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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Fiir die Bewiltigung kultureller und gesellschaftlicher Herausforderungen 1st
der konstruktive Umgang nut Text eme grundlegende Voraussetzung (OECD,
2003). Die vorliegende Dissertationsschrift soll daher einen Beitrag zur Klarung
der Frage leisten, wie sich Reading Literacy entwickelt und was zu negativen
bzw. positiven Entwicklungsverldufen beitragen kann Reading Literacy wird
dabei als Uberkonstrukt defimert, welches das Verstehen und Reflektieren von
Texten, jedoch auch das Leseengagement (d h. motivationale und behaviorale
Aspekte) mitemschhiefit (Orgamsation for Economuc Cooperation and
Development; OECD, 2010a). Die zentralen eigenen Befunde aus insgesamt
vier empirischen Studien werden drei Forschungsdesideraten bzw. themati-
schen Schwerpunkten zugeordnet: (a) Reading Literacy als ein sich lebenslang
entwickelndes Konstrukt (b) Reading Literacy und die Notwendigkeit einer dif-
ferenzierteren Betrachtung des Leseverhaltens und (c) Reading Literacy und die
Rolle des Lesekontexts.

Im ersten Beitrag wurde auf Basis der Large-Scale Studie NEPS (Nationales
Bildungspanel) der Zusammenhang zwischen Lesezeit und Leseverstehen tiber
den Lebenslauf hinweg betrachtet. Die Zusammenhinge wurden anhand von
Regressionsanalysen in unterschiedlichen Alterskohorten untersucht und vergli-
chen. Auch wenn hier die Zusammenhinge micht wie erwartet ausfielen, so
konnte doch gezeigt werden, dass sich der Zusammenhang zwischen quantitati-
ven Aspekten des Lesens, wie der Lesezeit und dem Leseverstehen mit dem
Alter, deutlich verindert. Beitrag 2 beschaftigt sich ebenfalls auf Basis von
NEPS sowie zusitzlich der PISA Studie (Programme for International Student
Assessment) mit der Frage nach der Operationalisierung und Messung des Le-
severhaltens. Dabe1 wurde ein globales Urteil zum Lesevolumen ausdifferen-
zierten, textspezifischen Urteilen zum Lesevolumen gegeniibergestellt und ver-
glichen Die Untersuchung weist darauf hin, dass gerade im Kontext von Large-
Scale Assessements auch globale Instrumente geeignet sind. Ferner werden 1m
Beitrag konkrete Handlungsempfehlungen abgeleitet, wie emn Instrument zur
Erfassung von differenzierten, textspezifischen Urteilen am besten gestaltet



werden sollte. Im dritten Beitrag wurden auf Basis der Bamberger Langsschmitt-
studie BiKS (Bildungsprozesse, Kompetenzentwicklung und Selektionsentschei-
dungen im Vorschul- und Schulalter) Zusammenhange zwischen der intrinsi-
schen Lesemotivation und qualitativen Aspekten des Lesens untersucht. Dazu
wurde die intrinsische Lesemotivation mut verschiedenen Buchcharaktenistika
m Verbindung gebracht und fiir die unterschiedlichen Kontexte “Schule* und
“Freizeit” betrachtet. Die Ergebmsse zeigen, dass Buchcharakteristika wie das
Buchgenre oder die Textschwienigkeit bedeutsame Deternunanten der intrinsi-
schen situativen Lesemotivation sind und diese wiederum die habituelle intrin-
sische Motivation vorhersagt. Ferner konnte gezeipt werden, dass sich das Le-
seengagement in Schule und Freizeit deutlich unterscheidet. Im vierten Beitrag
wurde schlieBlich (ebenfalls auf Datenbasis von B1KS) der Zusammenhang zwi-
schen lesebezogenem Selbstkonzept und der Lesekompetenzentwicklung ge-
nauer betrachtet. Mit der intrinsischen Motivation und dem Leseverhalten wur-
den in diesem Zusammenspiel Mechamsmen untersucht, von denen allgemein
angenommen wird, dass diese als vermuttelnde Faktoren wirken. Die Ergebmisse
zeigen, dass das lesebezogene Selbstkonzept ein wichtiger Faktor fiir die Ent-
wicklung des Leseverstehens i1st. Auch wenn ein indirekter Pfad zwischen den
beiden Konstrukten nur iiber die intrinsische Lesemotivation bestitigt werden
konnte, so konnte zumindest gezeipt werden, dass sich das lesebezogene Selbst-
konzept, mit der Anzahl pelesener Biicher und dem Buchumfang, positiv auf
Aspekte des Leseverhaltens auswirkt. Die Relevanz der vier Beifrdge zur Be-
antwortung der dre1 genannten Forschungsdesiderate wird diskutiert, bevor ab-
schlieflend auf Basis der Studienergebmsse forschungsbezogene Implikationen
fiir zukiinftige Untersuchungen sowie praktische Implikationen fiir die Entwick-
lung und Férderung von Reading Literacy diskutiert werden.
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1 EINLEITUNG

Der konstruktive Umgang mit Text gehort zu den zentralen Qualifikationen, die
fiir emne erfolgreiche Lebensfithrung bzw. die Bewiltipung kultureller und ge-
sellschaftlicher Herausforderungen wichtig sind (Orgamsation for Economic
Cooperation and Development; OECD, 2003). Trotz dieser Relevanz und der
Tatsache, dass in den letzten Jahren, spatestens aber durch den _ PISA-Schock*!,
viel iiber die Lesefihigkeiten von Jugendlichen diskutiert- und in der Praxis so-
wie 1im Wissenschaftssektor angestoBen wurde (Roeder, 2003), zeigt sich nach
wie vor, dass emn groBer Teil der Kinder und Jugendlichen in Deutschland ein
kaum iiber Grundkenntnisse linausgehendes Lesemiveau erreicht (z.B. IGLU
2016 und PISA 2015: HuBmann et al., 2017; Weis et al , 2016). Eine zentrale
Herausforderung fiir alle Akteure im Bildungssystem und danut auch fiir die
empirische Bildungsforschung ist und bleibt daher, herauszufinden, wie sich
Fahigkeiten 1m Bereich “Lesen” entwickeln und wie diese Entwicklung best-
mdglich unterstiitzt werden kann. Mehr und mehr wird dabe1 eingefordert (z B.
Hurrelmann, 2006; Paratore, Cassano, & Schickedanz, 2011), dass unter kon-
struktivem Umgang mut Text mehr verstanden werden sollte als die remn kogm-
tiven Prozesse — mit anderen Worten: Es sollte nicht nur darum gehen dass
Personen grundsitzlich lesen kénnen, sondern auch darum, dass sie es wollen
und somut regelmibig tun (Artelt, Stanat, Schneider, Schiefele, & Lehmann,
2004; OECD, 2010a). In diesem Zusammenhang 1st auf den angelsachsischen
Begniff der Reading Literacy zu verweisen. Dieser wird, in der aus dem Jahr
2010 stammenden Rahmenkonzeption der wohl prominentesten Large-Scale
Studie PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment), defimert als
,anderstanding, using, reflecting on and engaging with wntten texts in order to
achieve one’s goals, to develop one’s knowledge and potential, and to partici-
pate 1n society” (OECD, 2010a, S. 14 ). Reading Literacy beschreibt danut ein

! Die erstmals im Jahr 2000 durchgefiihrte PISA Studie verursachte grofie Aufregung Die Er-
gebnisse offenbarten, dass Deutschlands 15-j3hrige im internationalen Vergleich m Mathema-
tik. Lesen und Naturwissenschaft mur unterdurchschnittlich abschnitten Gerade was die Lese-
kompetenz der Jugendlichen anging, zeigte sich, dass ein Viertel der Jugendlichen nicht aus-
reichend gut, d h. mur auf einem elementaren Niveau lesen konnen (Stanat et al |, 2002).



Konzept, be1 welchem der konstruktive Umgang mut Text als Werkzeug ver-
standen wird, nuttels dessen die Bedingungen fiir die persénliche Weiterent-
wicklung geschaffen sind und durch welches persénliche Ziele erreicht werden
konnen (Artelt et al., 2004; OECD, 2010a). Im Vergleich zu Konzepten der li-
terarischen Bildung, 1st das Literacy Konzept mut seinem Fokus auf der Funkti-
onalitit des Lesens, also eher als em pragmatisches anzusehen (Garbe, 2010).
Ausschlaggebend bei dieser umfassenden Konzeption 1st aber auch, dass neben
dem remnen Verstehen von Text das lesebezogene Engagement emn zentraler Be-
standteil 1st.

Ziel der vorliegenden Dissertationsschrift 1st es nun, die genaven Entwick-
lungszusammenhinge von Lesekompetenz, Lesemotivation und Leseverhalten
zu untersuchen, um damit besser verstehen zu kénnen, unter welchen Bedin-
gungen Reading Literacy sich wie entwickelt. In Kapitel zwe1 werden zuerst die
emnzelnen Konstrukte bzw. Teilaspekte von Reading Literacy defimert sowie
deren Beziehungen unteremander thematisiert, bevor ein theoretisches Modell
abgeleitet wird. In Kapitel drei wird ein kurzer Uberblick iiber den aktuellen
Forschungsstand gegeben, auf Basis dessen dre1 Forschungsdesiderate abgelei-
tet werden. In Kapitel vier werden die Datengrundlage und Methode der einzel-
nen Untersuchungen kwrz skizziert. Vor dem Himntergrund der dre1 abgeleiteten
Desiderate der vorliegenden Arbeit werden in Kapitel fiinf die zentralen Be-
funde der insgesamt vier eigenen empinischen Studien beschrieben. In Kapitel
sechs werden schlieBlich die vier Studien und ihre Befunde kritisch beleuchtet,
bevor abschliefiend emn Ausblick in Form von Implikationen fiir Forschung und
Praxis gegeben wird.
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2 THEORETISCHER HINTERGRUND

2.1 LESEKOMPETENZ

Zentral fiir das Konzept von Reading Literacy 1st das Verstehen und das
Reflektieren von Text (OECD, 2010a), also das was klassischerweise unter dem
Begniff “Lesekompetenz verstanden wird. Beim Lesen, d h. bei1 der geistigen
Verarbeitung von Texten, greifen eine Rethe von Teilprozessen des Leseverste-
hens meinander, welche sich unterteilen lassen in hierarchieniedrige und hierar-
chiehohe Prozesse (Lenhard, 2013; Lenhard & Artelt, 2009). Als Prozess auf
niednger Hierarchieebene gilt zum emnen die Worterkennung, also das Dekodie-
ren (Erkennen ganzer Worter oder Wortbestandteile) und Rekodieren (Schritt-
weises Erlesen, Buchstabe fiir Buchstabe) von Wartern. Zum anderen schlieBen
hierarchieniedrige Prozesse die lokale Kohérenzbildung, d h. das Herstellen von
Zusammenhingen zwischen Wortern, Gruppen von Woértern oder aufemnander
folgenden Sitzen mut emn. Dies bedeutet, dass beispielsweise Kohisionsmttel
(sprachliche Bindegheder zwischen Sitzen und Satzteilen) erkannt werden und
Propositionen (Extraktion elementarer Bedeutungseinheiten) gebildet werden
(Lenhard, 2013; Lenhard & Artelt, 2009). Prozesse auf hoher Hierarchieebene
umfassen die Aktivierung von Vor- und Textformatwissen, was emhergeht nut
der Integration und Interpretation des Textinhalts anhand des Vorwissens. Au-
Berdem gehort zu diesen Prozessen die Selbstregulation, in Form von Anwen-
dungen von Lesestrategien und Kontrolle des eigenen Verstandmsses. Ferner
gehort die globale Kohirenzbildung zu den hierarchiehohen Prozessen, d h. die
Herstellung emes allgemeinen Zusammenhangs des Gelesenen sowie das Zie-
hen von Inferenzen bzw. Schlussfolgerungen, die iiber das Gelesene hinansge-
hen (Lenhard, 2013; Lenhard & Artelt, 2009). Wahrend des Lesens bzw. auf-
bauend auf diese Prozesse legt jede Person mentale Reprasentationen der Situ-
ationen bzw. Sachverhalte, die 1m Text beschrieben werden, an (Lenhard, 2013;
Lenhard & Artelt, 2009). Diese sogenannte Bildung eines Situationsmodells
(Van Dyjk & Kintsch, 1983) gilt als Voraussetzung fiir ein tieferes Textverstind-
nis (Rinck, 2000).

Was den genauen Ablauf dieser Teilprozesse beim Lesen anbelangt, so be-
steht dariiber bzw. iiber die endgiiltipe Erklarungsrichtung kein Konsens
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(Lenhard, 2013; Richter & Christmann, 2009). Emmge Theorien gehen von einer
text- bzw. datengeleiteten (bottom up) Verarbertungsnichtung aus, d.h. davon,
dass das Lese- bzw. Textverstehen von hierarchieniedngen Prozessen und danut
davon abhingt, wie gut und schnell emne Person einzelne Worter erkennt (Holle,
2010; Rachter & Christmann, 2009). Ansitze welche dieser bottom up Richtung
zuzuordnen sind, sind beispielsweise die Theorie der verbalen Effizienz
(Perfett1, 2007) oder die Theorie des Simple-View-of-Reading (Gough &
Tunmer, 1986). Andere Theorien, wie etwa schemaorientierte Ansitze, gehen
von einer eher wissensgeleiteten (top down) Verarbeitungsrichtung aus, d h. da-
von, dass Informationen zum Satzkontext oder vorhandenes Vorwissen eine
entscheidende Rolle bei der Enkodierung von Wortbedeutungen spielen (Holle,
2010; Lenhard & Artelt, 2009; Richter & Christmann, 2009). Interaktionistische
Ansitze nehmen schlieBlich eine Uberschneidung von hierarchiehohen und hie-
rarchiemednigen Prozessen an, d h. dass hohere Prozesse nicht erst erlangt wer-
den wenn niedrige Prozesse abgeschlossen sind, sondern dass diese beiden Ebe-
nen interagieren (Lenhard, 2013; Lenhard & Artelt, 2009). Insgesamt kann also
festgehalten werden, dass es wihrend des Lesens wohl keine stnkte Rangfolge
der Prozesse auf hierarchiehoher und -miederer Ebene zu geben scheint. Viel-
mehr 1st anzunehmen, dass die Prozesse teilweise gleichzeitig ablaufen und sich
gepenseitig beeinflussen bzw. mteragieren (Lenhard, 2013; Ruchter &
Christmann_ 2009).

Insgesamt wird angenommen, dass die Entwicklung der Lesekompetenz
nicht in der Kindheit bzw_ frithen Jugend abgeschlossen 1st (Alexander, 2005;
OECD, 2010a), sondem dass es sich um einen lebenslangen Prozess handelt.
Alexander (2005) differenziert dre1 Arten der Leseentwicklung: Akklimatisie-
nng, Kompetenz und , Proficiency/Expertise”. Grundlegendes, wie beispiels-
weise hierarchieniedrige Prozesse, wird in den frithen Jahren erlemnt — der Ak-
klimatisierungsstufe. In der zweiten Phase, der Kompetenzstufe, werden Wis-
sen, Interessen und Strategien transformuert (z.B. Doménenwissen mmmt zu,
das Wissen 1st kohasiver in semner Struktur). Und schlussendlich, in der spateren
Jugend bzw. 1m Erwachsenenalter, befinden sich die Personen in der , Profi-
ciency/Expertise“-Stufe. Hier werden dann Aspekte wie kritisches Lesen, Ex-
pertenwissen oder tiefe Verarbeitungsstrategien erlangt und weiterentwickelt.
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2.2 LESEENGAGEMENT

Neben der Lesekompetenz, d h. der kogmtiven Komponente, kommt dem
Leseengagement als Teil des Literacy-Konstrukts eine entscheidende Rolle zu
(OECD, 2010a). Es wird danut deutlich, dass es beim konstruktiven Umgang
mit Text nicht nur darum geht Wissen und Fihigkeiten zu besitzen die man
braucht um gut zu lesen, sondern, dass auch tatsachlich regelmiabig gelesen wird
und dass das Lesen an sich wertgeschitzt wird (OECD, 2010a). Unter Leseen-
gagement wird daran ankniipfend im Rahmen dieser Arbeit also emn Konstrukt
bestehend aus motivationalen Komponenten einerseits, sowie dem Leseverhal-
ten andererseits verstanden, worauf 1m Folgenden genauer emngegangen wird
(Artelt, Naumann, & Schneider, 2010; OECD, 2010a).

221 LESEMOTIVATION

In der Leseforschung werden vielerler Motivationsbegriffe genutzt, und da-
bei1 nicht selten, z B. wegen inhaltlicher Uberschneidungen, uneinheitlich oder
unzureichend defimiert verwendet (Conradi, Jang, & McKenna, 2014). Dies
stellt dann imnsbesondere be1 der Interpretation, Bewertung oder beim Vergleich
von Befunden eimn Problem dar. Grundséatzlich umfasst das Konstrukt der Lese-
motivation meist affektrv-emotionale Komponenten, d h. Aussagen iiber das
lustvolle oder unangenehme Erleben hinsichtlich der Tatigkeit Lesen. Ein Bei-
spiel hierfiir 1st die Facette der Lesefreude (Artelt et al , 2010). Es werden aber
auch motivationale Uberzeugungen und lesebezogene Wert- und Erwartungs-
kognitionen eingeschlossen. Diese Aspekte gelten als Voraussetzung fiir die ei1-
gentliche Lesemotivation, welche zu verstehen 1st als die Intention, einen be-
sttmmten Text — oder im Allgemeinen — zu lesen (Moller & Schiefele, 2004).
Diese (Lese-)Motivation kann eher intrinsischer oder eher extrinsischer Natur
sein. Unter intrinsischer Lesemotivation konnen Einstellungen verstanden wer-
den, die die Bereitschaft zu Lesen begiinstigen, da die Tatigkeit selbst als be-
friedigend angesehen wird. Im Vergleich zur extrinsischen Motivation, be1 der
die Lesetatigkeit aufgrund positiver oder negativer Konsequenzen von auflen
stattfindet, wird be1 der intrinsischen Lesemotivation die Lesetitigkeit also um
ihrer selbst willen durchgefiihrt (Dec1 & Ryan, 2000; Moller & Scluefele, 2004).

13



Unabhingig davon, ob die Ausprigung der (Lese-)Motivation als eher extrin-
sisch oder eher intrinsisch zu charaktenisieren 1st, kann Motivation zum emen
als situativ oder als habituell angesehen werden. Situative Motivation varert
meist zwischen einzelnen Lesesituationen, denn sie wird durch Merkmale der
jeweiligen Situation (z B. die thematische Ausrichtung des Buches oder den Le-
sezweck) hervorgerufen. Habituelle (Lese-)Motivation bezieht sich hingegen
auf emen ganzen Bereich (hier: Lesen im Allgemeinen). Diese Art der Motiva-
tion 1st iber verschiedene Situationen hinweg relativ stabil (Guay, Vallerand, &
Blanchard, 2000; Guthrie, Hoa, Wigfield, Tonks, & Perencevich, 2005; Hidi &
Harackiewicz, 2000; Neugebauer, 2017). Im Konkreten bedeutet dies, eine Per-
son kann angeben generell sehr gerne zu Lesen (habituelle Motivation); gleich-
zeitig kann dieselbe Person m einer konkreten Situation gering motiviert sein
zu Lesen (situative Motivation), weil es sich beispielsweise um einen wissen-
schaftlichen Text 0.4 handelt (Merkmal der Situation), was micht unbedingt
dem Interesse der Person entspricht. Angenommen wird, dass wiederholte ne-
gative oder positive Erfahrungen in einzelnen Situationen, d h. die situative Mo-
tivation, die habituelle Motivation beeinflusst (Guthrie et al_ 2005).

222 LESEVERHALTEN

Der Termunus “Leseverhalten* wird relativ breit verwendet — so wird da-
runter eme Vielzahl an lesebezogenen Aktivitaten subsumuert, welche sich nicht
selten grundlegend unterscheiden. Wirft man einen Blick in relevante For-
schungshteratur oder Lehrbiicher, 1st im Zusammenhang mit dem Bepnff “Le-
severhalten™ beispielsweise die Rede von Lesedauer (z B. Pfost, Dorfler, &
Artelt, 2010), Lesehaufigkeit oder Lesemenge (z.B. McElvany, Kortenbruck, &
Becker, 2008), Anzahl gelesener Biicher, Lesevolumen oder auch , Print Expo-
sure” (z.B. Schroeder, Segbers, & Schroter, 2016). Aber auch der Wunsch nach
Biichern bzw. Freude iiber Buchgeschenke (z B. McElvany et al_, 2008), Buch-
genrepriaferenzen (z. B. Philipp, 2011) oder Wissen iiber bekannte Buchtitel und
Autoren (z. B. Mol & Bus, 2011) werden haufig als Teil des Leseverhaltens einer
Person verstanden. Wie genau diese Begnifflichkeiten emgeordnet werden kon-
nen, d h. wie sie sich unterscheiden und wo sie sich gegebenenfalls mit anderen
Konstrukten (z.B. der Lesemotivation) iiberlappen, wird meist nur am Rande
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thematisiert. Als Gemeinsamkeit dieser Begniffe 1st festzuhalten, dass sie sich
alle auf den Umgang mut Text oder Biichern beziehen. Um iiber diese Defimition
hmaus nun aber die Vielschichtigkeit des Leseverhaltens besser beriicksichtigen
zu konnen, wird im Rahmen dieser Arbeit eme Unterteilung des Leseverhaltens
m (1) quantitative und (2) qualitative Aspekte des Lesens vorgenommen. Quan-
titative Aspekte des Leseverhaltens umfassen meist eher globale Angaben zum
Lesevolumen im Allgememen Hierber kann sich das Lesevolumen entweder
auf die reine Dauer beziehen, also wie lange pelesen wird, oder aber auf die
Lesehiufigkeit bzw. -menge, d h. wie oft gelesen wurde oder wieviel Biicher.
Zur Erfassung dieser quantitativen Aspekte werden haufig Fragebogenitems zu
emer globalen Einschitzung des Lesevolumens bzw. der Lesezeit (,,Wieviel
Zeit verbringst du normalerweise damit, zu deinem Vergniigen zu lesen?*; z B.
Pfost et al , 2010) verwendet. Qualitative Aspekte des Leseverhaltens schliefen
hingegen Informationen iiber die Art und Beschaffenheit des Lesematenals emn.
Es geht also konkret darum welche Biicher und Texte gelesen werden. Das Le-
severhalten bzw. das gewahlte Lesematerial kann sich auf qualitativer Ebene
beispielsweise beziiglich verschiedener Textsorten (z.B. Sachbiicher, Liebesro-
mane, Thrller oder klassische Literatur), Inhalt/Thema, Textschwierigkeit, be-
ziiglich des Mediums (digital oder Print) und 1n vielen weiteren Kategorien un-
terscheiden Wenn Informationen iiber qualitative Aspekte des Lesens erfasst
werden wollen, dann werden meist sogenannte Lesetagebiicher (Anderson,
Wilson, & Fielding, 1988) als Optimalmethode betrachtet. Diese Art des Proto-
kollierens der Leseaktivititen fiihrt zu emer recht genaven Schitzung und Be-
schreibung des Leseverhaltens. Aufgrund des hohen Aufwandes wird dieses
Verfahren jedoch nur selten und msbesondere meist nur iiber kurze Zeitraume
emngesetzt.

2.3 Das ZUSAMMENWIRKEN VON LESEKOMPETENZ UND LESEENGAGE-
MENT
Wie in Kapitel 2.1 bereits thematisiert, sind fiir das verstehende Lesen von
Texten eine Rethe komplexer Teilfahigkeiten notwendig, weshalb es fiir die
Entwicklung der Lesekompetenz wichtig 1st, regelméBig zu lesen. Verschiedene
Studien konnten hierzu bereits zeigen, dass quantitative Aspekte des Lesens,
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wie die tdgliche Lesedauer, positiv mut der Entwicklung der Lesekompetenz zu-
sammenhingen (Anderson, Wilson & Fielding, 1988; Guthrie, Wigfield, Met-
sala & Cox, 1999: Mol & Bus, 2011; Pfost, Dorfler & Artelt, 2010, 2013).

Als Mechamsmus in dieser Beziehung spielt zunsichst das Vorwissen fiir
den konstruktiven Umgang nmit Texten eme wichtige Rolle und regelmibBiges
Lesen 1st ein Mechanismus, der zum Zuwachs dieses Vorwissens beitriigt. Je
mehr die Personen lesen, desto groBer 1st der Zuwachs an allgemeinem und m-
haltsrelevantem Wissen, was es wiederum einfacher macht Texte zu verstehen
(Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala, & Cox, 1999; Pfost, Dorfler, & Artelt, 2013). Des
Weiteren tripgt regelmafiges Lesen zur Automatisierung von Decodier-relevan-
ten Sub-Prozessen bei. Wemig routinierte Personen, die das Lesen erst erlemen,
miiissen sich oft stark auf das decodieren von Wortern konzentrieren und darauf,
die einzelnen Warter korrekt zu verstehen. Dies beansprucht eine groBe Menge
der verfiigbaren kogmtiven Ressourcen. Durch regelmiBiges Uben geschieht
diese Dekodierung und Identifizierung von bereits hiufig gelesenen Wortern
automatisch, durch einen Prozess, der “visuelle Worterkennung™ genannt wird
(Lenhard, 2013 Perfetti, Landi, & Oakhill. 2005; Pfost et al_, 2013). Als Kon-
sequenz daraus 1st es einfacher sich auf hierarchiehohe Prozesse des Lesever-
stehens zu konzentrieren Zusammengefasst kann also gesagt werden, dass Per-
sonen die viel und regelmibBig lesen, effizienter lesen (Perfetti et al | 2005; Pfost
et al | 2013). Zuletzt bietet das Lesen die Moglichkeit zur Entwicklung des ei1-
genen rezeptiven (= Verstehen und Erkennen von Wortern) sowie produktiven
(= Worter korrekt verwenden) Wortschatzes (Vasilyeva & Waterfall, 2011). Die
beim Lesen von unterschiedlichen Texten stattfindende Konfrontation mut un-
bekannten, d h. sich micht 1m rezeptiven Wortschatz einer Person befindlichen
Woirtern 1st insbesondere deshalb relevant, da 1im Verhaltms zur gesprochenen
Sprache bei der geschriebenen Sprache ein deutlich abwechslungsreicheres Re-
pertoire an Wartern verwendet wird (z.B. Hayes & Ahrens, 1988). Je haufiger
gelesen wird, desto mehr Lerngelegenheiten fiir neue Worter ergeben sich also.
RegelmabBiges Lesen unterstiitzt aber nicht nur die Entwicklung des Wortschat-
zes, sondern auch anderer Sprachkomponenten, wie die Entwicklung der Gram-
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matik (Pfost et al_, 2013). Grammatik und Wortschatz wiederum helfen Perso-
nen be1 hierarchiehohen Verstehensprozessen (Lenhard & Artelt, 2009; Pfost et
al_ 2013).

Neben dieser direkten Effekte des Lesens auf die Lesekompetenz wird
durch vermehrtes Lesen auch die Entwicklung der intrinsischen Lesemotivation
positiv beeinflusst, aufgrund dessen mehr gelesen wird, was wiederum die Ent-
wicklung der Lesekompetenz fordert (Mbller & Schiefele, 2004). In einer Viel-
zahl an Studien wurde der Zusammenhang von mtrinsischer Lesemotivation
und quantitativen Aspekten des Leseverhaltens bereits untersucht. Dabe1 konnte
emn starker reziproker Zusammenhang zwischen den beiden Konstrukten besti-
tigt werden (z.B. De Naeghel Van Keer, Vansteenkiste, & Rosseel, 2012;
McElvany et al., 2008; Petscher, 2010; Stutz, Schaffner, & Schiefele, 2016).
Festgehalten werden kann, dass bessere Leserinnen und Leser sehr wahrschein-
lich mehr positive Erfahrungen wihrend des Lesens haben. Auf der anderen
Seite 1st es wahrscheinlich, dass schlechtere Leserinnen und Leser negative Er-
fahrungen wihrend des Lesens erleben. Daher sehen sie das Lesen auch micht
als eme Freizertaktivitit an, welche nut Spal verbunden 1st. Negative Einstel-
lungen gegeniiber dem Lesen konnen dann zu emem verminderten Lesevolu-
men fithren, was sich dann wiederum auf die Lesekompetenzentwicklung aus-
wirkt (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; Mol & Bus, 2011; Morgan & Fuchs, 2007;
Pfost, Schuefer, & Artelt, 2016).

Em theoretisches Modell, was das Zusammenspiel von Leseverhalten, Le-
semotivation und Lesekompetenz zusammenfiihrt, und die Enfwicklung mndivi-
dueller Differenzen in der Lesekompetenzentwicklung erklart, i1st der soge-
nannte Matthius-Effekt (Pfost, Hattie, Dérfler, & Artelt, 2014; Stanovich, 1986;
Walberg & Tsai, 1983). Ausgehend von diesem Matthaus-Effekt nehmen kleine
bestehende Unterschiede in lesebezogenen Kompetenzen zu Beginn der Be-
schulung mit der Zeit zu. Dies geschieht dadurch, dass freizeithiches und selbst-
mitnertes Lesen die Entwicklung der Lesekompetenz fordert. Die Lesekompe-
tenz beeinflusst wiederum die Lesemotivation sowie das Lesevolumen positiv,
was beides wiederum die Entwicklung lesebezogener Kompetenzen fordert.
Daes fiihrt zu einem sogenannten , Engelskreis des Lesens” bzw. , Teufelskreis
des Nicht-Lesens™ (OECD, 2010b; Pfost et al_, 2010, 2013). In vereinfachter
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Form bedeutet dies, dass jene Schiilerinnen und Schiiler, die viel lesen, immer
bessere Leserinnen und Leser werden, wihrend diejemigen, die wemg lesen,
schwache Leserinnen und Leser bleiben. Welche Rolle qualitative Aspekte des
Lesens m diesem Zusammenspiel ibernehmen, 1st bislang bis auf eimge Aus-
nahmen (McGeown, Duncan, Griffiths, & Stothard, 2015; Pfost et al_, 2013;
Torppa et al., 2019) noch kaum untersucht.

2.4 ZUSATZLICHE EINFLUSSFAKTOREN

241 DIEROLLE DES LESEBEZOGENEN SELBSTEONZEPTS

Ein weiteres Konstrukt, welchem 1m Zusammenspiel von Lesekompe-
tenz, Lesemotivation und Leseverhalten eine zentrale Rolle zukommt, st das
lesebezogene Selbstkonzept. Das lesebezogene Selbstkonzept umfasst kognitiv-
evaluative Aspekte sowie Uberzeugungen hinsichtlich der eigenen verbalen Fa-
higkeiten bzw. des Leseverstehens (Moller & Schiefele, 2004; Moller &
Trautwein, 2009; Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976). Dem _ self-enhance-
ment* Ansatz folgend 1st die Leistung bzw. Kompetenz einer Person die Kon-
sequenz emes solchen positiven oder negativen Selbstkonzeptes (Calsyn &
Kenny, 1977), was unterschiedliche Studien bereits belegen konnten (z.B.
Chapman & Tunmer, 1995; Retelsdorf, Koller, & Moller, 2014; Schober,
Schiitte, Koller, McElvany, & Gebauer, 2018). Als Mechamsmus in dieser Be-
ziehung fiir die Domine “Lesen™ wird dabe1 angenommen, dass eme hohere
bzw. medrigere Emschitzung der eigenen Lesekompetenz, die eigene Lesemo-
tivation oder Aspekte des Leseverhaltens, wie etwa die Buchauswahl (z.B.
Schwierigkeitsgrad), Lesemenge oder die Lesedauer beemflussen (z.B. Baker
& Wigfield, 1999; Dunk, Vida, & Eccles, 2006; Moller & Schiefele, 2004;
Retelsdorf et al, 2014). Das Leseverhalten wiederum wirkt sich dann auf die
Lesekompetenz aus (McElvany et al , 2008; Pfostet al , 2013; Stutzet al , 2016).
Trotz dieser konkreten theoretischen Annahmen zum Mechanismus innerhalb
des self-enhancement Modells, gibt es bislang kaum bis keine Untersuchungen,
ob die oben genannten Faktoren tatsdchlich als Mediatoren wirken (Dickhiuser,
2006; Marsh & Yeung, 1997).
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242 DIEROLLE DES LESEKONTEXTS

Ein weiterer potenzieller Emnflussfaktor, welcher nicht auBer Acht gelassen
werden sollte, wenn es um die Betrachtung des Leseengagements emer Person
geht, 1st der Lesekontext. Unter Lesekontext wird im Konkreten die Umgebung
oder auch der Rahmen verstanden, in welchem eine Person liest. Von Lesen in
unterschiedlichen Lesekontexten ist also beispielsweise dann die Rede, wenn
das Leseengagement emer Person in der Freizeit verglichen wird nut threm Le-
seengagement in der Schule, im Studium bzw. der Ausbildung oder im Beruf
Schulisches Lesen 1st iiberwiegend external reguliert (z.B. durch die Lehrper-
son, schulinterne Vereinbarungen, Lehrplan) ebenso wie das berufliche Lesen.
Im freizeitlichen Kontext hingegen 1st die Auswahl der Literatur eher internal
reguliert, was bedeutet, die Personen entscheiden selbst bzw. autonomer welche
Biicher bzw. Texte sie lesen mochten (Ivey & Broaddus, 2001; McKenna,
Conradi, Lawrence, Jang, & Mevyer, 2012). Es 1st daher davon auszugehen, dass
die Lesemenge oder die Art des Lesematerials sowie die Lesemotivation davon
beemflusst wird, ob eine Person im schulischen/beruflichen Rahmen liest oder
m threr Freizeit. Das heiit verschiedene Kontexte bieten unterschiedliche Lese-
und Lerngelegenheiten, was wiederum bedeutet Reading Literacy entwickelt
sich nicht nur in emnem Kontext (z.B. ausschlieBlich in der Schule), sondern dif-
ferenziell in verschiedenen Kontexten (OECD, 2010a). In anderen Worten: Der
Lesekontext, das Lesematerial und die Eigenschaften bzw. Verhaltensweisen
der Leserin bzw. des Lesers sind nicht vonemander unabhingig (Bos, 2003;
Moje, Dillon, & O'Brien, 2000). Bislang wird jedoch wemg bis kaum darauf
geachtet, Leseengagement nicht nur als generelles Konstrukt bzw. generelle Ei-
genschaft emer Person zu betrachten, sondern dies in Abhingigkeit vom Lese-
kontext zu tun (Neugebauer, 2013, 2017).

25 ZUSAMMENFASSUNG UND ABLEITUNG EINES THEORETISCHEN MoO-
DELLS
Basierend auf der in diesem Kapitel vorgenommenen Beschreibung von
Reading Literacy und den Zusammenhingen der einzelnen Teilaspekte bzw.
Einflussfaktoren, wurde emn theoretisches Modell abgeleitet. Dieses m Abbil-
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dung 1 dargestellte Modell geht davon aus, dass Reading Literacy aus den Kom-
ponenten Verstehen und Reflektieren von Texten sowie Leseengagement, be-
stehend aus motivationalen bzw. affektiv-emotionalen und behavioralen Aspek-
ten besteht. Ferner bildet es die m Kapitel 2.3 beschriebenen Verflechtungen
und Beziehungen zwischen den emzelnen Teilaspekten ab. Lesekompetenz und
Leseengagement stehen dabei in einem engen (reziproken) Verhiltms, ebenso
wie Lesemotivation und Leseverhalten. Das Leseengagement 1st dabel immer
auch abhingig von dem jeweiligen Kontext bzw. Rahmen in welchem gelesen
wird. Das Leseverhalten wurde differenziert und aufgeteilt in quantitative sowie
qualitative Aspekte des Lesens, zwe1 Aspekte die eng miteinander verkniipft
sind. So hingt die Frage ,wie viel” gelesen wird immer auch davon ab , was*
gelesen wird. Was und wieviel oder ob tiberhaupt gelesen wird, wird wiederum
davon beeimnflusst, wie stark oder schwach das lesebezogene Selbstkonzept einer
Person ausgeprigt 1st, welches sich sonut auch auf die Entwicklung der Lese-
kompetenz auswirkt.

Reading Literacy
Lesekompetenz < # Leseengagement
Lesemofivaiion Leseverhalten
Motivationale u.
Verstchen u. Beflekticren affeltiv-emotionale Cualatat Cuantitiit
von Texten Km”]m“m“: (W less ch ™) Wi vied lass deb™=)
Wiz geme lese Kh™=)

KONTEXTABHANGIG

t t t

——-| Lesebezogenes Selbarfonzepr

Abbildung 1: Theoretisches Modell zur Veranschaulichung der Entwicklungs-
zusammenhénge und -prozesse von Reading-Literacy
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3 ABLEITUNG DER FORSCHUNGSDESIDERATE

Wie entwickelt sich Reading Literacy und welche Faktoren kénnen zu po-
sitiven bzw. negativen Entwicklungsverlaufen beitragen? Diese iibergeordnete
Fragestellung soll im Rahmen der vorhiegenden Dissertationsschrift bearbeitet
werden. Obwohl schon umfangreiches, evidenzbasiertes Wissen zu diesem
Thema vorhanden 1st — wie durch die theoretische Emfiihrung in Kapitel zwe1
deutlich wird — knistallisieren sich be1 genauerer Betrachtung nach wie vor For-
schungsliicken hinsichtlich der Entwicklungszusammenhinge zwischen Lese-
kompetenz, Lesemotivation und Leseverhalten heraus. Im nachstehenden wer-
den die insgesamt dre1 Desiderate, (A) Reading Literacy als ein sich lebenslang
entwickelndes Konstrukt, (B) Reading Literacy und die Notwendigkeit einer
differenzierteren Betrachtung des Leseverhaltens und (C) Reading Literacy und
die Rolle des Lesekontexts, kurz skizziert.

Die Entwicklung der Lesekompetenz 1st nicht in der Kindheit bzw. frithen
Jugend abgeschlossen (Alexander, 2005; OECD, 2010a). Bis heute gibt es je-
doch kaum Studien, die sich mit der Entwicklung des Leseverhaltens und Zu-
sammenhingen zu lesebezogenen Kompetenzen iiber die Lebensspanne hinweg
beschiftigen (Philipp, 2011). Im Zentrum bisheriger Studien stehen meist Kin-
der im Primar- oder frithen Sekundarstufenalter (z.B. Anderson et al, 1988;
Greaney & Heparty, 1987, Guthrie et al | 1999; Pfost et al , 2010, 2013). Als
emne der wenigen vergleichen Stanovich, West, and Harnson (1995) zwe1 Al-
tersgruppen und finden einen posifiven Zusammenhang zwischen emem Lese-
verhaltenskonstrukt bestehend aus mehreren Items (z. B. Kauf von Zeitschriften,
Freude am Lesen, Lesehaufigkeit) und dem Wortschatz be1 Studierenden, micht
aber be1 Personen im spateren Erwachsenenalter. Mol and Bus (2011) konnten
m threr Metaanalyse zeigen, dass die Zusammenhinge von Buchexposition und
sprachlichen Fahigkeiten sowie techmischen Lese- und Rechtschreibfihigkeiten
von der Primar- bis in die Sekundarstufe zunehmen. Unter Embezug aller Al-
tersgruppen (Kleinkinder bis junge Erwachsene) zeigte sich jedoch fiir die
schriftsprachlichen Malle kein zunehmender Zusammenhang iiber die Lebens-
spanne (Mol & Bus, 2011). Der Mangel an empirischer Evidenz bedarf einer
genaueren Betrachtung, denn linitierend an jenen Studien 1st, dass keme Langs-
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schmttdaten vorliegen und gerade bei Meta-Analysen unterschiedliche Stich-
proben und msbesondere unterschiedliche Messinstrumente zu Grunde hegen,
was emen Vergleich von Kohorten schwierig macht.

A: Wie hangen quantitative Aspekte des Lesens iiber den Lebenslauf hinweg mit

der Lesekompetenz zusammen?

Im Rahmen von Large-Scale-Studien — wie sie auch fiir die empirischen
Untersuchungen dieser Dissertation als Datengrundlage dienen — wird haufig
das Leseverhalten als eme Information mn emer Rethe von vielen Fragen miter-
fasst. Dabei 1st es dann in der Regel unerlisslich, dass die verwendeten Instru-
mente mdglichst zeit- und platzsparend sind. Fiir den Fall, dass die Moghichkeit
der Erfassung des Leseverhaltens Restriktionen (Kosten, Zeit, usw.) unterliegt,
stellen daher bislang Fragebogenskalen zur Erfassung quantitativer Aspekte des
Leseverhaltens, welche das Lesevolumen global erfassen (z.B. ,, Wieviel Zeit
verbringst du normalerweise damut, zu demem Vergniigen zu lesen?*), eine gin-
gige Losung dar. Studienergebnisse zu Zusammenhingen zwischen dem Lese-
verhalten und der Lesekompetenz oder der Lesemotivation basieren daher hau-
fig auf eben solchen Angaben (zB. Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Greaney &
Hegarty, 1987, Miyamoto, Pfost, & Artelt, 2019; Pfost et al, 2010; Soemer &
Schiefele, 2018). Erste Studien konnten jedoch zeigen, dass nicht nur die Lese-
dauer bzw. der Leseumfang iiber verschiedene Textsorten (z.B. Kniminalro-
mane, Liebesromane, Sachbiicher, etc ) hinweg varuert, sondern, dass sich auch
der Zusammenhang von Lesevolumen nmut der Lesekompetenz oder der Lese-
motivation, je nach untersuchter Textsorte, deutlich in Stirke und auch Richtung
unterscheidet (z B. McGeown, Osborne, Warhurst, Norgate, & Duncan, 2016;
Pfost et al, 2013; Torppa et al., 2019). Auf dieser Grundlage wire also eimne
differenziertere Aussage iiber das Lesevolumen von Personen anzustreben, wel-
che die Textsorte mutberiicksichtigt. Bislang 1st jedoch wemg dariiber bekannt,
wie gut solche Fragebogemmnstrumente zur differenzierten textsortenspezifi-
schen Erfassung des Lesevolumens tatsdchlich funktionieren. Dabei kann eme
retrospektive, doch zugleich detaillierte Angabe eine komplexe Aufgabe dar-
stellen. Ferner gilt zu beachten, dass auch wenn vorausgesetzt wird, dass solche
textsortenspezifischen Angaben zum Lesevolumen verldsshich sind, diese nur
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emnen sehr begrenzten Informationsgehalt aufweisen. Um Genaueres dariiber zu
erfahren, inwiefern weitere, iiber das Genre/die Textsorte hinausgehende quali-
tative Aspekte des Lesens (wie z.B. die Textschwierigkeit oder die Lange eines
Textes) mit der Lesemotivation oder der Lesekompetenz zusammenhingen, re1-
chen solche allgememen Einschatzungen zum durchschmttlichen Lesevolumen
bestimmter Textsorten mcht mehr aus. Dazu sind konkrete Angaben der Perso-
nen notig, welche Biicher bzw. Texte tatsachlich von thnen gelesen wurden.
Dies jedoch wurde bislang kaum bis nicht in Studien untersucht.

B: Welche Rolle spielen qualitative Aspekte des Lesens fiir
* die Analyse (methodische Sicht)
* und die Entwicklungszusammenhdnge (inhaltliche Sicht)
von Reading Literacy?

Personen lernen und lesen niemals 1 nur emnem Kontext und beschaftigen
sich im Rahmen dessen nicht nur nut einer Art von Text (Moje et al., 2000).
Dies bedeutet, dass Personen im freizeitlichen Kontext andere Texte bzw. Bii-
cher (z.B. Fach- vs. Unterhaltungsliteratur) und auch aus anderen Griinden (z B.
Pflicht vs. Entspannung) lesen, als beispielsweise im beruflichen Kontext Dem-
entsprechend unterscheidet sich zwischen den Kontexten das Leseengagement
(z.B. hohere Lesemotivation im freizeitlichen Kontext). Meist fokussieren Un-
tersuchungen, welche sich mit der Analyse von individuellen Unterschieden 1m
Leseengagement beschiftigen, jedoch ausschhielich auf das freizeitliche Lesen
und lassen andere Lesekontexte (wie z B. Lesen in und fiir die Schule) unbeach-
tet (Neugebauer, 2013; Philipp, 2011). Dabe1 bietet die Schule wichtige Gele-
genheiten um Kindern und Jugendlichen das Lesen nahezubringen und danut
auch Eimnfluss zu nehmen auf die Entwicklung ihres Leseengagements. Ferner
spielt mit zunehmendem Alter der Beruf eine immer grofere Rolle, in welchem
Personen haufig viel Zeit mit Lesen verbringen (Rammstedt, 2013). Oft verbrin-
gen diese Personen dann auch mehr Zeit danut in bzw. fiir thre Arbeit zu lesen,
als m ihrer Freizeit (Diehl & Mikulecky, 1980), weshalb auch das Lesen im
beruflichen Kontext mitberiicksichtigt werden sollte.

C: Welche Unterschiede zeigen sich im Leseengagement und in Zusammenhdn-
gen in Abhdngigkeit des Lesekontextes?
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4 DATENGRUNDLAGE UND METHODE DER EINZELNEN STUDIEN

Bevor die zentralen Befunde im Hmblick auf die Beantwortung der drei
abgeleiteten Forschungsdesiderate dieser Dissertationsschnift in Kapitel fiinf
emngeordnet und vorgestellt werden, werden kurz die Datengrundlage und die
methodische Herangehensweise der emnzelnen empirischen Untersuchungen be-
schrieben.

Ein Uberblick iiber die vier einzelnen Studien und deren Zuordnung zu den
jeweiligen Forschungsdesideraten (A, B, C) 1st Tabelle 1 auf Seite 29 zu ent-
nehmen.

41 STUDIE 1: ,,THE RELATION BETWEEN TIME SPENT READING AND
READING COMPREHENSION THROUGHOUT THE LIFE COURSE.”

Beitrag ems beschéftigt sich mut der Entwicklung des Zusammenhangs
zwischen Lesezeit und Leseverstehen vom frithen Jugendalter bis s spatere
Erwachsenenalter. Es wurde untersucht, ob m jeder der betrachteten Altersgrup-
pen em posttiver Zusammenhang zwischen freizeitlicher Lesezeit und Lesever-
stehen zu finden ist. Ferner wurde der Frage nachgegangen, ob dieser Zusam-
menhang iiber das Alter hinweg zumimmt und ob das berufliche Lesen im Er-
wachsenenalter an Bedeutung gewinnt, in der Gestalt, dass das berufliche Lesen
zusitzliche Vananz in der Vorhersage des Leseverstehens aufklart. Zur Bear-
beitung der Fragestellung wurden Daten der Startkohorten dre1 (Klasse fiinf),
vier (Klasse neun), fiinf (Studierende) und sechs (Erwachsenenalter) des Natio-
nalen Bildungspanels (NEPS) verwendet. Somit lag eine Stichprobe von msge-
samt N'= 28 795 Personen vor. Zusitzlich zu querschmittlichen Analysen wur-
den die Ergebnisse nut ldngsschmttlichen Analysen in den Kohorten dre1 und
vier erginzt. Die Lesezeit wurde anhand emes Globalurteils operationalisiert
(,,Wie viel Zeit verbringen Sie normalerweise damit, auerhalb der Schule/des
Berufs zu lesen?*). In Kohorte drei und vier wurden die Schiilerinnen und Schii-
ler gebeten, diese Angabe fiir normale Schultage als auch fiir normale schulfreie
Tage anzugeben (fiinfstufige Likert-Skala, 1 = gar micht auferhalb der Schule,
2 = bis zu einer halben Stunde, 3 = zwischen emner halben Stunde und emer
Stunde, 4 = 1 bis 2 Stunden, 5 = mehr als 2 Stunden). In den Kohorten fiinf und
sechs wurden die Personen zusitzlich zur oben genannten Frage auch gebeten,
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die durchschmttliche Zeit des Lesens im und fiir das Studium bzw. den Beruf
anzugeben. Besonderer Vorteil der NEPS-Daten 1st, dass fiir die Erfassung des
Leseverstehens iiber die Lebensspanne hinweg ein vergleichbares Kompetenz-
konstrukt zur Verfiigung steht (Gehrer & Artelt, 2013). In den Lesekompetenz-
tests fanden sich 31 beziehungsweise 32 Items (57 pro Textsorte) im Multiple-
Choice-Format als Entscheidungsaufgaben oder als Zuordnungsaufgaben zu
den folgenden fiinf alltagsnahen Textsorten: (a) Sachtexte, (b) Werbung, Anzei-
gen und Aufrufe, (c¢) Anlettungen und Anweisungen, (d) kommentierende
Texte, (e) hterarische Texte (Gehrer & Artelt, 2013). Als Kontrollvariablen
wurden der Bildungshintergrund sowie das Geschlecht der Personen beriick-
sichtigt. Die Studie befindet sich im Druck und erscheint im Journal of Rese-

arch in Reading.

4.2 STUDIE 2: ,ERFASSUNG DES LESEVOLUMENS IN LARGE-SCALE STU-
DIEN: EIN VERGLEICH VON GLOBALURTEIL UND TEXTSPEZIFISCHEM
URTEIL*

Beitrag zwei beschiftigt sich mit zwe1 eher 6konomischen Arten von Fra-
gebogenskalen zur Erfassung des Lesevolumens, wie sie oftmals in Large-
Scale-Studien zum Emsatz kommen. Zum einen geht es um das haufig verwen-
dete Verfahren des Globalurteils, also emer allgemeinen Emschatzung dariiber,
wie lange pro Tag durchschmittlich gelesen wird. Zum anderen geht es um emn
differenzierteres textsortenspezifisches Urteil, bei dem die Personen Einschat-
zungen dariiber abgeben, wie haufig sie bestimmte Textsorten (z.B. Romane,
Sachbiicher, Zeitschriften/Zeitungen, etc.) lesen. Untersucht wurde schlieBlich,
ob und wie es gelingen kann, be1 der sehr 6konomischen Erfassung des Lesevo-
lumens in Large-Scale-Studien empinisch zwischen verschiedenen Textsorten
zu differenzieren und ob diese differenzierteren Urteile globalen Lesevolumen
Urteilen generell vorzuziehen sind. Zum Vergleich der beiden Urteile lagen Da-
ten des NEPS mut einer Stichprobe von N =5 475 Schiileninnen und Schiilern
der fiinften Klassenstufe und N= 16 425 Schiilerinnen und Schiilern der neunten
Klassenstufe sowie eine Stichprobe aus PISA 2009 von N =4 979 Schiilerinnen
und Schiilern 1m Alter von 15 Jahren vor. Es wurden Itemverteilungen und Mait-
telwerte betrachtet sowie Korrelations- und Faktorenanalysen durchgefiihrt,
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welche dann anhand einer vorherigen Auswahl von AuBenkriterien zur Test-
wertinterpretation bewertet wurden. Die Studie 1st in der Diagnostica Zertschnift
fiir Psychologische Diagnostik und Dafferentielle Psychologie erschienen.

4.3 STUDIE 3:..THE RELATION BETWEEN STUDENTS’ INTRINSIC READING
MOTIVATION AND BOOK READING IN RECREATIONAL AND SCHOOL
CONTEXTS"

Ausgangspunkt des dritten Beitrags ist der Frage nach der Ursache fiir das
Absinken der Lesemotivation von Kindern und Jugendlichen mit zunehmendem
Alter. Im Rahmen des Beitrags wurde erstens untersucht, welche Unterschiede
zwischen freizeitlicher und schulischer Lektiire gefunden werden kénnen hin-
sichtlich Buchgenre und Textschwierigkeit. Zweitens wurde untersucht, ob sich
die mtrinsische situative Lesemotivation 1m freizestlichen und schulischen Le-
sen unterscheidet. Drittens wurde untersucht, wie die unterschiedlichen Buch-
charakteristika (Genre und Textschwierigkeit) nut der intrinsischen situativen
Lesemotivation zusammenhangen und viertens wurde gefragt, ob die intrinsi-
sche situative Lesemotivation mit der Entwicklung der intrinsischen habituellen
Lesemotivation zusammenhangt Datengrundlage der Studie war die Bamber-
ger Langsschmttstudie BiKS (Bildungsprozesse, Kompetenzentwicklung und
Selektionsentscheidungen im Vorschul- und Schulalter). Zur Bearbeitung der
Fragestellung lagen Buchangaben von insgesamt 405 Neuntklasslerinnen und
Neuntklisslern vor. Buchtitel und Autorennamen wurden anhand der Frage
,.Bitte gib den Titel und Autor von héchstens dre1 der Biicher an, die du m
letzten halben Jahr fiir den Deutschunterricht lesen musstest” und _[...] die du
zum Vergniigen in deiner Freizeit gelesen hast” erhoben. Die 1142 Buchanga-
ben (520 unterschiedliche Titel) wurden verwendet und anhand emes systema-
tischen Kodierschemas bewertet. Die Inter-Rater-Reliabilitdten waren gut (Co-
hen’s Kappa: x~ 83). Dariiber hinaus wurden Buchausschnitte (~ 500 Worter)
verwendet um den Lesbarkeitsindex (LIX) zu bestimmen, ein Kriterium fiir die
lingmistische Oberflachenstrukfur eines Textes (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2014-
2017). Die mtrinsische situative Motivation d h. der Grad, wie gern die Person
auch weiterhun Biicher mit Zhnlichem Inhalt lesen wiirde (1 Item pro Buch) und
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die mtrinsische habituelle Motivation 1im Sinne einer generellen affektiv-emoti-
onalen Einstellung gegeniiber dem Lesen (4 Items: z.B. , Lesen 1st eins meiner
liebsten Hobbies™), wurden 1m Rahmen der Fragebogen erfasst. Angaben zur
mtrnsischen habituellen Motivation der Schiilerinnen und Schiiler lagen zu
zwel Messzertpunkten (Klasse sieben und Klasse neun) vor. Zur Bearbeitung
der Forschungsfragen wurden deskriptive Ergebmisse betrachtet sowie quer-
schmttliche zero-order bzw. multiple Regressionen durchgefiihrt. Ferner wur-
den langsschmttliche Analysen durchgefithrt, um die Entwicklung individueller
Differenzen in der mtrinsischen habifuellen Lesemotivation zu untersuchen. Be1
den Analysen wurde die genestete Struktur der Daten — Biicher (Level 1) geclus-
tert in den Personen (Level 2) — beriicksichtig. Die Studie 1st in der Zeitschnift
AERA Open erschienen, einem Organ der Amernican Educational Research

Association.

44 STUDIE 4:  MECHANISMS MEDIATING THE RELATION BETWEEN READ-
ING SELF-CONCEPT AND READING COMPREHENSION®

Der letzte Beitrag beschiftigt sich mit den Mechanismen zwischen lese-
bezogenem Selbstkonzept und Leseverstehen, d h. ob und welche Aspekte des
Leseverhaltens und der intrinsischen Lesemotivation mn diesem Zusammenspiel
als vermittelnde Faktoren fungieren Zwei iibergeordneten Fragestellungen
wurde dabe1 nachgegangen. Erstens wurde gefragt, ob das lesebezogene Selbst-
konzept die Lesemenge, Buchlinge und Buchkomplexitit sowie die intrinsische
Lesemotivation vorhersagt. Zweitens wurde gefrapt, ob diese Aspekte das Le-
severstehen beemnflussen und damut als Mediator zwischen lesebezogenem
Selbstkonzept und Leseverstehen wirken. Zur Bearbeitung der Forschungsfrage
lagen (wie auch in Studie 3) lingsschmttliche Daten der BiKS Studie von ins-
gesamt 405 Schiilennnen und Schiilern vor. Das lesebezogene Selbstkonzept
wurde in Klassenstufe acht nuttels dre1 Items (z.B. __Ich bin mur sicher, dass ich
auch sehr schwierige Texte verstehen kann*) erfasst. Das Leseverstehen wurde
mn Klassenstufe sieben und neun erfasst und anhand von dre1 unterschuedlichen
Texten (7 bis 12 Multiple Choice Items zu je emnem Zertungsartikel, einer Text-

passage aus einem klassischem Roman und aus emem Sachbuch) erhoben.
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Intrinsische Lesemotivation und Leseverhalten wurden ebenfalls in Klasse 9 er-
fasst. Die intrinsische Motivation im Smne einer generellen affektiv-emotiona-
len Emnstellung gegeniiber dem Lesen wurde mim Rahmen der Fragebogen er-
fasst. Grundlage fiir die Textschwierigkeit und die Buchlinge war, wie im Vor-
gehen zu Studie 3 bereits beschrieben, eine offene Frage nach den zuletzt gele-
senen Biichern (s. Kapitel 4.3). Die Lesemenge wurde anhand einer offenen
Frage zur Anzahl i der Freizeit gelesener Biicher im letzten halben Jahr erfasst.
Zur Uberpriifung der Forschungsfrage wurde em lingsschmttliches, latentes
Strukturgleichungsmodell spezifiziert, mdem Lesemotivation und Leseverhal-
ten als Mediatoren emgeschlossen wurden. Die Studie wurde beim European
Journal of Psychology in Education zur Publikation eingereicht. Nach emner
Einladung zur Uberarbeitung und Wiedereinreichung befindet sich das iiberar-
beitete Manuskript nun wieder unter Begutachtung (Stand 09.10.2019).
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S DARSTELLUNG ZENTRALER BEFUNDE

Im folgenden Kapitel werden die zentralen Befunde der vorgestellten em-
pirischen Untersuchungen im Hmnblick auf die Beantwortung der dre1 abgelei-
teten Forschungsdesiderate dieser Dissertationsarbeit eingeordnet und vorge-
stellt.

51 READING LITERACY ALS EIN SICH LEBENSLANG ENTWICKELNDES KON-
STRUKT (A)

Die Entwicklung von Reading Literacy ist micht in der Kindheit bzw_ frii-
hen Jugend abgeschlossen, sondern es handelt sich vielmehr um einen lebens-
langen Prozess. Erkenntnisse, wie dieser Entwicklungsprozess auch iiber die
Adoleszenz linaus aussieht, sind daher wichtig. Die Ergebmisse der Regressi-
onsanalysen aus Studie 1 zeigen, dass der Zusammenhang zwischen Lesezeit
und Leseverstehen zwischen Klasse fiinf und neun nahezu konstant 1st (f ~ .22,
p < .01). Wahrend es hier also kemne Verinderung zu geben scheint, zeigen wei-
tere Ergebmisse, dass der Zusammenhang zwischen freizeitlichem Lesen und
Leseverstehen im Vergleich von Jugendlichen und Erwachsenen mit dem Alter
abmmmt (Altersgruppe unter 35: f = 07, ns.; Altersgruppe 35 bis 55: = 07,
p < .01; Altersgruppe iiber 55: f = 06, p < .01). In der Studierendenkohorte
zeigt sich sogar emn leicht negativer Zusammenhang zwischen Lesezeit und Le-
severstehen (f =-.04; p < 01). Damit kann festgehalten werden, dass abhingg
vom Alter der Personen die in der Freizeit investierte Lesezeit unterschiedlich
stark mit dem Leseverstehen zusammenhingt Das freizeitliche Lesen scheint
dabe1 insbesondere 1m jiingeren Alter fiir die Entwicklung des Leseverstehens
wichtig zu sein, wohmgegen im Erwachsenenalter das berufliche Lesen wichti-
ger zu sein scheint als das freizeitliche Lesen (s. auch Kapitel 5.3.1).

5.2 READING LITERACY UND DIE NOTWENDIGKEIT EINER DIFFERENZIER-
TEREN BETRACHTUNG DES LESEVERHALTENS (B)

Im Rahmen dieser Dissertationsschrift wurde emne Unterteilung des Lese-
verhaltens in quantitative und qualitative Aspekte des Lesens zugrunde gelegt.
Quanfitative Aspekte des Leseverhaltens umfassen meist eher globale Angaben
zum Lesevolumen wie beispielsweise die reine Dauer oder die Lesehaufigkent
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bzw. -menge. Qualitative Aspekte des Leseverhaltens schliefen hingegen Infor-
mationen iiber die Art und Beschaffenheit des gelesenen Textes em. Um For-
schungsdesiderat B kldren zu konnen, d h. wie qualitative Aspekte des Lesens
m Untersuchungen und Analysen mitberiicksichtigt werden konnen und welche
Rolle die Art des Lesematerials fiir die Entwicklung von Reading Literacy
spielt, wird auf Ergebmisse aus Studie 2, 3 und 4 emngegangen.

521 STUDIEZ2

Studie 2 beschaftipt sich mit der Frage, welche Rolle qualitative Aspekte
des Lesens fiir die Messung und Analyse von Reading Literacy spielen. Studie
2 hat danut emnen methodischen Schwerpunkt. Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass das
Globalurteil zur Erfassung des Lesevolumens, be1 Limitationen beziiglich Zeit
und Umfang, prinzipiell em verldsshiches Instrument darstellt. Die Kriteriums-
vaniablen (Lesekompetenz und lesebezogene Emstellungen) hingen durchweg
starker mit dem Globalurteil zusammen als mit dem textsortenspezifischen Ur-
teil, das heiBt das Globalurteil entspricht damit eher den vorab definierten Kri-
terien zur Testwertinterpretation. Fiir die textsortenspezifischen Urteile (msbe-
sondere bei1 NEPS) zeigen sich deutliche Bodeneffekte, geninge Korrelationen
mit den KriternumsmalBen und eme praktisch kaum psychometrisch sinnvolle
Zusammenfassung der einzelnen textspezifischen Items zu Skalen Da das Glo-
balurteil ausschlieBlich den rein quantitativen Aspekt des Lesens beriicksichtigt,
sollten differenzierte textsortenspezifische Urteile im Optimalfall trotzdem hin-
zugezogen werden. Unsere Erpebmisse zeigen, dass dies aber nur dann sinnvoll
1st, wenn diese Urteile zum emen plausible sowie adiquat bewertbare, das heifit
tatsdchlich die vorhandene Merkmalsvanation abbildende, Antwortkategorien
umfassen So sind fiir manche Textsorten gewisse Antwortmoglichkeiten wie
taglich™ oder , me* wenig plausibel. Zum anderen sollten smnvoll abgrenzbare
und altersangemessene Textsorten enthalten sein. Eine zu groBe Differenzie-
rung von Textsorten scheint kontraproduktiv, besonders in jiingeren Altersgrup-
pen. Aufgrund der Betrachtung modellbasierter Itemfrennscharfen i den Fak-
torenanalysen, der Haufigkeitsvertellungen und 1m Sinne einer auch fiir jiingere
Personen einfach unterscheidbaren Textsortenauswahl wire beispielsweise
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eme Unterteillung in Unterhaltungshiteratur (z. B. Romane, Thnller, Krinus,
efc.), Sach- und Fachbiicher sowie Zettungen und Zeitschniften zu empfehlen.

522 STUDIE 3

Studie 3 beschaftigt sich nut der Frage, welche Rolle qualitative Aspekte
des Lesens fiir die Entwicklung von Reading Literacy spielen. Sie hat also wie
auch Studie 4 thren Schwerpunkt in der inhaltlichen Analyse. Die Ergebnisse
aus Studie 3 zeigen, dass besonders das Lesen von Klassikern der Literatur
(Freizeit: B = -0.60; p =-0.25; p < .01; Schule: B = -0.56; p =-0.33; p < .01)
und 1m Schulkontext das Lesen von schwierigeren Biichern negativ mut der si-
tuativen intrinsischen Motivation zusammenzuhiingen (B =-0.01; p =-0.19; p
< .01). Lesen die Schiilennnnen und Schiiler hingegen moderne Unterhaltungsli-
teratur, geben sie an, starker situativ intrinsisch motiviert zu sem (Freizeit: B =
039; p=021; p < 01; Schule B =0.56; p = 0.33; p < .01). Ferner scheinen
sogar die emnzelnen Erfahrungen nmit Biichern bzw. die einzelnen Situationen
(situative intrinsische Lesemotivation) die habituelle intrinsische Motivation
vorherzusagen. Es zeigt sich dammt, dass die Frage danach, was Personen lesen,
d h. qualitative Aspekte des Lesens wie das Genre oder die Textschwiengkeit,
zu deutlichen Unterschieden n der intrinsischen Lesemotivation fithren.

523 STUDIE4

Die Ergebnisse aus Studie 4 zeigen, dass unter Kontrolle des vorhenigen
Leseverstehens, das lesebezogene Selbstkonzept das spitere Leseverstehen (f
=13, p < .05), die intrinsische Motivation (f =23, p < .01), die Lange der zum
Lesen gewihlten Biicher (£ =19, p < .01) sowie die Lesemenge (Anzahl gele-
sener Biicher; f =22, p < 01) sigmfikant vorhersagt. Von allen Varablen die
als vermuttelnder Faktor angenommen wurden, zeigt sich seitens der intrinsi-
schen Lesemotivation ein sigmfikant positiver Effekt auf das Leseverstehen (f
=20, p < .01) und damit auch em indirekter Pfad. Die Buchlange (f=-.03, n.s.)
sowie die Lesemenge (f = -.12, n.s.) hiangt nicht sipmfikant mit dem spéteren
Leseverstehen zusammen. Die Textschwiernigkeit hingt, so zeigen die Ergeb-
nisse, weder mit dem lesebezogenen Selbstkonzept, noch mit dem Leseverste-
hen sipmfikant zusammen Kovananzen im Modell weisen darauf hin, dass
Schiilennnnen und Schiiler, welche stark intrinsisch motiviert sind, mehr Biicher
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lesen und auch Biicher mit emnem gréferen Umfang lesen. Zusammengefasst
kann also ein sigmifikanter Zusammenhang zwischen quantitativen sowie quali-
tativen Aspekten des Lesens mit dem lesebezogenen Selbstkonzept und der Le-
semotivation gezeigt werden, nicht aber mit dem spiteren Leseverstehen der
Schiilerinnen und Schiiler.

53 READING LITERACY UND DIE ROLLE DES LESEKONTEXTS (C)

Wie in Kapitel 2 4 2 erldutert, konnen sich in Interaktion mit dem Lesekon-
text varnerende Muster beziiglich Lesemotivation und Leseverhalten innerhalb
emner Person zeigen Daher sollte der jeweilige Lesekontext be1 Untersuchungen
stets mutberiicksichtigt werden. Trotzdem wird bislang kaum darauf geachtet,
Leseengagement micht nur als generelles Konstrukt bzw. generelle Eigenschaft
emer Person zu betrachten, sondern dies in Abhingigkeit vom Lesekontext zu
tun. Um die Frage nach der Relevanz des Lesekontextes (C) zu beantworten
wird auf Ergebnisse aus Studie 1 und Studie 3 eingegangen.

53.1 STUDIE1

In Studie 1 wurde be1 Schiilerinnen und Schiilern das freizeithiche Lesen an
Schultagen gegeniibergestellt nut dem freizeitlichen Lesen an Wochenenden
und m den Ferien. Be1 den Erwachsenen bzw. Studierenden wurde das Lesen
mm beruflichen bzw. universitdren Kontext mit dem Lesen im freizeitlichen
Kontext gegeniibergestellt. Deskriptive Ergebnisse zeigen, dass i der Alters-
gruppe der Erwachsenen deutlich mehr Zeit fiir das Lesen in und fiir den Beruf
mvestiert wird, wahrend in der Freizeit deutlich wemger Zeit nut Lesen ver-
bracht wird. Ahnliche Ergebnisse lassen sich auch in der Altersgruppe der Stu-
dierenden finden. Die Ergebnisse der Regressionsanalysen der Fiinft- und
Neuntklasslerinnen und -klassler weisen darauf hin, dass die freizeitliche Lese-
zeit an Schultagen (f ~ .03, ns) kein sigmfikanter Pradiktor fiir das Leseverste-
hen darstellt, jedoch die Zeit die die Schiileninnen und Schiiler an Wochenenden
und in den Ferien mit Lesen verbringen, schon (f ~ 22, p < .01). Die Ergebnisse
der Regressionsanalysen der Erwachsenenkohorte zeigen, dass die Lesezeit im
freizertlichen Kontext ein deutlich schwicherer Priadiktor fiir das Leseverstehen
1st, als die Leseze1t im beruflichen Kontext (Alter < 35: =13, p< 01; 35 <
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Alter < 55: f= 23, p < .01; Alter > 55: f = 21, p < .01). Dies gilt auch unter
Kontrolle des Bildungshintergrunds und des Geschlechts der Personen.

532 STUDIE 3

In Studie 3 wurde untersucht, ob sich die situative ntrinsische Lesemoti-
vation im freizeithichen und schulischen Lesen unterscheidet. Ferner wurde un-
tersucht, welche Unterschiede zwischen freizeitlichem und schulischem Lesen
gefunden werden konnen. Die Analysen zeigen erstens, dass die situative intrin-
sische Lesemotivation beim freizeitlichen Lesen héher 1st als beim schulischen
Lesen. Zweitens, scheinen Schiilerinnen und Schiiler im Schulkontext iiberwie-
gend klassische Literatur und Biicher mit héherem Lesbarkeitsindex zu lesen,
d h. schwienigere Biicher als in ihrer Freizeit. In ihrer Freizeit hingegen lesen
Schiilerinnen und Schiiler bemah ausschliefilich moderne Unterhaltungsliteratur
(z.B. Liebesromane, Fantasy und Fiction). Weitergehende Analysen (s. auch
Kapitel 4.1) zeigen, dass im Schulkontext (nicht aber im freizeitlichen Kontext)
das Lesen von schwierigeren Biichern negativ mit der situativen intrninsische
Motivation zusammenzuhangt (B =-0.01; p =-0.19; p < .01). Zusammengefasst
15t festzuhalten, dass die situative mtrinsische Lesemotivation im Schulkontext
sehr gering 1st, was mitunter daran liegen kann, dass — aufgrund des genngeren
Autonomiegrads d.h. einer weniger selbstbestimmten Auswahl der Lektiiren —
dort tendenziell schwierigere und iiberwiegend klassische Literatur gelesen
wird. Dies sind, wie gezeigt werden konnte, jedoch beides Charakteristika, wel-
che zu emer negativen Entwicklung der situativen intrinsischen Lesemotivation
beitragen. Der gefundene Effekt der situativen intrinsischen Lesemotivation auf
Basis der im schulischen Kontext gelesenen Biicher auf die habituelle intrinsi-
sche Lesemotivation 1st zudem groBer (p = 0.28; p < .05) als der Effekt der
situativen intrinsischen Lesemotivation auf Basis der im freizeitlichen Kontext
gelesenen Biicher (f = 0.20; p < 05).
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6 DISKUSSION DER FORSCHUNGSBEFUNDE

Bis heute wurde umfangreiches Wissen iiber die Entwicklung von Lese-
kompetenz, Lesemotivation und Leseverhalten genenert. Trotzdem gibt es be1
genauerer Betrachtung noch immer Fragen, die bislang kaum untersucht wurden
und be1 denen es daher an Evidenz mangelt. Das iibergeordnete Ziel der vorle-
genden Dissertationsschrift war es, vor dem Hintergrund der identifizierten For-
schungsliicken zu untersuchen, wie sich Reading Literacy entwickelt und was
zu positiven bzw. negativen Entwicklungsverlaufen beitragen kann Im Nach-
folgenden werden nun die Befunde aus den vier eigenen Studien herangezogen,
um die dre1 abgeleiteten Forschungsdesiderate bzw. -fragen abschliefend zu be-
antworten. Anschliefend werden Limitationen der Dissertationsschrift disku-
tiert und emn Ausblick gegeben.

Wie hingen quantitative Aspekte des Lesens iiber den Lebenslauf hinweg
mit der Lesekompetenz zusammen? Bis heute gibt es kaum Studien, die sich nut
der Entwicklung des Leseverhaltens und Zusammenhingen zu lesebezogenen
Kompetenzen iiber die Lebensspanne hinweg beschéiftigen (Phalipp, 2011). Ba-
sterend auf den eigenen Befunden dieser Arbeit ist festzuhalten dass Reading
Literacy micht nur ein sich in der Kindheit bzw_ friihen Jugend verinderndes und
entwickelndes Konstrukt ist, da sich 1im Alters- bzw. Kohortenvergleich deutli-
che Vanationen im Zusammenhang zwischen Lesezeit und Leseverstehen ze1-
gen Das freizeitliche Lesen scheint beispielsweise im Erwachsenenalter eher
emne untergeordnete Rolle fiir lesebezogene Kompetenzen zu spielen, wahrend
es mm Kindes- und Jugendalter als emner der zentralen Pradiktoren gilt. Zum heu-
tigen Stand 1st wemig dariiber bekannt, wie das Leseverhalten Erwachsener nut
Vanablen wie etwa der Lesekompetenz oder Lesemotivation zusammenhangt.
Aufgrund unserer Ergebnisse sollte jedoch in Frage gestellt werden, ob Ergeb-
nisse, basierend auf Daten von Schiilerinnen und Schiilern (z.B. Anderson et al |
1988; Greaney & Hegarty, 1987, Pfost et al , 2010, 2013), wirklich fiir alle Al-
tersgruppen generalisiert werden konnen oder ob diese méglicherweise nur va-
lide sind fiir jiingere Populationen. In Ubereinstimmung mit Alexander (2005)
bestirken die Ergebnisse der vorliegenden Arbeit, dass Lesen als lebenslanger
und sich verindernder Prozess angesehen werden sollte
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Welche Rolle spielen qualitative Aspekte des Lesens fiir die Analyse und
die Entwicklungszusammenhdnge von Reading Literacy? Bislang beschaftipt
sich eine Vielzahl an Studien mit der Frage, welche Rolle Leseverhalten fiir die
Entwicklung von Lesemotivation und Lesekompetenz spielt Der Uberwie-
gende Teil dieser Untersuchungen (so auch Studie 1 der vorliegenden Disserta-
tionsschrift) fokussiert jedoch auf rein quantitative Aspekte des Lesens bzw.
globale Angaben zur Lesezeit, die sich beinah ausschhieflich auf durchschnatt-
liche Lesetrends beziehen (z B. Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Greaney & Hegarty,
1987, Miyamoto et al., 2019; Pfost et al , 2010; Soemer & Scluefele, 2018).
Ankniipfend an diese Forschungsliicke ergab sich das zweite Forschungsdesi-
derat mit einem methodischen und emnem inhaltlichen Schwerpunkt. Folgendes
1st aus methodischer Sicht festzuhalten: Wenn zusatzlich zu rein quantitativen
Aspekten des Lesens die Textsorte sinnvoll in die Erhebung und Analyse mut-
emnbezogen werden soll, muss beriicksichtigt werden, dass die Qualitit des Fra-
gebogeninstruments maBgeblich davon abhingt, ob plausible Antwortkatego-
rien und altersangemessene sowie sinnvoll abgrenzbare Textsorten gewihlt
werden. Aus inhalthicher Sicht 1st festzuhalten: Wenn davon gesprochen wird,
dass das Leseverhalten einer der wichtigsten, fordernden Faktoren fiir die Ent-
wicklung der Lesekompetenz 1st, sollte die Art bzw. Operationalisierung des
Leseverhaltens unbedingt genauer in den Fokus genommen werden. Nur dann
konnen sinnvolle Aussagen zur Entwicklung von Reading Literacy getroffen
werden, da sich varuerende Muster und Zusammenhinge zeigen konnen, je
nachdem welche Aspekte des Lesens zugrunde gelegt werden. Besonders qua-
litative Unterschiede (,,Was lese 1ch?*) sollten mn Erginzung zu quantitativen
Unterschieden (,,Wieviel lese 1ch?*) in Zukunft vermehrt beriicksichtipt wer-
den. Die Ergebnisse dieser Arbeit konnten zeigen, dass die Art der ausgewihlten
bzw. gelesenen Literatur zu groBen Unterschieden in der Motivationsentwick-
lung von Schiilerinnen und Schiilem fiihrt (z B. negativer Zusammenhang zwi-
schen intrinsischer Lesemotivation und dem haufigen Lesen von klassischer Li-
teratur). Ferner zeigten die Ergebnisse, dass Uberzeugungen iiber die eigenen
Eigenschaften und Kompetenzen, wie etwa das lesebezogene Selbstkonzept,
nicht nur die Lesekompetenz und die Lesemotivation beemnflussen, sondemn
auch beeinflussen, was eine Person liest. So lesen Schiilerinnen und Schiiler
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beispielsweise micht nur mehr, sondern auch deutlich langere Texte/Biicher,
wenn ste ein hohes lesebezogenes Selbstkonzept haben. Dass das Lesen von
anspruchsvolleren Texten bzw. Texten mit einer komplexeren lingmistischen
Struktur positiv mut der Lesekompetenzentwicklung der Schiilennnen und
Schiiler zusammenhingt, konnte 1m Rahmen dieser Dissertationsarbeit nicht ge-
zeigt werden.

Welche Unterschiede zeigen sich im Leseengagement und in den Zusam-
menhiéingen in Abhdngigkeit des Lesekontextes? Uberwiegend fokussieren Stu-
dien, welche sich mit der Analyse von individuellen Unterschieden 1m Leseen-
gagement und Zusammenhingen mit der Lesekompetenz beschiftigen, aus-
schlieflich auf das freizeitliche Lesen und vernachlissigen dabei andere Lese-
kontexte (Neugebauer, 2013). Ergebnisse sind jedoch nicht immer iiber Kon-
texte hinweg generalisierbar. Darauf weisen die Befunde dieser Arbeit hin, die
beispielsweise zeigen, dass be1 Erwachsenen ein deuthich starkerer Zusammen-
hang zwischen berufsbezogener Lesezeit und Lesekompetenz zu finden 1st,
wihrend sich fiir die Lesezeit im freizeithichen Kontext nur ein sehr geringer
Zusammenhang zeigt. Ferner zeigt sich in den eigenen Ergebmissen, dass das
Lesen von Biichern mut einer hoheren hingmistischen Oberflachenstruktur (d.h.
schwierigeren Biichern) im schulischen Kontext emnen negativen Effekt auf die
Lesemotivation hat, nicht aber im freizeitlichen Kontext, wo das Lesematerial
tendenziell selbst ausgewihlt wird. Die Ergebmisse dieser Arbeit bestitigen da-
nmut, dass motivationale und verhaltensbezogene Aspekte sowie deren Zusam-
menhinge mit lesebezogenen Kompetenzen immer vor dem Hintergrund des
jeweiligen Lesekontextes —d h. in Beziehung zu der Umgebung, in welcher eine
Person liest bzw. vor dem Hintergrund der jeweiligen Begleitumsténde die diese
Umgebung nut sich bringt — betrachtet werden sollte.

6.1 LIMITATIONEN

Jede der vier Studien dieser Dissertation unterhiegt spezifischen Ein-
schrinkungen, die in den jeweiligen Beitrdgen im Detail diskutiert werden und
daher an dieser Stelle nicht noch einmal aufgegniffen werden. Es gilt allerdings
emige allpemeine Limitationen der Dissertationsschrift zu beriicksichtigen. Ins-
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gesamt profitiert die vorliegende Arbeit bzw. profitieren die durchgefiihrten Un-
tersuchungen deutlich von der hohen Qualitat der innerhalb der drei Large-
Scale-Assessements erhobenen Daten. Besonders die Studien welche auf Basis
von NEPS (Beitrag 1 und 2) und PISA (Beitrag 2) durchgefiithrt wurden, haben
hier thren Vorteil in der hohen externen Validitit bzw. der Reprasentativitit des
Samples und damit auch einer gewissen Generalisierbarkeit der Ergebnisse. Fer-
ner 15t es eine Stirke der vorliegenden Dissertation, dass die Ergebnisse nicht
nur auf querschmttlichen Analysen, sondern vor allem auch auf langsschnitth-
chen Analysen beruhen und somut interindividuelle Unterschiede untersucht
werden kénnen. Eim aktuelles Thema, welches die Psychologie bzw. die empi-
rische Bildungsforschung beschaftigt, 1st die smnvolle Datennachnutzung, d h.
emne optimale Ausnutzung bereits erhobener Daten und danut emne Reduzierung
der Belastung von Untersuchungszielgruppen (Schonbrodt, Gollwitzer, &
Abele-Brehm, 2017). Durch die Re-Analyse von Sekundirdaten — sogenannten
Scienfific-Use-Files — 1im Rahmen der vier Beitrige der vorliegenden Disserta-
tion, wird dieser Forderung entsprochen. Eme solche Datennachnutzung bringt
jedoch Einschrankungen mut sich. Da die Autorin dieser Dissertationsschnft
nicht an der Erhebung der Daten beteiligt war, konnte die Auswahl der verwen-
deten Instrumente bzw. Skalen nicht iberpriift werden, was zu Limitationen be1
der Bearbeitung der Fragestellungen fiihrte. So stellt beispielsweise die nur be-
dingt parallele Erfassung des Leseverhaltens in den unterschiedlichen Kohorten
m NEPS fiir die Analysen des ersten Forschungsbeitrags eine Einschrankung
dar, welche bei1 der Interpretation der Ergebmisse beriicksichtigt werden muss.
Und obgleich die urspriingliche Datengrundlage aus BiKS fiir die vorliegende
Dissertationsschnift anhand aufwindiger zusitzlich vorgenommener Kodierun-
gen bestehender Angaben zu gelesenen Buchtiteln maBgeblich angereichert
wurde, zeigten sich auch hier Einschrinkungen durch nicht erfragte Informati-
onen (z.B. ob die Biicher zu Ende gelesen wurden oder ob Schiileninnen und
Schiiler be1 der Entscheidung fiir Unterrichtsliteratur beteiligt waren).

Ferner 1st kritisch anzumerken, dass alle Untersuchungen ausschlieBlich
auf Selbstemschitzungen der Studienteilnehmenden beruhen Hier wiren an
entsprechenden Stellen zur Erginzung der Selbstauskunft zusatzlich Elternem-
schatzungen oder Lehrkrafteinschatzungen wertvoll gewesen, um die Analysen
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zu stiitzen. Die verwendeten Einschitzungen zum Leseengagement wurden au-
Berdem alle retrospektiv erfasst. Zwar werden zur Erfassung von Alltagsverhal-
tensdaten in der Psychologie bzw. empirischen Bildungsforschung tiberwiegend
solche Fragebogenmethodiken verwendet, ob solche retrospektiven Selbstbe-
obachtungen wirklich Verhaltensdaten sind, muss jedoch kritisch hinterfragt
werden (Fahrenberg, Myrtek, Pawlik, & Perrez, 2007). Retrospektive Angaben
oder globale Auskiinfte z7um Verhalten, die auf Basis von Urteilsheuristiken ge-
macht werden, sind , komplizierte Rekonstruktionen™ (Fahrenberg et al., 2007,
S. 14) und meist von Schemata, Stereotypen, Antwort-Tendenzen, Ennnerungs-
effekten oder sozial akzeptiertem Antwortverhalten beeinflusst (Fahrenberg et
al , 2007). Dies bedeutet, dass es daher zu Verzerrungen in den gegebenen An-
gaben kommen kann Durch eme kontinmerliche Erfassung des Leseengage-
ments, wie es bei ambulanten Assessments® (zB. in Form von elektronischen
Lesetagebiichern) der Fall wire, wire emne stirkere Anniherung an wahre Ver-
haltensdaten bzw. das wahre Leseengagement moglich und es kénnten weitere
wichtige Informationen gewonnen werden. So konnten zum Beispiel Vanatio-
nen des Leseengagements mnerhalb einer Person in Abhéingigkeit von Faktoren
wie dem Lesematenial, Tageszeit (Uhrzeit oder Wochentag), beruflicher Aus-
lastung, etc. beriicksichtigt werden.

Zuletzt 1st darauf hinzuweisen, dass in der vorhegenden Dissertation das
,klassische Lesen“ d h., das Lesen von Biichern im Vordergrund stand. Lesen
im Internet, d h. das Lesen multipler Texte wurde nicht in den Fokus genom-
men, obwohl dieses Thema 1n den letzten Jahren immer mehr an Relevanz ge-
winnt. Lesen 1m digitalen Zeitalter bringt andere und zum Teil groBere Anfor-
derungen fiir Leserinnen und Leser mut sich, als das Lesen von Biichemn oder
auch Zeitungen. Beispielsweise sind Texte im Internet haufig fehlerhaft, intern
mkonsistent (Argumentationsfehler) und widerspriichlich, weshalb besonders
die Evaluation der Texte oder auch die Navigation auf Internetseiten wichtige
kognitive Kemnprozesse beim Lesen im Internet darstellen (Salmeron, Stremse,

! Ein ambulantes Assessment ist eine computer-gestiitzte Methode zur kontinuierlichen Frfas-
sung von Verhaltensweisen oder auch physiologischen Messwerten, wihrend die untersuchten
Personen ihrem normalen Tagesablauf nachgehen (Fahrenberg et al | 2007)

39



Kammerer, Stadtler, & van den Broek, 2018). Zukiinftige Studien zur Entwick-
lung von Reading Literacy bzw. zu den Entwicklungszusammenhingen zwi-
schen Lesekompetenz, Lesemotivation und Leseverhalten sollten daher die Ver-
anderungen, die Lesen im digitalen Zeitalter moglicherweise nut sich bringt,

6.2 FAZIT UND AUSBLICK

Zu Verstehen und neue Erkenntmisse dariiber zu gewinnen, wie sich Rea-
ding Literacy — verstanden als eme fiir die gesellschaftliche Teilhabe grundle-
gende Literalitit, bestehend aus kognitiven, motivationalen und behavioralen
Aspekten (OECD, 2010a) — entwickelt, stand 1im Vordergrund dieser Arbeit.
Damut kniipft diese Dissertationsschnift mit dem Titel | Lesen kénnen — Lesen
wollen* an aktuelle Diskussionen an, die sich damit ausemandersetzen, dass emn
GroBteil der Kinder und Jugendlichen in Deutschland noch immer kein zufre-
denstellendes, mit anderen Worten, em kaum iiber Grundkenntnisse hinausge-
hendes Lesemiveau erreichen (z B. IGLU 2016 und PISA 2015: HuBmann et al |
2017; Wess et al., 2016). Was 1st also aus Sicht der Forschung in Zukunft zu
tun? Und wie kann es aus praktischer Sicht gelingen, dass Kinder, Jugendliche
und auch Erwachsene Lesen kénnen und lesen wollen?

621 IMPLIEKATIONEN FUE DIE FORSCHUNG

Die bislang m der Psychologie bzw. empirischen Bildungsforschung
durchgefithrten Studien basieren meist auf globalen und retrospektiven Selbst-
emschitzungen aus Fragebogen, die oft micht iiber allgemeine bzw. durch-
schmttliche Lesetrends hinausgehen Der Informationsgehalt solcher Instru-
mente 1st jedoch beschrankt. Um tiefergreifendes Wissen dariiber zu erlangen,
warum sich Lesekompetenzen, Leseverhalten und Lesemotivation wie entwi-
ckelt und was zu positiven bzw. negativen Entwicklungsverlaufen beitragen
kann, 1st es unerlasslich emnen genaueren Blick auf das , wahre™ Leseverhalten
zu werfen. Beispielsweise Fragen inwiefern die Giite beziehungsweise Komple-
xitit von Texten (z. B. hinsichtlich Wortschatz, propositionaler Dichte, Verwen-
dung von Konnektoren, Grammatik) mit der Entwicklung der Lesekompetenz
und dem Wortschatz zusammenhingt, kénnen nur beantwortet werden, wenn
detaillierte Informationen tiber konkrete Leseaktivifaten, d h. diber tatsachlich



gelesene Texte vorliegen und diese ausgewertet werden. Im Rahmen dieser Dis-
sertation wurden erste Schritte in Richfung einer solchen Analyse von konkreten
Lesematerialien vorgenommen. Im Hinblick auf die im Limitationsteil disku-
tierte Emsertigkeit der verwendeten Fragebogendaten auf denen die luer ge-
nannten Ergebmisse beruhen (Verzerrungsanfillige retrospektive Selbstemn-
schiatzungen), wire fiir zukiinflige Forschungsvorhaben eine Erweiterung der
methodischen Herangehensweise z B. durch die Nutzung von ambulanten As-
sessments aber unbedingt wiinschenswert.

6.2.2 IMPLIKATIONEN FUR DIE PRAXIS

Die Schule stellt eine wichtige Moglichkeit dar, um Kinder und Jugendhi-
che mut Lesematenial unterschiedlichster Art in Kontakt zu bringen, sie fiir das
Lesen zu begeistern und ihre lesebezogenen Kompetenzen zu fordern. Dies gilt
besonders dann, wenn 1im fanulidren Umfeld wenig Anrepungspotenzial zum
Lesen besteht (Nicholson, 1997; Philipp, 2011). Wie eng Lesekompetenz und
Leseengagement mitemnander verkniipft sind, verdeutlicht, dass es das Ziel der
Schule sein muss, beide Aspekte moglichst gleichermalBen zu fordern. Logisch
1st, dass zu Gunsten emer grundlegenden Kompetenzforderung (z. B. Leseauf-
gaben zur Ubung, Kennenlernen verschiedener literarischer Texte bzw. Texts-
orten) micht nur gelesen werden kann, was der Emzelnen bzw. dem Einzelnen
Spal macht. Nachvollziehbar 1st auch, dass die literanische Bildung (z B. Be-
gepnung mit poetischer Gestaltung, Vorstellungsbildung), deren Relevanz unter
anderem von Spimner (2009) immer wieder stark gemacht wird, nicht ignoriert
werden soll. Aber es ware hinderlich, wenn _ der Literaturunterricht elementare
Leseinteressen [...] vernachlassigt, [...] der Tendenz nach hochkomplexe lite-
rarische Texte favorisiert und dabei die Fahigkeit zum genaven Lesen emnfacher
Texte mcht selten vernachlissigt” (Hurrelmann, 2006, S. 172). Denn méglich-
erweise sind es genau diese Situationen — Situationen mn denen die Schiilerinnen
und Schiiler  uminteressante* oder zu komplexe Texte lesen sollen — die dazu
fithren, dass manche von ihnen sich selbst als inkompetent wahrnehmen (Ent-
wicklung emnes medngen Selbstkonzepts), negative Emotionen mit dem Lesen
verbinden (Absinken der Motivation) oder in Konsequenz kaum mehr selbstini-
tuert emn Buch in die Hand nehmen (Absinken des Lesevolumens). Dass aktuelle
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Leistungsstudien nach wie vor zeigen, dass ein Grofiteil der Kinder und Jugend-
lichen ein micht iiber die Grundkompetenzen lhinausgehendes Lesemiveau er-
reicht und sich Lesemotivation als auch -verhalten gerade fiir schwache Lese-
rinnen und Leser nicht optimal entwickeln (zB. IGLU 2016 und PISA 2015:
Hubmann et al , 2017; Weis et al_ , 2016), bestitigt, dass es gelingen muss, Le-
serinnen und Leser heranzuziehen, die lesen kdnnen und lesen wollen. Hilfreich
wire es dazu beispielsweise wenn Schiilennnen und Schiiler fiir eine bessere
Passung zwischen eigenen Interessen und gewihlter Schullektiire, be1 der Wahl
des Lesematernials emnen hohen Grad an Autonomie erleben — d h. selbst mutent-
scheiden diirfen was gelesen wird — um emer negativen Entwicklung der Lese-
motivation und des Leseverhaltens entgegenzuwirken. Fiir eme giinstige Ent-
wicklung von Reading Literacy wiire es auBerdem wichtig, dass sich Schilenin-
nen und Schiiler im Entwicklungsprozess selbst als kompetente Leserinnen und
Leser wahmehmen kénnen. Auch das kénnte erreicht werden, indem die Lite-
ratur moglichst gut zu den Interessen aber vor allem Kompetenzvoraussetzun-
gen der Schiilerinnen und Schiiler passt. Werden die Leseinteressen der Schii-
lerinnen und Schiiler hingegen vernachlassigt, besteht die Gefahr, dass das Le-
seengagement immer weiter abnimmt und sich in Folge dessen die Lesekompe-
tenz und danit Reading Literacy als Voraussetzung fiir die kulturelle und ge-
sellschaftliche Teilhabe ungiinstig entwickelt.
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the life course

Franziska Maria Locher =" and Maximilian Pfost
Department of Educational Research, University of Bamberg, Bamberg, Germany

Background: In the present paper, we investigated the association between ime spent
reading and reading comprehension throughout the lifespan. According to the
Matthew effect (or rich-get-richer and poor-get-poorer) model, interindividual differ-
ences in reading-related skills between poor and average readers become wider as in-
dividuals grow older. Farthermore, the model states that these differences may be
caused by different reading habits (ie., the amount of ime spent reading). Less com-
petent readers tend to read less and therefore show less improvement in their reading
skills. Competent readers tend to read more and therefore show greater improvement
in their reading skills. Therefore, we propose that the comrelation between time spent
reading and reading comprehension should increase as people grow older.

Method: To test this hypothesis, we analysed data from the German National
Educational Panel Study (NEPS). We used data from four cohorts (N = 28,795) with
an age range from preadolescence (Grade 5) to later adulthood (=55 years).

Results: Our results showed a medinm-sized comelation between leisure-time reading
and reading comprehension for students attending secondary school (B ~ 0.20).
Contrary to our expectations, the comrelations decreased with age and reached a stable
low level (B ~ 0.07) in adulthood. However, for adults, occupation-related reading pre-
dicted reading comprehension (f = 0.13-0.23).

Conclusion: According to our results, reading should be viewed as a process that
changes throughout the lifespan. Furthermore, results and implicaions from previous
studies on the relation between time spent reading and reading skills from research
conducted on school students might not be generalisable to adults. With respect to
the results of the present study, we might restrict the validity of the Matthew effect
in reading to school students and young adolescents.

Keywords: time spent reading, life course, reading comprehension, occupation-related
reading, cohort comparison

Highlights

What is afready known about this topic

+ Positive relation between recreational time spent reading and reading compe-
tences in childhood and adolescence (r -~ .3).
+ Convincing evidence for Matthew effect in reading in (early) adolescence.
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What this paper adds

+ This paper analyses four cohorts with ages that range from early adolescence
to late adulthood.

+ In additon o recreational reading, this paper takes occupation-related reading
into account.

Implications for theory, policy or practice

+ Low comrelations between time spent reading and reading comprehension in
adulthood are not consistent with the derivations of the Matthew effect in
reading.

+  Occupation-related reading becomes increasingly important during adulthood,
thus, reading should be viewed as a process that changes across the lifespan.

+  Previous results from research on school students cannot be generalised to all

age groups.

Reading development is a process that starts in early childhood before formal education
begins and continues until young adulthood and even beyond (Alexander, 2005). Although
school is the primary authority that teaches school smdents how to read (Philipp, 2011),
extracurricular reading also contributes to individual differences in school students’ read-
ing skills (e.g., Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Pfost, Diirfler, & Artelt, 2013). But
irrespective of the question of where school students acquire their skills, efficient reading
requires practice, and various studies have provided convincing evidence that reading
habits (e.g., the amount of ime spent reading) promote the development of reading skills
(Anderson et al., 1988; Greaney & Hegarty, 1987; Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala, & Cox,
1999; Mol & Bus, 2011; Pfost et al., 2013; Pfost, Dirfler, & Artelt, 2010). Furthermore,
research on the home literacy environment has provided evidence that starting joint book
reading activities in preschool-age children — before they begin formal education — is of
primary importance for children’s oral language and reading skills {e.g., Burgess, Hecht,
& Lonigan, 2002; Bus, van UDzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 1995). Although there 15 strong
evidence for the importance of frequent reading in preschoolers as well as in secondary
school students, the relation between reading habits and reading skills has been sudied
in adulthood less often, and findings have seldom been compared across different age
groups. Therefore, in the present study, we analysed data from the largest longitudinal
multicohort study on education processes and outcomes in Germany — the National Edu-
cational Panel Study (NEPS) — to investigate the relation between time spent reading
and reading comprehension in different age groups ranging from early adolescence o later
adulthood.

Reading as a lifelong process of development
The development of reading skills and reading habits is not limited to childhood or early
adolescence; rather, it is a lifelong process. By applying a lifelong leaming procedure,
Alexander (2005) differentiated three types of reading development: acclimation,
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competence and proficiencyfexpertise. Essential basic reading skills — skills related 1o
decoding and word reading — are leamed in the early years: the acclimation stage. In the
second stage, the competence stage, knowledge, interest and sirategies are significantly
transformed (e.g., domain knowledge increases or knowledge is more cohesive in
structure), which allows a person to read longer and more complex texts. Finally, m
adolescence and adulthood, the proficiency/expertise stage is achieved, where aspects such
as critical reading, expert knowledge and deep processing strategies are acquired. However,
the increase in reading skills tends to be nonlinear. Among others, Hill, Bloom, Black, and
Lipsey (2008) examined the average annual gain in effect size based on nationally normed
tests from kindergarien to Grade 12. They showed that the largest development occurs in
the eardy school years (the average effect size from kindergarten to Grade 1 was
M = 151). Whereas in later school years, growth in reading skills in terms of effect size
declines, resulting in a stable competence level by the end of high school (average effect
size from Grades 11 to 12 was M = (.06; cf. also Francis, Shaywitz, Suebing, Shaywitz,
& Fletcher, 1996).

Concerning adolescents’ reading habits, empirical results on developmental trends have
been shown 1o be less consistent. Whereas some studies have shown a decrease in volume
of reading with age (eg., McElvany, Kortenbruck, & Becker, 2008; van Schooten, de
Glopper, & Stoel, 2004), other studies have provided contrasting evidence. For example,
the longitudinal study by Johnsson-Smaragdi and Jinsson (2006) showed that young
adults engaged in a larger amount of reading than children. However, past empirical stud-
ies have tended to focus on children and school students, failing to analyse trends in and
effects of reading habits and especially time spent reading beyond these groups. If we keep
in mind that reading is a lifelong process and that frequent reading is important for
education and vocation in a globalised society (OECD and Statistics Canada, 2000), it
seems 10 be necessary to gain more knowledge about the differences that exist with respect
to the amount of time individuals spend reading and their reading skills across the lifespan
by explicitly taking adults into account. A theoretically and empirically sound model that
explains the relation between reading skills and time spent reading and the development of
these variables across ime is the Matthew effect model in reading (Pfost, Hattie, Dijrfler, &
Arnelt, 2014; Stanovich, 1986).

The Matthew effect in reading: Reciprocal effecis between reading and reading skills

The idea of a cumulative developmental trend due to reciprocal and self-reinforcing effects
has been disseminated widely across several scientific disciplines, including fields such as
economy, sociology, politics, psychology and education (Baumert, Nagy, & Lehmann,
2012; Caspi, Bem, & Elder, 1989; DiPrete & Eirich, 2006; Meron, 1968; Rigney,
2010). In short, because of an uneven distribution of opportunity structures and processes
of self-selection into these structures, inequalifies not only tend o remain stable but even
increase with time. The assumption of positive feedback loops is at the core of this model.
Adapted to the specific case of reading development, Stanovich (1986) elaborated on a
developmental model in which small eardy differences in reading achievement increase
over time as individuals grow older. Thereby, a key element of the Matthew effect model
is the assumption that cumulative differences in reading are caused by differences in read-
ing habits, especially the time individuals spend reading. Extracurricular and self-initiated
reading fosters the development of reading skills. In tum, reading skills positively affect
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reading motivation and time spent reading or reading volume, both of which foster the
development of reading skills (Stanovich, 1986). In a very simplified manner, this means
that those who read a lot become increasingly superior readers, whereas those who read
less remain readers with low reading skills. This pattern has often been labelled the
‘vituous circle of reading’ or the ‘vicious circle of nonreading’ (Orgamsation for
Economic Cooperation and Development [OECD], 2010; Pfost et al., 2010; Pfost et al.,
2013), highlighting the self-reinforcing reciprocal character of this developmental mecha-
nism. Ultimately, this process should lead 1o a twofold fan-spread effect; on the one hand,
we should observe increasing individual differences in reading skills with age. On the
other hand, in addition to the first consequence, we should alo observe increasing individ-
ual differences in the time spent reading with age. This means there should be a clearer dif-
ferentiation between people in older age groups on these variables (e.g., people who are
good readers and also read a lot vs people who have poor reading skills and read less).
In younger age groups, this differentiation is not as distinct because people are at the be-
ginning of their reading careers (Mol & Bus, 2011). As a consequence, with regard to
the Matthew effect in reading, we can expect higher correlations between reading skills
and the amount of time spent reading in older people in comparison with younger people
(Mol & Bus, 2011).

Concerning the empirical evidence, only a few studies have examined the development
of reading habits and reading skills as well as their relation over a longer period of time
{Philipp, 2011). Stanovich, West and Harrison (1995) compared two small cohorts of col-
lege students (N = 33) and older adulis (N = 49) to examine the role that reading habits (in
sense of an index including information about the amount of reading or the extent to which
specific reading activities are considered enjoyable) have on the growth and maintenance
of knowledge across the lifespan. Correlational analyses showed a positive correlation
between reading habits and vocabulary in college students. However, in older adulthood,
no such corelation was found. In a recent study, Gebrande (2016), using data from the
PIAAC (Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies) study,
examined women between the ages of 66 and 80 (N = 626) and showed that reading com-
prehension was correlated 37 with amount of reading. Gebrande (2016) also showed that
even when controlling for educational background and age, women's reading comprehen-
sion still significantly predicted (p = 0.21) amount of reading.

Mol and Bus (2011) more extensively examined the relation between print exposure and
components of reading skills from infancy to early adulthood in a meta-analysis of 99 stud-
ies (W = 7,669). Print exposure was measured by author-recognition and title-recognition
tests and is understood as a proxy for the amount of reading that individuals engage in.
In line with the aforementioned theoretical expectations, the authors showed that across
all age groups, the correlations between print exposure and oral language increased with
age. Correlations of print exposure with reading comprehension, technical reading and
spelling skills remained stable. However, in their meta-analysis, Mol and Bus (2011) also
stated that the correlations of print exposure with reading comprehension, technical reading
and spelling skills showed increases when they took into account only the subset of pri-
mary and middle school children. Although meta-analyses are a powerful ool for
summarising current research findings, there are certain resirictions that should be kept
in mind. One major restriction is that in this meta-analysis, the different studies used differ-
ent measures of reading comprehension. Also, print exposure is only a proxy and thus pro-
vided no mformation about the amount of time people spent reading. Furthermore, a
variety of samples and sample sizes were included in the meta-analysis, and we do not
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know how generalisable these samples were. Moreover, Mol and Bus (2011) did not con-
sider (older) adults, indicating the need for primary studies to examine larger and prefera-
bly more representative samples.

However, an examination of adults’ reading habits entails the necessity to take work-
related or occupation-related reading into account (Diehl & Mikulecky, 1980; Kimsch &
Guthrie, 1984; Smith, 2000) because adults spend most of their daily ime at work and
therefore have little leisure time lefi.

The role of occupation-related reading in adulihood

Adulis read a lot on the job and for their jobs (Rammstedt, 2013) and sometimes spend
more time reading at work than in their keisure time (Diehl & Mikulecky, 1980). Hence,
as job-related reading seems to become more and more important in late adolescence
and adulthood, it is necessary 1o take into consideration work-related reading and its role
in adults’ reading comprehension. A person never leams or reads in just one context
{e.g., leisure time or work) while working with only one type of text (Moje, Dillon,
& O'Brien, 2000). Instead, people tend to leam and develop differently in accordance
with different contexts. Cross-sectional results from the PIAAC study have shown a pos-
itive correlation between reading in and for the job and adults’ reading skills
{Rammstedt, 2013). This is the only research that we know of that has examined the re-
lation between occupation-related reading and reading comprehension. Nevertheless, there
are other studies that have at least described the nature of adult reading practices for work.
Kirsch and Guthrie (1984) examined a sample of 99 adults across various occupational cat-
egories and found that across all participants, people read more per day at work (127 min)
than in their leisure time (80 min) on average. On the other hand, a diary study on reading
by Smith (2000) showed that half of adulis’ total reading time occurred at home, one third
ook place at work, and the rest was done in the community (e.g., library, train, or airplane).
Taken together, research that aims o examine the relation between reading habits and read-
ing skills in adulthood should not neglect adulis’ occupation-related reading and its role in
reading skill development

Research questions

The present study pursued the following three research questions. First, is there a positive
relation between time spent reading and reading comprehension skills across different age
groups? On the basis of previous results (e.g., Anderson et al., 1988; Greaney & Hegarty,
1987; Guthrie et al., 1999; Mol & Bus, 2011; Pfost et al., 2010, 2013), we hypothesised
that we would find a positive relation between time spent reading and reading comprehen-
sion skills in school student, college student and adult age groups.

Second, is there an increase in this correlation with age? According to the Matthew
effect model in reading (Pfost et al, 2014; Stanovich, 1986; Walberg & Tsai, 1983), on
the basis of a self-reinforcing mechanism between time spent reading and reading
comprehension skills (the ‘virtuous circle of reading’ or the “vicious circle of nonreading”),
we expected a twofold fan-spread effect, which should result in a clearer differentiation
between people on these variables, to occur. Ultimately, this differentiation should lead
0 an increase in the comrelation between time spent reading and reading comprehension
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skills (Mol & Bus, 2011). Therefore, we hypothesised that we would find a stronger
correlation between time spent reading and reading comprehension skills in older adulis
in comparison with younger adulis and school students. As the development of reading
comprehension skills itself has been found to slow down as school students grow older,
probably even reaching a stable reading competence level in later adolescence (Francis
et al., 1996; Hill et al., 2008), we expected only minor changes in correlations within
adults.

Third, is there a positive relation between occupational reading and reading comprehen-
sion skills? In accordance with resulis from Rammstedt (2013), whose sudy showed that
adults who read frequently during work have higher reading skills than those who are less
engaged in work-related reading, we further explored the role that reading in and for an
occupational context has on adulis’ reading comprehension skills in comparison with their
leisure-time reading. Therefore, we hypothesised that taking occupational reading in adult-
hood into account would explain additional variance in reading comprehension.

Method

Design and participants

The main goal of NEPS is to acquire longitudinal panel data on the development of
competencies, educational processes and educational choices (ABmann et al., 2011). NEPS
aspires 0 draw population representative samples, which includes six starting cohorts
{8Cs; ranging from infants to adults). School students attending schools for children with
learning difficulties were not included in our analyses. With regard to the fifth-grade cohort
{SC3), our sample comprised N = 4,354 school students (48 8% were female). The average
age was M= 1050 (5D = 0.62) years. The cohort of ninth graders (SC4) was composed of
a sample of N = 10,983 (51.0% were female) school students. The average age was
M = 1467 (5D = 0.69) years. The cohort of college students (SC5) comprised a sample
of N = 5429 (55.7% female) individuals. The average age was M = 24.77 (8D = 2.82)
years. Finally, the adult cohort (SC6) contained a sample of N = 8,029 (5020% were
female) individuals. The average age was M = 50.74 (5D = 10.91) years. Table S1 provides
a brief overview of the measurement points in NEPS for a better understanding of the
NEPS data.

Measures

Time spent reading in the fifth-grade and ninth-grade cohorts. Time spent reading was
measured with an overall evaluation of school students’ reading time (‘About how much
time do you usually spend reading outside of school?) because this measure has been
shown to be a valid and reliable measure of time spent reading for older as well as for
younger people within NEPS (Locher & Pfost 2019). School students were asked to
provide two estimates: one concerning extracurricular reading ‘on a normal nonschool
day’ and one concerning extracurricular reading ‘on a normal school day’. School students
were asked to consider all reading opportunities (i.e., not just printed books and magarzines
but also emails and websites). Therefore, a 5-point Likert scale was used (1 = never or
almost never 10 5 = more than 2 h a day). Both estimates were used in our analyses.
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Time spent reading in the college student and adult cohorts. Time spent reading was
measured in the same manner as in the fifth-grade and ninth-grade cohorts but was adapied
o the agefliving conditions of the participants (‘About how much time do you usually
spend reading outside your job/studies?" plus ‘About how much time do you usually spend
reading in and for your job/studies?). Similar to the fifth-grade and ninth-grade cohorts,
participants were asked to consider all reading opportunities and to specify the average
duration of reading in minutes per day. For our analyses, we recoded responses o these
open-ended questions in a manner that was comparable to the response scales used in
the fifth-grade and ninth-grade cohorts.

Reading comprehension. In the NEPS, reading comprehension was defined with regard 1o
the reading literacy concept, which highlights functional facets of reading in occupational,
educational and informal settings (Gehrer & Arelt, 2013). Across all starting cohorts and
age groups, the same literacy concept was applied as a starting point for the development of
the NEPS reading tests. In doing so, reading comprehension was measured coherently
across the lifespan while also being adapted to the abilities of the particular age group
being tested. Each test was composed of five texts (informational texts, commentaries or
argumentative texts, lterary texts, instructional texts and advertising texts) with four 1o
eight items per text type (Gehrer & Artelt, 2013; Pohl, Haberkom, Hardt, & Wiegand,
2012). The reading comprehension data were scaled on the basis of the item response
theory (Pohl & Carstensen, 2012) model. For our analyses, we used weighted likelihood
estimation scores. The reliability of the comprehension tests, with slight variations between
the cohorts, was found to be good in all cohorts (weighted likelihood estimation reliabil-
ity = 5%-767; Haberkorn, Pohl, Hardi, & Wiegand, 2012; Hardt, Pohl, Haberkom, &
Wiegand, 2013; Pohl & Carstensen, 2012; Pohl, Haberkorn, & Hardt, 2014). The quality
of the items, and therefore of the test, has been checked in various analyses (e.g., differen-
tial ftem functioning) for each cohont. Furthermore, the unidimensionality of the reading
comprehension construct, which includes the five different text types, has also
been checked (Haberkom et al., 2012; Hardt et al., 2013; Pohl et al, 2014; Pohl &
Carstensen, 2012).

Educational background. The German secondary school system is characterised by the
explicit racking of school students into different types of schools (LeTendre, Hofer, &
Shimizu, 2003). Despite regional differences in Germany, explicit tracking regularly takes
place afier the transition from primary to secondary school (generally from Grade 4 1o
Grade 5). With regard to our analyses, we differentiated academic track schools, which
allow school students to attend a university after 12-13 years of education, and
nonacademic track schools, which usually prepare school students for vocational training.
Decisions such as whether school students will attend academic or nonacademic schools
are based primarily on school smdents’ performance. However, variables such as school
students’ social background are also taken into account (e.g., Maaz & Nagy, 2010). In
the school student cohorts, the students were asked about the type of school they were
currently attending. In the adult cchort, we asked whether the person had attended an
academic track school or not In the college cohort, educational background was not
considered in our analyses because the sample in this cohort was required to have atiended
an academic school or had o have at least an equivalent type of university entrance
qualification to be accepted into college. Therefore, we could implicitly assume that all
college students had attended the academic track.
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Analysis strategy

Regression analfyses. Analyses were computed in SPSS and Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998). First, we computed descriptive statistics and zero-order comrelations. We therefore
report confidence intervals (Cls) as well. For the confidence intervals, we used a
bootstrapping confidence interval method because it does not require additional assump-
tions about the distribution of the sample. We conducted 2,000 bootstrapping simulations
{Gediga, 2010). Then, o explore the relation between time spent reading and reading com-
prehension, we regressed the reading comprehension measures on time spent reading
within every starting cohort. As the age range in the adult cohort was quite high (range:
25 1o 70 years, SD = 10.91), we divided this cohort into three age groups: adulis younger
than 35 years, adulis between the ages of 35 and 55 years and adulis older than 55 years.
Prior research has shown significant differences between school-aged boys and girls re-
lated to their reading habits and skills (Bos, Schwippert & Stubbe, 2007; Martin & Mullis,
2013; OECD, 2010, 2016a). Furthermore, academic competencies, including reading com-
prehension, have shown strong relations to people’s individual educational backgrounds
{OECD, 2016b; Weis et al., 2016). Therefore, in order to avoid overestimating the relation
between reading comprehension and time spent reading, we ran a model with gender and
educational background as covariates in the first step.

In the second step, the reading time measures were added to the regression model that
already contained the covariates. AR was reported to depict the increase in the variance
explained by the reading time variables.

Because of the repeated administration of the reading comprehension measure in the
fifth-grade (Grades 5 and 7) and ninth-grade (Grade 9 and 12) cohorts, we further tested
for whether ime spent reading affected the development of interindividual differences in
reading comprehension. Therefore, we regressed reading comprehension (Time 2) on both
time spent reading (Time 1) and reading comprehension (Time 1). We compared the find-
ings across the different cohorts and age groups. The longitudinal model is shown in
Figure 1. We used cluster robust standard errors in both school student cohorts to handle
the nested data (TYPE = COMPLEX). We used an MLRE estimator in all models.

Missing values. The initial data set contained cases with missing data on all variables of
interest We excluded these cases in advance. In the final data sets, the frequency of miss-
ing values varied from 0% to 34.6%. The highest rate of missing data was observed for
reading comprehension in the adult cohort because just two thirds of the participants ok
the reading tests in addition to the surveys. For the cormelation analyses, we used listwise
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Figume 1. Regression model of reading comprehension regressed on time spent reading. Nore: Represented in the

figure are standardised mgression coefficients f, the estimated comelation r and the unexplained variance £, RC,

reading comprehension; RT, reading time.

Fmr-m‘l

02019 UKLA



READING THROUGHOUT THE LIFE COURSE 65

deletion. In the regression analyses, missing data were treated with full information max-
imum likelihood estimation because full information maximum likelihood has been shown
0 be an effective approach in the treatment of missing data ( Liidike, Robitzsch, Trantwein,
& Kisller, 2007). However, for descriptive and exploratory analyses, listwise deletion also
seems to be acceptable (Liidtke et al., 2007).

Resulis

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations and the 95% Cls for the variables of interest
i the different starting cohorts. In Grades 5 and 9, we had two measures of extracurricular
reading: on a normal school day and on weekends/holidays. In Grades 5 and 9, school
students, on average, indicated reading between 30 and 60 min a day. Grade 9 school stu-
dents indicated reading slightly more than Grade 5 school students, but the difference was
only marginal when considered in absolute terms. However, the 95% Cls did not overap.
Therefore, the difference could be considered significant

College students were asked to indicate their extracurricular reading time and the
amount of ime they spent reading for their studies. On average, they indicated reading
about 30 to 60 min (M = 2.78) per day in their leisure time. Therefore, in comparison with
our secondary school students, college students indicated reading less in their spare time.
However, these differences should not be overinterpreted due to the different original re-
sponse scales. Furthermore, college sudents indicated spending substantially more time
reading for their studies (M = 4.00, which is equivalent to about 1 to 2 h of reading a
day). Finally, adults’ volume of leisure-time reading exceeded that of college students’
(M = 3.06). The 95% Cls did not overlap. Adults also indicated an average of about 1
0 2 h of reading per day for work. Therefore, adults’ work-related reading exceeded their
leisure-time reading (the 95% Cls did not overlap).

Tables 2 and 3 show the intercorrelations between the different reading-time variables
{below the diagonal) and the corresponding Cls (above the diagonal) separately for each
starting cohort. An inspection of the measurements from the fifth-grade cohort (Grades
5to 7; Table 2) as well as the ninth-grade cohort (Grades 9 to 12; Table 2) revealed
strong corelations between extracurdcular reading on weekends/holidays and reading
on school days (r = 65 and 78). Relations between school students’ leisure-time read-
ing and school students’ reading comprehension varied from .21 to .30 (Grades 5 and 7)
and 23 and .29 (Grades 9 and 12). A closer inspection of Table 2 revealed that within
both cohorts, out-of-school reading on school days had lower correlations with reading
comprehension than out-of-school reading on weekends/holidays (the 95% Cls did not
overlap).

An mspection of the college student cohort and adult cohort measurements (both in
Table 3) revealed very small comrelations between occupation-related reading and
leisure-time reading (r = .16 and .10). Moreover, Table 3 shows that reading compre-
hension had small negative correlations with study-related reading and leisure-time
reading (r = —.03). A closer look at the adult cohort in Table 3 reveals that work-
related reading was more strongly comrelated with reading comprehension (r = 28) than
leisure-time reading (r = .10). As can be seen, the 95% Cls did not overap. Table 3
further reveals that the correlation between leisure-time reading and reading comprehen-
sion in the adult cohort was stronger than in the college student cohort (the 95% Cls
did not overlap).

@ 2019 UKLA



LOCHER & PFOST

LSS pooylay payito m,
uonIPP 1St Aq parean sem mep Sussipy ppow Suiddensiooq o up pamwnss A SAGRLIEA (¥ JO [ PUv (1§ SUB ‘({op v y 7wt o = §

Wop oy 7 or = Aop DU (9 NI SYE] 08 NI (F U oy = ¢ 0P 0 SRa) 20 Ui F = 7 0oyos apiime poan jou op ;= [} sagquues aunjos Suipea sog opess payry wod-g

[e9g ‘5] (BE"1) [
[60'g ‘toe] (56°0) o0'e
(210 ‘vo0] e 800

1D HE56 {ash L

g0+ “Loe] (86°0) o'y
[N EarieThed| (86°0) BLC
[60°0 ‘+0'0] (88°0) 200

1D HE56 {ash L

[o1°¢ “60°e] (e} tl'e
[iv'e ‘geed Wz Le'e
[65°0 ‘T50] 5 L0

1D HE56 {ash L

[0g "967] By e
frefog]l  (eer1d 90g
Pzo'ornol (€71} €0

1D HE56 {ash L

(61 pooqnpy

(B6L'y = N) SaqeD

(S0t = N) 6 9Py

B1£'E = N) § 9priD)y

oo 20) Fupuoy

Aprs so) Supuoy

sep (v

Aep [ooyeg

ARPHOUPUTEI M
aur) Supay
ghorsuagaduos Jupeay

soqdumes poyos fpms juasagip 2w Sutpea juads swp pue vosusyaduies FTUpeas Jo SUOIRAYD PIRPURIS PUR SR | HqEL

02019 UKLA



READING THROUGHOUT THE LIFE COURSE 67

Table 2. Pearson correlations and 95% confidence intervals

a. .} . d.
Five gmders cohort
a. School day 1 [L63, 0.67] [0.18, 024] [0.16, 0.23]
b Weekend/holiday 0H5=* 1 [.27, 033] [0.27, 0.33]
¢. Reading comprehension 021%#* 0. 30%* 1 [0.58, 0.62]
Grade 5)
d Reading comprehension 0.19%% 0. 30%* 0.60=* 1
(Grade 7}
Minth graders Cohort
a. School day 1 [0.77, 0.80] [0.20, 025] [0.19, 0.25]
b Weekend/holiday 0.78=* 1 [0.27, 032] [0.26, 0.32]
¢. Reading comprehension 023=# (). 2g%* 1 [0.57, 0.61]
(Grade 9)
d. Reading comprehension Q225 (). 2g%* (0.59%% 1
(Grade 12)

Grade 5: N =3 31% Gmde 9: N = 4,645, Peamon comelations below the diagonal and 95% Cls above the diagonal.
Means and CI of all varishles are estimated in one bootstmpping model. Missing data was treated by listwise
deletion,

< 5.

*p . 01,

Table 3. Pearson correlations and 95% confidence intervals

a. b. .
College student cohort
a. Study-related 1 [0.13, 0.18] [—0.08, —0.03]
b. Leisure time 0.16%* 1 [—0.08, —0.02]
¢. Reading comprehension ~0.05% — .05 1
Adult eohort
. Work-related 1 [0.07, 0.13] [0.25, 0.31]
b. Leisur time 0.10%* 1 [0.09, 0.15]
¢. Reading comprehension 028+ 0.12%% 1

College: N =4,798; Adult N =4,194. Peamon correlations below the diagonal and 95% Cls above the diagonal.
Means and CI of all varishles are estimated in one bootstmpping model. Missing data was treated by listwise
deletion,

< 5.

*p . 01,

Regression analyses

Table 4 presents results for the regression model, which predicted reading comprehension
from time spent reading while controlling for educational background and gender in differ-
ent starting cohortsfage groups. As mentioned, the adult cohort was split into three groups
(age < 35; 35 <age < 55; age > 55). In addition, we report AR? for the comparison of the
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first step of the regression model, which contained just the covariates, and the second step
of the model, which included all variables that referred to time spent reading. In the fifih-
grade cohort, leisure-time reading on weekends/holidays was a statistically significant pre-
dictor (f = 022, p < .01) of reading comprehension (Table 4, Colummn 1). By contrast,
leisure-time reading on normal school days was not a significant predictor (B = 0.03, ns)
of reading comprehension. Gender did not predict reading comprehension. However, at-
tending an academic track school significanily predicted school students’ reading compre-
hension. In the ninth-grade cohort, similar resulis were found. Reading on
weekends/holidays (B = 0.23, p < .01) and extracurricular reading on school days
(p = 0.02, ns) predicted reading comprehension with a magnide that was comparable
to the magnitude found in Grade 5.

In college students (Column 3), leisure-time reading was a negative, although very
weak, significant predictor (f = —0.04, p < .03) of reading comprehension. We found re-
lations of a similar magnitude for smdy-related reading (f = —0.05, p < .01). Finally, for
adults under the age of 33, leisure-time reading was not a significant predictor of reading
comprehension. In both of the other age groups, leisure-time reading was a weak, positive
predictor of reading comprehension (35 < age < 55: p =007, p < 01; age > 55: p= (.06,
p < 01). The relation between work-related reading and reading comprehension was
found to be positive and significant for all age groups (age < 35: f = 0.13, p < .01;
35 < age < 55: p=0.23, p < 01; age = 55: p= 021, p < .01). Gender was again not
related to reading comprehension (except age < 535), whereas educational background
substantially predicted reading comprehension. In order to examine whether the (re)
categorisation of ime spent reading led o systematically biased results, we ran further
regression analyses of college students and adulis against the orginal open-ended
reading-time response scale. Resulis showed no substantial differences in the direction
or magnitude of the effects, changing the interpretation of our findings (for further infor-
mation, see Table 52).

Regarding AR, which reflects the combined effect of all reading-time variables beyond
the covariates gender and educational background, the reading-time variables (which in-
cluded everyday reading, reading on schooldays, reading on weekends/holidays, reading
for studies and occupational reading) explained 4.7% 1o 5.5% of the varance in school stu-
dents’ reading comprehension in Grades 5 and 9 (AR = 047-.0355). In the college cohort
(AR® = 005) and the adults under 35 (AR” = .026), time spent reading hardly explained any
variance in reading comprehension. On the other hand, the reading varables explained
6.0% of the variance in reading comprehension in the 35 to 55 year olds (AR" = .060)
and 4.9% in those older than 55 (AR” = .049).

Time spent reading and reading comprehension development

Because of the availability of longitudinal data in the fifth-grade and ninth-grade cohorts,
we further examined individual differences in the development of reading comprehension
in relation to school students’ extracurdcular reading time (see Figure 1). We again com-
pared the two school student cohorts, but this time, instead of examining cross-sectional
correlations, we predicted individual differences in reading comprehension development
on the basis of school students’ extracurricular reading time between Grades 5 and 7
and between Grades 9 and 12. In both cohorts, the rank-order stability was substantial
{RC2 on RC1; p ~ 0.60, Table 5). Moreover, the results showed that the cross-lagged paths
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were nearly stable (RC2 on RV 1; reading on weekends/holidays: f = 0.13 in both cohorts;
reading on school days: p = 0.07 and (0.09) between the cohorts. This demonstrates that
time spent reading had a similar effect on reading comprehension in both Grades 5 and
9. In both cohorts, individual differences in the development of reading comprehension
were predicted by tme spent reading, meaning that school students who indicated that they
spent more time engaged in extracurricular reading showed better development in their
reading comprehension skills. When comparing the models containing the reading-time
variables with the basic model (RC2 on RC1), which only contains the prediction of read-
ing comprehension at Time 1 by reading comprehension at Time 2, the reading-time var-
iables explained 1% to 4% of the variance found in school students’ reading comprehension
in Grades 5 and 9 (AR = .007-.039) over and above previous reading comprehension.

Discussion

Our main interest in conducting this study was to deseribe and compare relations between
time spent reading and reading comprehension skills across four cohorts in order to find
some indication of whether age in any way moderates this relation. On the basis of previ-
ous studies, we expected to find positive correlations between leisure-time reading and
reading comprehension. Second, we expected the comrelations between leisure-time read-
ing and reading comprehension to increase with age, reaching a stable level in young
adulthood. Finally, we expected to find positive correlations between work-related reading
and reading comprehension in adulthood. Not all our hypotheses were supported by our

Tahble 5. Reading comprehension regressed on time spent reading

Grade 5 Grade 9
p SE p SE
Reading on weekend/holiday
Stability of reading comprehension Prez _ ren 0.58% 0.01 0.57%# 0.0
Correlations Trr1 _ RO 0314 0.02 0.33%# 0.0
Cross-lagged path Brez — mw 0.13%= 0.01 0.13%# 0.0
Residual variance R2pea 0.6y 0.02 0.62%# 0.0
N 4353 10,969
Reading on school days
Stability of reading comprehension Prez _ ren 0.61% 0.01 0.58%# 0.0
Correlations Trr1 _ RO 0. 224 0.02 0.25%# 0.0
Cross-lagged path Brez — mw 0074 0.01 009+ 0.0
Residual variance R2pea 0.61% 0.02 0.63%# 0.0
N 4354 10,973

Reported results are standandised. Mested data in Grades 5 and 9 were considered by using cluster mbust standard
ermoms. Residual variance of basic model (RC2 on RC1) was £ = 617 in Grade 5 and £ = 655 in Grade 9. Miss-
ing data were treated by using full information maximum likelibood estimation. RC, reading comprehension; RT,
reading time.

*p < 05.

®p = 00,
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empirical data. In the following section, we will discuss our findings and their importance
with respect to our hypotheses.

In all age groups, apart from the college cohort, ime spent reading was positively
correlated with reading comprehension, which provides sound support for our first
hypothesis, which predicted a positive association between the two constructs across the
lifespan in all age groups. This finding 15 well-aligned with the results from Mol and Bus
{2011), who took into account a large age range that spanned from childhood o
adolescence, as well as with results from studies focusing on younger school students such
as Guthrie et al. (1999) or Pfost et al. (2013). With respect to our second hypothesis, we pre-
dicted that the relation would increase with age, probably reaching a stable level in adult-
hood. Our results did not support this hypothesis. Our results regarding the cohort of
school students did not show an increase or a decrease in the correlation between time spent
reading and reading comprehension between the fifih-grade and ninth-grade cohorts but in-
stead showed nearly stable effects. The similar cross-lagged paths showed that leisure-time
reading had a small positive effect on reading comprehension in both cohorts. However,
the cross-lagged paths from Grades 5 to 7 and from Grades 9 to 12 had the same magnitude.
One possible explanation for the similar relation between time spent reading and reading
comprehension in the two cohorts is that the stable level of the correlation between time spent
reading and reading comprehension, which we expected to find in later
adolescencefadulthood because of a stable competence level (Francis et al, 1996), had
already been reached in secondary school, or at least the relation was no longer increasing
substantially at this point.

In addition to the longitudinal results, the cross-sectional relations in college sudents
showed that readers with low reading comprehension levels spent more time reading than
readers with a high reading comprehension level. However, the size of this effect was quite
low. In our opinion, there might be two explanations for this contradictory finding. First,
because of their lower reading comprehension levels, poor readers need more time to read
the same amount of text, resulting in a negative association between indicators of reading
time and reading comprehension. Second, different from the other cohorts in this study, the
college student cohort was not a representative sample of young adults because this cohort
was composed of only college students. College sudents are highly qualified (readers),
especially in the German education system where individuals are only allowed to attend
college if they have already completed secondary school at the academic track.
Consequently, variance restrictions, especially those regarding the reading comprehension
measures, were present and might have affected this finding.

For the adult cohorts, our findings showed a reduced cormelation between time spent
reading in leisure time and reading comprehension in comparison with the sudent cohorts.
These results contradict the predictions we made on the basis of our theoretical model — the
Matthew effect in reading (Pfost et al., 2014; Stanovich, 1986). Under the assumption that
reading comprehension development declines as individuals grow older and stabilises in
adulthood (Francis et al., 1996; Hill et al., 2008), while further assuming only a minor
change in ime spent reading for enjoyment between adolescents and adults, we might have
expected the relation between reading comprehension and time spent reading to remain
constant rather than o decrease over time.

There are three explanations that might account for the decrease we found in the relation
between leisure time reading and reading comprehension with age. The first explanation
concemns the method we used to measure time spent reading as we exclusively focused
on quantity of reading. However, in addition to the quantitaive aspect, it is plausible that
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adults read other types of texts and for other purposes in comparison with children and ad-
olescents. Therefore, the lower correlations might reflect qualitative changes in reading
habits even if time spent reading does not vary substantially with age. Second, we referred
to the Matthew effect model in reading (Pfost et al., 2014; Stanovich, 1986) in order to
derive and explain our theoretical assumptions regarding an increase in the comrelation
between reading and reading comprehension across the lifespan. However, afier analysing
our data, we might restrict the validity of the Matthew effect in reading (upward or
downwards spiral of causality through a reciprocal relation between time spent reading
and reading skills) to school sudents and young adolescents. In adulthood, there might
be other restrictions (e.g., job or family commitments) that influence the amount of leisure
time an adult can take for themselves, which in tum impacts their reading habits. Fend,
Berger and Grob (2004), for example, showed that a high work load (weekly working
hours) negatively predicted the amount of time adults spent reading. This means that,
because of restrictions (e.g., time), any intrinsic reading motivation that exists cannot be
transformed into an equivalent amount of reading time. In other words, with regard to
general models of cumulative advantage and positive feedback loops (DiPrete & Eirich,
2006; Rigney, 2010), we might say that external restrictions on opporiunity structures
{eg., job or family commitments) restrict self-selection processes (e.g., leisure-time
reading) and consequently undermine the emergence of further Matthew effects in
adulthood. Furthermore, current research using behavioural-genetic approaches has cast
doubt on the idea that the amount of reading contributes to individual differences in reading
comprehension as children become older (van Bergen et al., 2018).

Finally, the decrease in the correlation between leisure ime reading and reading com-
prehension with age might be linked to our third research question on the role of aduls’
occupation-related reading. The comparably large volume of work-related reading in
adults has shown that the reading people do for their jobs has a great deal of relevance.
These results correspond with findings by Kirsch and Guthrie (1984), who also found that
a large amount of the reading that the adulis in their smdy did was work-related. Our re-
sults also showed that the relevance of work-related reading tends to increase with age be-
cause adults spend more time reading in and for their jobs than during their leisure time.
The weak correlation found between leisure-time reading and occupational reading time
indicates that reading in the context of leisure and reading in the occupational context
are worthy of being considered separately because a person’s reading habits appear to vary
between the two contexts. The comrelation between occupation-related reading and reading
comprehension was substantially higher than the comrelation for leisure-time reading.
These findings support our third (and last) hypothesis, which proposed that occupational
reading is also related to reading comprehension. However, the causal direction is still an
open question; we cannot say whether good readers choose jobs for which they need to
do a lot of reading or whether these mdividuals are good readers as a result of the time they
spend reading in and for their jobs (see also Rammastedt, 2013). To answer this question,
additional longitudinal data are needed.

Limitations of the study

In this study, there were similar conditions across all age groups with regard to time
frames, administration, sampling procedure, and the dependent variable of reading com-
prehension. However, one limitation of our study was that our measures of reading time
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changed slightly between the school student cohort and the college and adult cohorts
because we had to adapt the measures appropriately with respect to the ages and life
conditions of the participants. For the younger participants who were placed i the
school swdent cohort, a closed-response format was used, whereas those placed in
the college and adult cohorts were provided an open-response format to obtain the
greatest amount of information possible. We further conducted a set of additional
regression analyses, and the results did not show any substantial differences in the
results between the regression using the categories and the regression using the open-
ended response values in adulthood. However, the Likert scales probably gave the
school students fixed frames of reference. These given time frames might have influ-
enced participants’ estimations of how much reading they do. Second, all our
reading-time data were based on self-reported rating scales. Therefore, we cannot say
whether aspects of social acceptance or memory effects might also have biased the
participants’ reporis. To handle this issue, it might be helpful o include teacher or
parent ratings or to additionally use measures such as the title recognition test (e.g.,
Cipielewski & Stanovich, 1992) or reading diaries. Third, prior research has shown that
reducing the measurement of reading time 10 just an overall quantitative evaluation is
not always the best way operationalise it. Especially because participants were asked
o not only include the printed books and magarines they read but also any emails
and websites. We know from recent research that differential effects can be found
between the reading of each of these types of texts and reading skills {e.g., McGeown,
Duncan, Griffiths, & Swothard, 2015; McGeown, Osbome, Warhurst, Norgate, &
Duncan, 2016; Pfost et al., 2013). Unfortunately, we had no way of using an evaluation
regarding different genres as an indicator of reading time because findings by Locher
and Pfost (2019) revealed some issues with regard to the validity and reliability of these
measures in the NEPS framework. However, future research might want to take into
account differentiated evaluations related to different types of texts in order o consider
qualitative aspects of reading. Moreover, it would be desirable for future research 1o
have information on school students’ reading activities during their school lessons.

Conclusion and implications for further research

The present study is among the first to take a closer look at the course and the relations
of extracurricular and occupational reading facets as well as reading comprehension
across a long time span ranging from early adolescence to late adulthood in one study.
Resulis revealed new insights into this topic and raised new questions that can be exam-
med in future research. First, we showed that the relation between time spent reading
and reading comprehension between Grades 5 and 9 is nearly stable. Second, the rela-
tion between time spent reading in leisure time and reading comprehension in adulthood
decreases when comparing adolescents and adulis. Finally, work-related reading appears
0 become more important in adulthood, even when educational stams and gender are
controlled for.

The ability to read is essential for participation in cultural, political and economic
life, and the activity of reading itself is seen as one of the most influential factors of
such reading abilities (Mol & Bus, 2011). However, evidence for the relation between
time spent reading or amount of reading and reading skills (eg., reading comprehen-
sion) has been limited to childhood and adolescence. Still today, little is known about
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adults’ reading habits as well as how these habits are related to adult variables (eg.,
reading comprehensions or reading motivation), and thus, we addressed this gap in
our study. Our findings benefitted from a large and representative sample of about
28,000 participants as well as the use of high-quality competence measures that allowed
for a meaningful comparison of the findings across a wide age range. In sum, our re-
sults did not confirm the theoretical assumptions derived by the Matthew effect model
because we found a decrease in the relation between reading comprehension and time
spent reading in leisure time with age. Therefore, we need to question whether resulis
based on school students (e.g., Anderson et al., 1988; Greaney & Hegarty, 1987; Pfost
et al., 2010, 2013) can really be generalised to all age groups or whether they are valid
only for the younger members of the population. Furthermore, the great importance of
occupation-related reading in adulthood again underlines our first statement: Reading is
a process that changes across the lifespan.
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Kurztitel: Erfassung des Lesevolumens

Zusammenfassung: In diesem Beitrag werden zwei Moglichkeiten der Erfassung des
Lesevolumens, wie sie mn Large-Scale-Studien meist verwendet werden, verglichen - zum
emnen em differenziertes textsortenspezifisches Urtell und zum anderen em haufig
angewendetes Globalurteil zur Einschatzung des Lesevolumens. Zum Vergleich der beiden
Urteile liegen Daten des Nationalen Bildungspanels (NEPS) mit einer Stichprobe von N =5
475 Schiilerinnen und Schiilern der fiinften Klassenstufe und N = 16 425 Schiilennnen und
Schiilern der neunten Klassenstufe sowie eine Stichprobe aus PISA 2009 von N = 4 979
Schiileninnen und Schiilern 1m Alter von 15 Jahren vor. Insgesamt zeigt sich, dass im NEPS
(insbesondere 1n Klassenstufe fiinf) das Globalurteil das verlisslichere Instrument darstellt. Fir
die textsortenspezifischen Urteile zeigen sich u. a. deutliche Bodeneffekte und nur gennge
Zusammenhinge mit den Kntermumsmalen Lesefrende und Lesekompetenz. Im Vergleich der
beiden textsortenspezifischen Urteile in NEPS und PISA zeigt sich emn Vorteil fiir die in PISA
verwendeten Items. Es werden Empfehlungen fiir den Umgang nut den NEPS-Daten aus den

entsprechenden Scientific-Use-Files abgeleitet.
Schliisselworter: Lesevolumen, Textsorten, Large-Scale-Panel, NEPS, PISA 2009

Abstract: In this article, we compared two measures of reading volume, which are common in
Large-Scale-Panels: a type of text specific evaluation of students' reading volume as well as an
overall evaluation of reading volume. Therefore, we examined a sample of fifth (N =5 475)
and mnth grade (V= 16 425) secondary students from the National Educational Panel Study
(NEPS) and a sample of N = 4 979 fifieen-year-old students from the PISA-study 2009.
Reparding NEPS-data, results show that the overall evaluation of students reading volume
appears to be the more reliable measure. In text type specific measures of reading, floor effects

and weak correlations with the criteria vanables, reading enjoyment and reading competence,



were present. Such weaknesses were less pronounced in items of the PISA study. We discuss

the findings and provide recommendations for working with the NEPS scientific use files.

Keywords: reading volume, text types, Large-Scale-Panel, NEPS, PISA 2009



Fiir das verstehende Lesen von Texten sind eine Reihe komplexer Teilfihigkeiten
notwendig, weshalb es fiir die Entwicklung der Lesekompetenz wichtig 1st, regelmabBig zu
lesen. Verschiedene Studien konnten hierzu bereits mehrfach zeigen, dass das Lesevolumen
positiv mut der Entwicklung der Lesekompetenz zusammenhingt (Anderson, Wilson &
Fielding, 1988; Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala & Cox, 1999; Mol & Bus, 2011; Pfost, Dorfler &
Artelt, 2010, 2013). Uber verschiedene Messinstrumente hinweg zeigen sich dabei in der Regel
Zusammenhinge zwischen dem Lesevolumen und der Lesekompetenz in einer Hohe von r =
-3— 4. Die Entscheidung fiir oder gegen ein Messmstrument hingt haufig vom Studiendesign
oder den Analysezielen ab. In empirischen Studien mut thematischem Fokus auf dem
Leseverhalten 1st es nétig, dieses umfangreich zu erfassen (z. B. Guthrie et al., 1999; Spear-
Swerling, Brucker & Alfano, 2010). Im Rahmen von Large-Scale-Studien mit multiplen
Analysezielen soll hingegen haufig das Lesevolumen als emne Information in emer Reihe von
vielen Fragen nuterfasst werden Dabei 1st es dann in der Regel umerlasslich, dass die
verwendeten Instrumente moghchst zeit- und platzsparend sind. Solche hiufig nur
oberflachlichen Emschitzungen zum Lesevolumen bieten 1m Anschluss jedoch oftmals Anlass
fir, nicht mmmer empinisch vollstindig gerechtfertipte, Kntik. Der vorliegende Beitrag
beschaftigt sich daher mit zwei eher 6kononuschen Arten von Fragebogenskalen zur Erfassung
des Lesevolumens, wie sie oftmals in Large-Scale-Studien zum Einsatz kommen. Zum einen
geht es um das hiufig verwendete Verfahren des Globalurteils, also einer allgemeinen
Emschitzung dariiber, wie lange pro Tag durchschmttlich gelesen wird. Zum anderen geht es
um ein differenzierteres textsortenspezifisches Urteil, ber dem die Personen Einschitzungen
dariiber abgeben, wie haufig sie bestimmte Textsorten lesen. Anhand dieser zwei1 Instrumente
soll untersucht werden, ob und wie gut es auch in Studien nut entsprechenden zeitlichen
Restrniktionen moglich ist, das Lesevolumen differenziert zu erfassen. Beide Urteile sind

allerdings micht voneinander unabhingig Das Globalurtell ist vielmehr eine imphzite



Zusammenfassung der gesamten investierten Lesezeit, die fiir unterschiedliche Textsorten
aufgebracht wurde. Mit der internationalen Schulleistungsstudie PISA (Programme for
International Student Assessment) und Deutschlands grofiter Panelstudie zur Erforschung von
Bildungsprozessen NEPS (Nationales Bildungspanel) wurden zwei der bekanntesten und fiir
Re-Analysezwecke populirsten Large-Scale-Studien zum Vergleich herangezogen. Analysen,
welche etwaige Probleme vorhandener Instrumente und Datensitze darstellen sind
grundlegend, um mégliche Fehlinterpretationen in Forschungsarbeiten vorzubeugen
Besonders hinsichtlich der NEPS-Daten, fiir die iiber eintausend offizielle nationale und
internationale Datennutzer verzeichnet werden konnen', ist dies wichtig. Dariiber hinaus sollen
die dargelepten Befunde Forscherinnen und Forscher bei der Gestaltung ihrer
Untersuchungsinstrumente unterstiitzen und somit zukiinftig zu emer effektiveren Nutzung

zeithicher und monetirer Ressourcen in Large-Scale-Forschungen beitragen.

Erfassung des Lesevolumens

Be1 der Messung des Lesevolumens wurde und wird bislang auf unterschiedliche
Instrumente zur Erfassung zuriickgegriffen. Bei Verfahren wie dem Titel- oder Autorinnen-
und Autoren-Rekognitionstest (TRT & ART) werden die Teilnehmenden nach dem Erkennen
von Autorinnen beziehungsweise Autoren oder Buchfiteln gefragt (z. B. Cipielewski &
Stanovich, 1992; Spear-Swerlmg et al, 2010). Durch dieses Vorgehen kénnen
Emschrankungen wie sozial erwiinschtes Antwortverhalten umgangen werden. Allerdings
handelt es sich dabe1 um eine zeit- und damit kostemintensive Erfassungsmethode. Ferner sind
ARTs und TRTs imndirekte Messmethoden. Die Tatsache, dass Personen eimne Autforin
beziehungsweise einen Autor oder Titel kennen, bedeutet also nicht gleichermalBlen dass das
Buch auch tatsdchlich gelesen wurde (Schroeder, Segbers & Schroter, 2016). Dieser Punkt
schrankt die Aussagekraft dieses Instruments erheblich ein. Ebenfalls micht emnfach, wenn auch

haufig als Optimalmethode betrachtet, ist die Erfassung des Lesevolumens durch



Lesetagebiicher (z. B. Anderson et al., 1988). Diese Art des Protokollierens der Leseaktivititen
filhrt zu emner vermeintlich genauen Schiatzung des Lesevolumens Aufgrund des hohen
Aufwandes kann dieses Verfahren aber nur selten und msbesondere meist nur iiber einen
kwrzen Zeitraum eingesetzt werden. Dieses Vorgehen bnngt somut erhebliche
Emschrankungen beziiglich der Generalisierung der Ergebnisse mit sich (Schroeder et al ,

2016).

Hiufig werden Fragebogenitems, wie sie auch im Rahmen dieses Artikels mm
Vordergmnd stehen, zu einer globalen Einschiatzung des Lesevolumens (z. B. Pfostetal | 2010)
und zu einer textsortenspezifischen Emschitzung des Lesevolumens (z. B. Pfost et al., 2013)
verwendet. Besonders Globalurteile sind in der Erfassung wemg zeitaufwindig und folglich
dkonomisch. Sie finden daher oft im Rahmen grofer und langsschnittlicher Datenerhebungen
Platz. Haufig werden diese Emschitzungen allerdings dafiir knitisiert, nur relative Unterschiede
der Personen zu erfassen und aufgrund sozial erwiinschten Antwortverhaltens Verzerrungen
zu unterliegen (Schroeder et al, 2016). Dariiber hinaus kann in diesem Globalurteil nicht in
unterschiedliche Textsorten unterschieden werden. Textsortenspezifische Urteile haben im
Vergleich zum reinen Globalurteil den Vorteil, dass darnn abgestuft werden kann, welche Art
der Lektiire wie oft gelesen wird. Dies erlaubt es in spateren Analysen Unterschiede m der

Lektiirequalitit zu beriicksichtigen, die be1 Globalurteilen verloren gehen wiirden.

Die Rolle unterschiedlicher Textsorten

Be1 der Wahl der Lektiire gibt es eme Vielzahl an Méglichkeiten: von traditionellen
Biichern, Zeitungen bis hin zum Internet unterscheiden sich die Medien micht nur hinsichtlich
des Lesezwecks, sondern auch in threm Anspruchsmveau (Gehrer & Artelt, 2013; Hayes &
Ahrens, 1988). Es liegt daher nahe, dass sich Zusammenhinge der Lesekompetenz und der

Lesemotivation mit der Quantitit des Lesens unterschiedlich gestalten, je nachdem, auf



welcher Textsorte der Fokus liegt. Ergebnisse von Pfost et al. (2013) weisen darauf hin, dass
vor allem das Lesen traditioneller Biicher (z. B. Romane) emen positiven Effekt auf die
Entwicklung des Leseverstehens und den Wortschatz hat. Einen eher geningen Zusammenhang
konnten die Autoren fiir das Lesen von Zeitungen nachweisen. Lese- und Schreibaktivititen
im Internet lhingen zu Teilen sogar negativ mut der Lesekompetenz der Schiilennnen und
Schiiler zusammen. Bei1 textsortenspezifischen Betrachtungen konnten McGeown, Osborne,
Warhurst, Norgate und Duncan (2016) zeigen, dass auch unter Kontrolle von Geschlecht,
Alter, Soziobkonomuschem Status und Lesekompetenz die imntrinsische Lesemotivation
beziehungsweise die lesebezogenen Einstellungen besonders das Lesevolumen von fiktionalen
Biichern (7= .26), Sachbiichern (r = 25) und Comics (r=_12) positiv vorhersagen. Signifikante
Zusammenhinge lesebezogener Emnstellungen mit dem Lesen von Zeitschnifien konnten micht

gefunden werden.
Fragestellung und Ziel

Fiir den Fall, dass die Moglichkeit der Erfassung des Lesevolumens Restriktionen
(Kosten, Zeit, usw.) unterliegt, stellen bislang Fragebogenskalen zum Lesevolumen eine
akzeptable Losung dar. Es stellt sich nun die Frage, wie put es gelingt, das Lesevolumen global
zu erfassen oder ob es giinstiger 1st, zwischen verschiedenen Textsorten zu differenzieren.
Ferner stellt sich auf explorativer Ebene die Frage, ob dies fiir alle Altersgruppen gleich gut
gelingt. Das Alter ist emn potenzieller Emnflussfaktor, der in diesem Kontext bislang nicht
systematisch untersucht wurde, aufgrund der gegebenen Datengrundlage luer jedoch
mutbetrachtet werden kann In der folgenden Studie werden daher zwei Ausfithrungen
textsortenspezifischer Urteile zum Lesevolumen (aus NEPS und PISA) und das Globalurteil

sowie deren Ergebmisse genauer untersucht und verglichen

Auswahl der AuBenkriterien und Testwertinterpretation



Es soll festgestellt werden, ob die Ergebmisse der Messinstrumente hinsichtlich einer
Interpretation 1m Sinne der Erfassung individueller Unterschiede im Lesevolumen valide sind.
Hierzu werden Zusammenhinge der Fragebogenergebmisse put entsprechenden
AubBenknterien beziehungsweise theoretisch relevanten Konstrukten empinisch untersucht
(American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association &
Mational Council on Measurment in Education, 2014). Dazu wird zum emen die
Lesekompetenz als AuBenkriterium herangezogen, da die Beziehung zum Lesevolumen
hinreichend belegt wurde und die bekannten Befunde somut als Referenz verwendet werden
konnen (Anderson et al | 1988; Guthrie et al_| 1999; Mol & Bus, 2011; Pfost et al_, 2010). Zum
anderen wird mut der Lesefreude emne Facette der lesebezogenen Einstellungen und damut der
mirinsischen Lesemotivation als Knteriumsvariable gewihlt Diese kann als prnimére
Determinante fiir das Lesevolumen angesehen werden (Guthne et al., 1999; Schaffner, 2009)

und stellt somit emn praktisch unmuttelbar relevantes Kriterium dar.

Das Ziel der vorliegenden Untersuchung besteht daher micht prnimér i einer inhaltlichen
Analyse und Interpretation von Zusammenhingen zwischen Lesevolumen und Auflenknterien.
Ziel 1st vielmehr die Untersuchung emer empinsch pgestiitzten und theonebasierten
Testwertinterpretation anhand vorher definierter Ergebnisse und Annahmen. Das heift, es soll
gepriift werden, ob die Zusammenhinge zwischen Indikatoren des Lesevolumens und
AubBenknterien in theoretisch sowie empirisch erwartbarer Hohe ausfallen und danut auf ein
funktionierendes Instrument hindeuten. Fir Kormrelationen, welche nicht den theoretischen
Erwartungen entsprechen (z. B. zu geninge oder unplausible Zusammenhinge), nehmen wir
mmphizit an, dass diese Ergebmisse nicht auf das angenommene Konstrukt (hier: das
Lesevolumen), sondern auf Unzulinglichkeiten in der Messung zuriickzufiithren sind (Hartig,
Frey & Jude, 2012). Beispielsweise wihlen Schroeder et al. (2016) zur Uberpriifung der

Validitat ihres Kinder-Titelrekogmitionstests (K-TRT) ein vergleichbares Vorgehen und



mterpretieren AuBenkorrelationen zwischen den Kntermumsvanablen Wortschatz und

Lesegeschwindigkeit und dem K-TRT.

Aufgrund der Annahme, dass das Lesevolumen sowohl mit der Lesekompetenz als auch
mit der Lesefreude zusammenhingt, und aufgrund bereits genannter Evidenzquellen (z. B.
Greaney & Hegarty, 1987; Guthrie et al | 1999; McGeown et al, 2016; Pfost et al | 2010; Pfost
et al , 2013; Walberg & Tsa1, 1984) erwarten wir zusammenfassend sowohl in PISA als auch
m NEPS Folgendes: Bezogen auf das Globalurteil erwarten wir Korrelationen mut der
Lesekompetenz in der Héhe von bisher gefundenen Effekten (r ~ .3—4) sowie noch stirkere
Korrelationen (r = 4) nut den lesebezogenen Einstellungen Im Hinblick auf die
textsortenspezifischen Items erwarten wir verhiltnismaBig hohe Korrelationen fiir Biicher (r ~
3—4) und gennge Korrelationen fir Comucs (7 ~ .1) mut der Lesekompetenz. Fiir die
lesebezogenen Einstellungen beziehungsweise die Lesefreude erwarten wir hohe
Korrelationen nmut dem Lesen von fiktionalen Biichem (r ~ .5), geringe bis mmttlere
Korrelationen mit dem Lesen von Periodika (7 ~ .2) und noch geringere Zusammenhinge mut

dem Lesen von Comics.
Methode

Studiendesign und Stichprobe

NEPS

In der vorliegenden Arbeit werden Daten von Schiileninnen und Schiilern der fiinften
(Startkohorte 3, Welle 1) und neunten Klassenstufe (Startkohorte 4, Welle 1 und 2) aus NEPS
verwendet. Schiilennnnen und Schiiler der Forderschulen werden fiir die vorliegenden
Betrachtungen ausgeschlossen. Insgesamt lhiegt danut fiir Startkohorte dre1 (Klassenstufe fiinf)
eine Stichprobe von N =5 475 Schiilerinnen und Schiilern (48 % weiblich; durchschnittliches

Alter: 10.53 Jahre) vor. Fiir Startkohorte vier (Klassenstufe neun) liegt eme Stichprobe von N



= 16 425 Schiilerinnen und Schiilern (49 % weiblich; durchschmittliches Alter: 14.75 Jahre)

VOor.

PISA 2009

Der Schwerpunkt der PISA-Studie 2009 liegt auf der Lesekompetenz, weshalb sich
diese Daten besonders gut fiir die Fragestellung der vorliegenden Arbeit eignen. Im Rahmen
unserer Untersuchungen wird die Stichprobe deutscher Schillerinnen und Schiiler
herangezogen. Daher liegt fiir die Analysen eine Stichprobe von NV =4 979 (49 % weiblich;
durchschmttliches Alter: 1583 Jahre) vor (Orgamisation for Economic Cooperation and

Development, 2012).

Analysen und Instrumente

Fiirr die Uberpriifung der Fragestellung wurden Itemverteilungen und Mittelwerte
betrachtet sowie Korrelations- und Faktorenanalysen durchgefithrt Aufgrund des
Skalenmiveaus der Lesevolumenvanablen und der micht normalverteilten Daten m NEPS
wurden Rangkorrelationskoeffizienten nach Kendalls Tau berechnet. Fiir die Itemverteilungen
und Korrelationsanalysen der PISA-Daten wurden die entsprechenden zur Verfiigung
gestellten Gewichte verwendet. Die Analysen wurden mit Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-
2007) durchgefihrt. Im Anschluss an die Korrelationsanalysen wurde emne explorative
Faktorenanalyse fiir ordinale Daten durchgefiithrt und die Fit-Werte der Modelle verglichen.
Dabe1 wurde mut der Oblimin-Methode eme schiefwinklige Rotationsmethode gewihlt Es

wurden folgende Variablen fiir die Analysen herangezogen:
Globalurteil Lesevolumen

NEPS. Das Lesevolumen in NEPS wurde unter Verwendung zweier Items erfasst.
Dabe1 wurde ein globales Urteil abgefrapt (,,Wieviel Zeit verbringst du normalerweise danut,

auBerhalb der Schule zu lesen?*), um das durchschmttliche Lesevolumen an emnem Schultag



und an emem schulfreien Tag zu erheben. Auch das Lesen von E-Mails und Zeitschriften sollte
dabei beriicksichtigt werden. Dies wurde anhand einer fiinfstufigen Likert-Skala (1 = gar nicht
aufserhalb der Schule, 2 = bis zu einer halben Stunde, 3 = zwischen einer halben Stunde und
einer Stunde., 4 = 1 bis 2 Stunden., 5 = mehr als 2 Stunden.) beantwortet. Cronbachs ain

Klassenstufe fiinf betrug a = .79 und a = 88 1 Klassenstufe neun.

PISA 2009. Ahnlich wie auch beit NEPS wurde in PISA das Globalurteil (1 Item:
. Wieviel Zeit verbringst du normalerweise damit, zu demem Vergniigen zu lesen? *) anhand
emner fiinfstufigen Likert-Skala (1 = Ich lese nicht zum Vergniigen. ; 2 = Bis zu 30 Minuten
taglich; 3 = Zwischen einer halben und 1 Stunde tdglich ; 4 = 1 bis 2 Stunden tdglich; 5= Mehr

als 2 Stunden téiglich) erfasst (Hertel, Hochweber, Mildner, Stemert & Jude, 2014).
Differenziertes textsortenspezifisches Urteil

NEPS. In NEPS wurde neben dem Globalurteil das Lesevolumen spezifisch nach
Genre und Inhalt (insgesamt 9 Iftems) erfrapgt: ,Wie oft liest du m deiner Freizeit
normalerweise. .. Knmis? Thnller? Horror- oder Fantasybiicher?; Sachbiicher?; klassische
Lateratur?; Comucs?“ und ,Liest du folgende Zeirftungen oder Zeitschniften? Lokale
Tageszeitung; Boulevardzeitung (wie BILD, BZ); Jugendseiten in anderen Zeitschniften (wie
SZ, FAZ), Magazine (wie SPIEGEL, FOCUS Schule); andere Jugendzeitschriften”. Die
Emschitzungen wurden anhand emner fiinfstufigen Likert-Skala (1 = nie oder selten, 2 =
mehrmals im Monat, 3 = einmal in der Woche, 4 = mehrmals in der Woche., 5 = taglich.) fiir

jede Kategorie separat erfasst.

PIS4 2009. Auch in PISA wurde das Lesevolumen textsortenspezifisch erfragt (,,Wie
oft liest du zu detnem Vergniigen. .. «). Fiir folgende Textsorten fand eine Einschiatzung statt:
Zeitschniften und Magazine; Comic-Hefte und Comics; Romane, Erzahlungen, Geschichten;

Sachbiicher (z. B. Geschichte, Biografie, Wissenschaft, Techmk) und Tageszerfungen



(insgesamt 5 Items). Das spezifische Urteil wurde ebenfalls anhand emer fiinfstufigen Likert-
Skala (1 = Nie oder fast nie; 2 = Ein paarmal im Jahr;, 3 = Etwa einmal im Monat, 4 = Mehrmals

im Monat, 5 = Mehrmals in der Woche) erfasst (Hertel et al_| 2014).

Lesekompetenz

NEPS. In den Lesekompetenztests fanden sich 31 beziehungsweise 32 Items (57 pro
Textsorte) 1m  Multiple-Choice-Format als  Entscheidungsaufgaben oder als
Zuordnungsaufgaben zu den folgenden fiinf alltagsnahen Textsorten: (a) Sachtexte, (b)
Werbung, Anzeigen und Aufrufe, (c) Anlerfungen und Anweisungen, (d) kommentierende
Texte, (e) literarische Texte (Gehrer & Artelt, 2013). Jede Textsorte wurde durch einen Text
reprasentiert. Dabei gilt es zu beachten, dass der Lesekompetenztest trotz der Textsortenvielfalt
konzipiert wurde, um ein eindimensionales Lesekonstrukt zu erfassen. Diese
Emdimensionalitit wurde gepriift: Alle Dimensionen korrelieren hoch bis sehr hoch
muteinander (Haberkom, Pohl, Hardt & Wiegand, 2012; Pohl, Haberkorn, Hardt & Wiegand,
2012). Die individuelle Personenfahigkeit wird als WLE-Schatzer (Weighted Likelihood
Estimation) angegeben. Die Reliabilitat des Tests in Klassenstufe fiinf (WLE-Reliabilitit =
767) ebenso wie in Klassenstufe neun (WLE-Rehabilitit = 749) war zufriedenstellend

(Haberkom et al_, 2012; Pohl et al_, 2012).

PIS4 2009 In PISA onentiert sich das Konstrukt der Lesekompetenz am Literacy-
Konzept. Es werden daher keine schulspezifischen Fahigkeiten, sondern sogenannte Life Skills
gemessen. Die PISA-Aufgaben bemnhalten dafiir unterschiedliche Textformate (kontinmerlich
wie z. B. Sachtexte oder Prosa und michtkontinmierlich wie z. B. Listen oder Tabellen), die
auferdem unterschiedliche Zwecke erfiillen (z. B. Anleitung, Beschreibung, etc) und
unterschuiedliche Leseanldsse (z. B. beruflich, privat, etc.) bemhalten (Naumann, Artelt,

Schneider & Stanat, 2010). Fiir die Analysen nut der Lesekompetenz der Schiilerinnen und



Schiiler wurden Plausible Values verwendet. Die Reliabilitit der Plausible Values in der

Domine Lesen betrug 86 (Orgamsation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2012).
Lesebezogene Einstellungen

NEPS. Zusatzlich wurden die Lust und das Interesse am Lesen ethoben (z. B. _Es
macht mur SpaBl Biicher zu lesen ). Die insgesamt fiinf positiv formulierten Items wurden
anhand emner vierstufigen Likert-Skala (1 = stimme gar nicht zu bis 4 = stimme véllig zu)

erfasst. Cronbachs aun Klassenstufe fiinf betrug o = 88 und a = 81 1n Klassenstufe neun.

PIS A4 2009. Die lesebezogenen Emnstellungen in PISA wurden anhand von fiinf invers
(z. B. ,,Ich lese nur, wenn ich muss.*) und sechs positiv formulierten Items (z. B. , Lesen 1st
eines meiner liebsten Hobbys.*) erfasst und anhand einer vierstufigen Likert-Skala (1 = Stimmt
iiberhaupt nicht bis 4 = Stimmt ganz genau) emngeschitzt (Hertel et al., 2014). Cronbachs

abetrug a = 92.
Ergebnisse

Ein Uberblick iiber die deskriptiven Kennwerte der textsortenspezifischen Urteile
sowie des Globalurteils und deren Interkorrelationen mut den Kntennumsvariablen
Lesekompetenz und lesebezogene Einstellungen 1st in Tabelle 1 (Klassenstufe fiinf) und in

Tabelle 2 (Klassenstufe neun) fiir NEPS und in Tabelle 3 fiir PISA 2009 zu sehen.
Kennwertverteilungen und Korrelationsanalysen

NEPS

»wTabelle 1 und 2 «

Be1 Betrachtung der Haufigkeitsverteilung zeigt sich eme stark ungleiche
Zellenbesetzung be1 den textsortenspezifischen Urteilen. Der iiberwiegend groBte Anteil (33—

87 %) an Schiilerinnen und Schiilern gab an, die jeweilig abgefragte Textsorte niemals zu lesen.



Em nur sehr geninger Anteil (1-22 %) gab an, téglich oder iiber zwe1 Stunden tiglich die
entsprechende Textsorte zu lesen. Im Vergleich dazu ist beim Globalurteil eine gleichméBigere
Vertetlung auf alle Antwortméglichkeiten festzustellen. Dhes zeigt sich auch 1m Mittelwert,
der beim Globalurteil etwa in der Mitte des Skalenrange zu finden ist, wohingegen die
Mittelwerte der textsortenspezifischen Urteile sehr medrig ausgeprigt sind und deutlich auf

Bodeneffekte hinwiesen.

Fiir die Schiilerinnen und Schiiler der Klassenstufe fiinf kann auch entnommen werden,
dass die spezifischen Einschitzungen des Lesevolumens fiir unterschiedliche Texte nur sehr
gering und iberwiegend negativ mut der Lesekompetenz der Schillennnen und Schiiler der
fiinfiten Klassenstufen korrelieren. Dies entspricht nicht den Korrelationen vorheriger
Untersuchungen Insbesondere fiir klassische Literatur (r = 01, n. s.) oder Krinus, Thriller,
Horror- oder Fantasybiicher (» = .04) zeigen sich geringe bis gar keine Zusammenhinge Auch
die Korrelationen der Textsortenurteile mit den lesebezogenen Einstellungen sind vielfach nur
schwach ausgeprigt. Das Globalurteil korreliert, den Erwartungen eher entsprechend, héher

mut den lesebezogenen Einstellungen (r = 44) und der Lesekompetenz (r = .20).

Die in Tabelle 2 abgetragenen Korrelationen der Textsortenurtelle und der
Lesekompetenz in Klassenstufe neun sind ebenfalls nur von geninger Starke und rephzieren gut
die Befundlage aus der finften Klassenstufe Lediglich der Zusammenhang des
textsortenspezifischen Urteills zum Lesevolumen von Krnmm, Thnller, Horror oder
Fantasybiichemn hebt sich positiv mit einer Korrelation von .22 ab und reicht fast an die
erwartete EffekteroBe heran Dieses Genre korreliert auch am starksten nut den lesebezogenen
Einstellungen (r = 44). Ansonsten zeigen sich aber auch hier nur mifige Zusammenhange mut
den Knterinmsvariablen. Das Globalurteil korreliert dagegen wieder deutlich hoher mit den

Kntertumsvanablen lesebezogene Einstellungen (r = .44) und Lesekompetenz (r = 24.).



PISA 2009

Die in Tabelle 3 abgetragenen Itemverteilungen zeigen eine breite Vanation beziiglich
der Haufigkeit des Lesens der unterschiedlichen Textsorten. Im Gegensatz zu den Items aus
der NEPS-Studie sind hier, mit Ausnahme der Kategorie Comics, kaum oder nur geringe
Bodeneffekte, das heibt starke Tendenzen in Richtung emer bestimmten Antwortkategorie zu
erkennen. Dies spiegelt sich auch in den Mittelwerten wider. Wie erwartet zeigt sich emne
muttelstarke Korrelation zwischen Lesekompetenz und dem Lesen von Romanen, Erzahlungen
und Geschichten (r = 44), micht aber mut dem Lesen von Comicbiichern (r = -.03) oder
Zeitschnften und Magazinen (r = .03). Fiir das Lesen von Tageszertungen und Sachbiichern
zeigen sich gening positive Zusammenhinge zur Lesekompetenz (r = .10). Auch das
Globalurteil hingt in der erwarteten Stirke mut der Lesekompetenz (r = .36) zusammen. Be1
der Uberpriifung der Korrelationen mit den lesebezogenen Einstellungen zeigen sich beim
differenzierten Urteil beziiglich des Lesens von Romanen, Erzihlungen und Geschichten und

beim Globalurteil dhnlich starke Zusammenhinge (r = .68—69).
»Tabelle 3 «

In der Zusammenschau der Ergebnisse von NEPS und PISA konnen damit folgende
zwe1 Punkte festgehalten werden: Erstens, im Hinblick auf die textspezifischen Urteile zeigen
sich vor allem in der PISA-Studie die erwarteten Zusammenhinge zur Lesekompetenz.
Zweitens, in beiden Studien fallen die Zusammenhinge zur Lesekompetenz und zu den
lesebezogenen Einstellungen fiir das Globalurteil groBer und eher in erwartbarer Hohe aus als

fiir die textspezifischen Urteile.
Faktorenanalytische Betrachtungen der NEPS-Daten

wTabelle 4 «



Aufgrund der erwartungswidrigen Befunde und um zu iberpriifen, ob sich die
vergleichsweise hohe Anzahl textspezifischer Urteile der NEPS-Studie sinnvoll reduzieren
beziehungsweise zusammenfassen ldsst und ob sich basierend auf diesen Ergebnissen
Zusammenhinge zu den Knitermumsvanablen zeigen, wurde eine explorative Faktorenanalyse
fiir ordinale Daten durchgefiihrt. Tabelle 4 gibt einen Uberblick iiber die Modell-Fit-Werte der
explorativen Faktorenmodelle. Keines der Modelle zeigt emne absolut zufriedenstellende
Modellpassung, wobe1 sich fir das 2- und das 3-Faktorenmodell eine leichte Verbesserung der
Fit-Werte verzeichnen lisst. Eine Betrachtung des Eigenwertverlaufs (vgl Elektronisches
Supplement 1) basierend auf der Stichproben-Korrelationsmatrix zeigt, dass die ersten zwe1
beziehungsweise dre1 Faktoren den Grofiteil der Gesamtstremung in den Daten erkliren. Hier

zeigt sich also auch eine leichte Tendenz zum 2-Faktorenmodell.
»Tabelle 5 «

In Tabelle 5 sind daher die Faktorladungen sowie die Interkorrelationen der latenten
Faktoren fiir die 2-Faktorenlgsung abgetragen. Die interne Konsistenz des ersten Faktors in
Klassenstufe fiinf, bestehend aus allen Zeitschriften und Zertungen, betrigt 68. Die mnterne
Konsistenz des ersten Faktors in Klassenstufe neun, bestehend aus dem Lesen von
Tageszeitungen und Boulevardzeitungen, betrdapt .50. Faktor zwe1 mn Klassenstufe 5, bestehend
aus dem Lesen klassischer Biicher und Sachbiicher, zeigt eme interne Konsistenz von .55. Die
mterne Konsistenz des Faktors 2 m Klassenstufe neun betrigt 53 und beinhaltet alle
Lektiirearten, auller der Tageszeitung, Boulevardzeitung und Jugendseiten. Das elektromische
Supplement 2 zeigt die Ergebmisse der 3-Faktorenlosung, wobei sich im Smne der

Emfachinterpretation der Faktorladungen keine deutliche Verbesserung zeigt.

Um zu analysieren, ob die mittels der explorativen Faktorenanalyse gebildeten Faktoren

mit den EKriteriumsvariablen sowie dem Globalurtell zumindest stiitker korrelieren als die



mdividuellen Emzelitems wurden weitere Korrelationsanalysen durchgefiihrt. Hierzu wurde
die 2-Faktorenldsung basierend auf der explorativen Faktorenanalyse verwendet (siehe
Elektronisches Supplement 3). In beiden Klassenstufen korrelieren die zwe1 Faktoren sehr
gering (Klasse 9: r = .06 und .08) und in Klasse fiinf teillweise sogar negativ (Klasse 5: r = .00
und -.05) mut der Lesekompetenz. Positive, im Verhiltms zum Globalurteil jedoch geringere

Korrelationen zeigen sich mit den lesebezogenen Einstellungen (r = .10 bis 35).
Diskussion

Insgesamt zeigt sich in den NEPS-Daten, dass die Kntermumsvanablen durchweg
stiarker, und danut in dem Ausmal von bisher gefundenen Ergebmssen mit dem Globalurteil
als mut den textsortenspezifischen Urteilen oder den zwe1 Faktoren zusammenhingen. Jedoch
1st anzumerken, dass die Korrelationen der Lesekompetenz mit dem Globalurteil insgesamt
auch schwicher ausfielen als erwartet. Die Werte hiegen allerdings nur leicht unter den
eingangs definlerten Annahmen beziiglich der Testwertinterpretation. Die Zusammenhinge
mit der zweiten Kntermumsvariable, den lesebezogenen Einstellungen, entsprechen den
Annahmen_ So kann insgesamt gesehen davon ausgegangen werden, dass eme valide Messung
beziehungsweise eme valide Testwertinterpretation im Smne der Erfassung individueller
Unterschiede 1m Lesevolumen fiir das Globalurteil mdglich 1st. Im Vergleich zom Globalurteil
zeigen sich bei den textsortenspezifischen Urteilen erwartungswidrige Zusammenhznge Uber
alle Textsorten inweg zeigen sich zumeist negative bis marginale positive Zusammenhinge
des Lesevolumens mt der Lesekompetenz. Emzige Ausnahme bildet hier in Klasse neun das
Lesen der Textsorten Krninus, Thnller, Horror- oder Fantasybiicher und lokale Tageszeitungen,
welche relativ deutlich positiv mit der Lesekompetenz korrelieren. Auch die Zusammenhinge
des textsortenspezifischen Urteils mit den lesebezogenen Einstellungen fallen, besonders in
Klasse fiinf, nicht wie erwartet aus. Die deutlichen Bodeneffekte weisen ebenfalls darauf hin,

dass die Antworten der in der NEPS-Studie verwendeten textsortenspezifischen Skala nmicht



unkntisch zu betrachten und daher nur bedingt aussagekraftig sind. Auch diese Ergebnisse
bestarken eher den Einsatz des Globalurteils. Ferner konnte die von NEPS intendierte
Unterteilung der Textsorten in Buchlesen und Zeitschriften beziehungsweise Zeitungen in
einer faktoranalytischen Betrachtung (2-Faktoren-Modell) nicht bestatigt werden. Auch andere
Faktorenmodelle zeigten in einer explorativen Faktorenanalyse unzureichende Ergebmisse auf.
Stattdessen zeigte sich eine Heterogemtit der Items, die z. B. in Form einer geringen
Reliabilitit der gebildeten Faktoren beziehungsweise Skalen fiir weitere Analysen

problematisch sein kann.

Dies soll allerdings mnicht bedeuten, dass eme differenziertere Abfrage micht
grundsdtzlich sinnvoll sein kann Es stellt sich jedoch die Frage, ab welchem Alter, wie
differenziert und vor allem welche Textsorten abgefragt werden sollten, um optimal
verwertbare Informationen zu erhalten. Die Ergebmisse aus NEPS lassen vermuten, dass es be1
Fragebogenskalen zum Lesevolumen, bei welchen stark zwischen den einzelnen Textsorten
unterschieden wird, herausfordernd 1st fiir die Befragten diese Kategonien zu differenzieren
und damut prazise zu antworten. Im Vergleich der Klassenstufen finf und neun der NEPS-
Daten zeipt sich emn deskmptiver Trend dahingehend, dass mut zunehmendem Alter
differenziertere Urteile abgegeben werden kénnen. Im Vergleich der beiden Stichproben 15-
Jahniger aus NEPS und PISA zeigt sich jedoch trotzdem, dass die in PISA verwendete und
wemiger stark ausdifferenzierte Fragebogenskala, eher den theoretischen und empirischen
Erwartungen und vorab bestimmten Pramissen zur Testwertinterpretation entspricht. Fiir die
Beantwortung der Fragebogenskalen stehen die Schiileninnen und Schiiler vor der kognitiven
Herausforderung, zum einen retrospektiv emzuschitzen, wieviel sie durchschmttlich am Tag
lesen. Zum anderen miissen sie aber auch ithre Tatigkeiten genau aufschliisseln, welcher
Textsorte thr Buch zuzuordnen 1st. Be1 breiteren Kategorien wie etwa in der PISA-Studie 1st

eine solche Emschitzung moglicherweise emfacher abzugeben als bei feineren Dimensionen.



Im vorliegenden Daten-Beispiel aus NEPS wurden besonders Periodika sehr genau
unterschieden, wie beispielsweise Jugendzeitschriften oder Jugendseiten 1 anderen
Zeitschnften. Es diirfte jedoch (insbesondere fiir jiingere Schillerinnen und Schiiler) micht
eindeutig erkennbar sein, wo hier die Grenze liegt. Dies kénnte mitunter eme Ursache fiir die
m den NEPS-Stichproben gefundenen Ergebmisse (deutliche Bodeneffekte, gennge
Korrelationen mit den KniteriumsmalBen und eine praktisch kaum psychometrisch sinnvolle
Zusammenfassung der emnzelnen textspezifischen Items zu Skalen) semn. Es empfiehlt sich
daher be1 der Erfassung des Lesevolumens eine Reduktion der Dimensionen fiir emne klarere
Dafferenzierung. Ferner 1st zu diskutieren, ob Finftklasslerinnen und Funftklassler iiberhaupt
Boulevardzeitungen oder auch lokale Tageszeitungen lesen In der PISA Studie 2009 wurde,
wie i diesem Beitrag gezeigt werden konnte, das Lesevolumen vergleichsweise erfolgreich
fiir spezifische Textsorten erfasst. Eine gelungene Umsetzung des differenzierten Urteils findet
sich auch in Studien von Spear-Swerling et al. (2010) oder Pfost et al. (2013). Dabe1 wurden
im Vergleich zu NEPS deutlich weniger und altersangemessenere Facetten untersclueden. Dies
bestarkt weiterhin die Vermutung, dass eme differenzierte Erfassung des Lesevolumens dann
sinnvoll und valide sein kann, wenn fiir die Adressaten eine logische Abgrenzung der
Textsorten moglich 1st und die entsprechenden Antwortskalen im Sinne der Vermeidung von
Bodeneffekten dies auch zulassen. Urteile mit hoher Spezifitit, insbesondere ber Kindern und

Jugendlichen, erscheinen dagegen kritisch in der Anwendung.
Limitationen und Ausblick

Emschrinkend fiir die vorliegende Untersuchung muss angemerkt werden, dass wir
keine Moglichkeit hatten, die differenzierten Urteile und das Globalurteil mit dem realen
Lesevolumen abzugleichen. Fiir zukiinflige Forschung kénnten hier als Erganzung zusitzliche
Lesetagebiicher dienen. Dariiber hunaus wire es von Vorteil Methoden heranzuziehen, die micht

exklusiv auf einer Selbsteinschatzung beruhen Aspekte wie soziale Erwiinschtheit bei den



Kindem und Jugendlichen oder Ennnerungseffekte z. B. dadurch, dass em Buch emner
bestimmten Kategorie seit langerer Zeit gelesen wird und daher eher prisent ist als andere
Biicher, konnten dadurch beriicksichtigt werden. Ferner wire es wiinschenswert,
Zusammenhinge zwischen Subdimensionen der Lesekompetenz und dem Lesen

unterschiedlicher Textsorten zu betrachten

Die Erfassung des Lesevolumens ist eine Herausforderung, die je nach Maglichkeiten
des Studiendesigns qualitativ unterschiedlich gemeistert werden kann Schlussendlich muss
abgewogen werden, welches Instrument hinsichtlich Kosten, Zeitaufwand und Analysezielen
geeignet 1st. Trotzdem kann die Verwendung von Globalurteilen zum Lesevolumen besonders
n zeit- und platzbegrenzten Large-Scale-Studien auf Grundlage der hier durchgefiihrten Studie
gestarkt werden In der diwrekten Gegeniiberstellitng von Globalurtell wund
textsortenspezifischem Urteil scheint im vorliegenden Fall das in NEPS eingesetzte
Globalurteill das geeignetere Messinstrument zur Erfassung individueller Unterschiede im
Lesevolumen zu sein. Zumindest im Hinblick auf die jiingere Startkohorte wiirden wir daher
anderen Datennutzerinnen und -nutzern des NEPS-Scientific-Use-Files von emer Nutzung der

spezifischen Emschitzungen des Lesevolumens in thren Analysen abraten.

Jenseits dieser unnuttelbaren Handlungsempfehlungen fiir Nutzerinnen und Nutzern
des NEPS-Scientific-Use-File ergeben sich zwe1 allgemeine Schlussfolgerungen aus den
vorgestellten Analysen 1m Hinblick auf die Erfassung des Lesevolumens. Zum einen sollten
die Stufen der Antwortskalen iberpriift werden Fiir manche Urteile sind gewisse
Antwortméglichkeiten weniger plausibel als fiir andere. Im konkreten Beispiel von PISA und
NEPS verwenden zwar beide Studien emne fiinfstufige Skala, jedoch ist jene aus PISA
nmiedrigschwelliger als jene aus NEPS (z. B. PISA: Kategonie 5 = Mehrmals in der Woche;
NEPS: Kategone 5 = tdglich). Sich wirklich taglich nut emner spezifischen Textsorte wie einem

Sachbuch oder einer Jugendzeitschrift zu beschaftigen, scheint aber (und darauf weisen auch



die Itemverterlungen hin) unrealistisch zu sein. Diese ungleichen Kategorienbeschriftungen
konnten mutunter ein Grund fiir die teilweise deutlichen Unterschiede in den Ergebnissen von
PISA und NEPS sein. Obgleich die erste Kategone (nie oder selten bzw. fast nie) be1 beiden
Studien gleich 1st, geben in NEPS m Klassenstufe neun ungefahr doppelt so viele Jugendliche
an, nie Sachbiicher zu lesen. Betrachtet man aber die zweite Kategone (PISA: Ein paarmal im
Jahr, NEPS: Mehrmals im Monat) konnen die Bodeneffekte in NEPS auch daraus resultieren,
dass der Schntt von Kategorie emns zu zwei zu grofl i1st und fiir die Jugendlichen die
Antwortkategonie ems zutreffender erschemnt. Zum zweiten sollte, wie bereits erwihnt, die
Femgliednigkeit der abgefragten Textsorten diskutiert werden. Eine zu grofie Differenzierung
scheint kontraproduktiv. Was fir die weitere Anwendung von Lesevolumenskalen
zusammentassend festgehalten werden kann, 1st, dass das Globalurtell zur Erfassung des
Lesevolumens, bei Limtationen beziiglich Zeit und Umfang, prinzipiell ein akzeptables
Instrument darstellt. Ein differenziertes textsortenspezifisches Urteil sollte 1m Optimalfall
jedoch zur Erfassung des Lesevolumens hinzugezogen werden; allerdings nur, wenn diese (a)
plausible sowie adiquat bewertbare, das heibit tatsichlich die vorhandene Merkmalsvariation
abbildende, Antwortkategorien umfassen und (b) sinnvoll abgrenzbare und altersangemessene
Textsorten enthalten. Aufgrund der Betrachtung modellbasierter Itemtrennschérfen i den
Faktorenanalysen, der Haufigkeitsverteilungen und 1m Sinne einer auch fiir jiingere Personen
einfach unterscheidbaren Textsortenauswahl, wiirden wir beispielsweise eine Unterteilung in
Unterhaltungshiteratur (z. B. Romane, Thriller, Kninus, etc.), Sach- und Fachbiicher sowie

Zeitungen und Zeitschriften empfehlen.



Fubnoten

1. Vgl NEPS Newgkeiten Archiv, 27.10.15, URL: https://www neps-data de/de-

de/nemigkeiten/2015 aspx



Elektronische Supplemente (ESM)

Die elektronischen Supplemente sind mit der Online-Version dieses Artikels

verfiigbar iiber [vom Verlag zu erginzen]
ESM 1. Die Abbildung zeigt den Eigenwertsverlauf der exploratorischen Faktorenanalyse
ESM 2. Die Tabelle zeigt die Ergebmisse der 3-Faktorenldsung.

ESM 3. Die Tabelle zeipt die Korrelationen mit den gebildeten Lesevolumenfaktoren.
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Tabelle 1. Desknptive Kennwerte und Kendall-Tau-Korrelationen der

Textsortenvariablen (Klassenstufe fiinf)

Variablen N M SD niedrigste® hochste® LK LE
Lokale Tageszeitung 4697 185 132 64 % 8%  04% 14*
Boulevardzeitung 4592 153 1.07 75 % 4% -08*% 06*
Jugendseiten 1 anderen 4694 179 123 64 % 6% -08*% 13*
iiberregionalen Zeitungen

Magazine 4692 196 1.27 54 % T% 201 19*
andere Jugendzeitschriften 4748 277 1.56 33% 22%  -08% 10*
Krinus, Thriller, Horror- 4789 266 1.60 40 % 19%  04% 24%
oder Fantasybiicher

klassische Literatur 4582 220 140 48 % 10 % 201 24%
Sachbiicher 4480 218 132 45 % 8% -02 26*
Comics 4592 276 154 33% 20%  -03% 1%
Globalurteil: freizeitl. 4888 297 1.19 8% 10%  20% A4*
Lesevolumen ©

Schultag 4760 295 122 12 % 13%  .16* 38*
schulfreler Tag 4600 302 137 15 % 20%  22% A45%

Anmerfungen: Korrelationen basieren auf manifesten Mittelwerten der Kntermumsvanablen; LE =
Lesekompetenz (WLE-Schitzer = Weighted Likelihood Estimation); LE = Lesebezogene Emnstellungen: * p <
A05.

* Prozent der Kategonien . nie oder selten™ bzw. Globalurteil: | gar nicht auflerhalb der Schule™. ® Prozent der
Kategonen , tighch™ bzw. Globalurteil: | mehr als 2 Stunden™. © Mittelwert aus den Items Lesevolumen an
Schultagen und schulfreien Tagen.



Tabelle 2. Deskriptive Kennwerte und Kendall-Tau-Korrelationen (Klassenstufe neun)

Variablen N M SD niedrigste* hochste ° LK LE
Lokale Tageszertung 14 113 245 1.50 42 % 15 % 11%* 13%*
Boulevardzeitung 14 029 175 1.17 63 % 5% -.04%* 01
Jugendseiten in anderen

14 039 1.39 .89 79 % 2% 02% 2%
iiberregionalen Zeitungen
Magazine 14 093 1.62 98 63 % 2% 04%* 15%
andere

14 142 219 1.25 40 % 6% -.12% 06*
Jugendzeitschriften
Krimus, Thrller, Horror-

14 102 226 147 48 % 12 % 22% 44%*
oder Fantasybiicher
klassische Lateratur 13 890 1.23 .68 87 % 1% 08* 23%
Sachbiicher 13 849 144 85 2% 1% 07* 23%
Comics 13 960 162 1.05 66 % 3% -.02% 07*

Globalurteil: freizeit].

14 263 298 135 23 % 24 % 24% A4%
Lesevolumen ©
S(.‘hultag 14 190 291 136 20 % 16 % 21% A0*
Schulfreier Tag 14 142 305 149 22 % 25 % 26* Ae*

Anmerkungen: Korrelationen basteren auf mamfesten Mittelwerten der Knterumsvanablen; LK =
Lesekompetenz (WLE-Schitzer = Weighted Likelihood Estimation); LE = Lesebezogene Emstellungen. * p <
05.

® Prozent der Kategorie _ nie oder selten” bzw. Globalurteil: _gar micht auBerhalb der Schule™. ® Prozent der
Kategone , tiglich™ bzw. Globalurteil: _ mehr als 2 Stunden™. © Mittelwert aus den Items Lesevolumen an
Schultagen und schulfreien Tagen.



Tabelle 3. Deskriptive Kennwerte und Korrelationen der Textsortenvariablen aus

PISA 2009
Variablen N M SD niedrigste? hochste® LK LE
Zeitschriften/ 4458 346 119 7% 21%  03* 09*
Magazine
Comic-Hefte/ Comics 4433 176 115 60 % 5% -.03% 06*
Romane, Erzihlungen 4415 270 145 29 % 16%  44*% 68*
und Geschichten
Sachbiicher 4419 221 121 38 % 5%  .10% 20%
Tageszeitungen 4441 357 145 16 % 37%  .10% 09*
Globalurteil zum 4552 215 124 42 % 6%  36% 69*
Lesevolumen

Anmerfumngen: Korrelationen basieren auf manifesten Mittelwerten der Kntermumsvanablen.
LK = Lesekompetenz (Plausible Values). LE = leistungsbezogene Emstellungen. * p < 05.

2 Prozent der Kategorie . nie oder selten™ bzw. Globalurteil: . gar nicht auBerhalb der Schule™.
® Prozent der Kategone _ tiglich™ bzw. Globalurteil: _ mehr als 2 Stunden™.



Tabelle 4. Vergleich der Modellfit-Werte der Explorative Faktorenanalyse

Klasse 5 Klasse 9
P df RMSEA CFI P df RMSEA CFI
1-Faktor 756.96% 27 08 88 2318.72% 27 08 83
2-Faktoren 38538*% 19 07 04 098.49* 19 06 93
3-Faktoren 211.15% 12 07 o7 379.74% 12 05 97
4-Faktoren 26.71% 6 03 100 a

Anmerfungen: a = 4-Faktorenldsung konvergiert mcht. Rotationsmethode: oblimin.



Tabelle 5. Matrix des Zwei-Faktoren-Modell in Klassenstufe fiinf und neun

Item Stufe 5 Stufe 9

Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 1 Faktor 2

Lokale Tageszeitung 670* 398* 313%*
Boulevardzeitung 819* 880%*
Jugendseiten 1 anderen Zertungen 430* 373% 510%
Magazine A404% 380% 522%
andere Jugendzeitschriften A417*

Krimis, Thriller, Horror- oder 492%
Fantasybiicher

klassische Literatur 691% 658%
Sachbiicher 657% 684%
Comnucs 366*
Cronbachs o .68 55 50 53
Korrelation latenter Faktoren:

Faktor 1 S54% 31*

Anmerfungen: Rotationsmethode: Oblimin. Kleine Koeffizienten unter .30 wurden m der
Tabelle nicht dargestellt. * =p < 05.
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Elektronisches Supplement 1. Eigenwertverlauf basierend auf der Stichproben-Korrelationsmatrix der
Explorative Faktorenanalyse in Startkohorte 3 (links) und Startkohorte 4 (rechis)



Elektronisches Supplement 2. Matrix des Drei-Faktoren-Modells in Klassenstufe fiinf und neun

Item Stufe 5 Stufe 9

Faktor  Faktor Fakior Faktor Faktor Faktor

1 2 3 1 2 3

Lokale Tageszeitung 646* 572*
Boulevardzeitung (wie BILD. BZ) 801* J50*
Jugendseiten in anderen Zeitungen (wie SZ. FAZ) 386 503 418* 304*
Mapgazine (wie SPIEGEL. FOCUS Schule) A02* 350* 418*
andere Jugendzeitschriften (wie Bravo, Popcorn) 425*% 850*
Enmis, Thriller, Horror- oder Fantasybiicher 315* 518*
klassische Literatur 524* 652*
Sachbiicher B05* 665*
Comics 317 373*
Cronbachs a 59 - .55 52 51 -
Korrelation latenter Faktoren:
Faktor 1 36% 51* 38* 18*
Faktor 2 32 04+

Anmerfumgen: Rotationsmethode: oblimin Kleine Eoeffizienten unter .30 wurden in der Tabelle nicht dargestellt.

Die interne Konsistenz in Klassenstufe fiinf wurde berechnet auf Basis folgender Items: Faktor 1: Tageszeihmgen,

Boulevardzeitungen, Tugendseiten, Magazine und Jugendzeitschriften; Faktor 2: klassische Literatur und Sachbiicher.

Die interne Konsistenz in Klassensiufe nenn wurde berechnet auf Basis folgender Items: Faktor 1: Tageszeifungen;

Boulevardzeitung; Faktor 2: Jugendseiten Magazine, Krimis, Thriller, Horror- oder Fantasybiicher, klassische

Literatur, Sachbiicher und Comics. *=p < 05.



Elektronisches Supplement 3. Kendall-Tau-Interkorrelationen der Skalen und Erntermmsvanablen

von Klassenstufe fiinf (unter der Diagonale) und Klassenstufe neun (iiber der Diagonale)

Variablen 1 2 3 4 5
1. Faktorl - 24> De*  10* 4%
2. Faktor2 27* - Dg* 35+ 27*
3. Lesekompetenz - 05* 00 - 23 M
4. Lesebezogene Einstellungen 18* 20* 5% - A4*
5.  Globalurteil 2= 20* 20 44> -

Anmerkungen: Die geringe Reliabilitit der gebildeten Faktoren/Skalen ist einschrinkend zu
beriicksichtigen Korrelationen basieren auf manifesten Variablen Die Faktoren in Klassenstufe
fiinf wurden aus den Mittelwerten folgender Items gebildet: Faktor 1: Tageszeitungen,
Boulevardzeitungen Jugendseiten Magazine und Jugendzeitschriften: Faktor 2: klassische
Literatur und Sachbiicher. Die Faktoren in Klassenstufe neun wurde gebildet aus den
Mittelwerten folgender Items: Faktor 1: Tageszeitungen; Boulevardzeitung; Faktor 2:
Jugendseiten Magazine, Krimis, Thriller, Horror- oder Fantasybiicher, klassische Literatur,

Sachbiicher und Comics. * p < 05.
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The Relation Between Students’ Intrinsic Reading Motivation and Book
Reading in Recreational and School Contexts
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In comparison with younger children, older students tend to be less motivated to read. 4 literature class that fails to motivate
students is one aspect that has often been discussed in this regard. Using data from 403 German ninth graders, we examined
how students’ book reading is related to infrinsic situational and intrinsic habitual reading mofivation in and out of school
The books that studenis reported to have read were characterized by LIX readability and text fype. Our resulis first showed
that recreational reading metivation exceeded school reading motivation. Second, the reading of classic literature was a
negative predictor of intrinsic situational reading metivation. Third, in the school context, students who read more difficult
books were less motivated to read them. Fourth, analyses showed that individual book-reading experiences were linked to
intrinsic habitual reading motivation. We discuss practical implications for book reading in and out of the literature class.

Eeywords:

One of the main goals of education is to teach students fo con-
structively interact with written texts. In addition the ability to
read and understand texts is needed to participate in culfural
political, and economic life (Organisation for Fronomic
Co-operation and Development, 2003). Reading motivation is
an important factor that contributes to the positive development
of such reading skills (Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala, & Cox
1999; McElvany, Kortenbruck, & Becker, 2008; Morgan &
Fuchs, 2007; Petscher, 2010). Studies have found that students
reading motivation predicts their reading behawvior (e g, read-
ing volume or reading material), which in furn fosters the devel-
opment of reading skills. Numerous studies have confirmed
reciprocal relafions between reading motivation and reading
behavior as well as reading skills (e g . De Naeghel, Van Keer,
Vansteenkiste, & Rosseel, 2012; McFlvany et al | 2008; Stutz,
Schaffner, & Schiefele, 2016). Although research has shown
that reading motivation is a substantial predictor of reading
skills, studies have shown that in comparison with younger
children older students and adolescents are often less mofi-
vated to read (Gottfried. Fleming, & Gottfried, 2001;
Marcoulides, Gottfried. Gottfiied, & Oliver, 2008; McEenna,
Eear, & Ellsworth, 1995; Smith, Smith  Gilmore, & Jameson,
2012). Given the fact that the development of reading skills is
not limited to early childhood but lasts until young adulthood or
even longer (Alexander, 2005), the decrease in students’ read-
ing motivation might have negative consequences because the

habitual metivation, situational motivation, book reading, school-related reading, LIX readability

development of their reading skills and behavior strongly
depends on their motivation to read. Therefore, if is of primary
mmportance to identify the factors that confribute to this nega-
tive trend in the development of students™ infrinsic reading
motivation. One aspect that is often discussed in this regard is a
literature class that fails to motivate students (e g, Garbe, 2010;
Philipp, 2011). Such a failure might be due to the books that are
chosen in the instructional context or the teaching framework as
well as to a lack of student participation m choosing the books.
However, most studies that have analyzed individual differ-
ences in reading motivation have focused solely on recreational
reading, neglecting the reading that is done in and for school
(Neugebaver, 2013; Philipp, 2011). Therefore, in the present
study, we examined students” book-reading habits in two con-
texts: school and recreational time. We focused on the relation
between students’ self-reported motivational-affective reading
experiences with the books that they reported to read and the
types of texts and readability of these books. Furthermore, we
mvestigated whether students’ reading expeniences with these
books affected the development of habitual intrinsic reading
mofivation in secondary school.

Conceptualizations of Reading Behavior and Reading

Motivation

To provide a better understanding of reading in general,
we first present our conceptualizations of the two constructs
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that are the focus of the present study: reading behavior and
reading motivation Throughout this article, we define read-
ing behavior as the sum of activities related to reading. Such
activifies or behaviors can be operationalized in many ways.
Therefore, to clarify the concept of reading behavior, we dif-
ferentiate between the quantitative aspects ("How much do
people read?”) and the qualitative aspects (“What do people
read””). Quantitative aspects of reading behavior refer to the
amount or volume of reading (e g., mumber of books read in
the last month) or aspects of time spent reading (e.g., aver-
age number of minutes spent reading per day). A common
quantitative measure of reading behavior is a global evalua-
tion of reading volume, such as the ones used in the PISA
Study (Programme for International Stodent Assessment;
Locher & Pfost, 2019; Organisation for FEconomic
Co-operation and Development, 2010). Quanfitative mea-
sures are often used in empirical research because they are
quite economical and simple to mmplement. Qualitative
aspects of reading behavior are mmltifaceted and comprise
aspects such as the nature of the reading material (e g, type
of text, text difficulty, content of a text, or the medim [ie.,
print or digital]). Assessing such qualitative aspects of stu-
dents’ reading behavior 15 a time- and space-consuming pro-
cess and has therefore often been neglected in education
research. For instance, qualitative information about peo-
ple’s reading behavior can be measured with reading diaries
in which people write down which books, magazines, or
newspapers they have read (e g, B C. Anderson, Wilson, &
Fielding, 1988). Recent research has shown that differential
effects can be found between the reading of different types
of texts and reading motivation or reading skills (eg.,
McGeown, Duncan, Griffiths, & Stothard, 2015; McGeown,
Osborne, Warhurst, Norgate, & Duncan 2016; Pfost,
Daorfler, & Artelt, 2013). Compared with other reading activ-
ities, such as online reading (e g, emails) or newspaper
reading the reading of traditional books has been found to
be most strongly related to reading skill development (e g,
Pfost. Dorfler, & Artelt, 2013). Taken together, it is impor-
tant to take a closer look at qualitative aspects of reading
behavior, especially with a focus on students’ book reading.

Many motivational constructs or terms have been used in
the area of reading (Conradi, Jang, & McEenna 2014). In
general, reading motivation can be understood as a construct
that specifically includes emotional-affective components
experienced while reading (e.g . reading enjoyment), cogni-
tive components (e g., values, beliefs, and expectancies),
and the intention to read (Artelt, Naumann & Schneider,
2010; Maller & Schiefele, 2004). In general motivation can
be seen as falling on a continumm that ranges from extrinsic
to infrinsic reasons for performing an action (Deci & Ryan,
1985, 2000; Moller & Schiefele, 2004). Intrinsic motivation
15 primarily determined by a high level of enjoyment experi-
enced while performing an action and a high degree of
autonomy perceived by the person performing the action

(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Maller & Schiefele, 2004). If a
student reads a book because he or she likes the story or the
topic, he or she is intrinsically motivated. Extrinsic motiva-
tion, however, is determined by external consequences and
can be separated from the action itself (Deci & Ryan, 1985,
2000; Moller & Schiefele, 2004). In other words, if a student
reads because he or she wants to get good grades in school,
he or she is extrinsically motivated to read.

Theoretical Foundation and Review of Existing Studies

To provide a theorefical framework for our study and our
research hypotheses, we focused on two theories: first, the
idea of sifuational and habitual reading motivation (Guay,
Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000; Guthrie, Hoa, Wigfield,
Tonks, & Perencevich, 2005; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000);
second, self-determination theory (SDT) by Deci and Ryan
(1985, 2000).

From Situational to Habitual Reading Motivation: How Do
Changes in Reading Motivation Occur?

As prior research has shown, students” intrinsic mofiva-
tion vares significantly across large periods (Gottfried et al |
2001; Marcoulides et al., 2008; McEenna et al., 1995; Smith
et al, 2012) For example across a period of 9 years,
Gottfried et al. (2001) reported a significant negative trend
for intrinsic motivation for reading, math, or school in gen-
eral. One possible explanation for such changes concerns
simational reading motivation and its effects on habitual
reading motivation (Guay et al , 2000; Guthrie et al | 2003;
Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000). Habitual motivation is charac-
terized by relatively stable feelings about specific activity
areas, such as a general enjoyment of reading (Hidi &
Harackiewicz, 2000; Neugebauer, 2016a; Schiefele, 1991).
Situational motivation, however, is triggered spontaneously
by characteristics of the situation and is limited in duration
(Hidi & Hamackiewicz, 2000; Neugebaver, 2016a).
Therefore, situational motivation stems from the immediate
context of the simafion such as the enjoyment felt while
reading a book. Repetitive experiences and emotions in and
relating fo specific situations (sifuational motivation) can
manifest themselves and result in habitual reading motiva-
tion. Pursuant to this idea, positive situational experiences
while reading a book (e g., liking the confent and story, sat-
isfaction due to knowledge acquisition) can lead to higher
habitnal motivation Negative experiences, however, can
lead to lower habiiual motivation Taken together, motiva-
tional-affective experiences in response to specific reading
sifuations are expected to affect and change habitual reading
mofivation. Therefore, to understand the development of
students” habitual reading motivation, specific motivational-
affective experiences with individual books should be taken
info account.



From recent research, we can determine the ambition to
include such dynamic or situational aspects of motivation in
reading research (Neugebauer, 2016a, 2016b). For example,
Guthrie et al. (2005) were among the first to examine the
extent to which siudents’ situational motivation in reading
leads to habitual reading motivation. The results showed that
students” situated exininsic mofivation (e g., wanting to get a
good grade for reading a book) and habitual extrinsic moti-
vation were positively correlated, just as a decrease in situ-
ated extrinsic motivation was found when there was a
decrease in habifual extrinsic motivation In another study,
Guthrie et al (2007) interviewed 31 fourth graders and
examined the relations between situational reading motiva-
tion for narrative and expository books and general reading
mofivation. In cross-sectional correlation analyses, they
found that sitnational reading motivation (for informational
as well as narrative text types) was strongly correlated with
students” habitual reading motivation (r ~ .75). In sum,
although there is initial empirical evidence that sifuational
reading motivation predicts habitnal reading motivation,
prior studies in this line of research neglected to describe and
compare specific reading situations (e.g., regarding book
characteristics such as readability or type of text) to better
understand the development of individual differences in
habitnal reading motivation.

A Self-Determination Perspective: Reading in Recreational
and School-Related Confexts

To understand the nature of students’ reading motivation
and why there might be differences in situational reading
mofivation depending on the context and the specific sifua-
tion, we additionally refer to the SDT by Deci and Eyan
(1985, 2000) with a focus on the need for autonomy. In the
cognitive evaluation theory (a subtheory of SDT), three imi-
tial psychological needs are essential for people’s intrinsic
mofivation to perform an action: the needs for competence,
autonomy, and relatedness. Relatedness refers to the rele-
vance of the task to a person’s social environment (e g,
important for peers and family) and the opportunity to estab-
lish social connections. The need for competence refers to a
person’s perception of his or her skills while carrying out an
action Finally, the need for autonomy refers to completing a
task because a person wants to, rather than because the task
is obligatory. If all three needs are satisfied, this results in
higher intrinsic motivation

According to SDT, school-related reading is expected to
be perceived as less infrinsically motivating because students
have a low level of autonomy, given that teachers and other
school-related aspects of the reading situation (e.g., school
infernal agreements national curriculum) are predominantly
responsible for determining which books they have to read
(Ivey & Broaddus, 2001; McEenna Conradi, Lawrence,
Jang & Meyer, 2012). Teachers are somewhat bound to the

Reading Motivation and Book Reading

national cumecnlum (Bavarian Ministry of Education and
Culture, 2003), which regulates what students need to learn.
For example, according to the national cumiculum in the
region of Bavaria, students in Grade 9 must read and under-
stand literary texts from selected topics (at least two books)
from the 1%th century to the present As a consequence,
teachers tend to choose books that will help students reach
the cumricular leamning targets. In comparison with school-
related reading, recreational reading is expected to be per-
ceived as more autonomons. Students may choose the genre
or content that they like and the texts that they believe they
are capable of reading Furthermore, they may choose a book
on the basis of recommendations that they have received
from their peers, parents, or the media, thus giving them the
oppormify to engage in follow-up commmumnications
(Howard, 2008; Merga, 2014, 2015). It might be assumed
that the more autonomy that smdents have in choosing books,
the better the match between students’ inferests or abilities
and the reading matter, which in turn might result in a higher
level of infrinsic reading motivation (see Richter & Plath,
2005). In summary, the differences in the given autonomy of
choosing a book between school and recreational reading
should result in motivational differences.

Until now, only a few studies have examined reading mofi-
vation while considering reading in and for school and in a
recreational context (De Naeghel et al . 2012; McGeown et al.,
2016; McEenna et al. 1995) McEenna et al (1995), for
mstance, compared children’s attindes toward reading from
Grade 1 to Grade 6 in and for school contexts and during lei-
sure time. The authors showed that reading enjoyment while
reading recreationally was higher that than for school-related
reading. Posifive attitudes toward reading declined durning the
elementary school years in both contexts. Stronger preferences
for recreational reading than for school-related reading were
also found in a recent study by McEenna et al (2012)
However, none of the studies (at least known to us) examined
specific books that students had to read or chose to read in
combination with reading motivation Rather, they considered
global information about students’ reading tendencies (e g,
“How often do you read fiction books?™).

But merging information about the books that students
actually read (e g . readability and type of text) with their
book-related situational reading motivation might be an
important step toward a deeper understanding of the devel-
opment of students” intrinsic reading motivation.

Aims of the Present Study

We focused this study on fwo main research questions.
First, we were interested in whether we would find differ-
ences between recreational reading and school-related
reading. To address this first research question, we exam-
ined differences in (a) the average level of infrinsic situa-
tional reading mofivation; (b) students’ reading behavior,
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with a focus on type of text and text difficulty, the latter of
which was operationalized by a book’s readability; and (c)
the relation befween the measures of reading behavior and
intrinsic sitnational reading motivation. In accordance with
SDT (Deci & Byan, 2000), we expected that school-related
reading would be associated with less autonomy percep-
tion, whereas recreational reading would be more autono-
mously regulated, leading to differences in intrinsic reading
mofivation and reading behavior Therefore, we hypothe-
sized that intrinsic situational motivation would be higher
during recreational time than in school because greater
autonomy would lead to higher infrinsic motivation.
Furthermore, we explored what kinds of books students
read in both contexts and how these books, with respect to
text type and readability, are related to intrinsic situational
reading motivation.

For our second research question, we asked whether
infrinsic situational motivation predicts intrinsic habitual
reading motivation. Motivational changes occur on the basis
of intrinsic situational reading motivation and its effects on
long-term reading motivation through repetifive experiences
(Hidi & Haraclkiewicz, 2000). Therefore, we expected to
find positive relations between students’ self-reported mofi-
vational-affective reading experiences and their infrinsic
habitual reading motivation in both contexts.

Method
Design and Participanis

All analyses relied on data from the Bamberg BiES-8-14
longitudinal study' (educational processes, competence devel-
opment, and selection decisions in preschool and school-age
children: Artelt, Blossfeld, Faust, RoBbach. & Weinert, 2013).
The BiKS study began in 2006 when the participating chil-
dren were attending third grade in elementary schools in
Gemmany. For the current sudy, we used data from when these
students were attending Grade 9 in secondary school The
data that we analyzed were assessed in 2012 (May to July;
Wave 8). At this measurement point, a sample of 438 students
received a questionnaire that asked for detailed information
about their reading habits. Of the 438 students who received
this questionnaire, 405 provided valid mformation about the
books that they had read, which formed the foundation of our
study. For our longitudinal analyses, we additionally used stu-
dent data from Grade 7 (Wave 6). The students” mean age in
Grade 9 was 15 34 years (5D = 0.39); 60% of the sample were
female adolescents; and about 7% indicated that they had a
migration background, meaning that at least one parent was
not born in Germany. Fighty-three percent of the students in
our sample attended upper-track schools/Gymnasium . In most
Gemman states, children attend elementary school until the
fourth grade. After the transition fo secondary school, students
are separated, usually according to their academic abilities,
into academic-track schools (Gymmasium), which prepare
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students for university admission, nonacademic-track schools
(Hauptschule, Realschule), or comprehensive schools.

Rating Process and Instruments

To address our research questions, we used information
about qualitative aspects of students’ reading behavior In
our study, qualitative aspects of students’ reading behavior
denote any information about the contents and characteris-
tics of the specific books that students reported to have read.
Therefore, at this point, we explain the procedure by which
students” book reading was rated to provide a befter under-
standing of the measures that we used. To analyze recre-
ational and school-related book-reading behavior, we used
responses from two open-ended questions: “Please indicate
the title and author of a maximum of three books you had to
read for literature class in the past 6 months™ (school-related
reading) and “three books you read for enjoyment in your
leisure time in the past 6 months™ (recreational reading).
Therefore, we had data from a miminmm of one book to a
maximum of three books for recreational as well as school-
related reading per student. In the end, 520 book titles were
coded.

Type of text We evaluated the data that were available on
the books by employing a standardized coding scheme. To
create a reliable and informative rating system_ we used the
following approach: First, we screened established reading
behavior measures regarding differentiated evaluations
related to different types of texts (e.g. NEPS [National
Educational Panel Study] or PISA) and used these as a basis
for our chosen categories. Second, we conducted an exten-
sive literature search to add characteristic checklists to the
specific types of texts. Although there is a general under-
standing of what people most often think of when they hear
literature-related terms (e.g., “classic literature™), there is
not necessarily a distinct definition for all the types of texts
that could have been used to develop our coding manual
Finally, we consulted experts in the field of German philol-
ogy, lingnistics, and literature (researchers and practifio-
ners) to improve our characteristic checklists. The final
coding scheme was completed in close cooperation with
these experts.

Using the coding scheme, we classified books as belong-
ing to classic literature, modern fiction, nonfiction, or com-
ics. Classic literature books were defined as fiction books
that are well known and considered (culturally) important
literary works with a high but, even more important, long-
lasting standing in the public eye This definition of classic
literature was meant to include not just that from the classi-
cal literature epoch (beginning of the 19th cenfury) but also
literature from up to the period that followed the second
world war (until 1965). Modern fiction books (published
after 1965) were defined as curmrent books dealing with the



individual stories of their protagomists. Different social
problems or aspects are often the primary focus of these sto-
ries. Nonfiction books were defined as technical or informa-
tional books. Comic books were classified as magazines
containing comic strips, meaning that these books consisted
mostly of pictures with some words or short sentences.
Furthermore, we subdivided modem fiction into more spe-
cific categories or subgenres: romance, historical fiction,
contemporary fiction, crime and thrillers, and fantasy and
science fiction. This procedure was applied to all books that
students reported that they had read in school as well as in
the recreational context. Book examples and an overview of
the categories are depicted in Supplemental Figure 51
(online).

Two raters coded the book titles independently by using
the manual Rater A coded all 520 books, and Rater B coded
about 45% of the books. Because the type of text was a nom-
inally scaled variable, we used Cohen’s kappa (k) as the
measure of interrater reliability: 83 for the type of text and
.81 for the subgenres. Mismatches were compared and dis-
cussed between the raters.

Readability. As an objective measure of text difficulty, the
1LI¥ readability index was used. The LIX is a readability
measure that is based on characteristics of the linguistic sur-
face structure of a given text, and it has been shown fo be
valid with respect to several criteria (J. Anderson, 1983).
The LI¥ readability index is calculated by computing the
sum of the text’s average sentence length with its percentage
of long words (more than six letters): LIX readability =
(number of words / oumber of periods) + (number of long
words * 100 / number of words). We computed the LI
readability by using a computer-based tool to analyze each
text passage from all books (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2014—
2017). All text passages were drawn from the first relevant
page. To standardize the fext passages, we always used the
first paragraph of 500 words plus the mumber of words left
until the end of the sentence contaming the 500th word We
decided to use the 500-word rule because we wanted to have
a sufficient “text sample size” of about 30 sentences per
book. According to Lenhard and Lenhard (2014-2017), as a
general mle, books for children and adolescents have an LI
<4(); fiction books, an LIX between 40 and 50; nonfiction
books. an LIX between 50 and 60; and technical literature,
an LT =60. In our data set, the LI readability ranged from
19.5 (low difficulty) to 93.5 (high difficulty). To ensure that
the text passage from the beginning of a book could be con-
sidered representative of the whole book we ran further
analyses. We chose 30 books by chance, from which we
additionally generated a text passage of 500 words + x words
from the middle and the end of the book. We then used the
three text passages from each book to esiimate the infraclass
correlation (ICC) as a measure of rafing reliability, which
was found to be satisfactory (ICC = 75, n = 30) (Wirtz &
Caspar, 2002).

Reading Motivation and Book Reading

Situational reading motivation. We used a single-item rat-
ing fo determine whether students enjoyed reading a book,
comparable to the measurement approach emploved by
Guthrie et al (2005). Thus, students were asked to answer
the following question regarding their affective atfitudes
toward the books: “Please indicate for each book [mentioned
in the open-ended question] how mmuch you would enjoy
reading books with similar topics™ (4-point Likert scale: 1 =
not at all, 4 = very much).

Habitual reading motivation. Habitual reading motivation
was measured in the student questionnaire with three posi-
tive statements (e.g, “Reading is one of my favorite hob-
bies,” “I enjoy getting a book as a present,” “I like going to
the library or bookstore™) and one negative statement (1
read only because I have to™). The scale focuses on intrinsic
components of reading motivation (4-point Likert scale: 1 =
completely disagres, 4 = completely agreg). The mnternal
consistency (o) of this measure was 89 in Grade 7 and 89
in Grade 9 The manifest scale score showed a slight but
significant decrease between Grade 7 and Grade 9 (M'=3.14
vs. M'=3.03), {499) =423, p < 001, d=-020.

Analysis Strategy

Each person indicated a maximum of three books.
Therefore, information on the books plus up to three state-
ments about their intrinsic sifuational motivation as well
as one measure of intrinsic habitual reading motivation
was available per person. This means that our data con-
tained two sources of variation. First, there was variation
within persons, representing the relation among the three
books indicated by each person. Second, there was varia-
tion among persons, represented as clustered data: books
(Level 1) clustered within students (Level 2). As a conse-
quence, we applied hierarchical linear regression models
within Mplus and used an MLR estimator (ie., robust
maxinmum likelihood; Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2007).
Hierarchical linear regression analyses allowed us fo
examine the ICC, which is the relation of differences in
students’ intrinsic sifuational motivation among the three
books and among all students.

To address our first research question, we ran descriptive
analyses to identify differences between recreational reading
and school-related reading with regard to intrinsic situational
reading motivation and students’ reading behavior To exam-
ine the relation between infrinsic sifuational reading motiva-
tion and the books with respect to type of text and LIX
readability, we ran zero-order correlation analyses on the
within level Therefore, intrinsic situational reading motiva-
tion was related to the LIX readability as well as to type of
text in separate models. Furthermore, we ran zero-order
models with each dichotomous text type variable separately.
This means that we always tested one text type category
against all other text type categories (e g, simational reading
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TAEBLE 1
Means, Standard Errors, and ICCs With People as Clusters

n (Cluster) Scale range M SE 95% CI ICC
Eecreational reading
Infrinsic situational motivation 560 (278) 3.67 03 [3.61,3.73] 230
LIX readability 550 (2753) 215935 38.09 37 [37.36, 38.36] 116
School-related reading
Infrinsic situational motivation 565 (346) 218 04 [2.10, 2.26] 197
LIX readability 564 (346) 19.5-773 4140 35 [4032, 42.48] 037

Note. Average cluster size: M = 2.01 for recreational reading and M = 1.63 for school-related reading. ICC = infraclass comelation.

motivation for classic literature: 1 = classic literature, 0 = all
other categories). To explore the relation between infrinsic
situational reading motivation and characteristics of the
indicated books more deeply, we also computed a nmltiple
regression model because the LI readability measure and
the text type might covary. Accordingly, we examined
whether the L.TX readability of the book explained additional
variance in the prediction of intrinsic situational reading
motivation above and beyond the reading of classic lifera-
ture. Therefore, in addition to the classic literature vaniable,
we included the LIX readability index in the model R and
AR’ were reported to compare the models.

With our second research question, we wanted to exam-
ine whether mtrinsic situational reading motivation was
related to infrinsic habitual reading motivation (Model 1)
We did this by using a multilevel regression model in which
we regressed mirinsic habifual reading motivation in Grade
9 (Level 2) on intrinsic sifuational motivation in Grade 9
{Level 1). In Model 2, to examine the development of indi-
vidual differences in infrinsic habimal reading motivation,
we additionally included intrinsic habitual reading mofiva-
fion in Grade 7 as a control vaniable. We modeled intrinsic
habitual reading moftivation as a latent variable including all
four items. To avoid model misfit that could arise from using
the same wording for items found in the infrinsic habiiual
reading motivation measure in Grades 7 and 9, we allowed a
correlation between two of these ifems. All analyses were
modeled separately for recreational and school-related read-
ing Missing data on the item level were treated with full
informafion maximum likelihood estimation. An MLR esfi-
mator was used fo handle the nonnormality.

Results

Descriptive Results for Recreational and School-Related
Reading
A total of 405 students reported that they had read 1,142
books in school (573 books and 101 titles) and during their
recreafional time (569 books and 419 titles). Table 1 pro-
vides the descriptive statistics as well as the ICC. Students
indicated a mean score of 3.67 (SE = 0.03) for intrinsic
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situational reading motivation for books that they had read
in their recreational time. Therefore, in absolute terms, stu-
dents expressed quite positive feelings toward the books that
they read in their recreational time Conirary to this, stu-
dents’ intrnsic sifuational reading mofivation m school
reached a mean score of only 2.18 (SE=0.04). A direct com-
parison of these two scores showed that, on average, stu-
dents reported higher intrinsic situational reading motivation
for recreational reading than for school-related reading,
dependent f test: /{418) =—28.13_ p < .001. Moreover, Table
1 reveals that, on average, the books that students reported
that they had read in school and for school purposes had a
higher objective text difficulty than those that they read in
their recreational time (LIX readability: M = 38.00 ws.
41.40). As the 95% CIs did not overlap and as further sup-
ported by the results of a dependent ¢ test, ({301) =422 p <
{001, these differences could be interpreted as statistically
significant. Further correlation analyses revealed that intrin-
sic situational reading motivation in the school context and
that during recreational time were not significantly related
(r= 04, ns; see Supplemental Table 51 online). Therefore,
experiences of infrinsic situational reading motivation m the
school context were independent of such experiences during
recreational time. The ICC, which provides information
about the proportion of variance between a person’s intrinsic
sifnational reading moftivation on Level 2 and Level 1, indi-
cated that most of the vanance could be traced back to dif-
ferences among the books that the students read (Level 1)
and that just a small part of the vaniance could be traced back
to differences among readers (Level 2).

Table 2 displays the frequencies of the different text
types, shown separately for recreational and school-related
reading. In their recreational fime, students almost exclu-
sively read modern fiction books (92 4%), whereas classic
literature (4.4%) and nonfiction literature (2.5%) were less
prevalent. Contrary to reading for recreational purposes, in
school, students reported that they had read almost equal
proportions of classic literature (31.1%) and modem fiction
(48.7%). Comic books and books that were not categorized
in the aforementioned categories were hardly ever men-
tioned in either reading context. In-depth analyses further



TABLE 2

Descriptive Statistics for Text Type and Zero-Order Relations fo Intrinsic Situational Reading Motivation

Recreational reading School-related reading
n %, B (SE) B B n % B(SE) B B
Classic literature 25 44 —060(01T" -25" 064 203 511 056008  -33" 112
Modem fiction 526 924 0.39 (0.12)" A" 064 2719 487 0.56 (0.08)" 33" an
Nonfiction 14 25 —0.04(0.12) -.01 000 1 0.20 — —
Comic books 1 0.20 — — — 0 0.00 — — —
Other 3 0.50 — — — 0 0.00 — — —
Books 569 100.00 573 100.00
LIX readability 548 — —0.00 (0.00) -03 o1 se? — -0.01 (.00 —19" 034
Note. No relations were computed for n < 5; unstandardized results (F) and standardized results (B).
w5p = (.
TABLE 3
Descriptive Statisfics for the Subgenres of Modern Fiction Books and Zero-Order Relations fo Situational Reading Motivation
Recreational reading School-related reading
Subgenre n %, B(SE) B R n %, B(SE) B R
Modem fiction
Romance 74 13.0 0.10 (0.07) 07 005 10 170 0.53(0.44) 08 006
Historical fiction 27 470 -008(0.100) —-04 001 46 80 -007(0.13) -02 000
Contemporary fiction 143 251 —0.10(008) —09 008 141 46 040 (009" 20" 030
Crime and thrillers 104 183 —002(006) —-02 000 74 129 037(0.14" 15"
Fantasy and science fiction 178 313 02105 20" o038 ] 14  165(019)" 1" 051
All others 43 7.60 — — — 204 513 — — —
Books 569 1000 573 1000

Note. Unstandardized results (B) and standardized results (B).
#ip = O]

revealed that when the subgenres of the modemn fiction
books between recreational and school-related reading were
compared (Table 3), the most frequently read subgenre in
school was contemporary fiction, whereas it was fantasy and
science fiction in the recreational context. See Supplemental
Table 52 for additional data on the average LI¥X readability
and sifuafional intrinsic reading motivation for each text

type and subgenre.

Intrinsic Situational Motivation and Book Reading

Table 2 presents findings from regression analyses for
infrinsic situational reading motivation The results showed
that in comparison with all other text types, significant nega-
tive effects on infrinsic situational reading motivation were
found for the reading of classic literature within both recre-
ational book reading (B = -0.60, g = 025, p < .01) and
school-related reading (B = —0.56, p = 033, p < .01).
Consequently, we found significant positive effects from
modem fiction books on intrinsic situational reading motiva-
tion for recreational reading (B8 =039, =021, p < .01) and

school-related reading (5=10.56, B=0.33, p < .01). Moreover,
we found a significant relation between LIX readability and
mirinsic situational reading motivation in school-related
reading: Books with a higher level of text difficulty or a
higher LI¥ readability index had lower associations with
mirinsic situational reading motivation (8=-—0.01, p=—0.19,
p = .01). In recreational book reading. however, we did not
find such a relation. Table 3 shows the relations befween
mirinsic situational reading motivation and the subgenres of
modem fiction for both school-related reading and recre-
ational reading. This analysis, which is characterized by quite
a high resolution, indicated a positive correlation between
sifuational reading motivation and the reading of books from
the fantasy and science fiction subgenre (B=021, B =020,
p = 01) dunng students’ recreational time. The subgenres of
crime and thrillers, historical novels, contemporary books,
and romance were not significantly related to situational
reading motivation during recreational time With regard to
reading in school-related contexts, we observed significant
positive relations for situational motivation with the reading
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TABLE 4

Multiple Regression of Classic Books and LIX Readability on Intrinsic Situational Reading Motivation

Fecreational reading School-related reading
B SE B B SE B

Model 1

Classic literature —0.60 017" -25" —-0.56 0.08" -33"

R 064 117
Model 2

Classic literature —0.64 0.18" -27" —-0.52 0.08" -31"

LIX —0.00 0.00 01 -0.06 0.00" -10

R 074 an*

AR® 010 009

Note. Unstandardized results (B) and standardized results (B).
*p < 05 ¥¥p < 0L

of contemporary fiction (8 =040, p =020, p < 01), crime
and thrillers (B = 0.37, B = 0.15, p < .01), and fantasy and
science fiction (B=1.65, =023, p < 01).

Multiple Regression Analyses

To concurrently analyze the effects of text type and LI
readability, we ran two multiple regression models (Table 4).
In the first model, intrinsic situational reading motivation
was regressed on classic literature books. As expected,
infrinsic situational reading motivation was negatively
related to the reading of classic literature. In the second
model, we added the LIX readability to the first model
Besides the still significant negative effect of classic lifera-
ture, the results from Model 2 showed a significant negative
effect of LIX readability on infrinsic sifuational reading
motivation in the school context In companson with the
first model, Model 2 additionally explained 1 0% of the vari-
ance in intrinsic situational reading motivation. For book
reading in a recreational context, the LIX readability index
did not explam any additional variance.

Relations Between Situational and Habitual Reading
Motivation

Finally, we examined the development of individual dif-
ferences in mirinsic habitual reading motivation OCur first
step was to regress intrinsic habifual reading motivation in
Grade 9 on intrinsic situational reading motivation in Grade
9 Then we included intrinsic habitual reading motivation in
Grade 7 as a conirol variable in our model. Therefore, Figure
1 presents cross-sectional results for reading in both con-
texts, and Figure 2 presents longitudinal results for the
regression model. Model 1a (Figure 1) indicates that for
school-related reading, intrinsic situational reading mofiva-
tion for the books that students reported to have read in
school significantly predicted intrinsic habifual reading

mofivation (B =059, =032, p < 01). Contrary to school-
related reading, there was no significant effect found
between infrinsic situational reading motivation and intrin-
sic habitual reading motivation during recreational reading
(Model 1b: B=039. p=0.18, ns). In the longitudinal mod-
els (Figure 2), this pattern changed slightly. When we con-
trolled for intrinsic habitual reading motivation in Grade 7,
our model for school-related reading still showed a signifi-
cant positive relation between infrinsic situational reading
mofivation and intrinsic habitual reading motivation (Model
2a: B=053, =028, p= _05). For recreational reading, the
effect of intrinsic sitnational reading motivation on intrinsic
habitnal reading motivation increased slightly and, in con-
trast to the cross-sectional model was statistically signifi-
cant In sum intrinsic situational reading motivation in
recreational reading positively predicted inirinsic habitual
reading motivation in Grade 9 when we controlled for previ-
ous infrinsic habitual reading motivation (Model 2b: B =
043, =020, p = 03).

Discussion

Most studies that have analyzed individual differences in
emotional-affective components duning reading have
focused on recreational reading, neglecting schools and their
role in developing students’ reading motivation and reading
skills (Nengebauer, 2013; Philipp, 2011). Furthermore, prior
research has neglected to collect data on the specific texts
that students read or to examine differences among reading
materials (Troyer, Kim Hale, Wantchekon, & Armstrong,
2018). We addressed this research gap by taking into account
qualitative aspects of reading behavior (“What do people
read?”) in addition to quantitative aspects of reading behav-
ior (“How much do people read?”). Therefore, the main
mofivation behind the present study was to examine the rela-
tion between students’ reading behavior in the sense of book
reading and their mtrinsic situational reading motivation, as
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well as to describe students’ reading and compare the results
between a recreational context and the school confext.
Furthermore, we wanted to examine the consequences of
students” situational infrinsic reading motivation for their
intrinsic habitual reading motivation First, we hypothesized
that infrinsic situational motivation for reading during recre-
ational time would be higher than when reading for school
Second, we expected that infrinsic sitwational motivation
would affect intnnsic habitual reading motivation The
results of the present study provided empirical evidence in
support of both hypotheses.

Differences Between Reading in Recreational and School-
Related Confexis

Our findings indicated that recreational reading behavior,
in comparison with school-related reading behavior, differed
substantially. First, the analyses showed that intrinsic situa-
tional motivation for recreational reading was higher than it
was for school-related reading. The finding of higher recre-
ational reading motivation was consistent with prior research
(e.g., McEenna et al , 1995) and conformed to our expecta-
tions that were based on SDT by Deci and Eyan (1985,
2000). According to SDT, the inifial need for autonomry
leads to high intrinsic motivation We expected that students
would feel more autonomous while reading in a recreational
context, resulfing in higher intrinsic reading motivation
During school-related reading, however, we proposed that
students would feel less autonomous and therefore less moti-
vated to read These expectations were reflected in the
observed lower average found for intrinsic simational read-
ing motivation durnng school-related reading in comparison

with recreational reading. However, the level of autononty
might not be the only factor that can explain motivational
differences in reading that takes place in and out of school.
Another explanation is that students indicated that they
rather enjoy recreational reading because school-related
reading was more strongly associated with performance
goals due to grading practices and competition for good
grades with other students than recreational reading was.
Therefore, it would be interesting to have more information
about how reading activities are included in school or in
teachers” instructional practices. Second, students reported
that they read fewer modern fiction books and more com-
plex books in and for school than in their recreational time.
This finding illustrates that in more self-determined con-
texts, such as their recreational time, students read other
types of books than they read in more externally regulated
contexts, such as school. Finally, infrinsic simational reading
motivation i school and siuational reading motivation in a
recreational context were not significantly related to each
other, which underlines the high situational variability of
specific reading experiences. This is further supported by the
low ICC found for situational reading motivation, which
indicates a great deal of fluctuation in reading motivation
among specific books in comparnison with differences among
persons.

Intrinsic Situational Reading Motivation and Book Reading

The zero-order analyses revealed that intrinsic situa-
tional reading motivation was negatively correlated with
classic literature for recreational as well as school-related
reading. This means that when students read classic
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literature, they indicated that they could hardly imagine
reading a book with comparable content, whereas they
rather liked the books from the modern fiction genre. Such
effects regarding the type of text seemed to be independent
of the reading context because the effects were present and
comparable in size between the recreational and school-
related contexts. This means that, independent of whether
students chose to read classic liferature themselves or if
they had to read it for school, they reported a lower infrin-
sic situational reading motivation. Therefore, it seems
implausible to us that this finding can be explained by dif-
ferences in autonomy. Rather, this effect is better explained
by characteristics that are inherent to this type of text. In
our opinion, the negative correlation between intrinsic situ-
ational reading motivation and classic literature might be
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linked to the lack of the meotivation dimension called
imvolvement (Schiefele, Schaffner, Moller, & Wigfield,
2012). Involvement refers to the act of getting lost in a
book and empathizing with the characters from the story.
According to the involvement idea, people become more
intrinsically motivated when they feel involved while read-
ing. As modern fiction books are written in a modern style,
consider modern topics, and so forth, it is possible that stu-
dents are able to identify better and empathize more with
the protagonists and stories than they do when reading
classic books. This tendency in turn might influence their
intrinsic reading motivation. Unforfunately, we had no way
to directly test this hypothesis because we had no informa-
tion in our data set about students’ level of involvement
while reading a book.



Regarding the relation between task difficulty and moti-
vation, evidence in the area of reading was hard fo find.
However, some first studies indicated that a high perceived
and objective text difficulty negatively predicts reading
interest and affective components (Fulmer & Frjters, 2011;
Fulmer & Tulis, 2013). Our analyses revealed that intrinsic
situational motivation in school is lower when students are
required to read texts with a higher level of difficulty in the
sense of a higher LI¥ readability. For recreational reading,
no such pattern was found. On the basis of this finding, one
might conclude that it is not the reading of complex books in
general that results in low reading motivation Rather, con-
text-related differences—that is, differences in the level of
self-determination—seem fo contribute fo this effect. In
addition, in line with SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000), peo-
ple become highly motivated when they feel competent.
Therefore, one explanation for the pattern that we found
might be that students independently chose the books that
they wanted to read during their recreational reading; there-
fore, they also independently selected the difficulty of these
books, thus avoiding those that were beyond their actual
competence level Therefore, this led to less consideration of
classic literature and difficult books, as our results showed.
In school, however, students mostly read what their teacher
assigned them to read. The assignment of a difficult book
might lead to feelings of low competence and therefore
might cause students to be less intninsically motivated to
read the assigned book Nevertheless. to validate this pre-
liminary explanation, it would be useful to take the reader
into account to a greater degree, for instance, by using infor-
mation about the subjective difficulty of the text perceived
by the students. Furthermore, we should keep in mind that
the literature that we found in the two contexts was not
equal: whereas half the books in the school-related context
were from the classic literature category, nearly all the indi-
cated literature in the recreafional context was from the
modem fiction category. Therefore, the reason that we found
no effect of text difficulty/LI¥ readability in the recreational
context might be due to lower heterogeneity among books.

Development of Habitual Reading Motivation

Intrinsic reading motivation decreases from midchild-
hood to early adolescence (Gottfnied et al | 2001; McKenna
et al, 1995). Therefore, one of our research goals was to
examine which mechanisms contribute to such changes. In
accordance with Hidi and Harackiewicz (2000) and Schiefele
(1991), we expected that infrinsic situational reading moti-
vation, which was defined as the liking or disliking of books
that students read in our study, would be related to the longer
lasting intrinsic habitual reading motivation. Our longitudi-
nal analyses supported this hypothesis. The results showed
that a student’s infrinsic sifuational motivation, meaning that
the student emjoyed reading a book and could imagine

Reading Motivation and Book Reading

reading a similar book in the future, positively predicted
individual differences in the development of that student’s
intrinsic habitual reading motivation This applied to recre-
ational reading as well as to school-related reading. These
findings align well with the results presented by Guthrie
et al. (2005), who also confirmed the relation between sifu-
ational and habitual reading motivation In our study, we
were additionally able to show that this relation was stronger
in the school-related context than in the recreational context.
This made clear that school plays an important role in the
development of students” intrinsic habitual reading
motivation.

Limitations

The study also has some limitations. First, there is no
single unambiguous system for categorizing books into dif-
ferent book genres. Although there is a general consensus on
what people usually think of when they hear the term classic
literature, there is still not a distinct-enough definifion to
cover all of the different types of texts that we could have
used in our coding manual Therefore, it has to be faken info
account that the coding scheme that we developed and used
15 just one way of differentiating these books. However, cat-
egorizations are based on prevalent technical literature (e g.,
Brmner & Moritz, 1997; JeBing & Edhnen 2007), common
measures of type of text (e g, PISA or NEPS), and expert
discussions. In addition, the coding scheme demonstrated
satisfactory interrater reliability. Future research might take
further book characteristics into account, such as the gender
or age of the protagonist, because this might also affect a
reader’s infrinsic motivation. Second, the sample that we
used for our analyses was predominantly composed of stu-
dents from upper-track schools. Current research showed
(e.g., Schaffner, Philipp, & Schiefele, 2016) that groups of
upper-track and nonacademic track students differ signifi-
canfly, for instance, regarding their reading motivation and
reading competence. Furthermore, students nught differ
with regard to book preferences. Therefore, it would be
interesting for future research to extend the focus on differ-
ences between school tracks. Third, LIX readability is a
common index that considers length of sentences and words.
Nevertheless, there might be further variables that can make
comprehension cognitively taxing, such as the nmumber of
connecfives, number of propositions, organizational struc-
ture, or use of archaic language. Moreover, the LIX read-
ability was computed by using a specific text passage and
not the whole book. Nevertheless, our analyses revealed that
the text passages from the first pages of a book were corre-
lated with the text passages from the middle and end of the
book. Therefore, the passages can be considered representa-
tive. Fourth, we had no information about the role of the
teacher or the educational setting. Teachers are not entirely
free fo make their own decisions about which books to
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choose for their literature classes and how to “work™ with
these books. Therefore, it would be interesting to know more
about the actual teaching units as well as to examine the
extent to which students were mvolved in the decision-mak-
ing processes in literature class. Finally, situational reading
motivation was not assessed in real time but rather retro-
spectively. Therefore, memory effects might be an issue.
Furthermore, as sifuafional reading motivation was mea-
sured retrospectively, infrinsic sifuational reading mofiva-
tion and intrinsic habitual reading motivation were measured
at the same time or with the same questionnaire. Therefore,
we could not definitely conclude that the two measures did
not interfere with each other To handle this issue, daily dia-
ries might be a good approach to use in future research.
Diary entries might also provide an interesting way to
uncover more facets of reading behavior than only the tradi-
tional book reading that we took into account Fmally, it
might be interesting to differentiate between digital and ana-
log reading media because there is a high prevalence of digi-
tal texts, such as online newspapers and ebooks, which
might possibly affect how nmch students read.

Conclusion and Implications for Instructional Practice
and Future Research

In sum, our results showed that students’ recreational and
school-related reading behavior varies considerably and that
the question of what people read can make a lmge difference
in their infrinsic motivation (e.g., reading classic liferature
correlates negatively with students’ intrinsic reading motiva-
tion). In other words, qualitative aspects of reading behavior
in the sense of text type and LT readability of a book are
significantly related to the development of students’ infrinsic
reading motivation.

Schools offer important opportunities to bring children
and young adolescents in contact with books, especially
when the exposure to print in a sfudent’s home environ-
ment is low (e.g.. Nicholson, 1997; Philipp. 2011).
Furthermore, school plays an important role in the devel-
opment of students’ intrinsic reading motivation, as our
results could show. With this in mind for the purpose of
developing students’ motivation, it is important to deter-
mine the optimal balance between how much classic litera-
fure and how much meodern fiction students should be
asked to read and whether students should become even
more integrated into the process of making decisions about
the types of books that they will read in their literature
classes. This suggestion is well aligned with Richter and
Plath (2005), who discussed the mismatch between stu-
dents’ reading preferences and the books read in school as
the main reason for the decreases found in their reading
mofivation. Therefore, it might be worthwhile for both
researchers and practitioners to actively address the deci-
sion-making process behind book choices in literature
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classes. Reading and understanding classic literature is and
probably will remain an essential element of literature
class. Hence, in addition to a book selection adapted to stu-
dents’ interests, we should ask how the reading of classic
literature could be framed better in class to promote stu-
dents’ motivation to read (e g, role/theater playing. includ-
ing new media). The results of our study showed that
already half of the literature in school consists of modern
fiction books (the type of text that students preferred the
most), but still, students” school-related infrinsic reading
motivation was lower than for recreational reading.
Therefore, future research might take a closer look at what
exactly happens in literature classes. Moreover, future
research should then also take into account books and other
reading materials that have actually been read and the dif-
ferent reading sitnations because our study showed that
individual experiences with intrinsic situational reading
affect intrinsic habitual reading motivation.
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Abstract

Reading self-concept is an important predictor of reading comprehension and vice versa.
However, the mechanisms that are at work in this relation have yet to be identified. In line
with the self-enhancement approach, we propose that in the reading domain, amount of
reading, book choice (text difficulty and book length), and intrinsic reading motivation
should fimetion as mediating variables in the relation between reading self-concept and
reading comprehension. We tested this hypothesis with longindinal data gathered from
N=405 German students in Grades 7, 8, and 9. The results showed that reading self-
concept had a positive effect on reading comprehension, infrinsic motivation, book
length, and amount of reading. However, indirect paths between reading self-concept
and reading comprehension were found only for intrinsic motivation, not for amount of
reading or book choice. The results are discussed in the context of students” reading
comprehension development, and consequences for research and education are derived.

Keywords Reading self-concept. Self-enhancement approach . Intrinsic motivation - Reading
behavior - Reading comprehension development

Introduction

The ability to read and understand words, sentences, and text 15 one of the basic qualifications

required for participation in cultural, political, and economic life (Orgamzation for Economic
Co-operation and Development; OECD 2003 ). Therefore, educators have asked how students”
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reading skills can be enhanced. Reading self-concept has proved to be one important vanable
explaining mtermdividual differences in reading achievement (e.g., Artelt et al. 2001;
Chapman and Tunmer 1997; Miller and Schiefele 2004). Reading self-concept (a
subcategory of academic self-concept) can be understood as people’s mental representations
of themselves, ncluding cogmitive-evaluative aspects and beliefs about therr own reading-
related skills and reading comprehension in general (Méller and Schiefele 2004; Maller and
Trautwein 2009; Shavelson et al. 1976). Despite the fact that reading self-concept has been
identified as a significant predictor of the development of reading skills (Valentine et al. 2004,
for an overview), it is unclear which factors contribute to and mediate this relaton because this
question has rarely been considered in reading research (Dickhiuser 2006; Marsh and Yeung
1997). Itis often assumed that reading self-concept affects aspects of reading behavior, such as
literacy choices, amoumnt and volome of reading, or intrinsic motivation to read, which in tum
affects reading achievement, although empincal evidence supporting these assumptions is
scarce (Durnk et al. 2006; Guay et al. 2010; Moller and Schiefele 2004). To address this
research gap, we mvestigated i the present study whether the relaion between reading self-
concept and reading achievement is mediated by different facets of students’ reading behavior,
namely, amount of reading and book choice (text difficulty and book length) as well as reading
enjoyment, the central facet of minnsic reading motivation.

The relation between academic self-concept and achievement

Self-concept research especially builds on work by Shavelson et al. (1976) and Marsh and
Shavelson ( 1985), who characterize self-concept as multidimensional and hierarchically struc-
tured. First, self-concept can be differentiated into academic and nonacademic (social,
emotional, and physical self-concept) components (Shavelson et al. 1976). Second, academic
self-concept is further subdivided into specific domans such as verbal (e.g., German or
English), science, or math. Verbal self-concept refers to beliefs and evaluations about one’s
own written and oral language skills in both one’s native and foreign languages, mcluding
reading comprehension skills. Therefore, native language reading self-concept can be under-
stood as one specific aspect of a person’s verbal self-concept. There is profound evidence that
academic self-concept in different domains is positively related to academic achievement (e.g.,
Huang 2011; Marsh and Yeung 1997; Valentine et al. 2004). The drection of the cansal
relation between academic self-concept and achievement (whether academic self-comcept
predicts achievement or vice versa) has frequently been discussed (e.g., Guay et al. 2003;
Skaalvik and Valis 1999). In summary, there is evidence that this relaion goes in both
directions (e.g., Dickhauser 2006; Kurtz-Costes and Schneider 1994; Marsh and Craven
2006; Marsh et al. 2005; Valentme et al. 2004). When conceptualizmg the two opposite
mechanisms of action within the so-called reciprocal effects model (Marsh and Yeung
1997), the following two approaches are usually considered.

First, there is the so-called skill-development approach i which academic self-concept is
considered to be a consequence of achievement, specifically the sum of one’s experiences m
this context (Calsyn and Kenmy 1977). Individuals” academic self-concept is defined by their
perceptions of ther skills and performance. Students’ achievement—in the sense of test
performance or grades—is usually openly commumicated to students, making such measures
powerful sources from which students can build ther self-concept (Abu-Hilal et al. 2013;
Helmke and van Aken 1995). Therefore, students’ success or failure in perfformance situations
(achievement) can influence therr academic self-concept directly, because it affects their
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perception of themselves as either competent and skilled in this context or not (Chapman et al.
2000; Chapman and Tunmer 1997; Helmke and van Aken 1995). Therefore, we may infer that
achievement has a direct effect on a person’s academic self-concept.

The opposite causal direction is most frequently referred to as the “self-enhancement ap-
proach.” In this approach, achievement 15 considered to be a consequence of a positive or negative
academic self-concept (Calsyn and Kenny 1977). Helmke and van Aken (1995), p. 624)
explained this relation by arguing that a high academic self-concept is an important “precondition
for the mitiation and persistence of effort inleaming and achievement situations [...] also, students
with a low self-concept might avoid cntical leaming situations that could threaten ther self-
comcept and thus show less effort in school.” In summary, the mechanism behind one causal
direction (skill-development approach) has been quite well-examined, with findings showing that
achievement seems to affect academic self-concept directly. On the other hand, the effect of
academic self-concept on achievement (sel f-enhancement approach) is n need of further clanfi-
cation, because the mechanism of action does not seem to be directly explamable or can be
explained only through the nitiation and persistence of leaming behavior (Helmke and van Aken
1995). Therefore, we sought to more closely examine this causal direction.

The self-enhancement approach and mediating factors in the reading domain

We rely on two theories as the basis for our theoretical framework regarding mediating factors
within the self-enhancement approach in the reading domam. First, in accordance with the
theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen 2011), it might be assumed that a person’s
beliefs about a behavior (e.g., a person’s self-concept with respect to reading) cause them to
engage in specific behavior, such as reading more or fewer books or putting more or less effort
into reading (e.g., reading complex vs. easy texts). This behavior in turn influences people’s
achievement (e.g.. Mol and Bus 2011; Maller and Schiefele 2004). For instance, research from
the domain of mathematics has shown that self-<concept in mathematics affects students’
leaming behavior: Students with a lower self-concept were more likely to opt out of an
advanced math course in comparison to students with a higher self-<concept. This behavior
(the selection of a general vs. advanced math course) in tum had an effect on students’
mathematics achievement (Kdller et al. 2006).

Another potential mechanism based on the self-enhancement approach concems intrinsic
reading motivation. Infrinsic reading motivation can be understood as a construct that includes
emotional-affective components experienced while reading (Artelt et al. 2010; Maller and
Schiefele 2004). Therefore, intrinsic motivation is characterized by a high level of enjoyment
expenienced while performing an action (Deci and Ryan 1985, 2000; Miller and Schiefele 2004).
In the reading context, this means that intrinsically motivated readers should experience a high
level of reading enjoyment. To explain the mle of infrinsic reading motivation, we refer to the
expectancy-value theory (EVT) of motivation by Wigfield and Eccles (2000), for which bebefs
about one’s own abilities are central. According to one prominent assumption of EVT, a person is
highly mtrmsically motivated to perform an action when he or she can expect to successfully
complete the task and performing task-inherent activities promises a high level of enjoyment
(intnnsic task value). Furthermore, the expectancy of being able to successfully complete a
specific task depends on a person's general self-schemata, including therr ability self-concept
(Wigfield and Eccles 2000). In light of this theoretical background, it can be assumed that a higher
reading self-concept leads to an increase in infrinsic reading motivation. A high intrinsic
motivation to read might then lead to higher reading achievement (e.g., Guthrie et al. 2007;
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McElvany et al. 2008; Morgan and Fuchs 2007). Guay et al. (2010) conducted a study to
empirically address this notion, finding that intrinsic motivation with respect to school mediated
the relation between academic self-concept and achievement. In contrast, no empinical support for
the opposite causal direction (academic self-concept as a mediator of the relation between nfrinsic
motivation and achievemnent) was found. However, 1t is important to consder that the authors
examined this relation for school in general, rather than within specific academic domamns.
Another example, although within the domain of mathematics, is provided by Killer et al
(2006), who found that self-concept predicted students’ mterest in mathematics (a construct
closely related to intrinsgc motivation), which in tum predicted students” mathematics achieve-
ment. These studies provide first evidence that behavior and intrinsic motivation mediate the
relation between self-concept and achievement. However, learning activities are specific to
different academic domains. Therefore, a closer look at the reading domain is needed.

Empirical studies on the relation between reading self-concept, intrinsic reading
motivation, reading behavior, and reading achievement

As mediating factors or as an explanation for why reading self-~concept might predict reading
achievement, it is often assumed that reading self-concept affects reading behavior, in the sense
of the sum of activities related to reading (e.g., literacy choices, amount and volume of
reading) as well as one’s mmnsic motivation to read (Dunk et al. 2006; Guay et al. 2010;
Miller and Schiefele 2004). Despite these theoretical assumptions and the often criticized lack
of research on the mechanisms behind the relaion between reading self-concept and reading
achievement (Dickhiuser 2006; Marsh and Yeung 1997; Retelsdorf et al. 2014), research m
this area s still scarce. Wevertheless, we refer to several studies that have at least focused on
particular paths of relations between reading self-concept, reading achievement, reading
motivation, and reading behavior.

Reading self-concept and intrinsic reading motivation

Few studies have imvestigated the mlation between reading self-concept and infninsic reading
mofivation. A longitndnal study by Skaalvik and Valis (1999) found no evidence that verbal self-
comcept predicts reading motivation or subsequent reading achievement. However, this lack of
relation might be explamed by the fact that the authors relied on verbal self-concept instead of
reading self-concept to predict reading motivation. In other words, a rather general predictor
(verbal self-concept) was used to predict a specific construct (reading motivation). The lack of
relation between self-concept and motivation might merely reflect the fact that the considered
motivation and self.concept vanables were not located on the same level of specificity, i.e., not
related to the same specific content. Hence, verbal self-concept should more closely relate to
verbal motivation, while reading self-<concept should more closely mlate to reading motivation
(specificity matching; Swann et al. 2007). In line with this, Park (2011) could demonstrate that
reading self-concept was significantly comelated with infrinsic reading motivation and reading
achievement. However, his findings were based solely on cross-sectional data.

Reading self-concept and reading behavior

Both Baker and Wigfield (1999) and Wigfield and Guthnie (1997) uncovered a positive
relation between self-beliefs (e.g., academic self-concept or reading efficacy) and amount of
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reading. In a more recent study, Durik et al. (2006) examined the longitudinal effects of
reading self-concept on leisure time reading. They showed that reading self-concept posiively
predicted leisure time reading. The authors nterpreted therr findings as ndicating that people
with a higher reading self-~concept spend more time reading for pleasure because it is easier for
them to understand and interpret texts. Similarly, Park’s cross-sectional analyses (2011)
showed that reading self-concept was significantly comelated with reading volume and reading
achievement. However, all of these studies focused on quantitative aspects of reading behavior,
neglecting the possibility that reading self-concept might affect not only reading volume but
dlso reading quality n the sense of literacy or book choice (Durik et al. 2006). For nstance,
reading self-concept might affect whether students challenge themselves to read difficult books
with complicated content or a complex linguistic structure or whether students choose to read
long books, which might require more effort.

Intrinsic reading motivation and achievement

There is profound evidence that intrinsic reading motivaion 15 one of the most important
predictors of the development of reading achievement (e.g., De Naeghel et al. 2012;
Hebbecker et al. 2019; McElvany et al. 2008; McGeown et al. 2015; Miyvamoto et al. 2018;
OECD 2003, 2010; Schiefele et al. 2016; Stutz et al. 2016), meaning that intrinsically
motivated students tend to be betier readers.

Reading behavior and achievement

Moreover, various studies have provided evidence that in addiion to reading motivation,
reading behavior promotes the development of reading achievement (e.g.. B. C. Anderson
et al. 1988; Guthrie et al. 1999; Jermm and Moss 2019; Locher and Pfost 2019; McGeown
et al. 2015; Mol and Bus 2011; OECD 2010; Pfost at al. 2013b; Suk 2017). As previoushy
mentioned, however, the existing evidence on the relation between reading behavior and
reading skills is predomimantly based on studies considering quantitative aspects of reading,
especially time spent reading. Therefore, beyond the well-replicated general positive relation
between time spent reading and reading skills, it is unclear whether further aspects of reading
behavior (e.g.. text difficulty, book length, or mumber of books) affect the development of
students” reading skills.

In sum, there is first evidence that reading self-concept, minnsic reading motivation, reading
behavior, and reading achievement are related to each other. Nevertheless, the reviewed studies
indicate that there are some hitherto neglected questions requirmg further investigation. As
leaming activities are specific to a given academic domamn, we first ask whether we can replicate
findings on the relations between self-concept, motivation, behavior, and achievement within the
reading domain. Second, older studies examining reading self-concept (e.g., Chapman and
Tunmer 1997; Kurtz-Costes and Schneider 1994) often measured reading achievement based
on school grades. However, the relation between self-concept and school grades tends to be
stronger than the relation between self-concept and achievement test scores (Marsh et al. 2005). In
fact, school grades are only crude indicators of students’ mdividual reading skills because
teachers” judgments of students’ achievement are strongly affected by social compansons
(Helmke and van Aken 1995; Schrader and Helmke 1990). Third, none of the reported studies
analyzing the relation between rading behavior, reading self-concept, and achievement took into
account mformation about books that have actually been read (book choice). Therefore, rather
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than solely relying on unspecific measures of fime spent reading, it is necessary to take into
account characteristics of students’ reading material (text difficulty, book length). And finally,
despite frequent theoretical discussions, mesearch on mediators of the relation between mading
self-concept and reading achievement is still fragmentary.

Aims of the present study and research questions

There is evidence that the relation between academic self-concept and academic achievement
goes i both directions (e.g., Valentme et al. 2004). Within this reciprocal model, the
mechanism underlying the effect of academic self-concept on achievement (self-
enhancement approach) more precisely only seems to be directly explainable through the
mitiation and perastence of leamng behavior (Helmke and van Aken 1995). Therefore, m
order to examine which aspects mediate the relation between self-concept and achievement
the reading domain, we asked the following question: Does reading self-concept predict
students’ amount of reading, book choice (text difficulty and book length), and intrinsic
reading motivation, and do these aspects also affect later reading comprehension skills, thus
mediating the relation between reading self-concept and reading comprehension?

Hypothesis 1. In accordance with self-enhancement theory and prior research (e.g.,
Valentine et al. 2004), we hypothesized that reading self-concept in Grade 8 would positively
predict later reading comprehension in Grade 9 (H1).

Hyporthesis 2. In accordance with expectancy-value theory (Wigfield and Eccles 2000) and
prevalent research (Guay et al. 2010), we hypothesized a positive relation between reading
self-concept in Grade & and infringc reading motivation in the sense of reading enjoyment
Grade 9 (H2.1). In accordance with the theory of reasoned behavior (Fishbem and Ajzen 2011)
and existing studies (e.g., Dunk et al. 2006), we hypothesized a positive relation between
reading self-concept in Grade & and persistence and effort m reading-related habits in the sense
of the absolute numbers of books that students read in their leisure time and their literacy
choices with respect to book length and text difficulty in Grade 9 (H2.2).

Hypothesis 3. Prior research has provided strong evidence that reading behavior and
mntrinsic reading motivation positively predict students’ reading achievement (e.g., Guthne
et al. 1999; McElvany et al. 2008; Pfost et al. 2013b). Therefore, we hypothesized that infrinsic
reading motivation (H3.1) as well as amount of reading, book length, and text difficulty (H3.2)
i Grade 9 would predict students’ reading comprehension skills in Grade 9 and would
consequently function as mediators of the relation between reading self-concept and reading
comprehension (see Fig. 1).

Figure | illustrates our hypothesis and the theoretical model that we denved. There
are some research studies indicating that the relation between intrinsic reading moti-
vation and reading comprehension is mediated by aspects of reading behavior (e.g..
McElvany et al. 2008; Stutz et al. 2016). By contrast, recent studies (e.g., De Naeghel
et al. 2012; Soemer and Schiefele 2018; Troyer et al. 2018) have found no evidence
that reading behavior mediates the relation between infrinsic reading motivation and
reading comprehension but have found direct effects of intninsic reading motivation on
reading achievement. Therefore, we decided to consider infrinsic reading motivation
and reading behavior-related aspects as separate mediators.

Hyporhesis 4. As a consequence of Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, we further hypothesize
that imtrinsic reading motivation and reading behavior mediate the relation between
reading self-concept and reading comprehension. Given that students’ prior
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Fg.1 The theoretical mediation model

achievement is an essential predictor of their later achievement as well as ther
academic self-concept, we controlled for studemts’ prior reading comprehension,
expecting to find the aforementioned mediation effect even when including this
control vanable.

Method
Design and partidpants

All analyses were computed on data from the German Bamberg BiKS-8-14 longitu-
dinal study' (“Educational Processes, Competence Development, and Selection Deci-
sions for Preschool and School-age Children™; Artelt et al. 2013; Pfost et al. 2013a),
which included children from Grade 3 in elementary school to Grade 9 m secondary
school. The sample that we analyzed was assessed in 2012, when the students were
enrolled m Grade 9. Specifically, we investigated a sample of N=405 students who
responded to a specific questionnaire asking for mformation about ther reading habits
i and out of school. In addition to the data gathered in Grade 9. we also used
longitudmal data from these students gathered in Grades 7 and & The students®
average age in Grade 7 was M=1334 (5D=0.39) years; 60% of the sample was
female, and about 7% indicated that they had a migration background, meaning that at
least one parent had not been born in Germany. A total of 83% of the students in our

sample attended upper track schools/gymnasium.”

! All data and complet information about the variables are availsble from the Istiue for Educational Quality
Improvemnent (K)B) https://doiong/ 105159108 _BIKS 8 14 v2

*In most German states, children attend elementary school until the fourth grade. After the tmnsition to
secondary  school, students are sepamted, usually according to their academic abilities, into academnic track
schook (Gymnasum), which prepare students for univemsity admission, vanous nonacademic tack schools
(Hauptschule, Realschule), or comprehensive schools.
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Measures
Reading self-concept

In Grade &, we measured reading self-concept using an instrument that focused on the reading
process itself. More precisely, we asked students to respond to three positive statements
refeming to beliefs and cognitive-evaluative components during reading or exposure to texts
(*1 am sure that I can also understand very difficult texts™, “T am sure that [ can also handle
complex texts that our teacher pmovides in German class™; “I think that [ have the ability to
understand texts well”™). A 5-point Likert scale was used (1 = completely disagree to 5=
completely agree). The reading self-concept scale was adapted from the German PISA study
(Hertel et al. 2014). Therefore, our tems were similar (with slight changes) to the well-
validated measure from PISA. The mtemal consistency was found to be very good (o =.85).

Intrinsic reading motivation

In Grade 9, mtrinsic reading motivation—in the sense of reading enjoyment—was measured
with three positive statements (e.g., “Reading 15 one of my favorite hobbies™; “I enjoy gettinga
book as a present™, “1 like going to the library or bookstore™) and one negative statement (“1
read because [ have ™) on the student questionnaire. The scale focused on aspects of reading
enjoyment, which is one important facet of intringic reading motivation alongside others such
as cuniosity or mvolvement (Schiefele et al. 2012). A 4-point Likert scale was used (1=
completely disagree to 4= completely agree). These items were also similar to those used m
the German PISA study (Hertel et al. 2014). The internal consistency of the scale was very
good (o= .89).

Reading behavior

Reading behavior denotes all activities related to reading and can be opemationalized m
different ways (e.g.. How much do you read? [quantitative aspect of readmg]; What do you
read? [qualitative aspect of reading]; Locher et al. 2019). In order to capture the full complexity
of reading behavior, we relied on three different indicators, namely, text difficulty, book length,
and reading amount. Text difficulty and book length were assessed using responses from the
following open-ended question, which was asked in Grade 9: “Please mdicate the tifle and
author of 2 maximum of three books you have read for enjoyment in your leisure time in the
past 6 months.” Therefore, we had data for a maximum of three books for recreational reading
per student, resulting i 419 different book titles altogether.

Text difficulty

We used the readability index (LIX) as an objective measure of text difficulty ( Lenhard and
Lenhard 2014-2017). The LIX is an easy-to-use readability measure based on characteristics of
the Imguistic surface structure of a given text. The LIX readability index has been shown to be
valid with respect to several criteria (J. Anderson 1983). A text’s LIX score is calculated by
adding up its average sentence length and its percentage of long words (more than six letters):
LIX = (mumber of words/mumber of periods) + (number of long words* 100/mumber of words)
{(Lenhard & Lenhard, 2014-2017). We computed the LIX score using a computer-based tool to
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analyze a text passage from each book the students had listed (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2014-
2017). All text passages were drawn from the first page (excluding prefaces, etc.). In order to
standardize the text passages analyzed. we always used an excerpt comprised of 500 words
plus the number of words left until the end of the sentence containing the 500th word.
Accornding to Lenhard and Lenhard (2014-2017), the follbwing categories can be considered
as a rule of thumb: Books for children and adolescents tend to have a LIX score less than 40,
fiction books have a LIX score between 40 and 50, nonfiction books have a LIX score between
50 and 60, and techmical literature has a LIX score of more than 60. In our data set, the books”
LIX scores ranged from 21.5 to 93.5. (For more mformation about the distnbution of LIX
scores, see Fig. A in the electronic supplement.) We ran further analyses in order to ensure that
the text passages from the beginning of each book could be considered representative of the
entire book. We randomly selected 30 books for which we additionally generated a text
passage of 500 words + x words from the middle and the end of the book. We then used the
three text passages from each book to estimate the ICC as a measure of rating reliability. The
reliability (ICC =10.75; N=30) was found to be good.

Book length

Information from the student questionnaire (e.g., the titles and authors” names of the books that
students read) was used to ascertain book length, defined as the number of pages that the book
contained. We always used paperback versions of the book to calculate the number of pages.
To confirm the quality of our ratings and demonsirate reliability, two raters coded the book
titles independently with respect to length. Rater A coded all the books, and Rater B coded
about 45% of the books. Interrater reliability was found to be very good (ICC =0.99).

Amount of reading

To measure amount of reading, we used the total number of books that students mdicated that
they had read within the past 6 months. Students were asked the following open-ended
question: “How many books did you read for enjoyment and in your leisure time during the
past 6 months?” Because evaluating one’s own reading behavior (especially without a frame of
reference) can be a complex task, the imtial data set contained outhiers (N=20). In order to
handle these outhiers, reported book fotals higher than one standard deviation above the
average (mitial data set: M=8.04, 5D=12.69) were recoded to match the cutoff value of
20—the average number of books phus one standard deviation.

Reading comprehension

We operationahzed students’ reading achievement by measuning students’ reading compre-
hension skills. These sklls were measured in Grades 7 and 9 with a paper-pencil-based test
containing three texts of different types (newspaper article, passages from a classic fiction
novel, and a nonfiction text), ranging in length from 440 to 560 words. For each of the thee
texts, between 7 and 12 multiple-choice items had to be answered. The test in Grade 7 had 26
items in total (imeframe: 22 min), and the test m Grade 9 had 29 tems (timeframe: 25 min).
The tems required students to find specific information i the text, read across sentences, and
generate basic mferences. The test in Grade 9 was not exactly the same as the one used m
Grade 7, but they were similar in structure. The fexts and questions were adapted to the
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students” age to ensure that the test was of appropriate difficulty. The reading comprehension
tests in the BiKS were constructed in close commumication with reading experts from the
German PISA consortium—{for more detailed mformation regarding the test and the BiKS
scientific use file, please see Artelt et al. (2013). For each measurement point, a sum score of
comectly answered questions was used. The scale’s internal consistency was good in Grade 7
(e =.83) and satisfactory in Grade 9 (oc=.72).

Analysis strategy

Analyses were conducted in SPSS and Mphus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2007). First. we
computed descriptive statistics and zero-order comelations. Next, in order to clarify the nature
of the relation between reading self-concept and reading comprehension, we ran a longitudnal
path model, assuming indirect effects between reading self-<concept n Grade & and reading
comprehension m Grade 9 wia LIX score, book length, amoumnt of reading, and intrinsic
reading motivation. We also ncluded students’ previous reading comprehension skills from
Grade 7 as a control vanable in our model. Because aspects of reading behavior and intrinsic
reading motivation covary, we allowed comelations between the mediating variables. Because
reading self-~concept and mininsic reading motivation were measured with three and four items
each, we modeled these constructs as latent vanables in our regression model. Because our
sample consisted of students chustered in school classes, we used cluster robust standard emors
to handle the nested data (TYPE = COMPLEX). We also used an MLR estimator, which is
mobust to the non-normality of observations. Results were tested at 5% and 1% significance
levels. Missing data ranged from 0% (comprehension test) to 30% (LIX readability) on the
item level and was treated with full mformation maximum hkelihood ( FIML) estimation.”

Results

Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations as well as intercomrel ations of the observed
variables. Reading self-concept was positively comelated with all vanables except the LIX
score. Furthermore, the results revealed significant comelaions between reading comprehen-
sion at both ime points and self-concept, intrinsic reading motivation, and amount of reading.
In order to examine differences in reading comprehension development longitudmally, we
regressed reading comprehension in Grade 9 on reading comprehension in Grade 7 and
reading self-concept in Grade 8. We also modeled indirect effects between reading self-
concept and reading comprehension in Grade 9. Figure 2 shows the results of the mediated
path model. Regression analyses revealed that reading comprehension in Grade 7 was
positively related to self-concept in Grade & (F=0.36, p<0.01), as well as to amount of
reading (F=026, p<0.01) and intrinsic motivation (F=0.30, p<0.01) m Grade 9. This
means that students with higher reading comprehension skills have a higher reading self-
concept and that these students read more books in their leisure ime and are more motivated to
read than poor readers. Reading self-concept was positively related to amount of reading (9=
0.22, p<0.01), book length (7= 0.19, p<0.01), infiinsic motivation ((F=023, p<0.01), and
reading comprehension (F=0.13, p<0.05) in Grade 9. This means that students who see
themselves as good readers claim to read more and longer books i therr leisure time, have a

* Further information reganding missing data can be found i the eledronic supplement
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Table 1 Intercomdations of the observed vanables

M (8D @ )] )] (5} (&) g

Grade 7
(1) Reading comprehension @ 30008 (4.02) 0.33=  036%= 006 032%* 001 0.57%*
Grade 8

(2) Reading self-concept 15200.75) - 030%  016*  026%% 000  031%*
Grade 9

(3) Reading motivation 278 (0.91) - 023 Q57 004 33
{4) Book length 43320 (178.96) - 010 017¢% 005
{5) Amount of reading 535(5.11) - 001 017
(6) LIX 1624 (6.65) - 001

(7) Reading comprehension * 1811 (4.04) -

Naote: * p=005; ** p=0.01; the means for reading comprehension in Gmde 7 and Gmde 9 ane not directhy
comparable because different comprehension tests/iems were used

higher mofivation to read, and have better reading comprehension skills than stodents with a
lower reading self-concept. Out of all the mediating vanables considered, intringc reading
motivation ((F=020, p<0.01) was found to be most strongly related to reading comprehen-
sion in Grade 9. Book length (5= —0.03, ns) and amount of reading (¥ =—0.12, ns) were not
significantly related to reading comprehension in Grade 9. LIX score was not related to reading
self-concept or reading comprehension. Complementing the results presented in Fig. 2, Table 2
presents estimates of significant indirect paths. The results m Table 2 confirm what could be
deduced from the resulis m Fig. 2. We did not find mdirect effects between reading self-
concept n Grade & and reading comprehension in Grade 9 mediated by LIX score, amount of
reading, or book length. Although reading self-concept predicted amount of reading and book
length, vanables related to amount of reading and book choice had no effect on reading
comprehension m Grade 9. We did find a significant mdirect effect for intrnsic reading
motivation (F=0.05, p<0 05), meaning that students’ reading self-concept mfluences their
intrinsic reading motivation, which in turn influences their reading comprehension level. The
path model that included all variables explained 36% (R”=.361) of the vanance in students”
reading comprehension in Grade 9. The model-fit values were acceptable (Chi®=96.29, df=

38; RMSEA=0.06; CFI=0.96) according to criteria recommended by Schermelleh-Engel
et al. (2003).*

Discussion

The main goal of this study was to mvestigate the mechanisms mediating the effect of reading
self-concept on reading comprehension. We expected that reading self- concept would predict
intrinsic reading motivation as well as amount of reading and book choice (text difficulty and
book length), which would in tum predict reading comprehension, therefore functioning as a
mediator of this relaion. However, we found only partial support for our hypotheses. In the
following section, we first detail the results reganding the impact of reading self-concept on
amount of reading, book choice, and reading motivation, before proceeding to discuss our
findings on the mediation.

* Results were the same when including individual’s gender as a control varable in the model. Further
mformation can be found m Fig. B of the elecronic supplement.
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Fg.2 Stmcuml equation model estmating effects betwesn reading selfconcept and reading comprehension

The relation between reading self-concept and reading comprehension

The relation between reading self-concept and reading comprehension formed the
starting point of our study. The three items that we used to measure reading self-
concept were chosen for several reasons. First, due fo time and space restrictions,
students could only respond to three items. Second., we focused on cognitive-
evaluative components of reading self-<concept; whether affective components should
be mclided is still subject to debate (e.g., Miller and Schiefele 2004). Third, we
needed an instrument closely related to the reading process itself, as all variables
should be located on the same level of specificity or related to the same content
domain (specificity matching: Swann et al. 2007). In other words, a specific construct
(reading self-concept) should be used to predict specific constructs (reading behavior
and reading motivation). Qur results showed a moderate positive relation between
prior reading self-concept and later reading comprehension (H1): Reading self-concept
i Grade & predicted reading comprehension in Grade 9, controllng for reading
comprehension in Grade 7. Therefore, our results support our first hypothesis and
provide support for the self-enhancement approach (Calsyn and Kenny 1977). Unfor-
tunately, only one measurement point for reading self-concept was available. Conse-
quently, we were unable to analyze changes in reading self-concept, a limitation that
needs to be considered when interpreting these results and a research desideratum that
might be addressed m forthcoming studies.
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Reading self-concept’s relations to amount of reading, book choice, and reading
motivation

In general, a high academic self-<comcept is assumed to influence school-related choices,
specific leaming behaviors, persistence, and the extent to which effort s self<initiated (e.g..
Dickhiuser 2006; Helmke and van Aken 1995; Killer et al. 2006). The results of our study
showed that students” reading self-concept influenced their mninsic reading motivation as well
as their reading behavior. Hence, we were able to establish an empirical basis for our general
assumptions with respect to the reading domain, as our results showed that students with a
higher reading self-concept enjoyed reading more, read more books, and challenge themselves
to read longer books This supported our theoretical assumptions (H2). Reganding mtrinsic
reading motivation, our results stand in contrast to Skaalvik and Valis (1999), who found no
evidence that verbal self-concept predicts subsequent reading motivation or achievement.
However, n companson to the present study, Skaalvik and Valis (1999) focused on younger
(i.e., elementary and middle school) students from Norway and examined general verbal self-
concept (instead of reading self-concept). Therefore, the lack of associations between verbal
self-concept, reading achievement, and reading motivation reported by Skaahvik and Valis
(1999} might be attnbutable to the fact that their measures were located on different specificity
levels. With respect to amount of reading, our study is m line with findings from Baker and
Wigfield (1999), Park (2011), and Durik et al. (2006), who showed that reading self-concept is
related to amount or volume of reading.

Moreover, by considening students” actual book choice, our study provides further evidence
on the consequences of reading self-concept. Whereas students’ reading self-concept predicted
book length, operationalized as the number of pages that the book contained, the LIX score, as
a measure of text difficulty, was not related to reading self-concept. This means that we found
no evidence that students with a higher reading self-concept read more difficult books
compared to students with a lower reading self-<concept. By arguing that reading self-
concept predicts aspects of reading behavior, we assume that students choose the amount of
reading to engage in and the difficulty of the texts that they read according to their perceived
competence levels. However, readability is typically not printed on a book’s cover. Therefore,
students might use other critenia to evaluate whether they might be able to read a certain book
or mot. By contrast, book length, defined as the number of pages that a book contains, i1s a
much more obvious indicator. Thus, it allows students to ask themselves questions: Will [ be
able to read such a long book, or is it too hard for me, as a poor reader, to concentrate for so
long? This idea was also supported by our results.

Reading comprehension’s relations with amount of reading, book choice,
and reading motivation: the mediation model

First, our results revealed that reading self-<comcept predicted mirinsic reading motivation
(H2.1), which in tum influenced students’ reading comprehension level (H3.1). This finding
of an mdirect path (H4.1) went along with our expectaions based on the expectancy-value
theory of motivation (Wigfield and Eccles 2000) and results from Guay et al. (2010), who
found a similar relation between general school self-<concept and general school achievement.
Therefore, our findings indicate that this rather general mediation model that applies across
domains also seems to be valid for the reading domain. This finding highlights the importance
of students” reading self-concept, because even after controlling for previous reading
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comprehension skills, reading self-concept significantly predicted intrinsic reading motivation
and, m tum, future reading comprehension skills. In other words, despite comparable reading
skills, students who viewed themselves as good readers expenenced a stronger motivation to
read and therefore attamed higher reading skills in the future. Keeping in mind the fact that
mntrinsic reading motivation has been shown to decrease during secondary school (Chapman
and Tunmer 1995; McKenna et al. 1995; Smith et al. 2012), creating instructional contexts
where students can experience themselves as competent and, in tum, more motivated readers
might be an important potential starting point.

Second, our results gave no indicaion that students who read more books, longer books, or
more difficult books exhibited any improvement in reading comprehension skills (H3.2), and
in tum, we found no mediating effects of these factors (H4.2). In our opinion, the following
aspects might explain this unexpected result First, one might conclude that it is not the
difficulty or the length of a book that fosters reading comprehension. According to prominent
research (e.g., B. C. Anderson et al. 1988; Pfost at al. 2013b), frequent reading seems to be
most important for students’ reading comprehenson development. This might also hold true
for amount of reading (total number of books), meaning that 1t might be more beneficial for
students to read on a daily basis or at least regularly, rather than, for instance, reading three
books m | week on vacation and “nothing” the rest of the year. In other words, it seems to be
very important for students to contmuously practice reading. Another explanation for the
nonsignificant effect on text difficulty relates to the dismbution of the LIX scores. Perhaps we
found no support for a relation between text difficulty and reading comprehension or reading
self-concept because we did not have enough vanability in the difficulty level of the indicated
books. The mean value and the distibution of the LIX showed that only a small number of
books read by smudents had a high LIX readability index, which is mdicative of a more
complex text structure. Furthermore, it is possible that the path from amount of reading to
reading comprehension was nonsignificant due to the vanance that these variables share with
mirinsic reading motivation.

Limitations

Mo research comes without imitations that need to be considered when interpreting the results.
First, the sample that we used for our analyses was predominantly compnsed of students from
academic track schools. Because the BiIK.5-8- 14 15 a large-scale longitudinal study and we used
data from a subsample at the last measurement point, we had a smaller and no longer
representative sample for the analyses at the end. Therefore, our results should be considered
in light of the overrepresentation of academic track students in the sample. Moreover, potential
overall mean differences should be assumed regarding variables such as reading comprehen-
sion level. Second, LIX scores are a rough indicator based on the lmguistic surface structure of
a text. Although such indicators may be quite good proxies for text difficulty (e.g., Fry 1968;
Klare 2000; Norns and Ortega 2009), further characteristics may also be important. Linguistic
indicators that reach deeper (e.g., propositional density or textual cohesion) might have
provided different results. Similarly, the total number of books that students reported reading
1s a relatively rough mdicator of therr actual amount of reading. It might have been helpful to
include other measures (e.g., the well-vabdated and frequently used global evaluation of daily
reading fime) to strengthen our model (Locher and Pfost 201 8). Third, although our analyses
profited from a longitudinal study design, we did not examine reciprocal effects but rather
focused exchusively on the self-enhancement approach. The pathways that we examined in ocur
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study were based on theoretical models and previous empincal results; nevertheless, future
research could also take into account a different causal ordering of the relaions. Some prior
research has indicated that the relation between mirinsic reading motivation and reading skills
is mediated by reading behavior (e.g., McElvany et al. 2008; Stutz et al. 2016). Therefore,
future research could consider reading behavior as an additional mediator (between ntrinsic
reading motivation and reading comprehension) when explaming the mechanisms behind the
relation between reading self-concept and reading comprehension. However, recent studies
(e.g., De Naeghel et al. 2012; Soemer and Schiefele 2018; Troyer et al. 2018) found no
evidence that reading behavior mediates the relation between intrinsgc reading motivation and
reading comprehension, but they did find direct effects of infrinsic reading motivation on
reading achievement. Therefore, we decided to consider intrinsic reading motivation and
reading behavior as separate mediators. Fourth, our study focused on traditional book reading,
because reading books, as compared to other types of text (e.g., magazmes or comic books),
seems to be the most important predictor for reading skall development (e.g.. Jermm and Moss
2019; Pfost at al. 2013b). Nevertheless, it might be worthwhile for future studies to also
include other types of text. Fifth, self-concept shares several charactenistics with self-efficacy,
which is why it is sometimes difficult to clearly distingmsh between the two constructs (Bong
and Clark 1999). In our analyses, we used items to measure reading self-concept that have
been validated within the PISA framework (Hertel et al. 2014). These items ask about beliefs
regarding reading and understanding texts in general. A comparable approach to measuring
reading self-concept can be found, for example, in the study by Retelsdorf et al. (2014).

Conclusion and implications

In summary, our study provides a first indication of the mechanisms at work behind the relation
between reading self-concept and reading achievement (self-enhancement approach) or, in other
wonds, the factors that are influenced by reading self-concept and in tum influence students”
reading comprehension development. Being able to understand such paths and individual
differences in students’ reading comprehension development 15 especially important for teachers,
because such kmowledge can serve as a basis for choosing instructional objectives or materials to
foster students” hiteracy development (Duke and Carlisle 2010). According to our findings,
infrinsic reading motivation serves as a significant mediator of the relation between mading
self-<concept and reading comprehenson. Furthermore, m owr study, we considered the actual
books that students chose to read as a way fo obtain more information about the quality of
students” reading matenial (e.g., objective text difficulty). On this bass, we were able to show that
students witha higher self-concept read more and longer books. However, the aspects of students”
reading habits that we exammed did not seem to be sgnificant predictors of students’ rading
comprehension development, and as a consequence, they played no mediating role. Therefore, it
might be mteresting to include other measures, such as students’ use of different srategies while
reading, their metacogmnitive abilities, other measures of complexity/difficulty, and reading en-
gagement as mediaing vaniables in future studies to explain the nature of the relation between
self-concept and skall development n reading.

Our results once again make clear how mmportant it is for adolescents to perceive them-
selves as competent readers. Consequently, promoting students’ reading self-concept should be
a major goal of instruction alongside promoting students’ reading skills. Hence, in terms of
implications for teaching and leaming, choosimg literature which is not too difficult'complex
and involving students more in decisions about which texts and books to read in school might
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help to achieve this goal, because such practices give students the opportunity fo expenience
success and emjoyment while reading. In order fo design mterventions that promote students”
self-concept, applying concepts in lme with self-determination theory (Deci and Ryan 2000),
such as a high level of autonomy in reading decisons, might be a good starting point.
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