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India’s Reading Challenge

400 million
32%

Readers
Weak readers

m Non-readers

600 million

48 %

850 million cannot read simple texts
Estimate based on: Kothari & Bandyopadhyay (2010)



https://www.planetread.org/images/pdf/research/Can%20India's%20'literate'%20read.pdf
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TV Access in India

India: TV Households (Million)
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e TV Viewers: One Billion
* Screen time: 4 hours per day, for 70 years
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Same Language Subtitling (SLS)
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Video
Eye-tracking sample, weak-literate

Subject: Sugna, female, age 24, Umarni village, Rajasthan
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Eye-tracking sample, weak-literate

Subject: Sugna, female, age 24, Umarni village, Rajasthan
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Sheet1

		

				Illiterates (as reported by self), TV owners

				Percentage reporting that they read a newspaper at least one a week

		Illitereate or literate is self-reported

				Illiterate (self-reported)						Literate (self-reported)

				2002		2007				2002		2007

		No SLS		1.1		7.5		No SLS		34		42

		SLS				22.7		SLS		34		69.9

		Females: Illitereate or literate is self-reported

				Illiterate (self-reported)						Literate (self-reported)

				2002		2007				2002		2007

		No SLS		0		5.8		No SLS		26.9		35.8

		SLS				18.6		SLS				65.6

				Illiterate or semiliterate, surveyer impression based on reading of a passage, TV owners

				Percentage reporting that they read a newspaper at least one a week

		Illitereate or semi-iterate, surveyer judgment

				Illiterate (surveyer perception)						Semiliterate (surveyer preception)

				2002		2007				2002		2007

		No SLS		0.8		11.4				41.1		53.2

		SLS				30.7						75.6

		Literate: lrs1>34 and semi-literate

				2002		2007

		No SLS		49.8		61.3

		SLS				80.5
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No SLS

SLS

% Reading  at least once a week

Impact of SLS on newspaper reading



Self-reported literates

		



No SLS

SLS

% Reading at least once a week

Female viewers:
Impact of SLS on newspaper reading



Self-reported illiterates

		



No SLS

SLS

% Reading at least once a week

Literates:
SLS impact on newspaper reading



		

				Baseline (2002)		2007

		No SLS		33.7		42

		SLS		34		70

		Female

				Baseline (2002)		2007

		No SLS		26.9		35.8

		SLS				65.6





		



No SLS
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% Reading at least once a week

Newspaper reading among early-literates



		



No SLS

SLS

% Reading at least once a week

Females:
Newspaper reading among early-literates
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% Reading at least once a week

Newspaper reading among self-reported illiterates



		



No SLS

SLS

% Reading at least once a week

Females:
Newspaper reading among self-reported illiterates




USS$ 0.25 for 70 years of reading to one person



Policy context

e Accessibility Standards for TV under the Rights of Persons
with Disabilities (RPwD) Act, 2016

— 50% entertainment content to have SLS by 2025
e Pandemic: 300 million children shut out from schools

e Global SDG 4: Quality Education
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Onscreen Print, Language, and
Literacy Skills: What Does the Research
Say?
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Overview

* Who is Affected by What Content Under Which Circumstances?

e Child Factors
¢ Content Attributes
e Contextual Features

* Why is Onscreen Print Effective?
* Traveling Lens Model
* Dual Coding Theory

* Recap
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Who is Affected by What Content Under Which Circumstances?

¢Child Demographics
eScience of Learning
eCognitive Constraints
eBasic Cognition
*Prior Knowledge
eTransfer Deficit

Micro-level CONTENT ATTRIBUTES need to work
in concert with macro-level CONTEXTUAL *Form & Content

eMacrostructure/Frame

FEATURES to provide duplicative content across Outcomes «Platform/Affordances
multiple modalities while taking into account a eInstructional Strategies
CHILD’S INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES *Appeal & Usability

2

PURDUE

UNIVERSITY.

eCharacter Attributes
e|nteractivity

eFamily Demographics

e At-Risk Families
eEnvironmental Expectations
eEarly Educators
eParent-Child Interactions
eParenting Styles

Barr, R., & Linebarger, D. L. (2010). Introduction to the special issue: Content and context in infant-directed media. Infant and Child Development,

19(6), 553-556. [Guest Editor, Special Issue]. Barr, R., & Nichols Linebarger, D. L. (2016). Media exposure during infancy and early childhood: The

effect of content and context on learning and development. New York: Springer. Linebarger, D. L., & Vaala, S. (2010). Infants and toddlers, screen
media, and language development: An ecological perspective. Developmental Review, 30(2), 176-202.



¢Child Demographics
eScience of Learning
eCognitive Constraints
eBasic Cognitive Processing
eKnowledge/Experience

Child Factors

Outcomes

sTransfer Deficit

Word Recognition Vocabulary Screen Content Listening Reading MX:;;Ir?ittIoT I
| Decoding Knowledge Comprehension Comprehension Comprehension v
Usefulness

e Deaf | Hearing ¢ Deaf | Hearing e Deaf | Hearing e English | e English | e Deaf | Hearing
Impaired?! Impaired®10 Impaired®10 Other Other Impaired??

e English | e Learning e Learning | Language Language e Learning |
Other | Reading Reading Learners24 Learners® 1> Reading
Language Disabilities®11- Disabilities!!-14 o Coll 2t Disabilities30-31
LearnersZ‘G 14 ° S h | 0 ege | Y SChOOl-Agel,ZG A E |- h |

e School-Age*”’ e English | Age’22.23 e College | Other

Other Adults?>26 Language

Language Learners>
Learners?1> e School-

21 Age’3233
) SChOOl-Age4’22 e College |
Adults?’

UNIVERSITY.



Content Attributes

Potentials

e Al TVs since the mid-1990s
have CC decoders’-34

e Streaming services have the
option to turn on captions in
multiple languages

e Multiple studies support the
use of onscreen print as
supplemental literacy and
language tools33

E PURDUE

UNIVERSITY.

eForm & Content
*Macrostructure/Frame
ePlatform/Affordances
eInstructional Strategies
eAppeal & Usability
eCharacter Attributes
e|nteractivity

Challenges

Transcription issues

Too much visual and verbal
information can overwhelm attention
(especially when not redundant)3>
Little attention to print (~9% of time
OP present) 3>

Those with < print
experience/knowledge did best
without onscreen print until a
threshold number of views is
reached3637



Contextual Features

Children growing up in poverty
show larger gains from educ.
screen media based
interventions3&3?

Children growing up in poverty
use screen media more and value
that experience more39-42

Low SES parents report engaging in
shared screen media use in ways ~ to
Middle SES parents’ shared
reading36

E PURDUE

UNIVERSITY.

Incorporate simple strategies to
encourage children to pay attention
to onscreen print43

e Family Demographics

¢ At-Risk Families

¢ Environmental
Expectations

e Early Educators
¢ Parent-Child Interactions
¢ Parenting Styles

Repeated exposure helps make the
print accessible for children with low
redundancy for educational
opportunity7,36,39,44



Why Does Onscreen Print Work?

Huston & Wright’s Traveling Lens Model

Comprehensibility of content drives attention
* When understand content, > sustained attention
* When boring or too difficult, attention wanes

e Prior knowledge, past experiences, and abilities
affect comprehensibility

* Need a certain familiarity with and knowledge
about print to begin to benefit

* Research suggests repeated exposure to
onscreen print leads to > attention and
enhanced learning’,36:3944

E PURDUE

UNIVERSITY.



STIMULI SENSES WORKING MEMORY [limited] SENSES STIMULI

Printed Spoken
Words Words

Connections &
Integrations

Visual Sound
Depictions Effects
Knowledge
[Long Term Memory}
@ UPH&]}?SIIJTEY:GJ Allan Paivio’s Dual Coding Theory



To Recap

Children living in poverty have less access to traditional learning

Research suggests that screen media content is preferred,
valued, and effective as learning supports for these children3-42

Competence at learning from and perceived usefulness of media
provide an opportunity to start with basic skills, motivate children,
and move them toward stronger literacy skills”-3%:33

Once print familiarity is established and basic skills are
developed, children will show enhanced benefits from both
traditional and alternative learning supports363’

IMPLICATIONS? Meet children where they are with the
resources they have, prefer, and value3°

E PURDUE

UNIVERSITY.
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Questions & Discussion
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