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B. Program Operation. i .

. ; e
. ' - 3

A camparlson between remedial reading classroom instruction and specialiZed
requial reading instruction outside of the regular classroom.

I. NARRATIVE ‘REPORT. o

“A. Program Goal. y
The basic gail of the program was to establish an inservice training

P

progran to‘increase teacher conpetency‘in reading. . e

~

A language afts reading center.was establisheq. It—serweu~as a denon-
stration site and(as an inserwice*training center. The demonstration site
consisted ofiakfirst, a rea?iné clinic that provided a remedial reading.pro¢
gran for disabled readers;) Second, a reading materials center that provided
teacner access to approximately one hundred published hatarials including
audio-visual’material, basal reading series, standardized reading tests,
reading journals, various professional books, apd teacher made naterialsk and
Third, an inservice tnﬁuﬁ:gcenter that proviéfz for large. group consultant

sessions and small group viewing of vi@eotaped demonstrations of various

L)
- -

reading instructional techniques.

An intansivelinserxige4training program was conducted for the three pro~

gram years. The inservice training program consisted of a minimum of five
days of summer workshops and nine Saturday workshops during-the course of

the sdhool year. The workshops were conducted by university personnel who -
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.. . had demonstrated competency in the field of reading. In conjunction with

* the workshops, each teacher was provided released time a minimum of three 1

half-da§sAdurinéftne_school_fear: At this time the classroom teacher viewed

1Y

demonstiration classes-and consulted -with the olinie staff aembersv—uihalelasa- e

- was presented upon teacher request.

» - I

room teachers received a $15 stipend for attendance at each session.

A master teacher cooperating with the cLassroam teacher was also iden-

@

tified as a part of the inservice-training‘grogram. .

The clinic center was made available to the teachers as a reading resource

% i . .‘ N

center. A complete explanation of readinglresource concer?ing reading material
. ’ . ]

4

C. Goal Accomplishment. c ,

Teacher competency was increased as indicated by the statistical eval-
Anation of Teacner Obqective 9ne'<page SZ),.Teacher ijective anee (page ﬁh,
55) and Teacher Objective Four (page 55, 57). A summary objective identified

‘ as Teacher Objective ¥ive for evaluating teacher competency {page 58) indi-
_cated that the teacpers‘demonstrated statisticai éain in relationship to N

competency accompiishment for the second year. Although additional gain was

indicated for the third program year, the data was not statistical significant.

D. Unique Aspects of the Program.and Problems Encountered.

-.Comparisonof “two. me thods bfjgemédial readiné instruction.

% . - .
The first year of program operation provided interesting statistical

/A ~

results in that no statistlcal difference could be de?snstrated in favor of

children receiving special reading treatment at the - clinic when compared to

Fod
. ° 3 4 '
3 . R

« »-like cHildren receiving reguldr classroan instruction.. .' LA

. -
- ¢ A

‘ The program evaluator and the clinic staff attributed the failure of the~

clinic treatment students to demonstrate gain to the success of the inservice

'

-
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training program in preparing teachers to deal with children having readinaj"‘“&

~
)

problems in the regular classroom. ’

o The new project director, William Davis,'yas employed for the'séCbnd pro=

| " Ject year. He guestioned the result of the first project yﬂgn; and with the . R

. ' “ " assistance of two evaluators, Hr: James Johnson, Ph.D., Psy., and Mr. Gary"
Ramseyer, Ph.D., Psy«, of Il1linois State University, Normal, Illinois, de-
.termined that an attempt should be made tp compare the clinic appreach to
an approach featuring a specialist assisting the teacher within the classroonm.
‘Therefore, three groups were established (see'Ii-Evaluation Data, page 18).
The center students were classified a;/Experimental Group I and received
a minimum of two half 8ays of individualized roading instruction. A master
;eacher possessing major college work in reading was responsible for diag-
nésing, prescribing and implementing each student's individualized reading

‘ program. o hE , ; .

o ‘ The classroom students‘were classified as Experimental Group II and

received special classroom attention. The master teacher aided the class-

=

om teacher in diagnosing, prescribing and implementing an individualized )

reading program for students who demonstrated reading disabilities. . The

[N

ccntrol school students were identified as Control Group and did not _receive
program treatment§
The statisticdl results (page 19-2l, Part II, Evaluation Data) indicated

{
that the classroom students identifed as Experimert al Group II demonstrated

4

fgreater gain in reading than the students attending the center (Experimental

-~

Group I) and the control school students. The students were compared as a group.'
An attempt }o classify students fn Experimental Group II according to the

willingness oﬁ.the'teacher to participate in. the program was not made. Some

-t achers did participa%e reluctantly and others gave wholehearted participa-

ti n. Teacheks who did not want to participate and utilize the master teacher .

@ ~ ° ‘ ¥ : v . 8
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D ~ In essence th\_participating classroom teacher was required to utilize the

.

o

BY)

services of a master teacher. The master teachers vere scheduled to’ spend

v v

‘a minimum of % hour per week in the classroom Hith the participating teachers.
However, the classroom teachers'felt and expressed t6 the project director

dissatisfaction with beihg-coerced into utilizing the master teacher. For

Lo

that reason the project director and the evalu?tors determined that it was

:‘necessary'to change the procedure and allow the"teachers to utilise‘the master

. teachers at their option. ) .

3

R ~ . ' Therefors the third year of the program differed only in the procedure

- of having the mast,L teacher spend a minimum of one-half hour per week in the

.

classroom. The classroom teacher was given the option to,utilize or not to

utilize the master teacher. The statistical results of the third program ’
¢ .

year demonstrated no statistical differences among Experinental Group I,

Experimental Group II and the Control Group. (See evaluation data 25 through 30).

- -

. ‘ o - : T
E, A briefaéﬁmmggx of major program findings and a recommendation for a
research pro osal. - , ) '

v 2T

The results of” comparing program year one, year tWO _and year three indicate

, f o two major conclusions. First the utilization of a master reading teacher as’
** j & cooperative tescher to aid the classroom teacher in diagnosing, prescribing EEEN
' \ - and implementing reading programs in the classroom for students demonstrating'

;- I

redding disabilities is superior to removing child}enﬂwith demonstrated reading

RN

disabilities from. the classroom for reading instruction—by s?reading specialist. ’

~ Second, teacher competency can be increased by the utilization of an in-

service training program, but the indication is that the teacher should receive
cooperative classrodh assistance from a reading specialist at least a minimum

. : of one-half hour T week on a definite assigned basis..
S ERIC >?
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- from the classroom for” special reading instmctlon. Tﬁe r“ewlts of ﬂﬁ‘s}?o-

-4

‘struction»§s questionable.’

Therefore a longitudinal study should be undertaken to detemmlyie the most
efficient means of improving the plight of the disabled reader. It is there-
fore recommended that three groups be established utilizing a statisfical

design that compares large group performancn and individual performance and

e
.

reducee,the number of variables tﬁat effect outcomes.

e

" The treatment groups should be identlfied as?

\random sample’, - . ’ 1 0-

1. A groups receiving instruction based upon,a cooperatlve master reading

teacher/classroom teacher diagnos;s, pgesqriptiqn and implementation of

1;eaQing nrograms in -the classroom for students identified as disabled

. <
readers.

. - Z, * .

2. Master reading teacher who diagnoses, prescribes and implements a

remedial reading prog}an outside of the regular classroom for students

identified as disabled readers. ) - v

Ea
. -

3. A.controI.school not utilizing the master teacher concept within or
outside of the classroom. Specifically, the control school woul& make
no special.effort to attack the disabled reading problem other than

h£Ving ‘the reguIAr classroom teacher deal directly with the problem of

<.

the disabled reader. ‘ L e

-~ £

To guarantee participation and to hold the "hals effect’ constant, the .

£

groups should be selected from ongoing programs. .
7 .

Fhis type of selection, although difficult in the initial group identifica-

A

tion stage, will provide the begt statistical data and will guarantge a truly

B . : . .
[ - -y
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. ' 2 The teachers‘idenfified_?nlGroﬁés I an§ II should be divided equally
— ?&#tﬁﬁ_smm‘* shouldbo estab V T e T
*”——*‘—T‘;'4"tﬁiférenc;—sn?uhfﬁnr1ﬁnﬂrtnr&nt§nsive— eTvicy : shov ———
e ”;Rﬂnhnﬂéxfiku”yaifmcf‘ﬁﬁ;fmﬁéherajhrjptﬁps~i—and—i%:——¥h13—progra;nqhouia—

§idé of the

¥

be .conducted by university personnel and should be conducted o

regular school setting.

medial reading in the claséroom,with specialist assist;ncy as opposed to

(L]

special instruction outside of the regular classroom; and .3) the most efficient

means of increasing teacher competency in relation to reading instruction.

’ ’ L
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SECTION I. _
Teachef bﬁj&ctive One --,First Ybar~4§/4271-7é?‘ '

Teazgéls in grades 1-3 who particibate in ingervice sessions at
the “Center will demonstrate competency in diagnosing reading

skills to/90% criterion. , o

The objective was expanded; therefore the target group of par-
ticipating teachers changed-each year--the first project year
dealt with teachers of grades one fhrough three; the second pro-
jact year with teachers of grades four through six; and the third
project year with teachers of grades seven and eight. The statis-
tical design for the sécond and third years was changed from
competency to a mean gain significant at the 5%.level., . ¢

Evaluation - First Year - 1971-72.

An analysis of the results are as follows:® Of the 12 teachers
taking the test only teacher 9 achieved the 90% competency level
of performance criterion establishéd for this objective. The
other teach8rs scored in the followirg patterns: . teacher 1--87%;

“teachers 2, 5, 7, and 8 scored in the 70%.range; teachers 4, 10

and" 12 scored in the 60% range; teachers 3, 6 and.Il scored in
the 50% range,- The méan score of the group wa§ 68. "Why didp't
the majority of teachers achieve 90% competency in diagnosing -
oral reading problems?" Several factors seem related to this
questions Firgt, mastery of the symbols that teachers used’ for
recording the oral reading errors took longer than expected.
Second, using the diagnostic inatrument requires considerable
practice:-perhaps a short-coming of our inservice program. This

.became evident when the Paderborn staff attempted to record the

errors and found additional errors with each playback of the
videotepe. Third, the teachers had mors difficulty recording
the types of-errors than they did in identifying them. The
most difficulty they had -was in recording the comprehénsion
questions accurately. Although they were able.to record these
queations with 914 accuracy, forty percent of their responses
were incorrect. This pulled the group scois down to 51% (91-40)
accuracy in identify}ng Sdral readirg errors, accuracy in
identifying compréhension errors, and 64% accur in recording
oral reading errors. The teachers! lowest scores Were .in re-
cording errors. e - p
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- Teacher Objective One <~- Second Year --_1922-731;

- - N » - . -
- 1

Teachers in grades four) five and six, who parficipate in in-
gservice training sessions at the Center will show significant
gains at the 5% level .in the ability to diagnose reading behavior. @

Evaluation - Second Year - 1972-73. \%h
The score which was used in the svaluation of is objective was
based on the diagnostic evaluation of three passages containing
a total of 18 decisions by the participating teachers. The mean
gain.score was 2.11, despite an observed negative gain of -6.
Of* the 18 teachers for whom~both pretest and posttest scores

- were available, all but l; showed improvement, during the period
of the experiment, and onlyione failed to do as well on the post-
test as on the pretest. Thg t-value for the mean gain score '
was found to be 3,25, which is significant at the .0l level with
17 gegrees of freedom. , ‘ ’

The observed improvement in diagnostic skills (p .0l) can be
interpreted as‘Peeting or exceeding the stated objective which
" sought differerces significant at the .05 level. This improve-
.ment in diasgnostic ability is perhaps less significant in its,
hdving meét this objective than in the demonstration of the re-
* lationship between adequate diagnostic skiliis and an effective
progrem in reading improvement. It is also important, that the

- overall difference was found to be significant, since it is not
unusual in such experiments for a small number of participants *

who show no improvement to\ depress the modal performance of the
group. In spite of sever such ceses, the findings reveal that '
theapbjectivé“waﬁ gatisfactorily met.

. "Teaches Objective One - Third Year - 1973-Yi.

N

A. Teachers in grades 7-8 who part i%ate in inservice .
sessions at the Center will show signififant gains at the 5%
-level in the ability to diagnose readi behavior, .

‘"  B. Video tdpe will be utilized as a pre-post evaluation
instrument. . - : o

-

] - . .
Bvaluation ~ Third Year - 1973-TlL.

The .video tapes which were ytilized in evaluating this objective
were commercial tapes designed to measure diagnostic skills. The
» dommon answer sheet introduced during the second year of the T
. ... project was again employed this year. Since the relevance of
Lt -ﬁ!zfattaining skill in the diagnoses of reading errors is dependent
i "> upon the proper remedial recommendation (Teacher Objective III)
both of these evaluations were completed at the same time. ‘

»
2
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The sgcore used in t evaluation of this objective was based

. on the diagnostic evaluation of three passages containing a total
of 18 decisions by the participating teachers. The three passages
were presented on a pretest-posttest basis.

! ’
- “

4

Table 1 summarizes the results of the evaluat ion of Objective I.

A1l of the six teachers from grades 7-8 on wpich complete data 3
was available made positive gains in error diagnosis with a mean
gain of 2.33. The t-value for this mean gain was 4.66, which

is significant beyond ‘bF .01l level. °

Table 1

Tests of Significance'on the Videotape Tests

o

. for Teacher Objectives I and II

PR CArA

"+, 3ubtest N Pretest Posttest Mean S.E. ¢
, . - Mean Mean Gain
i Error Diagnosis 1L.67 14,00  2.33 .50 L.6bws
: Remediation 8.67 11.00 ~2.33 1.36 1.7 ]
K Techniques ) . N y
. ## p&.OL

The gbserved mean gain in diagnosfic skill (p .0l) can be in-
terpreted as exceeding the stated objective which sought dif-
ferences significant at the .05 level.. Although the sample size

’ was quite small (five other teachers participated but did not
take the posttest), each of the six teachers did exhibit improve-
ment in diagnostic skill. a .
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Peacher Objective Two -- First Year -- 3971-72.

Teachers in grades 1-3 will &emonstrate competency to grSup
students homogeneousiy for instruction in relation.to skill

deficiencies to 90% performance criterion. .
| .‘ e

Evaluation - ‘Pirst Year - 1971-72.

A breakdown of the results shows:- Of the 17 primary teachers
who performed on this test, 47% achieved the. 90% competence

. level established for this objective. The others achieved in
the following manner: 12% scored in the 75% range, 124 in the
65% range and 29% of the scores fell below the 65% range. The

-~ mean percentage for the 17 scores was 75%. -
- .
3 , 4
A review of the results—illustrates that a.ghﬁéteégﬁal number z
of teachers (8 of 17) achieved or exceeded the competency /
criterion. . : . QSA

- :

s ’

Teacher Objective Two -- Second Year -- 1972-73.

Peachers in grades four, f;:E\and six will demonstrate competency
_A to classify students for instruction in relation to -skill de-
iciencies. - '

Evaluation - Second Year .- 1972-73.

Results of the’ svaluation by interpreting data:
It is somewhat difficult to svaluate the success in meeting this
objective due to several factors. First is the nfusing ture
of the directions. . If 7 of the 24 were so thorgughly confused
as to.invalidate their responses, it is.not unfeasonable to &ssume
Some lowering of the efficiency in those whose responses were
retained. Secondly, there is some problem in the criterion used
as a key, since the classification by the reading specialists
might be in error--or at least no mors correct than the groupings
done by classroom teachers, Thirdly, hierarchial ratings may
] or may not be the best method of assigning students to remedialk
y .groups. In spite of these difficulties, L teachers grouped the
students in agreement with the experts in 95% or more- of the
cases. It is worthy of note that in many instances, the students
who were misclassified were placed in groups consistent with
their féading\heeds, but ‘not in’ the group preferred by the ex-
_perts. Because of this basic agreement on the nedds of the
students, it is felt that this objective was satisfactorily met, °~ = -~
although the method of assessing .it falls short of gatisfaction.
The inability to statistically evaluate this objectivse indicated’
termination. Therefore this objective was unattainable.
AN

This objedtiﬁé/was terminated after two years because th
jective did not provide for a valid statistical design. The /S
* »
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i ability of a tpacher to diégndé; and classify student reading
* pehavior in agreement with'the diagnosis and classification of -
. the reading efpert did né6t verify that the teacher had become ‘ .
competent. e basic goal of the objective was -ambitious but )
the development of the acceptable statistical design to measure
attainment of the objective c9nld not be accomplished for the
final year of the progrem. .
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Teacher Objective Thres --,Firét Year -- 1971-72.

Teachers, grades 1-3, will demonstrate increased competency in
selecting appropriate materials for development of specific
skills.’ \ ’ I “

—

\

Evaluation - First Year - 1971-72.

On a pre/post test design administered in January and March,
teachers wae agsked to list the number of materials that would
teach specific skills., The same instrument was uséd -as the pre/
post measure.  Mean scores were computed., The teachers re- .
sponses were recorded on a correct/incorrect basis. The results
are as follows: The group mean for correct responses on the
pretest was x = 9. The posttest score was x = 13.4. The group
mean for incorrect responses on the pretest was x = 5.6. The

. posttest score was x = 6.0. The correct responses category,

ment of specific reading behavior.

teachers grew .4 ,Jin their selection of appropriate matexials
to teach specific,skills, but they also increased their in-
correct resporises by .4. However, this increase was minimal
compared to their increase in correct responses.

The results indicate that primary teaghers have made subs%antial
gain in their ability to select materfals used at \the Paderborn
Center_to teach specific language a eading ski%ls.

A / . - . R -

Teacher Objective Thres -- Second Year -- 1972-73.

Teachers in érades four, five.and six, d%il demonstrate in-
creased -ability to prescribe appropriate materials for develop-

\

4

\ -

Evaluation - Second Year - 1972-73.

— . . /K
Table 2 S
Tests of Significance on the Vidéo Tape Tests for
) Teacher -Objectives I ®nd T :
. Pretest Posttestj Moan Gaig
Subtest N Mean Mean  Post-Pre S.E. - &
Error Diagnosis 18  °"9.89 12,00 ~ 2.11 .65  3.25%%
Remediation _ 8.78 10.61 1.83 72 2.1
Techniques )

3% p ‘ .OS " M L : - \
#%p L0l '

As can be seen, the mean gain score was 1.83 &nd its assochated
t-ratio was 2,11 which is significant-at the .05 level with 17
degrees -of freedom. _ ' . - . )

6 .
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Results of the evaluation by interpreting data: :
The ssme video tapes which were described in the evaeluation of
Teacher Objective I (Diagnosis of Reading Errors) were utilized
in the assessment of success in fulfilling this objective. The
result of this procedure added relevance to the experience of -~
diagnosing deficienties and prescribing appropriate remedial
materials to promote progress in reading, in that it made the
evaluation task very much like the actual demands of working
with real students. There are, however, some shortcomings in
employing this approach In tésting objeciives, since the person
making the recommendation must first identify and classify the
deficiency before prescribing appropriate materiasls for the
development of;specific reading behavior. 1If the diagnosis is
in error, the materials prescribed for remediation will also be
inappropriate, and therefore, scored as intorrect. Finding =
significant improvement on, this objective is then dependent
upon successfully £ilfilling Objective I.

Higher gain sgores and greater improvemant ¢ould perhaps have
been achieved by asking the participants to identify appropriate
remedial materials tp compensate for a list of reading deficien-
cies. However, in defense of the technique employed, the added
realism of the combined diagnostic-prescriptive task was felt
. to outweigh the merits of achieving higher scores or greater ob-
served differences in a more artificial format.. Nevertheless,
the results were found to be statistically significant at the -
.05 level, and therefore.it may be concluded that the objective
was .successfully met. ) :

Teacher Objective Three -- Third Year -- 1973-7L. -

i ] .
Note: This objective was jdentified as Teacher Objective II

[7~\v// ) for the 1973-74 school year but it should have been

: jdentified ag Teacher Objective Three. The problem
was caused by the termination of Teacher Objective Two.

// Another objective was added and should have replaced

the terminated objective. Unfortunately in the con-

tinuation report, objectives three, four and five

were elevated one podtion and a new objective was

\ introduced.as Teacher Objective Five-1973-74. The
correct order is maintained in this report.

~
.

A. . ) '
Teachers grades 738 will demonstrate increased ability to pre-
scribe appropriate materials for development of_specific re ading

> behavior. Ao
Bo N . ) ‘ {
Video tape pre and post. :
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\j Evalutition - Third Year - 1973-T74. _i :
L Table 1 page 3 whibh was préviously presented under Teacher Ob-
el d - jective I also reports the findings under Objective III. Sub-
* 4, . .sequent to their diagnosis of reading errors,in the video tapes,

7 the six teachers were asked to identify the appropriate remed-
jiation techniques. As can be seen in the table, the mean gain
was 2.33 from pretest to posttest. However, the t-value of 1.71
for this mean gain fell short of significance at the .05 level.

Although the mean gain.was non-significant, the f;ct that y

overall improvement on remediation was ‘observed is by itself.

quite important. Several plausible explanations exist for the
fallure to achieve statistical significance. First, the skimpy
sample size in this case certainly lowers the power of the statis-
tical test., Secondly, a teacher making a recommendation st
first identify and classify the deficiency before prescriggng
proper remediation techniques. If the diagnosis is in error, the
method prescribed for remediation will also be inappropriate,
hence, scored as incorrect. Thus, a high score under remediation
is somewhat dependent upon a high diagnostic score. However, the
realism of this combined diagnostic-prescriptive evgluatiig for-
mat was felt to outweigh the merits of dchieving artificic -~
independence between the two tasks. n any event, Objective III
at best was marginally satisfied. . . . :

-
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.. The improvement was measured statlstica ly by testing the mean

: ‘I'eacher;Obiective Four <= First Yea% -- 1971-72.

. the types of questions asked by the primary teachefs. The great-

) ‘.- -, ) . .. k'S .» ) :.
.Teacher Objective Four «- Second Year - ﬁ9?é-73. -

.pretive 22% and Evaluative 15%. \

- resulted in the followin percentages. Literal- 30%, Interpre-
 tive-39%, Evaluative-BZ : T

‘ uatlve) questlons. The data were scores-from the 22 teachers for

12

&,

Teachers will increase competencyyin developin appropriate

evaluation (questiouing) devices for reading ¢&o prehenslon. R
’ Ve, : L U ‘/
. . .o .
“Evaluation - First Year -1971=72. g\\

Each Paderborn staff member evaluated the results of the primary
teachers' witten questions. Then the results were compared and

a. consensus opinion' determined..whether the guestions were 11teral,
interpretive or evaluatlve. e |

The. ma jority of questlons/asked on the pre-tests were of the ' / 1
literal type. Second,  came the evaluatlve type, with inter- -

pretive questions being the least ‘asked. * A percentage breakdown 4
would indicate the following: Literal 69%, Interpretive- -173%, . ;
Evaluative 18%. The posttest results show a drastic change in

est change occurred bet vween the literal and interpretive type
.questions. Dr., Richardson; reading consultant, S.I.U. Edwards- .
ville, stressed the importance of asking more interpretive and
fewer llteral type questians amd listed the following criteriai,
Literal 10%, Interpretive. 80% and Evaluative 10%. -The teachers ' -
sponded by 1ncr5§§1ng their interpretive typ®e- questions from ~
%pto 53% and decreasipg their literal type from*é?% to 124."
The teachers. increased their evaluative questions from 18% to 35%
. Aithough the teachers did ‘not .reach the critéria set by Dr. -
Richardson, they did make substantial gains in their abl lity to
,ask high level reading-thinking questions. E .

o - ‘ H
5 ‘ s

ot

Y

Teachers grades -6 will increase. compete ¢y in deve10ping -
appropriate evaluation (questioning) devi¢es for reading com- .
prehen31on‘ . ‘ . ‘ o ) ’ .

’ L) . . . ?' 1r.$€" ‘ : |
Evaluation- Second Year—l972~73. : 2 _ - s N

‘Dn ‘the pretest administered in September, the percentagep of
questions falling into each category were Literal 63%, -Inter-

"

The posttest, administered in February to the same teachers,

A P

gain in the proportion of higher-level (interpreiive-and eval~
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— -~ - _whom-both pre! and posttedt scores were avedlable.  The t-value - -~
.+ *" "of such a test was found-to be 6.48, which is significant at the B
.01 leval (p .01) for 21 degreea of freedom. Table 3 summarizes
i t?ase_findings. . 2 Lo .
' ' Table 3 - :
Tekt of Significance on Préportion of Interpretive and i
Evaluative Questions f07 Teacher Objective IV T . .
Pretest Posttest ! Mean Gain | o .
N Mdan Proportion Mean Proportion in Proportion SE t. ;v
) \ '37 N ' 705 buhfee T
- 33 p . l R ‘// :"ﬂ,
s ‘ . . - SN S
. ’ . “ .~* ) . , '3;.
Results| of the evaluation by interpreting data: 7
The statistical analysis indicates that the teachers were quite 3
successful in increasing their competency in developing approp- . E
riate ewaluation devices for reading comprehension. a ' oo
. Teacher bﬂectfve[éZur -- Third Year -- 1973-Th." .~ s .
3 ’ A. Teachers grgfles 7-8 will increase competency .in develoﬁiné
§ gppropriate evajluation (questioning) devices for reading com-
. prehensi?n. " “ . /A oL
: B.. The %est“ i11 be developed by the Center's staff. / - o
‘ ) \ . .~ - i . . B 4

tivefwas-idéntifiad_as Teacher Oquétive'gérég o

THis/ obF
B fdr the 1973-Tl4 school--yegr. It should have besn idem=—
ki tified as Teacher: Objective Four. See page 7 . for-ex#
i _.planation. . f - T Lo
. s . . - I "L
1 . . - ) . ﬁ'
] tion-Third Yeér:1973-7g.- . o .
. ’ o, f‘,’. * .' .. ’
|pretest administered in September, ghg percentages of
bns falling into each catefory are depicted Relow: ..

L] . ., < ¥ ; ’
AR 17 S S S AL S .
?-E i(f Lot LITERAL : ’ 4INTERBﬁETIVE " EVALUATIVE Do
IR mc e ’ - ]:0 . 22 e ' o ’ ‘4 . ) - » 3
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The posttest administéred in Marc
in the following percentages:

A\

to the same teachers re sulted

[X4

“®

=3

N

CE . 32% — 30
" {LITERAL . .INTERPRETIVE . EVALUATIVE

The above improvement was analyzed statistically by testing the
mean gain.in the percentage of higher level -questions (inter-
pretive. and evaluative). The data were scores from the seven
teachers for whom both pre and posttest scores were available.
“The meagn percentage gain in higher level questions was 15%, -
. which fell short of statistical significance. . Table L, summarizes
2 this aneX¥ysis. ) R _ - '

’ Table ﬁ : -

Test 6f Signifidan#e on Percentagerof'Inﬁerprekive and
' Evaluative Questions for Teacher Objective IV

' -

Preteat | ) - Posttest ‘ Mean -

ﬁ_L‘_\:_LjF_\, : - I e M
, This objective was marginelly-setisfied. From tlie graphical
evidence, the teachers did shift moderately to. higher—level -
que stions on the posttest. However, these gains were,not- - .
sgfficiently pronounced to attain statistical significarices.

P
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o Teacher Objective Five -- First Year -- 1971-72. ‘ ’
. Teachers, grades 1-3, will increase in content knowledge about T
. language arts reading processes. ? .

< %
Evaluationf- First Year - 1971-72.

¢

-

Procedure: the primary teachers pre/post testﬁascores were come
pared by using the hypothesis H. & Up=0O. A mathematical formula
was -used to determine the statigtica significance of the resuls.
A few teachers either forgot their number or did not take the

pretest because they were new to the districts or from parochjal

: schools. These teacher® were assigned the pregroup me an score
‘of 28 in order to use all 17 scores for comparison purposes.
) -The. table below lists the results: e
- Table 5 T
v \..
+ ) —- . . - - ) l
Mean Difference Standard Deviation Tt t(N-17)
. . of Differerce . .
28.4 ' - 6.6 o 17.7 " .001
. \ .

N : —
The primary teachers from the participating schools, as 'a group,
made significant progress in their content knowledge of the
language arts reading processes. This growth seems related to
thelr particlpation to the inservice activities of the, Paderborn
Project since all these activities were designed to improve . T )
.- teacher knowledge of their important skils. ‘

)
+ .“

Teacher Objective F1ve - Second Year -~ 1972-73.

Teachers will increases content know;edge about the language -
arts and rpadlng process., ‘ e
T . Notes The evaluators -and the proaect dlrector determmned

L T T 7 —-that the statistical design for this objective ‘was

O redundant in that it was actumlly a composite eval-

‘ ‘Wation of the previeus objeétives; therefore, for the

o - remaining project years‘thls objective provided a : .
A . © -7t summary evaluatlon. . : , '

@ LM * A ] . R K
- . . .
-~ . N " » 2
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. Evaluation - Second Year =+ 1972-73. ..
;e 14 discussing the achievement of this objective, the results
: - /reportad on the previous four objectives leaves little doubt as
to the successful attainment of prog§%§§g increased content ‘
o knowledge about the language arts readi processfs in par- '
ticipating teachers. ,'Since pretest and posttest comparisons were
utilized in Objective I, III, and IV, and significant gains were
observed in all cases, each conclusion stated for those objectives .
z is supportive of success in meeting Objective V. The streses on
~ simulating actual experiences in the assessment of diagnosing * '
. reading . skills (Objective I).and prescribing remedial tasks
: (Objective III) adds to the relevance of this objective to L
. actual practices. Significant jmprovement was also observed in
the level of questioning developed by the teachers (Objective IV),
and although the setting for this test was more artificial, the
classraom teacher often develops evaluative material (questions)
outside the classroom setting. Although a+-pre and posttfest .
: format was not used on Objective II,.the success of "some teachers .
; in grouping students for instruction in light of skill deficien-
; cies supports a terminal skill in this area as well.,

% b In terms of future efforts, added attention migﬁ% be given to an

] - improved level of performance- in each of the areag. Although
there is no question about the success in meeting” the objectives
so far as finding significantly improved levels of skill- in the-
areas concerhed, it is desirable that the teachers make as ‘many
correct diagnoses as possible. While it would be unsatisfacto
for a clagsroom teacher to correctly diagnose only about 60% of -
the reading problems of -fhe student, it should bYe remembered
that in the tual school setting, the teapher is not limited * |
to thgﬁrestg§§%ed behavioral sample which practical considerations
make mandatory in data collection for a project such as this. In
terms of observations made from a single episode, the levels of
skill presented by the teachers posttest performances might bs

quite cceptable. i

In pué:ary, the final objective seems to have been satisfactorily
met by the participating teachers!' improved performances at the
end of the present project year. ~ 7

-

Teacher Objective Five: «- Third -Year -a'l973-7h. )

[V
Y

A. Teachers will increase in content knowledge about 1gpguégé'
.arts~-reading process. o g

T

vy : B. Evaluation devices will be designed tqhévaluate knowledge), ’
- ——«___ skills, and applicationa-gained on each . inservice topic.. Eval-
- » uation of Objectives Ons, Two, Three will pfdvide baselinhe data.

. N
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Note: T objectiv® was identifisd as T@acher Objecgive IV :
v . 2 for the 1973-74 school year., It should have been 3
identified as Teacher Objective V. See page
% for explanation - :
= ) - . ki

. ’( ,w

5 * o

" Since this is a summary objective,'the'resuits prev%busly pre-
sented under.objectives -I-III should be reviewed. he tables and
graphs will not be repeated in this section.

.. a%ugpiog - Third Year - 1233-7h.

Pretest and posttéest comparisons were utilizéd in each of the
Objectives I-III and IV." In each of° these %nalyses, teacher im-
provement wds exhibited, but.only in the case of error diagnoses’
- Wwas the gaijfi statdgtically significant. Since the sample sizes
were extremely sma ?6 for Objectives-§ and.II and 7 for Objective
, IV), the .failure to achieve significance is'not as damaging to .
" the fulfillment of these objectives as would be the case with ® -
largeY. samples. It=iw particularly noteworthy that on the 12
pretest-pésttest differences;obthined for the siX’ $eachers
under error diagnosis and remediatiomdcombined, only gQne dif-
L& ference resulted in.a-negative gain., ~Also worthy of mention is
the fact that under Objective III, the seven teachers increased
their productivity of the highest level questions (evaluative)
. " by, ap avergge of 18% (See graph). S ‘ — A

. N

. In sumhary, considering the size of tﬁéléamplés_inVOlved;' I SR
Objectives I-III and IV wére marginally satisfied. — O
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Teacher Objective Six -- Third Year -- 1973-7L.

. /

» for utilization of the seven cooperating schHool districts.

A sequentialsreading curriculum written in dbjective form, that
provides the learner with the opportunity ‘to utilize alternats
gtyles of. learning to read and provides the teacher with the
opportunity to matdfvaried types of educational materials and
equipment to the learners individual styles, will be developgﬁ
e

curricujum will be completed by April 7, 1974,

This objective was classified as Teachsr Objective ‘
Five for the 1973-74 schogl year but should have been.

identified as Teacher Objective Six. See page 7 \Jﬁ
for expianation. .

Note:

Evaluation - Third Year - 1973-74.

Sequential reading curriculumritten in objective form was
developed by.April 7, 1974 and reproduced by April- 30, 1974

- and distributed to all teacher participants May 24, 1974. A

survey of .the teg€hers imdicates that 60% intend to utilize the
curriculum as an aid for planning their instructional reading
progr&m. * )
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Student Objective One -~ First Ybar .- 1971-72. i*

Evaluatisn - First Year - 1971-72. . o ’ o

"The two major .elements of the pbograh are to be measured by cheanges
.. in individual student performance .~ The two treatment groups are

Group II were lost from the sample because they moved from the
district, were abse ing the tes; schedule or were withdrawn
. from the progream. result the sample size of both Experimental

.v

The individual student will increase this competenéy in veadingi

’

[N

2

named Experimental I and Experimental I11. The treatments are as _ E

follows: ) ’ Y
'S . . ‘. \

Experimental Group I: A pool of students (Group A) was selected

from the cooperqting districts using Wilson's Criteria. Of this '

pool, 39 were assigned for individualized treatment at the Center.

A second group (Group B) was randomly selected from second and third

ade students in the district scoring, in second grade, between

l 6and 2.0 (grade egquivalent), or at stanine 4 in third grade.
%9 students received their reading instruction at the Center by

the ‘Center professional staff. I

.

gggerimental Group II: After the pool of’students was defined
using Wilson's Criteria, and 39 (Group A) were ra@iomly assigned to
the Center, "the remainder wero included in Experitiental Group II. X
The remainder (Group B) of Experimental Group II consisted of raq:"///f\!
demly chogen students from grades two and three as described for
gxperimenta1 Group I. The treatment for Experimental Group II con-
“8isted of instruction by the regular classroom teachers, all of whom
were involved in the inservice activities the CGsnter. The ul-
timate goal of the inservice activitieswss to bring about .changes in
the -students taught by the affecteq/teacherst

s

-

Some ‘students in both Experimental Group ps and Experimental

groups is smaller.

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading(s Test, Gates MacGinitie Primary
A, and. Stanford Diagnostic Readﬂng;Tbsts were used as the measures
in the respective groups. ~FormS 1 and 2 (Pri A) of the Gates
were used for grade ﬁwo., Based 6n data presented ¢n page 8 oI the
technical manual accompanying this test, the gtandard error of
measurement for the Vocabulary section 134!33 and for the Gompre-
hension section is 2.5.

»

The gains of each pupil are raported in Standard Error of
Measurement| units.

4 A confidence intervdl of. 90% is established. That ig if the
gain by theystudent would have occurred less than 10% of the time
by Chance alone, the assumptio made that the student has made
a “real” gain. A 90%sconfiden®® interval (under the usual assumption
of normality) translates to a change of 1.28 standarﬁf;;;gnauaitsf""—'——
Thus the tables meflect the probability of the ge—in student
performance by chance alone. 16 _”/,,»/”’gha .

- R {\_——/l . -
- 28 -

*




Results of the evaluation by interpreting data: T
Results from Experimental Group I-A--Secoad Grade: On Vocab-
ulary, 11 of the 1l students (79%) made significant gains, and in
comprehension the figure is 10 of 1L (71%). Five studentsé( 3, L,
6, 10 and 12) did not make significant gains:in at least one of the
two sub-tested areas. ol 2 R

-A--Second Grade: {(n=10)
made significant gains. Only student No. 8
: ; and this only -in comprehension. '

-Res
Of these, 9 of 10 (90
fell short of a .signif

- Por studen® dmental I and II at Grade 3, the Stanford .
Diagnostic Reging Tes¥ (L4vel I) was used in a pre/post design
(Forms W and’X). Baséd\en/data given in the Tsachers manual for-
these testd (p standard error of measurement and reliabil:
nt )

(page 29), the
ity coe«ficiéBa are: " SEM= 1.7
Reliability= 95

" Using the same confidence leveg, used for Grade 2 (90%) here is
a breakdown of the gains for the Experimental I and II Group A

thir students.

Results from erimental Group I-A-Third Grade: Indicates
that B1% (17 of.21) made substantial progress in reading achievement.
Of these, all 17 students scored below the .0l level of signficance.:

Results from Experimental Group II-A-Third Gradet’ Sixty per-

 _cent {9 of 15) of the students have made significant gains, seven -

achieved below the .0l level of significance. Of the 91x’studenté;/; B

who failed to make significant gains in reading achievement®,
)

had lowet.raw'qcores

Results from

on the posttest-than on the pretest.

erimental Gro

I-B-Second Grade: 56% (9 of 16)

"of the students made substantial improvement in reading.

A further

of 16) made significant progress in

analysis showed that 88% (
vocabulary and 63% (10 of 16) made progress in comprehension. -Five
of .these students scored below the .0l level of significance.

"Results from

Experimental Group II-B-Second Grade: 75% (9 of 12)
achievéd significant reading growth., 2% (11 of 12) showed sub-

stantial progress in Vvocabulary ajd 67% (8 of 12) made progress in
comprehension. 67% (6 of 9) of these scores fell below ths .0l

level of significance.

~ Results from Experimentsl Group I-B-Third Grade: 75% (12 of 16)
of the students made substantial improvement. Of thess, 83%
(10 of 12) were below the .pl level of significance.

. R . / v )

Results from Experimental Group II-B-Third Grade: 75% (13 of 17)
of the students made significant progress. One hundred percent of
their scores fell below the .0l level of significance. :

T 17

3 "
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- vocabulary and comprehensinn{\éggf shgwed €;0grass in ijgabulgpy and .
-on from these groups.

Statistical Summary: ” .

i

|

J

regular classroom Group A and B showed siéiifiggn% improvement. . |
. . g‘
:

;

]

:

i

1

]

i

-4

_ Establish Experimental Group I and II. Establish the control group.

<

60% of the total number from the second grade Group A and B students
attending the Paderborn Center made significant progress in both
674 showed progress in ‘compreh .
82% of the students from the reguls second grade clasééa in Groups
A and B showed substantial growth in reading achievement. 96%
achieved significant progress in vocabulary and 78% showed progress °
in comprehension. .

L} o -
Of the toal number of third grade students attending the Paderborn
Center from Groups A4 and B, '78% made substantial progress in reading
comprehension. Also, 68% of the third grade studepts from the

.

F 4
Student Objective One -- Second Year -- 1972-73.

” = .
StuquEi, gradea 4-6, will increase their competency in Reading.
. - ‘ ’ . -

Proposed Progedures and Activities: . )
From each grade level L4, 5 and 6 in public and private schools,
sixty ,students shall be identified by teacher recommendations and
by applying Wilson's criteria to scores derived on the Stanford

. . Twenty-five students from each grade level shall
be selected for Center attendance and thirty students shall be ‘
identified for individual classroom programs. The Center students-
will be classified ss Experimental Group I and the classroom
atudents will be classified as Experimental Group II. A control
group wiIl be established at a school that is not participating in
the project. The same mlection ag utilized in identifying Experi-
mental Group I and II will be utii&zed. The control group will nét
receive any of the Center's progr treatment. Experimental Group
I will receive two half days a week of instruction at the Center.
The instruction shall utilize team,”micro-teaching, individualized
instruction as instructional stratagies in conjunction with a
Learning Center. Experimental Group II will have their program
planned by the Center specialist in conjunction with their cldssroom
teacher. The Center sgpecialist will spend a minimum of one half
hour per week working with each olassroom teacher involved ir
the project. o ! .

.

Proposed Evaluations =~

The gain scores of Experimental Group I and II will be compared to
the gain scores of the control group. Gain scores to be determined
by the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test administered in September
as a posttest. A con ence interval for each individual
student will be.utilized. It is then possible to say that any
student moving 1.28 standard error units has gained in a non-randem

menner. A
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The evaluation of the. group performances-on Objecﬁive I was pursued .y

! Pgbles 6 - 13 represent a summary of the group pefformances of

" tables, for each ANOCOVA, g preliminary test of homogeneity of - "

//supported._ Thus, the main analyses were conducted.

B Pretest  Posttest . Adjust
Groups X N Mean / Mean : Mda?- R
- Exp. II 21+ 2.48 . 3.28 R 3.21 o,
Exp. I 23 * 2.33 2:96 +3.0l: .
.Control (N'O\A. ) 10 2.).'.&0 N 3027 '3'02,.',
) s
> - 19 -

. .
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. . + ]
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A control group will be establishéd at a school that is not par- .
ticipating in the projesct. The same gselection as-utilized in
identifying Experimental Group I and 1I will be utilized. The - uf//
control group will not receive any of the C;ﬁterfs program treatment.

‘ - = . // //4 ’
Evaluation - Second Year - 1972-73.

-

by employing the statistical technique of analysis of covariance, ' '
(ANOCO . This procedure is appropriate because it removes all ]
variation in the posttest scores that can be accounted fa@ by
differences in the pretest scores. Essentially, ANOCOVA yields

adjusted posttest means for the treatment groups which actusally . »
gepresent what the poattest means would have been had 2ll the pretest
means been equal. Differences in adjusted posttest means.gfn then

be tested for significance. ) } . o . .

s

grades li, 5, and 6 on Objective I. Although not shown in the -

regression coefficients .was carried out to ascertain whether the
slope of the regression line within each group was the same. In
211 cases, the P-ratio was non-significant and the assimpiion was

As can be seen in Tables 6 and 7 the ANOCOVA on the liths grade SDRT
comprehension -scores was nonsignificant.. This implies that the _ =
adjusted posttest means for the three tre%i'gnt groups did mot differ o
significantly even though each group made erate gains in mean e
grade equivalent scoges/from pre to posttest. Thus, neéither x
Experimental Group I tudents who attended the Paderborn Center) 4
nor Experimental Group II (students who recgived reading assistance
in their regular schools from teachers served by the Paderborn Cen-~
ter) showed significantly greater gains than students in the a
control grow:p (students in a school ,outside the district affecte /
by the Paderborn Center.) . '

: Table - 6 :
Grade Equivalent Means for Grade L on the SDRT Test -
*  for .Student Objective I '

¢
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Table 7
ANOCOVA' Summary on® the Grade l.SDRT Grade Equivalent
Scores for Student Objective I -

Sources . 88 af . ms _ F ;
Groups fadj.) L3 2 .22 .62  N.S. é
_Within Groups (adj.) 1758 50 .35 . A

TOtal '-’( adJ . ) S .t.. . 18 .01 52

4

Tables 8 - 10 summarize the performance of 5th. grade students on 4
Objective I. Table 9*indicatés that the F-ratio was significant
at the .0l Yevel and thus differences among the ad justed posttest
means for the three groups (Experimental I, Experimental II, and
Cghtrol) may be inferred. The, subseguent follow-up tests in
. Table 10 identified a’ significant difference be®ween Experimental
.~ - Group II and the Control Group ( =.01) in favor of the former, but
no significant difference between Experimental Groups I and II or o
between Experimental Group I and the, Control. The finding supports ]
the philosophy upon which the Paderborn project was initiated, in
that the availability of a rescurce center for teachers would re-
sult in large improvements in student reading achievement without the
- _necessity of bringing the students to the center itself. Whik a
- significant difference was not found between Experimental Group I

/////9nd'phe Control Group, the observed difference in favor of Exper-

{mental I was in the expected direction. Finally, it should be °
pointed out from Table that toth experimental groups increased
their mean grade equivalents from late grade 2 on the pretest to- 4
early to middle grade L on the ‘posttest. This, in itself, is quite
- an accomplishment. , ' ) ) . .

/

Table 8

—
(o] > »
s

Grade Equivalent Means for Grade 5 on the SDRT Test
for Student Objective I ,

Pretest Posttest Adjusted Posttest

. Groups -~ . N -Mean Mean : Mean
2 Exp., 11 22 . , 2.92 1,60 L.53
: 7z Exp. I . 29 2672 - .10 S [
; Control (N.A.) 8 - 2.88 3.64 - . 3.59




Table 9
ANOCOVA Summary on the Grade 5 SDRT Grade Equivalent
: Scores for Student Objective I s

d ™

Scources ss ar ms F
Groups {(adj.) 2 5.38 2 2.69 5,093
Within Groups (adj.) 29.09 , 55 53" )
‘ Total (adj:) 3447, 57 ’ )

#t p (.01

Table . 10 _
. [ . P
Follow-Up Tests on Grade 5 Adjusted Means for Student
Objective I

v " ”

Difference in Adjusted ) E

~ Comparison B Posttest Means . S.E. t
Exp. II vs. Exp. T .37 .21 1.76
Exp. II vs. Control 94 - 30 3:%3$§~~~
Exp. I vs. Control ¢ .57 ) .29 . 196 5

e p .0l
\

Tables 11 - 13 present the findings with respect to the 6th graders
on Objective I. The findings for 6th graders paralleled those for
the 5th grade,with the exception that the results here were sig-
nificant at the .05 level rather than the .0l level. The adjusted |,
posttest means for the Experimental II and Coritrol groups again :
differed significantly, but the other two comparisons were non- : .
significants Table 1l shows that in both experimental groups the
students increased their mean grade equivalents from roughly mid to
late grade 3 on the pretest to mid to late grade Iy on the posttest.
These mean gains are not quite as impressive as those for the S5th
grade. However, the overall conclusion that can be reached is that,
for 6th graders as well as Sth graders, substantisl reading improve-
ment can be realized by utilizing -the resources of the Paderborn
Center in the actual classrooms without transporting the students

- to the Center. =~ : N
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) Table 11 ) oo
Grade Equivalent Means for Grade '6 on the SDRT Test ' i
for Student Objective I . . K »
- B ] ', . ]
. ‘Pretest Ppstt_:e.st Adjusted Posttest )
Groups - N Mean Mean Mean
Exp. IX 22 ¢ 3.76 .97 . L.87
Exp. I 26 3.}25 L,36 .6 X
Control (N.a.)| 13 3.61 1406 4.05
. . RY \I
s P 3
. ® H
; Table 12 .
: ' ANOCOVA Summary on ‘the Grade 6 SDRT- Grade. Equivalent
-; Scores for Student Objective I
i - - 3
N Sources . 8s df ms F 2
- v ! ’ N 3
. Groups (adj.) S.lly 2 2.72 " 3.92# ‘ :
~+ Within groups (adj.)4l.60 57 L .73 3
§~ Total 47.03 ‘ 59
. *
d # p<.05 :
3
é : . ‘' '
4. '
i £ Table 13 ,
& : d 7
% Follow-Up Tests on Grade 6 Adjusted Means for Student ° .

. Objective I ~ C
7 R _ g
| Difference in Adjusted , ‘
4 . Comparison’ Posttest Means SE.  t
' , Exp 'II‘VSQ Expo I . '%1 a 025 1.61‘.

5 Exp.' II vs. Control .82 .30 5.73%

& "Exp. I va. Control - - .hl’}\ .29 ol

# p<.05 2 B * ‘o --"",:"

: B ( ~ PR
» J e ‘
i > 22 Lot : :‘
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The evaluation of individual performances on Objective I was per-
- formed by usifig a 90% statistical confidenge interval. This esseh-
tially amounts to determining.whether or not each individual student
agsociated with PDARC has achieved a non-random gain in reading
competency that would occur by chance‘only 10% of the timé or less.
' Thus, for éach student in Experimental Groups I and II, the raw’
score gain from pretest to posttest was converted to atandard
error of measurement (S.E.M.) units and then cémpared with the
critical value of 1.28 associated with a 90% confidence interval.

Table 1h’reports the summary information concerning the number of
non-chance gains made by the students in Expermental Groups I and II
for grades Li-6. In contrast to the datd reported on group per-
formances, 100% and.83% of the Lth graders in Experimental Groups II
and I respectively attained significant gains in S.E.M. units. Of
coursg, it must be remembered that S.E.M. = 1.5 for the grade U
dorms of the S.D.R.T. Since thig value is rather small relative to

. the S.E.M. for the grades 5 and 6 norms (3,5 and 2.9, r§spectively){J
a relatively small raw score gain can result. in & non-chance im=- .o
.provement. In spite of this fact, these percentages of significant
indfvidual gains at grads L do represent real gains and somewhat
make up for the non-significant comparisons between treatments
obtained earlier for this grade. ,The individual results were most .

. -impressive at grade 5 with 86% and 83% of the students in Experimen~

i tal Groups II and } respectively achieving significant gains. This
is particularly noteyorthy sinco S.EM. ~ 3.5 fér this grade and
thus: non-chance géins requirs a large raw score gain. *The results
for grade 6 were. somewhat surprising and disappointing. Here, only,
73% and 65% of the students in Experimental Groups II and I respec-

3
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i " tively moved significantly beyong chance. The raal concern at
§ . grade 6 is the alarming number of no gairnis or lossds for both 'groups
%9% and 23% respectively). ~These percentages may partially be

explained by the cumulative frustration that an ineffective reader
faces by the time he “reaches the 6th-grade. - o
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” Cmeple 14 . ,
- Numbefs of PLARC Students Achieving Non-Chance Raw Score =
L Geins in Reading Competéncy for Grades L-6.-' s
' - " - for Objective I = - .
L . LT L -
Gfadé7 roup N No.Gain NonSignificant Signiricant
‘ ’ : : -~ or Loss’ = Gain Gain
S5 . 1121 0 ( 0%) 0 (0% .. 21 {100%) .
’ h /;xp I 23 3 (13%) 1 (4%) , 19 ( 83%)
. g |Exp.II 22 0 ( 0%) 3 (14%) 19 (" 86%)
5 izxp I 29 1 ( 3%) b (142) 2 ( 83%)
, J Exp. 1T 22 2 ( 9%) L (187) 16 ( 73%)
. 6 U Exp. I 26 .6 (23%)) 3 (123) .17 (665%)
ce . s - ‘éﬁ%;&‘g?’g&i s
. ' * "Results of the evaluation by,iqﬁerp?%@iﬁg data: . .\
~The findings summarized by Tables 6-1l 'suggest that success:-was

. posed in accounting for the failure to find gignificant differences

among the three treatment groups at grade h,'this result ismiti-

; . gated by phe high percentage of individuals in the Experimental
PR Groups that achieved non-chance raw score gains at this grade.’ One
2 possible explanatidn of.the former finding is that Lth graders . are
é ~ slower to respond to remedial treatment of any type and hence no
¥ -significant differences bstwaeén mean gradé equivalent gains could’
é: . Dbe expected. . The greater adjustéd posttbst grade equivalent means
. « . exhibited by the 5th and 6fh graders 'in the Experimental II groups

endorses .the .concept of the PLARC Céntgr. In fact, the greater
improveient of''gtudents in n&%grhr clagses taught by the partici=

7. \ " peglized in fulfilling Objective I. Although someé problem is, =~ & i
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-pating teachers is particularly encouraging in view of the logistical -
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Student 0bj£ptiV€ One -- Third Year -- 1973-7h4.. ' « .

& - - e e— _

A. Studng;, grades 5, 6 and 7 will increase their competency in
reading in’ the following patterns: Using a 90% confidence level, .

it is possible t6 say that any student.moving 1.28 standard error .

units has gained in a non-random manper.,: That is, over the long o0 -
run, a gain of 1.28 or more SEM.units“would occur by chahce only S e
104 (or less) of the *time. - : R * " ' :
B. The gain scores of the Experimental Groups I and II will be : ;
compared| to the gain scores.of the control group. Gain scores are
to be determined by the Stanford Diagnostin Baading Tast adminis-~
tered in| September 1972 and March 1973 as pretests and in March

1974 as h posttest, ‘ : 1

EValuathn‘- Third Year -.2973,7u, . ) . B 3 ‘Q‘

e ke fan

The-QVaiuation of the group performances on Objective I tas conducted
_through the statistical technique of analysis of covariance (ANOCOVA).
This technique is essentially a combination of regression analysis

and analysis of variance. The procedure jslds adjusted posttest {

means for the treatment group8 which actually represent what the *
posttest means would, have been had all pretest mearis been equal. ' .
The differences in adjusted posttest means are then tested for ° . S
gignificance through.an analysis Qf variance. In the analysis for .
the present year, pretest scores were taken as the SDRT scores
.collected at the end of the 1972-73 project year.” Posttest scores
were- taken as the SDRT scores collected-at the end of the current
1973-74 projecét year. . : ) ' "

e

~~ - v ’ ’ ’ ° - * .
. Pables 15-19 represent a summary of the group performance of grades,
5, 6 and 7 on Objective I. Although.not shown in the tables, for : .
each ANOCOVA a preliminary test of homogeneity of regression g
‘coeffidents was carried out 'to ascertain whether the slope of-: the
regression line within each group was the ssme. In all cases the
F-ratio was nonsignificant and the assumption was upheld. Thus, _
‘the main analysis were conducted., B s '
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. ‘Table 15 o
’ Grade inuivalﬁnt-Meahs for Grade 5 on the SDRT Test
T ' for Student Objective I . ’
_ ' [
iy ‘Pretest Posttest Adjusted -
?rqups N Mean Mean Posttest Mean
.Experimental II 18 . 3.2% .43 .36,
— Experimental I 17 2.9 e .13
- Control (N,A.) .5 3.2 1 «80 4.73
T N - \‘
-J/ ° I
S S -
ton f < :
Table. - 16 '
; . "ANOCOVA'Summa;y on‘the'Gradé'slSDRT‘Grade Equivalent
o 1 Scores for Student Objective I
?" Sources - _Qs, arf ms F
é‘— : .:‘ ,‘
A Groups (adj.)’ 1.52 2 .76

Within (adj.)

25.1,8. 36,

To%al (adje)

27.00
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- . ‘ 'fable

Grade Equivalent Méans for Grade 6 on the SDRT Test

— for Stqglpe,gt Objective I -
’ : hfi j‘ 7 . ) »
J : _ : ——
. Pretest. Posttest Adjusted Po 8>
Groups N Mean Mean Test Mean
- n -«
. Experimental II 19 - L.76 , 5.35 4498
Experimental I 21 .., e 07 . 475 490
Control (N.A.) 8 * 3.6 4.0l L.49 ‘&
— - g
3
V'\\J ’ ?
a
. . . i
Table - 18 ; :i
ANOGOVA Summary on the Grade 6 SDRT Grade Equivalent . AR
. Scores for Student Objective I ST |
. > N . . o T
é\ ¢C \ f i
= e\ -
Sources 88 ar / ms ‘P ' |
Gromps .(adje) - . 1.17 2 <58 -5 .66 : -
Within (adj.) . 39.21 Iyl .89 e
. : S -
|
Total (agj.) '1,0.38 L6 . %
< . ] ~ E o
. N o~ . —- o> "ﬁhj
R . —r - - - . . .. j
? . [
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.t Table 19 - . :

Grade Equlvalent Means £ér Grade 7 on the SDRT Test L

L s ‘ for Student Ob;ectivd I :
~ Y « % \ N ,
. ‘c‘a (/ \ b ] , 4 .
A ; : et ’
‘ Pretest Posttest Adjusted Post= "
: G#OUPQ N, Mean Mean Test Mean °
- - P ,\‘

—

Experimental II
Experimental 1
Bontrol (h},j\. )

'\ 18 5.03' (1 5.5 5.13 L o
% 19 u.l% ' 07 ‘
43 6
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; ¢ Table 20 ) « e
" ANOCOVA Summary on.the  Grade 7 SDRT Grade Equivalent o’ v
J ' Scores.for Student Objective I o T

Sources

L3 ¢

Groups (adj.) .
«‘wlthin (adj.) 19.36 Ml L7 Lo
- . B N ) _ ;‘?\ - > /a” ) 1% . 3
_ ”?Qtal (pa.dj:. ) . _‘" e 220-55' ,Cf o ‘3“ "
. : & L
- R { % ,
# p{.05 4'/ %
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As can be seen in Tables 15 - 18, the 'ANOCOVA's on the 5th and

6th grade SDRT comppehension scores. were nonsignifieant, This im-

plies that the adjusted posttest means“for the three treatment .
groups at each of these grede:levels did not differ significantly ' 3
even though each group madéggmoderate gains in mean grade equivalent

scores. Thus, in grades.5*¥d 6, neither Experimental Group I ) 3
(students who at'tended the. Paderborn Center) nor - Experimental Growp, - - 3
II (students who received reading '‘assistance in,their megular schools ;
from teachers served by the Paderborn Center) showed significantly :
greater gaifis than students in the Control Group (students in a _ ]
school outside of the district affected by the Paderborn Center.) ]

R4 .
Tables 19 and 20 indicate that for. grade 7 the ANOCOVA conducted
was significant at thé .05 level. Thus, differences among, the
ad justed posttest means for the three treatmént grouyps may be@nfer-
red. When follow-up tests were performed on the ad usted pos¥pest
meangjof Table 19, the Contrpl Group adjusted SDRT mean was sig-
nifi$éntly higher than both the Experimental I and Experimental II Rt
adj ed means. This finding was certainly contrary to the_ hypo- - -]

. thesis of this objective. . s ) - S
The evaluation of individual performances on Objective I was per-

. formed by using a 90% statistical confidence interval. This .
essentially amounts to determining whether or not each individual .
student enrolled in PLARC has achieved a non-random positive gaip
in reading competency that would occur by chance only 10% of ths’ time
or lesd. Thus, for each student in Experimental Groups I and II,
the rgW score gaig-from pre to posttest.was first converted to . . . _
standard error of measurement (S.E.M.) units. Each of these measures’ ]
was thén compared with the critical value of 1.28 associated with a //,
one-ended 90% confidence interval. - : .

9 g% N

3

1.

-

<.
\\ I
I

Table 21 reports the summary infa mation concerning the number of* :

non-dh@nce gains made by the students in Expepimental Groups I/&nd. E

II for'grades 6 and 7. It is important to note that the gains’ for o

grade 5 wre not included in this table because the pretest and poat- 3
.test involved two different levels of the SDRT test and the .raw o

score s we not directly comparable. o 1

~ - ) - Table 21 , : ]

Numbers of PLARC Students in Grades 6 and 7 - i

Achieving Non-Chance Raw Scores Gains in . : T

Reading Competency for Studept Objective I

.3

i Grade, Group ,° N ‘No Gain  Nonsig. ‘Significant
: . " ‘ * v .op loss " 'Sgin ~ e~ Gain » .
6 -* Experimental II 19 3 (16%) L (21%). . 12 (63%), o |
> Experimental I. @1 3 (14%) y 3 (148) =~ 15 (12%) . ]
] ' 7 Experimental I 18 L (22%) 6 (33%) < 8 (45%) -. . :
 Experimenmtal I .9, 3 (16%) - L (2I%) 12 (63%)
z ) o | :i. —— “;_gi:;ih:i_ig?lh:_ﬂ;;N42§:m_ - ,‘( ﬂ;».' aé{_ . ]
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In contragt to the results’ren@gﬁed on .groups performances, the
individual geins in Table 2%:&¥s some¥hal' more encouraging. Of

the 6th graders in Experimental @roups® II-and I; 63% and 72% re- '

spectively showed significant .noa=¢hence. gains. The percentages

for the 7th grade were slightly lower. Here, 45% and 63% respective-

ly moved significantly in the positive direction. These lower per-
centages may probably be partially attributed to the -cumulative
frustration that an ineffective reader encounters by the time he
reaches 'the 7th grade.

The findings summarized by Tables 15 - 21 suggest thatglimited
success was'realized in fulfilling Objective I. White‘bo t of the
gains in mean grade equivalents displayed by, the Experimental I

and Experimental II groups were moderate in size, thqy were sta-
tigtically no larger than those exhibited by the £ontrol Group
which received no special reading instruction.. In fact, at Grade 7
the’ Control Group outperformed both Experimental Groups in a sta-
‘tistically significat fashion. These results are certainly in
"“sharp contrast to the 1972-73 results in which the Experimental II
Group statistically outdistanced boththe Experimental I and Control
groups for grades 5 and 6. One possible explanation of the dis-
appointing group performances for the current year might be that
students, after weing in the program several years, have possibly
grown weary through the continual effort made by the PLARC staff to
increase their reading competency. These students, in a sense,
have "spent" themselves and no longer appear tosbe able to reap the
benefits of specialized reading instruction. . .

In terms of individual gains, the 6th grade percentages of non-

. chance gains in both Experimental Groups roughly matched those of the

1972-73 project year. Since the current 5th grade individual rew
gains were not meaningful, grade 6 was the only one in which this
type of comparison could be.made. Again, the percentages from Table
21 and the percentages from grades L and 5 from the prior year
support the notion that as the grade level increases, the student
has a more difficult time in attaining a non-chance gain in reading
_ competency. . ) ‘ ’

¢
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> Student Obijective Two -- First Year -- 1971-72.

Students, Grades 1-3, given participation in the Center will in-
dicate a greater satisfaction 1) with school in genéral, 2) with
reading as a subject, and 3) with self-achievement in reading than
those students who have not participated in treatment at the Center.

(t

Evaluation - First Year - 1971-72. .
. A 36 item attitude inventory was administered to the students in
Experimental I and Experimental II. Due to the small population
all students in the Experimental I group and Experimental II group
were given the inventory. 'The inventory had four subsections:
self-concept, self-peer-concept, school-concept, and reading-concept.
* The oveyall results are reported below:
. . mean  var. s.d. sem ~ rel.: n. ?

Exp. I 18.71 27.59 5.25 2.72  -0.72 . 62
Exp. II  18.00 20.L6 .52 2.70 0.63 57
L ) .

# computed using Hoyt's Analysis of Variance Te%EgiSyé:
The difference iquean scores of the two groups is not statistically

significant.

Student Objective Two -- Second Ysar -- 1972-73.
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Students, grades l4~6, in schools affected by Title III, ESEA
Paderborn Project will indicate .greater satisfaction with school
. in general, with reading as 4 subject and with self-achievement in -
. reading than students in the control group not affected by Title X
III, ESEA. . : . .

Evaluation - Second Year - 1972-73.

An attitude scale was designed by ths Paderborn Staff which was
intended to tap each of the areas listed above: (1) satisfaction

with school, (2) satisfaction with reading, and (3) satisfaction

with self-achievement in reading. .Although the_ three categories -
were included in a single iristrument the findfﬁés suggest that -
Objectiver II was not satisfied, ’ :




-«
hd - , /
Tabls 22° L ‘ ' )
N Test of Signifidanee 6n Posttest Abtfadq Scores
' mfor Grades i4-6 for Student ObjectiveMII
Grade  Control Exp, Control  Exp. -Diff. SE ¢
: N N _'Faptors Mean Mean (E-~C)
~Interest in reading 9.63 9.22 -.41 .6l 6LNS
L. 8 18 ichievement in read. 7.38 7.33 -.05 .62 O8NS
J .- .Attitude toward. sch. 12,13 10.94 ~1.19 .75 LS59NS

’r .
. - . Interest in reading 9.50 9.40 -.,10 .50 .20NS
5 8 s 20 Achievement in read. 6.50 6,90 .%O .65 62KS
Attitude toward sch. 12.38 . 11.50 -.87 .6l L36NS

" IAterest in reading 8.82  8.86 ° .04 .48 -OBNS

6 17 21 Achiewement in read. 7.35 7.4 -.21 .48 .L4LNS

Attitude woward sch. 11,06 = 11.43 .37 53 .7ONS

V3

]

3

K ]
No 31éﬁif1cent differences woere found in attitudes between the
‘Experimental Groups and the Cornitrol Groups across all grade levels
.and attitudinal categorieg.. :

Stﬁaent Objective Two ~-- Third Year -- 1973-7L.

A. Students, Grades 5-7, in schools affected by Title III, ESEA

Paderborn Progect will indicate a _greater satisfaction

1) with school in general .

2) with reading as a subject, and

3) with self-achievement in: 'reading than those students in the )
control group from a school nbdt affected by Title I3I, ESEA.

B. A preé/post Attitude Instrument, developed by the evaluators,
will be administered to the students in the Title III program and
to the control group students.

3
:
|
i
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" Evaluation - Third Yearr - 1973-74.

The attitude instrument used to evaluate this objective was a mod-
ification 6f the Self Perception Inventory by Soars and Soars. This
modiffication will hencpforth be referred to as the Children's Self-
L iption Scale (CSDS). This instrument contains four subscales
measuring a child's atti tude toward (a) self, (b) peers,-{(c¢) family

and (@) sehool., All totaled, .the instrument contains 30 statements i
whereleach statement, loads under one of the abovg subscales and is
score¢ from 1-5. A high scors on a subscale.is indicative of a
favoratle attitude toward the particular target situation. (A& copy
of the instrument is included in the appendix of this report.)

The gbove instrumeiit was administered on a pretest-posttest basis
to the LExperimental I (Paderborn Group) and the Control Group of
this study. No attempt was made to differentiate the results by
grade level since the individual scores were not so identified.

An aNOCOVA4 was perfofheé'6n the pre and posttest scores for each

“ subscale of the DSDS., Tables 23 - 30 report the findings of these
analyses for grades 5-7 comBined.
N \-




Table 23

Self Attitudinal Means for Student Objective II

groups N Pretest Posttest -Adjusted Posttest
' Mean Mean . - +Mean -

22,04 21.61

Experimental I - 28 . 21.54
Control N fjug 20.41 20.40 20.57

7/
3

Table 24
_ ANOGOVA Summary .on. Self Attitudinal Scores
’ -~ for Student Objective II
Sources L ss af “ms 7 F
Groups (adj.) 21.49 1 21:49 1.87
| | : . : - :
Within (adj.y . 1090.35 © 95 11.48
- . ’ - . :
. Total (adj.) T 1111.8Y4 ‘96
-~ « Q B . ’ . ..f;
/
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. Table 25 \\\. 1
oy Peer Attitudinal Means for Studeni: Objective ‘;{‘IL 1
“ : : !
’ , Pretest Posttest Adjusted Posttest i
Groups N Mean ©  Mean Mean T |
- Experimental I 28 19.82 19.61 . 19.51 !
. ;
Control 70 19.33 ¢ 19.13 19,17 - |
' |
-
i
: 1
1
i
- : |
! .
/ . -
Table 26

: , :

- ANOCOVA Summary on Peer Attitudinal Scores ' ’

for- Student Objective II

! Sources : ss . ar ms F -
7 ; 3
" Groups (adj.) - . =2.21 1 2.21 .16
- Within (adj.) " ©1327.38 | 95 ' 13.97
- d e l/
Total (adj.) . 1329.59 %6
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‘ - K Table 27 ° ) . | |
Family Attitudinal Means for Student Objective II Y
.. /
G N Pretest Posttest Adjusted Posttest
roups Mean Mean _ Mean -
Experimental I =~ 28 2ly.29 I 24.07 2h.12
Control ® 70 by - 23.60 23.58
N N L
i — nes = o ——
- . N\
k! \
) /
- , . Table 28
. v ‘\
¢ ANOCOVA Summary on Famlly Attitudinal Scores \
: R for Student Objective II .
4
! B )
’i: Sources < ss : ar ms’ F o -
Groups (adj.) 5.8 ‘1 5.8, .32
| Within (adj.) 1712, 3 éf . 18.0%
$
1 ' ,
: Total (adj.) . 1718.18 96 3
= ‘ 3
73. h \ . j
Y ) i
i Y 4
|
. ' i




School Aﬁtifudinalfﬁegns for Student Opjective I1
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“Tablé 29
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P .
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CEEN

Groups

¢

Prétesé
" Mean .

Posttest
' Méan .-

Adjusted Posttest -
Mean - h

i . |
- ~— i
. : 1 =
Experimental I &28. 35.36 33.50 33.13 :‘
Control - 70 . 33.71 32.80 32.95 ;
I"T ;:
,. %
|
1
E
! 1
. - .
. ¢ 1
. . ;
. Table 30 IR . ' .

Y ; B A .
ANOCOVA Summary on School Attitudinal Scores . . g
for Student Objective II , . ‘ %
. i ’ LY. , ’1:
i l 5 4 - ;
] '.."f N v ) %
Sources 88 ar . " m8s ! P A oo
. * - : ,1
GI’OUPS (adj!.) . . .70 . 1'. . .70 . ] 002“ - ’!
Within (adj.) 3698.29 . 95 38.93 ‘?
* N ) - } ‘: ,l i
Total (adj.)" +-3698.99 . 9% . : é
, . B ] ‘ .
%
' , i
. ’ - : :
4 X “” i
- . - *i
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- The ‘results can.be suhmﬁrized;bpiéflj by stating that none of -thse

(7

.

four attitudinal subscales produced a. significant difference be- - .
tween the 'adjusted posttest means of the Experimental I and Control
Groups. This,-&f course, implies that for each subscale the average
gain (or loss) of the Experimental I Group did not differ signifi- .
~cantly.from the average gain (or loss) of the Control Group. In
“reality, on three of the subscales (Peers, Family, and Schovl),.
mean losses in favorable attitude were posted by both groups from
pretest to posttest. The only subscale that registered a mean gain
in favorable attitude was the Self subscale and in this case only
by.the Experimental .I Group. - ) I . ‘
The instrument used in this year's project to assess' attifudingl
changes/was felt to be far more sensitive than last year's ingtru-
ment since it was Patterned after a standardized test and contained
many more items. This latter adwantage produced the desired score
variability that was badly lacking in last year's make-shift test.’
In.spite of the above refinement, only small mean shifts were ob- :
served on the four subsgales and on_three of these thé movement was .
toward,a léss fdvorable attitude. It is somewhat encouraging to -,
note that the Experimental Groyp I did show a mean gain of .5 -toward
@ more favorable self-attitude. This rather’ meager shift could re-
present a very important outcome since many authorities wotild argue
that a child must accept himself before he accepts others. Overall,.
However, the results of this section were quite disappointing and
certainly suggest that Objective II was not satisfied. " -
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.o Student Objective Three -- First ngr --“1911272. g . ’ ‘¢

'A. Studenfs will actively engsge parent participation in reading’
reinfoncgment activities. T o R o

-
.
.
»

- B. - Parent participation record form. o L : -

-

FERN - .. -
\ ‘ ‘ &

Evaluation - First Year - 1971-72. .

Beginning January lj, the form was sent home with students' assign-' 2
ments for parental signature indicating participation with child.
Forms were kept in students file for record. As of March 31, 1972, .
students' files contained a total record of 160 instanceg of par- '
ental, signatures indicating they had participated with ithe child _
in the assignment described on the form. ‘ . ' . ‘\

13 v ‘ ’\,.' \j-"‘

Student Objective Three -- Second Year -- 1972-73.

e

Students in Experimental Gro&ﬁ I, who actively engage the‘famiiy
membérs in reading reinforcement activities wil]l show greater gain

ih readi®f competency that those:students in Experimental Group I >
who do not so engage. . : . : - '7k‘1.
", ' A'random sample of 20 barticipating.families'will be interviewd - R -
concerning the student/family reading activities. ?hislwil} guar-. T
antee that the family participated in the student's program. A . k\

statistical test will be ‘applied to the reading score of partici-
pating Experimental. Group I students vs, the reading scores, of non-
participating Experimental Group I students to determine level of <
significant difference. . ‘ — 7 . -

LN .

i

g A
. A

Evgluation - Second Yag%-— 1972-73. t; ) . "' -
.\' ) ) p ] ./;:\ ’;_ ;; Tabl-e . 31\‘ ~ N b
) " Grsde Equivalents Means on°® the SDRT Reddiné(boﬁp}ehensioﬁ
N 3 Subtest for Student Objective III’ o '
. Groups. ,, . N . Pretest - Pgs%te§%~&‘hdjgsted‘Posttést
*o . _ Mean © %, . Mean <. -~ Mean .
Hoite Assignment 20 Y245 . - 2,98 s 3i08 - .
) ¢ Control - / 18 2.58 - 3 3.33
- 3 S . . ' et
; ! ‘ % Y a (L ;‘ ) . % ! - ¥ . [,
/ v v ’ 39 K L / '
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Table 32

' ANOCOVA Summary on the SDRT Reading Comprehension Grade Equivalent
- é3Scores for Student Objective III .

.
-~ .
! ~
. . . .
*

"
v

. )

B L

Sources ~ ss ar = ms F 1
.Groups (adj.) . '.72' 1 .72 eI
Within groups (adj.) . 26.59 °© 35 .76 .

‘ “ |
Total .adj.) - 27.31 36 i

-

A
+

¢ »

Theé evaluation of Objective III was carried out by employing ANOCOVA

- - on the pre and posttest grade equivalent scores for the SDRT reading
comprehension $ubtest. Table 32 indicates that the f-ratio .was non- . ]
significant. Thus, it may ke inferred that the adjusted posttesty :
mean for the ‘Home Assignment group did not differ significantly from
the adjusted posttest mean for the control group. (See table 31).

Moreover, a close inspection of Table 31 indicates that both groups .
made rather modest gains in mean grade equivalent scores from pre to o
posttest. : ’ ' : ‘ %

FES

/‘ »

Note: Student Objective Three was terminated after. the second year.
The objective was terminated because of the difficulty encountered
' in establishing a statistical design that would jisld meaningful
B results. In order to-develop this objective, the scope of the pro-
I . gram would have had to have been expanded. This was financially
’ impossible. * - o
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Student Objective Fouri-- Fifsi ¥ear -~ 1971-72.

none , . '

1

Student'Obﬂective Four -- Second’ Year -- 1972—73.

Students that attend the Center will increase their knowledge ~in
' reading~study skills. .

i

Evaluation - Second Year'; 1972~-73. ,
The Work-Study Skills Test of the SRA Achievement Series was ad-
ministered pre and post to determine if gain in knowledge of reading
skills had been attained by the student participants. The data was
treated statistically. The .05 level of signiflcance was utilized.

-

_
Table 33 ' o

*

{
Tests of Slgnlflcance on SRA Work-~ Study Skills Grade Equlvaleht
_ Scores for Grades u -6 for Student Objective IV

»”

.
(
) : ' ”
.
-

-

[}
ﬁ“ - Pretest . Pogttest - Differsnce .
Grade . N Mean - Mean Post-Pre~ . S.E. - t
‘ b . 18T 3.39 3.69 .30 .20 " 1.50 NS
5 25 3-96 ).'.-25 N -,29 ’ 125 ’ 1-16 NS
6 . 21 ).‘.-31 ).‘.-).‘.7 k-‘16 N -20 - ‘ .8’0 NS

. r
> +

The previous data, 1nd1cates that Objective IV was. not fulfilled,

. although modes observed mean gains .were achieved in work-study
- skills at all grade levels. .




S

. post utilizing the SRA Work- Study Skills Test.

‘'mean improvement were realized from pretést to posttest, butfthese

3 o\

- - S ST S o .

&tudent Ob]ectlve Faur <= Third Year -~ 1973\;h" ) 6

LY
2

Note: This objective was identified as Studeht Objective Three
. for the 1973-74 schoel year but it should have been iden- .

. tified as Student Objective Four. The prohlem was cgused® *

‘by the termination of Stéident Objective Three. Another .
objective was added and should have replaced the’ terminated
objective. - Unfortunate}y in developing the continuation - :
report Objectives Four and Five were eleVated one p091t10n o "
and a new-objective was introduced .as Student Objective Five.*
The correct order is malntained in this report.

]

A, Students, grades 5,/6 and 7 that attend the Center, w1ll increase
their knowledge iR rea@ing-study skills. . _ )

B. Reading-study skills evaluation will be adminlstered pre and

%
C
%
.
j
|
:
i
|

: .
. : ®

Evaluation - Third Yegf - 1973-7L.

. 3
The evaluation of Objective Four was conducted by u91ng the t- test
on the gain scores associated with the SRA Work Study Skills Test
for the Experimental { group. Table 3[ displays the results ol this -
analysis for each of the grades 5-7. At all gpade levels, sljight

r

gains proved nonsignificant when the crltical s atistlcal boundarles
were ‘applied. L , .
‘ : ’ j " .4

. . . »
¢ PEER TN ‘. e

d Table 3l ¥

Tests of+Significance on SRA Work Stugy Skills Grade Equlva;ent
Scores for Grades 5-7 for Student Objective Fourz T

Y719t

. .-
S S -

-
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b },:‘5
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Grade N 'Pretest % Posttest.®' Mean = . S.Ei% . 6
: “Mean. " :Mean - Gain e T N
* & ' . T ! -"\*7 \
12 3%76 -t h.05 Coige. .17 1.1 T
19 3.76 L9 .73 .38 1.92 .+ :
9 . 3052 ik\“ u..Zl 69 36 ) o '1 . 92 s . .: e ‘ .
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*The previgus data would ‘suggest thaf’Sbjeoti&é‘Four was, not ful-,
: filled. However, modest observ %uean gains were achieved in work-
..+ Zeudy ekills at all grade levels i, At grades 6 and 7 fhese galns,
+. excdeded the expected grade equivBlert gain over the 6-month span”
between Ppre and posttest. It is &again conceivable that both the
short duratiobn of this program and tbp,cumulative.frustration-on
the: part of the student contributéd to these ;qther small improve-

wyments. . . . .. s
- a:’ 7 Lew .. . . » . N ~‘, ‘:: -..-;;
¥ | / T

* Sbecial~Work/Studies\Student Objective - Third Year- 1973-7h. .

Thirty T7Tth and 8th grade stugents of the Millstadt Elementary
*School identified as deficie in Reading Vocabulary and Reading
Work Study Skills will be provided with an individualized Geo-
graphical Educational Program that reinforces reading vocabulary
and reading work study skilils. Twenty-seven of the thirty students
will attain e minimum gain of at least one grade equivalent.’ /-

\

4

2_:::)_' Eﬁaluatigh-Speéial Work Studies OHjective-Thifd Yegr-i973'7u.

ing the t-test on the grade equivalent gain scores from the Work
Study Test of the Iowa Test of Educational Development”(ITED). .
Table 3; presents the summary data for the specially selected
groupd from both the 7th and 8th grades. The mean gains in grdde .
~ equivalent scores for both the 7th and §th grade groups were gig~
nificant beyond the .00l level, In additicn, both mean gaihs were
substantially above the expected grade equivalent gain for the -

elapsed time span from pretest %o posttest. A

35

Tests of Significance on FTED Test W

Grade Equivalent Scores for the Special

Work Sﬁuiégg,Student Objective * °
. . ) o

Table

[,

e The group performance paft of this objective was evaluated by smploy~

4

Posttest

¢

Grade (N Pretést Mean S.E. T s
Magn .Mean Gain

7 30 5.22 6.1 .92 20 L7

8 }O 6.02 7-h3, 1. .17 Jplstes

REES
N Y

I3}

i
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" The imdividual gains made by the 7th and 8tH grade: groups are
_categorized in Table 36. It is indeed striking that 12 out of the °
—° . 30 students in grade 7, and 17 out of the 30 students in grade 8;
garnered gains in excess of one grade equivalent.

o
"y

[
N

Table 36

Numbers of Students Achieving Cer

/

Grade~ |, N Loss in No Gadin .1 G.E. to More than
) G.E. ' in G.E. l G.E. l G.E.
7 30 8 0 - 10 S - %
. . . . - 2
8 30 1_ 1 ) 11 _ 17.

.

S

The results on this Special Wprk Studies Objective are quite im-
pressive. Not ¢only were both s significant at the .00l
level, but the 8th grade. n was well above the targeted one grade
equivalent level and the Tth grade”gain approached thia.. coveted
level. No less impressive weré the high frequencies of students
. that made individual gains in excels ®f one grade equivalent.

8 Perhaps the-only sour note was that the program did not attain the

- stringent criterion set initially of 27 out of 30 students with
minimum gains of -one grade equivalent. However, in retrospect this
goal seems very unrealistic. In summary, ore is coempelled to say
that the Individualized Geographical Education Program instituted.
in this objective was an unqualified supgais\ o _

'
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Studdht Objective Fi;é -- Second Year -- 1912;73.

Students, as a group, in grades one, two and thres that are in - .
SR the PLARC mster teacher individual reading program will after five: '
o months of partitipation demonsprate a gain in the attainment of
the specific reading behaviors: vocabulary and comprehension.

Participants will attain a mear gain sign£;ipa§tly above one grade
equivalent on a standardized instrument measuring the specific
reading behaviors of vocabulary andé comprehension. . Each| student
will sttainh a minimum gain of at least one grade equivalent. A
statistical hyphothesis test will be conducted on the group mean
gain equivalent scores. 4 tabulation will.be made on the number of’
students attaining & minimum of at least one gradq}equivalent.

Evaluation - Second Year - 1972-73.

*»
w— . /!

& ‘ /"“’;;%iéj 37 | o o

Test of Significance on Grade Equivalent Scores on the

<{1 . Gates-MacGinitie Test for Grades 1-3 for Student Objective W
R . Pretest Posttest Differenca, - —
Grade Subtest N Mean - Mean Post-Pre SE  t e
; Vocabulary 10 1.10 1.9 .81 16 5.06%r ™~ 3
. - Comprehension 1.38 1.82 ALl 17 "2.59%
: } " o]
> Vocabulary 2 £ 1.73 2.50 77 12 b2 o
Comprehension 1,60 2.25 .65 . W12 S.h2#%
© 3" Vocabulary 17 2.2 ' “2.73  F .6l ile. 3.81%F
. Comprehsension 2.08 2.19 11 .08 .1.368%
) — — T
: #p .05 o .
- ‘ i R - e . .
2 4 p .01 . . \ v - - . ¢

g
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.No pretest score was available for one subject on coﬁprehenéion, '
therefore means were  based on 23 subjects for this subtest. .

This objective was evaluated by conduéting a t-test on the group
mean grade eguivalent gain sco _for both the Vocabulary and Com- -
prehension subtests for each—g;:ge 1-3, A tabulation was made of

the number of students attaining a minimum ggn of at least one grade .
i . equivalent. ’
.Table 37 presents the results of the, succéss in meeting this ob- . .

jective. The results are both disappainting and encouraging. In
terms of group data, it.can be seen that at sach level. ( first,
second and third grade) the students as a group made significant
gains. ' ' '

The fTirst gradeps«showed gains in vocebulary which were significant
at the .0l level, and gains in comprehension whiéh were significant
at the .05 level.. This was found in spite of the fact that for
first graders, more tkan half of the group performed at thé lower
\1imit of the tést in grade equivalent scores on the pretest. This
means thdt,; in many cases, gains of several raw score points could
have been effscted with absolutely no corresponding gain in grade
equivalent score, In terms of individual gains, only 3 of the-10
students gained as much as one year in grade equivalent scores on
. vocabulary, and 2 of the 0 students experiencgd this much gain in
comprekension. However, in‘asseziing the success of the program,
it should be remembered that in arting with a group ®hich has
problems in ?egding;.it is nét unusual for such a group to fail to .
register any gains a't all during a‘brief interval such as the 5
month duration of theﬁexperimental program -
~ The .second graders performed much better/as a group, in that
differences in gain scores in both vacabulary and comprehension
were found to be isignificant at the ..01 lwvél. -Niné of-the 2L .
) students attained a gain of one year or mgre'ih‘grade,aqniValent~
. -, .scoreg in vocdbulary, and 7 of 23 improved one year or more.in I
grade equivalent 'score in:the area.of ¢omprehénsion. + I ths
oriterion used-were equal to the' actual time involved (a grade
equivalent score of' .5) then:in votabulary, 17 .of. ths2ly were suc-
- N %gssful in keeping abr@asﬁ of .the progress of. average students, and
3 of 23 reached that level in comprehension.. - ' &
, The third graders showed -improvements similar to the other two groups
. ' in the area of vocabulary, where a difference significant at the .0l
) 1svel was found. However, the pre and post test means in ‘compre-
henaion were not significantly different from ongé another. -In
_addition, only 5 of 17 students on the vocag;}agg subtest and O

. . of 17 on the comprehension subtest made «gains of oné or more grade

' eqajvalents. . S
- B . \
, . . , . +

‘ . . o
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.In terms of the overall effectiveness of the program in realizing
Objective V, qualifipd success was achieved in grades 1 and 2, with
greater success at the second grade, where the mean gain in com-
"prehension was greater than the length of time lapsed. This is
expecially important in light of the study having begun with studens
who Were behind their age-placement, thus indicating a hlatory of
less than average progress.

Finally, it should be indicated why the word "quallfied" was used
* to describe the success undaer this objective. In the strict sense
of the statement of this rather "lofty" objective, the grade groups
did not attain mean gains sigrnificantly ‘above one- grede equivalent,
nor did a substantial number of students as individuals advance one
grade equivalent or more. Hewever, in view of the time 1limits
imposed on the treatment, the sheer number of significant gains under
this objective would attest to its success, especially when the
target population-is one already identified as experiencing dif-
'ficulty in reading achleVement.

o : i

Student Objectiﬁe'ﬁive -- Third Year -- 1973-74. ,
Students, as & group, in grades klndergarten, one, two, three, four
that are in the PLARC Mrster Teacher Individual Reading Program
will after five months of participation attain a mean gain sig-
nificantly abovs one grade equivalent on a standardized instrument
measuring the spetific reading behaviors of Vocabulary and Compre~
hansion. Each student will attain a minimum gain of at least one
grade squivalent. 4.

Evaluation - ‘Third Year - 1973~7L.

~ The group performance part of Objectlve Five was evaIUated by con-
“ducting a t-test on the group mean grade equivalent gain scores -
for both the vocabulary and comprehension subtests of the Gates-
- MacGinitie Test.  for each grade 2-4. Pable 38 reports the results
* of the statisticelr tests. Since only posttest scores were avail-
able for the PLARC students in grade 1, no resalts are reported

v . ol
0
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for this grade in the table. - ) =




Gradé. Subtest N - ’Pretest Posttest . Mean " 8.E. &
v - Mean Mean Gain
5 Vocabulary ) 1.93 2.57 bl - .23 2.78*
Comprehension 9 1.81 2.06 .25 .18 1.39
) F3 Vocabulary 13 2.56 . 3.38 .62 .26 S.15m
.~ Comprehension 2.21 2.89 . .68 .26 2.69%
Vocabulary Vo3 2.67 |, 2.79 .03 .30 .10
4 Comprehension ~ 2.23 2.23 .00 .29 .00
. ¥ ~ . . P -~ ]
. ##¢ p .0 o . -
# p (.05 : : . \

oL , Table 38. (— LT ‘ .

. Examination of Table 38 shows that vocabulary g
' and 3 were statistically significant at the, .05 and .0l levels re-

Tests of Significance on Grade Equivalent Scores on the Gates-~
MacGinitie Test -for Grades Z-h for Student Obj. V.

%

’

“ -

zains for grades 2

spectively.’ Comprehension gains were significant for only.grade 3 :
and attained only. the .05 level in this instance. Since many stu- .
dents in grade L had only posttest data available, the statigtical ;
‘test based on a sample size of 3 for this grade has very little
meaning in terms of success or failure of the objectig;r' -

Additional light is shed on the evaluation of Objective Five by
studying the ihdividual gains for the students in grades 2 and 3
The breakdown of this &ata is given in Table 39

A




,.\ _ . <\ } Table 39 _
Numbers of PLARC_Students in Grades 2-ly Achieving
Certain Grade Equivalent Gains on the -
Gates MacGinitie Test for Student Objective Five
4 . ) . )
* 3
Grade  Subtest . . N Loss in No Gain .1 G.E. to More than
\) . G.E. in G.E. . 1 G.E. 1 G.E.
i " - ~
Vocabulary 1 0 5 . 3
2 - Comprehension = _ . 9 3 k, 1 - L T
" Vocabulary 2 1 % 6
3 ° Comprehemsion - 13 3 - 0 N : 2
. Vocabulary 3 2 0 1 0.
"4 Gomprehension 1 1 1 0
Q‘ >
Probably the most striking featurs of this table is that 6 out of
the 13 studen i grade 3 made vocabulary i of more than one

gradé equivalent /score. Also-8 out of the same 13 students made
comprehension gains of from .1 to 1 grade equivalént scdre. At
the second grade level it can be seen that many of the gains in
both vocabulary and comprehension piled up- in the .1 to 1 grade
equivalent category. .

in terms of overall effectiveness of the master teacher program in
realizing Objective~Five, great success was achieved at grade 3.
Although both the mean gains in vocabulary and comprehension fell

short of the desired goal of one grade equivalent or more, both
were statistically significant and were greater than theg elapsed

" length of time for this year's program. Moreover, on an individqgl//“\\

basis, almost one-half of these students tallied gains in excess

of one grade equivalent score on the vocabulary subtest. At grade’ ' )
2, the success of the program was -somswhat limited. The vocabulary f
gain was significant and also above the elapsed program time, but
the. t:omprek?.n&io.n gain did not achieve such prominence. Of courss,
far too few observations were available at grade L to make any gc- L
curate statements. All things considsred, these results must be \
interpreted as satisfying Objective Five in spirit if not in letter. )

E
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\




-- Third. Year -~ 1973-ThL.

-~

Student Objective Six

4

A. Identify learners with perceptual and auditory deficiencies,
age five to twelve, grades k-}j, and prescribe and initiate a per-
ceptual-auditory education program for each deficient learner.
After one year of treatment each learner will demonstrate signi-
ficant gain in. auditory and perceptual skills that are directly
reldted to the basic tasks of Reading. ’

B. The auditory analysis test and the visual andlysis test will

be administered to all k-l students that have previously been iden-~
tifled by their classroom teachers and/or diagnostic reading tests
as being deficient in reading readiness or reading skills. These
tests will be administered -at the students attendance center during
the first two weeks of September. Students that demonstrate an
auditory or perceptual dysfunction will begin attending the Center
‘ the second week of October and their attepdance wili terminate

the last week of April. The instructional time shall coensist of

a minimum of !; day per week. The student will be guaranseed a
minimum of two hoursgof correctional instruction in the area of

his diagnosed dysfunction. The perceptual/auditory curriculum
materials to be utiliged will be those that have been devel oped

at the R.& D Center of the University of Pittsburgh, .
C. The AAT, VAT and The Gates MacGinitie Tests will be adminis-
tered on the pre-post basis to the participants. The raw gain -
scores of the AAT and VAT and grade equivalent gain gcores on the

Gate s-MacGinitie wiil be computed. Using .0l as the level of sig-

nificance, the mean gain scores of these instruments will(be tested
for statistical significance. ‘ ’

In addition, each individual's gain scores on the Gates-MacGinitie
will be examined and compared to a—gnadé equivalent gain criterion

of .5. ‘

_ Evaluation - Third Year --1973-747
™e data available for analysis under Objective Five was much less
than -the original plan prescribed. Two groups of kindergarten
students who were identified as having auditory or perceptual
-dysfunctions constituted the éxperimental and control groups. The
experimental group received six months of instruction wusing the
perceptual/auditory curriculum materials dereloped at the Ugiversity

of Pittsburgh. Posttest scores on the Gates-MacGinitie Readiness
. Test were obtained for both groups and statistically analyzed via
the t-test, Table 4O gives:the results of this test. -
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. Test of Signiﬁiqancé on Gates-MacGinitie Readiness Sqore§h"
for Perceptual-Auditory Program in Student Objedtive;Six

-

3

A
2

£

- Grbups', o N j Mgéns * Difference SE t

-~ v

: 3 . P

i

.~ Experimental 12 76.08 ' . ‘ ‘ .3
s ‘ ) ‘ 10056 L!.098 2:12* E

- A : ]

|

control 21 ., 65.52

' e )

f%‘¢p<05

-

. 7

- Experimental Group. This difference produgced a t-valde of 2.12
which was significant at the .05 level. .. 2
] v . In terms 6f;the.original statement of Objéqtifé‘Six,‘tﬁe results
3 -reported in this section can only be intexpreted as partially
. ¥ «fulfilling. thig objective.. Since only kindérgarten and posttest

%
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i
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%
|
3 * . J
‘ The observed-differénce‘in posmﬁeet means!was 10:56 in fa%or’bf the “]
3
|
;
|
data were available, the gsiBnificant findings certainly diminish ;
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- the internal.and extepnal rzflidity.of the experiment. -
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SECTIQN 1T - A. OBJECTIVES THAT HAVE BEEN ATTAINED.‘

AN
.
TV

. // . . ¢ , , .
//s'

~ '::l_.

“ Y
”~

Teacher Objective One, g ' AT

‘Technique for Evaluation.

...A new project d1rector was employed for the second a

. ;,:Teachers in grades (4-6) (7- 8),uho'oartlcipate in in-

Teachers in grades (1-3) (L4- -6) (7- 8) who partlclpate id in- -

.

serv1ce tralnlng sessions at the Center w1ll demonstrate com= ,

. petency in diagnosing read*ng skills to 90% cirterion.

°
' A

!

’

The, first year of the program the mastery technique was used . .

’

to asSess objective attainment.
B ’ H

. \
A4 8 M .

nd third

years of - the program, and the project dlrector and program

r

evaluators determlned that the utllﬂzatlon of the mastery S e

teéhnlque provided a poor statistlcal evaluat;on of objective

attainment. Therefore tha’technlque for evaluatlon for the :

second .aud third years of the programwas changed to read as

"_tofread as follows: Jh

follows. K S S ' . B
pre—post test utilizing a gtatistical t-test will .be - . .
e used to assess success. AN ) ’
The obJect1Ve for the second and ¢h1rd year was cha?gpd - . °
:

Service Lraining sessions at the Center will show sig-,
nificant-gains at the level in the ability to dlagnose

readinz ‘behavior.~s . R . }
. '-‘ R . A ’ i "" -

t . . . . . .
. N P . * «
* - .
L
:
: H
s
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py Year Two and Three: " The teachers’ frfon grades four through

\

\\

b

, .phase of th

. .
] v . - M R <
» ’ ‘ . N [
. B e
‘ -
«

Summary EValuation. . X .

2 e

-

l

Year One; Nine of twelve teachers from grades one, two and
- three achieved the desired 90% competency criterion.

eight attained gains Significant at the .0l level.
o T sl o .

.

Factors that Facilitated AccomplishmApt. ‘ .
Ty :
The inservice training program was extensive and ‘consisted

P
-

)
f summer wprkshops, qine Saturday workshops during each '

chool year,. plus- a minimum of three half days_of released.time'

during the school year. The inservice programs were reading °

[y

[

orientated.

b) The teachers employed by the proyect functio d as masteri’

¥

"teachers and worked directly with the classr oom teachers. This

c) A realistic prepost Video test was developed and thereby
!

a simulated real teacher diagnostic technique was evaluated.
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'Teachef Objective ?hree.“'

’g-

”
4

Teachers in grade§'kl~3) (h-6)’(7-Q) will demonstrate incréaged
ability to prescribé appropriate materials for ‘the development

of specific feading:behaviors. : - A .
: AN e ' '. - : -

Technigue for Evalua@%on.'

The first project year\g\pfafpost test'qomparison:Was'utiii;ed
but no statistical technique,WQS employed. fhig p§su1t§d in
providing a non-relevant evaluation; An évaiuattoﬁ~£eéﬁdiQué
was made by the new projgct.difector and the préjéct-evaluafdrs
and'théfefo}ehth;_evaluafion technique embloyed for’ﬁhe f@nai’
two broject jears'waé a,pre/bost test:employiﬁg a sta#igtical
t-te.st to assess success. (ﬁ‘, - o ;

.
) . . .o ]
. .

Summary Evaluation., ° 7 Y- g4

N [}

foéf"Onei Peachers grades one, two and fhgeéiimproved by an

average score of l.l in the ability to list various re-

mediation techniques. T ’ . .

- [ by

“Year.Two: " Teachers in grades fou¥; fiye.an&'six demonstrated

& gain in the ability to select appropriate remediation
"“techngies significant at the .05 level. - ’

Year Three: Tédachers in grades seven and eipht' demonstrated
a gain in the ability to select appropriate remediation
technique but the gain did not reach statistical sig-
nificance. . : . * :

Factors that Faéiiitated Accomplishment.

. - - . . ’ . - ?
a),The extensive inservice training program. See Teacher

Objective One, Page 1,
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~b) The realistic nature of the test in an applied setting was

facilitative, but might have worked .againgt this particular

objective in that the identification of appropriaﬁe remediation
"

o techniques was contingent upo% correct di‘gqosis of a readiné

problem. This is ideal insofar as measuring a useful improve-'

artificial test had been uged in which remediation techniques

© - “%
’ ment, but greater sqccess might have been seen if a more C i

|
had been matched with pre-identified reading probleme in a 1

.

rote-learning faehion. :
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1. Teacher Objective Four. jf“
T Ty ' iy
".Teachers in .grades’ (1-3) (h 6) (7 8) will increase competency
: in developing appropriate evaluation (questioning) devices " ]
,for reading comprehension. . o i ] . P
3 ' ’2; Technique.. for Evaluation. : -f: A _
’ " For the three project yoars the teachers were expected to ) ' %
[ .
L demonstrate the ability to fncrease their utilization of the 1
e !
N evaluative and the. 1nterpretive type of questions and simul- -
taneously decrease their utilization of the'literal ‘type of :
. questions. » . B “ ' . ’ e )
‘ First year a pre-postttest comparison was made but no statis- o ':f
- tical test was conducted. o o S S, T
. .. A correction "in the statistical techdique was made for the KR E&
¢ LR o ;'”::J* PR
second and third project y:ars. e ' ‘ - 3 : - 1
For the second and third years a pre-post test utilizing a Co '%
. . , ".. ‘--..»s L c '
. stktistical t-test was used to assess success. o /f, R
I3 y . - -t \ ‘?‘ , f’ [P . .‘ < &
3. Summary EValuation. . e ’, i, ‘ ‘:L_ < ‘ '
' Year One. Sizable gains ‘were observed in’ interpretive and
evaluative type questions utilized by teachers in grades
“one, two and three. . A B A
. - . @ . . 6 .
Year Two: Teachers in grades four, five and six demonstrated
b gdain 'in the utilization of interpretive and evaluative : PN
LS type quéstions significant\"f*the .01 level. B ~\\'.' o
.. } ’
Vo Year Three. Teachers in grades seven and eight demonstrated )
. : sizabIe gain in the utilizatipn .of interpretive and’ eval- e
: »  Yptive type questions bul ‘the gain did pot reach statis- ' .. .
_ ? : o tical significance. e N = .
:::‘ " . : ®. . B /'
ﬂ:. ‘ ‘\ ? ' l .‘ ’ . /"
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/—bl_gactors that Pacilitated Accomplishment.
. . i 3 .
A. The extensive inservice training program. See Teacher
Objective One on page -1- ‘

B. fhe outstandihg consultgnt service provide&\by Mrs. Ruth
Riéﬁardson, Ph,.D. Ed., S.I4U., Ed;argsville, Illinois and Mrs.
Genevieve Langston, Ph.D., E4d., ¥Mreka College, Eureka, Ill.
C. ﬁaster téachers Miss Kaxen Hutcﬁason and M?s. Betty Reed

worging diligently. .with projectfagchers on a one to one basis.




- 3. ¢ Summary Evaluatien.

1. Teacher Objective Five. L \\\-

Teachers in grades (1-3) (4~ 6) (7-8) will increase content

~
knowledge about the language arts process.

2. Techniques for Evaluation. z.

L] ’

The statistical design for the first project year was nebulous.

Phe relationshlp between procedures for objective accomplish-

ment and objective evaluation was very poor. . . 7! ‘ //;>
The first year evaluation was redundant and therefore the///////'
second and third year the objective was utilized as a/aﬁﬁmary < 5

. o

o

objective, and the techniqu loyed uas to’ summarize the.

accomplishment of objectives one throwu
o

¢

o

Year One: Teachers in grades one, two and three demonstr“ted
gdins in the acquisition of content knowledge in langusge <
arts significant at ihe .01 level , AN

Year Two: Teachers in grades four, five and six demonstrated ™ ]
significant statistical gain for objectives one, three
and four. ‘Therefore, based on a review of individual
teacher objectivés; -this objective was succegsful;x;hxﬁﬁ\wr_—~ .
accomplished. N e N

~. . T
Year Three: Teachers in grades seven and eight demonstratedﬂh‘nﬁx;xw”;
gains for objective one, three and four, Therefore, : 1

based on a review of individual teachef\bb;eczives, this - ‘*‘j
objective was marginally successful because statistical ]
significance was not attained for edch objecti%ET\\\\\\\\;MTMNN‘~N
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1. Tescher Objective Six -- Thimd Yéar -- 1973-7h.

A Sequential Reading Curriculum‘written in objective form,

. that provides the learner witn the opportunity to utilize
‘dlteﬁhatezxyles of learning how to read and provides the
ﬂ.teacher with the opportunity to match varied types of educa-

tional materials and equipment tc the learners individual styles,
§111 be developed for utilization of the seven cooperating

\\\\sqyool distriots. The curriculuu,will be completed by April

7, 1974.

2. Technique for. Evaluation.

Survey of teagpers concerning potential utiiization.

3. Su;;;;E\Evaluatﬁon.

Evaluation-Thlrd Ybar-l973 7h

Sequential Reading Curriculum written in objective form was

developed by April 7, 197u and reproduced by April 30, 1974

and distributed to all teacher .participants May 24, 1974. A

survey of the teachers indicates that 60% intend to utilize the
_curriculam as an aid for planning their instructional reading

program.

4. Factors that Facilitated Accomplishment.

‘The ability of the Paderborn reading. specialists to organize
the reading curriculum in obje%;ive form contributeé to ob-

jective accomplishment.

| 59
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1. Student Objective One., Lo _ %
A. 'Students, grades(l 3) (4-7), will“increase ‘their competency "'é
) in reading in the following Patterns. using a 90% confidence é
- vl.level it is possible to"say that any studént>éoving‘l.28 j
- standsard error units has gained in a non-rgndom mahner. That. o _*ia
’ > is, over the long run, a gain of 1.28 or more SEM units would i
i;- | occur by chance 10Z (or less) of the time. %
B. For project years two and three the gain scores Of Exper- i
imental Groups I and II will be compared tc the gain scores of i
the Control Group.
/”’ )
2. Technique for Evaluation.

Project Year One: Two experimental groups were utilized.
One group was comprised of the students attending the
Center for reading assistance and one group was receiving
" help in their schools. ] . -

The evaluation methodolosx consisted of utilizing the con-
. fidence level approach of assessing individusl gains.

Project Year Two and Three: Two experimental groups (one at
4 _ the Center and one in the schools) were compared with
i a control group of students attending a school that did
. not receive program treatmeht.

! The evaluation methodofogy consisted of an analysis of
! : ' covariance to determine statistical significance ard of 4
assessing individual gain by utiiizing the confi&ence
level approach. L . .

» 4 <
R -

3. - Summery Evaluation.\ :>

Year One: Siiizing the confidence level it can be stated that

succes as attained, in that a range of 60% to 90% of
is T the students achieved significant gains in either vocab-
ulary and/or comprehension.
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. .. Year Two: Utilizing an analysis of covariancg a statis,ically .

- - : significant differencein posttest adjusted means. was i

r - found (grade five at the .0l level and grade six at the %
.05 level). The differences were in favor of the groups -
bejng helped in the regular classroom through the use of
a master teacher. )

- Confidence levels indicated sign*ficant gain that ranged
” - from 65% to, 100%.

i . Year Three: No significant differences were found to fiawor -
. ' the experimental groups. .

R

~ Confidence levels indicated significanb gain thit ranged
- from L5% to 72%. .

? 2“ The objective was met successfully, particilarl&fin the child's

] . first year of program participation and at the lower grade

; levels. The second year of program operation produced the ,.
j “greatest stutistical gain.‘ This is the only program year in
?\\\T*/ uhich‘the mas ter teacher was scheduled into the reguler

i

teachers classroom for a minimum of’ one half hour per week.

Duri . the first year of the program‘the master teacher cdb°°Pt
‘was not utilized and during the third year of the program, a
rigid schedule‘was not imposed because the claasroom teacher was
allowed the option of requestingfaid or rejecting aid completely;
'The'statistical results or:this program seem to indicate that

: the utiligation of a master teacher in the regular classroom’

i to aid the ciassroom teacher is an efficient meéthod of, improving
i t the reading skills of children, provided a definite schedule

is established for master teacher-classroom teacher cooperation.

e

o
.

4

- ly... Factors that Facilitated Accoggli" ent.

% The inservice training program provided teachers with more
T - ) . ) ,,/ .

. expertise in the teaching or reading.
f“”',.." Ao . ” 61
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- posal of the clsssroom teacher. - 'l:ﬂgi

3

.
\ N N
The master teacher concept provided a-specialist at the dis-
A learning center provided a model enabling the schools and
teachers to begin to individualize instructien.

The earlier a child was identified as a disabled reader and

t ,

provided a reading program, the more successful the attainment

&

y

S

of this objective.
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1. Student Opjective Fbur.

Students that attend the Cenver will increase their knowledge
in reading study skills. (grades h-é) gnd (5-7)+

-

2. Technigue for Evaluation.

Year One:- Objective wasn't included. .

~

Year Two: Pre-post test comparison using a t-test on gains
in the S.R.A. Work Study Skills.

Year Three. A-Pre-post testayomparison using a t- test on gains
@ the S.R.A. Work Study Skills, ¢ .

B. A nre-post test cofparison utilizing t-tests on gains
on the Iowa Test of Educational Development Tegt -york .
studies.

Note: A concentrated educational effort was conducted
for one school district. Special work studies’
objegctive was established for this group of 7th

‘and th grade students._ e

A

{

3; Summary Evaluat ion. :

3 - -~

¢ A. Pre-post, test scores were subjected to t test of gains.'
For both years gains weére observed but they did not reach

- - statistical significance. -

s

. B. A pre-post test comﬁarison utiliﬁng a t- test revealed gains
- signifieant at the .001 leVel. ‘ ) St

. //A NE S e A
L. Facbors that Facilitated Accomplishment. ’

.~ The 'success of the objective was minimal because the basic

objective assumed that 'reading study skil s would improve along .

—

with general improvement in reading. Although observed gains

- were obtained, they were not statitioally.significant. However,.

) . .
J - ‘ -

N -
.AJ.H I~
4 =
4
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the .specific objective in year three‘for'7th'énd’8th grade

e

students, concen?pated upon improving work study skills. These .

PR ‘.‘;‘;":;\ N

students did demonstrate significant gains at the .001. There-~

> [

fore, goncentration Upon the development of work study skills

e
v
Jakay vt Ledw oa s

by the studen£3'fac{iitatgd objective accomplishment.
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1. Student Objective Five e Seoond and Third Years--1912-zg

Students, as a group, in grades one,’ two, thrée, four that are\

in the PLARC Master Teacher Individual Reading Program will

after five months of participation attain a mean gain signifi-~

| cantly above one grade equivalent on a suandardized instrument'“‘
measuring the specific reading behaviors of Vocabulary and Com?a§
prehEntaon.. Eacﬁ’student wili attain & minimum gain of at L ij

" least one grade equivalent. -~ ‘ Lo

Y T

- 2o Techniqge for Evaluation. .

|" B
9

A t-test -of mean gains by grade le¥el was utilized.

L€

3. Summary Evaluat ion. ' S

1972-73: Students in grades l 2 and 3.demonstraﬁed significant
:Lf" improvement in both vocabulary and comprehension at either the
L0l or~the .05 level. . : - - ' v

l973-7h Students in grades/é and 3 demonstrated significant ~C

improvement in vocabulary at the .Ol or the. .05 level. Studente

« . o -.mcv-
. 2

in grades 3,demonstrated dignificant improvement in cbmprehenaion

N e s,
. Y

at the .05 level. oo

The fourth grade sampl “was exceedingly small and o - significant

Aimprovement was de strated. h

By

L. Fnctors that/ acilitated Accomplishment._ . :5- f}cc_:f

L3 y

The opportunity to diagnbse studbnt reading deficieneies at an

— early age , -and thereby pnovide an individualized reeding program

based upon individuals needs, yas the major factor<that facil-

- : itated abjective accomplishment. : " “: ,;s_ hp,. s
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-, ‘ Tha cooperatlon of the classroom teacher and the ‘master teaéher
(Reading Speciallst) 1n diagnoaing and planning the student'
. : ind1v1dualizeu readlng program also contributed to "objective .
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1. Student Qpﬁective Six -- Third Year - l97317k

Identify learners with perceptual and auditory deficiencies,

- g;V“ ' age five to’ twelve, grades k-h, and prescribe and initiate \ //

S o a perceptual-auditory education program for each deficient®

learner. After one year of treatment each learner will demon- ’
strate significant gain in auditory and perceptual skills that ©

are directly related to the basic ‘tasks of . reading.”

S ‘ 2; Technigue for Evaluation. . . L - -

< . '"

>

- It was impossible to incorporate gtudents from grades 1; 2,
3 and 4 therefore, the data available for analysis under ‘
Objective S?k watmuch lesd than the original plan prescribed{’ .. :.;

Tﬁo groups of kindergarten students who were identified as.
/7
havizgxauditory or perceptual dysfunctions constituted the

experimental and contro} groups. The experimental group re~-

.

ceived six months of instruction using the perceptuai/auditory
f.curriculum materials developed at the University of Pittsburgh. -
S
Posttest *scores oﬁ/the Gates-MacGinitie Readiness Test were

obtained for both.groups and statistically analyzed via the

/ 4

. ’
. i N - " .
e t-test. _ L S g
' . o , ) T LA '
W S N < .
‘ :

3. Summary Evaluation. / ;.

In terms of. the original statementof Objective Six the resulx
L reported in this section can only be interpreted a8 partially
N fulﬁilling this obdective. Sinpe only kindergarten and post- T
test data were available, the significant finds certainly . | S
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R ) ) diminish the internal and external validity of the experiment. '3:1' é
- - R ST
- The object;ve was attained for the kindertarten partiiipants »Q
: g
‘as indicated by’ the following table. ; o T lg
! R - Test of Significance on Gates-MacGinitie Readiness s ‘ %
¢ ) Scores for Perceptudal-Auditory Program in Student Ob-j. VI .73
Pl | T ' ‘ b ' -
| - ¥
Groups- ' " N Means Difference SE “t T p:
! . . . . . ) _\i/-“‘ é
Experimen tal 112 . 76,08 .. f
; ' . . : © 10.56 .98 2.12+ o
P Control 21 . 65,52 ‘ . ‘ . .3
4 . # p .05 "™ S o . S
? 7 4 -
1 LA ‘ h : o ‘ A SR s
" ) This observed difference in posttest means was 10.56 in ‘favor ,
o of the experimental group. This difference produced a t-value -
i ., .. of 2.12 vnich was significant at the .05 level.
: St | ) ,
. \. A .v. ’ N .
- ITE Factors that Facilitated Accomplishment S ‘ T
X.
U S T A master teacher utilizing the Rosner Visual and Auditory .
é - ‘ Perceptual Skills Program as a- kindergarten instructional ' |
j . ’ , ‘513\';
} .progranm. T ”‘~ . , ' _‘f‘
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The goal of‘the original*program was the development of a

-

.

: Langque Arts Reading Center. This was not‘written 1n per- .
. fbrmance term3~but an attempt is madeitoéevaluate accomplishmengmﬁ "=‘
- | | f .f : 'ﬁ | ..“ ) d ,
door2, Technique for Evaluation. IR S ‘ R
4 Subjective evaluation by the project director based ‘dn baseline

data. _Therefore the evaluation is based on three components

. ~

O which are: S S : .

: : ¢

e First, was the Center established? . . ‘ C
Second did the Center aid teachers and students? .
%' Third, did*the Center have -8 direct effect upon the instructional

\”‘A program of teachers participating in the project°
LS

+

A . . .

B " . . .
¥ + 7 Y

A Y

a .

- ,3. Summarv Evaluation. . ' - S o ‘A.’ B
1. The center was established and did serve as a readlng/

‘>\language arts center.* It was utilized as an inservice trdin-

f
*

. tified as deficient readers., Teacher participation as demon-

é

]
i‘ ' ‘\Eg center and as an instructional center- for students iden-

4

[

strated by dissemination requests and attendance at the center .

v ] . .
. - .

S for'workshops and classroon demonstration indicates successful
[ . pa » N . L .
¢ . N Y LI '
goal attainment. SR

. " . - . . L . -
. .

- : -21' The statistical gains demonstrated by the eValuation of the ‘:' .

-~

© 5 e W Palalan Y r o A

teacher and student obJectives 1nd1cates that the center was . -

'
or

P a contributing factor.. ‘: - L v:«‘“n,_n~
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3. The develppment of learning centers in three of the six

N

L
ke

that Faéilitated Accomplishment.

"'and Reading Center.’

-

. Factors
1., The
2. The
3. The

Mr.
L. .The

Title IIi, E.S;E.A. program.

consultants and Padserborn staff.

13

partieipatlng schpols can be attnlbuted to! the Language Arts

leadership of the Smithton School District spe01flca11y
Henry J. Mahat, Superintendent and Smithton School Board'

r"’

e

+

‘acceptance and need of teachere) n Southern Illinoisy
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- SECTION II - B. :Q?JEGTIVES-NOT ACCOMPLISHED. - - .
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1. Teacher Objective Two. . . ) -

A ]

Teachers\i?.grades one, two'end three wi;é?demonéﬁrate com-

petency to group students homogeneously ré% instruction in

relgfion to skill deficiencies to 90% performance criterion.

-
- -

*
-

N
PN I P P RE § VTR TP

2. Teehn gue'for Evaluation. 8

~

N\

.
. - .
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The stery technlque was utilized fox statistical evaluation.
\  The\teachers were required to group students for 1nstruction
asefl upon the students demonstrated sg\il deficiency as .

asséssed by the Stanford Disgnostic Reading Test. The teacher

. - ' b _ z
assessment was expected to correspond with the grouping of

7 ! - .
- —four-program reading experts.®

.ot ) { - A
.

3.. Summary Evaluaticn. , : -

»

*

Eight of seventeen te achers attained the 90% performance

K

criterion during ﬂhe first project year. For the*second pro- .
M ’

ject year four 6ﬁr€§haty-four teachers agreed with the experts.

1 Euiry ey

-~
'The teaghers dla\ﬁttain competency in grouping students accord-

ing to their needs as determined by the Stanford Diagantic

.
3

4

Reading Test.

i + .

-

2

; s Reasons for Failing to E“Ebmpll h the Objective. ‘

The objectlve was poorly h{r\te The teachers during the

-

" first project year were actually r uping children eccordlng

> to a testing instrument. The tes detemineﬁ; grouping

-

'
-
.
;
.
’
‘
.
e,
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s 3procedu}es; thererofe; if the teachers resd and followed the test

¢, - marusd the§ would attain 100% compe tency. ‘ ' .

.. - A correction in the procedures was attempted for the second

. year and the teachers were expected to group accordlng to -
| 4

T criterﬂ& established by utilizing the results of grouping

I I TR Y P VU T VUL U S, ST

per{\\\ed’by reading experts. The evaluation procedure =~ .' ,
bId

. esta shed that the classification by the reading specialist

might be in error er at least no more correct than the ;

At ’

~

groupings done by the classroom teachers. .

M Fy
- ‘e

" This objective was terminated after two years because the ob-

.
.

jective didn't providd vglid statistical results.

. The basic goal of the objective wds ambitious but the ,devel-

opment of a statistical design that would return acceptable .

I T T T O T VI T T T PRI

stat;s%ical data could not be accomplished for the third pro-'
gram year. This objective would r&quire a complete program.
. /
. In fact the objéctive mirrori/zget’the university is attempting

to accompiish in their diagnostic reading courses for teachers.
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1. Student Objective Two. " T -
_Students in Grade's (1-3) (4-6) (5-7) in schools affected by
v“ et . , .
Title III, E.S.E.A. Paderborn Project will indicate a greater

satisfaction

1) with school in general

2) with reading gs a‘snbject ‘

3) .with self-achievement in gﬁading than those students +~
in the school not affected by Title III, E.S.E.A.

' - : . ‘ .
5

2. . Technique for Evaluation,

!
Year One: A locally devised instrument was utilized. An¥
agalysis oI\yariance of bosttest scores was conducted.
7’
Year Two: A locally gendgated attitude survey was employed !
A statistical t-test on posttést scores was conducted

Year Three: A standardized §}§trument was utilized An ana?- ‘/
ysis of covariance was employed on posttest scores. ~

-

3. Sdmmary Evaluation.

Year One: Posttest scoresjjsldggbno significant differencs.

i Year Two: A statistical t-test

post%est scores yielded
no significént differencs. R

N
R

Year Three: An analysis of covariance.was employed and the
adjusted posttest means revealed no significant differences.

L. - Reasons for ﬁailingﬁto Accomplish the Objectivse,

' <Thé whole arga of qttitude meesunement is 1ifficnlt;especislly‘“
. " for the aée.groubs involved in ths projectf
Attitudes are loné:standing in hature, and there is some
- » questiqn as to the ability of trsatment. to ehanée tnem ing - "

- ralatively short traatmepnt period .-

: . 73 a -
ERIC - 85 »-
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1. Student Objective Thres. ‘ . ) : -

Students in Experimental Group I, who actively engage family

members in reading reinforcement activities.will show'graater

gain in reading competéncy than those students in Experimental

‘Group I-who do not so engage. : ‘

¥ 1
v

2. Technigque for Evaluatinn.

Year One: Subjectivse avaluatlnn based on anecdotal data.

Year Two: An andlysis of covarlance was utillzed w1tﬁ the
ad justed posttest means on the Stanford Diagnostic .
Reading Comppphension Subtest scores to compare groups.

o
. .

4 . x

2 - ) ,
3. Summary Evaluation.r :
ey Year.QOne: - Poor sta;istlcal design; therefore data could not

“BQ\eValuated. ) b o

Year Two: No significant differences were obtained.
.. .

h. Reasons for Failing to Accomplish the Obiective. n . “%f«*

-

;

i

This 0bJGCth6 was terminated at the end of the second™ program ' }
-+ year because’ of the dlffloulty 1n establlshing an evaluatlon ‘

. Q‘; procedure that wo%ld sisld benefi¢ial data. This objective :

- was global and therefore the scop of the program would ha R
‘ had to have been expanded and this was finan01ally impossible"
The meager statistlcal results indicates that a1d at home- dogs
not aid the student's. achievement in school. Jn order to,

N ’

. verify .this statement an extensive study must be Sonducted.
— ' - 'Tfffl L h ce e
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