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' "--- you will, I hope, comprehend and accept as we-

do the need for thoroughgoing reform in education that
'President Nixon has called for, indeed that this Nation is

calling for. Including of colizse, examination and reform

of the fupdamental conceptions underlying the published.
AY
materials used in the schools..

< .
yWhat this says to me is that we must .be prepared to
question the usefulness of all educational materials pre-

sently used in the schools, not going at the review in a .
destructive, negative fashion --< too often, the style

these days --- but by not being satisfied that we have found

3 -

the ultimate in teaching materials.
"Much of what is published and used in our $chools is,

of course, excellent and of, undisputed value to the

LI

educational ﬁﬁocess. But I'm just as certain that many more

materials are of dubious value, and -at the vefy least, lack a

5

reasonable basgis in researgh‘to show that they are doing the--
. . #{}A> o . \“!\- o
job that needs to be dope.?'ﬁz'simply have 'to do better, all
4
:
. !
%

.

of us."*

3 - N
S. P. Marland, Jr.,fAssistant Secretary for Education,
Department of Health, Educafion,- and Welfare. Taken from
"Edugators, Publishers, and Federal Policy," a paper presented

“béfore the annual meeting of the Association of American

Publishers, Castle Harbour Inn Motel, Bermuda, Monday, May 1,
1972.
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. ", In the United States there are 3 'milliom adults who,'foraa_variety; :
. . + . . ® . . .
ok reasons, cannot read.. Another 20 million adults who can read per-

- B

. .form\at a level so low that they méy fustifiably,be described as

" functionally, illiterate. .

e

For many years educators have sought solutions to the problems

¢ ]
«

.

~

. of adult illiteracy. Of particular concern has been the identification

and use of teaching methods and instructional procedures which will

most effectively teach illiterate adults to read.

\

Current interest in progrémmed instruction as a method for
P - .
o . ¢ ,
.teaching reading is.traceable directly to the literary works of -

Professor B. F. Skinner in the mid and late fifties., An article in

- ° A
TIME magazine has hailed programmed instructiom as "-~~the first real - .
innovation in teaching since the invention of movable type in the

15th century." Throughout the colntry, many educators believed that
DJT Skinner had split the pedagogical atom and had found emblazoned
upon its nucleus the words "programmed learning." We had at last

discovered a research-based instruc&}onad method which, given time,

s - o

would do everything from eliminating the tic.in small children to
~ ' —

\

teaching illitetate adults to read.’ ’ ) T
\\\\\ . _The distinguished psychologist, Dr. Lee J. Cronbach, began fh’ U
- f— ) ) » . i
1962 urging educators to demand,test data to demonstrate the effective-

- ::;B of the programmed instructional materials they were using.

There is little reason to believe that educators have taken sériously
. 7 T' ‘ ’
the advice of pr. Cronbach and lots of evidence to indicate they

) A

haven't.

- 3

ERIC . -’ | - - -

A ruiTex: provided by ERIC ® .




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¢

With a grant from the AH&lt Education Branah of the U. S...0ffice
~ 2 . »” . . .

'of .Education, the Adult Learning Center set out in the summer of 1971
- 4 R } - . .

- L4 .

’ ¢

> ' . ‘ .
to conduct a one year research-based fi€ld test of programmed -imstruc-*

- . “‘ . ¥ . -
tional materials specifically designeéd to teach d{sgdvantaged‘éduits
. © v

to read. The present report presents the findings of this: field test. °

N
~

A word of caution to tHe reader is appropriate. There is nothing

: v

in the present report which in~any way validates or invalidates the
AdtLS )

programmed instructional approach to teaching reading.  The reader is

'
N . .
; '

urged to remember that a properly constructed experimental tryout”ér

field test of a program may provide an assessment.'of that particular
. .
rogram, but does not afford either proof or disproof ,of the value of
/ .
e general method of programmed instruction. In her very excellent.
: T~ &

bdok, Learning To Read: The Great Debate, Dr. Jeanne S. Chall wrote:

- : " ~ .

"Déspite ‘thousands Bf research studies and scholarly discussions on

. .

. reading since the turn of the century, it has been difficult for

researchers'tq‘state with any degree of confidence that one particular

’

method or approach to beginning reading is really better than another. "
The tesearch discussed in the present report had as its'single

purpose the empirical testing for effectiveness of four particulasr

programs designed to teach basic reading skills to marginally literate

adults. All indications are that this purpose has been succéssfully
’ A} .

.

’ L3

- ’ ) D. Barry Lumsden; Director,
. . ) Adult Learning Center

November 1972

achieved. , ) .
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The f1e1d of educatlon ‘has been deluged with 1nstruct10na1 ~T e AN :2;
. - *;\:q:’ L, )}* R \’?\
materials that are emp1r1ca11y untested as’ far as their learn1ng ,/z"f’; P
. ' = / / B
effectiveneds—is concerned. Even in the relatlvely soph1st1ca§e&.&rea, ot .
. . 4 e ‘.,f A
of programmed instruction, adequate va11dat1ng_data are laeklng'fora e .
! . SR ‘ e
. / e
the large maJorLty of programs. For example, for onIy tén of a/éample -
. S’ 5 e
’ DL
of 56 programmed 1nstruct10nal materlals for teach1ng Adult'Bas1c Educa- :.y
+ ., R ]
tion (ABE) students to read do the publishers indicate the availability .
of data.as a criterion of learning effectiveness "(U. S. Civil Service
Commission, 1971). Needless to say, publishers' claimsfoften fall
.- ’ ¢
short of standard validation cr1terra such/as,those specified by the .
- PO . . -7
J01nt Conmittee on Programmed instructrpn and Teach1ng Machines (1966) -
- “\ - .
ﬁé unfortunate’ s1tuatlon, then, 1s that the consumex of eduea- ,/,f’ N
. . . %
tlonal materials typiocally muSt select his products on the basis of P
publishers' cla1ms and of subjectlve reviews rather than on,systematlc, - )
empirically-based evaluatzons As Dr. Kenneth Komoski, (L97l) recently
/
I z. -
put it, "The largest szngle’group of unprotected consuﬁers Ln the u. S. -
- t ° . T/ '
consists of.milliohs of students who are now deluqu W1tb»more than ,
¢ . Tt /
N .
200,000 poorly tested,textbooks, films, teachlng pachlnes*qu other )
. My ®
complex learning gaQQets" (p. 3

33).

Komoski (19715 éstlmated that 99 per-

3

cent of the natlow's t?achlng materials have neveq beeft systematlcally

‘

evaluated on the_édsis:of amount of studénts'

Yo
,
-t ’4

r1gorous field tes¥1pg ‘of 1nstruct10nal mater1als is not, however due

. i
to our 1nab111ty to pefform

-~

i

+

,learn

ing.

‘/
¥

.

.: McGuigan and

the -task;, on the contrary, we possess a:

'varlety of technlques for empirlcal assessment ‘e,
.‘ ‘ ) - ,’ .4{
Péters (1965). . ‘\'4' . l-,
e . .
Voot T ' o
l;; F.". A} . ‘\. “l - ‘ ‘
. oL +4 \ .
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This lack of—'
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-,: . .'; ' .The problem' thus
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" ’H’é\"f"\ [ - o ¢ - ’;’ /.‘
[4

&;{,ab\undance and£~though WE . p9S ”esfs; hé methc?do),ogy.,’for sfstema‘ }d.al,‘:}y' '

RPN

. / -'..' A - s '~r e

‘
i .and emp‘ir"j,cally evaluatlng. them, we cantlnue to-. exppse our students. .f.o

[ — et e e, -"‘-1 = .f ’ ’ -

AT AN ——— .
& - \...-‘ e e .« " _\‘ -~

~ EE R seu'r®
~¢

4::14 matéfiais-is.ngt jus; a-waste_of.&&me fat 6daent and 1nstrdjtor, but\the

-W,A e .._\\ T — e LT e - . e ‘-'1"' ~ .. S

et e - o= .-

S T———— —.
'*’”student 5 contlnued fallure may a;so resuit in his dewelopment of nega-

"q't l -

A

R 5 < attﬁtudes toward IEarnlng..,PErhaps such.negatLve effedts are even

-~ '.-.*"‘r" ‘,.”'” N -~

- - n

greatei ﬁpr thé Ad&lt Basxc Educatlon studgnt than for the elementary

| ‘:'

" or hlgh schpol student since the adult may make only one attempt to.

v -,. 7

further educate hlmself after dropplng‘out of school For motiyational -

- -~ - - ~ .

purposes, the materials ABE students use should produce as much learning_

N -

- .
—in as short a time as pOSSLble, and should also‘encourage him to con< ‘,‘;

- - - 0 < T -l

s . 5 - g

tinue in the ABE program. Since reading proficiency is necessary for g

4 12 ; . L -
the ABE student's furthe¥¢gaucation, priority as far as instructional

materials are concernéd waould be forethose designed for the effective
L . N A S - : -
- . i ’
teaching of reading. . g T ‘.
. - . .. « ) . S

3 *
It is difficult to underestimate the seriousness and scope of.the

s
-

readlng problem among-ABE stud%nts. Thosé\who cannot read, typically !
.--Aﬁ‘ Lo <
- refef?gd to as "functlonally 1111terate adults," are uSually.unable to ;‘;f

functioﬁ.pnoductively in our sociegx. According to the 1960 u S. popub '

. \ f‘r
Y ~

. L% -) --"
.\, lation cens us, about 24,000,000 aqults above the age of 24 years have N
).\\ . g A :;};i
“Tess than an e)ghth grade educatlon.. The situation is actually worsag v

ol
' . * . ERR -
. [V

\ >l
than thls since hundreds of thohsands of d1sadvantaged students who” !

R s. ‘-,‘

- - —

have remaxned in schooi for 8, 10, or 12 years cannot read the’ newapaper ;L

. , ,..r~~ e -
Ja - - o -

’, lndicatlng thﬁt grades completed is a mlsleadlng lndlcator of the extent

. s Pl SR Dot T

of the/probifmu ~ :_' . ,‘ . ' Do A S

{ e . .. . . . : ) -

»

L, "
materlals of questLonable effectlveness. ;Thg”c§;;;;33366~ ineifective .

v \‘ : - - _'-.r
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.
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’l‘ne federal government is confronging the probfem( of adult - '

m

- ‘." illiteracy with efforts to crter tr%gm@er the amended .Adu’lt, / v 4

-
B \ =

. ’ ’ b / N pos /

s .

Ly S EduCatlon Act of 1966 _Stlll the probiem. remains slzeablereven rthough,

. r “h ’ - /
. . - l.'-- -. K
A / I . , [‘1 .

A ’ more than 20 'na}or pieces of leglslatmnvm Support/of adult ’ed'ucatlo‘,n

.
; ” !>
/ / o l 4

T have been rpassed by thﬁ U S. Congress From 196’6-1970 only 2 250,900

Ol } ' e ’ ST ., s T

. adults QK/e;r the age df, lS,partlmpated in ABE programs’ (Natlona:l Center -
—— .

’, o 4/ i ' Al

="~ for’ Edueatlonal Statlst‘lcs) 1971). Hence, in spite of efforts by the : -

‘.
’ ’

> -,
. e

fedenal govefnmerrt— stlll needed & .ane ‘more widespread and effectlve

. " ——
1] - -t -t

,progeéts so that® mpre than- Ju,st,a, small” m':‘.not;rl.gy of ABE students will
- Sem o ,4 -

S .o make a success,f-ul ef,ﬁor; to, acqulre basic literacy. kills.

',.—.f - ——— ‘-s - o A~

— ~ N |

- ) 0ne of/the dléflcultLe wa.’tﬁﬂevg{égm.g more effeckive and wide-

—— —~ - A " °

,spxead 1earn1ng prOJect is-the "frequetrt* *ﬂortage throughod‘&. the country

/\“4‘).‘

-

,~-o’f 1nstruct10nal personnel’ and' equipment ’Ihe prlorlty in; developlng

— ~-

e N ‘ ‘ N

met’ﬁods ‘of instruction should be for those that can be used- by the
et T = N o

1ea1:ner w:.th relatlvely 1lttle support gersonnel nd equipment‘-»k A

y

. - = - /'

T
- Programmed lnstruqtlonal materials seem to satlsfy this requlrement W,
. - .3 R . TN T
- - Y ‘ : ; vy f

In’ addltlon to the ‘&ducational advantages frequen‘tly pointed duz: by & s\“ %

experts in the fields of education and learnlng_,theory, programmed 115'— LR
- 4 . ‘\ < ‘.: l“a
. - : . ]
.. Struction requires a minimum of teachers' time and . when used in. book ““‘- A
- ,,' . ¢ : . 'q\:\ \ n-:‘\ \ '\‘\

form, has no hardware requifements.‘ One pOSSlbllltyj therfefore, 1s to w'«\ ‘. . L
* 1

N

= C e - , +

Y A

increase the extent “to which programmed 1nstruct10nal materlal

e 5

"“;‘_' -used‘. of approx1mate~1—y 536 OOO)students enrolled in ABE *programs \ ‘\‘
e

i , ) sponsored by the Adult Educatlon Act of 1966, 178, 821 (33 percent) wer
~ Jo - ; - W
f“ errrolled in dlasses in pzhlch programrm_d lnstructlon was the pmmary
oot » » \ L . . , BT N
i ‘l\ i 3 }_., . g \‘\ . \" .
. educacLonal mefﬁhod emp loyed (National Center for Edu® ional Statistics, "\ .1
, - ) "_~'i 'y " !. . o - .:.:
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" 'In short, the purpose of this research was to empirically assess

s

the effectlveness of availabfe programmed 1nstruct10na1 materials for

- ——

1mprov1ng“thg—xe 1ng prof1c1ency of futhlandily 1111terate adultsu

——te— - —
~°‘

In attempting “to. atcompllsh thle bblectxv xﬁ;was reqognlzed that a
T - -4r-~«;_\& A e
program s effectlveness.varles ‘with vamlous char&ctérlstlcs of

v~ - - 2

students. Conseqpently, an attempt was made to .assess the effective-

~ -

ness of avallable programs “dn atfunctlon af “such student characteristics

C e

[e—

as intelligence, degree of motivation to study, ethnic group, and
- .

whether or°"not English was the studeiﬁ}gfﬁfrét‘language.

-

. 0B

Q. .,
» v ‘ .l
- . ’
, > o
.
AR
P ooy .o
v e .
= A ;
Vm - -~ . :‘/ , .
e B s
. ; . . ;o \ﬁ}\
. ¢ . A /
S - v )
: 4 ‘i
¥
.- )
PI‘{
, 4
E ‘7
’ N
H !/ ,/,‘,»' ’
» P
! .
¥ /
[ /o
D /:
* -y N 1’ . -
A d i ¢ > ‘/", '
y . - tat / ot
b N :'1 rs




REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH ‘ . e

~ In surveying previous efforts to empirically assess the effective=

ness of-programmed iﬁstructional materials for the teacling of reading

to functionally illiterate adults, it became apparent that only a few

, systematic'research projects had been conducted; even these resulted in

.

limited empirically-based conclusions about program effectiveness. The

'

main function of summarizihg relevant reports here is to emphasize the

~

dearth of reliable information in this area,

i

Expert Opinion ("Squective”) Evaluations

While the emphasis w@ll later be on research in which studéht-
based cbjective measures have been attempted, there is some value in
such "subjective" procedures as those developed by Otto and Ford's (1966),

) . - -
A Check List to Evaluate Adult Reading Materials, or Adair's (1968)

51m11ar instrument, An Evaluative Imstrument for Programmed Instruction,

l‘ . . ]

. Such devices can provide proflles of readily observable characteristics’

obqalned ffom‘an examination of the material ‘and manuals. Check lists,
.‘~\
. - P A . . . v
as in the case of Adair's instrument, can provide numeric weight to the

3

~I e 3 . ) .
presence or absence*of;sglected aetxrbutes and "allow mean1ngfu1

numerical underiylng comparisons~betﬁeen\any two P.I. courses or

programs which mlght otherwxse appeé\\identibal" (Adair, 'p. 2).

<

Similarly, annotated bibliographies\of'programmed,inatructional

- ~

.

materials provide some limited information about program charagteristics.

Some examples of these annotated bibliographies of programmed instruc-

tional material are the Southwestern Cooperative Educational Labora-

-

, tory's publication, Adult Basic Education: An Evaluation of

.

Materials (1971); Catalogue of Basic Education Systems (U, S. Civil

) s O\




. 8

Service Commission, 1971); The Adult Basic Educatiop-Bibliography :

(1970); A Selected Annotated Bibliography of Iwstru¢rional Literacy

Materials for,éd&lt Basic Education {1971) <
While these "expert opinion" devices are useful|in assisting the
instructor £6 make a decision as to which program, odt of those
‘. available, might be appropriate for his students, the
- . —

2

Objective Assessment of Programmed Materials - *-

t

In 1966, Greenleigh Associates reported on a large scale field

i

test conducted to determine the effectiveness of four learning systems
v & 1

4 @ ’
. to teach economically-dependent adults to read The students were
"

1815 functionally illiterate individuals, defined as those with reading
. . i . ' .
) levels below the fifth grade Samples were from New York, New Jersey . .

B and California The initial reading level wa; determined by admin;s-
tering thé\Gray Oral Reading Pa;égraphs The students studied two and
one~half hqug; per day for 17 weeks in one of four iegrning systems,
'identified as "Learning to Read and Spell" (Amg;ica Iﬁcentiye to Read),

.. “
"R?ading in High Gear" (Scienée Research Associates), "'The Mott Basic o
Language Skills Program" (Allied Education Council), and "Systgms for
Success' (Follet Publishing Company) The researchers attempted to

form control groups but were unable to acquire -a sufficient number of

» adults to comprise such a condition. - The primary dita were presented

L .

.
as mean gain scores (mean posttest scores minus mean pretest scores)
»

» , 4
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. significant differences in étudent gain scores by reading systems.

in reading achievement, computed on the basis of The Gray Oral Reading

¢
a

Paragraphs and by The Iowa Test of Basic Skills, udent attrition
was 46 percent., The gains were tested for significant difference from

. ¢ . - .
0, and analysis of variance was used to determine whether there were

€

v

Thé“primary conclusion was fhat "almost all students showed some gain
in reading ability during tﬁ% field test. However, there was no

significant difference in Studentf gain scores by reading systems, "
More particularly, they failed to find significant gains B} The Gray
Oral, Reading Paragraphs, but did find some on the Reading Comprehen~-

N T g

s 0 PO
and Composite scales of The Iowa

R at 5"'"“\‘

ghony ‘ \

Test offBasic Skills. Whilgi‘the most positive results were statis-

e

LY

tically gignificant, gains égpeare& to be small an$ of doubtful

B
[

siqp,\ﬁork Study Skills, Arirhmetice
% .

practical significance. And, of course, an analysis to determine
AN & v’

¢

that a given gain is or is ﬁpt statistically significant doesn't jtell
o .

afly
ok

one anything about thg size of that gain score.
Griffith (1967)'ratheg:vigorously'evaluaﬁed the Greenleigh report, \
one of his criticisms being that’ students and teachers were not

assigned 'to learning systeés at random. Since the Greenleigh research-

ers took as a major purpcse that of comparing effectiveness of the

<3 . ~N .
four systems, Griffith pointed out a most important confound. “—

Consequently, the meaningful comparison of gain scores among the foﬁﬁ;
. A /
systems was precluded. Griffith also pointed out that a number of

. - ‘ .
"findings" were but casual observations or subjective generalizations
5 J ) 2

@ LN ¥

and the indication is tha?'the main value of the Greenleigh report
4

was to show the large numger of variables that must be dealt with in

‘

\_ ; ". ’.

[N

g et
»
-




o . ' -

ABE field.testing research. Thus, the Greenleigh report c'learly .-

established the difficulty cof adequately deaiing with me'thoaological2

"« problems in this area.

in a relatively minor evaluaticn study of a reading system by

Heding, Ames, Artley, Grimsley and Andrews (1967), 18 (53 peiéént) s

of 34 adults whe Wwere 1lliterate remained for the conclusion of the

.
~

experimdpt after some 90 hours of literacy instruction.” Only small
E_\ . N -~ i . .
and nonsignificant mean gain scores occurred for measures of word
. .. meaning, paragraph meaning and word study skills. There was, however,
" grw K . ! .
e a8 significant increase on a measure of spelling.

Steuart (1968) conducted a study using 86 Spanjsh-speaking

s&ydents who were functionally illiterate in English. They studied //ﬂ\\ﬂj

the Mott Basic Language Skills program ;nd the Sullivan Programmed
-
Reading for Adults. Steuart states that hé was unable to establish a

functionélh?’illiterate control group within the confines of the

/ .

Mexican-American population. The .data indicated that achievement was
. iy .

significantly higher on the reading comprehgnsion posttest for the

students who studied the Sullivan program -than for their Mott treatment

counterparts, but there was no difference in megn gain between the two
. s :

-

¢/ groups on measures of word recognitipn, vocabulary, and spelling. The

n ' reading, vocabulary, an& Spelliné measures were scales of the Adult )
y
Basic Learning Examination (1968).
While there are several othgr indirectly relatedlstudie; gn ’
! this area, the general conéluéion seems apparent that
o .
there ave few satisfactory data with regard to assessment of-ghe
P ¢ «
- effectiugness cf programmed instructional packages for the Eeécﬁiﬂg of
’5:4readingi?o functionally illiterate ddults, I
Q ) 1A s o
RIC - . -
P o o £ - 451 .
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*

. Students
In an attehpt to identify functionally illiterate students to be

used in this project, 1,163 candidatés throughout the United States

. @ >

) , 1 . . A,
were administered the Reading Comprehension Section Scale of the Adult
a o, ° _ ‘. i o
Basic Learning Examination (ABLE), Level 2, Form A. Students with raw

scoréé'from%iO through 53 on the ABLE were admitted_into the'program
(cf., "Assigmment of Students to Programs," p. 20 ). Of the 1'I63 .

candidates tested (sfe page 13), 531 started 4nd completed ghe course

Epf st?dy, as defined on p. 32ff. The number of these students in each .
field test site is specified in Table 1, along with‘the dates at»yhich ) o
“the project‘;es started and completed at each site. As ecan be'seen,'an
effort ;és:;ade to sample a numoer of ethnic grouos and'a}ljregdons of

the country (north, east, west, and south). ) v

.

Tables .2 through 6 present estimates of student characteristiés
B it .

- I o

for the total sample and for those at each site.* Thus, itaoan be :

s &

observed that there were approximately. 303 male and 221 female Atudents

~

i ’ 7 .
in the total sample (Table 2)# To preserve anonymity of the test

N

: ‘ . . RN P
, Sites, as promised those cooperating with us, site numbers ¥h Tables

2-6 do not correspond with the order of those‘in Table 1. The

o s \..\'___‘_._‘___’____’——
. numbers of students in various age categories ére presented-in Table 3

14

wheré it can be seen that the modal age was 18 years (120 students),

- ,
, v, .
s .
- ’ ‘ ° . 1
- °

We wrll soon turn to the problem of missing data, tradltionally >
a most serious problem in Adult Basic Education researcﬁ M1351ng . .
data on so e student characteristics in Tables 2 throuéﬁ 6 explaln why
the totals do not always equal the number of students who actually
completed the project (viz. 531).




A2
. .
and that the second most frequent age-category was 25 years

(approximately 92 students). The data in Table 4 show that the
- .

* largest number of students was black {dbout 271) and the second most

vi ~ frequent category was white (113). The first'langque spoken ’
’ ' ) ' . . ) B L ’ . '
by approximately 413 students was English, whereas English was the

’ it ,
second language for approximately 93 others (Table 3). The eighth

grade was the modal grade complefed (176 studénts),,with the second g'

\J M v
most frequently.completed grade being the ninth (93 students),

‘ . according to the data presented in Table 6,

>

_Selection of Programmed Instructional Reading Materials

\
. . . CoeN ,
The criteria for the selection of the instructional systems were

~
. «
o

as follows:

1. Only pregrammed instructicnal materials were considered.

‘

This meant that the materials employed self-instructional procedures
. p+0y p

3

“i. . . <
so that the students cquid learn the subject matter with little or no
- outside help, Furthermore, the materials incorporated a prearranged

system requiring the learner zo respond actively for each unit (frame)

v . \C N
rection for each response the learner made (cf., Joint Committee

on Programned Instruction and Teaching Machines, 1966).

.

% - 2 The programmed materials were in software form, requiring no
. hardware as supporting equipment (as mentioned on p. 5).°
f

3. The publisher indicated that the programmed materials were

-~

appropfiate for an adult population.

»
4, The materials whre applicable to the. grade levels that define

- the functionally illiterate adult, viz., below the eiéhth grade level

.

and preferably starting well beiow that grade level.
O

PAruiitex: provided by ERiC » !

o

of material. - Additiorally, thematerials provided prompt conthmatldgvd

LY
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Table 1. TField Test Sités, Operating Dates, ard Numbers of Students

Students Students

. “‘ - Site . Scart End " Tested Completed
Adult Learning Center 10~26-71 . 5-28-72 36 22
Raleigh, N. C . ’ .
. Correcrional Center 10-27-71 ° 12- 9-71 . 40 - .20
. for Wemen, Raleigh, - .
N. C. N . . )
Caledonia Corvrectional 10~27:71 12- 1.71 ° 44 18

Center, Tillery, N. C.

npower Development 12- 9-71 3~ 8-72 32° 10
Training Prcgram, .

-

reenville, N. C.

Adult Basic Fducation 2~ 772 5-18-72 48 . 13

> Center, Lumberton, ! o,

N, C.

Learning Laboratory, * 11- 1-71  4-17-72 40 .16
Chattanocoga, Tenn. ; )
Centinela Valley Adult 11- 9-71 "4<28-72 . 150 64
School, Inglewcod, -~ \r?

Calif, ' .

+ La Puenéé Valley ‘Adult 11-10-71 5-12-72 160 60 .
School, City'cf . * ‘
Industry, Calif. o
Meridian Junior College 10-10171 4~28-72 110 51
Meridian, Mass. ' ’

Itawamba funior Cocllege 10- 8-71 3~ 1-72 75 23
Tupelo Miss, . . '
- X s P
Knoxville Manpower 1227-72 5~-19-72 ~50. ;16
: Training Center, o -
Knoxville, Tenn. ,.-, i )
= 4 ¢ _ .
Beaumont School for - 11-29-71 5-10-72 150 88
Boys, Beaumont, Va. e
State Industrial Farm  11-15-71 3- 1-72 83 . ° 60
for Women, Goochland,
’ Va‘ LS T
N . [ b8
. Onward With Learning 2- 1-72 5-12-72 90 "oar

Center (OWL),.

Springfield. Mass, !

. Men's Frison \ 11-29-71 5-15-72 115 23
% < State Farmw, Va. - .
Total 1163 531

f AP
i
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Table 2. Frequency of Gender of Stwdents by Site

—

Site Number . ~Male . aFemale A Total
} .

., /1\ ) 4 © 18 22

g

- 2 - . 9. 41 50
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Frequency of Age Class of Students by Site

Table 3.

.

Age

%

Site

45 50 51+ Total %o

40

35

&

20 25 3

18°

Number
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s+ An extensive search based on some 20 bibliographies, letters to

publishers,

programs were comﬁercially available,

- -
t

.They were:

-
.

v

and advice of consultants indicated that four appropriate

2,

1, ~Bu11d1ng Your Language Power, by Frank C Laubach ?Erqgrammed

by William C¢ Wnlf"’Jr , published by Silver Burdett Company (1965).

.

, Z.' Programmed Reading for Adults,

publlsheﬂ by McGraw-H111 Company (1967).

by Cynthia Dee Buchanan,

3. Bulldlng Readlng Power, by Jpseph Loretan and Skelly Umans,

published by Charles E. Merr111 Boaks,. Inc. (1964)

4. Reading Serles
¥

Behav1oral Research.Laboratorles (1969). -

»

e

WY

./'o..
1 St
.

<

by Maurice W, Sulllvaﬁ pﬁblished byv

—

T

* After the.se%gctionlof the above programs, the publishers were
again contacted with a request for the entire program, for a statement

about the student population for which the program was intended, 'for
v

any tests available for use with their program, and for any validating
Lt .
4 .

data available for the program. These programs were then used in the

1

P { ool -
field test according to instructions specified by .the p%b tsflers. No

s

validating data for adalt p0pu1ations were received from“at

LY

publishéfs.

s\

ANy mon

e ga,
.“.

of the.

v’
w2

.
«

eV -

-
AN
t *

[

&

™

Charac@erlstwcs jof these progvams are spec1f1ed .under

l
"Results" and appear in Appendix A. .

Selection of Field Test Sites

Each of the 50 State Direétors of Adult Education was contacted

t . ‘;
to determine if his state miglit be interested in cooperating in this

research project. Those who indicated am interest were contacted agaih -

and final sites were selected according to the willingness and the "
. PERN . Do

ability of the site personnel to prov1de a reasonable number of . e

‘2 . . LY

.,
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students. 'An$effort was also made to selecr sites that had‘students
'with varied ethnic characteristics and to sbrain some degree af. ) ‘
[ S m e . K
AY . national sampling (north, south, east, and west). In addition,” .o
Ve e .
v ’ - '
O because of the typically high attrition among ABE students, twov
?i\x " prison sites were established near our administrative offices in
hY .
\b\ North Carolina and three in neighboring Virginia. As a result, a
. - & - N
. . ) 4 . ’ i
\ﬁ\ . total of 15 sites was established in six states:; five were in North

t
*\ Carolina, two in California, cne in Massachusetts, two in Tennessee,
e » . - * “

\§thee in Virginia, and two in Mississippi (see Table 1).

XL L -
\y;‘ N Assignment of Students to Programs . ‘ '

AY ! . ..
The Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE) limits for each.program
LY * s

\‘ . ' -
group &Eﬁe established by extending two standard deviations above and
a,

\\§\' below the\grade levels that were specified by the publisher for each ‘ .
\\ . ~‘\,

\\ggogram. Thlséexten51on allowed an enlargement of the student sample. ‘

Sy, ~ . . o
. the same\ghtng fgt different reading programs or for different
stand dlzea\gests ‘Furthermore, as is commonly recognized, the

concept o a&e\level IS 1néppropr1ate for adults. The resultlng
‘\ \ 0. N
\ 0 3
Adult Basic LeQFpldE Examinatign llmlts according to which students
. N \\\ . -
were as§1gned to p{ogra \are presented in Table 7.

.

i

"L

the thlrd to the thhrulgrogram, thé £0L{*h on the list.to the fourth
] , N \‘
program, the fifth on bhg list ko the flrst Qrogram and.so forth.

* -
. P . .
. v ’\, . -
. - v
.-

N )
.

-ERIC
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lable 7. Range of Gréde Levels and Limits of Adult Basic Learning
Examination Raw Scores on the Reading Scale

~

g Grade Range Readability Level Raw Scores
(from Publishers' ' (from Civil Service on ABLE
Catalogs) ~  Commission, 1971) Level 2
' Programmed Up to 6th 1.5 - 6.0, 35-50
Reading for Grade Level .
Adults /
. * Reading Series 0 to 8th 0.0 - 8.0 10-50
-
= N . .
Building Your Not Listed 0.0 - 4.1 26-44
Language Power
. | oo
Building 4.5 or Higher . 5.0 7.0 38-53
Reading Power o
- o -
% -
‘ N\
¢
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d have resulted in the random assignment

« of stuodents tolall four/conditions. however, 1t can'be seen in
Table 7 that cthe programs have differing ;aﬁges of grade levels;
consequently, when a student had an Adult Basic ﬁearning Examination
'reading score that'was too low or too high for the program assigned to
him, he was reassigned to the program that was necessarily appropriate
for him. His first'program was then aszsigned tc the next available

. -

student on the list. Students who, did not scere within any of the

program ranges were excluded from the reading project This restric-

-

tion on ability to randomly assign, students to the four program

(")

conditions necessarily introduced a confound in the experiment.
¢
Furthermore, it later turned sut that some sites were unable or

unwilling to use all four programs concurrently. Limiting reasons

were practical problems: 'some prectors could not handle four dif-
. '
ferent procedures for the different programs; some sites had so few
* .
students that it was impractical to incorporate four different

reading programs: at a number of sites few or no students scored on

the ABLE in the range of the high and/or low ﬁrograms (Table, 7), so
-~ that a}l four programs could not be assigned at some sites, =Such

constraints ;hus dictated that students with differing initial

. reading levels be assigned to the four prcgrams, and sometimes to
L] - ‘

fewer than fcur programs at a given site.  The programs used at each-

.

—r—

site‘are.spécified under "Results”. ) -7 . "\‘\\\\\;‘
- Since it was not possible.tc randomiy assign all studentg-Fo the

four program conditions atzgny site; the p<tential for meaningfully

compéring the efféqtiveness of the four programs became 1;miféd, 'Even(

so, it is more desirable to judge a prcgram By a more absolute criterion.

Q . o

EMC , ‘ . 39

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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For instance, it doesn't help much to be abie to say that one prog

-

is better than another, if all four are poor. The goal, therefore, was
t

to determlne the efféectiveness of each program when judged in 1solat10n
> from the others. To accompllsh this, as explained later in thls report
the strategy followed involved the assebsment of each program's effec-

tiveness relative to a large sample of programs which had already been

evaluated (cf., McGuigan and Peters, 1965) .

, Use-of Programs

All programs yere used as specified in the accompanying publisher-

-

produced manuals or teachers®' guides. The class situation, study .

schedule, etc., varied considerably among sites, depending on local
; e 2

P

. demands,ahd*procedures}, In some, the student worked at times of his
' °

own choosing, while in é;hers, all or only parts of a class worked on

their reading programs for the project. The number of meetings per

week ranged from 1 to 5, with the majority of the. students working

two’or three times a week,’ typlcally for about an hour per meeting.

No student studled material designed to teach reading, other than the

o [ .
assigned program, though of course some did study other materials such
as arithmetic, English and vocational subjects.,

>,

Reading Series employs a series of bookléts to be read and -

coordinated with the book% of the program; these were used as
4 N ’«r‘z . ‘ . ’
» specified in the manual. None of ‘the other programs had correlated
e
- or supplementary/;;terii;s,that were specified as integral parts of
the prog: .,

The students who studied Building Your LangqagexPower and

,//éuilding Reading Power all starred in the first book. For the other
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two programs the students started in the book appropriate for them as

indicated by the placement_examinations. ’

‘ * ;
., « 4

Measures Taken

L)

Proctors were instructed in detail with regard to data collection

procedures, including administration of all tests, the safeguarding of

the data, etc. Each site was closély supervised by one member of the‘

projéct staff. Step-by-step procedures for the proctors during the
data collection and study phases are specified in Appendix B. The

measures taken were as follows:

1. The Standard Progressive Matrices, a nonverbal mea%uré of

v

intellectual capacity developed by Raveéen (1960), was administered to

each student as an Untimed "capacity" test at a copvenient time during

the project. .

. 2.. The Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE), a power test

°

déveloped by Karlsen, Madden and Gardner (1967}, was~ad%inisgered as
a screening devide, and also as a pre- and posttest for a measure of

t L
learning. The students were administered. the vocabulary, reading and

Speiling scales of Form A. ABLE Level 2 ranges from below grade 3 to

/

grade 9+, While it obviously would have been desirable to use alter-

nate forms of the Adult Basic LearhingﬁExaminatioﬁ; Boyce's (1970)

work raised considerable question about the comparability not only of °

g b N

the alternate forms of the Adult Basic Learning Examination but of the

4 .

14

‘e C: L} . “
two different levels. Other appropriate standardized tests were con-
{ . . .
gsidered no better in this respect.
v . uﬂ ' , . . o 3 - -~
v 3: A Content Test is a eurricutum-embedded insgfmnent that

samples the specific material presented in each book.of a given

-

v

N 39

O

e
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program. Content Tests were administered as preteste and posttests
‘ 1
. . .
‘immediately' ‘before and after studying each book. There were 20

2

Content Tests for Reading Series, six for Programmed Reading for

Adults,lls’ﬁdr Building Reading Power, and four for Building Your

Language Power. Tests furnished by the publisher were used as e

n;i§p2¥esrs in the case of Programmed Reading for Adults and

Rea ing Series, but had to be developed by project perscnnel for the’

-

progfams Building Your Language Power and Building Reading Power (see

-

N 3
Appendix C for reliability estimates of the latter two rhat were staff

developed). The Content Tests used for Reading Series.were "Progréss

Tests"; as advised by the publisher, half of each was administered
as a posttest when the student completed haif of each book and the
remainder upon completion of the entire book. Both halves were

administered together for a pretest. The Content Tests for Praérammed\

. . S
* Reading for Adults were "in-book™” tests which occur each 24 pages in
7 - 3 .

the program booklets and evaluate the student's achievement on' the .

preceding 24 pages.

For Building'Reading Power application exercisegs furnished by

: 1
the publisher were used'as the ‘basis fov/;he Conteht Tests, where they

—_..q_‘ Y

N

Al

were available, o
. .
>

Y .

.

4. General Reading Test. The.General Reading Test was developed
5 4 i)

A - . y ~

~as an additional bre:estuposttést measure 2f learning, and also. to
’ o ) [ :

studyrtﬁe relative e:forménce for each program bafed on a sample of N5
p p f ple ¢

- s

measures of other programs.” This test consisted of 40 items that ere

v [

randomly selected from the Content Tests of the four programs. .. ,
’ ’ By
. ~ J‘:-/‘::} B (o} . ._3:_7

*Special thanks to Dr. Edwin Smith of Florida State University and
to Dr. W1111am S Griffith of the University of Chicago for this suggesr

tion. . .
. i4 . 1/
: 30 A

/ , -

/
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i’v
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.
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) 5. Individual Reading Placement Inventory (IRPI), (Smith and
Weedon, 1969). The Oral Paragraph Reading section of this test was
acministered as a preb and posttest to a small sample of the stucents.
For this, proctors at four sites were’furniehed with tape recorders?., . ,
and tapes, and instructed in the administration 'of Form A of this
test (see Appendix D).Ovo

a

6. Slosson Oral Reading Test (Slosson,'l963). The ‘Slosson Oral’ . !

Reading Test (SORT) is also an..individual reaéing test. However, in
" ’ 4
this the student pronounces words at increasing levels of difficulty.

Administration of the Slosson Oral Reading Test was performed with the
. g , ‘
same students as for the Individual Reading Placement Inventory (see

Appendix ﬁ).

7. Program Placement Examinations. Reading Series and Programmed

Reading for Adults include placement examinations that 1nd1cate where
7 -

in the pro%{am (i.e., at which book number) the student should beg1n to

his study.” These placement tests were admlnlstered as pre-'and post-

-~

tests.,’

8. Student Motivation Scale. At the conclusicn,of‘pll testing,

the ‘proctors were asked to rate each student's level of motivation while

studying his program. A three-point scale (high, medium, and low ’

motivation) was furnished eachvinstructor for all students.
: ) . .

9. Initial Interview Form. This form was completed by the -

-\

preeter—on—the basis of existing student records and on orally fur-
nished information gained.froﬁ the student prior to his start in thé

teading program.

S
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- \\.

[]

Student Time Log. Under proctor supervision, students

logged their study time and the material covered during each day of

their participation in the program.

11

populat

2

- Student Evaluation Form. Student evaluation forms developed

ion. The details of this questionnaire are presented in the

"Results" section.

12.

Proctor Evaluation Form. On termination of each site the

proctors completed’'a standard evalyation form developed by McGuigan

(1971)

Tables

'

for each of the programs used abithat site. (See "Results",

[

54-60.) /

Method of Measuring Learning

ra

- Amount learned is the priﬁafy criterion of the effectiveness of

each program (McGuigan and Peters, 1965). The amount of learning

.
»
Al

resulting from the use of each program was assessed by means of the G

statist

ic, the ratio between the amount learned (gain) to amount that

could have been learneg (possible gain) as measured by the tests. The

equation for computing G is:

G

To comp

L

2)

%))

_ (mean posttest score) - (mean pretest score)
(possible ‘score) - (mean pretest score)

ute G we determine:

the possible test score, the actual number of points or items

i
on the test.

.

the mean pretest score for the group of students (by averag-

ing the number correct for each student on the pretest).

the dean posttest score (the mean number of correct items by
= . ’
the group of students after completion of a given amount of

material),, T
a3 .
. ‘ _ S0
r)\’\;- . ‘A *
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4) the amount.leérned (gain score) by subtracting the mean

- Bgétest score from the mean posttest score, the numerator -

\

of the equatioﬁi%br g.. The percentage gain is the gain score
divided by the mean pretest score (multiplied by 100).

5) the amount of possible learning (the denominator of the G

ratio) as measured by a test. This is the possible gain

score, viz,, the possible score minus the mean pretest score.

G, thus, is a value that normally ranges between 0 and 1 such

. . .
that the higher the value, the greater the amount learned. (A nega-

tive G, incidentally, results when the posttest score {; less than

the pretest score, probably due to,chance fluctuations.).” Furthermore,
v

a G of .50 or higher indicates a satisfactory amount of learning
—-— ¥ . .

i } .

(McGuigan and Peters, 1965). A distribution Qf empirically degivéd G
scores for programmed and nSnprogrammed clﬁsses is presented in
Figure 1.

L3 v
Among the advantages of G over more primitive measures pf amount

[

learned, such as a raw gain score, is that it takes into account the
,

student's level of proficiency prior to his stu&y of the learning
system under test, Consider a student who has a very low initial

level of proficiency such as that indicated by a pretest score of

H [y

- y . , .
25 percent; he has the probability of showing a'much larger gain

percentage than a_student whose pretest score is 90 percenf. Hence, by

using a simple gain pe%centége as an index of amouat of the learnin

’ ) - .
. ~ - . . !

effectiveness of a program, a negative evaluation of the program

could result if students with high pritest scores were used, even if

>

. the program were effective., With the G statistic, however, a program
] 5 ;

’ .

may be judged to be effective even with high pretest scores

33




1 R - . |
“ &
29
& .
- “ \, » .
t- E
o 12- S T R
0] S
10 -
8 9'{ . -
.o 8 - ‘
n )
-~ 0O
o
w \\\_/Z
aQ .- .
= . .
g .
‘ ' l ‘ ‘

10 - .19 30 - .39 .50 - .59 .70 - .79
. 20 - .29 40-.49  60-.69

G S

Fig. 1. Frequency distribution of gain-to-possible-gain ratios (G) for 24 different programs. . ’ l

.
“.. 4
“b
]
¢ .,
/ ¥ ]
. , 0

~ ' i




» ® o T T )
. .
30 o ‘ .
i ) since the index of effectiveness is amcunt 1$§rned relative to amount .
. * . 1 = i
that could be learned. -The specific applications of G to the ’ <
. i T . O\ .
»

‘ SR
various dependent variatle measures will be s%ecified under "Results”?.
* °
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*Note that the higher the pretlest score, the higher the value G,
. viz.y the empirical correlation (reported by McGuigan and Peters,

1965) is .14 (P < .01). O
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THE PROBLEM OF MISSINé DATA AND ATTRITION

-

According to. the National Center for Educational Statistics . -~
(1971), of about 485,000 adults who participated in Adult Basic
tducation programs during the fiscal year 1969, approximately'l72,000

(35 percent) separated during the year for reasons other than having

completeddthe particular proéram in which they were participating. _\~:7

’
In 4 research project, greater demands are placed on the student

1

and, consequently, the attrition can be expected to be even greater
than 35 percent. The following are some reasons for attrition: ﬁ%

sickness, gaining employment, change in family situations, change in

residence, and lack of interest. In:addition, tes'ting is_relatively

frustrating for the)functionally illiterate adult, and research

1)
~ .

/ . N
testifig demands dére quite high. Consequently, some students avoid
. e
the testing procedure when possible. In_the greepleigh'(1966) and

o ) 1

Heding et al. (1947) studies cited earlier, the atufition rates were
) 46 percent and 53 percent. Since attrition 1s such.a major problem

in ABE studies, in order to maximi;e the quantity and quality of dgta

collected, and to reduce student attrition, the plan for this project

~.
was togﬁé as flexible as possible with regard to the length of time

~.

that the students worked in their programs. Consequently, while every
RIS A
effort was made to keep the studenieeﬁ\\\ing to complete‘their entire
E™ . S
programs, it ‘was possible for them to be posttested‘(and included in

the data anal¥sis) at any time after}?ﬂo\completion of one book. Only

16 students failed to complete the first book in their programs; the

~ v

attrition rate in this project cah thus be considered to be incomse-
‘ . ~
quential. Of the. 1,163 candidates who were tested, the Adult Basic
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Learning Examination Scores for 616 did not fall within the limits -7 .

. .

specified in Table 7. The remaih@g£v$53l) were the students for this B s

project, Co ] g . .
g . /'/’;,' ) .'”/ \ ..
- The relevance of-attrition is, of course, important tc any a
.‘// . / [ )
. - - - ~
. / . : - . - ~ i
question of generalization to_ a population sdmpled. However, such a et
) v"' ;‘) e - ot e - )
/: . 7 L 1 . “
question isfar too advanced for the present state of ABE methodology, N
el - - e ® * -
-7 // "—‘ . . - . ’ . .
el .-and so_is_not especially germane here. Thié is to say that, even if - . - .
L et R T - .
S _.glée could adequately define, describe, and enumerate a population of :
"/_—". ' ; b ¢ T
SO functionally illiterate adults, it would be next to impossiblée to
B . . ¢ »
’ ,". . . : i . ! . * ’
,»- obtain a representative sample shoxt . of dictatorial powers. TFor such
¢ ’ : . . .
. K <
reasons, with but minor exceptions, techniques for data analysis are .
. ! . / , i
‘ , limited to ‘those of descriptive statistics in contrast to those of
. inferential statistics. N :
v " : / ':
% ) e . = K . .
In this respect, see alsd Floyd (1972). .
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1

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Learning Data g
A LI

- - . 1

As previcusly stated, tne learning criterion is by far~the most

important for assessing the effacriveness of a program, {ter

.analyzing the learning results for each program, ‘the.remaining

criteria will be discussed.

Learning Results for Programmed Reading for Adults
v

Content Tests. Programmed Reading for Adults was uséd at all

15 sites’specified in Table 1. “In Table 8 are the learning results

for each book, based on the content tests. It can be seen, for
‘ instance, fthat 27 individuals who studied Book 3 had a mean pretest -

score of 83 percent with a range of means over sites from 69 percent

. -

to 91 percent.n Their mean posttest score was 91 percent (range 85
pefcent’to 100 percent), yielding a mean gain-of 8 percent, and a

percentage’ gain of 10 percent -(see pages 27 to 30 for the method

of computing these statistics). The mean G ratio of .46 was signifi-

cantly different from zero, and the range of G values ovér sites was

.34 to '1.00. The G ratigs‘for Books 3 and 4 approach the%criteriow
of V50, suggesting that the individeals who studied this program may

(within sampling fluctuations) have learned a satisfactory amount from

these particular books.. The amount learned frem the other four books

seems, by the content test measure, rather low, viz. G values of .30,

L <&

.07, .25 and ,28. S - ;
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H
' %
It may be noted that the ‘students generally had quite high pretest

H
¢

écores--based on 329 scores stmed at the boctom of ,Table 8; the mean
]

<

pretest score over all six books was 91. The mean, posttest score over
i 5
r

books was 93, the gain was 2, the percentage gain shown in parentheses

was 2 percent, and the overall G was .éz.
A
The results in Table 9 pPresent the G and gain percentages as’a

function of intelligence level. More particularly, students were
classified according to whether their scores fell in Raven’s (1960,

p. 11) category II ("defigicely above the average in intellectual

. > l
capacity'--above the 75th percentile), category III (" intellectually

averags," a score between ‘the 25th and 75th percentxles), or category
v ( det;nlcelv below average in intellectual capacity," i.e., below
& .

the 25th percentile). It gay bs noted. for instance, that 10 students
with Standard Progressive Matrices scores which placed them in the low

intelligence category had a percentage gain of 14 percent and agG

-

value cof .45. Their Grratizs for Bocks 4. 5, 6, 7,7and 8 were .18

J
0

-25, .09, .23, and .39, redpectively. These G values for individual
L] "

books were weighted by the correspondindunper of ssudents (n), ’

b
sumed and divided by the -total number of students (N) to provide a
: £

mean weighted G over booif. That is, a compgsite G was computed
-according.to the equatio%: f.
s ; - ¥
~
; Ei(%i) +‘§2(n2) + ... G
N i

ra

X
~
=]
P
N
L.

Compbsite.g.

]

s
-

-

In this case; ' . /

o

-43(10) +.18(14) -.25(26) +”g9(24) +.23(27) +.39(3L)

- Composite G. =

P . 132 / [N
) / p
) . 33.98 '
T 132 '%F' .
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T

This composite G for the low intelligenct individvals of .26 is

presented in Table 9, as are those fer péé medium and high intelli=

gence categories (viz., .38 and .65). One should cautiously inter-

pret these results, though, since the number falling in the high
- '
intelligence category is relatively small,

B \
The results for this sample rsuggest that intelligence (a8 ¢ .

st

—  measured by the Standard Pxogressive'Matrices) is positively related

- - )

to amount learned through the study cf Programmed Reading for Adults.. )

<
More particularly, while those of low and medium intelligence did not
L4
R 1
appear to learn a substantial amount, those clasgifieqd in the high
intelligence category apparently profited substantially froq studying

" the program. -

»

As with intelligence, motivation of the students seemed to be

positi;ely related to the amount learned (Table 10).

1

- Al
Ever so, while
~

; the highly motivated individuals appear to have learned more

(composite G = .41) thah the inﬂividuals with low mgtivation (composite
2

»

o G = .09) even those classified as high in mog%yatioh’oqu approached

-
N

‘the criterion that indicates a satisfactory am?hnt of learning, viz,,’
G = .50. With regard to individual books, it isuégbeﬁogﬁing'p?
note in Table 10 that three S{;:hg six\b;oks.were‘éﬁccessfél fo£
> : s ’
%he highly motivated ;tudents, while only two of 12‘pos§iblp books.
were successful for the other studerits (géf'; Books 3 ané 55,
In Table 11 canbe ;tudied amount leal:ned accordiné to ‘w,héther or
. . . t £

°

not English was the first ]angﬁage of the student, THe composite G
over books for those who had English as their first language was .30,

.
A -

/. 1 ! ' . - FEPIR)
Yplle for the other students the composite G was .18, With the

e exception of Book 3, this varidble deez not differentiate the

-

- 0J.

N\
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students on a learning criterion. Neither do the learning results for

each book presented for £he various ethnic groups in Table 12 indic%fe

Y v

any substantial difference in composite G scores among the various

groups. .

Placement Test. The placement examindtion available for

v

Programmed Reading for Adults was, as specd*fied under "Method", also

included in the pretest[ﬁosttest battery. The function of the place-
/

ment examination, per the publisher, is to start the student at the
level appropriate for him in the program. One student, for instance,,

might need to start at Book 3, whereas a more advanced student would

start higher in the program, perhaps at Book 6.

The learning results are summarized in & matrix in Table 13.

There it should be noted that the book number in which the student

started is on the vertical axis of the matrix, whereas the last book

@completed is on the horizontal axis. It can be observed that one

student started in Book 3 but went no farther; this student had a

percentage gain of 25 percent and a G of 1.0.

Since the placement test is gradﬁated, the values of G in
Table 13 were computed on the basis of the maximum score specified
"for the last Bod& in the series completed by .each -student, Thia'is

to say that the péacement series examination containg a total aof

»

. 50 items. The first 10 of these itams sample the material thrdugh
- .
Book 3, the next 10 items sample through Book 4 and so c¢n. Hence, G

was computed using 10 points as the possible score for the student

who studied through Beok 3, and 20 peints fur those who went through
< b 1 [}

-~ Te
-

Book 4. " The possible score through each book is 1ndicatég.within

parentheses at the top of each coulumn ot Iable'13,~E g., the five

¢
L]

ERIC " 88!
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subJects tho started in Book 3 and ended in Book 4,who had a gain of

13 percent aﬁd the’ G value of .57 had that G value based on a maximum

. \ .
possible s:;;é\o{)zo. . : . 1

>

The data”in Table 13 in the top row show that, in general;

-

those students who started in Book 3 all learned a rather substantial
amount as?indicated.by their high G values (an’exception is for the
three students who. ended in Book 7 and had @ G = -.12), e.g., those

seven who started in Book 3 and ended in Book 8 haveé a relatively high

G value of .50. The compasite G for these students who started in

Book 3 is .50.

. ’ ®

Similarly, it can be seen that those 'students who started in
*

Book 4 and in Book 5 geﬁé%glly learned a satisfactory amount, as

indicated by their composite G scores of .50 and .55 respectiﬁely.\

In contrast, those students who started in Books 6, 7, and 8 generally

‘e .

had depressed G scores. >’ %ﬂ - w'ﬁ ¢
! N Y *
It appears, then, that\those students who haﬂ theﬁmqguwc9m§§exe

exposure to the program learned considerably more per book Stated

- K

differently, there is apparently a cumulativqfeffectisuch that the

amount of learning for each book is greater'When the series of six oo
. ,\
books have been studled than when fewer, more advanced books have

’ -

been studied. Note thaf-this statement,takes into account the c

,
* /

v

graduated ceiling on the placement tests, It may be concluded that,

within these limits, Programmed Reading for Adults led to a sufficient

amount of learning, as measured by the Placement Test, providing’ the

students start no later thanngopk 5.
' / .
: . General Reading Test. Iy Table 14 are the learning data
!

obtained from the use of thé/General Reading Test. Aéain, the
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results are arranged in a matrix acéording to start and completion
, .
tooks :of the program. It can be seen‘fﬁét two students started in
Book 3 and complerted théir stud» in Bock 3 with a méan G value of .15.
Seven other students started in Bock 3 and ended in Book 4 with
G = .18 All students whe started in Bcok 3. regardleés of which was
. , .

their last book of study, had a composite § of .16. A survey of the
entire matrix shows that, with the exception of cne student’who had
a Gof 54, the G values resultiné from the General Reading Test
measure are, in general, exceedingly low.

It shoulid be remembered that the General Reading Test was composed

of items randomly selected from the content teste of all four

Programs. In Table 15 are presented the mean percentages of correct

items from the content tests for each program as a function of the -

program studied by the students. For instance, data here are avail-

.

' able on 110 students who studied Programmed -Reading for Adults. The

. T

mean score for these studen:ts was 92 percent correct on items from

vthe Programmed Reading for Aduits content test, 77 percent from the

content test for Building Your Language Power, 78 percent for.

Reading Series and 45 percent’f;om Buiiding Reading Power. In'

essence, then, measured learning fsr the Frogrammed Reading

M Ny

for Adults was’greatest by the Programmed Reading for Adults items

i

i P .
themselves, ag would be expected. A smaller amount, of learning was

-

. ¢
measuréd Eg the ¢riteria for Building Your Language Power and Reading

“:Series, while the least amount of learning occupréd by the measure for

Buildingkkeéding Power. It is interesting to ncte tha* approximately

the same pattern holds for the orher three programs, i.e., regardless
’ B . . 13 ‘.

~f which program was studied, the highest eccores were obtained on the

. . N ! . R

A

- - O - ' g

-
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Programmed Reading for Aduits components of the General Reading Test,

Similarly, tke least amougt of learnipg was always measured by the

*

~--sample of items for Building Reading Pcwer. Preliminary data of these 7 ‘

-

kind should te of value in future studies of transfer among programs

and of the relative difficulty of crizerial tescs.

Adult Basic Learning Examinaticn. Results for the Reading,
Spelling, and Voé?bulary‘scales of the Adult Basic Learning Examination
were analyzed §%p;r§tely, ané the results are presented in Tables 16,

17, and 18  The various G values. based on the maximum possible score
for the tests of 58 for Reading, 50 for Vocabulary, and 40 for Spelling r
may all be seen to be extreﬁely lo;i This result is not, particularly
surprising since it is t pical to find low learning scores for a pro-
gram when the measure is sténdardiZed test such' as the Adult Basic -
Learning Examination (cf., McGuigan, 1967). One obvious reason for

this is that items are contained in the test that are not covered in

the program (and vice vefsa), so that standardized tests are generally
Inot highly valid as criterial measures of programs. ’Th§§ is particular-
ly true when the program does not purport to include ;aterial all the
way up tc the ceiling of the test. - Hence, the low G scores in Tables
16, 17, and 18 are quite understandable, though it is apparent that
whatever is taught by thé'prograﬁ is)noc méasured by the Reading,
Vocabulary, and Spelling scales of the Aduit Basic Learning Examination.

e .

SORL and IRPI. 1In Tgble 19 are summarized the results for the . =,

two individually administered oral-redts (see Appendix D for
administration and analysis procedures). Nineteen students

were administered the SORT, their mean pretest level was the

5.21 grade and their mean posttest level was.5.20 grade, The

\

A
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mean gain was -.Oi and the percentage gain was 0 percent. The
possibie score (the test ceiling) is grade 10, so the resulting G is
0.00.° : ’ - s

Two mean scores were computed for the IRPI. The first-was "The

Frustration Level," defined as the number of words in the paragraphs

that Eould be read until the students could not make out any addi-

1

tional words. It can be seen that the students on the average could

- . .

read 491.2 words before studying their program and that they could

read an average of 547.10 words on the posttest. The mean gain was A\

™ . : .
55.9, and the percentage gain was 11 percent. The possible score was

778, the number of words in the text, so that the ;esulting G was
4
.19.” The number of errors made in reading up to the frustration level
was counteq, and a percentage of errors was computed. Tﬁis error
value was subtracted from 100 percent, so that tﬁe percentage of words
N .

correctiy read was calculated and entered in Table 19,

The students ;ead a mean of 96.85 percent of the 491.2 words

correctly on the pretest, and the percentage of correct words on

the bostteét was 96.82 percent. The mean gain was -.03, with a per-

. centage gain of O percent. The possible score is, obviously, 100 per-

Sent, a percentage based on the number of words that were ‘read to *

reach the frustration level. The-resulting G was -.01. Clearly, these
’ . ~

measures do not indicate any noticeable amount of'learning on the part

v -

'

'of,the students., . .

. Conclusion for Learning Results o
. ‘ 3

The placement test indicated that a satisfactory amount of learn-

4

ing resulted from the use of this program. Similarly, the high

(_) e)

@ v
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r
intelligence students also learned a substantial amount. Tn

contrast, an insufficient ambunt of learning was indicated by the

cther measures.
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/
Learning Results for Building Reading Power

* -
Content Tests. This proéram was used at all sites except #10._

The results of the content tests for Building Reading Power are sum-
n

marized n Table 20 where, by surveying the mean G values for each g

book, the general conclusion can be reached that the individuals who
°
» ' used this program did not, on the average, learn a sizable amount, i.e.,
. <. ==

- . -
/

o aad '
these G values are quite low with none’of them exceeding the standard

’

of .50. Fox instance, the 130 students who started in Book 1 had a

v

mean pretest score for Book 1 of 80, and a mean posttest score of 89; .
"\

A *

this yields a G value of':44, the highest for any of the books in the
' program. The mean pretest percéntage gver the 15 books, based.on

1421 scores, was 75 percent. While this is somewhat high prior to ®

>

studying the program, examination of some of the values in Table 20
suggests that it was still possible for G to have shown sufficient
learning, e.g., the mean preteét score for Book 4 was 40 percent and »

the G value was .11. However, as indicated in the "Range" column, the
;

mean posttest score-at one site was as high as 76 percent, indicating

that students with the low pretest score had the good possibility of

. yieldimg a ﬁigh G value for this book had they but advanced from their

-

pretest score of 40 percent to the 76 pertent achieved by orhers. In

“w
’

@ similar manner, the highest pretest score was for Book 13, viz., 94 ) ‘

percent (40 bercent was the lewést) , thegain for Book 13 was 2 percent,

. " ., . ,
and the G was .31. Hence, students with the highest pretest score had
. . - " , Py »
a noticeabliy higher G than those with the*lowest pre§§§£§scofe (see *
- ! PR
footnote on p. 30). : ’ N ' |
! * .

ERIC URK o : T

v
P s ‘ .




-~

s98upl Ul PIpNTOUL 3Jou die sonfea H aaIze8su 1o 303lqns suo uo

»

.mo.Vm . .
o )

.

paseq sanTea
3%

62

4

P

.

(%9 )

4

st S ##+08=X ##GL=X. 191 Te3ol
00°1-00°0 15/ (%€ ) € 001~%8 68 001-€4 98 L - 61
*  08°0-00°0 so". 1) 2 L6 =%% L 88 -8¢, - 6L V7 71
-00°1-00°0  ®x1€° @1 ) e 001-06 96 001-88 . %6 . ‘18 €I -
S/ °0-00°0 ##GE " (%8 ) ¢ 001-€L L8 001-59 08 6/ 1 - *
LS°0-00°0 $39T " %21 8 06 -GS 74 88 -0S 99 €8 11 .
09°0-01:0 e (%€ ) € S6 -0 - 98 €6 -L9 €8 8L 01 ~
09 °0-00°0 #%LT " %8 ) 9 88 -%9 8 26 -09 9L 48 6 )
£8°0-00°0 #¥C€* T ) ¢ 001-€8 . G6 86 ~€8 €6 16 8
£€°0-00"0 *RET " &%y ) v 88 -S9 : 8/ 06 -LS wL - 66 L - ’
G/ °0-00°0 ##0C° " (%% ) € .96 9. - 98 €6 -89 €8 86 9
%1°0-00°0 20" (0 ) 0 16 -16 V74 76 =79 V7 701 S
€€°0-00°0  wxI1-  (HLT) L 9L -0z LY 08 -€2 oY L1T Y .
9€°0-€0°0 #2027 ;. M%) 8 - 4%8 -¢¥y 69 9/--C¢ 19 811 € R
25°0-00°0  xxl1° %y ) € 26 -€L 4 06 -€L 18 911 . T
06°0-00°0 xehy” (BI1) 6 86 =0 68 96 =L9 : 08 €T - 1 .
m N > - A.va C..ﬂmU sSueal 3$933s0d . SUue9ap uwwuw..u.nm. .H@DESZ.
Jo a8uey 2 ueap jo 38uey uesap jo 28uey uea}y v jcog
: #Amwwwucwouwmv S3S9L JUS3U0D US93ITJ UO paseq I9m0d SuTpeay Jurpiing 103 eieq SuruaeH “0C °19ed
> ‘ ~, . . .
: ) I
. o

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

r




” . 63 . !

While there were several relatively high G values for books at
*r

,/some sites, the‘overall evaluation by the content test criterion must

~ . 4 . L .
be essentlally negative. THis conclusion is strengthened by notring

that _no composite G computed for any 51te approached 50—~there was

. N
o 4

1

, ,°no_-particular site that was con51stent1y high over books for this

-

program on this learning criterion. An occasionally high G score

L at one of many sites f@'probably‘due to chance fluctuations or to the
. < . “ -
effects of other variables not being analyzed.

’

The relétionship between intelligence and learning, as measured
. . / '
]

by thercodtent tests, may be studied in Table 21. While there were

re1at1ve1y few students in the high intelligence category, they did

u
%

; y1e1d on the average, re1at1ve1y h1gh G valpes

-

e’

(comppsx&e_§=n.56), noticeablyghigher than for the medium and low

N owe
Slaente o
e e -
cr & e
.

- .
“n . -

intel}@éence groups. This suggests.that students who fall into the
. .' ,‘.;: ) N . B ’l A
relativélj high intelligence category can_learn a satisfagtory amount
AN

S

PN

’
%
- me % m-

© from thg'use-of Building Reading Power béésthose in the medium and
O RN ’ ' '
low 1ntellﬁgence categories do not.

RN

.
PRI
s - s
-
e

14

- -
-

-

.

. *

-
(A
P
-

Combd§x e'G scores for thlS pnogram d1d not appear to systemat-

. \

\}dally varyzw&th motivation. (Table 22) they all are, furthermore,

!

¥

N v . .
} ite, low. ‘\ . 3

. . \\“ . . : . ¥
\.

-’ ‘ .

‘A Slmllarly‘owhether or not Enngsh was the f1rst language does not

»‘3 N DR

l’- P
appe r to be a xcfevant var1ab1e fov Bulldxng\Reading Power since the
1 \ ‘?' ‘

\ composhte G scores"ver books Was .22 er the ”Eng113h" category, and

.

\c ZA fqr those w1th Eh lish ‘as a second 1anguage (Table 23).
v

.“ i
Y

v There is.some var1 tion: in the com osrte G scores as a functlon
: p

>
[ ;‘o. - e
R <

'
.
.

«1¢ of ethnip group though*any general 1nterpr§ta¢10us would necessarlly

‘e b

(R

uSy partfcaﬂ arly in view of '
?{ ' o
l‘ " -
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\ .o (J
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[
of students for the Spanish-speaking category and for the "other"

category {Tauler&)

General Readlng Test-\VIP‘Tagfé 25 are learning results mpasured
by the General Readlng Test for students who started in Book 1 and
ended in various of the 15 bo;ks of the program. The cell of most
interest is the last, for it contains 61 students who started in
Book 1 and completed all 15 books of the program. These students had
a gain percentage of 4 and a G value of 124. Thus the compo§ite G
values in Table 24 and the composite G for all students of .21 (close
to that of .24; indicate that by the General Reading Test criterion

.

the students did not learn % satisfactory amount from using Building

Reading Power.

Adult Basic Learning Examination (Level 2) Re%ults

Tﬂe learning results based on this measure are consistent with -
those "above derived from the other tests, viz., as can be seen in
Table 26 theré are indications here: too, of relatively low amounts of
learming. It can be noted in Tabié 26 thét the composite G values over
the 15 books for students dpo started in Book 1 and ended in Book 15
is .20 on the Reading scale, .10 on the Vocabulary scale, and .12 on

s

the Spelling scale, all relatively low values.

SORT and IRPI

-

y  The results on the SORT and the IRPI are summarized for Building

Reading Power in Table Zij Clearly the results for the SORT and the

percentage of words read correctly on the IRPI¢do not indicate a
sufficient :amount of learning. However, the number of words read to

reach the frustration level on the IRPI was a measuresthat did yield

»>

14
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a relatively high G score of .47, though this still did not reach the’

acceptable level of .50.

high pretest level for this high G.

It is particulirly interesting to note the

Conclusion for Learning Results

‘
.

The general conclusion based on these various measures is that

. N
\ ’

an inadequate amount of learning resulted from the use of Building

Reading Power.

-
L3%
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Learning Results for Readiﬁg Series

.Content Tests. Reading Series was used at all sites except #10,

- >

-

° 11, and 14. In"Table 28 are the learning results over sites
{

for each of the 20 books of Reading Series. A survey of the G values

N .

indicates that they are typically rather low, the composite G over
books being .31, The highest G value (.49) resulted for Book 1, A

study of the components o this G of .4? suggests that while a number

of"students did seem to learn a satisfactory amount from Book 1 (at

-
.

site #2 one student had a G value of 1.0, at site #3 the mean fopvi
" ,students was .61, at site #9 the mean of 10 students was .53, etc))

there were considerably more sites with G values below'.50. The

results of the content tests thus indicate that, on the average, the

students did not learn a substantial amount from the use of Reading

Series.
K A .
Amount learned as measured by the content tests does not appear

Jto systematically jncrease with intelligence (Table 29) or motivation
(Table+30).. This is in contrast to Zome positive relationships with

regard to these variables previously discussed for other programs.

4

Nor do any composite G values in Tables 29 and 30 exceed .50; hence,

o

the program is not sufficiently effective for either high intelligence or

high motivation students.

®

» A M
S

b . In like manner; it does not appear. that the amount of learning

v

is substantially different as a function of whether or not English was
the first language (Tabié 31), or as-a fugftion of ethnic classifica-

tion (Table 32). There is a hint in Table 32 ‘that Reading Series e
'% ’ . . . - \
c . does not work as well for Spanigh speaking individuals as/fér the

/

. - t .
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other ethnic classifications, but one must note the reldtively small

number of students in the "Sp;nish" category, particularly after Book f&

1
\

« Placement Examination Results. Relatively low G values are f\;:t, L
ﬁi“(—\ s oo \ '7
f indicated (Table 33) for the placement test for Reading Series, These
! e L] : _01
5 G values were computed on the basis of the maximum score for the last
v -

book completed for each student, as specified on:-page 44, These maximum
\

scores are entered within-parentheses for each book in Table, 33. For

¢

example, several students started in Book 1 and ended in each book

through Book 12; their G values vary between 0 &nd .S55. The composite
s~ . )

g.for'ali these students who started in Book 1, regardless of,nhere they
. ’ . ' ' @ "«‘33 ‘ \ g T
stopped, ‘was .,36. . '

+
L]
]

The reésults were somewhat more positive-for the very few students

who'started in Book 2 and ended in each book from 3 through'9; their )

4

G values varied between .20 and .85, and their composites G was .48, a

. . f
v - ~ > ’ 3

reasonally, high value. The composite G scores in the last column of
- " Table 33?compdted for every other book in which students started neVef

.« exceeded .50. These results are generally corsistent with those from

‘the content tests 1n that they suggest that while some 1earn1ng did g

.Qcceur, it was not, by established standards a relatlveI§ h/gh amount c

-
-‘__ — .

A . The, General Readlng-IeﬁégeeIhb results for General Read1ng Test,

+

- ,éﬁanarlzed in Table 34, indicate that thé E values are, in general, ’ -
- »

relatively low. Twenty ‘additional students started in Book 16 and .

' ' ended in Book 20 ; ;hey had a percentage gain of 5 percent, and a é of .. :

.30.  The conclusion is thus consonant with those based on-the cqntent ,~ .X‘
N .
" and placement tests that a substantial amount of learning d}d noty. in
- - "S L - ~“ f, v
general, result from the use of Reading. Serles. -

i e o—

L Y < 1 T Sa
*Adult Basichearning Examination. The& T values are generally L
low for all three scales (Table 35) of the Adult Basic Learfiing ) Co-

- - - < ’I|
(U ~' ’ - e B ‘\._

\ C . - :07
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Examination, a conclusion in line with the Adult Basic Learring
>

. “Examination results for the other programs. In particular, no

composite G value based on more than ope student ever approached .50.

- \ - . .
. - 'SORT and IRPI. The results for the SORT and IRPI are summarized
- . R * . . . ’ =
in Table 36. The G values are all quite 1%¥ indicating an insufficient
! = 3 .
amount of learning by these measures.
. . & * .
Conclusion for Learning Results
The general conclusion for Reading Series is that, by all
»
measures, an insufficient amount of learning resulted from the use of
- the program, T -
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I3 . - s y
Learning Results for Building Yeur Language Power
. ‘ .
/ " .

v

. : ., .
Building Your language Power was used "in sits numbers 1, 3, 4, 5,

6, 7, 8, and 15. 1In Table 37 are presented the results for Building

-

. ’

Your Language Power as measured by thé ¢ ntent tgiff. It can be seen,

. for instance, that 49 pecple studied Bock 3. that their mean pretest

Fan)

score was 86 percent, and that the lowesrt Fretest score at any of the

W T - i ) i

sites was' 77 percent 'while the highest was 92 percent. 'The mean pos t-
test score cver all sites was 88 percent, with a range of 80 percent ’

[4 . -

to 92 percent. The mean gain from 86 percent to 88 percent can be o

seen to be 2, a percentage gain over the mean pretest score of 3 —
: : T TS T

s
percent. The G ratio was .19, a value significantly different from 0.

The range of G values was .00 to a high of .50 (.50 was based on,but

-

- three students ar one site),

>

- " As before, a set of means is presented at the bottom of Table 37.

They do convey useful summary infcrmaticn. Based on 157 scores, these

. . .
- ~ .. ‘ . -
are somewhat fictitious since they, are not independent measures (i.e.,

most eubjects went through all four besks). it can be cbserved that
L2 ° >
the mean pretest score over si*es and cver broks was 7?2 percent; the
- mean posttest score was 78 percent, yielding a mean gain of 6 (8 per-
* £

cent) ,and an overall G valve of .20. A detailed study of the low-
.~ . ' " 1y 4
*  gain shores,'and particularly ¢f rhe 1ow G §qfres of Tabie,37, indi-

cates that a relatively small amount cf learning occurred through ‘

using Building Your Language Power, as measured by tbe'content tests.

Wé next turn t2 the question of whether »r not this pregram is more
¢ - .. >

¢

- )
effective for students wi<h cerrain characteristics than for students with

- . .« d
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other characteristics. Learning,results as 3 function 6f intelligence .

¢
v , -

are;presemted in Table 38 where it can be poted that most students in
» . P ) ' 1,

> this samgle'fell into the lowest intelligence category.[eTh%se classified
o : ¢ B ¢

Y

L, < < as-highest in intelligence showed the greatest amount ofulgarning '
: ' (G .= 44, theugh tﬁey.still did ﬁét'satisfy the standard of .50. " -
- - - Im Table 39 are learnlng results for students classified according N\
. @o ‘whether- they had low, é;dlmn or hlga degrees of motlvatlo; . o
For« Book 3,13 students had a G score of .13 and a gain éer;eatage,of ; .

B
v -

2 percent. ZThe composite G for the low motivation' students for all s
l ’il

‘four books was .16. Even though it is apparent that the highest G

B . score resulted for those elassified %5 highly motivated (viz., .34) ’
s -. . . ’
. ’ v . ‘ even the highly motivaée% studeqee'dié-hoc\ev?de5ce a .satisfactory ‘ ,; - .
amount of learning. . .t ' ) ‘
. . In Table 40 are lea;ﬁfﬁg reémits as a. function of ethnic B ,' '
classifkcation- The stgdents were cla§51f1ed as Whlte Black, ﬂ% "
4?panlsh-speaklng (Puerto kican Mex1can Spanlsh»Amerlcan) and "othexr" .
’ .(Orlental and American Indian). The composite G values gibe a hint
. that Building You; Language Power was relatively more efgective for S
' ;he_épanishmspeaking and "other" categories, thcugh none of the ' o
&;;éosite_g scores are excepticnally high. . ' | , R L _
- 5 1 J oo
In Table 41 is eviderice that.students who had anllsh as their - . (1;‘ Toe
primary language appanept¥y learned: less than did étp&ents who had -, ;f
R another language'(almest exclusivei& Spanish)-as theié'first ‘ <
. & llanguage. THat‘is, English as:a second language~Students yielded a ' f ,
' coméosipe.Q $core of .40 relat;ve te .14, v S l <:

¥ . - -
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2_, LL0s and Percent Gain on Content/ Tests for Building
.- -, 2«Your, Lamguage Power as a Function of Motivation
- v ’ .
- . . = H
Tt 8t - : ' .
P ““";‘,-..\,‘ 3
. >’ ~\ ) —— . .
| Book Number - Composite
6 G .
\ .
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. Table 40, G Ratios and Percent Gain con Content Tasts for Building-— _

- " Your Language Power as a Function of Ecthnic Classification °

-

»

-

Ethnic L

Classificaticn

Book Number

.t

+  CGomposite

4 5

G

- WHITE o

- % Gain

.20 . .02

% Gain

.08

28

. 26% .08
29

13 6

Ji . .14

SPANISH
' SPEAKING

.

- - % Gain

.13 .38




Table &l. G Ratios and Percent Gain on Content Tests for Building
Your Lapguage Power as-a Function of First Language

t
o, i v
First . . Book Number Composite
Language : 3 4 5 6 G
G .12 . 25% .06 04 .14
ENGLISH . n ! © 37 A6 20 17
% Gain L2 12 4 3 .
G NI | .55% 2 21% .40
Sl ’
. OTHER n 12 g 12 12 11 }
% Gain 6 711 20° 12
r i‘
P < .05, R
. AN
. . 3
) ‘ s
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-~ General Reading Test Results. The results for the stulents who

were pre- and posttested on the General Rcading Test afe presented in
! ) 1

- ’

Table 42 “All students repsrted ¢n starced in Back 3 and ended in

Book;?3ﬂ‘4, 5. or 6., With the exception of the one student who worked

o

only Book 3, ‘the amount learned as measurea by this test was quite

small, i.e.. the G vaives are all iow for the individual cells of

.
N

-~ :
Table 42, vielding a compcsite G of .19. .

h -

Results on the Adult Basic Learning Examination Level 2, The

fesu%ts on the ﬁeading, Vocabulary and Spelling scales for students

\

whe started in Book 3 and ended in Books 3. 4, 3. or 6 are presented
in Table 43. Quite clearly rhese G values are all low, indieating .

that little learning took place, accerding to this measure.
’1" \
gThe results for the SORT and TRPI are summarized in Table 44.

P v’

It gEOuld be ncted that the E,Valdes are all éuite low, indicating an

insufficient amount of learnigg by these measures. The general con-

'

clusicn, consonant with ail measvres s’ that an inadequate amount of

v A »

1ear§ing results frgm the use 5f fhic progggm. | ‘

Ad .
Conclugion for Learning Results

. i LN

R Do
= All measures Ane consistent i indicating that, by a learning

-

»

[

C . . : . - .
criterion, Building Your Language Jpower 1s an ineffective program.
', y s

,
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Intercorrelafions betwean Dependent Variable Sccres {
N - ¢ . ‘
. Before summarizing and interpreting che findings, discussed to this <!
' : L , - . 3
. Y ‘ . e e P —_—
point, it may be helpful to.exarine therelationships beuwween ithe e - F:
: , ) . . e \
dependent variable‘measures. Pearson Product Moment Correlations
: i 2 : P . o ¢ “
between gach- dependent variable measure for learning and each other :
taken pair-wise (on the post:iest) are presented in Table 45, Each -0 e
A\ y _ .
c rrelaﬁlon value was based on the number of students who used both. y
+ ' © . &
s . . . 4 s . 3 w
tegts; as specified within the parentheses (hence the varying numbers .
Far example, 8l.students e

of students for the different correlations),
3
tests and the

»

took both the Programmed‘ReadiEg for Aduits content

General Reading Test: the resulting correlarion was

y
(\

Adults correlated significantly with all possihle tests, viz.,
- General Reading “Test. 'the threé sd™e<™3f :the Adult Basic Learning

Examination, and the placement test for Programmad Reading for Adults
3

/ ‘

(this correlation value is not in the matrix of Table 45vbut, with 78
students the correlation was .85, p'< 03). A similar finding occurs
placement test, with the excep~

-
.tion that the correlation of .21 with the Vocabuliary scale of the

for the Programmed Reading for Aduits

AdJlt Basic Learning Examinatisn just misses being significant.

9
J

Surprisingly,the Reading Series conten:r tests do not correiate
witdh76,
o

significantly with the Reading Series placement test, viz.
The Reading Series content

. students the| correlation was only 13,
, . .
tests do, tbough, corrélate significantly and quite highly with the

A ]

- 1, —— . N . 2
\nxamlnacxon. Tne Reading Series placement

General Reading Test, and also with the Vocatulary and Reading scales
g ) y g

’
It Basic Learning

of the Adv
> . ,
test, however, does not significdntly correlate with any. of the other

L2

ERIC
Croerivin . N
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of particuiar npée, the content test for Programmed Reading for ,
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measures, making one wonder about its validity.

thé Adult Basic Learping Bxamination, viz.,

45).\ fn_our rg&iménléry stage of ABE research it is

¢
-

reading.--
’

¢

.

. . . . * ) - .
theEe are significant correlations Between the other measures of
. . P s, . . / . 4 .

s

,

.

o

.

< 8

note that, with the exception of the

.

—

?est very interestingly correlates signifiéang}y w&th'é

v

1

N
<

. >
The Géneral ‘Reading

11 scales of

.38 .69, -and _.49. (Table

- Q .

reassuring to

Readings Series Placement test,
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Student Evaluations

> R " :- Ll .\'
the four programs are summarized in Tables 46 through. 52, Presented’ PSR
. N . R Na—\‘\a‘_‘ ,/’.q\ — \..;\-:.
are the relative fl;equencies, entered as percentages, with whi;—h»’f’;’ IR g
- ' .
. T e
students checked each point on the sgeral scales For example‘ 't' '“r .
M : i .. ‘ IJ
'accordlpg to the data in Table 46, 74 percent of ‘the 113 who studfed ' ’ fo e
A v
. f v i /‘
Programmed Reading for Adults indicated that they ""learned mo'_ré' “ R
- . B s ‘ /
'because programmed instruction was wsed in this course. n 'l\ve(nty ' {l.‘.’-
percent of those 113 students indicated that they hel'ieved "it made no ’:
difference,"” while 6 percent were relatively.negative, indicating that
they ‘had "learned less" because programed instructionfvwas used in )
\ a - i S
the course. The resalt$ for the other th/ee prpgrams can be similarly B .
-
studied and compared w1th normatlve daEa for 33 other programs that o ’
\ - - )
¥ <
have been emp1r1cally tésted by McGufgan and Peters (1905) elat).ve' ;- .
. ~
to these normative data, the present students thought they learned //A’/

more by using programmed ipStruction, regardless of which-test programs .- .
y g prog - P g b AP

. ‘ . L.

they studied. //’, p . ‘/ . RO ] -
R - / : © - P -'. ‘.
) There was a ten/dency. sllght though it may be, for t.he present -’ _

- >

studerts to belleve that they learned much more bfusxng programmed . T,

» l

. s / L] : ' L N
1nstructlon than by st,udylng regular textbooks ‘g'ﬂable 4;}\ In Table

47 there .1s a not‘:ée,able pe centage who apparen,cly belg.eve they learn RS
i / N 7 7
much more from b(fbksf as. 1nd1cated by the perc.eritages all exceedlng the
v, :' o4 - ‘ , N

standard 6f 10 Qérc 3: for~ that column. HoWever there appears to be less

. ()
" // \ v . .

of a preference, \for lthose who séud,Led the test programs té take another .°

[N Lo

course using prog;amr,'ned materlal théan for the norm gr,oup (Table 48).
« [4

The data in Table *9‘1nd1cate that those srudents who qrudled , .
I

Programmed Read.lng f‘ox: Adults and Readmg Series thought they []eaf‘ned
. L ' ¢ s ' g J . i o

* I N s o [ s . )
\ - . - ’ e . ’ * 1 . - < i’ ; -
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repetition. -~

’ ) by ¢ 11 ‘ . .
- RSN ' 4~ ' L -
; .
- iy : ‘ 2
very much" relative to tfie norm students, i.e., 17 percent of the - AL

SN

b4
norm students who previously had studied 3\ programs checked "learned

-

very much" whereas 36 percent and 41 percent checked this category
3/ .

for Programmed Reading for Adults and Reading Series; the ratings

-l

FL ]
.are less positivé for Building Y0.r Language Power (18 percent)

and for Building Reading Power (20 percent). Again, relative to the
norm Zroug, éllféour programs were evaluated rather positively on an

,‘\
enjoyment criterion, viz. the percentage checking "very enjoyable"

in Table 50 was noticeably higher for all programs than the standard ‘

|
of 17 percent. The relatively figh value of 10 percent under "very

A\ .

unenjoyable?'ocpufs for Building Your Language Power. ,

€
v

Programmed instruction is sometimss considered to be excessively

repetiticus, because repetition is intentionaily built into programs.

S
Nevertheless, the agile programmer can reduce boredom, and the amount

i3

[, ) >
of perceived repetition is an important critericn. The data in Table 51 in-

dicate that all programs more or less approximated percentages for the

[ .

five categorieé~pf the uorm group, though Buffding Your Language Pqwer

had the somewhat high percentage of 14 percent for "much too much"

.

-
) t
. }5 , \ -
The rating§of the written evalcations are coverwhelmingly posi-
{

tive for*all f&ur programs (Table 52).
F :
.« A summary’of the student reactions is piesented in Table 53.
/ .
This sugyary was based on percentage of positive evaluations on‘each

item relative }9 the ncrm groap. For example, 68 percent of the norm .

group cheokediﬁl learned more" on the first item (Table 46), whereas

r

&
all four tes;%%rograms had higher pgrcentages for that category
(viz., 74 pefc %t, 90 percent, 88 percent and 85 percent); consequently, 4 ,

P

$ st 1 15

e
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Table 52. Mean Student Reaction to- the uestion:- '\In Your Own' 0

- Words Say What You Thought of the Program. For Example

’ What Did You Like About the Program? What Did You Dislike

' : * about It? Any Other Thqughts3" (Reaction Was Summarized
as Positive or Negative) o

-

' Program . n Positive . Negat\iv\e' e
, . ° ®rogrammed Reading _ V _ ot ¥ :
.t .- for Aduits 9N | 83% 2 17% . )
Building ¥Your . ) ] .
- Language Power 31 87% o, 13%
. ( . ous * .
s \ Reading Series . 59 - 90% s . 10%
R « s, 7 T
'ﬁ Building. Reading ) ce : . s T -
- . Power 97 88% ’ . F 129, ) ¢
. - . N \_\\~ - ' N
- ' . ’ * o‘»-‘
. ¥ *
Table 53. Summa¥y of Student Reactions i
. o Table Number . :
Program | 46~ 47’ - 48 49% - 50% 51 * 52% ¢
‘ . £ F .
Programmed Redding . ? . 3 . 2 .
\ , . for Adults + - - + + e ¥, 4
. ¢ & )
Q - ”
) Building Your , F i :
Language Power + + - + + - + -

+ »,
| : ' ® ‘
. .
.

Reading Series + - - + + + +

Building Reading . ' - )
Power N - .+ + ° +

N
\ L . .
. > ' ! ’
. N N
Q L] B s N . ¥
.
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four pluses are entered in the summary table under Table 46. In

» )

.evaluating these comparisons, it should be taken intc account that
only a minority of the‘comparison group consisted cof adults, and

- {those were typically literate. Consequently these comparisons are
A . : .
v tenudus, .and again point up the need for basic normative data for

ABE research. Within such limitations, though, and placing heavy ,
. : S . ’
* emphasis on the three most infpogtant items (those indicated by
- . " ) ‘ q
e asterisks),,it appears that 'the students who used.all, four programs . <

'generalfy evaluated them on the positive side, relative to the norma-
tive data.

The results of the proctor evaluations of the programs are

summarized in Tables 54 through 60. We can see in Table.54, for ) \
- »

instance, that of 13 proctors who used Programmed Reading for Adults,
11 thought that’ the subject‘matéer was academically sound, while two .
were_undecided. It is thus apparent that all programsaﬁerg considered
gederally.souhd by the proctors and that they generally considered the
level of the subject matter appropriate for their subjehts, though
there is somewhat of a tendency for a few to regard each program as

& '

being too easy (Table 55);

’ $=>~,_~m~\ﬂgz\iifective did they consider the programs? Programmed Reading )
. i . N .

{ for Adults was considered quite effective or equally effective with

» othep&materials by the large majority of the proctors who worked with

that program (Table 56). Reading Series was similarly evaluated in s

a positive manmer. None of the sixteen proctors’who used Building

S ' ' - Ky
Reading Power considergd it a great deal more effgctive than most

[ ]

»

. \ . . . .
other ?}terlals, though "four considered it a*little mare effective. .

\? -
There is somewhat of a tendency to regard Building Reading Power

ERIC . . . e 4.

Pz | - . ' -
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.

Proctor Reaction by Program <o the, Question:

Tahble 54. "Is the
S Subject Matter of the Program Academically Sound?" "
: ’ {

k-
*

Program E N Yes No Undecided *
s ; |

Programrmed Reading ’ . |

for Adults - . 13 11 C v 2
Building Your n '

Language Power - 8 Z\\<\ 1 , . 0
Reading Series 12+ ¢ 11 1 0

: ) %

Building Reading ‘ ) .

Power ) .16 14~ .0 2 .

‘ .
« -

Table 35.

Proctor Reaction by Program to the Questlon "Was the/’ , .
C Level of the Subject Matter Appropriate for Your LearnersV” ;
Program " N Teco Difficult. Abpropriate~- ToofEésy
i * D .i ’
Programmed Reading I s ; )
© for Adults 13 14 , 9 .3
—— —————ee . i *
Building Your o _ : . ,
Langidage Power 7 1 . 5 ;1 ‘e
I'I ‘ . -~
| /;
Reading Series 12 = 0 10 ¢ .2
v . i
N : B - :
~Building Reading v H
Power 12 .0 10 ! 2
i
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Table 59. Proctor Reac);io_n_ by Program to the Question: ‘Do You+Thinky
This Ptogram Shguld Be Available for the Use of Teachers™ - 2 .
throughout the LCountry?" g N
NN LSRR T .
3 ) N N b
\ \. - S e ~
-~ L
& N ) ‘
Program N Yes No » Don't Know !
programmed Reading 4 \ ¥
for Adults 11 v 10 \ 0 1 i
: \ \ b
i P \ .’! ;
F R Building Your : ' . '" :
. Language Power 7 ! "4 t2 '
- . PR
RN 4 <
! Reading Series 11 0 - 1 0 4
—_—TTTN - N "
A( N * )
\ Building Reading . ' "\
Power o 14 e .. I 5
LA - o
. - 1Y
) ¥ \
- A
. , '
N . ;‘
L 4 . ) . S
Table 60. Summary of Proctor Reactions .
o ) i Table Number _‘
Program 54% © 55 56% 57 58*% . 59%%
- P N -
L Programmed Reading’ - - ) )
for Adults + £ 7+ .+ + +
EAl ’
: Building Your - \ .
y Language Power + ‘J(\\-# - . T - -
Reading Series o+ + + + + +
Building Reading y
Power . + + - + + +
. . _
~ ,
f
. /
- ' A / ’ ’ “
O ‘ - P / ,’
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study time pé¥‘book and per progrpm.

- . . 7'124 ' 1‘-‘. T : . , ' .'

neéatlvely, thh six proctor= reglsterxng themselves on the negatlve

=1de df the scale

-

Bulldlng Your Language Power was even more"

I

. negatively evaluated on the‘averege'with 50 percent of the eight

/o .t
proctors regarding it as less effective than other qatétia}s and

30 percent as about as effective.

»
[

Toox

With but two exceptions out of 43,

» . .
.

ined to use programmed instruction again

the proctors were over-

wheMringly posi: vely incl

-~

as can be observed in Table 58, those who used

(Table 57). And,

R ]
Programmed Reading for Adults, Reading Series,

and Building Rea@ing
o« T,
Power enjoyed using the materials with their students. The obvious
t

exception is with Building Your Language Power, which was registered

as "unenjoyable" or "very unenjoyable" by 50 percent of the 8- <

proctm

be m5§§ ‘available for the use of teachers throughout the country,

Their opinion too was that those three programs should

the clear exception being, again, Building Y@ur~Language Power

. - ‘.

(Table 59). ‘ - ‘

4, °

.

These results for proctor evaluations are summarized in Table 60.
: 4 . .

It seems apparent that the proctorg, in éenerel, favorablf‘evaluetea

.

Reading éepieﬁ, and Building Keading

1 »
»

Programmed Reading for Adults,

Power, but the general reaction to Building Your Language Power. was
? ‘e
7 - c r
negative, - v A )
. ¥ . .
ih oo
5 .Studz Time . .

Analysis of the- study log sheets aIIowe§ the computatlon pf mean
» ‘

In Table 61 can be noted the

-~

..
N N

M . R
a .

to al study time for each progrém and also nhe mean study'time for
! t . / .
eadh beoek. - Reading Series, which consists of 20 books,_paﬂ‘;he'longest

Ty

stddy time, viz. 78.20 hours, an averageAq£’3.91'hours ‘per book.
x el — ", Vi

1 2 . 7 ! P

[
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R Table 61. Average Study Time in Hours per Program Book by Program S
< .. N ' 4
< ) . \ AN
- » S\
. : \
. Average Book Average Program Number =
Program , Time Time Books -
Programmed Reading ) . ‘
. for édu,lts- 4,68 - 29.16
- . o ' ’ . ° ‘
S Coro : ¢ . ’ )
’ - Building ‘Your o . AT
Language Power 5.62 P21l04 | 4 '
: i BT
- ) TR T
- i » AR N
' Reading Series . 3.91 ©r78.30° ~ 20
' - - i ”
- “+ % - .
N . . ' o ‘ -
Building Reading oo -7
. Power e 1,06 15740 15
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— K, ol

- ) Error Analysis 3 WK
] .& . "

One of the standard principles of programming is that error rates

hd Y

for the frames should be low (the reason heing tqkqggimize reinforge~
- N \ = Y

- . '
ment). "By ascertaining the error rates for the components %nd for the
j§' . entire program, a judgment of the quality of those components and of |

S A the entire program can be made. Estimates of the,mean error rates

\hf\ ; ' &ere obtained from a-.random sub-sample of programs from”%he eﬁ;?re" h

':\ ' sample of 531. The results are presented for the four p;qgramefin
\:\‘ Tables 62 to 65: For example, accordingsto the data in &éb;e 652 -

f . the mean error rate for Beck 3 for Programmed Reading for Adults?Was

\: . 2 5 percent, based on six students. The mean error rate foriall %ix

; .

b00k§ based cn 20 students was 3.9 percent. A distribution ofJerroY

{‘* rat\h for a variety of programs previously evaluated (McGuigan and

\\é.ﬂ Peters, 1965) appears in Figure 2, allOWng judgments to be made/gf

S ot
1"

r~ -
.
i

A}
. < * 3»'- 3’ ?
\\“‘ the values ;n Tables 62 through 65 with those of.the dlstrlbutlon.\a ””“w“ el I

or instance, the mean error rate of 3.9 percent for Programmed Reading
. 7

. ) ‘ P

Ldn‘Adu appears to be relatively low suggesting that, by an .error
. R %

Nrate\ terlon, Prog¥ammed Reading for AdG1ES 18 a successful

_, .1

Y A .
pro ramo\\Furthermorc, the mean érror rates 2ve congsistently low for ) . -
. -
. y . N ‘e N . ‘
\'\\ . < N * i
all book@. \\\; N . N A ¢ e . N
.y N O

LY N,

RS In coﬁtf{s;\\gge mean total error rate oi 19.9 pereent for
\ . .

\\
Power is excessively high, as it is for each
I .

Building Your\ianguag
. .
i individuql book XTable 6

O'
\! ‘\

rate for, Readlng‘§§r1es is 6.: percent which, while not excessive,
“'0&‘ NN

is somewhat higﬂi Ibe problem.l 3 g w1th particular books, such
x L

as Book 11 with an érror rate of 9. \percent Book 7 with an error

‘n' I

’

RS According to Table 64, the mean error

>

rate of 10.3 percené‘ and Books 6 and gﬂilth error rates of: »
oo jt : \-> :

R . . _ . iz
ERIC | . : N

s - 5

~




EY L
\ *pa23sa3l swpiBoad 15yjo ayjy o3 aALIR[21 Iansgeam
| STYis»i03j weidoad 3593 e 10J] anjea aYjl 938007 Kew 3uo Moy Jo a7dwexa ue s7 uOTIIx papeys-uou

ayl "pa3sal A1snoradad sweiBoid 9¢ 103 SI3IBI 10119 UPAWM JO UOTINGTIISTp Aduanbaag ‘7 °91d

. P FLVY ¥0¥¥d [NV -
. ; _ .
= 6°6-0"6 T 6'L-0L 675-0°¢ 6°€-0"¢€ 6°1-0"1 .
an-0°01 6 8-0 8 6°9-0°9 6°9=0"% 6°2-0° ‘ 6°-0 '
: 0
— .
- T
R r N
“  w f €
% ) - ¥ W
~
o~ 3 - G &
~ - d N ' o ! m M
” e ~ g o -
. Lo ]
N ' M "L
. i - - '8 O
: i . - 6 w
. ’ ’ ° 73 <
! : . - 01
- ) ~ 2 ‘ ° ’ . ﬁl HH
© R 3 : . . - 21
¢ (. o’ . -<.ﬁ‘
W
& . R ) S 3 - . .
J./ . 3 T R
D) . VT —— - ‘
Hs s N - .
b s ~ Gm

-
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




y— == e i e e —— ———
. N
L o X
&l
n %
o e i J - < \
& T
— .
P . .
- ' “ , 128

8.9 percent‘and}8.l‘§ercent. In any future revision of this program,

) eﬁforts should be&nade to reduce the error rates of these particular
N o : ¢ : : .

\bOOk&

{l The overall error rate ofi 9.7 percent (Table 65) for Building

1

. 3
Reading-+Power is tso high, a fact that is borne out by essentially

B all of the individual books. (Books CS 2 and CS &4 are notable excep-

N

tions.)

+ In conclusion, Programmed Reading for Adults satisfies the mean

4

error rate criterion, Building Reading Power and Building Your Language

_Power do not, and the decision on Reading Series is borderline.

1 -
¢

'y
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Table 62. Mean Error Rate for Programmed Reading fot Adults
e \ 14
.
Percent
. Book n T Mean Frror
\, - |
‘ 3 6 - . 1.5
4 Al . 7 Vs -
5 11 .3 -
.6 9 3.9
7 14 3.6 '
8 11 "3:§'
\ : ' R
Total 20 3.9
- , T
o . >
Table 63. Mean Error Rate for Building Your Language Power
\ .. - ) Percent . '
Book . n Mean Error %ga"
3 10 . ‘ 19.8
4 10 26.8 . , ’
~ 5 7 19.7
6 7

' 7 10.

w

' Total 10 19,
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Table 64. Mean Error Rate for Reading Series L A
) - = . : :
° Percent ¢
€ Book n ’ Mean Error
! e | 4. 635
2 8 »© 5.6 RIS
3 4 2.3 ‘ 4"
4 - 4 . 5.9 . )
¢ 5 6 3.1
: 6 6 ' 8.9
7 7 10.3 ~_
_ 8 7 6.4 ,
/ 9 ] 5.3
o 10 8 4.3 »
11 5 > 9.1
12 6 5.8
13 5 6.7 -
14 4 6.5
. v 15 s 3 4.8
16 4 " 5.9
17 5 i 7.9
18 -4 . 5.9
19 a3 - ’ 7.3
20 1 2.8

Total

[y
~
o
(o)}
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Percent .
\\ Book n Mean Error -
ccl 20 14,1
CcC2 19 10.6
cc3 19 '117.7
CC4 19 10.0 .
CC5 19 9.6 o
CC6 19 8.1 .
cc7 18 7.5
cc8 17 12.0°7 .
SAl 14 7.8
SA2 15 8.1 . : -
csl 16 9.1
Cs2 14 5.7
cs3 15 8.5
CS4 15 5.0 .
£S5 2.1

14

< - =




- T v .
! >
a
’ . ’ y
. C
¥ o :
PART VIII
CONCLUSION
o . t

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

3
.
.
. .
%
. ,
“
. .
A2
‘ '
-
. .
, .
+
L
-
4
. .
] é M
o
. I .
~ ’
.
<z
. . t
.
a4 *
. R
4
~
.
. . . .
.
4
- . "
K
A ——————— N
[
.
- Y




e 135
. CONCLUSTIONS. .

In Table 66 are summarized the results for all indices for each

program according to whether the evaluation was positive (indicated

"

. by +),o0r neggtive (indicg}ed by a -)i The general impression from .

-

"the learning data, the primary criterion, is that none of the programs

‘

. were positively evaluated on all measiires. Reading Series and

'
Building Your Language Power failed to lead to a satisfactory amount

og learping by all of the indices. There is a suggestion that

Building Reading Power leads to a satisfactory amount of learning by

-
~

the content test measure for the high 1nte111gence‘students‘only

~

. Slmllale, the hlgh 1ngg1I1gence studahts on the content tests indi-

! cated a satisfactory amount of learning for Programmed Reading for

~ Adults. The most positive learning indication is for the placement "

"test criterion for Programmed Reading for Adults. Within these limits,

¢

Programmed Reading for Adults can evidently lead to an adequate amount .

of learning.

Y

On the criteria of student evaluations, proctor evaluations, and

error rates, Programmed Reading for Adults ma&ibe judged to be a success- T

ful ﬁrogram. Building Reading Power Qas favorably evaluated by both

students and proctors, but it had an excessively high mean error rate.

Similarly, the students and proctors favorably evaluated Reading Series,

but portions of this program had error rates that were too high, The

students favorably evaluated Building Your Language Power, but the

- proctors did not, nor did the program have a satisfactory error rate.

Since Building Your Language Power must be negatively evaluated on all

. '
criteria except that for student evalugtions, it may be taken as something

! . 4
L .0f a control or:comparison condition--the suggestion being that the student
. Ny :

gvaluation criterjon for the Adult Basic Education student is quite uninformative,

" -

. o tud




136

. . . R -4
- N .- S - .- - - S, - . Tomog
. ) - T 98endue]
. * - . ’ . ) ANOX
- R ) SuipIIn
. ) , , - _ ,.vH.,m .
& . + T+ = - - - - - = ) = - - - -. _S@1asg .
) - i 3uipeay
L. N . - ° . = '~
- + + - - - - - - - - - + . - 19M0g 4w
: . » ~. 38uipeay —f
, BuTtp1Ing
* A P e V- wmae
: : “ -SuTpeay -
= N ) . B R paumeidoag
938y suoij SUOT3] SpaoM uoljeil JY0S Lieln 8u1 3ut 3s89], 3s3] uoljea . 9ouag 1ie
loaxy -enieal .~enjesd -snxg -qedop ~-112ds -peay Suipeay jusw  ~T3JOW -TII23IUT -IBA0 -
103201d 3uspn3I§ IJdUI .1d41 ‘ 1e12u9n -9oeid y3I y31H ’
) : ) . q41gV " SLSHL INJLINOD
saanseap m:ﬂ:umww ysweadoad anoj 1Y 103 s3[nsay jJo LiewumS 99 9IqeB]
' . ] ( ) . . -
>
» . . : _LJ
&l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




ERIC

P e
)

f

4

5
>

: 137 .
A final, general clusion from this research is to emphasize

the need to d%velop“morﬁ*éﬁﬁective reading programs aﬁd/or associated -
o . -:-%-? . .
tests of reading prof1c1eﬁhy, The reason for including botH the
) . ¢ L . .
learning materials and the measures,of learning in this statement.is
*
= N .
thatﬁfof course, all our conclusions about learning effectiveness are

Al s

functions of both the programs and their tests. '
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37 BESCRIPTION OF PROGRAMS Py

-

~
*;-'V“'ﬁ-‘v‘-'u-",-*'

Vs »‘\\’( g . | .
Several soufces of' information were consn{tedbfﬁgﬁnﬁeffértwtv“””“f
. ]
E more clearly descrlbe the natire of the four rzzﬁing programs. The,‘
LY ¥ . » L4
. ) analysis of the obServable characterlquc;, deta11; such as.the :fz
length of the pr;g%ams in frames, the use of cueing technlqu;s andf
. the types of resép&ses called for were included in the description B f

to 1nd1cate factofb which may have had an effect on the students' <

. B L ]
. {

performahce, and also to specify more aécurately the four treatments
]

~(programs). Critical reviews are also included which describe and
evaluate some of the program characteristics.

- ‘ The internal characteristics common to all the programs are

, . 4
discussed below. Some of these factors were used in the selection
procedure and are necessarily common to-all programs.

- » . | J N

A11 of the programs consist of a series of bJZRIEES used- in g

~ . / v,

sequential order after the student begins working with the material.

Each has a teacher's manual with a description of the program, with
. P ~d

" each indiéating the program can be used with adults, and shggesting
' ) » )

N

supplementary material and exercises. ‘ ’ -\ . .
meohtke .
f . . v “
The four programs are of the linear-progran@ed variety, offer — T\
e ' T Wl
immediate feedback as to correct or incorrect responses, and have a
. et b
variety of frame types, cueing techniqués, and modes of written
~ ’ ' - T
response within each. . e

A M ’ B -~

B. Validation of Programs

3

Several sources were consulted tc determine what validation with

adult learners was available for each program, The Civil Service !

. ’ - <
@ -7 | 141 X
« . . .
ERIC . . _ . et
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* donmission eportv(l971) 1idts all four programs and indicates valida-

r v

tion as not available. Aiso, the checklist evaluations by Otto and

~

Ford (1966) cover three of the program= used in the figld test,

‘Programmed Reading for Adults by McGraw-Hill, Reading Series by BgL

and Building Your Language Power by Sllver-Burdett Question 39

» of their checklist, materials have been field-tested,m\gi;?arked

.

negatively for these‘three,programé.

An effort was made by the Adult Learning Center to obtain data

!
[}

from the publishers on field testing and revision with Adult subjects.

AN

No data on validation of the programs with adult learners was avail-

able.
. -

C. Description of Contents of Each Proéfam

f

In this séction the programs are described as to their component

.

et !fa g .

parts, length, types of frames and resgggégsq\equlred grade level,

I'\/

. ~ T

e

3 ]
teachlng_methodréggiﬁﬁgi? The publisher's descrlptions were relied

B T
i

N
on for the basic description and ortly thoie components essential to

the basic program are described.

Programmed Reading for Adults, authors-Cynthia Buchanan and

PN

M. W. Sullivan, published by McGraw~Hill Book Cdmﬁanx, Webster
AR .

-
¥

Division, New York, Néw York.

This program is éx§§??esuof,é coheumable bogE}ets with about
700 frames per book. Only BooKs 3-8-Were used in this study--the
eatlier books requife much teacher supervision. ' This program has a
placemeng test with items seleéiedufrom the program. The progréh is

designed to go up:to a sixth grade level, with readabilit§ from 1.5 -

-
~

6.0 (Civil Service Commission Report, 1971).

!

-
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-fgceézding to the puﬂlisher’s catalog information, thé student
"will 1ea;;:spg}ling; punctuation, grammar, word ﬁdilding, nuances
of meaning, ang syllabication." After completing Book 8 (the last
book in the program) he will be able to "read for meaning ény material
writ;en at the fiftﬁ grade 1e§el.” "He will have mastered a vocabulary
{' of some‘l,SOO word%, and be able to generalize to.thd;sand; of other
words withoyt memorization of phonics rules.” The method of teaching

is described as a "linguistic approach” (1971 Catalog of Instructional

Materials, 1971).

~

> - Building Your Language Power, author - Frank C. Lauback, pro-
» 4/ ’
grammed by William C. Wolfe, Jr., published by Silver Burdett

;~Company'(a division of General Learning Corporation), Morristown, N. J.

The Building Your Language-Power program consists of a series of

six cdh§umable pfbgrammed b00kieps. For this study only Books 3-6

were used because the books below 3 go to the non-reader level and

. .
,- require much teacher involvement. No p1acemeht—tégffzg’;;;;;ded and
. N ——

the student simply starts in the first book and works sequegtially.

There are between 300-400 frames per book. 'The readabi}ity level

established by the Civil Service Commission Répqrt (£971)‘is from |

gradef0.0 -‘4;}. 7 ( ‘} o

’ Accordirvlg" to \t'he publishers, this proﬁm teaches "pf_lonet;'.c
. -

spellings, tqncisejrules, ag? printed’and script letters" Kigﬁn

letter from publisher bﬁAThomas W. Hendermarh, coordinator of Special

Education Projects, Silver Burdett Company): .The Civil Setrvice -

2

Commission Report ‘(1971) lists the purpose of the program as "beginning -

steps in reading to a vocabulary of 1,300 words."
e ;

,-l/ ’

s
%
»
\
“
-~

-u'i.
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The teaching method described in the Open Letter is through the
s s . . . 4 .
use of familiar.illustrations using phonetic procedures whenever

necessary

Reading Séries, author - M. W. Sullivan, published by Behavioral

-

Research Laboratories, Palo Alto, California

-

Reading'Series is a series of 20 consumable booklets designed for

grades O to 8 with a readability level frem 6.0 -.8.0 (Civil Service

Commission. 1971). A placqunt test is provided which incorporates

. ~

selected items from the program Reading Series is the longest program

of the four tested,‘and there are approximately 600-750 frames per

book. (See Appendig E for a complete list of the booklets and the -
number of frames in each.) A necessary component of this -program .is a
series of correlated readers which the student uses after each pro=-
grammed text.

The program is described as, "Linguistically sgructufed to
present the student with consistent develcpment cf sound'and word
recognition. Logical, squential approach with carefully prepéred o .
illustrations in both the programm 5gxt§ and correlated readers'
makes them inieresting and appropri§fé for child;en, youths, and

. adults” (Effective Teathing with Programmed Instruction, 1970).

4

The Civil Fgrvice Commisgion (1971) describes the remediation

provided in Reading Series as comprehension, decoding, and spelling,

Building Reading Power, authors - Joseph Loretan and Shelly

Umans, published by Charles E Merrill Publishing Ccmpany, 1300

Alum Creek Drive, Columbus, Qhio*

This program consists of three series of reusable booklets with

15 booklets in all. There is o~ plaéement test in the program and the

Q . |
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student simply starts in the first book of a series and works -
- progressively. The booklets are reigfively short with approximately
~- 35-50 frames per booklet (see Appendix E for a complebe~list of the
Fl
number of frames per béPk). The ﬁroé%ém'is designed for grade 4.5 or
higher (Teacher’s Manual, 1964, p. 2) and has a regaability level

x

from 5.0 - 7.0 grade (Civil Service Commission, 1971).

?he publishers describe their program as one which "provzdes a )
concentrated remedial reading program, that is self-administering,
self-correcting, and self-regulating” (1571 Catalog, Preschool through
Grade 12, 1971). The Civil Service Commission (1971) lists specific
areas of remediation’ as word analyfis, vocabulary improvement, and

4

compréhension.

‘

D. Cueing Technigues

The usual procedure is the use of a variety of cueing techniques

in each program. It is difficult to. separate cues associated with (:
. - > - )
each frame from the rest of the immediately preceding program for

r
often even if the student is using the program properly and covering

all new answers as he goes, there are still cues and correct responses

W
i
<

which he can use from material which has gone before on each page. .
' - .
The cueing techniques identified in the programs are listed

below and are typically used in combination.

(1) Context clues

A. Textual, in which some partial meaning is generally .

transmitted through the use of a sentence .or brief .

e . paragraph.
B. Illustrations,“where a meaning is transmitted Enrough the

»

use of a "cartoon" or "picture frame."

‘ 144 -
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F

(2) Partial desired responses where a'single letter or group of

"letters blank for each letter and sometime with a separate

R .

blank }Qr each word,

¢ i .

E. Modes and Frequency of Responses -
Three modes of response frames were identified as applicable'ﬁo

the programs tested: 6 selection, recall, and practice. A selection ¥
. % 3

——

type response (multiple choice) is’ identified as one in which the

R 1 -
student is required to write a word or letter from memory, where the B
.
correct response is not contained in the frame under study. .

A practical frame is defined as one in which the student must

- . N

N . .
merely copy a word or group of, letters.  There is no requirement other’

- , than that the student practice writing the response. - A fourth type —~
of frame is identified which requires no response and is labeled as

an information frame.
Iy .
3 ~

To obtain g better idea of the use of programming techniques

which place response-.demands on the student, an analysis was done to .
- - N ~F

= . .
determine-the approximate percent of each -frame type for each book

C A ' | o
in tye four programs other than the information, no response, frames,

. ¥

’ oo

The selection, recall, and practice frames were -counteé for each book,
S S )

» in each program and the pé&&qntage of each was calcufaied. ' Table A.1
. [] ' q . 3
shows a summary of percentage of response frame.types for each program.

, . , ’ 3 A .
Tables E.1, E.2, E.3, and E.4 in Appendix'E show the percentage of g
. . frame type for each book used in each program.

, . St
As may be observed from Table A.l, the percen;agé of %iﬁg'responses

- called for were primarily in the selectién and recall categories for

/’ all program$ other than Building Your Language Po&er.' Building Your

Language Power utilized extensively practice frame.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC g - 1o
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Table A.1. Summary Table of Response Framés by Type

Percent Frame Type . .

Program Selection % Recall Practice
Programmed Reading . . ,
for Adults ’ 64 36 0.4 .
Building Your ‘
Language Power 17 24 59
Reading Series 44 56 " 0 ’
Building Reading - . j
Power 51 49 ' .0
¢ ,e .
v | g
* 2
147 :
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STEP-BY-STEP ROLE OF PROCTOR

<

Conduct the initial interview (Fcrm 1). During this time and
thronghout the testing be alert to eys problems of ‘the student.

Explain the patential value of the couése to the student and
demonstrate what programmed instruction is and how it works,
cover slides, - , )

If this is a new student, familiariz@®him with the facility and
its purpose, other activities geing on, restrooms, availahle .
refreshments, etc, * :
. ‘ P

Administer ABLE Level II Form A - Vocabulary, Reading gnd Spelling
only. If ABLE raw score (number right) in reading is between 23
and 49 inclusive, the student will be in the study. Should the
student score, below or above these levels, he will not be in the

' validation study and can be terminated at this .time, T N

Begin a file folder for each student.

Assign a student number and determine the program he will be in

by using the Student Roster (Form 6). If on the Student Roster

the student is to be placed in a program that falls outside the o
. range of his ABLE raw score (number right) in readin , move down

the list to the next awvailable program in which- his score falls. -

Skipped programs should be filled by the first available student ‘

who scores yithin the ABLE range,

Administer the General Reading Test, ’

Administer placement test, if any, for the particular program in
which the student is to work and place in the program accordingly
- administer the pretest for the book in .which he is to.begin.*
Refer to the Master Check Sheet for each individual program, -

Instruct the student in the use of the Student Time Card (Form 2)
and follow through each visit to be sure he understands and €ills
it out correctly. o -
After the stldent has begun his prognam, administer Standard ‘ ‘
Progressive Matrices (Raven's)s . ]
‘ ” : (\\ -
At the completion of the program or when this student must leave T
the project, and *he has completed at least one book, administer
the posttests for the particular program in which the student ’
worked. Refer to the Master Check Sheet. '

< R . 4 M

% ) , )
Date . ®
Pre Post__ ‘
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13.

14.
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’
’
. »

Ask the student to fill out the Student Evaluation Sheet (Form 4).
Encourage him to be frank., ' Explain that he is doing this énony-

mously. You may help the student understand this form by ‘explain-

ing, defining words, etc.
Re-administer the General Reading Test.
\

Re-administer ABLE Level IT Form A.

v

I

Share with-the student results of his growth as shown by any of
the posttests.
<.

When the student has finished the program and all the forms are
complete, please place them in a -secure file for collection by
an Adult Learning Center representative,

1

~

Ao
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. . = SUMMARY SHEET OF GENERAL INSTRQPTIONS FOR PRObTORS

1. Kindly familiarize yourself thoroughlz with all tests and programs
sy and procedural forms involved in the study.

4

°
T
» T

. #. During the time the student works in this validation program, it
Wy is requested that he work in no other reading program or course. .
If it is necessary for his progress that he take another course, = %
. . "it should bBe one not specifically designed to teach reading - )
math preferred. . DT

» P

-//) 3. . Please maKe the student aware that we are helping hith, and hé‘in
‘turn is he}pin%rﬁs. :

. &

4. Throughout the testing and program study, guide the student in
. procedural matters, but offer NO help where content is concerned’.

~ -~

5. Regularly keep track of each student's progress on the Master
Check Sheet for Proctors. Check each item as completed. , Thete
.is a different Master Check Sheet for each program, ‘

A3 . .y

e

6.7 Under no circumstances should students be allowed to remove . -

13

i L p%oé%aﬁﬁéd materials from the room where instruction takes place. N
EA careful time check must be‘kept on thé use of the material -
- ° use the Student Time Card. (Forfi 2).

+
-

J¢ Kindly specify any course now being studied by the student in
dddition to the reading program used for this project. Use the
Student Course Record (Form 3) to supply this information.

8. ~._At the completion of the program fill out a Procto} Evaluation
Sheet (Farm 5) for each of the reading .programs. with which you
worked directly. o ,

9, It is most important that all forms, workbooks and tests show
“clearly the student name-and testing site. '
LY % .
10. Please do not go over any_of the pretests with the student, .
because it will affegt- the student’s score on the posttests, .
. ° ;.‘ w N ' {¢
4

-

‘e

- 3
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Table c. 1, Spearman—Brown Split Half Estimate of Rellablllty on ALC &
‘ v . Constructed Test’s' ; - !
h'» 1 , : :; ;; Numbetr Items ', N o .
Co | General Reading | . —ve ‘: ' .. 888 43 ::.‘. S.E)' -
a Bu11dmg Your* Language Power 'L . 757 29 | 5,' : .3:8
: ¥
» Content, BRook:3. . ‘,.‘._ .601 ‘2§. 'o: :“ 37 i
C o \ iy ;
. Content, Book &4 - ‘ ) . 795 36’\"‘ “.'; 3'6 R
- Content, Book 5 i '-“ 333 17 7 7 " -« 25 .
n Content, Book 6 . :-‘-‘ .198 7 21 22
. s
" Building Reading Pover .= .806 155 42
Nt 4 content, cc:ﬁbok 1. -t-r . 260 RN 39
. Content, cc.@ggg_;é? hnt ’:.:?N_{‘;‘.zao .- - 31
: __ Content, CC %ﬁh' : ;-eg‘so _ 11 34 ‘
’ ‘ ’ Content, CC Boc‘\)‘k :'.;“ ! & :.';612) 12 23 '; '
,+ i )content, CC Book 5 R B50.. - 1 29 o
N \ vgnt, CC Book 6 ’ .ssii‘ U w0 30 H
. X - fb,“ :\\??n;_ent CC Book 7 . .936 15 29
N .:.:’.-":éa\‘t}tent, CC Book 8 - 930 12 28 .
Y- AN
“(,'; \':E@gt_}g‘rit, SA Book 1 . 787 15 24 -,
by cBA'?{{;{ SA Book 2 .Bl6 . 15 26 .3
w‘)\Con\t}&t‘:;\CS Book 1 . . 773 5 2'4"'f RN
’ \ \Conte}t\:\les\gook 2 . 148, 5 0 23
" Content, 8. Book 3 . 750 13 243\ : :,}
. . Content,‘ CS Book 4 L 437 8 \ 23.1 ‘4'
Content, CS Book 5. " 449 5 | ff.23{
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. APPENDIX D
PROCEDURE FOR ADMINISTRATION AND ANALYSIS OF
THE SLOSSON ORAL READING TEST AND
. INDIVIDUAL READING PLACEMENT INVENTORY o -
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; Administration -

3 - [

» .
" The procedure for administering the SORT~feQdired that the %

student read as far as possible through 9 lists of words with 20
words per .list graded in difficulty., After beihg informed that the
tape recorder was running, the stuﬂent-began reading the words

consecutively, stopping when he reached the list where he could not

read any of the words.
C

N

The procedure for the administration of the IRPI was much the . -

.

same. The student began reading the six paragraph cards and continued

reading until he could not make out any of the words.

*

. » N - _
For all recordings the student and prector sat togethep--the

I '

proctor placed the SORT word list sheet and the IRPI paragraph cards
Jne by one in front of the student, The same procedure was used for
both pre~- and posttesting.' The SORT and IRPI were administered in

the same session. ‘ ’

v

Analysic
. i . ) .
The magnetic tapes were sent to Dr. Edwin H. Smith of Florida

' State University for analysi's° The standard analysis procedures for

S~ e
L A

the SORT are simple tabulations as follows:

¥ The total number of correct words pronounced were counted in all

of the lists and this total divided by two equals the grade level.

For example; if a student wac able to read 164 wczds correctly out of
A , ‘
200 words on the test, his grade level weuld be 164 + 2 = §2 or 8.2

- grade level, 8th year, 2nd montu. .
/ .l' . LN - .

The mean grade levels for the students in each program were

o2

calculated, for both the pre-and posttests, gain, percentage

' gain and G. Maximum Possiblé Score = 10 .0 grade.

ERIC | 10V
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. The analysis for the IRPI is divided into two parts. First, on

both pre- ind posttests the total q;mber of words read up to and not
including ghe point where the studé#i makes 10 oral errors on one card L
were counted. The 10 error.point is called "the frustration level,"

and the éépected ;ffect would be that a good reading program shoulq¥

move the student's frustration level up, i.e., he would read more words
before he made the 10 erro;s. The resu}ts are shown in the tables for
theNStudents in tbe four programs, in the rows labeled IRPI. .

. Oral errors were also cduntgd up to the frustration. level under

‘the following 14 different categories:

.
i

rebetitiéns Lol ] R
L omissigns ‘o —
" ] additi ( ‘ ' .
/ﬁfii/f: reversals : . .
e : mispronunciations ’ .

gross
+ wrong beginnings b
wrong middle
ZWrong ending
wrong several parts .
words aided
4 self-corrections
word endings (tense-plural) -

omit |

add

alter
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The 'oral errors in all categories were summed for each student

'«

errors would be expected if the programs increase overt reading pe

for both éhe pre- and posttest, A decrease in the mean number of oral
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i APPENDIX E ,
PERGENTAGE OF RESPONSE TYPES FOR THE. BOOKS 4
USED IN EACH OF THE FOUR -PROGRAMMED PACKAGES .
) bY
> « ¢ )
. )
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T ——— e ~l~/‘ I )
Table E. 1. ‘Response-Frame Types by Book for)Programmed Reading for

Adults : /
) ) K
4 . ) Peroent E;ame Type § ’ éases | .
Book - Selection . Recall - Practice Sampled
37 s . 12 ‘0 153
T4 90 . 10 0 . 706 ‘
- 5 70 30 . 0 663
6 5% - 48 0 : 819 7
7 , - bh 56 0 878
8 38 - . . 62 ’ o - - 824
. TOTAL ‘ 61; 36 0. '{4643 )

Table E.2. Response-Frame Ty{es' by Book for Building Your Language Power

3

Percent Frame Type P Cases
Book Selection Recall Practice . Sampled ‘
-
3 ’ 25 . . 22 ' 53 426 . |
4 ' 12 , 24 |64 : 264
5 L, 17 26' 57, » 267
6 13 ‘ . 24 63 244 *
TOTAL . .17 . . , 24 \59 - 1181 )

ERIC o s S




172

oL .
TableE. 3. Reépohse’-Frame Types by Book for Reading Series

: Percent Frame. Type X
Book Selection ' Recall Practice Sampled

1 43 53 0 672

2 47 53 0 574

3 43 57 0 598

4 34 66 ﬁ oo 634

5 22 78 0 610

6 28 gné»w b0 594
-7 39 61 ‘ o) é72

8’ 43 57 © 0. \ 704

9 30 70 0, 706
10 38 62 0 722
11 45 55 : 0 728
12 59. " 7 41 } 0 734 ,
13 . 69 | . 31“ 0 736
14 61 39 0 736

o e

15 43 57 0 736
16 wo 56 ° ' 0 736

17 45 ‘ 55 0 736 )
18 45 55 ‘ 0 736
19 48 52 . 0 736
20 51 W L0 736
TOTAL ' 44 o 56 0 13,100
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Table E.4. Response-Frame Types by Book for Building Reading Power

«

~ -

Percent Frame Type Cases )
Book Selection \ Recall . Practice Sampled O N
cc-1 . 59 41 - 37
cc-2 ° 43 57 37
cc-3 46 , .54 ) © 35
Ce-4 68 . 30 i 2 . 41
Cc=5 57 43 . : 42 v
. \ > L
CC-6 44 54, ) 2 ' 54
cC-7 47 53 . 45
cc-8 71 . 29 41
SA-1 30 70 43
SA-2 X 44 56 , ‘ 36 .
N | 68 32 . 37
" 3 - Lt """’J —— N |
CS-2 YL 48 ‘ T .52 ) - 42
CS-3 65 K 35 : . 43
CS-4 43 57 42
CS-5 32 68 37 _—
TOTAL 51 49 612 3
-3 ~— 'y




