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Introduction
 The ubiquitous nature of digital media has raised questions about whether students
who are highly connected are at greater risk for academic difficulties (Common Sense
Media, 2012; Zickuhr et al., 2012).
 Although some research has focused on how media affect achievement, little has
addressed whether children who use technology extensively are less academically
motivated.

Analyses

Table 2
Hierarchical Linear Regression for the Prediction of Reading Achievement, Teacher Ratings,
and Books Read in a Month

 Examined bivariate correlations among all variables.
 Conducted four hierarchical regression models to assess the influence of students’ efficacy
beliefs in reading (Step 1), and their parents’ limitations on technology use (Step 2) on four
outcomes: reading achievement, teacher ratings of students’ competence and motivation in
reading, and self-reported behavior in reading.

MAP
Reading Score
(n = 1,095)
Variables

 Using social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) and suggestions from prior research on
self-regulation (Schunk & Usher, 2011), we examined the potential impact of
technology on reading motivation and achievement.
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4. Teacher Rating of Competence
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Self-Reported Behaviors

8. Time on Handheld Device
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 Books read in a month: One item asking students the number of books read in the past
month.

9. Time on Tablet
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 Time spent using technology: One question measuring students’ time spent each day
outside of school on a specific technology (computer, handheld device, tablet, game
console, e-reader, TV).
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 Reading self-efficacy positively predicted reading achievement and was the sole predictor of
teachers’ ratings of students’ competence and motivation (Table 2).
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 Parental limits of technology use added to the variance explained in teachers’ ratings of
students’ reading motivation but not to the variance explained in other reading achievement
outcomes (Table 2).
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Conclusion
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 Children who spend more time using technology do not appear less confident in their reading
capabilities.
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 Parents and teachers who help children develop a repertoire of self-regulatory skills, and the
self-efficacy to accompany them, can provide them with the staying power to read even in
technologically-rich learning environments (Greene et al., 2011).
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Note. Correlations with time using technology and books read in a month were calculated as Spearman coefficients. All others are Pearson coefficients. We used
listwise deletion, reporting results only for students whose data were complete. Coefficients were comparable to those obtained using pairwise deletion.
*p < .05, **p < .001.

For more information, please contact Francesca Fanni: francesca.fanni@usi.ch

.000

 Self-regulatory self-efficacy was the only predictor of the number of books students read in the
past month (Table 2).
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12. Time on E-Reader
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3. MAP Reading Scores

 One item assessing whether parents impose limits on child’s technology use.

.056

 Students who spend more time gaming and watching television had lower reading achievement
scores and were rated by their teachers as less competent readers. (Table 1).

Table 1
Zero-Order Correlations for the Variables in the Study (N = 934)
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Parental Limits on Technology Use

Step 2

 Use of an e-reader was associated with higher self-regulatory self-efficacy (Table 1).

2. Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation

 Teachers were asked to rate student’s competence and motivation in reading (e.g.,
“Please rate, as best you can, each student's present level of reading competence and
reading motivation”).

Step 1

 We found little association between technology use and reading self-efficacy (Table 1).

Efficacy Beliefs in Reading

Teacher Ratings of Students’ Competence and Motivation in Reading

Step 2

Key Findings

Participants in the study were 2,361 students in Grades 4-8 from 7 schools in the
southeastern United States. Students completed two surveys (Fall 2011, Spring 2012) as
part of a longitudinal study of academic motivation. Measures are described below.

 MAP reading scores: Measures of Academic Progress (standardized test) in reading.

Step 1

Note. Sample sizes vary due to missing achievement scores and teacher ratings.
*p < .05, **p < .001

Participants and Data Sources

Reading Achievement

Step 2
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R2 change

 Self-efficacy for self-regulation: Ten-item scale, adapted from Bandura (2006), on
students’ beliefs in their capabilities to successfully use self-regulatory strategies in
reading (e.g, “How well can you arrange a place to read at home where you won't get
distracted?”).

Step 1

Number of Books
Read in Past Month
(n = 2,027)
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Model R2

Method

Step 2

Teacher Rating of
Students’ Motivation
in Reading
(n = 1,665)

Reading Self-Efficacy (β)

Parental Limits on
Technology Use (β)

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship among (a) students’ efficacy
beliefs in reading, (b) their reading achievement, (c) teacher ratings of students’
competence and motivation in reading, (c) students’ self-reported reading behaviors and
technology use, and (d) their parents’ limitations on technology use.

 Reading self-efficacy: Four-item scale on students’ perceptions of their efficacy beliefs
in reading (e.g., “In general, how confident are you in your abilities in reading?”).

Step 1

Teacher Rating of
Students’ Competence
in Reading
(n = 1,696)
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