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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to investigate four 

instruments used in assessing children's reading interests. 

The reliability, comparability, and time requirement of 

each instrument were examined. 

Stimuli on the instruments were items selected from 

a common fictitious annotated titles inventory. The inven­

tory consisted of six titles representing each of six 

interest categories. The instruments employed differing 

response formats of paired comparison, multiple rank order, 

single rank order, and scale. 

Parallel forms of each instrument were developed. 

Combinations of parallel forms were administered and pro­

vided data relative to the parallel-form reliability, 

internal consistency, and time requirement of each of the 

four instruments. Combinations of differing response for­

mats were administered and provided data relative to the 

comparability of the instruments. 

Analysis of the data was based on the responses of 

1200 fifth-grade students enrolled in six public school 

districts located in four southeastern states. Each of the 

parallel-form or alternate format combinations was adminis­

tered to 120 students. 

x 
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Findings 

1. The estimates of parallel-form reliability and 

internal consistency were both highest for the scale 

response format and were both lowest for the single 

rank order. Differences were not, however, statis­

tically significant. The levels of reliability were 

considered acceptable in assessing affective factors. 

2. Data yielded by paired comparison, multiple rank 

order, and single rank order instruments are more 

comparable to each other than to data yielded by 

the scale response format. However, all response 

formats appeared to be measuring much of the same 

factor. The comparability data were not able to be 

tested for significance because certain stated 

assumptions could not be met. 

3. Administration time for paired comparisons was 

longest while administration time for single rank 

order was shortest. All time differences were 

statistically significant with the exception of the 

comparison between multiple rank order and scale 

response formats. 

Conclusions 

In the assessment of children's reading interests/ 

preferences, 



1. There are several equally reliable response formats 

available. 

2. Different response formats do not necessarily yield 

equally comparable results. 

3. Different response formats vary in administration 

time. 

Implications 

The choice of a response format should be based on 

the research goals and theoretical and practical considera­

tions. Data yielded by paired comparison, multiple rank 

order, and single rank order are ipsative and can only be 

used for intraindividual comparisons. Preferences are 

assessed by these formats, but genuine interest is not 

necessarily shown by the responses. Practical considera­

tions limit the expansion of paired comparison and single 

rank order response formats to include a wider range of 

categories and/or number of titles. 

Scale response format yields normative data and may 

be used for intraindividual and interindividual comparisons. 

The scale reveals an interest intensity not shown on the 

other instruments. For most students scale response format 

will adequately assess preferences and interests over a 

large number of stimuli. However, if students restrict re­

sponses to a narrow range on the scale, multiple rank order 
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response format would be a. more suitable alternative for 

determining reading preferences. 



CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The learning process is more efficiently performed 

by motivated learners. Learning, according to Piaget (1970, 

p. 719), is auto-regulated. Knowledge of the world and per­

ceptual learning are brought about because of the learner's 

innate curiosity. The learner has "an intrinsic motivation 

to get information about things and people and places and 

events" (Gibson and Levin, 1975, p. 33). 

Motivation in the individual who is learning to read 

or who engages in the act of reading involves that indi­

vidual's attitude toward reading, interest in reading, and 

range of reading interests or preferences. These are not 

always discrete or separable. The utilization of reading 

interests is one way to meet the reader where he is and to 

maximize his intrinsic motivation. Harris and Sipay (1975, 

p. 511) state that a good reading program must help the 

student find pleasurable recreation in reading. Tinker and 

McCullough (1968, pp. 301-302) note that "no factor is more 

important in learning to read than strong motivation" and 

"Interests tend to produce pleasant anticipation followed 

by action which in turn brings more pleasure." 

1 
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Reading achievement has been found to be related to 

the reading interests of students. High interest during the 

act of reading has been found in separate studies to be 

related to greater comprehension of the material read 

(Bernstein, 1955; Vaughan, 1974) . 

Background and Need for the Study 

Children's reading interests can be more fully 

utilized when they are more completely ascertained. Numerous 

studies have revealed that patterns of reading interests 

exist within the individual child and within definable 

groups of children. When specific attribute variables have 

been investigated, differing patterns of reading interests 

have been determined. These attribute variables have in­

cluded chronological age, mental age, sex, grade placement, 

reading achievement, socioeconomic level, ethnicity, locale 

(e.g., urban), and geographic region. 

The findings of reading interests investigations 

have often been contradictory and confusing; yet generaliza­

tions have been made. King (196 7) noted that over three 

hundred studies on this topic had been conducted since 1900. 

In appraising this research, King found what she considered 

to be four areas of weakness: definition of terms, lack of 

theoretical background, materials, and research methods. 

In surveying the research on children's reading 

interests, Weintraub (1968, p. 655) focused upon research 
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methodology techniques. Among problems 1--Jeintraub cited 

were: lack of common basis for grouping response items into 

broad interest categories, failure to identify the partic­

ular feature to which the subject responds, and failure to 

measure the reliability of instruments used in the studies. 

Following a comprehensive review of earlier in­

vestigations, two problem areas were identified by Robinson 

and Weintraub (1973). The two areas dealt with inconsist-

ency of definitions and with the methodology used in 

assessing children's reading interests. 

Tibbetts stated that results of reading interest 

studies cann.ot be compared until they share common criteria 

for content and procedure. According to Tibbetts, writers 

were voicing the same criticisms as early as 1936. Short-

comings of different methods were discussed and she con-

cluded " . before the results . . can be brought to-

gether to form conclusions of substantial validity and 

importance, standard procedures of investigations must be 

prescribed" (Tibbetts, 1975, p. 504). 

Hany concerns mentioned by King, Robinson and 

Weintraub, Tibbets, and Weintraub were also raised by 

Zimet (1966) in a critical review of the literature on 

children's interests and story preferences. Communication 

had been hampered among professionals who atten.pted to 

compare results and ". . the research can be character-

ized as a fragmented accumulation of investigations of 



separate variables" (Zimet, 1966, P- 127). 

4 

Zimet called for 

developing and improving research methods and techniques 

as one way to increase thoroughness and depth of investiga­

tion into children's reading interests. 

In the above research reviews one of the recurring 

criticisms that appeared in the evaluations was that of 

methodological and procedural weakness. Methodology of an 

investigation includes the data-gathering procedures e~ployed 

by the researcher. A wide variety of data-gathering tech­

niques have been used and have included both differing 

stimulus type and differing response formats. 

Stimulus types have differed in content and adminis-

tration. One of the most prevalent stimulus types found in 

the literature is the questionnaire. Items in the ques-

tionnaires have consisted of annotated titles of actual 

books, fictitious annotated titles, and text samples of 

actual books without including titles. Questionnaires have 

been administered by having students read the items or by 

having them listen to taped presentation of the items. 

Fictitious annotated titles have been used by many 

investigators since Thorndike first used them in his 1941 

study. In each study the student expressed his interest or 

lack of interest in reading a specific book represented by a 

fictitious annotated title. Response formats varied in 

these studies from three-point scale (e.g_, Yes; No; ? 

[question mark]) to five point scale (e.g., Yes, very 



5 

much; Yes, probably; Maybe; No, probably; No, not at all). 

Barchas (1971), Downen (1971), Feeley (1972), Simmons 

(1967), and Steiert (1966) used either fictitious annotated 

titles, annotated titles of actual books, or text samples in 

their studies and each used a scale response format in at 

least part of the assessment. Feeley's (1972) study in­

cluded determination of the reliability of the reading 

interests instrument, but the studies by Barchas (1971), 

Downen (1971), Simmons (1967, and Steiert (1966) did not. 

It is notable, too, that most of the research, including 

that by Thorndike (1941), did not include a report of the 

reliability of the instrument. 

In a pilot study Feeley (1972) assessed the relia­

bility of her instrument by utilizing the domain sampling 

model (Nunnally, 1967, pp. 175-181). This procedure 

establishes the measurement error within a particular sample 

of items representing a hypothetical domain of items. A 

factor analysis of scores from the pilot study produced 

factors with which each item was correlated. These correla­

tions provided the basis for selecting items for the final 

form of the instrument used in the main study of deter­

mining children's reading interests. 

Lehtovaara and Saarinen (1964) conducted a study in 

which they examined the reliability and comparability of 

four methods used in assessing the reading interests of 

ten-year-old to sixteen-year-old children. The four methods 
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differed in stimulus type and/or response format. Findings 

are not clearly indicative of the superiority of any one 

method in terms of reliability nor of the comparability of 

any particular method with another method. Two different 

response formats were used in the instruments studied. The 

reliability associated with the response formats is not 

discernible, however, due to the fact that stimulus type 

also differed across the two instruments. 

Fictitious annotated titles have been one of the 

most widely used type of stimuli in research dealing with 

children's reading interests. With the exception of the 

study by Feeley (19 72), the reported reliability of an 

instrument using fictitious annotated titles has not been 

found by this investigator. Reliability of an instrument, 

furthermore, involves both the stimuli and the procedures 

by which responses are made by the subjects. 

Scaling techniques for recording and evaluating 

responses were developed in the area of psychophysical 

measurement during the 1920's. Adults' expressions of 

sentiment or judgment were used in a variety of studies in 

order to investigate prejudices, seriousness of crimes, and 

vocational interests. Response formats on the instruments 

used in this research included paired comparisons, rank 

order, and scales signifying a range from extreme favorable-

ness to extreme unfavorableness. 
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Reported evidence has not been found on differing 

instrument response formats which have been examined for 

their reliability and comparability in children's reading 

interests investigations. Therefore, alternative method­

ology needs to be used with the same sample of subjects in 

order to gain information about this particular aspect of 

instrument construction. Parallel forms of instruments 

should be used to derive reliability coefficients that 

supply information on this type of test-related reliability. 

Information on the internal consistency within 

instruments is necessary if findings are to be compared and 

used as the basis for decision-making in subsequent re­

search. Therefore, investigators should further examine 

instruments in terms of internal consistency to discern the 

relative strength of instruments in regard to this addi­

tional type of reliability. 

Data on the psychometric properties of instruments 

are needed by future investigators in any area of study. 

Researchers of children's reading interests, at this time, 

must construct original instruments or utilize those 

employed in other studies. The Seventh Mental Measurement 

Yearbook (Buros, 19 72) contains no reference to a 

commercially-prepared instrument that could be used as the 

measurement tool in such research. 

Comparability of differing response formats also 

needs to be established. Generalizability across studies 
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can be strengthened if response formats have been used that 

have been found to yield similar results. Replication of 

earlier studies can add validity to findings, but only if 

instruments are used that give comparable results. Economy 

of cost and effort can be attained in a replication if a 

less costly, less time-consuming, and equally reliable 

instrument has been found to give results comparable to 

those yielded by a more costly and time-consuming instrument. 

Continuing and thorough study of children's reading 

interests is needed. The need for such research has been 

established. The need, however, goes beyond merely deter­

mining interests with another original instrument. Pro­

cedural steps need to be defined, compared, and evaluated 

in terms of particular goals of the measurement task. Data 

gathering must be preceded by construction of instruments 

that adequately function within the parameters of the re­

searcher's goals. 

This study compared four instruments used in 

assessing children's reading interests. While using common 

stimulus type, the instruments differed in response format. 

The parallel-form reliability, the internal consistency, 

the comparability, and the time requirement of each instru­

ment were studied in an attempt to determine relative 

accuracy and practicality of alternative measurement tech­

niques. This investigation represents a first step toward 
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more reliable and interpretable research in children's 

reading interests. 

Problem 

The purpose of this study was to investigate alter­

native measurement techniques for assessing children's 

reading interests. This study sought answers to the 

following three questions: 

1. In the assessment of children's reading interests, 

are there equally reliable instruments with dif­

fering response formats? 

2. Are the results given by the instruments with dif­

fering response formats comparable? 

3. Are there appreciable differences in administration 

time for the instruments with differing response 

formats? 

Assumptions 

1. The students were not familiar with the fictitious 

annotated titles utilized in the research instru­

ments . 

2. The students were able to express their sentiments 

toward the individual fictitious annotated titles. 

Limitations 

This study was subject to the following limitations: 
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1. Reliability and comparability were determined only 

for instruments using fictitious annotated titles 

as stimuli. 

2. Reliability and comparability were determined only 

for instruments using response formats of paired 

comparison, multiple rank order, single rank order, 

and five-point scale. 

3. Administration of the instruments was restricted to 

selected, accessible public school classrooms in 

four states. 

4. Administration of the instruments was restricted to 

fifth-grade students. 

Definition of Terms 

To clarify their meanings as they were used in this 

study, the following terms are defined: 

1. Attitude: A passive predisposal toward acceptance 

or rejection of a goal, activity, or object. 

2. Interest; An active drive directing an individual's 

effort, concern, or curiosity toward a specific goal, 

activity, or object. 

3. Interest category: A broad grouping of related, 

more specific topics of content within printed 

materials. 
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4. Reading interests: Topics of content within printed 

materials from which an individual can selectively 

choose. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

There is a large body of literature on children's 

reading interests. From that vast literature representative 

studies will be discussed with emphasis on the findings and 

methodology of the studies. Due to the fact that the sample 

used in this study was selected from fifth-grade students, 

the review of literature will focus primarily, but not ex­

clusively, on studies that have utilized intermediate 

grade students as the sample group. In addition, selected 

literature on affective assessment will be discussed. The 

nature of this study is such that many of the procedures 

were based on the reported findings and methodology in this 

literature on affective assessment. 

Children's Reading Interests 

There have been many studies of children's interests. 

These studies have examined general interests, reading 

interests, correlates of reading interests, and sources :of 

reading interests. One of the earliest reports found in the 

literature is an article by True (1893) in which he simply 

listed the books that his students liked to read. Although 

there have been over 300 studies on reading interests 

12 
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(King, 1967) there is little unanimity on pertinent ques­

tions relating to children's reading interests. 

The literature on children's reading interests has 

generally been classified as being research-based or theory-

based (Witty, 1963). Theory-based literature discussed by 

Witty included that which dealt with the practical applica­

tion of reading interests to instruction and recreational 

reading. There have been, in fact, few writings which deal 

only with the theoretical realm of children's reading 

interests. 

Application of what is known about reading interests 

to educational practice reached its highest point during the 

1960's. Information was disseminated on the need to promote 

and use reading interests (Barbe, 1963; Bernstein, 1955; 

Howes, 1963). There were entire reading programs developed 

and implemented that focused strictly on children's reading 

interests and self-selected reading materials (Barbe, 1961; 

Veatch, 1959, 1966). 

Findings and Critical Reviews 

There have been many empirical investigations into 

children's reading interests and these tend to agree on some 

major findings. Reading interest patterns are related to 

children's maturation and differ across age levels (King, 

1967; Pi Lambda Theta, 19 74; Row, 196 8; Witty, Coomer, and 

McBean, 1946). 
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Sex differences are related to reading interests 

after the age of nine (Barchas, 1971; Chiu, 1973; Feeley, 

1972; Friedman and Nemzek, 1936; Thorndike and Henry, 1940; 

Vostrosky, 1899) . Sex-related differences appeared to be 

one of the earliest factors studied as individual differ­

ences in reading interests became known. 

During the 1920's there were comprehensive studies 

that examined the reading interests of mentally superior 

children (Terman and Lima, 1928; VJitty and Lehman, 1932). 

Since then, studies have continued to show that mental 

ability is related to reading interests (McKay, 1971; 

Thorndike and Henry, 1940). The interests of a very bright 

child are similar to those of an average child who is two 

or three years older. 

Sex, age, and intelligence were some of the earliest 

correlates of reading interests that were examined. Later 

investigations sought to establish relationships between 

reading interest patterns and other attribute variables, 

and, in these studies, there were conflicting findings. 

Ethnicity, socioeconomic status (SES) , and locale 

(e.g., urban) were studied as efforts were made to determine 

the reading interests of groups that were disproportionately 

represented among educational drop-outs and poor achievers. 

Social pressures and increased racial integration of the 

schools during the 1960's brought a glaring awareness of 

the inequity that had existed in public school systems. 
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SES as a factor in reading interests was examined by 

McNinch (1971) and Steiert (1966). Johns (1973) investi­

gated preferences of inner-city children for story settings, 

characters, and groups. Barchas (1971) and Row (1968) in­

vestigated ethnicity as it relates to reading interests. 

Simmons (1967) found that race was more related to reading 

interests than was SES. Feeley (1972), however, concluded 

that race was not a major factor influencing the reading 

interests and preferences of her middle-grade sample. McKay 

(1971) reported that interest differences were more strongly 

related to reading achievement, sex, and intelligence than 

to SES, ethnicity, grade placement, chronological age, or 

locale. 

The findings in these studies tend to show that the 

reading choices of a child are an individual matter and that 

separate attributes of the total child may or may not be 

related to those choices. Even when statistically signifi­

cant differences were found among ethnic groups, one re­

searcher reported that, in most general reading interests, 

the groups were more alike than different (Barchas, 1971, 

p. 123) . 

Studies on children's interests have been summarized 

and major findings have been objectively and concisely re­

ported (Friedman and Nemzek, 1936; Furness, 1963; Gates, 

Peardon, and Craig, 1931; Huus, 1964; Witty and associates, 

1960). In addition to these summaries there have been 
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more subjective reviews of the literature that 

have generally been critical of the previously reported 

research (King, 1967; Robinson and 1973; Tibbetts, 

1975; 1968; Zimet, 1966). 

These critical reviews have pointed out weaknesses 

in children's reading · interests research. King (1967, p. 

322) noted that too few studies were linked to a theoretical 

concept of the educational process. King (1967) stated that 

educational practice should be based on a theoretical 

foundation; but the investigations into reading interests 

and their subsequent findings and recommendations had not 

always stemmed from concerns with efficient and effective 

learning. 

An additional problem pointed out by Robinson and 

Weintraub (1973) was the manner in which the investigators 

had defined their broad interest categories used in the 

studies. The same book may be classed in different interest 

categories by different researchers. Reading interest 

studies have utilized broad interest categories which may 

have been directly or indirectly assessed. These categories 

have been used to report the findings and for making gener­

about the reading interests of definable groups 

of children. The categories have varied in number and 

specificity. Stanchfield (1961, 1962) used 50 categories 

while Simmons (1967) used only seven. It has been difficult 
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to have categories that are both mutually exclusive and 

exhaustive. 

King (1967), Robinson and Weintraub (1973), Tibbetts 

(1975), Weintraub (1968), and Zimet (1966) cited the need 

to improve the methodology of children's reading interests 
% 

investigations. Reading interests have been assessed with 

a wide variety of data-gathering techniques including 

teacher opinion, library circulation records, question­

naires completed by the students, and personal interviews. 

Definitions and Methodology 

Yet another problem noted by the reviewers was 

closely tied to the problems of methodology and lack of 

theoretical basis for assessing children's reading interests. 

This related problem was inconsistent definitions found 

through the literature on children's reading interests. 

King (1967), Robinson and Weintraub (1973), and Weintraub 

(1968) pointed out this inconsistency. These critics all 

noted that terms such as interest, attitude, interests, and 

preferences had been used differently by various investi­

gators. Findings from different studies can not be compared 

if terms are not used in similar ways. Nunnally (1967, p. 

38), writing in Psychometric Theory, uses the word "senti­

ment" as an inclusive term that includes responses involving 

interests, preferences, and attitudes. 
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Getzels (1956) wrote on the psychological aspect of 

reading interests and pointed out deficiencies in defini­

tions, theory, and analysis. He stated that the concept of 

interest had been defined in a half-dozen different ways. 

Getzels offered definitions to two very basic terms that had 

been used interchangeably. Preference and interest, accor­

ding to Getzels, are not synonyms; each has a specific 

meaning. A preference is expressed when an individual makes 

a choice among alternatives; this preference can be passive 

and is not necessarily indicative of genuine interest. An 

interest, however, denotes an'active seeking out among alter­

natives; these alternatives could all be selected or they 

could all be rejected (Getzels, 1956, p. 7) . 

Johns (1973, 1974) agreed with Getzels' definitions 

and used the term preferences for his assessment. Johns' 

data were gathered in such a way that students were forced 

to choose from' a pair of items. Resulting scores are 

classed as ipsative data, i.e., scores on the items are 

interdependent and the participant does not have the option 

of rejecting or accepting both of the alternatives. The 

stimulus type of Johns' methodology was unusual in that 

items were presented with a video slide and audio tape 

presentation. He found in his investigation that prefer­

ences for setting, character, and group interaction were not 

related to intelligence or race for his inner-city, inter­

mediate grade sample. 
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student would indicate interest or lack of interest in 

reading a book represented by the fictitious annotated title. 

Many studies have used methods similar to Thorndike's 

(1941) in at least one way. Stimuli presentation has varied 

and included multi-ethnic annotated titles (Barchas, 1971); 

text samples of actual books without titles (Downen, 1971); 

annotated titles of actual books (Steiert, 1966); and ficti­

tious annotated titles (Feeley, 1972). Each of these in­

vestigations, like the Thorndike (1941) study, obtained 

normative data with scale response format. The scales 

differed only in the number of options available and the 

wording of those options. 

Downen (1971) and Steiert (1966) each used three-

point scales, i.e., Yes, No, ? in their respective studies. 

Feeley (1972) used a four-point scale, i.e., Yes, Maybe yes, 

Probably no, No. Barchas (1971) used a five point scale, 

i.e., Yes, very much; Yes, a little; Maybe; No, I don't 

think so; No, not at all. 

Normative data allows one to make a number of inter­

pretations. An investigator is able to make both intraindi-

vidual and interindividual comparisons. One can determine, 

for example, if a child prefers to read one topic more than 

another. One can also determine if a given topic has more 

appeal for one child than for another child. 

Ipsative data, however, limit interpretations to 

only intraindividual comparisons. When all participants are 



forced to make a choice between alternatives or rank the 

alternatives, one cannot say that a topic has more appeal 

for one student than for another student. One student nay 

have a genuine interest in all the alternatives while 

another student may have no interest in any of the alterna­

tives . 

The conclusions one wants to make from the findings 

of an investigation should determine both the definitions 

used when the problem is formulated and the methodology used 

to gather the data. Getzels (1956, p. 5) pointed out that 

he did not argue with the Tightness or wrongness of defini­

tions used in reading interests studies but that inter­

changing terms leads to ". . . confusion in research, in 

speculation, and ... in practice." The definitions, 

theoretical base, methodology, and conclusions of a study 

should be compatible and clearly understood by anyone who 

attempts to utilize the findings. 

Another issue that is of concern to an investigator 

involved with any data-based study is the reliability of the 

instrument with which the data is collected. Instrument 

reliability was determined and reported in an investigation 

in which ipsative data were collected and in another in­

vestigation in which normative data were obtained. The 

former study was conducted by Chiu (1973) while the latter 

study was conducted by Feeley (1972). 
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Chiu's (1973) methodology included establishing the 

degree of reliability of an instrument with a paired com­

parison response format. Separate reliability coefficients 

were found for high, average, and low reading ability groups 

and results indicated the instrument was less reliable for 

the low ability groups. The reliability coefficients 

established by Chiu can not be compared with the reliability 

coefficients found by Feeley (1972). 

Chiu (1973) examined the stability of his instrument 

over time by using test-retest method of determining re­

liability. Using the domain sampling model (Nunnally, 1967, 

pp. 175-181), Feeley (1972) assessed test-related relia­

bility of her instrument. Chiu (1973) obtained ipsative 

data while the data obtained by Feeley (1972) were normative. 

In addition to the different response formats, stimulus type 

and categories differed in the studies. 

Reliability of an instrument is only one question 

raised when assessing children's reading interests but is an 

important part of the methodology which needs to be improved 

(King, 1967; Robinson and Weintraub, 1973; Tibbetts, 1975; 

Weintraub, 1968; Zimet, 1966). 

This review of data-based studies has emphasized 

methodology, especially in studies using annotated titles 

or text samples. Terminology differed, categories varied 

in number and specificity, and assessment techniques dif­

fered. Weaknesses have persisted in spite of the fact that 



researchers have become technologically more capable of 

examining complex relationships within the child and his 

affective domain. Systematic studies focusing on the 

methodology of affective measurement in reading are not 

reported in the literature on children's reading interests. 

Affective Assessment 

Research is replicable and transmittable (Best, 

1959, p. 7; Tuckman, 1972, p. 12). Replication requires 

instrument reliability; a low degree of reliability would 

decrease the replicability of an investigation. Trans­

mittable research can be shared by professionals who know 

the language and can comprehend the procedures used in a 

study. It would add to one's understanding of research 

results if it were known that certain assessment procedures 

were comparable, i.e., that similar results are obtained if 

either is used. 

This study investigated alternative assessment tech 

niques for determining children's reading interests. The 

investigation compared instruments with differing response 

formats of paired comparison, multiple rank order, single 

rank order, and scales. These comparisons were made in 

order that the relative reliability and comparability of 

each instrument could be determined. 

Edwards (1957) described paired comparison as a 

technique for ordering stimuli upon the basis of judgment 
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along a psychological continuum. Guilford (192 8) advocated 

that paired comparison be utilized as an alternative for the 

Thurstone scale. Paired comparison, according to Guilford 

(1928, p. 494), would yield the same results with much 

simpler procedure and less labor. 

Rank order scales have convenient analytical ad­

vantages: scales of individuals can easily be intercor-

related and analyzed and composite rank orders of groups 

can be correlated; scale values of set of stimuli can be 

calculated; and rank order escapes the problem of response 

set (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 505). It is not possible with this 

procedure for an individual to rate all the alternatives 

highly. 

Saffir (19 37) compared rank order as a psychometric 

method to paired comparison and successive interval scales 

in a study to establish their validity. In addition to the 

three ways of collecting data, the data were statistically 

treated by two procedures. Saffir's (1937, p. 181) data 

dealt with adults' judgments of excellence of handwriting 

specimens and adults' nationality and racial preferences. 

Resulting values were linearly related. Saffir (1927, p. 

190) concluded that these linear plots were evidence of 

the scales' validity. 

The research that investigated the psychometric 

properties of rank order as an assessment tool has 
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investigated a single rank order procedure. In none of the 

literature did this investigator find a multiple rank order. 

The validity of equal-appearing interval scales and 

of successive interval scales has been reported (Edwards, 

1957). These two techniques involve preliminary steps by 

which items on an instrument are given separate values. 

This process is time-consuming and laborious. No direct 

reference was found to formal evidence of the validity or 

psychometric properties of the simplified scale as it has 
/ 
been employed in the assessment of children's reading 

interests. 

Reliability of measurement is essential if faith is 

to be placed in research findings (Kerlinger, 1973; 

Willemsen, 1974) . No measure is perfect in its reliability 

(Thorndike, 1951; Tuckman, 1975). There are strategies for 

improving the reliability of a measure once it is found to 

be weak in its consistency or stability. The degree of 

reliability can be increased by controlling those factors 

that affect variability in the measure over and above 

factors one is assessing (Tuckman, 1975, p. 266). 

Reliability can be assessed by different methods and 

reliability coefficients found by alternate forms are dis­

cussed in much of the literature (Kerlinger, 1973; Tuckman, 

1975; Turney and Robb, 1971). "In terms of test theory, 

this (alternative form reliability) is the most desirable 

index of test reliability, since it involves two different 
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representative samples of items" (Isaac and Michael, 1971, 

p. 87) . 

An additional aspect of reliability has been de­

scribed by Cronbach (1951). Cronbach (1951, p. 298) refers 

to alpha as a coefficient of equivalence and as an indica­

tion of the internal structure of a test. Other writers 

refer to this type of reliability coefficient as "coeffi­

cient of internal consistency" (Isaac and Michael, 1971, p. 

87). Nunnally (1967, p. 213) states that, under various 

conditions, coefficient alpha and correlations between 

alternate forms "are the basic elements of reliability." 

The present study utilizes the term comparability 

to describe what Saffir (1937) called relative validity of 

three psychophysical scaling methods. High degree of com­

parability, for example, would be expected when the scales 

are measuring the same construct and yielding results that 

are comparable. Saffir (19 37) suggested that once this 

relative validity is established questions of practicality 

and convenience should govern choice of method. 

Interpretations to be made from the findings of a 

study are also relevant to the methodology choice. The 

ipsative measures of paired comparison and rank order lend 

themselves to more limited interpretations than does the 

normative measure of successive intervals (Kerlinger, 1973, 

pp. 508-109). Hicks (1970, p. 171) asserts that 
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intercorrelations cannot legitimately be found among scales 

that are interdependent. 

Summary 

There are many studies that have suggested per­

sistent differences in the reading interest patterns of 

children. These differences have been found to be related 

to sex, age, and ability of the individual child. Interest 

patterns generally do not differ by sex until the age of 

nine and after that age children have a wider range of 

topics in which they express an interest. 

Methodology of the studies of children's reading 

interest has differed; both ipsative and normative data have 

been gathered by the assessment procedures. Criticisms of 

the past research include weak theoretical base, incon­

sistent terminology, and lack of established reliability of 

instruments. 

There has been a body of literature related to 

affective assessment but data-based studies have examined 

adults' attitude, interest, and preferences while eval­

uating psychophysical scaling techniques. The literature 

on affective assessment contains many statements on the 

necessity of establishing instrument reliability in re­

search . 





29 

referred to as the "golden age" of independent reading 

(Freeland, 1964, p. 467). 

The study was conducted in six public school systems 

in four states in the southeastern region of the United 

States. The data were collected during the months of 

November, December, and January of the 1977-1978 school 

year. Permission had been sought to conduct the study, 

using a sample size of 600, in one public school system with 

an enrollment of approximately 80,000 students. Permission 

was not granted because it was contended that the study 

would have placed an undue demand on students' and teachers' 

time. 

The research design was altered in such a way that 

a larger sample was needed and the decision was made to seek 

permission to collect the data in six school systems. The 

choice of District A was based on its geographic location 

and its convenience for the researcher. The selection of 

each of the other five districts was based on convenience or 

the fact that the investigator was personally acquainted 

with an administrator in the district. 

Five of the school districts are part of a county 

governmental unit. The other school system is part of a 

city governmental unit. The areas in which the districts 

are located are rural and small town (population less than 

10,000). Economies of the regions are based on light 





of the classes the students were enrolled in the regular 

instructional program. However, in one district students 

who had previously been identified as Educable Mentally 

Retarded had been mainstreamed into the regular classrooms 

and participated in the study. These students were less 

than 1% of the total sample. 

Analysis of the data was based on the responses of 

621 male and 579 female students. The procedure by which 

the sample size was reduced from 1208 to 1200 is discussed 

later in this chapter. 

Development of the Instruments 

Original instruments were constructed in order to 

provide data relevant to the research questions. The in­

struments utilized items from a common fictitious annotated 

title inventory as stimuli. Differing response formats 

characterized the four instruments that were developed. 

Fictitious Annotated 
Titles Inventory 

Fictitious annotated titles were selected as stimuli 

on the basis of earlier use and theoretical compatibility 

with Edwards' (1957) ideas of expectations of truthful 

expression of sentiment toward a psychological object. 

Edwards (19 57, p. 12) wrote: 

As a first step in developing an attitude 
scale, therefore, we eliminate from consideration 
all statements about the psychological object that 
are factual or that might be interpreted as factual. 
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In the study of children's reading interests, 

fictitious annotated titles have been utilized in many 

investigations since they were first used by Thorndike 

(1941). Adaptations have included actual book titles with 

annotations, multi-ethnic annotated titles, text samples of 

actual books, and original annotated titles (Barchas, 1971; 

Downen, 1971; Feeley, 1972; Simmons, 1967, Steiert, 1966). 

Specific titles within the fictitious annotated 

titles inventory were created by the researcher drawing upon 

her experience as a school librarian. The researcher 

adapted basic themes or topics of actual books within 

collections of reading materials intended for use by inter­

mediate grade students (Adventuring with Books, 197 3; 

Eakin, 1966; Fridell, 1976; Sutherland, 1973). In some 

cases, the researcher recalled an actual book that has been 

extremely popular with fifth-grade students and created a 

fictitious annotated title that was similar. For example, 

The Borrowers (Norton, 1965) provided the basic theme for 

the fictitious annotated title The Tiny Family. 

A brief annotation accompanied each title in order 

to make the topic of the book less ambiguous (Edwards, 1957, 

p. 12). Thorndike asserted the inclusion of annotations is 

essential if one is to generalize from findings using 

titles. Thorndike (1941, p. 4) v/rote: 

Titles by themselves, then, provide a picture of 
a book which is likely to be too vague and 



33 

incomplete, too variable from one person to the 
next, to provide the basis for meaningful and 
comparable judgements of interest or lack of 
interest in the topic treated. 

The length of each combined title and annotation was 

kept within two typed lines on the research instruments. 

This limit was set in an effort to limit the amount of 

reading that would be required of the student over the 

entire instrument. The reading level of the annotated 

titles was not specifically established by a readability 

formula. The researcher did try, however, to keep the 

reading level generally at or below the third-grade level. 

The fictitious annotated titles used in this study 

were reflective of six interest categories to be discussed 

later. In the construction of the inventory the categories 

were alphabetized and numbered 1 through 6. The titles were 

alphabetized within each category and also numbered 1 

through 6. The titles in the further development of the 

instruments were referred to by a two-digit number. The 

first digit for each title refers to the category designa­

tion; the second digit refers to the title number within 

that category (see Appendix B for a copy of the fictitious 

annotated title inventory). 

Responses on the individual titles were used to 

infer interest or preference order in six broad interest 

categories. The number of categories used in the study was 

limited to six in order to have the categories constant 
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across all the research instruments. The instruments are 

discussed in detail later in this chapter but it was not 

possible in two of the response formats to utilize more than 

six categories. 

Although the students did not respond directly to 

the categories, the findings and conclusions of this study 

were based on interest or preference order for each cate­

gory inferred from the responses elicited by the titles 

within each category. The six categories were chosen ac­

cording to the following criteria: high degree of mutual 

exclusiveness, utilization in earlier investigations, and 

strong positive or negative sentiment or significance found 

for the category in earlier studies in which it was used. 

The six interest categories used in this study were: 

Folk Tales and Fantasy, Love and Romance, Mystery-Adventure, 

Religion, Science, and Sports. Folk Tales and Fantasy have 

been used as a single category and as two separate cate­

gories in earlier studies (Chiu, 1973; Downen, 1971; Feeley, 

1972; Steiert, 1966). Love and Romance as an interest 

category has not been used in many studies but has been 

found to be significantly related to differences in interest 

patterns that correlate with sex (Pi Lambda Theta, 1974; 

Steiert, 1966) . 

Mystery-Adventure was used as one category in this 

study although it has been used as two single categories 

and as one category in earlier investigation (Barchas, 1971; 
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Chiu, 1973; Downen, 19 71; Pi Lambda Theta, 19 74; Simmons, 

1967). Religion as an interest category has been utilized 

and found to rate generally low in the reading interests 

of children (McKay, 1971; Pi Lambda Theta, 1974; Steiert, 

1966) . 

There has been a lack of agreement in earlier in­

vestigations regarding interest expressed for reading 

science topics (Barchas, 1971; Feeley, 1972; Pi Lambda 

Theta, 1974; Simmons, 1967; Steiert, 1966) . Sports as an 

interest category has been used in earlier studies and has 

been found in some of these studies to be significantly 

higher in the reading interest patterns of boys than in the 

reading interest patterns of girls (Barchas, 1971; Chiu, 

1973; Feeley, 1972; Pi Lambda Theta, 1974). 

The fictitious annotated titles inventory was re­

viewed by professionals in the fields of reading instruction 

and children's literature. These reviewers were not pro­

vided with a structured guide by which to judge the inven­

tory. The research objectives were explained to the re­

viewers, however, and the reviewers were asked to judge the 

appropriateness of the fictitious annotated titles inventory 

in terms of the research objectives. The initial reviewer 

suggested one minor change in the inventory in order that 

one of the interest categories contain a balance of titles 

representative of the category. The category Folk Tales and 

Fantasy contained four titles representing the fantasy 
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element in the category and two titles representing folk 

tales. An additional folk tale title was included and a 

fantasy title was removed from the inventory as suggested. 

The reviewers found the inventory to be appropriate 

for this investigation. More specifically, they found the 

inventory: (1) to have a reading level suitable for fifth-

grade students; (2) to be composed of mutually exclusive 

categories; and (3) to have individual titles reflective of 

the broad interest categories into which they had been 

placed (see Appendix C for a summary of the reviewers' 

comments.) 

Inappropriate Response Formats 

The measurement of interest or preferences is part 

of the task of affective assessment. This assessment has 

employed a wide variety of data-collecting techniques in the 

past. For example, Likert scales have the participant 

express a degree of agreement for each item in a series of 

statements about a psychological entity. Responses are then 

summed across the statements to give an index of the sub­

ject's attitude toward the psychological entity. This pro­

cedure is known as summated ratings, using Likert scales 

(Edwards, 1957). After the specific problems of this study 

were determined, the use of this procedure was judged in­

appropriate because there was no single psychological entity 

to be assessed. 
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Q-methodology developed as a method of ordering many 

items or statements along a psychological continuum 

(Stephenson, 1953; Wittenborn, 1961). The participant 

places the items along a lone signifying a continuum of. 

acceptance or favorableness from high to low. This proce­

dure was rejected for inclusion in this study because relia­

bility is strong only when there are at least 60 items; with 

60 items the participant has to make more than 3,000 deci­

sions; and, with packets of 60 items per subject, each class­

room of 30 students would require 1,800 items. Regardless 

of findings, practical application in education appeared un­

likely, and implications for future use were not deemed to 

be commensurate with the labor required for production, 

administration, and coding of materials. 

Semantic differential (SD) has been used to observe 

and measure the psychological meaning of concepts. SD uses a 

number of scales, each of which is a bipolar adjective pair. 

The concepts to be measured and the adjective pairs are 

chosen for a particular research purpose. SD has been effec­

tively used to assess attitudes and values when a limited 

number of stimuli are to be studied (Kerlinger, 1973). It 

was not chosen as one of the procedures to be investigated 

in this study because it does not appear to be practical for 

use with a large number of fictitious annotated titles. 

Edwards (1957) described the method of equal-

appearing intervals as a technique for attaining scale 



values for statements about a psychological entity. Each 

statement is judged as being on an interval continuum 

between favorableness and unfavorableness. Values are then 

assigned to each statement based on judges' ratings and the 

statements are used to assess attitude for the psychological 

entity- This procedure was not chosen to be investigated 

because of the amount of labor and time involved in pre­

paring a large number of statements for the initial judging 

and in obtaining the judgments. It has been used most ef­

fectively when a single entity was being assessed and that 

was not the case in this investigation. 

Edwards (1957) also described the method of succes­

sive intervals which retains the simplicity of equal-

appearing intervals but yields scale values that cover a 

wider range on a psychological continuum. It, like the 

method of equal-appearing intervals, requires considerable 

time and effort for the initial judging and was rejected 

for inclusion in this study. 

After reviewing the literature on affective assess­

ment, and after rejecting the response formats previously 

described, four response formats were selected and de­

veloped in order that they might be investigated and com­

pared. The three techniques of paired comparison, rank 

order, and scale were adapted from those described by 

Edwards (1957) in his description of alternatives for 

constructing attitude measurement scales. The fourth 



technique, a multiple ranking procedure, was developed by 

the investigator. 

Paired Comparison 

Edwards (1957) described paired comparison as a 

method for ordering stimuli along a psychological continuum. 

Guilford (1928) earlier had advocated that paired comparison 

be utilized as an alternative for the Thurstone scale. 

Guilford (1928, p. 494) proposed that paired comparison 

would yield similar results with simpler procedures and less 

labor. 

In this study, the instrument with paired compari­

sons contained 12 titles in all possible combinations. 

There were two titles for each of the categories. Beside 

each title was a box where the student indicated his choice 

to read from each peculiar pair of titles. One of the pairs 

from the instrument is shown below: 

Molly Maloon. This funny lady is always breaking 
windows and dishes but can fix them with a magic 
spell. 

Out of this World. Tells how man is trying to 
find out about what is beyond our solar system. •— 

The pairs were ordered using a table of random 

numbers (Glass and Stanley, 1970) and a matrix of the 

titles. Within the pair, the two titles were ordered using 

the flip of a coin. Heads corresponded to the first title 

as they were in alphabetical order. If heads turned up on 
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the toss this title was in the first position. If the toss 

were tails this title was placed in the second position 

(see Appendix D for the title order on each of the instru­

ments) . 

Paired comparison response format requires that the 

student make one decision in each pair. The number of pairs, 

when all possible paired combinations of the titles are used, 

is n ̂  ̂ with n being the number of titles. The number of 

decisions to be made is £ i, that is, the sum of the items 
i=l 

as the items go from 1 to n-1 (again, n is the number of 

items). In this case, the number of possible pairs was 66 

and the number of decisions to be made was also 66. 

There were 66 pairs of titles on each of the two 

forms of this instrument that were developed for the study. 

The development of the forms will be discussed later in this 

chapter. The paired comparison instrument will be referred 

to as instrument A in the later discussions. 

Multiple Rank Order 

The researcher developed an original response format 

that employed a multiple ranking procedure within one 

instrument. This instrument had the advantage of using a 

larger number of titles than the single rank order format 

while reducing the number of decisions that had to be made 

by each student. The instrument contained three groups of 

six annotated titles each. Each group contained one title 
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representing each of the six categories and each title was 

ranked only within the group in which it was listed. Each 

annotated title was preceded by a blank line on which the 

student indicated his preference order for each title 

within the group in which it was listed. 

The three titles for each category were selected 

during the procedure for the development of the parallel 

forms. This procedure is discussed later in the chapter. 

The assignment of the titles to the three groups and the 

ordering of the titles within the groups was done with the 

roll of a die. Within each group the titles had been 

numbered 1 through 6 corresponding to their alphabetical 

order and this was the basis on which they were ordered by 

the rolled die (see Appendix D for title order on each of 

the instruments). 

This format required the student to make n ̂  ̂ 

decisions for each of the three groups. In this case, n 

being six (the number of titles in each group), there were 

theoretically 15 decisions to be made in each of the three 

groups. In subsequent discussion, the multiple rank order 

format will be employed in the instrument referred to as 

instrument B. 

Single Rank Order 

Kerlinger (1973, p. 505) asserted that rank order 

scales have convenient analytical advantages in comparisons 
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within and among individuals while escaping the problem of 

response set. The validity of rank order as a measurement 

procedure was established after it yielded a linear plot 

when compared with findings generated £>y paired comparison 

and successive intervals (Saffir, 1937, p. 181). 

The rank order instrument used in this study con­

sisted of 12 titles that had been listed in random order 

using a table of random numbers (Glass and Stanley, 1970). 

There were two titles representing each of the six interest 

categories. The selection of the titles for each instrument 

will be discussed later in the chapter when the development 

of the parallel forms is discussed. Each title was preceded 

by a blank line on which the student indicated his preference 

order for each of the titles (see Appendix D for title order 

on each of the instruments). 

This response format requires that the student make 

—— decisions with n being the number of items to be 

ranked. For example, this instrument has 12 items and 

required that the student make 66 decisions. The single 

rank order instrument will be referred to as instrument C in 

later discussions. 

Scale 

Although the scale has been widely used in the 

assessment of children's reading interests, discussion of 
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the scale and its psychometric properties in this context 

was not found in the literature on affective assessment. 

The scale instrument developed for this study con­

tained 18 annotated titles in random order. The 18 titles 

for each of the parallel forms were selected during the 

development of the forms; this procedure is discussed later 

in the chapter. The ordering procedure for the 18 titles 

was accomplished by using a table of random numbers (Glass 

and Stanley, 19 70) (see Appendix D for title order on each 

of the instruments). 

Each of the six interest categories was represented 

by three titles on each of the forms. Each title was fol­

lowed by a response scale. There were five response options 

by which the student could indicate his desire or lack of 

desire to read a particular book represented by the title. 

The scale and the response options are shown below: 

jt) q q g q_ 
Yes, Yes, Not No, No, 

very much probably sure probably not at all 

Nunnally (1967) stated that the graphic scale helps 

to convey the idea of a rating continuum and should lessen 

clerical errors in making ratings. Nunnally (1967, p. 520) 

advocated the use of the graphic scale with a numerical 

scale rather than the use of numerical scale alone. The 

scales on this instrument, however, did not have numerical 

anchors, i.e., definitions of scale steps. 
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Anchors on this instrument were the phrases sig­

nifying degrees of desire to read from much desire to no 

desire. The decision to use anchors of this type was based 

on: (1) earlier use in related research, (2) age level of 

the sample, (3) perceived ease of understanding by the 

subjects, and (4) ease of interpretation by the researcher. 

The decision to employ five options on the response 

scale was influenced by the report of an investigation com­

paring 5-point and 6-point response scales. Omissions were 

found to be significantly greater with the 6-point scale 

(Meredith, Reschly, and Sabers, 1974). The investigators 

surmise that the absence of a neutral point on the 6-point 

scale is related to greater number of items omitted and to a 

greater number of subjects making omissions. 

This response format required the subject to make 

n decisions with n being the number of items. On each of 

the forms there were 18 items to be rated on the scales and 

18 decisions to be made. In later discussions this instru­

ment is referred to as instrument D. 

Development of Instrument 
Combinations 

In order to investigate the reliability and com­

parability of the instruments, two parallel forms were 

developed for each of the instruments. The six titles for 

each of the interest categories were randomly assigned to 
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two sets of titled. The two sets of titles were designated 

set 1 and set 2. 

The title assignment procedure involved the fol­

lowing steps: (1) alphabetizing the six titles within each 

interest category, (2) numbering the alphabetized titles 1 

through 6, and (3) rolling a die in order to assign each 

title to one of the two sets. This assigning procedure was 

done six separate times, once for each of the interest 

categories. 

Each instrument had a form 1 and a form 2. The 

titles used on form 1 were the titles previously assigned to 

set 1; the titles used on form 2 were the titles previously 

assigned to set 2. For example, the paired comparison (A) 

instrument had an form and an A^ form (see Appendix E for 

title assignments to set 1 and set 2). 

Each form of the paired comparison (A) instrument 

and the single rank order instrument (C) used only two 

titles for each of the categories. These two titles were 

randomly selected from the three available titles in each 

set for each of the six interest categories. This procedure 

was done six times by rolling a die. It was done once for 

each category but was not repeated for each of the instru­

ments. This resulted in A^ and using the same two titles 

for each of the categories. These were two of the three 

titles that were used on B1 and . Similarly, A^ 2nd C2 

used the same two titles for each category. These were two 
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of the three titles that were used for the same categories 

on B2 and 

The instruments were combined and stapled into 2 0 

combinations of two forms each. The parallel forms of each 

instrument (i.e., form 1 and form 2) were combined into two 

combinations for administration. For example, there was an 

A1A2 combinati°n an(^ an A2A1 combination• For purposes of 

the data analysis these two combinations were regarded as 

one combination and will be referred to as combination AA. 

The parallel forms of the other instruments are combined in 

this manner and will be referred to only as combiations BB, 

CC, and DD. The combinations that were administered to the 

subjects are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Instrument combinations. 

a2 b2 c2 °2 

a1a2 a1c2 a1d2 
a1 a2a1 c2a1 d2a1 

b1 
b1a2 b1b2 

b1 a2b1 b2b1 

c1 
c1b2 c1c2 cl°2 

c1 b2c1 c2c1 c2c1 

d1b2 d1d2 
d1 b2°l d2°l 



47 

The combinations shown in the diagonal (top left to 

bottom right) cells of the matrix are described in the pre­

ceding paragraph. These combinations, i.e., the parallel 

forms, were administered to provide data relevant to the 

research question on the reliability of the instruments. 

The combinations in the off-diagonal cells were com­

posed of one form of one response format instrument and the 

other form of another response format instrument. These 

combinations were administered to the subjects to provide 

data relevant to the research question on the comparability 

of the instruments. To better explain the procedures by 

which instruments were combined, detailed examination 

follows for the cell in Table 1 in which combinations A^C£ 

and ^2^1 reside. These combinations in the data analysis 

were considered as a single combination as were the other 

combinations in each of the off-diagonal cells. The A-^C2 

combination and the C2A1 combination will be referred to 

as combination AC. 

In the combinations of differing response formats 

instruments the form of one of the instruments was randomly 

chosen by flipping a coin. This form was then combined with 

the other form of the other instrument. For example, in 

the AC combination form 1 of instrument A was selected and 

was combined with form 2 of instrument C. There was not a 

combination of A2^. These additional combinations were not 
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deemed necessary to investigate the comparability of the 

instruments and would have needlessly enlarged the sample 

size. 

There were 12 different pairings of differing re­

sponse format instruments, as shown in the off-diagonal 

cells of the matrix. The procedure for form selection and 

combination in each of these pairings was the same as that 

described with the AC combination. The order of the forms, 

as in the AC example, will be ignored in the data analysis. 

These combinations seen in the off diagonal cells are re­

ferred to in the data analysis as combinations AB, AC, AD, 

BC, BD, and CD. 

Administration of the Instruments 

Each student who participated in the study completed 

a combination of parallel forms of an instrument or a com­

bination of alternate forms of differing response format 

instruments. The researcher administered the instruments 

during the students' reading class or library period or 

during a session arranged by the principal. 

Most administrations were conducted with one class. 

In some cases two classes were combined during the adminis­

tration. In two instances four classes were combined and 

completed the research instruments. When more than two 

classes were administered the instruments at one time the 

classroom teachers assisted the researcher. 
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Two copies of each of the 20 combinations of the 

instruments were packaged into units of 40 combinations in 

a nonsystematic order. These packets were taken to the 

classroom and were the source of the combinations that were 

completed by the students. Unused combinations from the 

classes were accumulated until the number reached thirty, 

when they were administered to a class. 

Introductory comments were made by the researcher to 

each class giving the background and purpose of the study. 

These comments also included assurances of the fact that 

there were no right or wrong answers on the responses and 

that grades would not be given (see Appendix F for a copy 

of the introductory comments). 

Directions for all the instruments were given before 

the instruments were given to the students. Transparencies 

were used to explain the response formats and to describe 

the way students were to record their response on each of 

the formats. These verbal directions were more detailed 

versions of the written directions on the instruments (see 

Appendix G for these written directions). Titles used in 

the examples on the transparencies were not reflective of 

the categories used in the research instruments. During 

this explanation students were allowed to express their 

preferences on the examples and it was pointed out by the 

researcher that different opinions were natural and that 

none of the responses were better than any other responses. 
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Students were allowed to ask questions during and immediate­

ly after these explanations (see Appendix H for the title 

examples used). 

Within the class instrument combinations were 

assigned to the students in a nonsystematic order and were 

turned print side down as they were placed on the students' 

desks. The students left the instruments print side down 

until all the students had been given an instrument at which 

time they were allowed to turn the instruments over. All 

students in a testing group began to complete the instruments 

simultaneously. 

Students were allowed to indicate to the researcher 

if they needed assistance. While assistance was not often 

needed, that given consisted of clarification of directions 

or help with an unfamiliar word. Each student had been 

asked to have a book to read so that those who finished 

first would not disturb those who were still completing the 

instruments. 

As the instruments were completed, the time re­

quired was noted on each combination as the instruments were 

collected by the researcher. Students were not told that 

time was being monitored and, in fact, had been told to 

work carefully and not to hurry. Total classroom adminis­

tration time including explanations and giving out the 

instruments was less than 50 minutes, except in the case of 

one student who took 55 minutes to complete the task. 
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Scoring of the Instruments 

Students' responses on the instruments were recorded 

by the investigator on IBM coding sheets. Demographic in­

formation, instrument order, and time requirement were also 

recorded for each subject. The coding procedure was com­

patible with an original computer program that had been 

written using FORTRAN language. 

The response information for each student was then 

key-punched onto two computer cards. Each card contained 

the demographic information, instrument order, time require­

ment, and response information from each instrument form 

that had been completed by the student. The raw data for 

item responses were recorded and were the basis for title 

and category scores which were computed by computer. 

Titles on instrument A (paired comparison) were 

scored within each pair. The chosen title received a score 

of 2 while the other title in that pair received a score of 

1. The title score was calculated across the pairs and 

could range from 12 to 22. The category score was obtained 

by summing the scores of the 2 titles representing the 

category and could range from 23 to 43. 

Title scores on instrument B (multiple rank order) 

were based on the preference order indicated by the student. 

These preference order designations ranged from 1 to 6, 

indicating least to most preferred to read, respectively. 

Title scores, however, were increased by .33 between each 
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designation value and ranged from 1 to 7.66. That is to 

say, preference order values of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 were 

transformed to 1, 2.33, 3.66, 5, 6.33, and 7.66, respectively. 

Category scores were calculated across the three ranking 

groups by summing the scores for the 3 titles representing 

the category. Category scores could range from 3 to 23. 

Title scores on instrument C (single rank order) 

were the preference order that had been indicated by the 

student. These scores could range from 1 to 12 indicating 

least preferred to most preferred, respectively. The scores 

of the two titles in each category were summed to obtain the 

category score. The category scores on this instrument 

could range from 3 to 23. 

Titles on instrument D (scale) were scored from 1 to 

7.66 indicating no desire to read to much desire to read, 

respectively. The five steps of the scale were scored 1, 

2.66, 4.33, 6 , and 7.66 corresponding to the verbal anchors 

of the scale reflecting progressively more desire to read. 
j 

Category scores were obtained by summing the scores for the 

three titles representing each category. These category 

scores could range from 3 to 23. 

Omissions and duplications were encountered on each 

of the response formats and coded with the responses for 

each student. Omissions were regarded as the following: 

preference not indicated within a pair of titles on the 

paired comparison instrument; no preference order recorded 
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for a title on the multiple rank order or single rank order 

instruments; and no response recorded for a title on the 

scale instrument. 

Duplications were regarded as the following; both 

titles chosen within a pair of titles or responses recorded 

between the boxes on the paired comparison instrument; a 

numeral reflecting preference order was recorded more than 

once within a ranking procedure on the multiple rank order 

or single rank order instruments; and response recorded on 

more than one option on the scale following a title on the 

scale instrument. 

The number of omissions and duplications was re­

ported for each instrument on the computer printout of the 

data. The largest number of omissions and duplications 

occurred on the paired comparison instrument. In the AA 

combination, however, an omission or duplication occurred on 

fewer than .005 of the paired comparisons. 

During the computation of title and category scores 

subprograms for each response format supplied missing values 

where omissions occurred and recalculated scores where 

duplications occurred. In the paired comparison format, for 

example, the title score was calculated by summing responses 

made on that particular title within the comparisons. Each 

time an omission or duplication occurred for that title, 1.5 

was added to the title score. The mid-point of the possible 

scores a title could receive within a comparison was 1.5. 
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In the other response formats, if an omission or duplication 

occurred for a particular title a score was computed for 

that title by averaging the scores of the other titles from 

the same category. 

In the scoring of the data, the title scores were 

summed to compute the category scores for each student. The 

title scores that had been calculated with omissions or 

duplications were treated exactly as those title scores that 

had not included omissions or duplications. 

Analysis of the Data 

The research instruments were administered to 1208 

students. The researcher selected instrument combinations 

to be excluded from the analysis of data in order that the 

number of combinations analyzed would be equal. The com­

binations excluded from the analysis were randomly selected 

from like combinations that were administered in District 

F. Data were analyzed from combinations completed by 1200 

students. Data analysis of each combination was based on 

a sample size of 120. 

Reliability 

The test data were analyzed by deriving Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficients for each interest 

category on the parallel forms of the four instruments. The 

following equation was used (Downie and Heath, 1974, p. 92): 



= NEXY - (ZX) (ZY) 

[NZX2-(ZX)2] [NEY2-(EY)2] 

The following formula, devised by Spearman and Brown 

(in Thorndike, 1951, p. 581) for use with half-length tests, 

provided the estimates of reliability for each category: 

= "rll 
rnn l+(n-l)r^ 

This resulted in six correlation coefficients for 

the parallel form combinations of each instrument. Each of 

the coefficients was transformed to a Fisher Z (Z^.) for 

further analysis. The resulting 24 Zrs were analyzed using 

a treatment by subjects design as described by Lindquist 

(1953, pp. 156-166). In this case the four research instru­

ments were considered to be treatments and the six cate­

gories were considered to be subjects. Statistical sig­

nificance was tested using an F-test. After the test of 

significance was completed an average Fisher Z (Zr) was 

computed for each instrument and these Z^s were transformed 

back to coefficient correlations. These correlation co­

efficients were interpreted to be the parallel-form 

reliability coefficients for the four instruments. 

The reliability coefficient established by parallel 

forms is only one aspect of instrument reliability. 

Internal consistency is an additional type of reliability. 



Coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was calculated as a 

measure of internal consistency of the six interest cate­

gories for the equivalent forms. Alpha was calculated by 

the following equation (Cronbach, 1951, p. 299): 

ZV. 
a - 5?r » - vf>-

The median alphas across categories were found for 

each instrument. These alphas were tested for statistically 

significant differences using the following formula (Feldt, 

1969): 
1 _ r 2  w = — 
1-rl ' 

Comparability 

The relationship between differing response formats 

was determined by calculating the Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficients for the categories on the combina­

tions in which instruments with differing response formats 

were used. The coefficient was computed by employing the 

formula previously provided in this chapter (Downie and 

Heath, 1974, p. 92) . 

These relationships, i.e., the correlation co­

efficients, reflect the degree to which the "true" scores 

in each measure are assessing the same construct. Also 

reflected in this relationship is the measurement error 

within each of the instruments. 



The obtained correlation coefficients for each cate­

gory were corrected for attenuation. The coefficients were 

increased according to the lack of reliability in each in­

strument used in the combination. The following equation 

was used for this procedure (Stanley and Hopkins, 1972, p. 

340) : 
r12 r +- t t r 

rl 2 11 22 

These corrected coefficients were used to obtain 

median coefficients across the six categories for each of 

the six combinations. These coefficients of comparability 

were used as a basis for interpreting the comparability of 

the instruments. 

Time 

The mean time requirement for each instrument was 

determined. The parallel-form instrument combinations pro­

vided the data on which this analysis was based. These 

differences were tested for statistical significance using 

the following equation (Minium, 1970, p. 278) : 

(X-Y)-(y -V ), 
2 = x y hyp 

s- -x-y 

In each of the tests for statistical significance 

the .01 level of significance was used. 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the 

findings of the study relevant to the three research ques­

tions. The findings are presented under the following 

headings: (1) Instrument Reliability, (2) Instrument Com­

parability, (3) Time Requirement of the Instruments, and (4) 

Statistical Considerations. 

Instrument Reliability 

One of the purposes of this study was to answer the 

following research question: 

In the assessment of children's reading interests, 
are there equally reliable instruments with differing 
response formats? 

In order to answer this question, the investigator 

examined the parallel-form reliability and the internal 

consistency of each of the research instruments. 

Parallel-Form Reliability 

Product-moment correlation coefficients were ob­

tained for the six categories on the parallel-form combina­

tions. These coefficients were corrected using the 

Spearman-Brown formula (Thorndike, 1951) for half-length 

tests (see Appendix I for the category correlation 
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coefficients obtained from parallel-form combinations). 

These correlation coefficients were transformed to Fisher 

Zs (Zrs) in order to further analyze the data. 

The relevant data regarding the statistical analysis 

of the 24 Zrs are presented in Table 2. As can be seen from 

these data statistically significant differences were not 

found for the four response formats or for the six interest 

categories. 

Table 2. Results of response format by category analysis. 

df SS M.S. f P 

Response Format 3 .2325 .077 1.4 N.S. 

Category 5 .592 .118 2.14 N.S. 

RF x C 15 .8199 .055 

Total 23 1.664 

• 99 F 3,15 
= 5.42; •" F5,15 = 4.56. 

Following the analysis an average Fisher Z (Zr) was 

obtained for each instrument. These Zrs and the 24 Zrs were 

transformed back to correlation coefficients for purposes of 

interpretation. The correlation coefficient obtained from 
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the Zr for each instrument was interpreted as the parallel-

form reliability coefficient for the instrument. 

The obtained range of the correlation coefficients 

and the parallel form-reliability coefficients for the four 

instruments are presented in Table 3. It can be seen that 

there were differences in the ranges across the instruments 

and that the largest range is found in the paired comparison 

instrument. The values of the highest (.86) and the lowest 

(.23) coefficients found in instrument A were the highest 

and lowest coefficients obtained across all the categories 

across all instruments. 

Table 3. Range of correlation coefficients and parallel-
form reliability for research instruments. 

Range of 
Correlation Coefficients Parallel-form 

Reliability 
Instrument Low High Coefficient 

A Paired 
Comparison . 23 . 86 rAA .67 

B Multiple 
Rank Order .45 .82 rBB .64 

C Single 
Rank Order .29 .76 ll u

 
u
 

n .53 

D Scale .60 . 81 II p
 
p
 

M .70 
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There are also differences in the parallel-form 

reliability coefficients as shown in Table 3. The largest 

(.70) was obtained for the scale instrument (D) while the 

smallest (.53) was obtained for the single rank order 

instrument (C). However, as reported earlier in this 

chapter, the differences were not statistically significant. 

On the basis of the data in Table 3, it appears that 

the parallel-form reliability coefficients are not high. 

However, in the assessment of affective constructs, these 

reliabilities would be considered acceptable (Vaughan and 

Sabers, 1977) , especially in the measuring of group 

interests (Thorndike and Hagen, 1977). 

Internal Consistency 

Coefficient alpha was obtained for each category on 

the parallel-form combinations (see Appendix J for the 

category coefficient alphas). Ranges of alpha and the 

median alpha for each instrument are provided in Table 4. 

The largest range of alpha (.39 to .83) was found in instru­

ment A. The highest median alpha (.75) was found in 

instrument D. This represents the strongest internal con­

sistency within the different instruments. The lowest 

alpha (.55) was found in instrument C. The differences 

between the median alphas, however, were not significant 

when subjected to a test devised by Feldt (1969). 
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Table 4. Coefficient alpha for parallel-form combinations 
of research instruments. 

Instrument Range of Alpha Median Alpha 

AA Paired 
Comparison .39 .83 .62 

BB Multiple 
Rank Order .52 .74 .62 

CC Single 
Rank Order .33 .71 .55 

DD Scale .63 .82 .75 

Instrument Comparability 

A purpose of this study was to answer the following 

research question: 

Will the results given by the instruments with 
differing response formats be comparable? 

Product-moment correlation coefficients were ob­

tained for each category in the combinations of instruments 

utilizing differing response formats (see Appendix K for 

category correlation coefficients). These coefficients were 

first corrected for attenuation. Then, the median co­

efficient was found across the categories for each combina­

tion and was interpreted as the coefficient of comparability. 
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The range of the comparability coefficients and the 

median coefficient for each combination are presented in 

Table 5. It can be noted that the comparability coeffi­

cients vary across the combinations. The differences were 

not tested for statistical significance because the assump­

tions necessary to test for statistical significance cannot 

be met once the coefficients have been corrected for 

attenuation. Interpretation of the findings, therefore, 

was not based on information provided by such tests. 

Table 5. Comparability of differing response formats. 

Range of Median 
Instrument Comparability Comparability 
Combinations Coefficients Coefficient 

AB .21 1.06 rAB 
= .72 

AC .78 1.85 rAC 
= 1.01 

AD -.38 . 85 rAD 
= .64 

BC .54 1.25 rBC 
= 1.07 

BD .25 .99 rBD 
= .53 

CD .15 . 91 rCD 
= .70 
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It would appear, nevertheless, that data yielded by 

instrumentDare less comparable to the data yielded by 

instruments A, B, and C than data yielded by instruments A, 

B, and C are with each other. The three highest compara­

bility coefficients were obtained in combinations AB, AC, 

and BC. The remaining three coefficients were obtained in 

combinations AD, BD, and CD. 

Time Requirements of the Instruments 

The final research question dealt with the time-

economy of the instruments. The data were analyzed in order 

to answer the following research question: 

Are there appreciable differences in adminis­
tration time for the instruments with differing 
response formats? 

The mean and standard deviation for the time 

required for each parallel-form combination are provided in 

Table 6. It can be stated from these data that the paired 

comparison instrument (A) required appreciably more time 

than did the other three instruments. The largest differ­

ence in time occurred between the paired comparison (A) 

instrument and single rank order (C) instrument. When 

subjected to a z-test all the differences were found to be 

significant with the exception of the difference between 

instruments B and D. 
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Table 6. Time requirement for parallel-form combination s 

Instrument X Time (Minutes) 0 

A Paired 
comparison 17.4 6.0 

B Multiple 
rank order 9.3 4.0 

C Single 
rank order 7.9 3.2 

D Scale 9.5 3.2 

Statistical Considerations 

Interpretations of the findings of this study should 

be done within the context of statistical considerations 

pertinent to the findings. It is important to note that the 

parallel-form reliability coefficients were tested for 

statistically significant differences at the .01 level of 

significance and that significance was not found. The 

reader must evaluate in terms of practical application 

whether or not there really are differences in the parallel-

form reliabilities of the four research instruments. 

Regarding the estimates of internal consistency, it 

is important to note that coefficient alpha reflects the 

homogeneity of the item sampling. Given the assumption that 

homogeneity of the items is equal, alpha is reduced as the 



number of items is decreased. Instruments A and C in this 

study contained four items per category over which alpha 

was calculated while instruments B and D had six items per 

category. Interpretation of any comparisons among the 

obtained coefficient alphas should be done with an awareness 

of this condition. 

The comparability coefficients were not tested for 

statistically significant differences because there is no 

appropriate test available that can be used with these data 

once they have been corrected for attenuation. Although one 

can observe from an inspection of Table 5 that there is a 

difference between the coefficients, this difference was not 

confirmed statistically. The corrected coefficients, never­

theless, aid in interpreting the degree to which the instru­

ments measured the same construct. 

The research question dealing with the time require­

ment of each instrument has relevance for the future assess­

ment of children's reading interests. In contrast to the 

statistical test for correlation differences, the statis­

tical test for the time differences was a very powerful test 

when used with these data. The power resulted from the fact 

that the standard error in this test is affected by both 

sample sizes and by the standard deviations of the adminis­

tration time required for the instruments. The sample sizes 

in this study were relatively large (120) and the standard 

deviations were relatively small. Either of these by itself 



would reduce the standard error of the differences and in 

combination they decrease it considerably. 

Statistically significant differences were found 

between all the time requirements except those of instru­

ments B and D. Statistically significant differences, how 

ever, may not reflect practical differences. For example, 

with instruments C and D, given the obtained standard 

deviations and continuing to use sample sizes of 120, a 

difference of .9 minutes (54 seconds) would be found to 

be statistically significant at the -.05 level. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

This chapter presents: (1) a summary of the study, 

(2) findings of the study, (3) conclusions, (4) implica­

tions, and (5) suggestions for further research. 

Summary of the Study 

Restatement of the Problem 

Children's reading interests can be used to develop 

reading achievement and to foster recreational reading. 

The assessment of reading interests in the past has 

utilized a variety of measurement techniques. Researchers 

have created original instruments using an assortment of 

stimulus types and response formats. 

Few investigations have dealt with the psychometric 

properties of the research instruments. In addition, con­

flicting terminology has been used, and the construct 

definition and procedures have not been compatible in some 

investigations. 

This study investigated four original research 

instruments which used items from a fictitious annotated 

titles inventory as stimulus type. The instruments differed 

in the response format employed on each. The study was 
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devised to investigate the reliability, comparability, and 

time requirement of each instrument. 

To this end, the researcher was interested in 

answering the following questions: 

1. In the assessment of children's reading interests, 

are there equally reliable instruments with dif­

fering response formats? 

2. Are the results given by the instruments with dif­

fering response formats comparable? 

3. Are there appreciable differences in administration 

time for the instruments with differing response 

formats? 

Procedures 

In this descriptive study the sample was drawn from 

fifth-grade classrooms in six public school districts 

located in four southeastern states. The findings were 

based on a sample size of 1200. 

Four research instruments were developed in order to 

gather data relevant to the research questions. Stimuli on 

the instruments were selected from a common fictitious 

annotated titles inventory. Response formats differed on 

the instruments and were: paired comparison, multiple rank 

order, single rank order, and scale. 

Parallel forms were developed for each instrument in 

order to construct instrument combinations. Each of four 
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combinations of parallel forms of the instruments was 

administered to 120 students. The data were analyzed from 

these combinations in order to determine the parallel-form 

reliability, the internal consistency, and the time require­

ment of each of the instruments. 

Six combinations were developed that paired dif­

fering response format instruments. Each of these combina­

tions was administered to 120 students. Data from these 

combinations were analyzed in order to determine the com­

parability of the instruments. 

Responses from the instruments were key-punched into 

computer cards. An original computer program scored the 

instruments and calculated values which were analyzed. 

The parallel-form reliabilities were tested for 

statistically significant differences (Lindquist, 1953, p. 

164). Internal consistency coefficients were tested for 

statistically significant differences using a procedure 

devised by Feldt (1969). Differences in comparability 

coefficients were not tested for statistical significance. 

Differences in time were subjected to a z-test for statis­

tical significance (Minium, 1970, p. 278). The .01 level 

was used for all the tests. 
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Findings of the Study 

Findings Relative to 
Question One 

Differences were observed in estimates of parallel-

form reliability and estimates of internal consistency among 

the four instruments. For both estimates of reliability the 

scale response format was observed to be the most reliable 

and the single rank order was observed to be the least re­

liable. However, there, were no statistically significant 

differences among the four instruments on either estimate 

of reliability. 

Findings Relative to 
Question Two 

Differences were observed in the comparability co­

efficients of the four instruments with the scale response 

format appearing to be the most different. However, no test 

of significance was possible with the data. 

Findings Relative to 
Question Three 

There were appreciable differences in administration 

time for the four instruments with the single rank order 

response format requiring the least time and the paired 

comparison requiring the most time. All comparisons of time 

among the four instruments were statistically significant 

with the exception of single rank order response format and 

scale response format. 



Conclusions 

The following conclusions, based on the findings, 

are limited to the populations and instruments similar to 

those utilized in this study: 

1. In the assessment of children's reading interests 

and/or preferences, there are several equally re­

liable response formats available. 

2. In the assessment of children's reading interests 

and/or preferences, different response formats may 

not necessarily yield equally comparable results. 

.3. In the assessment of children's reading interests 

and/or preferences, different response formats vary 

in administration time. 

Implications 

Conclusions arrived at in this study suggest impli­

cations that will be discussed within the contexts of 

related theoretical considerations and practical considera­

tions. In the appraisal of the research instruments used 

in this study, it may be appropriate to recall some of the 

issues raised in Background and Need for the Study section 

in Chapter I. 

Methodological weakness was considered to be a re­

curring defect in many of the studies of children's reading 

interests. The primary focus of this study, therefore, 

dealt with one aspect of the research methodology, i.e., 



research instruments and the relative value of each in terms 

of psychometric properties and practicality. 

From a psychometric point of view, the instruments 

using differing response formats appeared to have equal re­

liability. The level of reliability was at a level con­

sidered to be acceptable in the assessment of affective 

factors. 

The comparability of the instruments appeared to be 

strongest for instruments employing response formats of 

paired comparison, multiple rank order, and single rank 

order. Each of these response formats seemed to be a little 

less comparable with the scale format, and yet, the scale 

did appear to be measuring much of the same factor measured 

by the other three formats. 

Some of the statistical problems relevant to the 

interpretation of the findings of this study were discussed 

in Chapter IV. There are additional issues that should be 

considered which have ramifications on any decision making 

involving the response formats. The first decision appears 

to be setting one's research objectives and then resolving 

three related areas of confusion in terminology. More 

specifically, these problems in terminology are: (1) intra-

individual or interindividual comparisons, (2) ipsative or 

normative data, and (3) preferences or interests. 

Intraindividual comparison allows one to report that 

a particular student prefers to read one topic more than he 
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prefers to read another topic. Interindividual comparisons 

allow one to report that a particular student has a greater 

interest in a topic than another student has in that topic. 

Ipsative data are yielded by a response format that 

forces the responses to be interdependent and does not allow 

all the stimuli to either be rejected or rated highly. 

Normative data are yielded when responses are independent 

and all the stimuli may be either rejected or rated highly. 

Preferences are assessed when responses are made 

that are not independent and may reflect no genuine interest. 

Interests, on the other hand, are assessed when responses 

are independent and a level of potency or intensity can be 

inferred from the responses. 

The investigator of children's reading interests, 

having established the research goals and faced with the 

task of instrument construction can draw upon the findings 

of this study. However, the findings should be applied 

only after one is aware of the fact that a cursory examina­

tion of the findings may not adequately reveal the full 

potential and limitations of each response format. 

It should be considered that the design of each of 

the four instruments was based on the researcher's needs in 

the research setting and this limitation restricted the 

length of the instruments. This length restriction is very 

germane to any decision making because there are severe 

problems with some of the instruments in this respect. 
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Reading interest studies have used a varying number 

of interest categories. Few studies were found that used 

less than 12 and it is likely that future studies will use 

10 or more. The adaptability of a response format to in­

creased category numbers and/or titles within categories 

must be considered. 

If the decision has been made to compare the indi­

vidual student's ranking of titles within a preference 

order, ipsative data will provide the findings needed for 

such a study. One response format that yields this type of 

data is the paired comparison. 

However, the paired comparison instrument (A) 

appears extremely limited in potential for expansion. Users 

of the instruments may not be restricted by experimental 

factors but the realities of the classroom and of children 

make it unlikely that this instrument could be expanded and 

remain usable. Instrument A in this study had a mean time 

requirement of 17.4 minutes. This was almost 6 minutes 

longer than the mean time of the other instrument (D) 

closest in time. 

The researcher had hoped to have 3 titles per cate­

gory in order to keep title number constant across all 

formats. However, this would have resulted, for the paired 

comparison instrument, in 18 different titles per form. 

These 18 titles would have required 153 pairs and 153 deci­

sions by each student. On the parallel-form combination of 



76 

instrument A, 306 pairs of titles would have required about 

28 pages of reading while making 306 decisions. 

If each title were paired with every other title and 

if the instrument were expanded to 10 categories with three 

titles in each, there would be 435 pairs of titles with 435 

decisions to be made covering about 44 pages. It is most 

unlikely that students would complete such a task. 

Instrument A appears to require a lot of reading and 

this consideration leads to a discussion of instrument C 

(single rank order) as a second alternative for obtaining 

ipsative data. Potential expansion of instrument C does not 

seem to be limited by the time requirement because, it re­

quired less time than any of the other research instruments. 

It could also be expanded to ten categories with three 

titles in each category without having an unreasonably large 

number of pages. 

However, the amount of print on the instrument is 

not reflective of the amount of reading that must be done. 

Decision making in the rank order format involves reading 

all the titles and, at least subconsciously, eliminating 

them one at a time. In a sense, a mental paired comparison 

procedure takes place if the instrument is completed care­

fully. After one decision is made over all the options and 

that response recorded, the remaining titles must all be 

read again and the procedure repeated as the titles are 

rank ordered. Possibly, when only a small number of titles 
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remain, the student can retain the titles and not reread all 

of the options each time one is ranked. 

Instruments A and C required the same number of 

decisions, but this was not reflected in the time required 

for each. There was a difference of 9.5 minutes in the 

mean time requirement. It appears that the students may not 

have carefully gone through the decision making described in 

the preceding paragraph for the single rank order instru­

ment. It should be considered that instrument C had the 

lowest parallel-form reliability coefficient and the lowest 

coefficient alpha. These low values for two measures of 

reliability may reflect some random type of responding. 

An additional response format yielding ipsative 

data is multiple rank order (B). Utilization with a wider 

range of reading interests is possible, but should be under­

taken with caution. Enlarging the individual rankings may 

result in the instrument functioning differently than the 

experimental instrument used in this study. Additional 

rankings of six titles each would require fewer decisions 

than expanding the existing rankings with the same number 

of added titles. 

Instrument B could be expanded to a 20-minute task 

(mean time required) and have an increased parallel-form 

reliability coefficient of .78. This expanded instrument 

with increased reliability includes two crucial assumptions: 

(1) the categories are at least as mutually exclusive as 
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they were on the original instrument, and (2) the titles 

within the categories are at least as homogeneous as they 

were on the original instrument. 

The scale instrument (D) was the only instrument 

studied in this investigation that would yield data allowing 

interindividual comparisons. Normative data, as yielded by 

instrument D, would yield an overall-test level of interest 

intensity that could not be obtained with any of the other 

research instruments. Instrument D is the only option 

studied, for example, that would allow the researcher to 

determine if girls prefer a topic more than boys prefer that 

topic. If such a comparison is a pertinent part of a study 

the scale response format is the only one in this investiga­

tion that would allow such a comparison from the data. 

Instrument D appears to be the strongest of the four 

research instruments in both parallel-form reliability and 

internal consistency. This reliability superiority was not 

confirmed statistically, but the coefficients seem to 

present limited evidence that instrument D is stronger in 

these two aspects of reliability. 

Expansion of instrument D appears practical. The 

additional amount of reading required and the increased 

number of decisions to be made are equal for each title 

added to the instrument. For example, if the number of 

titles were doubled, the amount of reading and the number 
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of decisions would be doubled (rather than compounded as in 

instruments A and C). 

Expansion of instrument D to a 20-minute task would 

increase the parallel-form reliability to .82 provided the 

assumptions are met that were discussed in the expansion of 

instrument B. It should be considered that instruments B 

and D did not require significantly different time for 

administration and each of these instruments had six titles 

per category on the parallel-form combinations while 

instruments A and C had four titles per category on the 

parallel-form combinations. 

On the basis of the comparability coefficients, it 

appeared that the scale instrument (D) did measure a con­

struct somewhat different from that measured by the other 

instruments. Instrument D appears to be suitable for 

assessing reading interests; it would also be suitable for 

measuring preferences in most cases. 

Instrument D would not be suitable for determining 

reading preferences in those instances where a student would 

not discriminate among the stimuli. For example, a student 

with a very negative attitude toward reading may respond to 

all the titles by recording his responses in the lowest 

scale value. Conversely, a student with a very positive 

attitude toward reading and a wide range of reading inter­

ests might respond to all the stimuli by marking the highest 

scale value. In these two examples, instrument D would 
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indicate a level of interest intensity while not revealing 

reading preferences, and instrument B in such cases would 

be a more appropriate assessment tool if the determining of 

reading preferences were essential to the research goals. 

To summarize, the following implications seem 

warranted: 

1. Scale response formats would be the most practical 

to assess interest/preferences over a wide range of 

categories and/or titles. 

2. Multiple rank-order formats would be the most prac­

tical to assess preferences for students who cannot 

discriminate across a wide range of options. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

The following suggestions for further research 

developed as an outgrowth of this study: 

1. An effort to establish a wider range of mutually 

exclusive interest categories. 

2. The determination of reliability, comparability, 

and time requirement of reading interest instru­

ments differing in stimulus types. 

3. Replication of the study using students other than 

fifth graders. 

4. An effort to determine the stability of the instru­

ments used in this study by test-retest administra­

tion . 



APPENDIX A 

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS, SCHOOLS, 
AND CLASSES 

District School Number of Classes 

A 1 2 

2 2 

3 2 

4 3 

5 2 

6 1 

7 2 

B 8 4 

C 9 4 

10 4 

11 2 

D 12 9 

E 13 2 

F 14 3 

15 3 
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APPENDIX B 

FICTITIOUS ANNOTATED TITLES 

I. Folk Tales and Fantasy: 

11. BEEPER. An old car sits in a junk yard until Freddie 
buys it. Beeper is the only car in town that talks 
and does other strange things. 

12. LUMBERJACK JAKE. Jake is as strong as the north wind 
and taller than the trees. During a storm, he holds 
back the river with his hand. 

13. MOLLY MALOON. This funny lady is always breaking 
dishes and windows but has a magic spell that can fix 
them again. 

14. THE PRINCESS AND THE CHAIR. A Princess finds out that 
a certain chair can take her anywhere she wishes to be. 

15. THE TINY FAMILY. The people in this family are only 
as tall as your hand. They travel with a circus but 
no one knows about them. 

16. WAGON WILLIE. He travels from New York to Texas and 
back in two days—in a giant covered wagon. 

II. Love and Romance: 

21. BROTHERS ON BAKER STREET. Brothers Andy and Brad both 
like the new girl next door. How can they decide who 
will ask her for a date? 

22. SANDS OF TIME. A birthday party at the beach changes 
Ann's life. Rob tells her how he really feels about 
her. 

23. STAR LIGHT, STAR BRIGHT. Christie remembers her last 
night in her home town before she moved away. Does 
Erik still love her? 

24. SUMMER'S END. Betsy has enjoyed her summer at camp 
because of her new boy friend. 
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25. UNDER LONLY SKIES. Angela wants to go to the school 
dance but all the boys think she's just a pal. 

26. THE WHITE FLOWERS. Brian wants everything to be just 
right for his first date but he doesn't know if Julie 
likes flowers. 

III. Mystery and adventure: 

31. BELLS OF DEATH. The church bells mysteriously ring in 
the town an hour before someone dies. 

32. BLACK HAND OF MISTY LAKE. Three fishermen have disap­
peared after a big shadow seemed to rise from the 
water. 

33. THE LONG NIGHT. Bobby falls down an old mine shaft 
and can't remember if he told his family where he was 
going hiking. 

34. MURDER IN THE EMPTY HOUSE. The old man in the house 
on the hill is killed. If he lived alone, why was the 
table set for two people? 

35. PIECES OF HOPE. Mr. Kelly and Alice crash land the 
plane on the mountain. Will they be found before the 
first snow comes? 

36. THE SKELETON WATCHES. When the class had a skeleton 
in their room to study it seemed to turn its head to 
watch them. 

IV. Religion; 

41. BOOK OF PRAYERS. Prayers for all occasions and Holy 
Days. 

42. THE CHURCHES OF EARLY AMERICA. Tells why churches 
were important to settlers in America and how the 
church buildings were used. 

43. LESSONS FROM THE MASTER. Bible stories retold from 
the lessons taught by Jesus. 

44. THE LIVES OF FAMOUS SAINTS. Tells how some of them 
lived and how they changed the lives of other people. 
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45. SONGS OF JOY. The words and music of 100 favorite 
hymns and a short story about the person who wrote 
each hymn. 

46. THE WRITINGS OF RELIGION. Tells about the writings of 
different religions and how the writings came to be 
important. 

V. Science; 

51. GARDENING FOR FUN. Tells you how to get started with 
a flower or vegetable garden in your own yard. 

52. LIFE IN STONE. When we study fossils, they can tell 
us of plant and animal life long ago. 

53. OUT OF THIS WORLD. Tells how man is trying to find 
out about what is beyond our solar system. 

54. RIGHT UNDER YOUR FEET. Tells how to know the most 
common rocks and minerals and where to find them. 

55. STARS. Tells how stars have been seen far from earth 
as man builds tools that let him see far out into 
space. 

56. THIS IS A CAR. Tells how a car is built and how it 
works. 

VI. Sports; 

61. BETTER BASEBALL. Stars give hints on hitting, catch­
ing, and running. 

62. GLORY OF THE OLYMPICS. Traces the history of the Olym­
pic Games and the lives of some stars who have won 
glory and fame there. 

63. GREAT RACE CAR DRIVERS. The lives of five men who love 
fast cars and became champs in this supersport. 

64. FOOTBALL. Traces the history of the game, explains 
the rules, and tells of athletes who became heroes. 

65. PRO BASKETBALL. Teams and athletes who have made this 
game one of the world's favorite sports. 

66. TENNIS FOR EVERYONE. Tells you the rules of the game 
and how to be a good player. 



APPENDIX C 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY REVIEWERS OF FICTITIOUS 
ANNOTATED TITLES INVENTORY 

Barbara Kosciuch 
Librarian, former teacher 
Orange Co. (Fla.) Public Schools 

Linda Barrow 
Teacher, former librarian 
Tucson (AZ) District One Schools 

Jere Stephan 
Coordinator, Childrens Services 
Tucson (AZ) Public Library 

Categories are mutually 
exclusive. Titles reflect 
appropriate category. 
Suitable reading level for 
fifth grade sample. 

Reading level is suitable. 
Titles reflect interest 
categories in which they 
are placed. Categories 
are mutually exclusive. 

Categories are mutually 
exclusive. Book descrip­
tions appear to accurately 
reflect the interest cate­
gories to which they have 
been assigned. Reading 
level is suitable. 
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TITLE ORDER 
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Instrument A-^ 

First Second First Second First Second 
Comparison Choice Choice Comparison Choice Choice Comparison Choice Choice 

1 13 35 23 43 62 45 53 41 
2 34 62 24 35 24 46 62 55 
3 53 14 25 13 34 47 26 34 
4 55 41 26 35 55 48 53 43 
5 26 53 27 24 41 49 62 61 
6 62 13 28 61 14 50 41 14 
7 61 24 29 55 26 51 62 53 
8 35 34 30 14 13 52 26 14 
9 55 24 31 61 35 53 55 61 
10 61 26 32 24 34 54 41 62 
11 14 55 33 13 41 55 55 13 
12 35 43 34 43 24 56 14 35 
13 24 26 35 61 13 57 34 61 
14 61 41 36 62 26 58 43 13 
15 34 55 37 41 43 59 43 61 
16 14 43 38 61 53 60 24 53 
17 26 41 39 13 26 61 35 62 
18 14 62 40 53 35 62 13 53 
19 41 35 41 62 24 63 41 34 
20 14 34 42 43 26 64 24 14 
21 24 13 43 53 34 65 26 35 
22 55 53 44 43 55 66 34 43 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 

oi' 

54 
23 
33 
45 
16 

63 
22 
12 
46 
31 

46 
12 
22 
56 
64 

31 
16 
63 
33 
45 

54 
23 

Instrument 

First Second First Second First 
Choice Choice Comparison Choice Choice Comparison Choice 

56 45 23 45 33 45 46 
64 33 24 16 63 46 31 
45 16 25 54 64 47 22 
54 63 26 56 31 48 12 
22 23 27 23 33 49 46 
31 12 28 54 45 50 56 
64 56 29 64 23 51 64 
33 16 30 22 16 52 54 
45 64 31 63 45 53 23 
33 54 32 31 63 54 16 
63 23 33 46 56 55 45 
16 56 34 31 64 56 33 
22 31 35 23 54 57 63 
12 46 36 46 22 58 33 
56 54 37 56 12 59 63 

16 54 38 33 63 60 46 
45 23 39 64 46 61 23 
33 31 40 54 31 62 12 
63 46 41 45 22 63 46 
64 16 42 16 12 64 31 
22 12 43 22 56 65 22 
23 56 44 12 64 66 12 



Instrument Bt 

Title 

Instrument B? 

Title 

13 
26 
34 
43 
53 
61 

First Ranking 

16 
23 
31 
45 
56 
64 

55 
24 
14 
35 
62 
41 

Second Ranking 

22 
63 
54 
46 
12 
33 

15 
36 
51 
65 
42 
21 

Third Ranking 

11 
66 
52 
25 
32 
44 



Instrument Ci Instrument C2 

34 
55 
35 
13 
26 
53 
62 
14 
43 
24 
61 
41 

56 
23 
54 
31 
22 
46 
12 
63 
64 
33 
45 
16 

Instrument Di Instrument D2 

34 64 
13 44 
62 32 
55 52 
35 54 
65 63 
51 45 
36 31 
61 56 
41 25 
14 46 
26 23 
53 33 
43 16 
24 66 
42 22 
15 12 
21 11 



APPENDIX E 

TITLE ASSIGNMENTS TO SETS 

Set 1 Set 2 

Category Titles Category Titles 

1 13 1 11* 
14 12 
15* 16 

2 21* 2 22 
24 23 
26 25* 

3 34 3 31 
35 32* 
36* 33 

4 41 4 44* 
42* 45 
43 46 

5 51* 5 52* 
53 54 
55 56 

6 61 6 63 
62 64 
65* 66* 

* title not used on instruments A and C. 
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APPENDIX F 

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 

(Presented orally) 

Hello, boys and girls. My name is Mrs. Joels and I 

have been a teacher and a librarian. I am interested in 

what boys and girls like to read and diferent ways in which 

you can tell your reading preferences. I am here to have 

you help me with a project I am doing. You do not have to 

participate and if you decide not to participate there will 

not be any unpleasant results for you. If you do partici­

pate there are no right or wrong answers on the papers you 

will fill out and there will be no grades. I am the only 

person who will see your papers and your names will not be 

used in the report I will write on this project. 

I will pass out different types of instruments to 

you. These are not tests but are just tools that will help 

me find out what you like to read. I will explain all the 

instruments and how to mark them before I pass them out. 

They will require different amounts of time depending on 

which one you receive. You may finish in just a few min­

utes or you may need longer to complete the instrument you 

receive, I will explain each of the instruments with a 

transparency that is similar. 
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After this project is finished I will be able to 

tell your teacher and the librarian what some of your read­

ing preferences are. If you complete the instrument I will 

interpret that as an indication that you have willingly 

participated in this project. 

I will now explain each of the instruments with the 

transparencies. 



APPENDIX G 

WRITTEN DIRECTIONS ON INSTRUMENTS 

Instrument A: 

Here are pairs of book titles. After each title is 

a short passage about the book. In each pair, please show 

which book in that pair you prefer to read by putting a 

check in the box in front of that title. Mark only one 

title in each pair and don't skip any pairs. Please do 

this carefully. Thanks for your help. 

Instrument B: 

Here are some book titles. Each title is followed 

by a short passage about the book. After you've read the 

first six titles and their passages, decide which one you 

would most like to read and put a 6 in front of it. Then 

choose the one you would next most like to read and put a 5 

in front of it. Put a number in front of each title depend­

ing on how much you would like to read it compared with the 

others in that group. Use the numbers 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1. 

The larger the number, the more you'd like to read it. 

Don't leave any titles blank and use each number only once. 

After you've done the first six titles, do the next six 

exactly the same way. Then do the last six. Please do 

this carefully. Thanks for your help. 
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Instrument C; 

Here are some book titles. Each title is followed 

by a short passage about the book. After you've read all 

the titles and their passages, show the one you would most 

like to read by putting 12 in front of the title. Then 

show the one you would next most like to read by putting 11 

in front of it. Continue through all the titles and give 

each one a number based on how much you would like to read 

it. The larger the number, the more you would like to read 

it. Use the numbers from 12 through 1. Use each number 

only once and don't leave an empty space in front of a 

title. Please do this carefully. Thanks for your help. 

Instrument D; 

Here are some titles of books. Each title is fol­

lowed by a short passage about the book. Read the title 

and its passage and indicate whether or not you would like 

to read that book by putting a check in the box over the 

response that tells how you feel. Mark under each title 

how you feel about that title. Be sure to check only one 

response for each title. Don't skip any titles. Please do 

this carofully. Thanks for your help. 



APPENDIX H 

EXAMPLES FOR FORMAT EXPLANATION 

Instrument A 

Sewing for Fun and Profit. Easy-to-make projects 
to wear or use aroun the house. 

•—Travels in Spain. Tells how to have fun, things t o 
see, and places to stay. 

• — P o e m s  b y  S t u d e n t s .  A  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  p o e m s  w r i t t e n  
by the students in a school. 

•— The First Lady. Tells about Martha Washington and 
her life as the wife of America's first president. 

Great Monuments of the World. Tells the history of 
the monuments and about the person who directed its 
construction. 

Sewing for Fun and Profit. Easy-tO'-make projects 
to wear or use around the house. 

Instrument B 

How to Make Puppets. The construction and use of 
puppets in games and shows. 

Cooking for Fun. The favorite party dishes are 
given in this book of easy-to-follow recipes. 

Travels in Spain. Tells how to have fun, things to 
see, and places to stay. 

Great Monuments of the World. Tells the history of 
the monuments and about the person who directed its 
construction. 
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The First Lady. Tells about Martha Washington and 
her life as the wife of America's first president. 

Geography. Tells how we study the lands of the 
world and the people of different countries. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

Travels in Mexico. Interesting things to see and 
do are told about in this book. 

Model Airplane Book. Tells how to build favorite 
types of model planes and the materials to use. 

Products of France. Tells about some of the pro­
ducts that are manufactured and exported from 
France. 

Poems by Students. A collection of poems written by 
the students in a school. 

The Statue of a Mayor. Tells about tha statue of a 
famous mayor and how it was built by his friends. 

Sewing for Fun and Profit. Easy-to-make projects 
to wear or use aroud the house. 

Instrument C 

How to Make Puppets. The construction and use of 
puppets in games and shows. 

Cooking for Fun. The favorite party dishes are 
given in this book of easy-to-follow recipes. 

Sewing for Fun and Profit. Easy-to-make projects 
to wear or use around the house. 

Travels in Mexico. Interesting things to see and 
do are told about in this book. 

The Statue of a Mayor. Tells about the statue of a 
famous Mayor and how it was built by his friends. 

Geography, Tells how we study the lands of the 
world and the people of different countries. 
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Model Airplane Book, Tells how to build favorite 
types of model planes and the materials to use. 

Travels in Spain. Tells how to have fun, things to 
see, and places to stay. 

Products of France. Tells about some of the pro­
ducts that are manufactured and exported from 
France. 

The First Lady. Tells About Martha Washington and 
her life as the wife of America's first president. 

Great Monuments of the World. Tells the history of 
the monuments and about the person who directed its 
construction. 

Poems by Students. A collection of poems written 
by the students in a school. 

Instrument D 

Model Airplane Book. How to build favorite types of model 
planes and the materials to use. 

i_J [ > ( ) { ) ( ) 
Yes, Yes, Not No, No, 
very much probably sure probably not at all 

Sewing for Fun and Profit. Easy-to-make projects to wear 
or use around the house. 

( ) (_J LJ L_J ( ) 
Yes, Yes, Not No, No, 
very much probably sure probably not at all 



APPENDIX I 

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
FOR PARALLEL FORMS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

AA .23 

o
 

00 • .68 .59 .61 .86 

BB .45 . 61 .48 .68 .68 .82 

CC .29 .55 .59 .45 .45 .76 

DD . 60 .77 . 64 .68 .63 .81 
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APPENDIX J 

COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR PARALLEL-FORM COMBINATIONS 

Category; 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

AA .39 

o
 

GO 
» .56 .65 .60 

cn CO 

•
 

BB .52 .62 .57 .70 .62 .74 

CC .33 .54 .56 .60 .41 .71 

DD .73 .82 .65 .77 .63 .80 ' 
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APPENDIX K 

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
FOR DIFFERING RESPONSE FORMAT COMBINATIONS 

NOT CORRECTED FOR ATTENUATION 

Category; 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

AB .04 .57 .19 

o
 • .28 .72 

AC .27 .39 .50 .53 .28 .66 

AD -.09 .45 .27 .37 .27 .54 

BC .28 .54 .20 .29 .42 .62 

BD .12 .52 .10 .25 .27 .53 

CD .04 .45 .11 .28 .24 .50 
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