority and interest in technology 

and its related literacy would not abolish a need for competency in conventional literacy. 

While he acknowledged that visual literacy or "reading without words…[was] an important 

part of accessing and interpreting information" (Moloney, 2002, p. 22) he asserted that the 

visual literacy component found in technology, served as support and extension for 

conventional literacy, not as a replacement of it. He added that much of the meaning and 

significance gained from this form of literacy relied upon initial information gathered from 

print. 

While data gathered through this thesis study did not supply a measure of excellence in 

relation to boys' achievements in computer-generated or technological literacy, it did show 

that their preference for playing computer games was considerable. More than three times as 

many children in Phase 1 identified boys as most liking to play computer games. This figure 

increased to four times as many in Phase 2. These data suggest that through the use of 

computers and carefully-designed, learning programmes, boys' natural interests may be 

linked with literacy to improve attitude to the latter and subsequent performance in it. The 

researcher concludes, therefore, that use and valuing of the types of literacies that boys 

prefer is desirable and that improved attitudes toward traditional literacy and 

engagement and achievement in it may result. 

14. Luke (1992) claimed that the way reading is practised in the early childhood setting is at 

odds with the bodily pleasures of boys' culture. Sitting quietly, writing neatly, handling books 

carefully and behaving in a regulated and compliant way are common features of the literacy 

classroom. Boys, moreso than girls, are unlikely to find these activities appealing (Biddulph, 

in Browne & Fletcher, 1995). These activities are prescriptive and fail to offer any choice to 

students. This may be in conflict with boys' masculine desire to exercise power and control 

(Alloway & Gilbert, 1997c). Their preferences are for large motor activities, construction, 

spatial games and outdoor pursuits (Rutledge, 1997). Boys prefer active, "busy", purposeful 

activities. Jordan (1995) suggested that for many boys, the development of a masculine 
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identity includes doing things that are "not female" (p. 69). The nature of reading activities 

does not allow the male to adopt a masculine position as they are centred around passive, 

creative, emotional reflection which is preferred by girls, rather than the active, aggressive 

stand more in harmony with boys’ developing constructs of masculinity (Hall & Coles, 1997). 

Gilbert, Alloway, Freebody & Hornibrook (2000) asserted that the "emotion- and reflection-

based pedagogies used in the primary school years" (p. 4) "differentially affect[ed] the 

literacy learning and performance of boys and girls" (p. 3). 

Preferences across a listed range of activities that included reading were examined in all 

phases of the thesis research. Kicking a ball was consistently and overwhelmingly nominated 

by children in both gender groups as an activity that only boys would enjoy. Girls were 

nominated as most liking to read to someone, and to read a book to themselves and to 

someone else. However, the degree of difference between the responses of children to girls 

and their response to the remaining two options (boys or both) was less substantial than that 

regarding who would most like to kick a ball. The majority of children reported that all 

remaining eleven activities including riding a bike and going for a swim would be enjoyed by 

both girls and boys equally. Once the responses of the children who selected the both option 

were removed, however, significant differences between the preferred activities of each 

gender were noted. These confirmed the perception that boys prefer active pursuits while 

girls prefer passive ones. Girls were nominated by a majority of remaining children as 

preferring reading, being read to, drawing a picture, colouring in and reading to someone. 

Boys were nominated by a majority as preferring kicking a ball, riding a bike, playing 

computer games, watching TV, playing board games and playing outside. If such perceptions 

transform into actions of the type Luke (1992) referred to, the implications for practitioners 

are clear. Changing the way reading instruction is commonly practised to allow for the 

varying needs of its participants must become a priority. Use of outdoors, permission to leave 

one’s seat, incorporation of literacy into games and movement activities should be 

programmed for children, especially boys. This will present a considerable challenge for 

educators, especially in view of the dichotomous needs and interests of the two genders 

generally present in any reading instruction. Reading activities do not appeal to boys when 

they are practised in a quiet and passive manner, as boys prefer active, busy pursuits. 

15. Lingard (1998) defined overt male behaviours as those exhibiting aggression, violence 

and a preference for competition. Boys believe there are better ways to spend their free time 
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than reading. Television, video and computer games are all preferred free time activities for 

boys (Moloney, 2002). 

Activities most preferred by boys as revealed in the thesis research, namely kicking a ball, 

riding a bike, playing computer games, watching TV, playing board games and playing 

outside, satisfy boys' desire for activity, competition and potential violence and aggression. 

These characteristics are mirrored in boys' preferences for texts where the main characters 

play out the boys' version of hegemonic masculinity. The passive act of reading does not 

appease boys' desire for active engagement with these features. Neither does the content of 

many of the books offered. Even when the content is appealing to boys, for many male 

readers it does not compensate for "doing". Reading, therefore, is not chosen by boys as a 

free time pursuit as often as it is by girls. Boys are attracted to texts and activities that 

conform to an image of masculine behaviour and that contain elements of physical 

activity, strength and challenge. These are not regular features of early childhood 

classrooms or early reading texts. 

16. Southern (1978) asserted that boys have poorer verbal ability evidenced by later, less 

fluent speech and smaller expressive and receptive vocabulary. Gilbert, Alloway, Freebody & 

Hornibrook (2000) and Moloney (2002) suggested that children are acculturated in an 

environment that values and expects superior language skills and proficiency in girls. This 

results in a general disadvantage for boys in communication and language proficiency when 

they commence school, with the ensuing outcome being the differential literacy performance 

of boys and girls. 

As shown by the number of boys and girls obtaining professional assistance for speech and 

language problems, this study supports the assertion that the verbal ability of boys is less than 

that of girls. While the majority of children in the study had not required speech therapy for 

language deficits, twice as many of those who did were boys. Boys who had received speech 

therapy support did not achieve lower achievement outcomes than boys who had not required 

speech therapy. In fact, the only significant relationship between language deficits and 

literacy was identified for girls in Phase 2 whose attitude to reading was poorer if they had 

attended speech therapy. No such relationship was identified for boys. Boys as a group have 

poorer language skills than girls. However this deficit does not necessarily impact 

negatively on their literacy performance. 
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17. The Brighter Choice Charter Schools (undated) and Archer (1998) suggested that boys 

and girls are interested in different topics and that these differences can be better catered for 

in single-gender schools. Kimmel (2000) elaborated on the problem of educating girls and 

boys together, identifying the differences that their respective genders bring to the learning 

environment and the difficulty these differences create in terms of appropriately catering for 

them in a range of situations including, for example, text selection and assessment. 

This research confirms that boys and girls are interested in different topics as Archer (1998) 

had recorded. Those in single-gender schools differed in topic preference from those in 

mixed-gender sites. But, such differences were apparent also when comparisons were made 

across private and state schools. It is uncertain what any of the sites did to “cater” for these 

differences, or indeed if teachers at the sites were aware of the differences or of a need to 

make any special provision. Girls and boys display interest in different topics. However, 

this study has no evidence that these are better recognised and catered for in single-

gender schools. 

18. Rowe (2000) reiterated that girls were outperforming boys academically and confirmed 

that both boys and girls attending single-gender schools were achieving higher academic 

results than their male and female counterparts attending co-educational schools. Other 

educators cast doubt on the idea that single-gender schooling could provide the solution to 

the underachievement of boys (BBC News, 2000b; White, 1998). 

This thesis research found some support for the notion that the educational achievements of 

girls and boys from single-gender private schools are superior to those of their counterparts 

attending mixed-gender state schools. Boys and girls from single-gender schools in this study 

have generally attained higher scores on most literacy assessment measures, both for 

achievement and attitude, than children attending state mixed-gender schools. However, other 

factors, such as unequal socio-economic background, are present and their presence makes 

comparison of schools inequitable. A fairer comparison can be made between boys and girls 

attending private single-gender schools and boys and girls attending private mixed-gender 

schools. On the measures of achievement taken in Phase 2 of the study, results failed to 

provide a consistent response. Boys and girls from different groups shared the highest 

performance on all four measures. On the four measures of achievement, private mixed-

gender girls are ranked first on two and second and third on the others. Private mixed-gender 

boys were ranked second on one and third on the other three measures. Private single-gender 

girls were ranked first, fourth and third (twice), while private single-gender boys were ranked 
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first, sixth and second (twice). This inconsistency in rankings makes comparison difficult, 

especially as the results of all forms of assessment are intended to portray reading 

achievement. Also, the difference between some rankings is negligible and without statistical 

significance, with ranking consequentially not necessarily indicative of substantially higher 

achievement. Boys and girls at single-gender schools do not achieve higher literacy 

results than those at comparable mixed-gender schools. However, boys and girls at 

mixed-gender schools do not significantly outperform their counterparts from single-

gender schools in measures of literacy achievement. 

5.1 Clarification of the Problematic and Direction for Action 
The researcher anticipated that features identified from the literature as problematic for boys’ 

literacy generally, would be found in the specific application and focus of the study with 

early literacy learners. The features were 

• frequency of being read to 
• enjoying being read to 
• nature of attitude towards reading 
• frequency of reading 
• enjoying reading 
• nature of attitude towards being read to 

Stated simply, the experimental hypothesis was that what has been found to be good and 

likely to be productive with older readers would associate also with the positive literacy 

achievement of emergent readers. Thus, children who were read to often would be the 

successful readers in the early years of schooling that provided the sites for this study. So too, 

would children who had positive attitudes to reading, evidenced by their enthusiasm for 

reading and being read to. Reading often would also predict that these young children would 

read well. 

Prediction across this range of variables was not found to be reliable in this study. Children 

read to often were not consistently the successful readers identified on various measures of 

achievement. Children’s general attitude as assessed by teachers on the Reading Continuum 

was positively correlated with achievement. However children who reported enjoying reading 

and enjoying being read to – these being very focused attitudes to literacy activity - and who 

did both frequently were not consistently represented amongst those scoring well on reading 

measures. 

These findings are unexpected, to say the least. They are contrary to accepted predictors of 

success in literacy that are steadfastly upheld by educators. Frequency, enjoyment and 
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attitude have long been recognised as influential in the literacy achievements of successful 

readers. In this thesis study, measures of them were obtained from a triangulation of 

perceptions from parents, teachers and the children themselves. A relationship was found to 

exist between the measures of attitude recorded by the teacher and formal measures of 

achievement, a number of which were also recorded by the teacher. This was not the case for 

the measures of attitude informally recorded from the responses of children or their parents. 

Whilst some inconsistencies in their responses, especially in relation to frequency of reading 

and being read to, were identified, these inconsistencies should not have prevented significant 

outcome from one or other of the sources. However, for both children, and the children of 

parents claiming positive reading habits, no reliable or consistent achievement outcome was 

identified. An additional source of concern was the inconsistency identified in the measures 

of achievement used, with teachers within and across schools interpreting the Reading 

Development Continuum and the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading criteria differently. For 

the purpose of this study, the concern was moderated somewhat by use of a common 

assessment battery namely the use of a standardised instrument. Nonetheless, together with 

the possibility that what parents or children espoused as frequency, enjoyment and attitude 

may have been different from reality, conclusions from this thesis study are restrained by 

concerns about the reliability of measures used by teachers in some settings to assess literacy. 

What they construct as achievement may be affected by different and inconsistent assessment 

and by variation in their notions of emergent literacy. There may be some value in a 

moratorium on Net and Reading Continuum testing until rigorous professional development 

and standardisation of tests and testing procedures has established greater certainty about 

measurement. 

An interesting notion emerged as the relationships among frequency, enjoyment, attitude and 

achievement were being explored. This notion, which the researcher has labelled "image", 

may assist in understanding what is responsible for the contrary findings of this study. In 

many areas, gender differences were significant in the way children responded to questions 

asked of them. Within this study, girls have been consistently and repeatedly presented as the 

gender that most enjoyed all things literate and that attained the highest achievements within 

it. For girls, particularly successful ones, this is something to be proud of, part of the 

desirable persona of being a girl in the early years of schooling. Barrs (2001) and Moss (in 

Power, 2001) described the behaviour of females in relation to books in social terms. Both 

confirmed that books form a part of the socialisation process of girls that does not occur with 
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boys. Being a non-reading girl is not part of group expectation. For boys, this image of 

capable reader appears less desirable; for some it is decidedly undesirable. Certainly, this 

thesis study indicated that being a non-reading boy holds no negative social repercussion 

amongst age peers of the same or the opposite gender. McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth (1995) 

claimed social acceptability for non-readers is achieved because of the low value that boys 

place on reading. The nature of the social organisation in which boys and girls operate 

determines the acceptability of the behaviour that is exhibited within it. For girls, success in 

reading is seen as a social achievement and so they are happy to situate reading as part of 

their identity. Boys are not. For them, failure in reading may be regarded as a social 

achievement (McDermott in McKenna, Kear & Ellsworth, 1995) and to admit success or 

enjoyment of it is not part of the identity they wish to portray. 

Answers given by both boys and girls about the opposite gender seem consistent with image 

rather than actuality and reinforce an oppositional view of boy versus girl, an outlook that is 

particularly "appropriate" in view of this apparently unspoken, yet nevertheless ever-present, 

mantle of social expectation in relation to boys' and girls' reading development. Girls and 

boys alike kept the image that boys liked reading less than girls, that boys liked being read to 

less than girls, that boys did not read as well as girls, alive as a footnote to the whole focus on 

reading. Girls proudly acknowledged reading, boys surreptitiously did. A core of girls 

continued to report that boys didn't like it, while a smaller core of boys attempted to do the 

same for girls. Each gender seemed to be oppositional, though in different ways. Some boys 

seemed unwilling to say they liked reading in cases where they espoused that girls did. 

Equally, saying that girls were better at reading may have been problematic for some because 

the attribution bestows a "win" and establishes a superiority for girls that these boys may 

wish ardently to avoid. In most cases their alternative was to project an image of “self” where 

literacy was relatively unimportant or irrelevant. 

This “image” provided a sharp contrast with the attributions of a few boys who readily 

acknowledged the generally more literacy-focused preferences of girls and their better 

performances. Generally, these few were performing at high levels of literacy and expected to 

do so. Their more positive descriptions may reflect a more broadly-minded attitude of 

successful male readers to the reading behaviours of girls. Further, private school boys who 

claimed ownership of those activities regarded as overtly and stereotypically male, namely 

kicking a ball, playing outside and playing computer games, also achieved well on the St 

Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. This suggests that high-achieving boys who recognised 
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the literacy strengths of girls or who acknowledged male preference for certain vigorous, 

"boy" activities, are more comfortable with situating their own reading, and that of girls, in a 

similar rather than oppositional, perspective. 

This notion of “image” may be accounted for in two ways. First, it is possible that the 

relatively small numbers of boys who espoused disinterest in and dislike for literacy were a 

vocal minority. Their predominantly negative attitude was not representative of boys 

generally. Hence, general assumptions that negatively characterise boys in relation to literacy 

may have been constructed across time from the attitudes of a few who are vocal rather than 

from those of the majority. An alternative explanation aligns with a suggestion from Argyris 

and Schon (in Anderson, 1997) that "few people are aware that the maps they use to take 

action are not the theories they explicitly espouse" (p. 3). This supports the finding here that 

while a majority of boys claim to like reading and being read to, the actions they exhibit 

which relate to literacy, display behaviour contrary to their claims. While boys' "espoused 

theory" is one of affirmation and acceptance, their "theory-in-use" is one of rejection and 

denial. 

Parents, too, reinforce this gendered perception of literacy. This thesis study confirmed that 

their expectations differed with regard to boys and girls and their perceived involvement and 

enthusiasm for activities pertaining to reading. 

The exploration of linkages between these gendered perceptions of literacy and the 

achievement of literacy also implicates teachers in the business of instantiating, sustaining, 

and reproducing a gendered literacy as a social fact. On all achievement measures where 

subjective internal assessments were made, gender made a difference. Girls outperformed 

boys. However, when an externally administered, objective measure of literacy was 

substituted, gender ceased to predict literacy achievement. Some boys achieved poorly, just 

as some girls did. Some boys achieved well. So did some girls. The variable of gender was 

not significant. However, school type, also associated with socio-economic background in 

this study, was significant. This significance is influenced to some extent by the politics of 

money and class, factors long-since identified as influencing-variables in literacy 

achievement. 

Further, when attitude, home background, and literacy practice were considered in turn, there 

appeared to be a divide between each and the achievement of literacy. The linkages are 

tenuous and more readily related to the need to demonstrate differing types of knowledge, 

209 



 

knowledge of the gendered culture, and knowledge of literacy. This suggests that the 

expectations of teachers are consistent with the desired negative image portrayed by boys. 

This has powerful implications when the long-term effects of such negative expectations are 

considered. 

5.2 Limitations of the Study 
The questionnaires piloted and reported in this study were developed specifically for the 

present study. Based on the outcomes of an initial trial (pilot phase), the questionnaires were 

modified to enhance the usefulness of the instruments. In this sense, revised versions of the 

questionnaires could be said to embody qualities of reliability and validity not present in the 

pilot version. However, it would be premature at this stage to describe these instruments as 

possessing established test-retest reliability or to report in terms of explicit measures of 

construct and content validity beyond considerations related to the enhanced face validity of 

the revised versions. This is a limitation of the current study beyond the recurrence of themes 

across the three applications reported throughout the thesis and illustrated in factor analysis 

matrices in Appendix 12 as a positive indication of reliability. However, one aspect of any 

future use of these instruments would be to track themes and trends with a view to examining 

issues related to reliability and validity explicitly.  

Further investigation is needed for a finding from this study that parental reports of children's 

literacy differed from those provided by many of their children, particularly boys. While, the 

researcher has ventured an explanation of this difference as a perception issue, the matter 

seems sufficiently important to warrant lengthy and focused study. In such a study, multiple 

self-report measures would enhance the reliability and validity of the method as well as detail 

the precise nature of changes in perceptions as children become more practiced in literacy 

and parents more practiced in observation. 

Finally, the sample used in this study was determined to some extent by the willingness of 

schools to participate and parents to give permission for their sons, daughters and themselves 

to be subjects of the study. This element of self-selection, while common to an array of 

studies conducted in semi-natural settings, imposes a constraint upon conclusions that might 

not apply had the sample been randomly selected from the total population of school and 

school-goers. That is, even though the reporting of results has taken the form of probabilistic 

generalisations based on statistical outcomes, as per random selection criteria, support for 

these generalisations has in fact required analytic (i.e., the group differences are conceptually 
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meaningful) as well as statistical (i.e., the group differences are statistically significant) 

foundations. 

5.3 Conclusion 
This thesis study set out to examine evidence for gender effects in relation to literacy as it 

develops for young children. It systematically mapped the topology of gendered perceptions 

of literacy and confirmed them in relation to children, parents and teachers. There is no 

question that boys and girls view literacy differently. Their responses to questions across the 

range of variables considered affirmed this difference. 

Additionally, their responses revealed important gender effects in the growth profiles of 

emergent readers. Girls schematise literacy positively and value their participation and 

performances as literate children in their espousals about these things and in their behaviour. 

They have supportive parents and teachers in home and school settings who guide their 

development and girls are able to say that they enjoy activities such as reading, reading to 

someone and being read to. They perform better than boys during the emergent reader phase, 

moving faster and more successfully toward transition into higher levels of development. 

Many of these statements are also true for boys. They, too, view literacy positively, and are 

supported by family and school as they move towards developing competency as readers. 

However, a small core group (18% in this study), significantly larger than that for girls (5%), 

represents a counter-culture where reading is a rejected personal option in situations 

including schooling where it presents as a compliance task. The espoused attitudes and 

presenting behaviours within this group seem to be exactly those that everyone in the 

community, including those in this study, associates with boys when making general 

statements about gender-differences in relation to literacy. In spite of the fact that they are in 

the minority, the image this group chooses to uphold, seems to override the image of the 

majority and permeates the evolving schema of children. Those who have a positive image do 

well and are seen to do well; those who are negative are unlikely to approach literacy growth 

in desirable ways and will be noticed for this. 

Schools as social institutions perpetuate these images. They produce cultural outcomes. The 

achievement of a gendered view of literacy is one such outcome. Boys in this thesis study are 

being manoeuvred out of the literacy space because of the way others perceive their literacy 

attitudes and achievements to be, rather than how they actually are. It may be more 

appropriate, therefore, to view the achievement of a gendered view of literacy and literacy 
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itself as distinct enterprises influenced by the attitudes and expectations of those involved in 

their development. The situation differs for boys in private and state schools, where in the 

former such manoeuvering is relatively docile and both boys and girls achieve better. 

Whether this difference associates with a quality factor in education and/or the broader 

complex of wealth and power issues that surround quality, or with more ordinary factors such 

as the habits and practices teachers use in the two settings to assess young children’s literacy 

remains a moot point. 

In this study, gender was perceived to influence literacy more than it did in actuality. The 

school engine anticipated gendered-outcomes in terms of literacy achievement, reinforced by 

the cultural expectations of a society that upholds expectations similar to those that permeate 

school literacy interactions. Boys and girls alike believe the rhetoric. Some boys, in 

particular, adopt and uphold the image proudly. This represents a problem, not only at the 

level this study has investigated but also for these students in the future. Boys and girls 

operate in environments where a cultural mindset has been established that ultimately 

determine their participation and achievement. This is confirmed by Australian Bureau of 

Statistics figures that show that by the end of secondary schooling, the gap between gendered 

view and actuality has lessened, with fewer boys choosing English subjects or excelling at 

them (MCEETYA, 1999). 

The findings of this thesis study in relation to boys' achievement on a standardised literacy 

test are not consistent with those reported in state or national testing reviews. Those reporting 

boys' achievement on school-based literacy assessment measures are. Whether the 

discrepancy lies with the perception of teachers or with the standardised measure used is 

uncertain. The notions of "a gendered view of literacy" versus "literacy achievement" itself 

and the potential chasm between the two, are constructions to account for this discrepancy. 

They have not received particular focus in this research, nor has their existence been 

confirmed. Rather, they are hypothetical constructs that have emerged as an interpretation 

and that seem potentially useful as a base for further investigation. If confirmed, however, the 

implications for boys' achievement in literacy are clear. While the rhetoric of school and 

societal expectation matches the "image" boys are so happy to embrace, the reality of boys' 

literacy will ultimately continue to be under-achievement. 
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Abstract 
The gendered features of children's development in early literacy, particularly those that contribute to 
the generally poorer performance of boys, were explored in a dual-phase questionnaire study, conducted 
across schools in South East Queensland. The potential influences of school type (private and state) and 
gender-composition of a class (mixed-gender and single-gender schools) on performances of boys were 
tested on two statewide tests (The Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading; The Reading Development 
Continuum) and a standardised measure (The St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test).  

Children and parents were surveyed to determine the locus of significant differences between girls and 
boys in relation to attitudes to reading, being read to and to constructs of self and others as readers. Boys 
presented as less positive across these measures. They indicated lesser interest in reading and being read 
to. They reported reading across a narrower range of genres for both school and recreational purposes 
and selected alternatives to reading as their preferred activity in various comparisons. Boys were more 
reluctant readers. They displayed poorer attitudes generally and reported reading less in quantity and 
frequency in both school and home settings. The notion of girls and boys maintaining a positive or 
negative "image" emerged from a small but influential subset. This derivation was consistent with 
perceptions of gender-bias in preferences for activities. 

The profile of achievement across the three measures yielded a story of difference. Boys in private 
school settings were significantly less likely than girls to obtain higher Continuum scores and boys in 
state school settings were less likely than girls to be rated as proficient by scores on the Year Two 
Diagnostic Net. Boys from private schools and in single-gender situations outperformed all other 
subgroups on the Net. Yet, they obtained the worst result on the Continuum, and were in the middle rank 
on the standardised test. Whether in private or state schools, boys were likely to obtain lower average 
Continuum scores than girls. This was a statistically significant difference in the private schools. While 
boys in private schools were slightly more likely than girls to be rated as proficient in the Year Two 
Diagnostic Net, boys in state schools were far less likely than girls to be rated as proficient on the Year 
Two Diagnostic Net, a statistically significant difference.   

Children attending single-gender, private schools attained higher aggregate scores on the attitude 
subtests of the Continuum than their state school counterparts. However, children in comparable, mixed-
gender, private schools performed neither better nor worse than their peers in single-gender private 
schools. This comparison does not support contentions that single-gender schooling is superior in 
relation to the literacy achievements of emergent readers. 

When comparisons were made at the most general level (boys vs. girls, private vs. state school) gender 
did not predict scores on the externally-administered St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. The 
significant relationship for girls at state schools on the Year 2 Diagnostic Net and for girls at private 
schools on the Continuum (both internally-based measures), coupled with the non-significant differences 
in relation to the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test points to the possibility that internally-based 
ratings are to some extent driven by teacher perceptions of literacy competence, and such perceptions 
may at times be unreliable. The corollary was an observation that a measurement of attitude provided by 
the Continuum Attitude score significantly correlated with the St Lucia Reading Comprehension test 
while the latter was not directly influenced by gender. This affirmed the notion that a school culture of 
gendered literacy is influencing teachers’ attitudes related to the achievement of literacy. 

Children’s own attitudes revealed a notion of image that represented various associations among 
frequency, enjoyment, attitude and achievement in relation to literacy. Girls consistently were 
represented as the gender that enjoyed all things literate and who achieved well. For girls, and some 
boys, this was a positive and desirable image. For other boys, the image was less desirable, for some 
decidedly so. Conversely, a few boys readily acknowledged the generally more literacy-focused 
preferences of girls and their better performances. Generally, these few were performing at high levels 
of literacy and expected to do so. Their more positive descriptions may reflect a more broadly-minded 
attitude of successful male readers to the reading behaviours of girls. Further, private school boys who 
claimed ownership of those activities regarded as overtly and stereotypically male, namely kicking a 
ball, playing outside and playing computer games, also achieved well on the St Lucia Reading 
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Comprehension Test. This suggests that high-achieving boys who recognised the literacy strengths of 
girls or who acknowledged male preference for certain vigorous, "boy" activities, are more comfortable 
with situating their own reading, and that of girls, in a similar rather than oppositional, perspective. 

What analysis of background and experience of reading at home captured was a lack of any connection 
between these tacitly understood underpinnings of literacy and literacy achievement. Particularly, the 
lack of connection between a teacher reading to students and students’ achievement of literacy was 
unanticipated. 

In relation to literacy practice, the three most highly-identified male activities (kicking a ball, computer 
games, playing outside) grouped to form a distinct factor (subscale) and this factor score was positively 
associated at a statistically-significant level with scores on the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test. 
Not only did private school children obtain better scores on the St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test, 
it was private school students whose identification of this highly stereotypically set of male activities 
linked significantly with an external measure of the achievement of literacy. This linkage seems 
indicative of an enhanced ability to read social codes more generally and may reflect the social space 
occupied by private school students. 

In summary, while students, parents and teachers fairly consistently displayed a heavily-gendered 
culture with regard to literacy, actual achievement levels, attitudes, background and experience of 
reading at home, and literacy practice disconnected from that gendered culture. That is, there appears to 
be a subtle but important distinction between perception and reality in relation to the achievement of 
literacy. 
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Appendix 1. Indicators for Reading Development Continuum 
(Education Department of Western Australia, 1995) 

PHASE A: Role Play Reading  

Making Meaning at Text Level                                                             Date  
1. displays reading like behaviour 

-holding the book the right way up 

-turning the pages appropriately 

-looking at words and pictures 

-using pictures to construct ideas 

 

2. realises that print carries a message but may read the writing differently 
each time 

 

3. focuses on the meaning of a television program, story or other text 
viewed, listened to or read. Responses reflect understanding.  

 

4. makes links to own experiences when listening to or reading books  

Making Meaning Using Context 

5. uses pictorial and visual cues when watching television, listening to or 
reading stories 

 

Making Meaning at Word Level 

6. recognises own name or part of it in print  

Attitude 

• displays curiosity about print by experimenting with 'writing' and 
drawing and asking 'What does that say?' 

 

• wants to look at books  

• offers to 'read' writing and points to text while 'reading', indicating the 
beginning of having-a-go 

 

• expresses enjoyment by joining in orally and responding emotively when 
listening to familiar stories 

 

• eagerly anticipates book-reading events that are part of daily routine   
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PHASE B: Experimental Reading  

Making Meaning at Text Level                              Date 
1. realises that print contains a constant message, ie that the words 
of a written story remain the same, but the words of an oral story 
may change 

 

2. is focused on expressing the meaning of a story rather than on 
reading words accurately 

 

Making Meaning Using Context 

3. uses prior knowledge of context and personal experience to make 
meaning, eg uses memory of a text to match spoken with written 
words 

 

Making Meaning at Word Level 

4. recognises some personally significant words in context  

5. matches some spoken words with written words when reading a 
book or environmental print 

 

Attitude 

• is beginning to see self as a reader and talks about own reading  

• may ask for favourite stories to be read  

• joins in and acts out familiar stories if invited to do so.  

• selects books to read for pleasure  

• self-selects texts on the basis of interest or familiarity  
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PHASE C: Early Reading  

Making Meaning at Text Level                                                         Date 
1. is beginning to read familiar texts confidently and can recall 
major contexts from visual and printed texts 

 

2. can identify and talk about a range of different text forms such as 
letters, lists, recipes, stories, newspaper and magazine articles, 
television dramas and documentaries. 

 

3. demonstrates understanding that all texts, both narrative and 
informational, are written by authors who are expressing their own 
ideas. 

 

Making Meaning Using Context 

4. may read word-by-word or line-by-line when reading an 
unfamiliar text; reading performance may be word centred. Fluency 
and expression become stilted as the child focuses on decoding 

 

5. uses picture cues and knowledge of context to check 
understanding of meaning 

 

Making Meaning at Word Level 

6. has a bank of words which are recognised when encountered in 
different contexts 

 

7. relies heavily on beginning letters and sounding-out for word 
identification (graphophonic strategies) 

 

Attitude 

• is willing to have-a-go at reading unfamiliar words  

• enjoys listening to stories  

• reads for a range of purposes, e.g. for pleasure or information  

• responds sensitively to stories read  

• discusses favourite books  

• talks about favourite author  

• selects own reading material according to interest, purpose and 
level of difficulty and, with teacher support, can reconstruct 
information gained 
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PHASE D: Transitional Reading  
Making Meaning at Text Level                                      Date 

1. shows an ability to construct meaning by integrating knowledge 
of : 

- text structure (letter, narrative, report, recount, procedure) 

- text organisation (paragraphs, chapters, introduction, conclusion, 
contents, page index) 

- language features (descriptive language connectors such as 
because, therefore, if…then) 

 

2. can retell and discuss own interpretation of texts read or viewed 
with others, providing information relating to plot and 
characterisation in narrative or to main ideas and supporting detail 
in informational text 

 

3. recognises that characters can be stereotyped in a text (mother at 
home looking after the house while father goes out to work; prince 
rescues hapless maiden from wicked stepmother) and discusses how 
this could be changed 

 

4. selects appropriate material and adjusts reading strategies for 
different texts and different purposes (skimming to search for a 
specific fact; scanning for a keyword) 

 

Strategies for Making Meaning Using Context  

5. is becoming efficient in using most of the following strategies for 
constructing meaning: 

 - makes predictions and is able to substantiate them 

 - self-corrects when reading 

 - re-reads to clarify meaning 

 - reads-on when encountering a difficult text 

 - slows down when reading difficult texts 

 - substitutes familiar words 

 - uses knowledge of print conventions (capitalisation, fullstops, 

   commas, exclamation marks, speech marks) 
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6. makes meaningful substitutions (replacement miscues are 
meaningful- “cool” drink for “cold” drink). The integration of the 
three cuing systems (semantic, syntactic and graphophonic) is 
developing 

 

7. is able to talk about some of the strategies for making meaning  

Making Meaning at Word Level  

8. has an increased bank of sight words, including some difficult 
and subject-specific words (science, experiment, February, 
Christmas) 

 

9. is becoming efficient in the use of the following word 
identification strategies for constructing meaning 

- sounds-out to decode words 

- uses initial letters as a cue to decoding 

- uses knowledge of common letter patterns to decode words (th, 
tion, scious, ough) 

- uses known parts of words to make sense of the whole word 

- uses blending to decode words (str-ing) 

- uses word segmentation and syllabification to make sense of the 
whole word 

 

Attitude  

is self-motivated to read for pleasure  

reads for a range of purposes  

responds sensitively to stories  

discusses favourite books  

may discover a particular genre, e.g. adventure stories (may seek 
out other titles of this type) 

 

shows a marked preference for a specific type of book or author  

makes comparisons with other texts reads  

demonstrates confidence when reading different texts  
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PHASE E: Independent Reading  

Making Meaning at Text Level                                                     Date  
1. can recognise and discuss the elements and purposes of different 
text structures, e.g. reports, procedures, biographies, narratives, 
advertisements, dramas, documentaries 

 

2.. reads and comprehends text that is abstract and removed from 
personal experience 

 

3. makes inferences based on implicit information drawn from a 
text and can provide justification for these inferences 

 

4. returns purposefully to make connections between widely 
separated sections of a text 

 

5. makes critical comparisons between texts  

6. can discuss an alternative reading of a text and offer possible 
reasons why a text may be interpreted differently by different 
readers or viewers 

 

Strategies for Making Meaning Using Context  

7. uses a range of strategies automatically when constructing 
meaning from text: 

 - self-corrects 

 - re-reads 

 - reads-on 

 - slows down 

 - subvocalises 

 

Making Meaning at Word Level  

8. uses word identification strategies appropriately and 
automatically when countering and unknown word 

 - knowledge of graphophonics 

 - knowledge of word patterns 

 - knowledge of word derivations, morphographs, prefixes, suffixes 
and syllabification  
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Attitude 

may avidly pursue a favourite author. Books may be compared and 
recommended to others 

 

feels strongly about reading preferences and can justify opinions  

is totally absorbed when reading  

seeks books as a major source of information  

empathises strongly with admired characters in fiction  
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Appendix 2. Pilot Phase: Child Survey 
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Child survey 

Name: ____________________ Age: ______ (D o B:___________ )  
School: ___________________ Class:__________________ 
Siblings: __________________  Place in Family: _________ 

 
1. What do you enjoy most when someone reads to you? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. How often do people read to you? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. What do they read to you? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. Who reads to you? (Names) 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. Who reads to you most often? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
6. What book especially do you like having read? (Name) 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
7. Is this your favourite book? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
8. What is it about this book that you like so much? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

230 



9. What would other (girls/boys) like about this book?  
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
10. What would (boys/girls) like about this book? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
11/12. Do boys/girls like being read to? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
13. What do you enjoy most when you read? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
14. How often do you read? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
15. What did you read yesterday?  

Start when you got up in the morning ....... 
Then, before school ....... 
On the way to school ....... 
At school before going into class ....... etc 

___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
16. Why do you read? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
18.  What book do you especially like to read? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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19. What is it about this book that you especially like? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
20. What would other (girls/boys) like about this book?  
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
21. What would other boys/girls like about this book? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
22. Do boys/girls like reading? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
23.Who is the best reader in your class? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
24. What would you have to do to be the best reader?  
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
25. Who is the worst reader in the class? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
26. What would they have to do to become a better reader?  
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
27. Tell me what you most like doing in your spare time. 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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28. What are your favourite TV programmes? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
29. How often do you watch them? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
30. What games do you like to play? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
31. Who do you like to play them with? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
32. What are your favourite toys? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
33. What is it that makes this toy / these toys so special to you? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
34. Who do you most like playing with at school? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
35. Why do you like playing with this child / these children? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
36. What games do you like to play with him / her / them? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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37. Who Would Like To Do These Things Most?  
You may answer girls, boys or both. 

• ride a bike?                   

• read a book? (to yourself)                          

• kick a ball?         
• be read to?  

   

• watch TV    

• draw a picture ?  
   

• play computer games?    

• go for a swim?    

•  colour in?                  
• play a board game?                     

(like Snakes and Ladders)    

• play outside?         
   (like climbing trees, chasing, running)                                     
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Parent survey 

Child’s Name: ____________________  
Age: ______ (Date of Birth: ___________ )  
School: ___________________ Class: __________________ 
Number of Siblings: _________________________________   
Place in Family: ______________________(eg P, P, B, B, G, B - circle child involved 
in study) P= parent; B= boy; G= girl.. 

 
 

Part A:      (Background Information) 
Please complete the following questions. 

 
(Please indicate who is completing this questionnaire: 
____________________________________________ ) 
 

1.Was your child born in Australia? ________________________________________________ 
If not, where was s/he born? ______________________________________________________ 
How long has s/he lived in Australia? _______________________________________________ 
 
2. Is English the language most spoken at home?______________________________________ 
If not, what is the most commonly spoken language? __________________________________ 
 
3. How many adults live in the household? __________________________________________ 
What is their relationship to the child?______________________________________________ 

4.How many adults in the household work in paid employment? 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. What is the occupation of the main wage earner? 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
6. What is the occupation of the secondary wage earner? 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
7. In relation to your own reading habits……. 
 What type of printed materials do you read most?_________________________________ 
 How often do you read?_____________________________________________________ 
 Where do you get most of your reading materials from?____________________________ 
 Do you like to give books as gifts?_____________________________________________ 
 Do you like to get books as gifts?______________________________________________ 
 Who in your family likes to read?_____________________________________________ 
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Part B:    Your Child - in general: 
 

1. When you think about all your child’s experiences with books and reading so far, what stands out? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Your Child - as a listener to someone reading: 
 

2. When was your child first read to?  (From what age) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. From what age did your child ask you to read to him/her?    
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. How often do you (someone at home) read to your child now?   
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Your Child - reading for him/her self: 
 

5. When did your child start reading for him/her self?  
____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

6. Does your child still read to him/herself? _________________________________________  
How often?      ____________________________________ 

 What kinds of things does he/she read? ________________________________________ 
 Does he do this for school/ for fun/ for some other reason? _________________________ 
   
7. How long do you think they will keep reading for themselves? _________________________ 
 How often?    ________________________________________________ 
 What kinds of texts?  ______________________________________________________  
8. Did “being  read to at home” play any part in helping him/her at school? _________________ 
 If so,   how? ______________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

9. Did “being  read to at home” play any part in helping him/her at school with reading? ______ 
If so, how _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. Circle Yes or No to indicate those reading materials available to your child . 
  Story books (not true stories)  Yes  No 
  Story books (true stories)  Yes  No 
  Magazines    Yes  No 
  Newspapers    Yes  No 
  Recipe books    Yes  No 
  TV Guides    Yes  No 
  Other (please list)__________________________________________________________ 

Please list their favourites. _________________________________________________ 
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11. Does your child enjoy …..?  (circle the correct response) 
Reading  (to themselves)            Yes   No 
Watching TV    Yes  No 
Playing outside   Yes  No 
Kicking a ball    Yes  No 
Playing in his/her room  Yes  No 
Being read to    Yes    No 
Colouring in    Yes  No 
Playing computer games  Yes   No 
Riding a bike     Yes  No 
Drawing    Yes  No 
Playing board games   Yes   No 
Making things    Yes  No 
Painting    Yes  No 

 

12. What are your child’s favourite toys? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

 

13. What are your child’s favourite pastimes? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

  

14. Exposure to reading materials:   
Where did you get most of your child’s reading materials? Where do you get them now? Where will 
you get them in the future?  Tick the appropriate boxes. 

 

 Past Present Future 

Supermarket Checkout    
Gift    
Newsagency    
Department Store    
Specialist Book Shop    
School Library    
Council Library    
Book Club    
Other (please list) 
 

   

 
15. Why is it important that your child does well in reading?______________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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16. How do you think your child will use reading in the future? 
 At school _________________________________________________ 
 After finishing school _______________________________________ 

17. Who has most influenced your child’s reading? Please tick the column/s that best describe your 
answer. Leave the others empty. 
 

Influence In the Past  In the Present  In the Future 
Mother    
Father    
Brother    
Sister    
Grandparents    
Teacher    
Television    
Other (please list)    

 

18. Who has most influenced your child’s attitude to reading? Please tick the column/s which best 
describe your answer. Leave the others empty. 
 

Attitude Past Present Future 
Mother    
Father    
Brother    
Sister    
Grandparents    
Teacher    
Television    
Other (please list) 
 

   

 

19. Who has most influenced your child’s achievement in reading?  Please tick the column/s which best 
describe your answer. Leave the others empty. 

 

Achievement  Past Present Future 
Mother    
Father    
Brother    
Sister    
Grandparents    
Teacher    
Television    
Other (please list)    
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20. Who has most influenced your child’s interest in reading?  Please tick the column/s which best 
describe your answer.  
 

Interest  Past Present Future 
Mother    
Father    
Brother    
Sister    
Grandparents    
Teacher    
Television    
Other (please list) 
 

   

 

21. Parents’ predisposition to differences between boys and girls. 
(Tick the box which best describes your response.) 

 

To what extent are boys and girls different at ... 

 Very different Different The same in 
some ways 

Just the same
 

wanting to be read to at home 
during their years before going 
to school 

    

wanting to be read to at home 
during their years at school     

wanting to be read to at school     

learning to read     

learning about reading     

liking to read during their years 
before going to school     

liking to read during the early 
years at school     

liking to read during their later 
years at school     

thinking reading is important     

thinking reading is useful     

thinking reading is a good thing     
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22. Which of the following toys does your child own/play with? 
 Tick the appropriate box. 
 

 Owns Plays with 
Dolls   
Trucks   
Balls   
Books   
Colouring books   

 
 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Dress up clothes: 
Superheroes (eg batman; superman
 
Fairy 
 
Bride 
 
 
Cowboy/girl 
 
Robin Hood 
 
TV Characters (eg Bananas in    
Pyjamas) 
 
Storybook Characters (eg Little  
Red Riding Hood) 
 
Other  (please list) 

 

  

Art sets   
Computer games (hand held 
or other) 

  

Tea Set   
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Student details 
Name: ________________________ 
Age: __ Date of birth:__/_____/____ 

Class: _________________________ 
School: _______________________ 
 

Date of completion of survey: ______________ 

Questions about being read to 

Question 1 
How often does someone read to you? 

Never (0 times a 
week) 

Occasionally (1–2 times a 
week) 

Sometimes (3–4 times a 
week) 

Every day (6–7 times a 
week) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 2 
What do they read to you? 

Story books 
(true) 

Story books 
(not true) 

Magazines Newspapers Recipe books TV guides Other 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 3 
Who reads to you? 

Teacher Sister Brother Dad Friend Grand 
parent/s 

Mum Other 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 4 
Who reads to you most often? 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 5 
What do you most like having read to you? (Name/Type of book) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 6 
What do you enjoy most about this (kind of) book when someone reads it to you? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story 
goes) 

Words 
and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 7 
What would other (girls/boys - same gender) like about this book? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 8 
What would other (girls/boys - opposite gender) like about this book? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Questions about reading independently 

Question 9 
How often do you read by yourself in class and for homework each week? 

Never (0 times a 
week) 

Occasionally (1–2 times a 
week) 

Sometimes (3–4 times a 
week) 

Every day (6–7 times a 
week) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 10 
How often do you read because you want to each week? 

Never (0 times a 
week) 

Occasionally (1–2 times a 
week) 

Sometimes (3–4 times a 
week) 

Every day (6–7 times a 
week) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 11 
What do you read in class and for homework each week? 

Story books 
(true) 

Story books 
(not true) 

Magazines Newspapers Recipe books TV guides Other 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 12 
What do you read because you want to each week? 

Story books 
(true) 

Story books 
(not true) 

Magazines Newspapers Recipe books TV guides Other 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 13 
What do you most like reading? (Name / Type of book) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 14 
What do you enjoy most about this book? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 15 
What would other (girls/boys - same gender) like about this? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 16 
What would other (girls/boys - opposite gender) like about this? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 General questions about reading 

Question 17 
In relation to reading: 

Context: Yes/No Comments, if any 
• Do you like being read to? Y/N  
• Do you like to read? Y/N  
• Do you read well? Y/N  

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 18 
How many boys/girls in your class like reading? 

boys none a few some most all NA 
girls none a few some most all NA 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 19 
If you had to choose: 

Context Girls Boys Comment, if any 
• Do they like to read Y/N Y/N  
• Do they like being read to Y/N Y/N  
• Do they read well Y/N Y/N  
• Who reads best Y/N Y/N  

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 20 

Who would like to do these things most, girls , boys,  or 
both ? 

Ride a bike?     

Read a book? (by yourself)    

Kick a ball?  
   

Be read to?    

Watch TV    

Draw a picture?  
  

Play computer games?    

Go for a swim?     

Colour in?     

Play a board game?  
(Snakes and Ladders, other games) 

   

Play outside?  
(climbing trees, chasing, running) 

   

Read to someone  
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An examination of the literacy practices of emergent readers 
Researcher: Susan Barron (Faculty of Education, Mt Gravatt Campus, Griffith University) 

 Instructions 
It is important this survey be completed by one of the parents if at all possible. All questions referring to "this 
child" are about the child taking part in this survey. 

Where a range of responses are available, please select only one. For instance: 

Sample question Never Rarely Some times All the time 
Does your child read alone?   a  
 

Date of completion by parent: ____/_____/____ 

 Child and family details 
Your Name: ____________________ 
Child’s Name: __________________ 
Age: ___ Date of birth: ___/___/____ 

Class: _________________________ 
School: _______________________ 
Total number of brothers and sisters: _________ 

 

Please complete for all children, including this child, in your family 

Birth order Child's full name Gndr DOB Your relationship to child  

1st child  M/F ____/____/____  

2nd child  M/F ____/____/____  

3rd child  M/F ____/____/____  

4th child  M/F ____/____/____  

5th child  M/F ____/____/____  

6th child  M/F ____/____/____  

Other Please add on separate sheet    
 

Place of birth 

Question Yes No If No to any of these, please provide details 
Was this child born in Australia?    
Is English the language most spoken at home?    
Has he/she always lived in Australia?    
 

Has this child been diagnosed as: 

Condition/Response No Yes If yes to any of these, please provide details 
suffering from hearing loss    
being visually impaired    

suffering from an attention deficit disorder    

requiring speech therapy    

 

Adults in household 

How many adults live in the household?  
What is their relationship to this child?  
How many adults are in paid employment?  
What is occupation of main wage earner?  
What is occupation of second wage earner?  
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 Questions about reading 

Question 1 
In relation to the reading habits of all adults/children, including this child, in the household: 

Person Gndr Relationship 
to child 

Do they 
like to 
read? 

What do they like to read? How often 
each week 

do they 
read? 

How often 
each week do 
they read to 
this child? 

You M/F  Y/N    
Person1 M/F  Y/N    
Person2 M/F  Y/N    
Person3 M/F  Y/N    
Person4 M/F  Y/N    
Person5 M/F  Y/N    
Other    Please add on separate sheet   

Question 2 
In relation to this child's reading habits Yes/No Comments, if any 
Does this child like being read to? Y/N  
Does this child like to read? Y/N  
Does this child read well? Y/N  

Question 3 
To what extent are girls and boys different in: 

Context Very 
different 

Different Similar Very 
similar 

Comment, if any 

liking to read      
liking being read to      

Question 4 
If you had to choose: 

Context Girls Boys Comment, if any 
Do they like to read Y/N Y/N  
Do they like being read to Y/N Y/N  

Question 5 
When you recall this child’s experiences of books and reading, what are the most positive or negative 
(particular) events, if any, that you recall? 

Event Description (list in chronological order) Age in years 
& months 

Rate event as 
positive or negative 

1   Pos/Neg 
2   Pos/Neg 
3   Pos/Neg 
4   Pos/Neg 
5   Pos/Neg 
Other Please add on separate sheet if required   
 

249 



 

Appendix 6. Gendered Text Survey and Results 
The following gendered text questionnaire was administered to a group of Year 1 students at a state 
primary school in South East Queensland. It was administered in small groups and children were 
encouraged to circle who they felt would most like to read the nominated texts or have the texts read to 
them. 

The nominated texts were taken from the responses given by Phase 1 children to the questions "What 
book do you most like to read?" and "What book do you most like having read to you?" The bracketed 
numbers cross-reference to the identification number of the child in the original survey who nominated 
that particular text. The researcher believed she had identified a pattern in the types of texts children 
were selecting. With the exception of the children who chose "gender neutral" books, girls and boys 
seemed to be choosing quite different texts, specific to their own gender. She endeavored to explore that 
pattern by testing her theory with an independent group of children. Results were generally consistent 
with her expectations and after checking the "gender classification" she had originally added to the texts 
selected by the children from Phase 1, felt confident that she could continue to loosely apply a gender 
classification to nominated texts from Phase 1 and 2 of the study. 
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Who Would Most Like To Read These Books?      [1] 
You may answer girls, boys or both. 

 
Rudolph The Red Nosed Reindeer 

                                                                         (138)   
 

 

Dinosaur books 
                                                                         (130)   

 

 

Harry Potter books 
                                                                         (206)  

 
 

 

Farm Books 
                                                                         (001)  

 
 

 

Pokemon / Digimon books 
                                                                         (052) 

 
  

 

Rocket books 
                                                                         (221)   

 

 

Fairy books 
                                                                         (081) 

 
  

 

Whale books (true) 
                                                                         (016)   

 

 

Pig books 
                                                                         (095)  

 
 

 

Mr Men books 
                                                                         (039) 

 
  

 

Starwars 
                                                                         (101)   

 

 

The Three Little Pigs 
                                                                         (222) 
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Who Would Most Like To Read These Books?      [2] 
You may answer girls, boys or both. 

Fairy Tales 
                                                                           (027) 

  
 

PB Bear books   
                                                                                                       (146)   

 
 

Bird books (true) 
                                                                           (205) 

 
 

 

Scary books 
                                                                    (151) 

 
 

Cartoon 
                                                                                                       (062) 

 
 

 Goosebumps 
                                                                    (077) 

  
 

Aeroplane books 

                                                                    (220)   
 

 

Mr Magee books 
                                                                    (155) 

 
 

True Stories 
                                                                    (024) 

 
 

 

Winnie the Pooh books 
                                                                    (008) 

 
 

 

Racing books (cars) 
                                                                           (211)

  
 

 

Animal books 
                                                          (057) 
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Who Would Most Like To Have These Books Read To Them?     [1] 
You may answer girls, boys or both. 
 

Thomas the Tank Engine 
                                                                                                         (157)   

 

 

The Sea 
                                                                                                         (225)   

 

 

Fairy Stories 
                                                                                                        (50)  

 
 

 

Alice in Wonderland 
                                                                                                         (31)  

 
 

 

Motorbike books 
                                                                                                           (21) 

 
  

 

Father Goose Stories 
                                                                                                           (64)   

 

 

Harold the Helicopter 
                                                                                                         (171) 

 
  

 

Dinosaur books 
                                                                                                           (70)   

 

 

Animal stories (fiction) 
                                                                                                         (208)  

 
 

 

Olympic Games books 

                                                                                                         (212)

 
  

 

Narnia books 
                                                                                                         (70)   

 

 

Science books 
                                                                                                         (240) 
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Who Would Most Like To Have These Books Read To Them?     [2] 
You may answer girls, boys or both. 

Teddy Bear books 
                                                 (129)      

  
 

The Pirate Cave 
                                                                                        (109) 

  
 

Christmas books 
                                                   (048) 

 
 

 

Buffy books 
                                                  (179) 

 
 

 

The Magic School Bus 
                                                  (226)  

  

Information books 
                                                                                        (064) 

  
 

Pokemon books 
                                                  (215)  

  

Barbie books 
                                                  (169) 

  
 

Cooking books 
                                                  (046) 

 
 

 

Little Bear books 
                                                                                        (204)  

  

Peter Pan 
                                                                                        (218) 

  
 

Make believe stories 

        (The Faraway Tree)                  (181)  
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Table. 23 Gendered preference for books 
Book Type Combined Response Male Response Female Response 
Read to Teddy Bear 
Books 

even 
(30.4, 39.1, 30.4) 

boys (61.5%) 
(21.1, 61.5,15.4)    * 

girls/both 
(40, 10, 50%)     * 

Read to Pirate Books boys (87%) 
(4.3, 87, 8.7) 

boys (92.3%) 
(00, 92.3, 7.7) 

boys (80%) 
(10, 80, 10) 

Read to Christmas Books even 
(30.4, 30.4, 39.1) 

boys/both (46.1, 46.1) 
(7.7, 46.1, 46.1)    *  

girls (60%) 
(60,10,30)        * 

Read to Buffy Books both (50%) 
(9.1, 40.9, 50) 

boys (61.5%) 
(00, 61.5, 30.8)     * 

both (70%) 
(20, 10, 70)       * 

Read to The Magic 
School Bus 

even 
(30.4, 30.4, 39.1) 

boys/both (53.8, 38.5) 
(7.7, 53.8, 38.5)    * 

girls/both (60, 40) 
(60, 00, 40)       * 

Read to Information 
Books 

boys (45.5%) 
(27.3, 45.5, 27.3) 

boys (53.8%) 
(15.4, 53.8, 23.1) 

even 
(40, 30, 30) 

Read to Pokemon Books boys (56.5%) 
(26.1, 56.5, 17.4) 

boys (69.2%) 
(7.7, 69.2, 23.1)    * 

girls/boys (50, 40) 
(50, 40, 10)       * 

Read to Barbie Books girls (78.3%) 
(78.3, 8.7, 13) 

girls (76.9%) 
(76.9, 15.4, 7.7) 

girls (80%) 
(80, 00, 20) 

Read to Cooking Books even 
(39.1, 21.7, 39.1) 

even 
(30.8, 30.8, 38.5) 

girls/both (50, 40) 
(50, 10, 40) 

Read to Little Bear 
Books 

boys (48%) 
(17.4, 47.8, 34.8) 

boys (69.2%) 
(00, 69.2, 30.8)     * 

girls, both (40, 40) 
(40, 20, 40)       * 

Read to Peter Pan boys 
(31.8, 40.9, 27.3) 

boys (46.1%) 
(30.8, 46.1, 15.4) 

even 
(30, 30, 40) 

Read to Make Believe 
Books 

both (45.5%) 
(27.3, 27.3, 45.5) 

both (53.8%) 
(7.7, 30.8, 53.8)    * 

girls (50%) 
(50, 20, 30)       * 

Read to Thomas the 
Tank Engine 

boys (56.5%) 
(8.7, 56.5, 34.8) 

boys (53.8) 
(15.4, 53.8, 30.8) 

boys (60%) 
(00, 60, 40) 

Read to The Sea Books even 
(26.1, 34.8, 39.1) 

boys (61.5%) 
(7.7, 61.5, 30,8)    * 

girls/both (50, 50) 
(50, 00, 50)       * 

Read to Fairy Stories girls (78.3%) 
(78.3, 8.7, 13) 

girls (69.2%) 
(69.2, 15.4, 15.4) 

girls (90%) 
(90, 00, 10) 

Read to Alice in 
Wonderland 

girls (56.5%) 
(56.5, 30.4, 13) 

boys (46.1%) 
(30.8, 46.1, 23.1)   * 

girls (90%) 
(90, 10, 00)       * 

Read to Motorbike Bike 
Books 

boys (73.9%) 
(17.4, 73.9, 8.7) 

boys (84.6%) 
(7.7, 84.6, 7.7) 

boys (60%) 
(30, 60, 10) 

Read to Father Goose 
Stories 

both (47.8%) 
(21.7, 30.4, 47.8) 

boys/both (46.1, 46.1) 
(7.7, 46.1, 46.1)    * 

girls/both (40, 50) 
(40, 10, 50)       * 

Read to Harold the 
Helicopter 

boys (47.8%) 
(21.7, 47.8, 30.4) 

boys (61.5%) 
(15.4, 61.5, 23.1) 

even 
(30, 30, 40) 

Read to Dinosaur Books boys (65.2%) 
(17.4, 65.2, 17.4) 

boys (84.6%) 
(00, 84.6, 15.4)     * 

girls/boys (40, 40) 
(40, 40, 20)       * 

Read to Animal Fiction even 
(21.7, 39.1, 39.1) 

boys (53.8%) 
(15.4, 53.8, 30.8) 

both (50%) 
(30, 20, 50) 

Read to Olympic Games boys 
(30.4, 43.5, 26.1) 

boys (69.2%) 
(7.7, 69.2, 23.1)    * 

girls (60%) 
(60, 10, 30)       * 

Read to Narnia girls (50%) 
(50, 31.8, 18.2) 

boys (53.8%) 
(30.8, 53.8, 7,7)    * 

girls (70%) 
(70, 00, 30)       * 

Read to Science Books boys (50%) 
(18.2, 50, 31.8) 

boys (53.8%) 
(7.7, 53.8, 30.8) 

even 
(30, 40, 30) 
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Book Type Combined Response Male Response Female Response 
Read Self Fairy Tales girls (69.6%) 

(69.6, 17.4, 13) 
girls (61.5%) 
(61.5, 23.1, 15.4) 

girls (80%) 
(80, 10, 10) 

Read Self PB Bear 
Books 

boys (52.2%) 
(8.7, 52.2, 39.1) 

boys (76.9%) 
(7.7, 76.9, 15.4)    

both (70%) 
(10, 20, 70)       * 

Read Self Bird Books 
(nonfiction) 

even 
(34.8, 30.4, 34.8) 

both (46.1%) 
(30.8, 23.1, 46.1)  

girls/boys (40, 40) 
(40, 40, 20) 

Read Self Scary Books boys (77.3%) 
(13.6, 77.3, 9.1) 

boys (91.7%) 
(7.7, 91.7, 00) 

boys (60%) 
(20, 60, 20) 

Read Self Cartoons both (82.6%) 
(00, 17.4, 82.6) 

both (69.2%) 
(00, 30.8, 69.2)    * 

both (100%) 
(00, 00, 100)      * 

Read Self Goosebumps boys (52.2%) 
(34.8, 52.2, 13) 

boys (69.2%) 
(23.1, 69.2, 7.7) 

girls (50%) 
(50, 30, 20) 

Read Self Aeroplane 
Books 

boys (52.2%) 
(4.3, 52.2, 43.5) 

boys (76.9%) 
(00, 76.9, 23.1)    * 

both (70%) 
(10, 20, 70)       * 

Read Self Mr Magee 
Books 

boys (52.2%) 
(13, 52.2, 34.8) 

boys (69.2%) 
(15.4, 69.2, 15.4)  * 

both (60%) 
(10, 30, 60)       * 

Read Self True Stories girls (47.8%) 
(47.8, 21.7, 30.4) 

girls/boys (38.5, 38.5) 
(38.5, 38.5, 23.1)   * 

girls (60%) 
(60, 00, 40)       * 

Read Self Winnie the 
Pooh Books 

even 
(26.1, 39.1, 34.8) 

boys (61.5%) 
(23.1, 61.5, 15.4)   * 

both (60%) 
(30, 10, 60)       * 

Read Self Racing Books 
(cars) 

boys (69.6%) 
(21.7, 69.6, 8.7) 

boys (84.6%) 
(7.7, 84.6, 7.7) 

girls/boys (40, 50) 
(40, 50, 10) 

Read Self Animal Books girls/boys(43.5,39.1) 
(43.5, 39.1, 17.4) 

boys (69.2%) 
(15.4, 69.2, 15.4)   * 

girls (80%) 
(80, 00, 20)       * 

Read Self Dinosaur 
Books 

boys (73.9%) 
(13, 73.9, 13) 

boys (100%) 
(00, 100, 00)       * 

even 
(30, 40, 30)       * 

Read Self R the Red-
Nosed Reindeer Bks  

girls (47.8%) 
(47.8, 17.4, 34.8) 

even 
(30.8, 30.8, 38.5)   * 

girls (70%) 
(70, 00, 30)       * 

Read Self Harry Potter 
Books 

boys/both(52.2,30.4) 
(17.4, 52.2, 30.4) 

boys (46.1%) 
(23.1, 46.1, 30.8) 

boys (60%) 
(10, 60, 30) 

Read Self Farm Books boys ( 56.5%) 
(30.4, 56.5, 13) 

boys (76.9%) 
(15.4, 76.9, 7.7)    *  

girls (50%) 
(50, 30, 20)       * 

Read Self Pokemon 
/Digimon Books 

even 
(39.1, 34.8, 26.1) 

boys (53.8%) 
(23.1, 53.8, 23.1)   * 

girls (60%) 
(60, 10, 30)       * 

Read Self Rocket Books boys (78.8%) 
(8.7, 78.3, 13) 

boys (69.2%) 
(15.4, 69.2, 15.4) 

boys (90%) 
(00, 90, 10) 

Read Self Fairy Books girls (73.9%) 
(73.9, 8.7, 17.4) 

girls (69.2%) 
(69.2, 15.4, 15.4) 

girls (80%) 
(80, 00, 20) 

Read Self Whale books 
(nonfiction) 

boys (60.9%) 
(26.1, 60.9, 13) 

boys (84.6%) 
(7.7, 84.6, 7.7)     * 

girls (50%) 
(50, 30, 20)       * 

Read Self Pig Books even 
(26.1, 39.1, 34.8) 

boys (61.5%) 
(15.4, 61.5, 23.1)   * 

girls/both (40, 50) 
(40, 10, 50)       * 

Read Self Mr Men 
Books 

boys (65.2%) 
(4.3, 65.2, 30.4) 

boys (92.3%) 
(00, 92.3, 7.7)      * 

both (60%) 
(10, 30, 60)       *  

Read Self Starwars boys (60.9%) 
(34.8, 60.9, 4.3) 

boys (84.6%) 
(7.7, 84.6, 7.7)     * 

girls (70%) 
(70, 30, 00)       * 

Read Self The Three 
Little Pigs 

boys/both(43.5,39.1) 
(17.4, 43.5, 39.1) 

boys (69.2%) 
(00, 69.2, 30.8)     * 

girls/both (40, 50) 
(40, 10, 50)       * 
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Results Report (read to them) 

Mixed Gender Responses 
When considering texts children like having read to them, books about Teddy Bears, Christmas, Magic 
School Bus, Cooking Books, Sea Books and Animal Fiction Books were all classified as approximately 
even, meaning that similar numbers of children reported that they were most liked by girls, boys or both 
boys and girls. Buffy Books, Make Believe Books and Father Goose Stories were rated as both, 
meaning the greatest number of children said both boys and girls liked having those books read to them 
the most. Barbie Books, Fairy Stories, Alice in Wonderland and Narnia Books were rated as girl books 
by the majority of the students. Pirate Books, Information Books, Pokemon Books, Little Bear Books, 
Peter Pan, Thomas the Tank Engine Stories, Motorbike Books, Harold the Helicopter Books, Dinosaur 
Books and Science books were rated as boy books. 

Male responses 
Cooking Books were the only book types which boys said were enjoyed approximately evenly by boys 
and girls or both. Make-believe Books were seen to be enjoyed by both boys and girls. Christmas books, 
The Magic School Bus and Father Goose Stories were seen to be equally enjoyed by boys or both boys 
and girls. Barbie Books and Fairy Stories were seen to be books most enjoyed by girls. All remaining 
books were seen by boys to be most enjoyed by their own gender. These include, Teddy Bear Books, 
Pirate Books, Buffy Books, Pokemon Books, Little Bear Books, Peter Pan, Thomas the Tank Engine, Sea 
Books, Alice in Wonderland, Motorbike Books, Harold the Helicopter, Dinosaur Books, Animal Fiction 
Books, Olympic Games, Narnia and Science Books. 

Female responses 
Information Books, Peter Pan, Harold the Helicopter and Science Books were seen by girls to be 
favoured approximately evenly by boys, girls or both. Buffy Books and Animal Fiction Books were rated 
as being liked equally by both boys and girls. Teddy Bear Books, The Magic School Bus, Cooking 
Books, Little Bear Books, The Sea Books, Father Goose Stories were seen as being preferred by girls or 
both boys and girls. Pokemon Books and Dinosaur Books were seen to be equally appealing to boys and 
girls. Boys were seen to favour Pirate Books, Thomas the Tank Engine and Motorbike Books. Girls saw 
Christmas Books, Barbie Books, Make Believe Books, Fairy Stories, Alice in Wonderland, Olympic 
Games and Narnia Books as being most enjoyed by their gender. 

Summary 
Answers between genders (male versus female responses) were seen to be different for these book types: 
 Teddy Bear Books (even; boys; girls/both), 
 Christmas Books (even; boys/both; girls), 
 Buffy Books (both; boys; both), 
 The Magic School Bus (even; boys/both; girls/both), 
 Pokemon Books (boys; boys; girls/boys), 
 Little Bear Books (boys; boys; girls/both), 
 Make Believe Books (both; both; girls), 
 The Sea Books (even; boys; girls/both), 
 Alice in Wonderland (girls; boys; girls), 
 Father Goose Stories (both; boys/both; girls/both), 
 Dinosaur Books (boys; boys; girls/boys), 
 Olympic Games Books (boys; boys; girls), 
 Narnia Books (girls; boys; girls). 

 (NOTE: bracketed words represent the predominant responses of mixed gender, male and female 
participants in that order.) 
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Results Report (read to themselves) 

Mixed gender responses 
When considering texts children liked reading for themselves, non-fiction Bird Books, Winnie the Pooh 
Books, Pokemon and Digimon Books, and Pig Books were all classified as approximately even, meaning 
that the numbers for girls, boys or both were very similar. Cartoons were rated as both, meaning the 
greatest number of children said both boys and girls liked having those books read to them the most. 
Fairy Tales, True Stories, Animal Books, Rudolph the Red-Nosed Reindeer Books and Fairy Books were 
rated as girl books by the majority of the students. PB Bear Books, Scary Books, Goosebumps Books, 
Aeroplane Books, Mr Magee Books, Racing Books, Dinosaur Books, Harry Potter Books, Farm Books, 
Rocket Books, Whale Books, Mr Men Books, Starwars Books, and the Three Little Pigs were rated as 
boy books. 

Male responses 
Rudolph the Red-Nosed Reindeer Books were the only book types which boys reported were enjoyed 
approximately evenly by boys and girls or both. Bird Books and Cartoons were seen to be enjoyed by 
both boys and girls. True Stories were seen to be equally enjoyed by boys or girls. Fairy Tales and Fairy 
Books were seen to be books most enjoyed by girls. All remaining books were seen by boys to be most 
enjoyed by their gender. These include, PB Bear Books, Scary Books, Goosebumps Books, Aeroplane 
Books, Mr Magee Books, Winnie the Pooh Books, Racing Books (cars), Animal Books, Dinosaur Books, 
Harry Potter Books, Farm Books, Pokemon/Digimon Books, Rocket Books Starwars and The Three 
Little Pigs. 

Female responses 
Dinosaur Books were seen by girls to be favoured approximately evenly by boys, girls or both. PB Bear 
Books, Cartoons, Aeroplane Books, Mr Magee Books, Winnie the Pooh Books, Mr Men Books, Pig 
Books and The Three Little Pigs were rated as being liked equally by both boys and girls. Boys were 
seen to favour Scary Books, Racing Car Books, Harry Potter Books and Rocket Books. Girls saw Fairy 
Tales, Goosebumps Books, Fairy Books, True Stories, Rudolph the Red-Nosed Reindeer, Farm Books, 
Pokemon/Digimon Books , Whale Books, Starwars and Animal Books as being most enjoyed by their 
gender. 

Summary 
Answers between genders (male versus female responses) were seen to be different for these book types: 
 PB Bear Books (boys; boys; both), 
 Cartoons (both; both; both), 
 Aeroplane Books (boys, boys, both), 
 Mr Magee Books (boys; boys; both), 
 True Stories (girls; girls/boys; girls) 
 Winnie the Pooh Books (even; boys; both), 
 Animal Books (girls/boys; boys; girls), 
 Dinosaur Books (boys; boys; even), 
 Rudolph the Red-Nose Reindeer Books (girls; even; girls), 
 Farm Books (boys; boys; girls), 
 Pokemon/Digimon Books (even; boys; girls), 
 Whale Books (boys; boys; girls), 
 Pig Books (even; boys; girls/both) 
 Mr Men Books (boys; boys; both), 
 Starwars (boys; boys; girls), 
 The Three Little Pigs (boys/both; boys; girls/both 

(NOTE: bracketed words represent the predominant responses of mixed gender, male and female 
participants in that order.) 
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Appendix 7. Phase 2: Child Survey 
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Student details 
Name: ________________________ 
Age: __ Date of birth:__/_____/____ 

Class: _________________________ 
School: _______________________ 

Date of completion of survey: ______________ 

Questions about being read to 

Question 1 
How often does someone read to you? 

Never (0 times a 
week) 

Occasionally (1–2 times a 
week) 

Sometimes (3–4 times a 
week) 

Every day (6–7 times a 
week) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 2 
What do they read to you? 

Story books 
(true) 

Story books 
(not true) 

Magazines Newspapers Recipe books TV guides Other 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 3 
Who reads to you? 

Teacher Sister Brother Dad Friend Grand 
parent/s 

Mum Other 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 4 
Who reads to you most often? 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 5 
What do you most like having read to you? (Name/Type of book) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 6 
What do you enjoy most about this (kind of) book when someone reads it to you? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story 
goes) 

Words 
and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 7 
What would other (girls/boys - same gender) like about this book? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 8 
What would other (girls/boys - opposite gender) like about this book? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Questions about reading independently 

Question 9 
How often do you read by yourself in class and for homework each week? 

Never (0 times a 
week) 

Occasionally (1–2 times a 
week) 

Sometimes (3–4 times a 
week) 

Every day (6–7 times a 
week) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 10 
How often do you read because you want to each week? 

Never (0 times a 
week) 

Occasionally (1–2 times a 
week) 

Sometimes (3–4 times a 
week) 

Every day (6–7 times a 
week) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 11 
What do you read in class and for homework each week? 

Story books 
(true) 

Story books 
(not true) 

Magazines Newspapers Recipe books TV guides Other 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 12 
What do you read because you want to each week? 

Story books 
(true) 

Story books 
(not true) 

Magazines Newspapers Recipe books TV guides Other 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 13 
What do you most like reading? (Name / Type of book) 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 14 
What do you enjoy most about this book? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 15 
What would other (girls/boys - same gender) like about this? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 16 
What would other (girls/boys - opposite gender) like about this? 

Pictures Characters Words Storyline (the 
way story goes) 

Words and 
pictures 

Listening Other 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 General questions about reading 

Question 17 
In relation to reading: 

Context: Yes/No Comments, if any 
• Do you like being read to? Y/N  
• Do you like to read? Y/N  
• Do you read well? Y/N  

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 18 
How many boys/girls in your class like reading? 

boys none a few some most all NA 
girls none a few some most all NA 

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Question 19 
If you had to choose: 

Context Girls Boys Comment, if any 
• Do they like to read Y/N Y/N  
• Do they like being read to Y/N Y/N  
• Do they read well Y/N Y/N  
• Who reads best Y/N Y/N  

Comment: _________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 20 

Who would like to do these things most, girls , boys,  o
both

r 
? 

Ride a bike?     

Read a book? (by yourself)    

Kick a ball?  
   

Be read to?    

Watch TV    

Draw a picture?  
  

Play computer games?    

Go for a swim?     

Colour in?     

Play a board game?  
(Snakes and Ladders, other games) 

   

Play outside?  
(climbing trees, chasing, running) 

   

Read to someone  
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Gendered text questions 

1) Are there books that girls like but boys don’t like? Y N 

2) Are there books that boys like but girls don’t like? Y N 

3) Are there books that both boys and girls like? Y N 

4.) Give me an example of a book that girls like but boys don't like. _________________ 

5.) Give me an example of a book that boys like but girls don't like. _________________ 

6.) Give me an example of a book that both boys and girls like. _____________________ 

7.) Do you think that girls or boys or both like these books? 

True stories 
   

Not-true stories 
   

8) Who do you think would most like to read these books? 

Dinosaur 
   

Barbie 
   

Cooking 
   

Harry Potter 
   

Teddy Bear 
   

Animals 
   

Fairy Tales 
   

Pirates 
   

Class or take home readers*  
   

Goosebumps 
   

*Reading scheme books 
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9) Who do you think would most like to listen to these books? 

Dinosaur 
   

Barbie 
   

Cooking 
   

Harry Potter 
   

Teddy Bear 
   

Animals 
   

Fairy Tales 
   

Pirates 
   

Class or take home readers*  
   

Goosebumps 
   

*Reading scheme books 
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Appendix 8. St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test (test items only) 
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ST. LUCIA 
READING COMPREHENSION TEST 

 
FORM B 

J.Elkins and R.J. Andrews 

University of Queensland 

 

 

NAME………………………………………………… 

 

SCHOOL……………………………………………… 

 

GRADE……………….TODAY'S DATE…………….. 

 

BOY OR GIRL………………………………………… 

 

 

Peter and Pam went  __________________ the zoo to see the animals. First they 

saw the lions. Next they _____________________ the monkeys playing on 

swings. Then Pam had a ride on ___________________ of the elephants. 

 

 
DO NOT TURN OVER THE PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE TOLD. 
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1. The children were all in the park.  The boys were playing a _______ of cricket.  

All of the _______________ but Sally were skipping.  She sat alone.  No one 

wanted to _____________ with her. Tom hit the  _____________ onto the road 

and Bill ran after __________. He did not see the car coming. Sally shouted. Bill 

stopped just in ____________. The children thanked Sally and soon __________ 

were all playing happily together. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2. The school bell rang loudly. It was ____________ to go home. The 

children ran ____________ school out to the gate. Soon the __________ came to 

take them home. They jumped on. Away went the bus. One of the boys rang the 

bell. When the bus _____________ he got off. He saw _____________ mother 

standing near their gate and ran to _____________. The children waved as the 

____________ went on. 

 

 

 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 

 

2. 
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3.  It was the night of the Christmas party. Peter and his three sisters had 

____________ invited. Mother had worked hard all day __________ make sure 

their party clothes _____________ washed and ironed. As the children walked to 

___________ front door Dad told them how fine ________________ all looked. 

They stopped to thank Mother ________ being so kind. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
4. A little puppy came into Mary's garden. ___________ had run away from 

its mother ___________ was lost. Mary picked it ______________ and cuddled 

it. She wanted to keep it, _______________ she knew she must try to 

____________ the puppy's home. _________ a long time she found its mother 

__________ a garden further down the road. The puppy wagged its__________ 

and ran to its mother. Mary was sad _____ leave the puppy, but she knew 

___________ it would be safe ______________ happy again. 

 

 
 

TURN OVER 

3. 
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5. On an island in the Pacific _____________ a young boy named Tanu lives 

_________________ his family. Their island is so _________________ you can 

walk around it in a few _________________. It is also so low the waves 

look_____________ if they could crash over it. Tanu's island 

_________________ protected, however, by a coral ______________ about two 

hundred yards out from the white beach. Around the reef, Tanu and 

_____________________ friends help catch fish. They also enjoy climbing the 

palm _________________ to get coconuts for food and _________________ 

making copra. 

 

 
6. For his birthday Bill had been __________________ a racing car by his 

grandfather. Bill loved to _______________ with his racing cars. He also liked to 

___________________ to the race track to see the cars speeding around the 

_________________. Bill's grandfather had been a champion driver many 

_________________ before, and he was proud when __________________ went 

t car races together. Everybody knew his __________________. Lots of people 

would stop and talk about the drivers and the cars. Most of ______________ Bill 

liked it when they said that he might be a champion driver some day. 

 
LOOK OVER YOUR WORK TILL TIME IS UP 

4. 
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Appendix 9. St Lucia Reading Comprehension Scoring Sheet 
St Lucia Reading Comprehension Test: Scoring 

Note: Blue words are those accepted as "correct" for the purpose of this standardised test. 
1.   The children were all in the park. The boys were playing a game of cricket. All of the girls but Sally 
were skipping. She sat alone. No one wanted to play with her. Tom hit the ball onto the road and Bill 
ran after it. He did not see the car coming. Sally shouted. Bill stopped just in time. The children thanked 
Sally and soon they were all playing happily together. 

2. The school bell rang loudly. It was time to go home. The children ran from school out to the 
gate. Soon the bus came to take them home. They jumped on. Away went the bus. One of the boys rang 
the bell. When the bus stopped he got off. He saw his mother standing near their gate and ran to her. 
The children waved as the bus went on. 

3.  It was the night of the Christmas party. Peter and his three sisters had been invited. Mother had 
worked hard all day to make sure their party clothes were washed and ironed. As the children walked to 
the front door Dad told them how fine they all looked. They stopped to thank Mother for being so kind. 

4. A little puppy came into Mary's garden. It had run away from its mother and was lost. Mary 
picked it up and cuddled it.  She wanted to keep it, but she knew she must try to find the puppy's home. 
After a long time she found its mother in a garden further down the road. The puppy wagged its tail and 
ran to its mother. Mary was sad to leave the puppy, but she knew that it would be safe and happy again. 

5. On an island in the Pacific Ocean a young boy named Tanu lives with his family. Their island is so 
little/small/tiny you can walk around it in a few hours It is also so low the waves look as if they could 
crash over it. Tanu's island is protected, however, by a coral reef about two hundred yards out from the 
white beach. Around the reef, Tanu and his friends help catch fish. They also enjoy climbing the palm 
trees to get coconuts for food and for making copra. 

6. For his birthday Bill had been given a racing car by his grandfather. Bill loved to play with his racing 
cars. He also liked to go to the race track to see the cars speeding around the track Bill's grandfather had 
been a champion driver many years before, and he was when they went to races together. Everybody 
knew his grandfather. Lots of people would stop and talk about the drivers and the cars. Most of all Bill 
liked it when they said that he might be a champion driver some day. 
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Interpreting Scores (original) 

Table 24. Raw score to Reading Age 
Norms- Age Equivalents 

Raw Score Reading Age  Raw Score Reading Age 
6 6 years 2 months  19 7 years 7 months 
7 6 years 4 months  20 7 years 9 months 
8 6 years 6 months  21 7 years 11 months 
9 6 years 8 months  22 8 years 1 month 
10 6 years 9 months  23 8 years 4 months 
11 6 years 10 months  24 8 years 5 months 
12 6 years 11 months  25 8 years 8 months 
13 7 years 0 months  26 8 years 11 months 
14 7 years 1 month  27 9 years 4 months 
15 7 years 2 months  28 9 years 6 months 
16 7 years 3 months  29 9 years 10 months 

17 7 years 4 months  30 10 years 2 months 
18 7 years 6 months  No further scores beyond this point; read as RA 10y2m + 

 

Interpreting Scores (extended by researcher) 

Table 25. Raw score to Reading Age 
Norms- Age Equivalents 
(additional scores and ages) 

Raw Score Reading Age  Raw Score Reading Age 
1 5 years 0 months  30 10 years 2 months 
2 5 years 3 months  31 10 years 4 months 
3 5 years 6 months  32 10 years 6 months 
4 5 years 9 months  33 10 years 8 months 
5 6 years 0 months  34 10 years10 month 
6 6 years 2 months  35 11 years 0 months 
   36 11 years 2 months 
   37 11 years 4 months 
   38 11 years 6 months 
   39 11 years 8 months 
   40 11 years 10 months 
   41 12 years 0 months 
   42 12 years 1 months 
   43 12 years 2 months 
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Appendix 10. Analysis of Pilot Data 

Background / Experience of Reading at Home 
Pilot:  Child Survey 
A child's experience of reading in the home environment was explored through a series of questions 
which asked how often they were read to, the types of reading materials available, the number of people 
who read to them and who did so most frequently. 

Students’ accounts of how often they were read to varied a great deal. The most common responses were 
occasionally or sometimes (each 32.5%, N=25), with the next most common responses being everyday 
(26%) and never (9.1%). Their responses did not differ significantly by gender, although girls most 
commonly stated that they were read to sometimes (37%) or everyday (33%), while boys most 
commonly reported occasionally (41%) or sometimes (26%). 

When asked what types of reading materials were most frequently read to them, a vast majority (88.3%, 
N=68) identified fiction. This did not differ by gender. In response to the question “Who reads to you 
most often”, mother (35.1%) or teacher (29.9%) featured most often. Fewer (10.4%) reported that their 
father read to them most. While the difference in their responses was not significantly different, the 
majority of girls reported that their mother read to them most often (40%), followed by their teacher 
(28%) and the majority of boys reported that their teacher read to them most often (32%), followed by 
their mother (29%). 

The largest number of reports (31.2%, N=24) were that three people read to them. Slightly smaller 
groups reported that two (23.4%) or four people (19.5%) read to them. About 14% reported that either 
one person (13%) or no-one (1.3%) read to them. This number did not differ significantly by gender. 
The last of these data points conflicts with that recorded in children’s reports of how often they were 
read to where seven respondents had indicated that they were never read to. Only one child showed 
consistency in his/her response to these two complementary items. 

Parent Survey 
A series of questions posed to parents surveyed their perceptions of their children's experiences of 
reading at home. Responses to these questions provided information regarding the perceived value they 
placed on reading in the home, their modelling of reading practices, the reading materials available at 
home and the pattern of reading engagement in the home environment, including the frequency and time 
span of occasions and variety. Parents were also asked the perceived capacity of different family 
members and other elements to influence the reading development of their children in a number of areas. 

Parents’ reports of the frequency with which a child was read to ranged from rarely to every day. 
Parents most commonly reported that their children were read to every day (41.3%, N=15). The next 
most common response was occasionally (23.9%). A further 15.2% of parents stated that their children 
were never read to. This finding contrasts children’s reports. Parents were more likely to report reading 
than their children were to report being read to. While over 41% of parents reported that their children 
were read to every day, only 26% of children also reported that they were read to every day, a 15% 
difference in the responses of parents and children. 

The responses of the parents to the question of how often their children were read to did not differ 
significantly by gender. The majority of parents of boys (35%, N=7) and girls (46%, N=12) reported that 
their child was read to every day. This compares to the responses of boys and girls on the same question. 
The parents of both boys and girls more commonly reported that their children were read to every day 
than the boys or girls did. A difference of 13% exists between the responses of the parents of girls and 
their daughters, and a difference of 17% exists between the responses of the parents of boys and their 
sons. In every case, parents reported reading to their children more often than their children did. 

The reported number of readers in the household, the availability of reading materials and the child’s 
experience of reading and being read to determined an assessment of the value placed on reading in the 
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home. Half of the parents (N=25) reported that all adult members of the participants' family read to them 
and a further 46% reported some adults in the family read to the child. Only two participants have no 
adults read to them in their home. This result did not differ significantly by gender. 

When parents were asked how many keen readers lived in the participant's home, half responded many 
while the other half reported having some keen readers. Their responses did not differ significantly by 
gender. The majority of parents of girls and boys reported that there were many (girls: 54%; boys: 45%) 
or some (girls: 46%; boys: 55%) keen readers in the household. 

Most family homes (72%, N=36) provided a child with access to many reading materials. The remaining 
gave access to some (11.7%) or few (10%) such materials. The responses did not differ significantly by 
gender. The majority of parents reported that their boys (73%) and girls (71%) had access to many 
reading materials. 

Parents were evenly divided when reflecting on whether their children had been read to before they had 
turned one year of age, with half (N=24) reporting that they had. The age at which the parents reported 
their child was first read to ranged from 0 months (6.3%) to 72 months (6.3%) with the modal frequency 
(18.8%) being read to for the first time at 24 months. The second and third most frequent responses 
(16.7%; 10.4%) were 12 months or forty-eight months respectively. Five parents reported that their child 
was not read to until they commenced school. 

The age at which their child was first asked to be read to ranged in parents’ reporting from eight months 
(2.4%) to 72 months (2.4%), with most (82.9%, N=34) requesting reading first between one to four 
years. 

Children reportedly commenced reading by themselves between the ages of 36 months (2.1%) and 84 
months (10.6%). The most frequent response (38.3%) was 72 months followed by 60 months (29.8%). 
Over 80% (N=39) were reading by themselves by their sixth birthday, according to their parents. If one 
adjusts for the range of students’ ages in Year 1, these data indicate that parents considered in 89.4% of 
cases that their children were reading alone during their first year at school. 

Responses to the question of when the children were first read to, when they asked to be read to and 
when they first read alone did not differ significantly by gender. Males and females were read to, asked 
to be read to, and read independently at similar ages. 

In four sets of seven questions, the perceived influence of a variety of people / factors on different 
aspects of the participant's reading were examined. These included reading generally, attitude to reading, 
achievement in reading and interest in reading. Those pertaining to attitude, interest and achievement 
will be examined in greater depth in the Attitude and Achievement sections of this chapter. 

Results are represented in the table below. Percentages provided represent the number of parents 
responding that the nominated factor did influence the children's development in that area of reading. 

Table 26: Parent Perceptions of the Degree of Influence of a Variety of People / Factors on Different Aspects of 
the Participant's Reading (Pilot Phase). 
Influence Reading Attitude to Reading Achievement in 

Reading 
Interest in Reading 

Mother 94.1% 88.2% 86.9% 82.4% 
Father 56.9% 56.9% 52.9% 62.7% 
Brother 29.4% 17.6% 13.7% 21.6% 
Sister 31.4% 19.6% 15.7% 19.6% 
Grandparents 49% 27.5% 21.6% 35.3% 
Teacher 80% 74.5% 70.6% 64.7% 
Television 25.5% 17.6% 5.9% 17.6% 

Generally, these results did not differ significantly by gender, except in response to the question of 
whether the participant's sister influenced their achievement in reading. The result was not strongly 
significantly (χ2

(2)=4.072, p<.05). Overall, however, the parents of boys and girls agreed on the 
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perceived influences on their children's reading development. The mother was seen as the most 
influential figure in influencing the participant in all aspects of reading. The teacher was seen as the next 
most influential, followed by the father and the grandparents. Brothers and sisters and television were 
not perceived as having much influence on any aspect of the participant’s reading. 

Literacy Practice 

Pilot: Child Survey 
The children's preferences in relation to reading and other activities were gauged in two ways. 
Firstly, children were asked about their reading preferences specifically in relation to the type 
of text they most enjoyed reading or having read to them and what they most enjoyed about 
these texts. Secondly, the perceived gendered nature of specific activities was measured through 
a series of questions in which children were asked whether boys, girls or both boys and girls 
would most like to participate in them. Various aspects of reading were included in this series. 

When asked what kinds of texts were most commonly read to them, the vast majority of 
children (88.3%, N=68), both boys and girls, indicated fiction. The children were then asked to 
nominate a book they most liked having read to them, and to tell the interviewer what they most 
liked about that book. All recalled a favourite book or indicated a category of book that they 
liked (eg true animal stories). The largest group (41.6%, N=32) indicated storyline as the 
captivating feature. Others liked words and pictures (22.1%, N=17) or pictures (13%, N=10) 
most. Together, these three groups comprised 76.7% (N =59) of the total number of 
participants. The responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender. That is, both 
boys and girls were most likely to select the storyline. 

The same set of questions was then asked regarding the book that children most liked to read 
for themselves. The largest group (31.2%, N=24) stated that they liked the pictures best when 
reading independently. The next largest group (22.1%, N=17) stated that they liked listening 
best. The third largest group (20.8%, N=16) stated that they liked characters best. Together, 
these three groups comprise 74.1% (N=57) of the total number of participants. The uncertain 
nature of their response can be gauged by the large percentage (22.1%) stating that they liked 
listening best, an activity seemingly incompatible with reading independently. However an 
alternative interpretation may be that these children enjoyed the sounds of their own voices and 
the stories they were carrying. When asked what they liked best about reading their favourite 
book, the response of the children did not differ significantly by gender. However, one reason 
for this is probably that while they did differ to some extent in their choices, 50% of the cells 
had expected values of less than five, a condition that reduces the statistical likelihood of a 
significant outcome. Females most commonly selected pictures (33%, N=14), listening (26%, 
N=11) and words and pictures or characters (12%, N=5). Males most commonly selected 
characters (32%, N=11), pictures (29%, N=10) and listening (18%, N=6). 

In a series of questions, children were asked if boys or girls or boys and girls would most like to 
ride a bike 
read a book to themselves 
kick a ball 
be read to 
watch TV 
draw a picture 

play computer games 
go for a swim 
colour in 
play a board game 
to play outside 

Most activities were nominated as more appropriate for both genders than either one. Percentages 
presented represent the proportion of children who nominated boys, girls or both girls and boys as most 
liking the nominated activity. A summary of results appears in Table 32. 
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Table 27: Gendered Preferences for Selected Activities (Pilot Phase) 
Activity: "Who would most like…?" % boys % girls % boys and girls 
to ride a bike 19.5% (N=15) 10.4% (N=8) 70.1% (N=54) 
to read a book to themselves 9.1% (N=7) 41.6%, N=32 49.4% (N=38) 
to kick a ball 87% (N=67) 2.6% (N=2) 10.4% (N=8) 
being read to 9.1% (N=7) 20.8% (N=16) 70.1% (N=54) 
to watch TV 13% (N=10) 6.5% (N=5) 80.5% (N=62) 
to draw a picture 5.2% (N=4) 36.4% (N=28) 58.4% (N=45) 
playing computer games 31.2% (N=24) 3.9% (N=3) 64.9% (N=50) 
to go for a swim 7.8% (N=6) 10.4% (N=8) 81.8% (N=63) 
to colour in 6.5% (N=5) 40.3% (N=31) 53.2% (N=41) 
to play a board game 18.2% (N=14) 3.9% (N=3) 77.9% (N=60) 
to play outside 19.5% (N=15) 7.8% (N=6) 72.7% (N=56) 
 

With the exception of kicking a ball, where 30 times more boys were nominated than girls, the majority 
of children reported that the nominated activities would be most enjoyed by both boys and girls. 
However, if the responses of children who did not choose both genders are examined, a pattern of 
gendered preferences emerges for some of the nominated activities. An examination of these remaining 
responses follows. 

• The number of boys reported to most like to ride a bike was double that of the number of girls. 
• The number of children indicating that boys would most like to read to themselves (9.1%, N=7) was less 

than ¼ of those indicating girls (41.6%, N=32). This was the most extreme gender difference recorded. 
• The number of children indicating that boys (9.1%, N=7) would most like to be read to was less than half 

the number indicating that girls 20.8% (N=16) would most like to be read to. 
• The number of children (6.5%, N=5) indicating that girls most liked to watch TV was half that for boys 

(13%, N=10). 
• The number of participants indicating that girls most liked to draw a picture (36.4%, N=28) was seven 

times larger than the number who indicated boys. 
• The number of participants indicating girls most liked to play computer games (3.9%, N=3) was 1/8 of 

those indicating boys (31.2%, N=24). 
• The number of participants indicating girls most liked to colour in (40.3%, N=31) was six times larger 

than those indicating boys (6.5%, N=5). 
• The number of participants indicating girls most liked to play a board game (3.9%, N=3) was less than ¼ 

of those indicating boys (18.2%, N=14). 
• The number of participants indicating that girls most liked to play outside (7.8%, N=6) was less than half 

the number indicating boys (19.5%, N=15). 

In summary, a pattern of male preference for activities is suggested when the "both" option is 
disregarded. The pattern involves the activities: riding a bike, kicking a ball, watching TV, playing 
computer games, playing a board game and playing outside. Similarly, a pattern of female preference 
for activities is suggested for reading to themselves, being read to, drawing and colouring in. Only 
going for a swim failed to record a preference differentiation between genders. 

Interestingly, the responses of the children did differ significantly by gender for many of the activities 
nominated. While some differences were noted, there was general agreement between girls and boys on 
who would most like to kick a ball, be read to, draw a picture, go for a swim, play a board game and 
play outside. On the remaining activities, however, differences existed between the responses of boys 
and girls as to who would most like to participate in them. The differences were not very strong in 
response to the question of who would most like to watch TV (χ2

(2)=6.671, p<.05) or who would most 
like to play computer (χ2

(2)=6.416, p<.05). In the former of these, disregarding the 81% (N=62) of 
children who selected the both option, all the remaining boys selected boys (100%, N=7) and 63% (N=5) 
of girls selected girls as the preferred option. In the latter, approximately twice as many girls as boys 
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opted for the both option, and whereas all 15 (100%) of the remaining boys opted for boys, the responses 
of the remaining 12 girls were unevenly (1:3) divided in favour of boys (N=9) as the preferred option. 

The children's responses to the remaining activities indicated fairly convincing disagreement between 
the genders. 

• When asked who would most like to ride a bike (χ2
(2)=14.397, p<.002), girls were less likely to choose 

boys (7%, N=3) while boys were less likely to choose girls (0%, N=0) and more likely to choose boys 
(35%, N=12). While 70% (N=54) opted for the both option, the remaining boys overwhelmingly (100%, 
N=12) stated that boys would most like to ride a bike while the remaining girls slightly less strongly 
(72%, N=8) stated that girls would most like to ride a bike. 

• When asked who would most like to read a book to themselves (χ2
(2)=19.596, p<.001), girls were more 

likely to choose girls (63%, N=27) while boys were less likely to do so (15%, N=5). Disregarding the 
49% (N=38) of participants who opted for the both option, girls overwhelmingly (96%) stated that girls 
did so where boys were fairly evenly divided as to whether boys (55%) or girls (45%) did so. 

• When asked who would most like to colour in (χ2
(2)=13.677, p<.002), boys were more likely to choose 

boys (21%, N=7) and less likely to choose girls (15%, N=5). Disregarding the 53% (N=41) of children 
that selected the both option, 100% (N=24) of the girls selected girls while boys were fairly evenly 
divided between selecting girls (58%, N=7) or boys (42%, N=5). 

In summary, significant disagreement between girls and boys existed in relation to who would most like 
to ride a bike, read a book to themselves and colour in. 

Video material taken to reveal differences in the classroom interactive behaviour of boys and girls was 
disappointing and yielded little result. The reasons for this will be further discussed in Phase 1 Literacy 
Practice results. 

Parent Survey 
In an attempt to differentiate between the activity preferences of boys and girls and to determine whether 
their preferences are gender-based, parents were asked to nominate whether their child enjoyed certain 
activities. A summary of their responses is presented in the following table. 

Table 28: Parent Perception of Child Activities (Pilot Phase) 
Activity: "Does your child enjoy…?" Yes No 
reading to themselves 95.9% (N=47) 4.1% (N= 2) 
watching TV 98% (N=50) 2% (N=1) 
playing outside 100% (N=49) 0% (N=0) 
kicking a ball 83.3% (N=40 ) 16.7% (N=8) 
playing in his/her room 89.6% (N=43) 10.4% (N=5) 
being read to 93.9% (N=46) 6.1% (N=3) 
colouring in 95.9 (N=47) 4.1% (N=2) 
playing computer games 85.7% (N=42) 14.3% (N=7) 
riding a bike 97.8% (N=45) 2.2% (N=1) 
drawing 91.8% (N=45) 8.2% (N=4) 
playing board games 87% (N=40) 13% (N=6) 
making things 93.8% (N=45) 6.3% (N=3) 
painting 91.8% (N=45) 8.2% (N=4) 
 

In summary, the majority of parents reported that their children enjoyed the activities nominated. 

For the majority of activities nominated, the responses of the parents did not differ significantly by 
gender. With only one exception, the parents of boys and girls agreed to approximately the same extent, 
that their children enjoyed the activity in question. All parents agreed that their children, both boys and 
girls, enjoyed watching TV, playing outside, playing in their room, being read to, colouring in, playing 
outside, riding a bike, drawing, playing board games, making things and painting. When asked whether 
their child enjoys kicking a ball, however, the responses of the parents did differ significantly by gender 
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(χ2
(2)=8.832, p<.005). One hundred percent of the parents of boys (N=23) responded that their child did 

like to kick a ball, while only 68% (N=17) of the parents of girls stated that their child liked to kick a 
ball. 

Attitude 

Pilot: Child Survey 
In the pilot survey, children's attitude to reading was examined through a number of questions. In them, 
boys' and girls' attitudes to reading for themselves/ being read to were considered, as were their reading 
habits, both recreationally and academically. Children's attitudes to different text features (partially 
reported in the Literacy Practice results) and their perceptions of the attitudes of others were examined 
also. Factors influencing these responses, reported as a gender comment by the participant, were also 
considered. These include comments where the child's gender is used to explain the response given. 
Finally, children's attitude, gauged by their perception of the best and worst readers in their classes, was 
measured. 

Children's attitudes to being read to were examined. When asked whether boys and girls liked being read 
to, responses generally were associated with gender. The great majority (92.2%, N=71) believed that 
girls like being read to. While most respondents (59.7%) also said that boys liked being read to, the 
majority was significantly lower than that for girls. Further, while nobody said that girls did not like 
being read to, 19.5% thought that boys did not. When analysed in respect to the gender of the 
respondent, the answers children gave did not differ significantly by gender, although there was a trend 
for greater uncertainty in relation to opining about boys. The most frequent response of both males 
(94%) and females (91%) was that girls liked being read to. This compares to 74% of males and 49% of 
females who responded that boys liked being read to. Further, approximately twice as many girls (26%) 
as boys (12%) stated that boys did not like it. 

Children’s attitudes to having different texts read to them were also examined. These questions explored 
both a child’s own preferences and his/her perceptions of the preferences of others. Questions were 
analysed with regard to identifying gendered responses to the questions posed. For example, when asked 
what they most liked about having their favourite book read to them, children provided a variety of 
responses. The strongest was for storyline (41.6%, N=32), the next strongest was words and pictures 
(22.1%), and the third was pictures (13%). Their responses did not differ significantly by gender in their 
selected choices. Both males and females responded in a similar manner. They reported most frequently 
that when their favourite book was read to them, they most liked the storyline (males- 40%; females- 
44%), followed by the words and pictures (males- 21%; females- 24%), followed by pictures (males- 
15%; females- 12%). 

Children were then asked what other children of both the same gender and opposite gender would like 
about having the respondent’s favourite book read to them. Both boys (35%) and girls (35%) reported 
that children of the same gender would most like the storyline. The preferences of children of the same 
gender were not seen to be significantly different from those of the respondent and few gender 
comments (13%) were made in relation to their choices. 

When asked what other children of the opposite gender would like about having their favourite book 
read to them, the strongest responses were nothing (31.2%, N=24), then storyline (16.9%). The next 
strongest responses were words and pictures (13 %) and characters (13%). These responses differed 
significantly by gender in their selected choices (χ2

(2)=16.384, p<.05). While this outcome should be 
treated with caution given the low counts in many cells, the analysis indicated that males (N=6) were 
more likely than females (N=0) to report that the other gender would like learning. 

The preferences identified for children of the opposite gender differed significantly for a vast majority of 
boys and girls from those identified for the respondent. Almost all the children (88.3%, N=68) indicated 
that they believed that children of the opposite gender would like something different about having the 
respondent’s favourite book read to them. Of them, 83% were males and 93% were females. While only 
13% of children made a gender comment when identifying what children of the same gender would like 
about having the respondent's favourite book read to them, over 50% (N=39) of children discussing the 
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preferences of opposite gender children accompanied their choice with a gender comment. Of them, 
58% were females and 41% were males. Gender comments included statements like "Boys would like 
nothing [about having Fairy Stories read to them] because they're only for girls"; "Girls would hate it 
[having Dinosaur Books read to them]. They're not into boys' stuff. There're no girl dinosaurs." A full 
list of comments made can be found in Appendix 12 

The questions framed around being read to were repeated in relation to reading for oneself/alone. In 
response to the questions "Do girls/boys like reading?", approximately 60% (N=46) of the participants 
indicated that boys like reading. In comparison, over 90% (N=71) of the participants indicated that girls 
like reading. While 31.2% of children indicated that boys did not like reading, only 3.9% indicated that 
girls did not. The significance of this response is that the Yes percentage is approximately 30% higher 
for girls and the No percentage about 25% lower. That is, both genders report that girls are far more 
likely to like reading than boys and far less likely not to like reading. 

When asked whether boys liked reading, the responses of the children differed significantly by gender 
(χ2

(2)=7.804, p=.05). The most frequent response of both males (76%) and females 47%) was that boys 
did like reading. However, twice as many girls (40%) as boys (20%) stated that boys did not like 
reading. The responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender when asked whether girls 
liked being read to. The vast majority of both boys (88%) and girls (95%) responded that girls did like 
being read to. Despite the nonsignificant statistical differences, it is clear that the children were more 
divided on whether boys like reading than they were on the topic of whether girls liked reading. Boys 
and girls appear to be in agreement regarding whether girls like reading and being read to, however it is 
clear that the children were more divided on whether boys like reading or being read to. 

When asked what they most liked about reading their favourite book, children provided a variety of 
responses. The strongest was for pictures (31.2%). Next strongest was characters (20.8%), and third 
was listening (22.1%). (It is interesting that so many children chose listening as their preference because 
listening is not generally a feature of reading alone. However an alternative interpretation may be that 
these children enjoyed the sounds of their own voices and the stories they were carrying.) Their 
responses did not differ significantly by gender. One reason for this may be that while they did differ to 
some extent in their choices, 50% of the cells had expected values of less than five, a condition that 
reduces the statistical likelihood of a significant outcome. Females most commonly selected pictures 
(33%), listening (26%) and words and pictures or characters (12%). Males most commonly selected 
characters (32%), pictures (29%) and listening (18%). 

Children were next asked what other children of both the same gender and opposite genders would like 
about reading the respondent’s favourite book. For children of the same gender, the strongest response 
was storyline (29.7%, N=22), the next strongest was pictures (25.7%), and the third was words and 
pictures (13.5%). The preferences of children of the same gender were not seen to be significantly 
different from those of the respondent. The majority of boys (50%) and girls (56%) responded that other 
children of the same gender would most like either the pictures or the words and pictures. This 
response, however, represented a majority of males (62%) and females (60%) reporting that other same-
gender children would like something different when having the respondent's favourite book read to 
them. Few gender comments were made in relation to their choices, with only 7.8% making a comment, 
a significantly low percentage. 

In relation to what children of the opposite gender would like about reading the respondent's favourite 
book, the strongest response was the storyline (28%, N=21), the next strongest was nothing (22.7%), and 
the third was pictures (14.7%). Interestingly, almost a quarter of the children nominated “nothing” as 
their preferred option, a very different response to that for same-gender children. Their responses did not 
differ significantly by gender in their selected choices. While this outcome should be treated with 
caution, given the low counts in many cells, the analysis indicated that over one quarter of males (26%) 
and females (28%) agreed that children of a different gender would most like pictures. This represents a 
majority of about 80% (N=63) of children who reported that children of the opposite gender would like 
something different when reading the respondent's favourite book. This response is shifting away from 
that at the level of chance (50%). A much larger percentage of children (46.8%) made a gender comment 
when reporting on the preferences of opposite gender children than for same gender children. These 
included comments like "Boys would like nothing [about reading the Tooth Fairy Book] because they're 
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boys and it's not a boy's book"; "Boys like [reading] it [Pokemon] because of the battles. Girls would 
like nothing." A full list of comments made can be found in Appendix 12. 

Children's attitude to reading was also measured by examining the frequency of their reading 
experiences. Over half (54.5%, N=42) stated every day, and the next largest group reported that they 
read sometimes (29.9%). No children reported that they never read. When asked how often they read, the 
responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender. The majority of boys (50%) and girls 
(63%) responded that they read often with the second most frequent response being sometimes (both 
boys and girls: 35%). 

One final set of questions that provide insight into the reading attitudes of boys and girls focused on who 
the children thought were the best and worst readers in their classes. These questions will be examined 
in more detail in the Achievement analysis. It is pertinent in the discussion of children's attitude to 
acknowledge that about two thirds (67.1%, N=51) of the children indicated that a girl was the best 
reader while only 18.4% (N=14) indicated that a boy was the best reader. These responses differed 
significantly by gender (χ2

(2)=7.137, p<.05). While 70% (N=34) of girls said that a girl was the best 
reader in the class, only 50% (N=17) of boys also did so. Only 9% of girls said a boy was the best reader 
compared with 29% of boys who said the same. About two thirds (N=53) of the children indicated that a 
boy was the worst reader while another 18.2% (N=14) attested that a girl was the worst reader. These 
two questions together confirm a bias towards perceiving a girl as the best reader and a boy as the worst 
reader in that child’s class. This result did not differ significantly by gender. The majority of both girls 
(75%) and boys (68%) reported that a boy was the worst reader in their class. 

Pilot: Parent Survey 
Several questions were posed to parents about their children's attitudes to reading. These included 
questions regarding whether their child enjoyed reading and being read to, the frequency of the child's 
reading habits, and the parents' predisposition to differences between girls and boys in literacy-related 
activities. A series of questions were also asked which probed parental opinion regarding the most 
significant influence on their child's attitude to reading and interest in it. 

A vast majority of parents reported that their child liked being read to or reading alone. Over 90% 
(N=46) agreed that their children enjoyed the former and more than 95% (N=47) agreed that their 
children enjoyed the latter. The parents of three children reported that their child did not liking being 
read to and only those of two children stated their child did not like to read alone. The parents' responses 
did not differ significantly by gender. The vast majority of parents of boys and girls reported that their 
children enjoyed being read to (boys: 95%; girls: 93%), and enjoyed reading alone (boys: 95%; girls: 
96%). 

When asked how often their child read alone each week, parents most commonly reported that their 
children read to themselves every day (75.5%, N=37). The next most common response was sometimes 
(18.4%). This compares to the children's responses to the same question. While a majority of children 
(54.5%, N=42) reported that they read to themselves every day, this number represents 21% fewer 
children than parents reporting that the child read to themselves every day. Further, 15.6%children 
reported reading one or two days per week, while only 6.1%of parents reported that their children read 
to themselves one or two days per week. 

While their responses did not differ significantly by gender, a discrepancy still existed between the 
reports of boys and girls and their parents. The majority of parents of boys (76%, N=16) and girls (75%, 
N=21) reported that their child read to themselves every day. This compares to the responses of boys and 
girls on the same question. A difference of 12% exists between the responses of parents of girls (75%) 
reporting that their children read to themselves every day and the responses of their daughters (63%) 
reporting the same thing. An even larger difference exists between the responses of the parents of boys 
(76%) and their sons (44%). Thirty-two percent more parents of boys reported that their sons read every 
day than their sons do. 

It is interesting also, to contrast the number of days parents reported their children read to themselves 
with the number of days per week that parents reported reading to their children. Only 41.3% (N=19) of 
parents reported that they read to their children every day, while they reported almost twice that number 
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of children (75.5%) as reading to themselves daily. This discrepancy may indicate one of three things. 
Firstly, it may indicate that parents no longer see the need to read to their children once they are able to 
read themselves. Alternatively, it may indicate that parents believe that children no longer wish to be 
read to once they can read by themselves. Finally, it may be that children who can read by themselves 
really do not wish to be read to by their parents. 

In another series of questions, parents were asked to indicate the degree of difference between girls and 
boys on a number of literacy-related attitudinal items. These included 

• wanting to be read to at home during their years before going to school, 
• wanting to be read to at home during their years at school, 
• wanting to be read to at school, 
• learning to read, 
• learning about reading, 
• liking to read during their years before going to school, 
• liking to read during the early years at school, 
• liking to read during the later years at school, 
• thinking reading is important, 
• thinking reading is useful, 
• thinking reading is a good thing. 

Generally, the responses of the parents of boys and girls did not identify a predisposition to significant 
gender differences between boys and girls on these items. However, even though the majority of parents 
responded in this way, when responses were grouped according to the gender of their child, the 
responses of the parents of girls did differ from the responses of the parents of boys. While there are 
differences between their responses, these differences hold no statistical significance. It is interesting to 
note, however, the pattern of responses of the parents of boys and girls. It is true that the majority of 
parents of boys reported that they believed boys and girls to be just the same on most of the above items. 
Generally, the majority of parents of both boys and girls believed there was little difference between 
boys and girls on the literacy questions posed. However, fewer parents of girls agreed that boys and girls 
were just the same in almost all examples presented. 

A summary of the number of parents reporting that boys and girls were just the same on a number of 
literacy-related attitudinal items is found in Table 34. 

Table 29: Percentage of Parents of Boys and Girls Responding "Just The Same" to a Variety of Literacy 
Propositions (Pilot Phase). 

Aspect of Literacy Parents of Boys Parents of Girls 
wanting to be read to in their years prior to going to school 74% 52% 
wanting to be read to during school years 63% 41% 
wanting to be read to at school 76% 47% 
learning to read 53% 36% 
learning about reading 58% 40% 
liking to read in their years prior to school 53% 57% 
liking to read during early years at school 44% 45% 
liking to read during later years at school 53% 29% 
thinking reading is important 61% 50% 
thinking reading is useful 66% 50% 
thinking reading is a good thing 56% 50% 

 

Note that in only two instances did a greater percentage of the parents of girls think boys and girls were 
just the same than did the parents of boys, and in both cases the difference between the percentages was 
minimal. In the remaining cases, the difference between the responses of the parents of boys and girls 
revealed greater division in opinion. In summary, a greater percentage of the parents of girls were more 
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likely to identify some degree of difference between girls and boys on the nominated reading items than 
the parents of boys were. 

In two sets of seven questions, the influence of a variety of people / factors on the participant's attitude 
to reading and interest in reading were examined. Respondents were asked whether to identify who had 
most influenced their child's attitude to reading and interest in it, in the past, the present and the future. 
The options offered included the participant's mother, father, brother, sister, grandparents, teacher or 
television. Responses were coded according to the degree of influence each person or factor was 
afforded. A summary of results is presented in Table 35. 

Table 30: People / Factors Influencing Attitude to Reading and Interest in Reading (Pilot Phase). 

 Attitude Interest 

Influence % Number % Number 

Mother 88.2% N=45 82.4% N=42 

Father 56.9%  N=29 62.7% N=32 

Brother 17.6%  N=9 21.6% N=11 

Sister 19.6%  N=10 19.6% N=10 

Grandparents 27.5%  N=14 35.3%  N=18 

Teacher 74.5%  N=38 64.7% N=33 

Television 17.6%  N=9 17.6%  N=9 
 

When considering factors that influence the participant's attitude to reading and interest in it, the mother 
is perceived to be the greatest influence, followed by the teacher and the father. Grandparents are seen to 
have a smaller influence on participant's interest in reading, and brothers and sisters and television have 
even less and are not seen to greatly influence a participant's attitude to and interest in reading. It is 
significant that a larger percentage of participants believed that the participant's mother had influenced 
the child's attitude to reading more than the participant's teacher. 

The responses of the parents to the question of who influenced their children's attitude to reading and 
their interest in it did not differ significantly by gender. The majority of parents agreed that the mother 
(boys: 91%; girls: 86%), teacher (boys: 70%; girls: 79%) and father (boys: 52%; girls: 61%) had 
influenced the participant's attitude to reading. They also agreed that the participant's brother (boys: 
13%; girls: 21%), sister (boys: 9%; girls: 29%), grandparents (boys: 30%; girls: 25%) and television 
(boys: 4%; girls: 29%) had not influenced the participant's attitude to reading. In relation to influencing 
the child's interest in reading, results are similar to those reported for achievement. The majority of 
parents agreed that the mother (boys: 83%; girls: 82%), teacher (boys: 61%; girls: 68%) and father 
(boys: 61%; girls: 64%) had influenced the participant's interest in reading. They also agreed that the 
participant's brother (boys: 13%; girls: 29%), sister (boys: 4%; girls: 32%), grandparents (boys: 30%; 
girls: 39%) and television (boys: 4%; girls: 29%) had not influenced the participant's attitude to reading. 

Achievement 

Pilot: Child Survey 
Two measures of student achievement in literacy will be reported in this section. The first is formal and 
relates to the official measure of student performance in literacy as conducted in all State primary 
schools in Queensland, namely the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading. The second is informal and 
reveals the gendered nature of children's perceptions of successful and unsuccessful readers. 
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The Diagnostic Net is used in conjunction with the Indicators for Reading Development Continuum to 
record individual children's progress in reading. Failure to meet the criteria established in the Diagnostic 
Net makes a student eligible for additional reading support. The results of this assessment for the 
children involved in the pilot phase of this research can be found in Figure 29. 

NET

18 23.4 23.4 23.4

59 76.6 76.6 100.0

77 100.0 100.0

did not meet criteria

met criteria

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Total

 
Figure 30: The Year 2 Diagnostic Net Results, Pilot Phase. 

Figure 30 displays student performance in the Year 2 Diagnostic Net for Reading (DNR). Nearly a 
quarter (23.4%, N=18) of the children failed to meet the criteria of the net test. These results did not 
differ significantly by gender. The majority of girls (81%, N=35) and boys (71%, N=24) met the Net 
criteria. 

Children's perceptions of the capabilities of boys and girls in literacy were revealed in their responses
the questions: "Who is the worst/ best reader in your class?". About two thirds (N=51) of the respo
indicated that a girl is the best reader, while only 18.4% indicated that a boy is the best reader. Abou

 to 
nses 

t 

ld 
ported to a lesser degree by boys.  When asked who was the best reader in the 

clas h % of 
girl i
a boy w

er in the class, the responses of the children did not differ significantly by gender. The 
maj ty  in their class. 

 
 

t. 

lationship was found between how often they read and their Net result. 

nd their frequency or reading 
g read to. For boys, Net 

rted they liked to read or be read to. No association was found 

two thirds (N=53) of the responses indicated that a boy is the worst reader, while 18.2% indicated that a 
girl is the worst reader. These two questions together confirm a general bias towards perceiving a girl as 
the best reader and a boy as the worst reader in that child’s class. This perception is most strongly he
by girls, though also sup

s, t e responses of the children differed significantly by gender (χ2
(2)=7.137, p<.05). While 70

s sa d that a girl was the best reader in the class, only 50% of boys also did so. Only 9% of girls said 
 as the best reader compared with 29% of boys who said the same. When asked who was the 

worst read
ori  of both girls (75%) and boys (68%) reported that a boy was the worst reader

Correlational analysis was also conducted to determine whether a direct relationship existed between the
responses of the children and their Continuum score. Responses where significant correlations were
found follow. For girls, 

• a positive association was found between believing boys liked being read to and their Net result. 
• a positive association existed between those whose parents reported they liked to read and their Net resul

For boys, 

• a positive re

Interestingly, no association was found for girls between their Net result a
and being read to or those whose parents reported they enjoyed liking bein
results were not associated with how often they were read to, whether they believed boys liked being 
read to or with those whose parents repo
for both boys and girls between their Net result and whether they believed boys and girls liked reading 
and boys liked being read to, or how often their parents reported they read or were read to. The age of 
the child was not seen to have any relationship to the Net result for both boys and girls. 

Parent Survey 
There was no formal measure of achievement taken in the parent survey. 
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A series of questions were asked which probed parental opinion regarding the most significant influence 
on their child's achievement in reading. 

In a set of seven questions, the influence of a variety of people / factors on the participant's ac
in reading was examined. Respondents were asked 
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father, brother, sister, grandparents, teacher and television had influenced the child's achievement in 
reading. Responses were coded according to the degree of influence each person or factor was afforded
A vast majority (86.3%, N=44) responded that they believed the mother had influenced the participa
achievement in reading, followed by the participant's teacher (70.6%) and the participant's father 
(52.9%). The participant's grandparents were perceived to be a sma
brothers (13.7%) and sisters (15.7%) had even less. Television (5.9%) was not seen to greatly influence 
a participant's achievement in reading. It is significant that a larger percentage of participants believed 
that the participant's mother had influenced the child's achievement in reading more than the 
participant's teacher. 

Generally, these results did not differ significantly by gender. One exception occurred in response to the 
question of whether the participant's sister influenced their achievement in reading. The result was no
strongly significantly (χ2

(2)=4.072, p<.05). While only a minority of parents of boys (4%) and girls 
(25%) responded that they believed the sister had influenced the participant's achievement in reading, 
the parents of girls did so at a higher rate than the parents of boys. 

Overall, however, the parents of boy
reading ach
achievement in reading (parents of boys: 83%; parents of girls: 89%). The teacher (parents of boys: 
75%; parents of girls: 65%) was seen as the next most influential, followed by the father (parents of 
boys: 52%; parents of girls: 54%). Grandparents (parents of boys: 17%; girls: 25%), brothers (parents of 
boys: 4%; girls: 21%), sisters (parents of boys: 4%; parents of girls: 25%) and television (parents of 
boys: 0%; parents of girls: 11%) were not perceived as having much influence on any aspect of the 
participant’s achievement in reading. This is interesting because it contradicts an implicit expectation 
that sisters, as positi

Gender 
Analysis of data revealed significant differences in the responses of girls and boys and their 
parents in the four over-lapping factors identified in the research literature as critical in t
influence on the literacy development of young readers. Differences based on the gende
respondent were also noted at each phase of the study though not consistently through all 
phases. A summary of gendered differences f
sections, follows. 

Specific
differences were noted. 

Parents in the pilot phase of the study differed in the degree to which they believed the participant's 
sister had influenced their achievement in reading. Only a minority of parents of boys and girls 
responded that they believed the sister had influenced the participant's achievement in reading. 
However, the parents of girls believed that the sister had influenced the participant's achievement in 
reading at a higher rate than the parents of boys. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's literacy practice, the following gendered differences were 
noted. 

When identifying whether boys or girls or both boys and girls would most like each of the nomin
activities, differences were noted in the responses of boys and girls in all phases of the study. In the P
Phase, there was general agreement between girl
read to, draw a picture, go for a swim, play a board game and play outside. On the remaining activities
however, differences existed between the responses of boys and girls as to who would most like to 
particip
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book to themselves and colouring in. Essentially, for each of these activities, for those respondents who
differentiated between genders in their response, girls and boys were not in agreement as to whom most
enjoyed them. 

At the Pilot Phase, parents were also asked whether their children enjoyed a range of nominated 
activities. Their 

 
 

responses differed only in relation to kicking a ball. More parents of boys than girls 

e book read to them. While both genders were in agreement 

o. 

The vast majority of 
both o ike 
to read 

ing, the following gendered differences 

In the Pilot Phase, differences were noted in the responses of boys and girls to the question of who was 
the best reader in the class. Twenty percent more girls than boys reported that a girl was the best reader, 
while the same majority of boys reported that a boy was the best reader. Overall, however, a majority of 
children nominated a girl as the best reader in their class. 

• The parents of boys and girls differed in the Pilot Phase with regard to the perceived influence of the 
respondent's sister on their achievement in reading. The parents of girls believed the sister had influenced 
the participant's achievement in reading at a higher rate than the parents of boys. 

Note, no analysis of school type occurred at the Pilot Phase. 

stated that their children enjoyed kicking a ball. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's attitude to reading, the following gendered differences were 
noted. 

In the Pilot Phase, boys and girls differed in what they believed children of the opposite gender would 
like about having the respondent's favourit
that more children of the opposite gender would like nothing about having the respondent's favourite 
book read to them, boys were more likely to report that girls would like learning while girls were less 
likely to do s

There was a significant difference at the Pilot Phase in the responses of boys and girls to the question of 
whether boys liked reading. While the most common response of both boys and girls was that boys did 
like reading, twice as many of the remaining girls than boys reported that boys did not like reading. This 
result was not replicated when children were asked whether girls liked reading. 

 b ys and girls reported that they did. Clearly, boys and girls are more divided on whether boys l
than on whether girls like to read. 

Specifically, in relation to the children's achievement in read
were noted. 
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Appendix 11. Analysis of Other Data (CD) 
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Appendix 12. Multivariate Analyses for Achievement, Attitude, 
Background and Experience of Reading at Home and Literacy 
Practice 

Achievement 

Nonparametric tests of association between gender and achievement scores, with files 
split by private versus state schools 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Ranks

111 120.29

110 101.62

221

87 87.55

84 84.39

171

87 87.55

84 84.39

171

111 110.54

110 111.46

221

56 54.48

48 50.19

104

53 54.98

50 48.84

103

53 54.98

50 48.84

103

57 57.63

48 47.50

105

Gender
female

male

Total

female

male

Total

female

male

Total

female

male

Total

female

male

Total

female

male

Total

female

male

Total

female

male

Total

Continuum Total

Reading score

Reading age

Net result

Continuum Total

Reading score

Reading age

Net result

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

N Mean Rank

 
Test Statistics a,b

4.919 .174 .174 .054

1 1 1 1

.027 .676 .676 .816

.540 1.089 1.089 5.451

1 1 1 1

.462 .297 .297 .020

Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.

Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Continuum Total Reading score Reading age Net result

Kruskal Wallis Testa. 

Grouping Variable: Genderb. 

 

287 



 

General Linear Model (MANOVA) with Continuum Total score and St Lucia Reading 
Comprehension Test score as DVs and with gender, type of school, and Net result as 
IVs 

Between-Subjects Factors

female 138

male 131

did not meet
criteria

33

met criteria 236

private 170

state 99

1

2

Gender

1

2

Net result

1

2

School type
(pvt stte)

Value Label N

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices a

66.160

2.882

21

3359.705

.000

Box's M

F

df1

df2

Sig.

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.

Design: Intercept+GDR+NET+SCHLTYP1+GDR * NET+GDR *
SCHLTYP1+NET * SCHLTYP1+GDR * NET * SCHLTYP1

a. 

 
Multivariate Tests b

.917 1428.222a 2.000 260.000 .000

.083 1428.222a 2.000 260.000 .000

10.986 1428.222a 2.000 260.000 .000

10.986 1428.222a 2.000 260.000 .000

.006 .807a 2.000 260.000 .447

.994 .807a 2.000 260.000 .447

.006 .807a 2.000 260.000 .447

.006 .807a 2.000 260.000 .447

.255 44.579a 2.000 260.000 .000

.745 44.579a 2.000 260.000 .000

.343 44.579a 2.000 260.000 .000

.343 44.579a 2.000 260.000 .000

.033 4.451a 2.000 260.000 .013

.967 4.451a 2.000 260.000 .013

.034 4.451a 2.000 260.000 .013

.034 4.451a 2.000 260.000 .013

.007 .919a 2.000 260.000 .400

.993 .919a 2.000 260.000 .400

.007 .919a 2.000 260.000 .400

.007 .919a 2.000 260.000 .400

.008 1.104a 2.000 260.000 .333

.992 1.104a 2.000 260.000 .333

.008 1.104a 2.000 260.000 .333

.008 1.104a 2.000 260.000 .333

.006 .725a 2.000 260.000 .485

.994 .725a 2.000 260.000 .485

.006 .725a 2.000 260.000 .485

.006 .725a 2.000 260.000 .485

.000 .001a 2.000 260.000 .999

1.000 .001a 2.000 260.000 .999

.000 .001a 2.000 260.000 .999

.000 .001a 2.000 260.000 .999

Pillai's Trace

Wilks' Lambda

Hotelling's Trace

Roy's Largest Root

Pillai's Trace

Wilks' Lambda

Hotelling's Trace

Roy's Largest Root

Pillai's Trace

Wilks' Lambda

Hotelling's Trace

Roy's Largest Root

Pillai's Trace

Wilks' Lambda

Hotelling's Trace

Roy's Largest Root

Pillai's Trace

Wilks' Lambda

Hotelling's Trace

Roy's Largest Root

Pillai's Trace

Wilks' Lambda

Hotelling's Trace

Roy's Largest Root

Pillai's Trace

Wilks' Lambda

Hotelling's Trace

Roy's Largest Root

Pillai's Trace

Wilks' Lambda

Hotelling's Trace

Roy's Largest Root

Effect
Intercept

GDR

NET

SCHLTYP1

GDR * NET

GDR * SCHLTYP1

NET * SCHLTYP1

GDR * NET * SCHLTYP1

Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.

Exact statistica. 

Design: Intercept+GDR+NET+SCHLTYP1+GDR * NET+GDR * SCHLTYP1+NET * SCHLTYP1+GDR * NET * SCHLTYP1b. 
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances a

2.983 7 261 .005

4.177 7 261 .000

Continuum Total

Reading score

F df1 df2 Sig.

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is
equal across groups.

Design: Intercept+GDR+NET+SCHLTYP1+GDR * NET+GDR * SCHLTYP1+NET *
SCHLTYP1+GDR * NET * SCHLTYP1

a. 

 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

770.729a 7 110.104 14.540 .000

8675.146b 7 1239.307 14.037 .000

21664.207 1 21664.207 2860.904 .000

14689.930 1 14689.930 166.381 .000

8.390 1 8.390 1.108 .294

12.978 1 12.978 .147 .702

521.910 1 521.910 68.922 .000

3996.116 1 3996.116 45.261 .000

16.150 1 16.150 2.133 .145

751.686 1 751.686 8.514 .004

7.905 1 7.905 1.044 .308

28.162 1 28.162 .319 .573

16.783 1 16.783 2.216 .138

17.151 1 17.151 .194 .660

3.888 1 3.888 .513 .474

46.361 1 46.361 .525 .469

.007 1 .007 .001 .976

.102 1 .102 .001 .973

1976.424 261 7.573

23043.888 261 88.291

77325.000 269

119705.000 269

2747.152 268

31719.033 268

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Continuum Total

Reading score

Source
Corrected Model

Intercept

GDR

NET

SCHLTYP1

GDR * NET

GDR * SCHLTYP1

NET * SCHLTYP1

GDR * NET * SCHLTYP1

Error

Total

Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .281 (Adjusted R Squared = .261)a. 

R Squared = .273 (Adjusted R Squared = .254)b. 
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Estimated Marginal Means 
1. Gender 

Estimates

15.181 .404 14.386 15.976

14.595 .383 13.840 15.350

11.895 1.378 9.181 14.609

12.624 1.309 10.046 15.202

Gender
female

male

female

male

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval

 
Pairwise Comparisons

.586 .557 .294 -.510 1.682

-.586 .557 .294 -1.682 .510

-.729 1.901 .702 -4.472 3.014

.729 1.901 .702 -3.014 4.472

(J) Gender
female

male

female

male

female

male

female

male

(I) Gender
female

male

female

male

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean
Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. a Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval for
Difference a

Based on estimated marginal means
Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments).a. 

 
Multivariate Tests

.006 .807a 2.000 260.000 .447

.994 .807a 2.000 260.000 .447

.006 .807a 2.000 260.000 .447

.006 .807a 2.000 260.000 .447

Pillai's trace

Wilks' lambda

Hotelling's trace

Roy's largest root

Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.

Each F tests the multivariate effect of Gender. These tests are based on the linearly
independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means.

Exact statistica. 

 
Univariate Tests

8.390 1 8.390 1.108 .294

1976.424 261 7.573

12.978 1 12.978 .147 .702

23043.888 261 88.291

Contrast

Error

Contrast

Error

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

The F tests the effect of Gender. This test is based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among
the estimated marginal means.  
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2. Net result 

Estimates

12.577 .522 11.549 13.606

17.199 .193 16.819 17.579

5.865 1.783 2.354 9.377

18.654 .659 17.357 19.951

Net result
did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval

 
Pairwise Comparisons

-4.622* .557 .000 -5.718 -3.525

4.622* .557 .000 3.525 5.718

-12.789* 1.901 .000 -16.532 -9.045

12.789* 1.901 .000 9.045 16.532

(J) Net result
did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

(I) Net result
did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean
Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. a Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval for
Difference a

Based on estimated marginal means
The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.*. 

Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments).a.  
Multivariate Tests

.255 44.579a 2.000 260.000 .000

.745 44.579a 2.000 260.000 .000

.343 44.579a 2.000 260.000 .000

.343 44.579a 2.000 260.000 .000

Pillai's trace

Wilks' lambda

Hotelling's trace

Roy's largest root

Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.

Each F tests the multivariate effect of Net result. These tests are based on the linearly
independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means.

Exact statistica. 

 
Univariate Tests

521.910 1 521.910 68.922 .000

1976.424 261 7.573

3996.116 1 3996.116 45.261 .000

23043.888 261 88.291

Contrast

Error

Contrast

Error

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

The F tests the effect of Net result. This test is based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among
the estimated marginal means.  
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3. Gender * Net result

13.155 .765 11.647 14.662

17.208 .256 16.703 17.712

12.000 .711 10.601 13.399

17.190 .288 16.623 17.758

4.964 2.614 -.183 10.111

18.826 .875 17.103 20.550

6.767 2.426 1.989 11.544

18.482 .984 16.543 20.420

Net result
did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

Gender
female

male

female

male

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval

 
4. School type (pvt stte) 

Estimates

15.295 .431 14.447 16.143

14.482 .353 13.787 15.176

15.033 1.470 12.138 17.928

9.486 1.205 7.114 11.859

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

private

state

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval

 
Pairwise Comparisons

.813 .557 .145 -.283 1.909

-.813 .557 .145 -1.909 .283

5.547* 1.901 .004 1.803 9.290

-5.547* 1.901 .004 -9.290 -1.803

(J) School type (pvt stte)
private

state

private

state

private

state

private

state

(I) School type (pvt stte)
private

state

private

state

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean
Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. a Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval for
Difference a

Based on estimated marginal means
The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.*. 

Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments).a.  
Multivariate Tests

.033 4.451a 2.000 260.000 .013

.967 4.451a 2.000 260.000 .013

.034 4.451a 2.000 260.000 .013

.034 4.451a 2.000 260.000 .013

Pillai's trace

Wilks' lambda

Hotelling's trace

Roy's largest root

Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.

Each F tests the multivariate effect of School type (pvt stte). These tests are based on the
linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means.

Exact statistica. 
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Univariate Tests

16.150 1 16.150 2.133 .145

1976.424 261 7.573

751.686 1 751.686 8.514 .004

23043.888 261 88.291

Contrast

Error

Contrast

Error

Sum of Squares dfDependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean Square F Sig.

The F tests the effect of School type (pvt stte). This test is based on the linearly independent pairwise
comparisons among the estimated marginal means.  

5. Gender * School type (pvt stte)

16.002 .582 14.855 17.149

14.360 .559 13.260 15.461

14.587 .634 13.338 15.837

14.603 .431 13.755 15.451

15.087 1.989 11.172 19.003

8.703 1.909 4.944 12.462

14.978 2.167 10.712 19.245

10.270 1.470 7.375 13.165

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

private

state

private

state

private

state

Gender
female

male

female

male

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval

 
6. Net result * School type (pvt stte)

13.183 .833 11.543 14.824

11.971 .630 10.731 13.212

17.406 .218 16.976 17.836

16.992 .318 16.366 17.619

7.950 2.845 2.348 13.552

3.781 2.151 -.454 8.016

22.116 .745 20.649 23.583

15.192 1.086 13.053 17.331

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

private

state

private

state

private

state

Net result
did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval
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7. Gender * Net result * School type (pvt stte)

14.167 1.123 11.955 16.379

12.143 1.040 10.095 14.191

17.838 .308 17.232 18.443

16.578 .410 15.770 17.386

12.200 1.231 9.777 14.623

11.800 .711 10.401 13.199

16.975 .310 16.365 17.584

17.406 .486 16.448 18.364

7.500 3.836 -.054 15.054

2.429 3.551 -4.565 9.422

22.675 1.051 20.606 24.744

14.978 1.401 12.220 17.736

8.400 4.202 .126 16.674

5.133 2.426 .356 9.911

21.557 1.057 19.475 23.639

15.406 1.661 12.135 18.677

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

private

state

private

state

private

state

private

state

private

state

private

state

private

state

Net result
did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

did not meet criteria

met criteria

Gender
female

male

female

male

Dependent Variable
Continuum Total

Reading score

Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval
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Nonparametric test for association between being female and rated proficient via Net 
test for the two other achievement tests 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Ranks

119 97.11

102 127.20

221

91 80.00

80 92.83

171

91 80.00

80 92.83

171

56 45.73

48 60.40

104

57 44.46

46 61.34

103

57 44.46

46 61.34

103

Female and rated
fi t i N tino

yes

Total

no

yes

Total

no

yes

Total

no

yes

Total

no

yes

Total

no

yes

Total

Continuum Total

Reading score

Reading age

Continuum Total

Reading score

Reading age

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

N Mean Rank

 
Test Statistics a,b

12.701 2.860 2.860

1 1 1

.000 .091 .091

6.297 8.133 8.133

1 1 1

.012 .004 .004

Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.

Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Continuum Total Reading score Reading age

Kruskal Wallis Testa. 

Grouping Variable: Female and rated proficient via Netb. 
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Attitude 
Nonparametric test of effect of gender on Continuum Attitude scores and on St. Lucia test 
scores, split by type of school (private, state) 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Ranks

111 122.55

110 99.35

221

87 87.55

84 84.39

171

56 54.02

48 50.73

104

53 54.98

50 48.84

103

Gender
female

male

Total

female

male

Total

female

male

Total

female

male

Total

Attitude Total

Reading score

Attitude Total

Reading score

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

N Mean Rank

 
Test Statistics a,b

7.337 .174

1 1

.007 .676

.311 1.089

1 1

.577 .297

Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.

Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Attitude Total Reading score

Kruskal Wallis Testa. 

Grouping Variable: Genderb. 

 
Regression with St. Lucia Reading Test Scores as DV and Continuum Total Attitude 
scores as IV 

Variables Entered/Removed b

Attitude Total a . Enter
Model
1

Variables Entered
Variables
Removed Method

All requested variables entered.a. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 

 
Model Summary

.441a .195 .192 9.782
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Attitude Totala. 
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ANOVAb

6171.855 1 6171.855 64.504 .000a

25547.178 267 95.682

31719.033 268

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Attitude Totala. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 

 
Coefficients a

3.221 1.944 1.657 .099

1.095 .136 .441 8.031 .000

(Constant)

Attitude Total

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 

 
Nonparametric test for the effect of gender on Attitude vs. Reading score 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Ranks

167 174.18

158 151.19

325

140 141.20

134 133.63

274

Gender
female

male

Total

female

male

Total

Attitude Total

Reading score

N Mean Rank

 
Test Statistics a,b

4.896 .626

1 1

.027 .429

Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.

Attitude Total Reading score

Kruskal Wallis Testa. 

Grouping Variable: Genderb. 
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Nonparametric test for the effect of school type on Attitude vs. Reading score 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Ranks

221 181.77

104 123.12

325

171 160.68

103 99.01

274

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Total

private

state

Total

Attitude Total

Reading score

N Mean Rank

 
Test Statistics a,b

27.754 38.974

1 1

.000 .000

Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.

Attitude Total Reading score

Kruskal Wallis Testa. 

Grouping Variable: School type (pvt stte)b. 

 
Frequencies for nine child attitude measures 

Like being read to (ch)

42 12.2 12.2 12.2

301 87.8 87.8 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

Like to read

51 14.9 14.9 14.9

292 85.1 85.1 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

Read well

35 10.2 10.2 10.2

308 89.8 89.8 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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Girls like to read

47 13.7 13.7 13.7

296 86.3 86.3 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

Boys like to read

136 39.7 39.7 39.7

207 60.3 60.3 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

Girls like bng rd to

43 12.5 12.5 12.5

300 87.5 87.5 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

Boys like bng rd to

82 23.9 23.9 23.9

261 76.1 76.1 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

Girls read well

36 10.5 10.5 10.5

307 89.5 89.5 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

Boys read well

64 18.7 18.7 18.7

279 81.3 81.3 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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Regression of nine measures of child attitude on St. Lucia test scores 

Variables Entered/Removed a

Read well .

Stepwise
(Criteria:
Probability-o
f-F-to-enter
<= .050,
Probability-o
f-F-to-remov
e >= .100).

Model
1

Variables Entered
Variables
Removed Method

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 

 
Model Summary

.136a .018 .015 10.769
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Read wella. 

 
ANOVAb

592.434 1 592.434 5.108 .025a

31546.271 272 115.979

32138.704 273

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Read wella. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 

 
Coefficients a

12.063 2.692 4.480 .000

6.271 2.775 .136 2.260 .025

(Constant)
Model
1

Read well

B Std. Error

Unstandardized Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 
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Excluded Variables b

.029a .488 .626 .030 .999

.060a .986 .325 .060 .972

.038a .619 .536 .038 .970

-.069a -1.150 .251 -.070 .995

.055a .920 .358 .056 .992

.050a .834 .405 .051 1.000

-.056a -.863 .389 -.052 .850

.032a .526 .599 .032 .989

Like being read to (ch)

Like to read

Girls like to read

Boys like to read

Girls like bng rd to

Boys like bng rd to

Girls read well

Boys read well

Model
1

Beta In t Sig.
Partial

Correlation Tolerance

Collinearity
Statistics

Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Read wella. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 

 
Read well * Gender 

Crosstab

17 18 35

-.2 .2

159 149 308

.1 -.1

176 167 343

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

no

yes

Read
well

Total

female male

Gender

Total

 
Chi-Square Tests

.117b 1 .732

.027 1 .870

.117 1 .732

.859 .435

.117 1 .732

343

Pearson Chi-Square

Continuity Correction a

Likelihood Ratio

Fisher's Exact Test

Linear-by-Linear Association

N of Valid Cases

Value df
Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)

Exact Sig.
(1-sided)

Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 

0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 17.04.b. 
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Read well * School type (private, state) 

Crosstab

29 6 35

1.0 -1.5

205 103 308

-.4 .5

234 109 343

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

no

yes

Read
well

Total

private state

School type (pvt stte)

Total

 
Chi-Square Tests

3.851b 1 .050

3.136 1 .077

4.256 1 .039

.056 .034

3.840 1 .050

343

Pearson Chi-Square

Continuity Correction a

Likelihood Ratio

Fisher's Exact Test

Linear-by-Linear Association

N of Valid Cases

Value df
Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)

Exact Sig.
(1-sided)

Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 

0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.12.b. 

 
Frequencies for parents with missing responses excluded 

Does the student like being read to

1 .3 .5 .5

209 60.9 99.5 100.0

210 61.2 100.0

133 38.8

343 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid

999Missing

Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative

Percent

 
Does the student like to read

6 1.7 2.9 2.9

201 58.6 97.1 100.0

207 60.3 100.0

136 39.7

343 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid

999Missing

Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative

Percent
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Does this student read well?

19 5.5 9.7 9.7

177 51.6 90.3 100.0

196 57.1 100.0

147 42.9

343 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid

999Missing

Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative

Percent

 
Do girls like to read

2 .6 1.2 1.2

167 48.7 98.8 100.0

169 49.3 100.0

174 50.7

343 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid

999Missing

Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulativ

Per
e

cent

 
Do boys like to read

38 11.1 23.8 23.8

122 35.6 76.3 100.0

160 46.6 100.0

183 53.4

343 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid

999Missing

Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulativ

Percent
e

 
Do girls like being read to

3 .9 1.8 1.8

166 48.4 98.2 100.0

169 49.3 100.0

174 50.7

343 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid

999Missing

Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative

Percent

 
Do boys like being read to

10 2.9 6.0 6.0

158 46.1 94.0 100.0

168 49.0 100.0

175 51.0

343 100.0

no

yes

Total

Valid

999Missing

Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative

Percent
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Regression with St. Lucia test as DV and seven measures of parent attitude as IVs, 
with missing responses excluded 

Variables Entered/Removed a

Read well .

Stepwise
(Criteria:
Probability-o
f-F-to-enter
<= .050,
Probability-o
f-F-to-remov
e >= .100).

Model
1

Variables Entered
Variables
Removed Method

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 

 
Model Summary

.261a .068 .059 11.025
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Read wella. 

 
ANOVAb

915.017 1 915.017 7.528 .007a

12519.212 103 121.546

13434.229 104

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Read wella. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 

 
Coefficients a

9.444 3.675 2.570 .012

10.545 3.843 .261 2.744 .007

(Constant)

Read well

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 

 
Excluded Variables b

.113a 1.187 .238 .117 .999

-.060a -.620 .536 -.061 .977

-.087a -.897 .372 -.088 .957

-.039a -.396 .693 -.039 .933

.173a 1.817 .072 .177 .977

.086a .889 .376 .088 .978

Like being read to

Like to read

Girls like to read

Boys like to read

Girls like bng rd to

Boys like bng rd to

Model
1

Beta In t Sig.
Partial

Correlation Tolerance

Collinearity
Statistics

Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Read wella. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 
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Crosstabs for reads well by gender 

Case Processing Summary

196 57.1% 147 42.9% 343 100.0%Read well * Gender
N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
Read well * Gender Crosstabulation

6 13 19

-1.1 1.1

91 86 177

.4 -.4

97 99 196

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

no

yes

Read
well

Total

female male

Gender

Total

 
Chi-Square Tests

2.700b 1 .100

1.965 1 .161

2.762 1 .097

.146 .080

2.686 1 .101

196

Pearson Chi-Square

Continuity Correction a

Likelihood Ratio

Fisher's Exact Test

Linear-by-Linear Association

N of Valid Cases

Value df
Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)

Exact Sig.
(1-sided)

Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 

0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.40.b. 

 
Crosstabs for reads well by school type 

Case Processing Summary

196 57.1% 147 42.9% 343 100.0%
Read well * School
type (pvt stte)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases
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Read well * School type (pvt stte) Crosstabulation

13 6 19

-.2 .3

128 49 177

.1 -.1

141 55 196

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

no

yes

Read
well

Total

private state

School type (pvt stte)

Total

 
Chi-Square Tests

.129b 1 .720

.008 1 .928

.126 1 .722

.789 .451

.128 1 .720

196

Pearson Chi-Square

Continuity Correction a

Likelihood Ratio

Fisher's Exact Test

Linear-by-Linear Association

N of Valid Cases

Value df
Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)

Exact Sig.
(1-sided)

Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 

0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.33.b. 

 
Regression with St. Lucia test as DV and responders vs. non-responders as IV 

Variables Entered/Removed a

Reads well .

Stepwise
(Criteria:
Probability-o
f-F-to-enter
<= .050,
Probability-o
f-F-to-remov
e >= .100).

Model
1

Variables Entered
Variables
Removed Method

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 

 
Model Summary

.171a .029 .026 10.710
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Reads wella. 
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ANOVAb

939.181 1 939.181 8.188 .005a

31199.523 272 114.704

32138.704 273

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Reads wella. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 

 
Coefficients a

15.654 1.035 15.119 .000

3.795 1.326 .171 2.861 .005

(Constant)

Reads well

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 

 
Excluded Variables b

-.164a -1.188 .236 -.072 .187

-.154a -1.121 .263 -.068 .188

-.164a -1.888 .060 -.114 .469

-.105a -1.316 .189 -.080 .555

-.164a -1.888 .060 -.114 .469

-.108a -1.262 .208 -.076 .491

Like being read to (m=0)

Likes to read

Girls like to read

Boys like to read

Girls like bng rd to

Boys like bng rd to

Model
1

Beta In t Sig.
Partial

Correlation Tolerance

Collinearity
Statistics

Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Reads wella. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 

 
Reads well * Gender 

Crosstab

79 68 147

.4 -.4

97 99 196

-.4 .4

176 167 343

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

no

yes

Reads
well

Total

female male

Gender

Total

 

307 



 

Chi-Square Tests

.608b 1 .436

.450 1 .503

.608 1 .435

.447 .251

.606 1 .436

343

Pearson Chi-Square

Continuity Correction a

Likelihood Ratio

Fisher's Exact Test

Linear-by-Linear Association

N of Valid Cases

Value df
Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)

Exact Sig.
(1-sided)

Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 

0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 71.57.b. 

 
Reads well * School type (private, state) 

Crosstab

93 54 147

-.7 1.1

141 55 196

.6 -.9

234 109 343

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

Count

Std. Residual

no

yes

Reads
well

Total

private state

School type (pvt stte)

Total

 
Chi-Square Tests

2.915b 1 .088

2.528 1 .112

2.902 1 .088

.101 .056

2.906 1 .088

343

Pearson Chi-Square

Continuity Correction a

Likelihood Ratio

Fisher's Exact Test

Linear-by-Linear Association

N of Valid Cases

Value df
Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)

Exact Sig.
(1-sided)

Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 

0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 46.71.b. 
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Background And Experience Of Reading At Home 

Frequencies for “who reads to you” items, split by gender and type of school (private, 
state) 

Does sister read to the student? * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

80 80 160

30 30 60

110 110 220

45 38 83

12 14 26

57 52 109

no

yes

Does sister read
to the student?

Total

no

yes

Does sister read
to the student?

Total

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

female male

Gender

Total

 
Does brother read to the student? * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

89 97 186

21 13 34

110 110 220

39 36 75

18 16 34

57 52 109

no

yes

Does brother read
to the student?

Total

no

yes

Does brother read
to the student?

Total

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

female male

Gender

Total

 
Does dad read to the student? * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

28 22 50

82 88 170

110 110 220

24 19 43

33 33 66

57 52 109

no

yes

Does dad read to
the student?

Total

no

yes

Does dad read to
the student?

Total

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

female male

Gender

Total
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Does a friend read to the student? * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

63 76 139

47 34 81

110 110 220

28 27 55

29 25 54

57 52 109

no

yes

Does a friend read
to the student?

Total

no

yes

Does a friend read
to the student?

Total

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

female male

Gender

Total

 
Do grandparents read to the student? * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

42 52 94

68 58 126

110 110 220

29 25 54

28 27 55

57 52 109

no

yes

Do grandparents read
to the student?

Total

no

yes

Do grandparents read
to the student?

Total

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

female male

Gender

Total

 
Does mother read to the student? * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

8 13 21

102 97 199

110 110 220

9 7 16

48 45 93

57 52 109

no

yes

Does mother read
to the student?

Total

no

yes

Does mother read
to the student?

Total

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

female male

Gender

Total

 
Do others read to the student? * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

93 101 194

17 9 26

110 110 220

48 45 93

9 7 16

57 52 109

no

yes

Do others read to
the student?

Total

no

yes

Do others read to
the student?

Total

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

female male

Gender

Total

 

310 



 

Factor Analysis with five “who reads to you” items 

Descriptive Statistics

.26 .431 343 14

.21 .397 343 14

.72 .442 343 14

.41 .482 343 14

.89 .310 343 14

Does sister read to the student?

Does brother read to the
student?

Does dad read to the student?

Does a friend read to the
student?

Does mother read to the
student?

Mean Std. Deviation a Analysis N a Missing N

For each variable, missing values are replaced with the variable mean.a. 

 
KMO and Bartlett's Test

.511

61.690

10

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

 
Scree Plot

Factor Number

54321

Ei
ge

nv
al

ue

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

.8

.6

.4

 
Factor Matrix a

.134 .222

.135 .324

.612 -.186

 .389

.587  

Does sister read to the student?

Does brother read to the
student?

Does dad read to the student?

Does a friend read to the
student?

Does mother read to the
student?

1 2

Factor

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
Attempted to extract 2 factors. More than 25 iterations required.
(Convergence=.002). Extraction was terminated.

a. 
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Communalities

.067

.124

.409

.155

.346

Does sister read to the student?

Does brother read to the
student?

Does dad read to the student?

Does a friend read to the
student?

Does mother read to the
student?

Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Total Variance Explained

.758 15.158 15.158 .748

.342 6.831 21.988 .387

Factor
1

2

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings a

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
When factors are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance.a. 

 
Pattern Matrix a

 .244

 .347

.649  

 .400

.553 .124

Does sister read to the student?

Does brother read to the
student?

Does dad read to the student?

Does a friend read to the
student?

Does mother read to the
student?

1 2

Factor

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 4 iterations.a. 

 
Structure Matrix

 .253

 .351

.633  

 .385

.575 .224

Does sister read to the student?

Does brother read to the
student?

Does dad read to the student?

Does a friend read to the
student?

Does mother read to the
student?

1 2

Factor

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.  
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Factor Correlation Matrix

1.000 .182
Factor
1

1

.182 1.0002

2

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.  

Reg
(priv

r n w  with female student as IV, by type of school 
a tat
essio
te, s

ith parents factor as DV and
e) 

Variables Entered/Removed b

Female student a . Enter

Female student a . Enter

Model
1

1

Schoo  (pvt stte)l type
private

state

Variables Entered
Variable
R

s
emoved Method

All requested variables entera. ed.

Dependent Variable: Parent fsb. 

 
Model Summary

.014a .000 -.004 .92206263 .000 .048 1 232 .828

.060a .004 -.006 1.12248125 .004 .383 1 107 .537

Model
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

R R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of

e Estimateth R Square Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), Female studenta.  
ANOVAb

.040 1 .040 .048 .828a

197.246 232 .850

197.287 233

.483 1 .483 .383 .537a

134.816 107 1.260

135.299 108

Regression

Residual

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Femaa. le student

Dependent Variable: Parent fb. s

 
Coefficients a

.126 .086 1.471 .143

-.026 .121 -.014 -.218 .828

-.173 .156 -1.112 .269

-.133 .215 -.060 -.619 .537

(Constant)

Female student

(Constant)

Female student

Model
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

B Std. Error

Unstandardized Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Parent fsa. 
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Regre sion w h sib  as nt as IV plit by 
type of school (priva

s it lings/friends factor score
te, state) 

 DV and female stude , s

Variables Entered/Removed b

Female student a . Enter
Mo

Female student a . Enter

del
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Variables Entered
Var
Re

iables
moved Method

All requested variables entera. ed.

Dependent Variable: Sibling/b. Friend fs

 
Model Summary

.153a .023 .019 .93397654 .023 5.578 1 232 .019

.005a .000 -.009 1.07799475 .000 .003 1 107 .957

Model
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

R R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate R Square Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), Female studenta.  
ANOVAb

4.865 1 4.865 5.578 .019a

202.376 232 .872

207.242 233

.003 1 .003 .003 .957a

124.342 107 1.162

124.345 108

Regression

Residual

Mo

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

del
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Femaa. le student

Dependent Variable: Sibling/b. Friend fs

 
Coefficients a

-.266 .087 -3.050 .003

.288 .122 .153 2.362 .019

.249 .149 1.668 .098

.011 .207 .005 .054 .957

(Constant)

Female student

(Constant)

Female student

Model
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

B

Unstandardized C

Std. Error

oefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Sibling/a. Friend fs

 
Regression with St.  and the parent and sibling/friend factor 
scores as IVs, split by type of school (private, state) 

 Lucia test scores as DV

Variables Entered/Removed b

Sibling/Friend fs,
Parent fs

a .

Mo

Enter

Sibling/Friend fs,
Parent fs

a . Enter

del
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Variables Entered
Variab
Removed

les
Method

All requested variables entera. ed.

314 

Dependent Variable: Reading scoreb. 

 



 

Model Summary

.070a .005 -.007 10.663 .005 .416 2 168 .661

.128a .016 -.003 9.070 .016 .832 2 100 .438

Model
1

School ty pvt stte)

1

pe (
private

state

R R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate R Square Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), Si iend fs, Para. bling/Fr ent fs  
ANOVAb

94.533 2 47.267 .416 .661a

19100.098 168 113.691

19194.632 170

136.964 2 68.482 .832 .438a

8226.706 100 82.267

8363.670 102

Regression

Residual

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Co ), Siblina. nstant g/Friend fs, Parent fs

Dependent Variable: Readingb.  score

 
Coefficients a

21.129 .819 25.812 .000

-.175 .837 -.016 -.209 .835

-.755 .847 -.069 -.890 .375

13.089 .957 13.676 .000

.144 .808 .018 .179 .859

-1.112 .863 -.128 -1.289 .200

(Constant)
Mo

Parent fs

Sibling/Friend fs

(Constant)

Parent fs

Sibling/Friend fs

del
1

1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

B Std. Error

Unstandardized Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Readinga.  score
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Regre sion w  St. nd three extra “who read to yo ems as 
IVs, split by gender and by type of school (private, state) 

s ith  Lucia test scores as DV a  u” it

Variables Entered/Removed b

Do others read to
the student?,
Does teacher
read to the
student?, Do
grandparents
read to the
student?

a

. Enter

Do others read 
the student?, Do
grandparents
read 

to

to the
student?, Does
teacher read to
the student?

a

. Enter

Do others read to
the student?, Do
grandparents
read to the

dent?
a

student?, Does
teacher read to
the stu

. Enter

Do others read to
the student?,
Does teacher
read to the
student?, Do
grandparents
read to thea
student?

. Enter

Model
1

Gender

1

1

female

male

female

male 1

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Variables Entered
Variables
Removed Method

All requested va era. riables ent ed.

Dependent Variable: Readingb.  score

 
Model Summary

.054a .003 -.034 10.481 .003 .080 3 82 .971

.098b .010 -.028 11.010 .010 .259 3 80 .854

.216b .047 -.012 8.749 .047 .802 3 49 .499

.323a .104 .046 9.228 .104 1.782 3 46 .164

Model
1

1

1

1

Gender
female

male

female

male

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error
the Estima

 of
te R Square ChangeR F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predic  (Constant), Do ot  read to the st ?a. tors: hers udent?, Does teacher read to the student?, Do grandparents read to the student

Predictors: (Constant), Do  read to the s nt?b. others tudent?, Do grandparents read to the student?, Does teacher read to the stude  
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ANOVAc

26.466 3 8.822 .080 .971a

9007.267 82 109.845

9033.733 85

94.363 3 31.454 .259 .854b

9698.339 80 121.229

9792.702 83

184.232 3 61.411 .802 .499b

3750.636 49 76.544

3934.868 52

455.358 3 151.786 1.782 .164a

3917.462 46 85.162

4372.820 49

Regression

Residual

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

1

1

1

Gender
female

male

female

male

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Const ), Do others read to the student?, Does teacher read to the student?, Do grandparents read to the student?a. ant

Predictors: (Const t), Do others read to the student?, Do grandparents read to the student?, Does teacher read to the student?b. an

Dependent Variable:c.  Reading score  
Coefficients a

17.334 10.735 1.615 .110

4.550 10.604 .048 .429 .669

-.334 2.321 -.016 -.144 .886

.408 2.922 .015 .140 .889

19.592 3.281 5.972 .000

.329 3.503 .011 .094 .925

1.973 2.438 .091 .809 .421

-1.404 4.133 -.038 -.340 .735

19.059 9.549 1.996 .052

-4.285 9.589 -.068 -.447 .657

-1.572 2.444 -.091 -.643 .523

-5.059 3.825 -.199 -1.322 .192

16.684 6.033 2.765 .008

-5.396 5.693 -.137 -.948 .348

2.524 2.741 .135 .921 .362

-8.624 4.145 -.300 -2.081 .043

(Constant)

Does teacher read to the
student?

Do grandparents read to the
student?

Do others read to the student?

(Constant)

Does teacher read to the
student?

Do grandparents read to the
student?

Do others read to the student?

(Constant)

Does teacher read to the
student?

Do grandparents read to the
student?

Do others read to the student?

(Constant)

Does teacher read to the
student?

Do grandparents read to the
student?

Do others read to the student?

Model
1

1

1

1

Gender
female

male

female

male

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

B

Unstandardiz

Std. Error

ed Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: R scorea. eading  
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Literacy Practice 

Frequencies 

Ride a bike?

235 68.5 68.5 68.5

108 31.5 31.5 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 
Read a book alone?

293 85.4 85.4 85.4

50 14.6 14.6 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
centPer

 
Kick a ball?

56 16.3 16.3 16.3

287 83.7 83.7 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
ercentP

 
Be read to?

317 92.4 92.4 92.4

26 7.6 7.6 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 
Watch TV?

257 74.9 74.9 74.9

86 25.1 25.1 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 
Draw a picture?

322 93.9 93.9 93.9

21 6.1 6.1 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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Play computer games?

221 64.4 64.4 64.4

122 35.6 35.6 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 
Go for a swim?

301 87.8 87.8 87.8

42 12.2 12.2 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 
Colour in?

320 93.3 93.3 93.3

23 6.7 6.7 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
ercentP

 
Play a board-game?

286 83.4 83.4 83.4

57 16.6 16.6 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 
Play outside?

224 65.3 65.3 65.3

119 34.7 34.7 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
ercentP

 
Read to someone?

291 84.8 84.8 84.8

52 15.2 15.2 100.0

343 100.0 100.0

others

boys

Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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Facto naly  for r A sis 12 boy activity items 

Descriptive Statistics

.31 .465 343 0

.15 .353 343 0

.84 .370 343 0

.08 .265 343 0

.25 .434 343 0

.06 .240 343 0

.36 .479 343 0

.12 .328 343 0

.07 .250 343 0

.17 .373 343 0

.35 .477 343 0

.15 .359 3

Ride a bike?

Read a book alone?

Kick a ball?

Be read to?

Watch TV?

Draw a picture?

Play computer games?

Go for a swim?

Colour in?

Play a board-game?

Play outside?

Read to someone?

Mean Std. Deviation a Analysis N a Missing N

43 0

For each variable, missing values are replaced with the variable mean.a. 

 
KMO and Bartlett's Test

.540

261.947

66

Kaiser-Meyer-Olk easurein M  of Sampling Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig. .000

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

 
Scree Plot

Factor Number

12111098765431

Ei
ge

nv
al

ue

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

.8

.6

.4
2
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Factor Matrix a

.196 .495  -.242  

.687 -.385 -.302 .149 -.167

 .290  .325  

.149  .207 -.131 .120

.188 .225 -.111 -.107 .140

.325 -.122 .565 .153  

.166 .393  .260 .131

.357 .301  -.191 -.305

.354 -.190 .303  .244

.163  -.148  .211

.223 .381  .132  

.326 -.130 -.210 -.133 .196

Ride a bike?

Read a book alone?

Kick a ball?

Be read to?

Watch ? TV

Draw a picture?

Play computer games?

Go for a swim?

Colour in?

Play a board-game?

Play outside?

Read to someone?

1 2 3 4 5

Factor

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
Attempted to extract 5 factors. More than 25 iterations required. (Convergence=.009). Exa. traction was terminated.

 
Communalities

.352

.762

.202

.097

.129

.468

.276

.348

.320

.099

.217

Ride a bike?

Read a book alone?

Kick a ball?

Be read to?

Watch TV?

Draw a picture?

Play computer games?

Go for a swim?

Colour in?

Play a board-game?

Play outside?

Read to someone .223?

Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Total Variance Explained

1.139 9.491 9.491 .845 7.042 7.042

.986 8.219 17.710 .742 6.182 13.224

.648 5.402 23.111 .715 5.958 19.182

.391 3.262 26.373 .657 5.477 24.659

.329 2.742 29.116 .535 4.457 29.116

Factor
1

2

3

4

5

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rot  of Squared Loadingsation Sums

Extract hod: Principal ion Met Axis Factoring.  
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Rotated Factor Matrix a

-.179  .526 .170  

.834    .236

 

Ride a bike?

Read a book alon

  .442  

 .279    

  .194 .140 .267

.169 .599   -.271

  .108 .499 .113

.156  .563   

 .526   .174

    .310

  .248 .383  

.214    .410

e?

Kick a ball?

Be read to?

Watch TV?

Draw a picture?

Play computer games?

Go for a im? sw

Colour in?

Play a board-game?

Play outside?

Read to someone?

1 2 3 4 5

Factor

Extraction Method: Principal ng. 
Rotation Method: Varimax wi rmalization.

Axis Factori
th Kaiser No

Rotation converged in 7 iterata. ions.

 
Factor Transformation Matrix

.657 .477 .392 .212 .378

-.442 -.188 .611 .629 .019

-.315 .801 .047 -.012 -.506

.326 -.062 -.504 .710 -.364

-.410

Factor
1

2

3

4

5

1 2 3 4 5

02 -.467 .234.3 .684

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
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Regre sion w  St. a  the five activity factor scores as IVs, 
and with the file spl

s ith  Lucia Test scores as DV, 
it by type of school 

nd

Variables Entered/Removed a

Other vigorous
games

.

Stepwise
(Criteria:
Probability-o
f-F-to-enter
<= .050,
Probability-o
f-F-to-remov
e >= .100).

Art .

Stepwise
riteria:

y-o
f-F-to-enter
<= .050,
Probability-o
f-F-to-remov
e >= .100).

(C
Probabilit

Model
1

2

1

2

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Variables Entered
Variables
Removed Method

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 

 
Model Summary

.199a .040 .034 10.444

.250b .062 .051 10.350

Model
1

2

1

2

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

R R Square
Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Other vigorous gamesa. 

Predictors: (Constant), Other vigorous games, Artb. 

 
ANOVAc

761.587 1 761.587 6.982 .009a

18433.045 169 109.071

19194.632 170

1197.805 2 598.902 5.591 .004b

17996.827 168 107.124

19194.632 170

Regression

Residual

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

2

1

2

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Other vigorous gamesa. 

Predictors: (Constant), Other vigorous games, Artb. 

Dependent Variable: Reading scorec. 

 

323 



 

Coefficients a

20.562 .828 24.829 .000

2.464 .933 .199 2.642 .009

20.465 .822 24.894 .000

2.479 .924 .200 2.682 .008

-1.798 .891 -.151 -2.018 .045

(Constant)

Other vigorous games

Art

(Constant)

Model

Other vigorous games

Art

(Constant)

Other vigorous games

Art

(Constant)

Other vigorous games

Art

1

2

1

2

Schoo t sl type (pv tte)
private

state

B Std. Error

Unstandardized Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Reading scorea. 

 
Excluded Variables c

-.022a -.289 .773 -.022 .993

-.151a -2.018 .045 -.154 1.000

-.045a -.589 .556 -.045 .992

-.136a -1.816 .071 -.139 .999

-.026b -.348 .728 -.027 .992

-.030b -.397 .692 -.031 .982

-.128b -1.725 .086 -.132 .996

Reading

Art

Swimming/Biking

Less vigorous games

Reading

Art

Swimming/Biking

Less vigorous games

Reading

Art

Swimming/Biking

Less vigorous games

Reading

Art

Swimming/Biking

Less vigorous games

Model
1

2

1

2

School type (pvt stte)
private

state

Beta In t Sig.
Partial

Correlation Tolerance

Collinearity
Statistics

Predictors in th  (Cona. e Model: stant), Other vigorous games

P in the Model: (Conb. redictors stant), Other vigorous games, Art

Dependent Variable: Readingc.  score
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Appendix 13. Child Responses to Text Preferences: Gender 
Comment 

Question: What would other children of the s ke about 
reading or listening to your favourite book/ b  print)? 

Table 31. Child R onse mm : Phase 1 

araphrased)  

ame / different gender li
ook type (listed in italic

esp s to Text Preferences: Gender Co

Comments (p
ent

Schl 
ype 

Schl 
code 

( ss) 

Gender 

f resp- 

ID 
T

o Read to… Read self… Cla 
ondent 

F 
haracters. 

 1 Happy Stories- Boys would 
like the boy c

Farm books- Boys would like
the boy farmers. 

F  2 Elmo, Don't Turn the Page- 
Boys wouldn't like it that 
much. It's a girl's book. 

Cherry Blossom (not true)-
oys would like nothing. I

F  
t's 

nly got girls' stuff. 

 3 
B
o

F Fairies/ Easter Bunny/ 
Christmas- Boys would like 
nothing. Boys think it's dumb. 

 Fairy Books- Boys would like
the boy fairies. 

4 

F Attached- 
oys would like nothing. It's 

uld like 
othing. They probably don't 
ke fairies. 

5 Fairy Tales- Boys woDoll With Book 
B
got pretty pictures; boys 
wouldn't like it. 

n
li

F Fairy Stories- Boys would like Play With Us- Boys would like 
s only girls' stuf

6 
nothing because they're only 
for girls. 

nothing. It' f. 

F airy Books- Boys would like ooth Fairy/ Normal Fairy- 
d 

 F T 8
nothing. My brother doesn't 
like fairies, only elves. 

Boys would like the words an
pictures about elves. 

F D
nothin

olphins- Boys would like 
g. Boys don't like 

dolphin books. They like Star  

Dolphins- Boys would like 
nothing. They like pictures in 

9 

Star Wars.books. Boys like
othing in dolphin books. nWars. 

F s would like Cooking Book- Boys would 
ke nothing. It only has girls' 

recipes. 

10 Fairy Tales- Boy
nothing because it's a girl's 
book. 

li

PG 1 

(1) 

irl's book. 

airy Book- Boys would 
like nothing because they're 

 

F Fairy Books- Boys wouldn't 
like very much because it's a 

Tooth F

g boys and it's not a boy's book.

11 
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F Horsies Story- Girls would 
like learning about the horses. 

Boys wouldn't like anything, 
because boys treat horses 

adly. My brother hates 

. 
Horse Magazines- Boys 
wouldn't like reading them
They like jumping on the 
magazine and running around 
with it. 

12 

b
horses. 

F 
s 

Dog And The Rainbow Book- 
Boys would like nothing. Boys 
ren't interested. No boys like 
y stories. 

13 

  

True Books About Animals- 
Boys would like nothing. Boy
find those books boring. a

m

F 

d 

're 
' 

Tooth Fairy- Boys would like 
nothing because it's like 
everyone wears dresses an

Goldilocks and the Three 
Bears- Boys would like 
nothing. It's mostly just got 

t

14 

there's only pixie gardeners 
that the might like, but they
still wearing velvet in g

girls in it. It's no  a very good 
story for boys. 

irls
colours. 

F Fairy Book- Boys would like ry Books- Boys would like 
e elf characters. 

15 Fai
thnothing because it's not a 

boyish book. It has all girls' 
things in it. 

F ls- 
ably wouldn't like it. 

oys wouldn't like books 

hales. 

16 True Books About Anima
Girls prob

 

B
about sweet animals. Would 
like books about w

     

F 39 Mr Men Books- Boys would 
like the boy characters. Boys- 
Like boy characters 

 

Cats- Boys wouldn't like cats 
much if they didn't have one. 

40   

  43 Pooh Bear-Boys like him if he 
dresses up and pretends to be a 
pirate 

4 

(9) 

 

 Story About Moon- Boys 
ould like alien characters 

46 
w

 

     

 49 Wombat Stew- Boys would  
hate fox being put into the 
stew because boys love foxes. 

F 

PG 

 

4 

(10) 

 
F Princess Book- Boys wouldn't 

ke it. It's not a boy's book. 
50  

li
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Harry Potter- Girls would like 
the characters because there's a 
boy to kiss. 

ey 
like 

M Dinosaur Books- Girls would 
like nothing about them. Th
don't like dinosaurs, they 
Barbie. 

191 

M D

P 5

inosaur Books- Girls would 
hate it. They're not into boys' 

 195 

stuff. There're no girl 
dinosaurs. 

M Dinosaur Books- Girls 
ouldn't like them. 

199 
w

 

M Pokemon- Girls would like 
 nothing about it because girls 

don't like Pokemon, they like 
Barbie. 

Pokemon- Girls would find it 
pretty stupid. They don't play
very much with Pokemon. 

200 

M d 
rls' stuff (sports). 

ose- Girls would 
like the girly stuff (storyline). 

203 Sporting Books- Girls woul
like gi

Father Go

M  Harry Potter- Boys would like 
the dragons in Harry Potter. 

206 

M Animal Books (fiction)- Girls 
ould like Barbie books 

 
w
better. 

208 

M Pokemon And Digmon Boo
Boys would like the storyline 

ks- 

here the characters battle and 
get hurt. 

okemon And Digmon Books- 
Boys would like the storyline 
P

because of the battles. 

209 

w

 

(11) 

 

 212 M Olympic Stories- Girls would 
like Peter Pan instead. 

     

M Pokemon- Boys like the 
storyline because it has battles. 

se 
ere're bad Pokemon and girls 

use 215 Pokemon- Boys like it beca
of the battles. 

Girls would like nothing. Girls don't like it becau
th
don't like them. 

M 
 

, girls like Barbie. 

n't 
e 

ould like nothing 
ecause it's a boy's book. 

216 Pokemon- Girls would like 
nothing because girls don't like
Pokemon

Roof Poems- Boys would
like it because it doesn't hav
many pictures. 

Girls w
b

B 

 

5 

(12) 

 

M  217 Dog Books (true)- Girls would 
like the pictures of the 
puppies. 
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  M Scary Books, Vampires- Boy
wouldn't think it was too good
it's too scar

s 
- 

y. 

Girls would think it was too 
scary. 

 219 

M ld 222 Animal Books- Boys wou
like learning about the 

 

animals. 

Girls would like the cute 
nimal pictures. a

M irls Space Books- Girls wouldn't 
ke it. They usually read 

different books. 

225 Water/Sea Books- G
wouldn't like it; they'd like 
different things. 

li

M ego Books- I doubt that girls 
would like lego books. They 
don't like lego. They would 
like horses and stuff, but not 

226 L 

kangaroos. 

Seal Books- G like 
the cute pictures. 

Animal Books- GirlM irls would s would 
like the cute animal pictures. 

229 

M Boys 

 

 230 True Animal Books- 
wouldn't like it because they 
don't like kangaroos. 

Girls wouldn't like it because
they like Barbie books. 

 5 

(12) 

 

M e 

Girls would like learning about 
the moon. 

233 Pokemon- Girls would like Space Books- Boys would lik
learning about rockets. nothing. They don't like 

Pokemon. 

      

F 
ng. It's a girly story.  

17 Fairy Story- Boys would like 
othin

Bunny Book- Boys would hate 
it. It's a girl's book. It's got 
butterflies. 

F Jack and the Bean Stalk-Boys 
would like Jack because he's 

22 

the brave one. 

 

PM 

 

2 

(2) 

 

F  in 
ouldn't like anything 

in it because boys don't like 

s 26 Chapter Book with Ponies
it- Boys w

ponies, they like horses. 

Any Fiction Story Book- Boy
wouldn't like them because 
they have girls in them. 
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F 
orrible 

ings in them (like Batman) 

nce Upon A Time Books- 
Girls would like the storyline 
because some sensible girls 

Boys would like the horrible 
characters- they'd like the not 

 nice characters 

28 Once Upon A Time Books- 
Boys would like h
th

O

don't like silly things. 

so

F  29 True Horse Books- Boys 
would like the really boyish 
pictures. 

  

Dinosaur Books- Girls 
wouldn't like anything. Girls 
don't like dinosaurs. 

M  30 

     

M Old Hat New Hat- Boys would 
like the colours in the pictures. 

N
Rhymes

ot True Stories And Nursery 
- Boys would like 

haracters that are cool. 

Girls would like characters 
ifferent from boys (rock and 

c

d
roll singers and pirates). Girls 
would like Cinderella. 

33 

Girls would like the pink in the 
pictures. 

2 

(3) 

 

F uld 36 Winnie the Pooh- Girls wo
like the funny storyline. 

Boys would like the silly 
characters. 

 

M True Stories About Racing 
Cars And Motor Bikes- Girls 
would like nothing about them. 
Girls don't like that kind of 
stuff. 

 37  2 

(3) 

 

F iding Hood- Boys 
 

38 Little Red R  
would like the Big Bad Wolf
character 

      

M Digimon- Girls would like 
nothing. Girls don't like 

Digimon- Girls would like 
nothing. 

digimon. 

52 

M  Boys Aladdin- Boys would like the 
vil Japhar character. 

54 

PM 6 

Aladdin, Arabian Nights-
would like the swords in the 
storyline. 

e

Girls would like the character 
of Princess Jasmine and her 
treasures.  

Girls would like the Princess 
Jasmine character 

(13) 

 

ry characters. 
formation Books- Boys 

would like pictures of 
skeletons 

Information Books- Boys 
would like sca

InF 64 
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  F Dinarella- Boys would like the 
storyline where T-Rex was 

inarella- Boys and girls 
would both like words and 

mething different from girls. 
biting the prince's tail. 

D

pictures. Boys would like 
so

 

      

M  Pokemon- Boys would like to 

e much- girls 
don't like Pokemon. 

68 
get information on battling. 

Girls wouldn't lik

M Scary Books- Girls wouldn't 9 
like it, they'd be scared. 

 6

 

M uld like 

d 

71 Scary Books- Girls wo  
nothing about them. Girls 
aren't attracted to monsters an
things. 

PM 6 

(14) 

 

M e 
-it’s a boy sort of thing. 

73 Dragon Book- Girls would lik
nothing

 

      

F hite- Boys would like 
e storyline saying Grumpy 

doesn't take a bath. 

Snow W
th

 75 

M  Goosebumps- Girls would like 
nothing. They're not girls' 
books. 

77 

F novels have d 
ke nothing. They're girls' 

books. 

79 Novels- Girls' 
fairies. Boys wouldn't like it. 
They like dragons. 

The Karen Books- Boys woul
li

M  The Biggest Egg- Boys woul
like the animal characters. 

d 

ird Girls would like the loveb
characters. 

80 

F Fairy Books- Boys would like 
nothing. It's what girls like. 
Boys like Batman. 

ooks About Fairies- Boys 
would like boy characters in 
the story. 

B 81 

M s would like 82 Pokemon- Girl  
girls character "Misty". 

PM 6 

(15) 

 

rue Animal Stories- Girls 
ould like pictures of cute 

Fairies- Boys wouldn't like 
fairies- they're girls' books. 

saurs. 

T
w

F 

Boys like dino animals. Boys would like 
pictures of not cute animals 
like dragons. 

85 
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  F  Barbie Magazines- Boys 
on't would like nothing. Boys d

like Barbie. Boys like 
Pokemon. 

87 

F Harry Potter Books- Boys 
would like the scary things that 

 89 

happen in the story. Boys like 
scary things that happen (I 
don't- girl). 

 6 

(15) 

 

Spy Books- Girls would like 
. Boys would like 

M I Spy Books- Girls would like 
reading them. Boys would like 
finding things. 

I 
reading them
finding things (pictures). 

91 

      

M Michael Goes to School- Boy
like boy characters. 

s 

Girls like girl characters. 

s more 
The Bear and the Dragon- 
girls wouldn't like it- it'
for boys. 

93 

Fairy Stories- Boys wouldn't 
like much. Boys say fairies are

ot nice. 

F  94 
 

n

Pig Books (NT)- Boys 
wouldn't like it. Lo

F  95 
ts of boys 

on't like pigs. d

F  g 
gs. 

97 Recipe Books- Girls like bein
able to make the thin

Boys like the different things 
to eat. 

F s 
ns 

Books About Spider- Girl
wouldn't like it. The questio
are too hard for girls. 

 98 

M Old Man Fire- Girls would 
like the story line. They'd want 
the animals to get away. 

100  

M Batman Flip Book- Girls'd li
the flips ,but not Batman. Gir
only like Barbie flip books 

ke 
ls 

 101 

3 

(4) 

 

pot Books- Baby girls would  107 M S
like to get information about 
Spot. Not sure about big girls. 

     

PM 

 

 

ike 

e hunter 
character. 

Pooh Bear- Girls would l
Pooh Bear character. 

Boys would lik

M 3 

(5) 

 118 
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M 

Girls would like nothing about  that. 

Pirate Book- Boys like the 
fighting bit of the storyline. 

the pirate book. They like girls' 
stories. 

Cannon Book- Girls would 
like nothing about the book. It 
has got fighting bits. Girls 
don't like

119 

F 
airy 

Teddy Bear Books- Boys 
would like boy teddy bear 
haracters. 

121 Stories About Fairies- Boys 
would like nothing about f
books. They're just boys. 
Fairies are girlish. 

c

F Teddy Bear Books- Boys 
would like nothing about teddy 
bear books. Boys don't like 
teddy bears. 

 122 

F  Cinderella, Sleeping Beauty, 
Little Mermaid- Girls would 
like the Princess characters. . 

 would like the Prince 
acters. 

123 

Boys
char

  

M Knock, Knock Books- Girls 
don't like them. They think 
they're silly. 

 124 

F Cinderella- Boys don't like it. 
Cinderella is a girl. Boys like 
cowboys, pirates and things 
like that. 

The Three Little Pigs- Boys 
would like the wolf character- 
how he blows the house down. 

125 3 

(5) 

 

M Jungle Book- Boys would like 
tiger and panther characters. 

Girls would like monkey 
character. 

 127 

     

F Maths Books- Boys don't like 
these books. They're more 
interested in being silly and 
hurting each other. 

Maths Books, Books To Help 
With Class, ABC Books- Boys 
would like nothing about these 
books. Boys are tougher. They 
like wrestling books, Titanic 
books etc. 

134 

M  Instruction Books- Girls 
wouldn't like them very much. 

137 

F  Rabbit Lives in a Stocking- 
Boys don't like it. It's a girl's 
book. 

138 

PM 

3 

(6) 

 

F P B Bear Books- Boys would 
like nothing. Babies would like 
it. It's not a boy's book. 

 145 
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F Mem Fox- Boys w
them They muck 

ouldn't like 
around. 

Green Eggs and Ham- Boys 
wouldn't like it. They don't like 
it much. 

148  

M  mon- Girls would like 
 it. They'

ie girl ks. 

1Poke
nothing about

 

49 
d like 

Barb s' boo

     

M Murder B irls wouldn't 
nyth out 

y. 

1ook- G
like a
scar

ing ab it. It's too 
 50 

M ks With y Maz rls 
would like g abo . 

y are scary boys' st
ls like B . 

1

3 

(7) 

 Boo  Scar es- Gi
 nothin ut them

The uff. 
Gir arbie

51 

F  Little M aid- Bo
ld thin  

hate merm  w  
 her Da

1

 

The
wou

erm
k it's stupid. They

52  ys 

aids. They ould
like d. 

F Funny Books- Boys would  153 
only like them if they were 
boys' stuff. 

F Fairy Books- Boys wouldn't 
 them. s don' e fairy 

oks. Th e Ba . 
!- Bo uld e 
hoot

ry Book s don' e 
 fairy b y d

like fairies

156 Fai s- Boy t lik
any ooks. The on't like  Boy t lik

. bo ey lik tman
Bang

 s
ys wo like th

gun ing. 

Thom
Girl

as th k En
s don't really lik as. 
 say oy's book and 

. 

bat D
 the em acter 
 girl. 

1e Tan gine- Wom ivine- Girls would M 57 
e Thom like u char because 

They
it is

it's a b it's a

Barb
that

ie Bo oys ike 
 book. girly . 

 book s 
d like g the b

h their h  

ys woul e the po  
it because it gives  

ht. 

1ok- B Bear Book
woul

F don't l  (feely )- Girl 59 
 It's a  thing  feelin ook 

wit ands.

Bo d lik p-up
rabb
frig

you a

F Books About Fairies- Boys 
would like nothing. They'd like 
pirate stories. Boys don't like 
fairy stories. 

Books About Fairies- Boys 
would like nothing. Boys like 
pirates. 

160 

F My Fairy Books- Boys would 
like nothing. Boys like 
Batman. They don't like 
fairies. 

 161 PM 3 

(7) 

 

F Little Bear- I don't think boys 
would like it. It's a girl's book. 

Fairy Book- Boys would like 
nothing. Boys hate fairies. 

162 
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F Fairy Tale Books- Sleeping 
- Boy hen 
ch to on. 

Cinderella- Girls would like 

ys w ike t w
the king and the man fall over. 

165 
Beauty
the wit

s would like w
turns in a drag  

the bride part. 

Bo ould l the par here 

 

ear ur-
would like the carnivores. 

ou he . 

 Dear Dinosa ys 
would like the carnivores. 

ls would ike the babies

169M My D Dinosa My ur- Bo Boys  

Girls w ld like t  babies Gir  l . 

     

Peter
would

 Rabbit Book- Boys 
 like nothing. Babies 

s like a 
book

ter R it Boo
uld he bo he 

. 

170 

would like it 
girl's 

but it'
. 

Pe
wo

abb k- Boys 
y part- tlike t

y bitsnaught

F 

F Spy Books s wo  like
it. They'd  be r arbi

Boys would like it better than 
girls. They could play tricks on 
the girls. 

oks  Cats- Girls w
ke it e it has lots of

kitten s.

Boys wouldn't like the kitte
boys don't have kittens, girls 
do. 

171 - Girl
 rather

uldn't
ead B

 
e 

Bo
li

stories. 

About
becaus

ould 
 

character  

ns; 

F Fairy/ Princess/ Mermaid Rainbow Magic Seventh 172 
Stories- B uld like 
nothing. They're girly stories. 

Horse- Boys would like the
bad cowboy. 

oys wo  

M Comics- Boys wouldn't like it 
use it

books. 

atman Comics- Girls 
wouldn't like it. Girls don't
Batman. 

174
beca 's not one of their 

B  
 like 

 

M The Black Dog- Boy ldn'
like it because there l in 

ink.

Girls wou  the
r in it. 

rpri ooks s wo
ke them because the story 

line is pook

ke the fun 
toryline. 

177 s wou t Su
's a gir

it, I th  

ld like  girl 

sing B - Boy uld 
li

a bit s y. 

Girls would li
scharacte

F  Bang!- s would like the
un shooting. 

Bang!- Girls would like the
bunny rabbit character. 

180 Boy   
g

 

The Li ony-  wou
like the funny storyline. 

Boys would like the silly parts- 
the colourful pictures. 

181ttle PF ld   Girls

M  True Animal Stories- Girls 
would like nothing. They just 
like fairy stories. 

183 

 

3 

(8) 

 

F Fairy Book- Boys don't like 
fairy books. 

 184 

334 



 

M Ghost/ Vampire Stories- Boys 
would like the scary pictures. 

 185 

F Ballet Books- Girls would like
rn ab e di t 

ns.

Boys would l  not hey
don't reall ball

187 . 
to lea
positio

out th
 

fferen

ike
y like 

hing. T
et. 

 

 

  

 Walkin  Di s- G
uld iplodocus. 

ys w like T Rex. 

189g With nosaurM irls 
wo

Bo

 like D

ould 

 

      

 

335 



 

Table 32. Child Responses to Text Preferences: Gender Comment: Phase 2 
Comments (paraphras  ed) Schl 

Type 
 

Schl 
code 
(Class
) 

Gende
r 
Of 
resp- 

Read to… d se
ID 

ondent 

Rea lf… 

F Beauty 
wouldn

and the Beast- Boys 
't like it. It's only for girls. 

Beauty  Be ys 
would hing ly f

s. 

2  and the ast- Bo
. It's onlike not or 

girl
F Fairy Books- Boys wouldn't reall

it. Boys don't like fairies. 
airy T Boys would like 

nothing use they're boys. 
6 y F

like 
ales- 
 beca

PG 1

F  Tales- Boys would like the 
charac

Dolphi ks (true)- Girls would 
ke the hara

Boys w yline 
bout h ou ride on them. 

9 Fairy
boy 

n Boo
li  cute c

ould like th
cters. 
e stor

ters. 

a ow y
F Rapu

story
nzel- ould like the 
line w the Pri s 

pushed off ower. 

he Mu uld like 
thing eally vi . 

oys w like th ures. 
They're h and rough. 

10 T
no

mmy- Girls wo
. It's r olent

e pictB ould 
 boyis

Boys w
here nce wa
the t

F Fairy Tales- Boys wouldn't like a 
lot. They'd like Batman and 
Action Man. 

 14 

Mice G
the Ba

etti dy for A Night at 
ll- B uld like the boy 

characters. 

Emily L ellow- Boys 
wouldn it. It's not boyish. 

15 ng Rea
oys wo

oved Y
't like 

F 

 
(1) 
 

- G d l
 stor

oul the b rts

Magazines on Popstars- Boys
would like the boy characters 

g so

16 Titanic
happy

F irls woul
yline. 

ike the  
who 

d like oyish pa . sin ngs. Boys w
      

F Fairy Tale s wo e the 
 cha  

ssie Boys e
 cha . 

39 s- Boy uld lik
"cool" racters.

Au Bites-  would lik  the 
boy racters

4 
(9) 
 airy - Bo  

e bo cter
40 F True F

like th
 Books
y chara

ys would
s. 

 

PG 

4 
(10) 

F  lt D ooks s 
uldn em mai

ve sw ng an ing a
s do e tha

49 Wa
wo

isney B
't like th

- Boy
. They nly 

ha
boy

immi
n't lik

d runn
t. 

nd 

      
F Mr Me

the b
n Bo oys d like 

oy ch rs. 
at in t t- Bo uld li
e boy irl pi . 

43 oks- B woul
aracte

C he Ha
 and g

ys wo ke 
th ctures

4 
(9

 
) 

 F Fiction Books- Boys would like 
the boyish pictures. 

Chapter Book: The Enchanted 
Wood- Boys would like the 
boyish things the characters do. 

44 

F Crocodile Colin- Boys wouldn't 
like it. It's a girl's story. 

Goldilocks and the Three Bears- 
Boys would not like it. 

48 4 
(10) 

F I Spy- Boys wouldn't like it. It's 
not fun for boys. 

I Spy- Boys wouldn't like it. It's 
not for boys. 

50 

      
5 
(11) 
 

M Digimon and Dragonball Z- Girls 
wouldn't like it. They're boys' 
books, fighting books. 

 206 PB 

5 
(12) 

M Car Chapter Books- Girls 
wouldn't be interested. Cars make 
noise and they crash a lot. Girls 
don't like that. 

Honda 300 Books- Girls would 
like the girl racing car drivers. 

223 

336 



 

337 

M  A Footballer Named Flip- Girls 
wouldn't like it. Girls don't read 
my books. 

230 

M  Chapter Books on Crocodiles, 
Sharks and Snakes- 
Girls aren't into animals. They're 
into Barbies and dolls. 

233 

  

M True Sports Books- Girls would 
like nothing. They'd like fitness 
books better. 

 234 

      
M Harry Potter- Girls would like the 

witch character. 
Boys would like the adventures in 
the storyline. 

True Animal Books- Boys would 
like learning about the animals. 
Girls would like learning about 
caring for the animals. 

191 

M Soccer (fiction)- Girls would like 
nothing. Girls don't like soccer. 

 194 

5 
(11) 
 

M Harry Potter- Girls would like 
nothing. They like Barbie. 

 204 

M Dinosaurs- Girls would like 
nothing. It's a boy's book. 

 217 

M  Action Man Books- Girls wouldn't 
like it. It's not girls' stuff. 

221 

M Army Books (true)- Girls wouldn't 
like them. They like dolls. 

K-Zone Magazine- Girls would 
like nothing. There's not a lot of 
girls' stuff in it. 

224 

PM 

5 
(12) 

M Digimon- Girls would like 
nothing about it. 

Pokemon and Digimon- Girls 
would like nothing. 

231 

      
M Plant Books (true)- Girls wouldn't 

like it. It's not girls' stuff. 
 198 5 

(11) 
 M  Terminator 2- Girls wouldn't like 

it. It's too scary and violent. 
200 

 

5 
(12) 

M Digimon- Girls would like the girl 
characters. 

Dog Stories- Girls would like the 
girl characters. 

232 

      
F Pickle the Perfectly Awful Pig- 

Boys would like the boy 
characters. 

Pickle the Perfectly Awful Pig- 
Boys would like the boy 
characters. 

95 3 
(4) 

M  The Littlest Dragon- Boys like the 
boy characters. 
Girls like the girl characters. 

98 

F Cinderella- Boys would like the 
Prince character. 

 123 3 
(5) 

F Jokes- Girls like funny jokes. 
Boys like silly jokes. 

 125 

M Puzzle Book- Girls would like 
nothing. It has monsters and girls 
don't like monsters. 

 151 3 
(7) 
 

M  Pokemon / Dragonball Z- Boys 
like the storyline. What happens 
is bad. 

213 

PM 

3 
(8) 

F Not-true Pig Story- Boys would 
like that the pig steals in the 
storyline. 

 176 



 

338 

  F Fairy Dreams- Girls would like 
pictures of the necklaces. 
Boys would like the Knights and 
the pixies. 

Not-True Animal Chapter Books- 
Girls would like the two girl 
characters. 
Boys would like the tigers, lions 
and the two boy characters. 

180 

      
3 
(4) 

F True Wild Life Stories- Girls 
would like the information. 
Boys would like the pictures of 
the reptiles. 

 108 

M True Story About People- Girls 
would not like it; it's not about 
girl things. 

 114 3 
(5) 

F Pokohontas, the Voice of the 
Wind- Boys wouldn't like it. Boys 
like other stories. 

The Magic House- Boys would 
like the Monster character. 

115 

M People/War Book- Girls wouldn't 
like it, it's a war book. 

War Book- Girls would like 
nothing. It's not for girls. 

135 

F  Green Eggs And Ham- Boys 
would like the boys characters in 
it. 

146 

3 
(6) 

M Strong Book- Girls would like it 
because the storyline is "nice". 

 149 

 

3 
(7) 

F The Very Hungry Caterpillar-
Boys would like nothing. They're 
not used to it, it isn't their 
favourite. 

Pooh Bear Books- Boys wouldn't 
like it. Pooh Bear's funny. Boys 
don't like funny and it's really for 
girls. 

162 

      
F The Rabbit Stew- Boys would like 

a Superman story. 
 97 

F Snow White- Girls would like the 
girl characters. 
Boys like the Prince character. 
 

Cooking Books- Girls would like 
to learn how to make cakes for 
their own children. 
Boys would like to cook different 
things they've never cooked 
before. 

102 

M Football Books (true)- Girls 
would like nothing about it. They 
wouldn't like it because they 
wouldn't like the story or imagine 
it in their head. 

 117 

F Fairies- Boys would like nothing. 
Boys don't like fairies. 

Fairy Books / Secret Books- Boys 
would hate it. They don't like 
fairy stories. 

128 

F  Alice In Wonderland- Boys would 
like the King character. 

141 

F Fairy Books- Boys wouldn't like 
it. Boys aren't girls. Boys don't 
like those books. 

Princess Books- Boys wouldn't 
like it. It's a girl's book. 

160 

F Sleeping Beauty- Boys would like 
the character of Sleeping Beauty's 
father, the King. 

 165 

 3 

M Joke Books- Boys would like the 
fun storyline. 
Girls would like to share the jokes 
with other people. 

 174 



 

339 

M  Hidden Stars and the Magic 
Carpet- Girls would like the 
magic carpet. 
Boys would like the dragon 
character. 

188 

M  Racing Book- Girls wouldn't like 
it. Girls don't want to watch it. 

186 

  

M Underwater Adventure- Girls 
would like the Mermaid character. 

Dinosaur Books- Girls like 
nothing about it. Dinosaurs have 
sharp teeth and girls don't like 
sharp teeth. 

157 

      
3 
(5) 

M  Knock-knock Who's There?- Boys 
would like the scary storyline. 

124 

F Nowell (Christmas)- Boys would 
like the boys' characters. 

Nowell (Christmas)- Boys would 
like the boys' characters. 

132 

F Go To Sleep- Boys wouldn't 
really like it. It's not funny to 
boys. 

Non-fiction Books- Boys don't 
like them. 

134 

3 
(6) 

F Training Guide Dogs- Girls 
would like the pictures of the cute 
puppies. 

 144 

F Nursery Rhymes- Boys wouldn't 
like them. They're girls' stories. 

Nursery Rhymes- Boys wouldn't 
like them. They're girls' stories. 

170 

F  Pokemon- Girls wouldn't like it. 
Tomboys would. 

171 

F Puddles- Boys would like it 
because the character is a boy. 

 172 

M  Funny Stories- Girls would like 
the flowers. 

182 

F Fairies- Boys would say it's 
yukky. Boys don't like fairies. 

 184 

M Jungle Book- Girls would like the 
girl character. 

 183 

M  Tony Abbott Books- Boys would 
like the storyline because it's 
more for boys. 

189 

PM 

3 
(8) 

F Seven Unicorns- Boys wouldn't 
like it. It's a girl's book. 

Not true stories- Boys would like 
nothing. They are girls' books. 

190 

      
M Books That Tell You Lots About 

Stuff- Girls won't listen. It's a 
boys' one. Most of the characters 
are boys. 

Books That Have Scary Stuff- 
Boys would like the scary 
storyline. 
Girls would not like it. They'd 
think it'd come alive (the scary 
thing). 

101 3 
(4) 
 

F Animal Information Books- Girls 
would like the cute pictures. 
Boys wouldn't like it. They would 
not like the cute pictures. 

 126 

PM 

3 
(7) 

F Kite Trouble- Boys would like 
nothing. It's not really a boy's 
book. It has fairies and boys don't 
really like them. 

Cinderella- Boys would like the 
boy character. 

154 



 

340 

 F Pooh Bear Stories- Boys don't 
like anything about it. It's not a 
boy's story. 

Fairies- Boys would like nothing. 
Boys don't like fairies. 

161 

M Giant Book of Fairy Tales- Boys 
would like the scary bits in the 
storyline. 
Girls would like the Princess and 
Queen characters. 

Scary Big Books- Boys would like 
the scary bits, where somebody 
gets stuck in the elevator. 
Girls would like nothing. Boys 
like scary things, girls like 
Queens, Princesses and dolls. 

173 

M The Mad Merkin's Holiday- Girls 
wouldn't like it. They'd think it 
was silly. 

The Mad Merkin's Holiday- Girls 
wouldn't like it. They'd think it 
was silly. 

175 

M Pokemon- Girls would like the 
girl character, Misty. 

 177 

 

3 
(8) 

M Tellytubbies- Boys wouldn't like 
it. They'd think it was baby. 

 185 

      
F True Horse Books- Girls would 

like the happy pictures. 
 53 6 

(13) 
M The Fox and the Hound- Boys 

would like the grizzly bear 
chasing the fox. 
Girls would like the dogs. 

The Fox and the Hound- Boys 
would like the sad bits. 
Boys would like how the hound 
stood up for the fox. 

62 

M Soccer Books (not true)- Girls 
wouldn't like them. Girls don't 
like soccer that much. 

Soccer Books (not true)- Girls 
wouldn't like them. 

73 6 
(14) 

M Monkey Tricks- Boys would like 
the storyline because it's rough. 
Girls would like the beginning 
where a girl gorilla was found. 

 74 

PM 

6 
(13) 

F Fairy Secrets- Girls would like 
the storyline because it's a nice 
girly book. 
Boys wouldn't like it. They don't 
like fairies and girls do. 

Girl Books: Fairies- Boys 
wouldn't like it. They don't like 
girl things. 

66 

      
F Ancient History Egypt- Boys 

would like the gross bits in the 
storyline (like the monkey head 
jars). 

The Magic Finger- Boys would 
like something different from 
girls. They'd like the hunting in 
the storyline. 

55 6 
(13) 
 

M  101 Excuses for Not Doing Your 
Homework- Girls would like 
something different from boys. 
They'd like the girlfriend in the 
storyline. 

58 

M Adventure Books- Boys would 
like the exciting parts in he 
storyline. 
Girls would not like the storyline, 
but not the same bits as the boys. 

Adventure Books - Boys would 
like the excitement in the 
storyline. 
Girls would think it's boring. Girls 
like fantasy and girls' stuff. 

82 

F Novels And Picture Books- Boys 
wouldn't like them. They like 
different things to girls. 

Andy Griffiths Books- Boys would 
like them because they're weird. 

79 

PM 

6 
(15) 

F Harry Potter- Girls would like the 
storyline with the wizards. Harry 
Potter- Boys would hate it. Boys 
don't like Harry Potter. 

Harry Potter- Boys wouldn't like 
it. 

76 



 

341 

  F Fairy Stories- Boys would like 
the dangerous bits. 

 88 

      
M Comics- Boys would like the 

action in the storyline. 
Comics- Girls would like the girl 
characters. 

Comics- Girls would like the girl 
characters. 

54 

M Goosebumps- Girls would think it 
was not good. Girls don't like 
Goosebumps. They're too scary. 

 59 

M Space Books- Girls wouldn't like 
anything. Girls don't like space 

 60 

6 
(13) 
 

F Black Beauty- Boys would like 
the storyline where the horses get 
wild and start fighting. 

 64 

6 
(14) 

M Harry Potter Collective Books- 
Girls wouldn't like it. It's not a 
book girls would read. 

 68 

F Harry Potter- Boys would like the 
scary bits in the storyline. 

 89 

PM 

6 
(15) 

F Sleeping Beauty- Boys would like 
none of it. It's a girl thing. 

 87 

      
F Animal Stories- Boys don't like 

them. They like Action Man. 
Cooking Book- Boys wouldn't like 
it. They like eating chocolate. 

20 2 
(2) 
 F True Bird Books- Girls wouldn't 

like it. They'd prefer fiction. 
Boys wouldn't like it. They'd 
prefer fiction. 

True Bird Books- Most boys 
wouldn't like it much. Most boys 
only like story books not true 
books. 

22 

F Little Mermaid- Boys wouldn't 
like it. They're not a girl. 

 31 

M Motorbike Magazines- Girls 
wouldn't like them. They're into 
"softer" stuff. 

TV Guides- Boys would enjoy 
finding all the cool shows to 
watch. 
Girls would not read them. 
They're doing educational stuff. 

33 

F Barbie- Boys would like the boy 
characters. 

Barbie- Boys would like nothing. 
It's a girl's book not a boys'. 

36 

PM 

2 
(3) 

M Pokemon Chapter Book- Boys 
would enjoy the battles in the 
storyline. 
Girls would enjoy nothing. Girls 
don't like Pokemon. 

Pokemon Chapter Book- Boys 
would enjoy the action storyline. 

37 

      
F Mermaid Stories- Boys would 

hate it. Boys like boys' things. 
Mermaids are girls' things. 

Mermaid Stories- Boys would 
like nothing. 

17 

M Harry Potter- Girls would like the 
girl characters. 

 21 

M Dinosaur Chapter Books- Girls 
wouldn't like it. Girls don't like 
dinosaurs. 

Warrior Stories- I'm not sure girls 
would like it. 

23 

PM 2 
(2) 
 

M Saddle Club- Girls would like the 
girl characters. 

 25 



 

342 

F The Tooth Fairy Book- Boys 
would like nothing. They don't 
like tooth fairies. It's a girl. 

 26 

F Cinderella- Boys don't like it 
because Cinderella is a beautiful 
girl and they like boys. 

 27 

F Fairy Tales- Girls would like the 
fairy characters. 
Boys would like the pirate 
characters. 

Animal Books (true)- Girls would 
like the cute pictures. 
Boys would like the information 
about the reptiles. 

28 

  

M  Funny Books- Girls would like 
nothing. 

30 

      
M Animal Books- Girls would like 

the cute animal pictures. 
Gun Book- Girls wouldn't like it. 
Girls don't like guns. 

235 

M Pokemon- Boys would like the 
battles in the storyline. 
Girls wouldn't like it. Girls don't 
like Pokemon, they like Barbie 
girls. 

Dragonball Z- Boys would like 
the story when the character gets 
chopped in half. 
Girls wouldn't like it. Girls don't 
like Dragonball Z. 

237 

M Football Books- Girls wouldn't 
like anything. Girls like Barbie 
books. 

The Great Bear- Girls wouldn't 
like it. It's scary at the end. 

248 

M True Books- Girls would like the 
sweet words in them. 

Rugrats in Paris- Boys would like 
the funny jokes. 
Girls would like the sweet jokes. 

250 

F  Scooby Doo- Boys wouldn't like it 
All my cousins are boys and they 
don't like reading it. 

252 

F True Stories About Animals- Girls 
wouldn't like them because 
they've got yukky pictures. 

 255 

F Snow White- Boys would like the 
Seven Dwarfs. 

Snow White- Boys would like the 
boy characters (Seven Dwarfs) 

258 

F Little Mermaid- Boys wouldn't 
like it. Boys don't like girls 
(Aerial) 

 261 

F Rapunzel- Boys would like the 
King character. 

Rapunzel- Girls would like the 
character's long hair. 
Boys would like the Prince 
character. 

263 

SM. 7 
(16) 
 

M Reading Books- Girls would like 
the nice things in the storyline. 

 264 

      
M Scooby Doo- Girls would like the 

girl characters. 
True Animal Books- Girls would 
like the pictures of rabbits. 

266 

F The Seatbelt Song- Boys wouldn't 
like it. It has ship pages. 

 275 

F True Butterfly Books- Boys would 
hate it. It's a girls' book. 

 276 

SM 8 
(17) 
 

M Monsters Book- Boys would like 
the scary storyline. 
Girls would not like it. It's too 
scary. 

Monsters Book- Boys would like 
the scary storyline. 
Girls would not like it. It's too 
scary. 

279 

      



 

343 

F Tigger Book- Girls would like the 
happy storyline. 

Tigger Book- Girls would like the 
Winnie the Pooh character. 
Boys would like the Eyeore or 
Owl character. 

287 SM 8 
(18) 
 

M Pokemon or Digimon Books- 
Boys would like the fighting 
action in the storyline. 
My sister would like the fighting 
action in the storyline. Other girls 
would just like to listen.  

 288 

      
M Sports Books- Girls wouldn't like 

them. They're about sports. 
 296 

F Babar Books- Boys wouldn't 
really like them. They're not 
really boys' stuff. 

Winnie the Pooh Books- Boys 
wouldn't really like them. They 
like boys' stuff like Dragonball Z. 

299 

F Tweety Bird and Tigger Books- 
Boys wouldn't really like Tweety 
Bird. She's a girl character. 

Tweety Bird, Winnie the Pooh, 
Tigger Books, The Little 
Mermaid- Boys wouldn't like 
them. they're girls' books. 

300 

SM 8 
(19) 
 

F Doggie Books- Boys would like 
the pictures where the boys were 
being rough. 

 303 

      
F Spider McDew- Boys would like 

the boy characters. 
 309 

F  Fairy Books- Girls would like the 
kind fairy characters. 
Boys would like nothing. They 
would hate reading it. 

311 

F Snow White- Boys would like the 
gross parts of the storyline. 

True Butterfly Books- Boys 
wouldn't like it. It's cute stuff and 
girls like that. 

313 

F Fairy Tales- The Mermaid 
Princess- Boys would hate it. 
They don't like girls' stuff. 

The Boy Who Got Lost- Boys 
would hate it. Sometimes boys 
don't want to read. 

319 

F  Fairy Tale Books- Girls would 
like the happy ending in the 
storyline. 
Boys wouldn't like it. They like 
reading about boys' stuff. 

322 

M Jack and the Beanstalk- Girls 
wouldn't like it. They like fairy 
books. 

 324 

F  True Books- Girls would like 
nothing. They're not interested. 

325 

SM 9 
(20) 
 

F Helicopter Information Books- 
Girls wouldn't like it. Most girls 
don't like helicopters. 

Information Books About 
Kangaroos- Boys wouldn't like 
them. Boys don't like kangaroos. 

327 

      
SM 9 

(21) 
F Goldilocks- Boys wouldn't like it 

much. Some boys don't like it. 
My Last Apple Tree- Boys 
wouldn't like it much. It's got 
girls' stuff in it. 

329 



 

344 

F Fairy and Barbie Books- Boys 
wouldn't like them, because boys 
are not girls. 

Fairy and Barbie Books- Boys 
wouldn't like them, because boys 
are not girls. They only like 
Batman. 

330 

M  Horror Books- Boys wouldn't like 
them very much. They'd be 
scared. 
Girls would like nothing about 
them. They'd be too scared. 

 331 

F Goosebumps- Girls would like the 
scary parts in the storyline. 

 337 

  

F  Music Books- Boys wouldn't like 
them They have girls' sounds, not 
boys'. 

340 

      

KEY. School Type: 

• SM= State school, mixed gender composition. 
• PM= Private school, mixed gender composition 
• PB= Private school, single gender composition: boys only 
• PG= Private school, single gender composition: girls only 
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Appendix 14. Other Tables 
Table 33: Children's Perceptions of Quantity of Various Types of Reading Materials Read To Them (Phase 1). 
Type of Reading 
Material 

Children   Boys  Girls Boys 
(s-b) 

Boys 
(m-b) 

Girls 
(s-g) 

Girls 
(m-g) 

total no. of 
materials: 1 

21.8% 
n=51 

19% 
n=22 

24% 
n=29 

14% 
n=6 

23% 
n=16 

17% 
n=5 

26% 
n=24 

total no. of 
materials: 2 

38% n=89 46% 
n=52 

31% n=37 58% 
n=26 

38% 
n=27 

28% 
n=7 

33% 
n=30 

total no. of 
materials: 3 

21.4% 
n=50 

17% 
n=19 

26% 
n=31 

14% 
n=6 

18% 
n=13 

28% 
n=7 

26% 
n=24 

total no. of 
materials: 4 

11.5% 
n=27 

11% 
n=13 

12% 
n=14 

7% 
n=3 

14% 
n=10 

17% 
n=5 

10% 
n=9 

total no. of 
materials: 5 

3.8% n=9 4% 
n=4 

4% 
n=5 

2% 
n=1 

4% 
n=3 

12% 
n=3 

2% 
n=2 

total no. of 
materials: 6 

3% 
n=7 

4% 
n=4 

3% 
n=3 

5% 
n=2 

3% 
n=2 

8% 
n=2 

1% 
n=1 

total no. of 
materials: 7 

.4% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

1% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

1% 
n=1 

 

Table 34: Children's Perceptions of Quantity of People Who Read To Them (Phase 1) 
Person reading Children   Boys  Girls Boys 

(s-b) 
Boys 
(m-b) 

Girls 
(s-g) 

Girls 
(m-g) 

total no. of readers: 
1 

2.1% 
n=5 

3% 
n=3 

2% 
n=2 

2% 
n=1 

3% 
n=2 

0% 
n=0 

2% 
n=2 

total no. of readers: 
2 

11.5% 
n=27 

13% 
n=15 

10% 
n=12 

14% 
n=6 

13% 
n=9 

14% 
n=4 

9% 
n=8 

total no. of readers: 
3 

18.4% 
n=43 

19% 
n=22 

18% 
n=21 

14% 
n=6 

23% 
n=16 

10% 
n=3 

20% 
n=18 

total no. of readers: 
4 

25.6% 
n=60 

26% 
n=30 

25% 
n=30 

40% 
n=17 

18% 
n=13 

28% 
n=8 

24% 
n=22 

total no. of readers: 
5 

26.5% 
n=62 

26% 
n=30 

27% 
n=32 

26% 
n=11 

27% 
n=19 

28% 
n=8 

26% 
n=24 

total no. of readers: 
6 

13.2% 
n=31 

11% 
n=12 

16% 
n=19 

5% 
n=2 

14% 
n=10 

17% 
n=5 

15% 
n=14 

total no. of readers: 
7 

2.6% 
n=6 

2% 
n=2 

2% 
n=2 

0% 
n=0 

3% 
n=2 

3% 
n=1 

3% 
n=3 
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Table 35: Children's Perceptions of Reading Materials Read To Them (Phase 2). 
Type of 
Reading 
Material 

Ch'n   Boys  Girls Boys 
(p-s-b) 

Girls 
(p-s-g) 

Boys 
(p-m-b) 

Girls 
(p-m-g) 

Boys 
(s-m-b) 

Girls 
(s-m-g) 

non-fiction 
(true 
stories) 

55.9% 
n=184 

58% 
n=90 

56% 
n=94 

48% 
n=19 

60% 
n=15 

58% 
n=39 

49% 
n=42 

62% 
n=32 

65% 
n=37 

fiction (not-
true stories) 

97% 
n=319 

97% 
n=157 

97% 
n=162 

95% 
n=38 

100% 
n=25 

99% 
n=69 

98% 
n=83 

96% 
n=50 

95% 
n=54 

maga-zines 8.2% 
n=27 

7% 
n=12 

9% 
n=15 

10% 
n=4 

16% 
n=4 

9% 
n=6 

9% n=6 4% n=2 12% 
n=7 

news-
papers 

10.3% 
n=34 

10% 
n=16 

11% 
n=18 

15% 
n=6 

20% 
n=5 

9% 
n=6 

9% n=8 8% n=4 9% n=5 

recipe 
books 

19.8% 
n=65 

17% 
n=27 

23% 
n=38 

13% 
n=5 

28% 
n=7 

17% 
n=12 

16% 
n=14 

19% 
n=10 

30% 
n=17 

TV guides 20.7% 
n=68 

23% 
n=38 

18% 
n=30 

28% 
n=11 

24% 
n=6 

26% 
n=18 

20% 
n=17 

17% 
n=9 

12% 
n=7 

other 
materials 

5.2% 
n=17 

6% n=9 5% n=8 8% n=3 4% n=1 7% n=5 5% n=4 2% 
n=1 

5% n=3 

 

Table 36: Children's Perceptions of Quantity of Various Types of Reading Materials Read To Them (Phase 2). 
Type of 
Reading 
Material 

Ch'n   Boys  Girls Boys 
(p-s-b) 

Girls 
(p-s-g) 

Boys 
(p-m-b) 

Girls 
(p-m-g) 

Boys 
(s-m-b) 

Girls 
(s-m-g) 

total no. of 
mat's: 
0 

.3% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

.6% 
n=1 

3% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

total no. of 
mat's: 1 

30.4% 
n=100 

31% 
n=52 

30% 
n=48 

25% 
n=10 

28% 
n=7 

30% 
n=21 

35% 
n=30 

33% 
n=17 

26% 
n=15 

total no. of 
mat's: 2 

42.6% 
n=140 

42% 
n=70 

43% 
n=70 

48% 
n=19 

36% 
n=9 

41% 
n=29 

45% 
n=38 

42% 
n=22 

40% 
n=23 

total no. of 
mat's: 3 

13.7% 
n=45 

13% 
n=22 

14% 
n=23 

13% 
n=5 

16% 
n=4 

16% 
n=11 

9% 
n=8 

13% 
n=7 

18% 
n=10 

total no. of 
mat's: 4 

8.8% 
n=29 

9% 
n=15 

9% 
n=14 

10% 
n=4 

4% 
n=1 

9% 
n=6 

7% 
n=6 

8% 
n=4 

14% 
n=8 

total no. of 
mat's: 5 

2.7% 
n=9 

3% 
n=5 

2% 
n=4 

0% 
n=0 

8% 
n=2 

3% 
n=2  

4% 
n=3 

4% 
n=2 

0% 
n=0 

total no. of 
mat's: 6 

1.2% 
n=4 

1% 
n=2 

1% 
n=2 

3% 
n=1 

8% 
n=2 

1% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

total no. of 
mat's: 7 

.3% 
n=1 

.5% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

2% 
n=1 
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Table 37: Children's Perceptions of Who Reads To Them (Phase 2).  
Person 
reading 

Ch'n   Boys Girls Boys 
(p-s-b) 

Girls 
(p-s-g) 

Boys 
(p-m-b) 

Girls 
(p-m-g) 

Boys (s-

m-b) 
Girls (s-

m-g) 
teacher 94.2% 

n=310 
90% 
n=146 

98% 
n=164 

80% 
n=32 

100% 
n=25 

93% 
n=65 

98% 
n=83 

94% 
n=49 

98% 
n=56 

sister 26.1% 
n=86 

27% 
n=44 

25% 
n=42 

28% 
n=11 

32% 
n=8 

27% 
n=19 

26% 
n=22 

27% 
n=14 

21% 
n=12 

brother 20.7% 
n=68 

22% 
n=29 

23% 
n=39 

3% n=1 5% 
n=1 

17% 
n=12 

24% 
n=20 

31% 
n=16 

32% 
n=18 

father 71.7% 
n=236 

75% 
n=121 

69% 
n=115 

73% 
n=29 

84% 
n=21 

84% 
n=59 

72% 
n=61 

63% 
n=33 

58% 
n=33 

friend 41% 
n=135 

36% 
n=59 

46% 
n=76 

35% 
n=14 

84% 
n=21 

29% 
n=20 

72% 
n=61 

29% 
n=20 

51% 
n=29 

grand-
parent/s 

55% 
n=181 

57% 
n=96 

57% 
n=96 

53% 
n=21 

68% 
n=17 

53% 
n=37 

60% 
n=51 

52% 
n=27 

49% 
n=28 

mother 88.8% 
n=292 

88% 
n=142 

90% 
n=150 

85% 
n=34 

88% 
n=22 

90% 
n=63 

94% 
n=80 

87% 
n=45 

84% 
n=48 

other 12.8% 
n=42 

10% 
n=16 

16% 
n=26 

8% n=3 24% 
n=6 

9% n=6 13% 
n=11 

13% 
n=7 

16% 
n=9 

 

Table 38: Children's Perceptions of Quantity of People Who Read To Them (Phase 2) 
Person 
reading 

Ch'n   Boys Girls Boys 
(p-s-b) 

Girls 
(p-s-g) 

Boys 
(p-m-b) 

Girls 
(p-m-g) 

Boys (s-

m-b) 
Girls (s-

m-g) 
total no. of 
readers: 0 

.3% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

.6% 
n=1 

3% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

total no. of 
readers: 1 

4% 
n=13 

3% 
n=5 

5% 
n=8 

8% 
n=3 

0% 
n=0 

4% 
n=3 

4% 
n=3 

4% 
n=2 

4% 
n=2 

total no. of 
readers: 2 

6.4% 
n=21 

8% 
n=13 

5% 
n=8 

5% 
n=2 

8% 
n=2 

4% 
n=3 

5% 
n=4 

6% 
n=3 

12% 
n=7 

total no. of 
readers: 3 

21.6% 
n=71 

17% 
n=28 

27% 
n=43 

35% 
n=14 

20% 
n=5 

23% 
n=16 

19% 
n=16 

25% 
n=13 

12% 
n=7 

total no. of 
readers: 4 

31.9% 
n=105 

31% 
n=50 

33% 
n=55 

28% 
n=11 

20% 
n=5 

37% 
n=26 

35% 
n=30 

25% 
n=13 

35% 
n=20 

total no. of 
readers: 5 

19.8% 
n=65 

21% 
n=35 

19% 
n=30 

13% 
n=5 

28% 
n=7 

19% 
n=13 

18% 
n=15 

23% 
n=12 

23% 
n=13 

total no. of 
readers: 6 

11.9% 
n=39 

14% 
n=23 

10% 
n=16 

8% 
n=3 

20% 
n=5 

9% 
n=6 

15% 
n=13 

13% 
n=7 

9% 
n=5 

total no. of 
readers: 7 

3.6% 
n=12 

4% 
n=7 

3% 
n=5 

3% 
n=1 

4% 
n=1 

3% 
n=2 

4% 
n=3 

4% 
n=2 

5% 
n=3 

total no. of 
readers: 8 

.6% 
n=2 

.5% 
n=1 

.6% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 

1% 
n=1 

1% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

0% 
n=0 
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Table 39: Reading Materials Read for School by Gender and School Type (Phase 2) 
Text Type Child-

ren 
Boys Girls Boys 

(p-s-b) 
Boys 
(p-m-b) 

Girls 
(p-s-g) 

Girls 
(p-m-g) 

Boys 
(s-m-b) 

Girls 
(s-m-g) 

true stories 61.4% 
n=202 

58% 
n=94 

65% 
n=108 

53% 
n=21 

59% 
n=41 

53% 
n=13 

67% 
n=57 

62% 
n=32 

67% 
n=38 

not-true 
stories 

96.4% 
n=317 

96% 
n=156 

96% 
n=161 

93% 
n=37 

100% 
n=70 

100% 
n=25 

96% 
n=82 

94% 
n=49 

95% 
n=54 

maga- 
zines 

9.7% 
n=32 

9% 
n=15 

10% 
n=17 

10% 
n=4 

10% 
n=7 

0% 
n=0 

15% 
n=13 

8% 
n=4 

7% 
n=4 

news- 
papers 

5.8% 
n=19 

4% 
n=6 

8% 
n=13 

3% 
n=1 

6% 
n=4 

4% 
n=1 

12% 
n=10 

2% 
n=1 

4% 
n=2 

recipe 
books 

11.6% 
n=38 

9% 
n=14 

14% 
n=24 

3% 
n=1 

9% 
n=6 

12% 
n=3 

19% 
n=6 

13% 
n=7 

9% 
n=5 

TV 
guides 

4.3% 
n=14 

5% 
n=8 

4% 
n=6 

5% 
n=2 

4% 
n=3 

4% 
n=1 

6% 
n=5 

6% n=3 0% 
n=0 

other 
materials 

4.6% 
n=15 

6% 
n=9 

4% 
n=6 

5% 
n=2 

3% 
n=2 

4% 
n=1 

5% 
n=4 

10% 
n=5 

2% 
n=1 

 

Table 40: Reading Materials Read for Pleasure by Gender and School Type (Phase 2) 
Text Type Childre

n 
Boys Girls Boys 

(p-s-b) 
Boys 
(p-m-b) 

Girls 
(p-s-g) 

Girls 
(p-m-g) 

Boys 
(s-m-b) 

Girls 
(s-m-g) 

true stories 58.1% 
n=191 

54% 
n=88 

62% 
n=103 

60% 
n=24 

57% 
n=40 

56% 
n=14 

61% 
n=52 

46% 
n=24 

65% 
n=37 

not-true 
stories 

85.4% 
n=281 

80% 
n=129 

91% 
n=152 

80% 
n=32 

87% 
n=61 

96% 
n=24 

95% 
n=81 

69% 
n=36 

82% 
n=47 

maga- 
zines 

28% 
n=92 

23% 
n=37 

33% 
n=55 

28% 
n=11 

23% 
n=16 

40% 
n=10 

31% 
n=26 

19% 
n=10 

33% 
n=19 

news- 
papers 

18.5% 
n=61 

21% 
n=34 

16% 
n=27 

23% 
n=9 

18% 
n=11 

16% 
n=4 

14% 
n=12 

27% 
n=14 

27% 
n=14 

recipe 
books 

30.7% 
n=101 

25% 
n=41 

34% 
n=60 

28% 
n=11 

21% 
n=15 

36% 
n=9 

42% 
n=36 

29% 
n=15 

26% 
=15 

TV 
guides 

34% 
n=112 

38% 
n=62 

30% 
n=50 

43% 
n=17 

30% 
n=21 

28% 
n=7 

34% 
n=29 

46% 
n=24 

25% 
n=14 

other 
materials 

2.1% 
n=7 

2% 
n=4 

2% 
n=3 

5% 
n=2 

1% 
n=1 

0% 
n=0 

1% 
n=1 

2% 
n=1 

4% 
n=2 
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