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was no significant interaction (F (4, 290) =
40, p > .81). Post hoc Tukey HSD means
comparisons found all three reading profi-
ciency levels significantly different from
each other (p < .05). The low engagement
extracurricular reading group was signifi-
cantly different from the other two groups,
but the medium and high engagement
groups were not significantly different.

Correlation analyses with the total sample
of 463 students were conducted to further
examine the relationships among preexisting
reading proficiency, extracurricular reading
engagement, and current reading achieve-
ment.

The simple correlations of preexisting
reading and extracurricular reading with
current reading achievement were .724 and
207, respectively. A multiple regression
analysis found that both independent vari-
ables were significant predictors of reading
achievement, but the multiple correlation of
preexisting skill and reading engagement
was only .728. A partial correlation, control-
ling for preexisting reading proficiency,
between extracurricular reading and current
reading achievement was .11. Controlling
for extracurricular reading resulted in a .71
partial correlation between preexisting and
current reading achievement. Thus, extra-
curricular reading accounted for approxi-
mately one percent of the variance in current
reading achievement independent of preex-
isting reading proficiency while preexisting
reading proficiency accounted for (fifty
percent of the variance in current reading
achievement independent of extracurricular
reading.

Discussion

Congruent with Anderson, Wilson, and
Fielding (1988), Greaney (1980), and Walberg
and Tsai (1984), the 463 students in the
present study demonstrated a tremendous
variation in extracurricular reading. Most
students read little once released from the

confines of school. A few students spent an
hour a day engaged in extracurricular
reading. The median student read four to
five minutes per day. Teachers had a
significant influence on students' involve-
ment in extracurricular reading, with the
most active class averaging 17 times more
extracurricular reading than the least active
class.

The relationship between time spent
reading and reading achievement has been
discussed in prior research. Greaney (1980)
reported a correlation of .31 between book
reading and reading achievement. Walberg
and Tsai (1984) found a correlation of .10
between tine spent reading and reading
achievement. Anderson, Wilson, and Field-
ing (1988) calculated a correlation of .39
between time spent reading books and a
measure of reading comprehension. Taylor,
Frye, and Maruyama (1990) found a corre-
lation of .16 between minutes of reading at
home and reading achievement. The present
sample produced a correlation of .21 be-
tween extracurricular reading and current
reading achievement. These five studies
utilized different samples of students, sur-
veyed readers across different times and
locations, quantified reading time differ-
ently, and measured reading skill in different
ways. Variation in strength of association
across studies was, therefore, not startling.
It is not unreasonable to conclude, however,
that there is a robust association between
out-of-school reading and current reading
achievement. These associational data do
not, however, permit conclusions regarding
the causal relationship of other variables,
including preexisting reading skill and
intellectual ability, with current reading
achievement.

Anderson, Wilson, and Fielding (1988)
studied a group of fifth grade students and
compared their book reading, second grade
reading skill, and current reading achieve-
ment. Students who were good readers in



second grade continued to demonstrate high
levels of achievement in fifth grade. These
students also engaged in more book reading.
The authors concluded that “the amount of
time a child spends reading books is related
to the child’s reading level in the fifth grade
and growth in reading proficiency from the
second to the fifth grade.” They questioned
the reliability of measures of second grade
reading proficiency, rejected the primary
importance of preexisting reading skill, and
consequently attributed reading growth to a
“cascade of intervening events.” However,
the data reported in their study does not
completely support these conclusions. Analy-
sis of their Table 5 indicates that second
grade reading accounted for 58.4 percent of
the variance in fifth grade reading compre-
hension while book reading accounted for
only 3.4 percent of the variance.

Taylor, Frye, and Maruyama (1990)
monitored fifth and sixth grade students’
home and school reading for 17 weeks and
compared the time spent reading in both
locations to a measure of reading achieve-
ment.  They discovered that prestudy
reading achievement accounted for 60 per-
cent of the variance in current reading
achievement. Less than 2 percent of the
variance was unique to school reading and
less that 1 percent was unique to home
reading.

The present study found that preexisting
reading proficiency accounted for 50 percent
of the variance in current reading achieve-
ment while extracurricular reading ac-
counted for one percent of the variance.
This outcome is remarkably similar to the
data of Anderson, Wilson, and Fielding
(1988) as well as those of Taylor, Frye, and
Maruyama (1990) and suggests that preex-
isting reading skill cannot be perfunctorily
rejected as a primary determinant of reading
growth. These results are also congruent
with Stanovich’s (1986) theory of reading
development which posited a cumulative
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advantage mechanism whereby “early achieve-
ment spawns faster rates of subsequent
achievement.”

Although preexisting reading proficiency
was a dominant factor in this study, Table
3 displays reading score improvements of 5-
10 NCE points for high engagement readers
over low engagement readers across all three
preexisting reading proficiency levels. Thus,
extracurricular reading of as little as ten
minutes per day was associated with a one-
quarter standard deviation improvement in
reading skill for below average and average
readers across one school year. Above
average readers gained one-half standard
deviation during the year. These figures
suggest that practically significant reading
gains might be achieved by increasing
engagement in extracurricular reading for
several years.

Although it appears that preexisting
reading skill may be the best predictor of
current reading achievement, questions about
the relationship between extracurricular read-
ing and reading achievement remain unan-
swered. The present study was conducted
for one year in one school across three grade
levels with extracurricular reading engage-
ment rates reported by parents and students.
There was no experimental manipulation of
students, reading rates, so the present report
represents what exists, not what might
happen if poor readers were induced to read
as much as good readers do naturally. Nor
did this study tap the extracurricular reading
of beginning readers. Perhaps reading skills
and extracurricular reading rates have solidi-
fied by the third grade but are still plastic
at earlier ages? These data do demonstrate
that better intermediate grade level readers
tended to engage in extracurricular reading
at higher rates and continued to exhibit
above average reading achievement while
poor readers read less and continued to rank
below average in reading skill. That is, the
rich stayed rich and the poor didn’t read.
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