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ABSTRACT

» *

This investigation describes a field test of the materials
“entitled, “Reading: An Educatlonal Approach to Disablhty" (READ)
wh1ch were developed to aid disabled readers in the begmning stafres

\ of learning to decode Eng'lish prlnt. . The subjects were fifteen

< _ Title I re'1d1n<r tcachers workmg in small groups Wlth 183 second

o
°

xg'rade children, ' : _ | _ y
The qnestions of interest were whether the READ materials,
" more effectiVels; than Games or traditional phonics, eonld 1) teach.
' students to decode short vowel trigrams, and 2) increase studefits’

X

word recégnition and reading comprehension skills. ‘

| Results suggest that both the READ and fhe Games proérams
were more effective than the traditional in developing students' |
ability to r]ecode the meanings of written }sentences,' and that the READ
materials were more effective in dereloping the ability to decode
unknown words in isolation for children in the lowest achievement

subgroup. Revisions in the program, followed by repeated validation

study, are r*ecommended prior'to dissemination.
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READ: Field Test of an Educational Approach to Reading Disability

o

The cducational approach to\reading disabillty assumes t.h'xt remedial
1nstructlon should focus directly on the learner's dlfflCLIltles in readlncr
prlnted words. Thef'e difficulties have been reported elsewhere
«.7 (Morsml\; 1975) and nll"‘ht be summarized as follows
1. poor perception of details in the pattern of a Word
2. d!ficulty in association of sounds \;vith symbols
diffiéulty‘in discriminating between ;vords which loek or

sound alike

difficulty in cbmbining sounds to make words

inabllity to remember words learned
difficulty in transferring learned skills to the reading of
new words. )

These probl.,uls nay be cc;npounded by a short attention span, a nega-

N

tive attitude, a tendc%c\y tofjerseverate and/or to attend to the wrong

stimuli.,

\

Reading: an Iducational® Approach to Disability (READ) is a

series of remed1a1 lessons demgned (M\orsmk, 1972) to help disabled

readers perceive the sound-symbol patterns vﬂuch occur with greatest
AN
frequency in the English language, to recall’ these patterns and to apply’

'~
this knowledge to the decodmo of unknown words. ThlS\prOO'ram was

I
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- step 4 - asgociating the visual patterns of the target words with . |
! ) - : N ’ -

]
-pictures;/ tep
/g

//
l O

selecting the correct visual pattérn for the _

e . - _ _ . ‘

picturg’ from
o

6 - x/ﬁatchm

choice of two words (visual discrimination); step |,
] . 3

the auditory pattern with one from a choice of two

y :
spﬁken words (.auditory‘discrimination); step ‘7 - substituting the

}/isual

ttern for the pattern in a known word to make a new.
wordj step 8 - using the learned pattern together with picture and

LY

/ gontext cldes to read unknown words; step ‘9 - testing by reading
: . . . : @ : .
/ . ' . s ’

d spelling the words taught in the lesson without clues; step 10 ~

/ testing transfer by reading and spelling words with the same pattern.

/

// : < This investigation attempted to determine the effect of Units

/
/ —

/Y' 1 through V of the prototype READ materials, as compared with a tra-
_ : b
ditional and a games approach, on the learning of three letter words

coniaining short vowel sounds by second grade disabled readers in a

S
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compensatory reading progra}n{ It also attempted to assess the
. /

efféct of this learning or}/{fie students' word rceognition and _
i‘eadipg coxnprchcnsién skills." . ) .
L Procedures .

Instrumentation. The Wide Range Achievement Test,

Reading/Subtést v(‘\.VI.?AT—‘R, Jastak and Jastak, 1965)..§aﬁd the
Peg‘b‘gdyllndivid-uai_ Aél}ie\'ement Test, Reading ‘Re‘cogniti'on
gn'd Reading Cdmérehension Subtests (PIAT,_ Dunn, 1970) ';vere -
| vselected as norm-referenced measur:as of reading. achievement, . |

The WRAT and the PIAT Recognition are tests which e

measure the subject's ability to decode isolated words. The

PIAT Coﬁxlal‘ehension differs from the 6ther two tests in that
it presents words to be reag sile_u‘dy, in sentence coniext, re-
quiring the subject to point to the picture' which be;t represents
the meaning of the sentence read.
The READ Placement Test (READ, Morsink, £972) was used
as a criterion-referenced mealsure. Th; BEAD tést isa measure of
ability to read orally the ninety-one wordé taught in the READ lessons

on short vowels. These are real words, :all short vowel trigrams, se-
. \\ - . -

quenced in twenty-three word pattern l%ssons. The subject is required

to read all words with a given pattern in order to receive credit for the

| J

lesson (fmme, "pan, can, man, ran, fan" for lesson I-1), Since this

- 4
3
4 . . ’




.the test was terminated at the first error. -
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A tésf; was dc‘:signed to place students in the program, and because+

cach lesson's prerequisite was mastery of previous lessong,

All tests were individually administered by the experimenter

and a team of five gradiate assistants from the University of
Kentucky Regional Special Education Instructional Materials |
Center (UKRSEIMC). Raw scores, representing the number of - ~

correct responses, were used for all cr‘iterk{n measures,

[} -~

Sample. Participafmg teachers and students were. from
a large school system in Central Kentucky. The sample was se-

lected from among the s'econd‘ gfade children receiving. supple-

mentary reading instruction as part of the district's-compénsatory )
reading program, funded through Title I of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act (ESEA). These children had been ex-

!

-

posed to traditional reading instruction for at least one school year
aird their reading achievement (the -previoﬁs.spring) remained at or

near the first grade l‘éﬂvel, as measured by the Stanford Achievement

¥

Test“,f ‘paragraph meaning séction. In this district, special reading

teachers were assigaed to buildings designated ""Title I.Schools. "
' T . \ - T

.There were seventeen Title I teachers working with 257 children at the

second grade level. Only 'fifteeh of these teachers were eligible, since

-

the other two met tbe?r‘t:{ass_es three, instead of five, days per week,
, . _ Sy

7 :

) ) -
. ,
. . .
.
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ly children who scored lower than eighteen (the eighteenth N
, ‘ o o

lesson) on the READ test and whosé grade equivalent s:c"ores were
' o - ) ) _
less than 2.5 on the WRAT and/or on the PIAT were included in the -

study. Characteristics of the 183 children who were selected and
/ u ; _
/ .

who remained in the disti'i_cg for the duration of the study are pre—
sented in Table 1. .. /

'-———..—t-————————————-————-—- -

Insert Table 1 About Her

- ————

treatment on studénts' master(yk_of targgt words taught{

program. To answer th#s question, the foll’o{vin_g null

°

e

was formed:

EY

1. There will be no difference in change. over time among the

~regular, Games, and READ groups on the READ Placement

[}

Test (READ).

The second research question asked about the effects of the’

READ _progi:am when. compared with two oth)er types of treatmt-ant" |

on sktu.dentr‘s g;'owth in reading acﬁiévement. To answer this q;lestioﬁ,
the follqwmg null :lvpotheses were formed There will be no diff;ﬂrh
ence in change overtime .aﬁong the Reoular, Games and Read groups on:

-

o

2 The PIAT Recogmtlou Subtést (PIAT-W)

3. The PIAT, Comprehensnon Subtest (PIAT—C)

“

4. The -WRAT Reading Subtest (WRAT-,R) -
. - '

n ’ .
a3 L
é




“dealt with students' growth during the program, the Repeated Measures

" ‘Analysis of Variance which measures change over time (Winer, 1962)

 since it could answer the qucstlon, "Wele thele signi 1cant differences’

READ, Morsink v 6
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Experimental Desien. Because both research questions

was selected. The. repeated measures design is a twg-factor analy-

sis of varianc»é in which there are repeated measures (in this case
n

pre and- posttec:ts) on factor B, the dependent vauable. Each of tl}e

three treatment groups (factor A) s observed under both levels of ¢~
. A ot
factor B. . ' '
_Factor AB is of greatest intcrest, since it measures the inter- .

action between membersliip in a treatment group and change over

tune. This was the’ compauson designed to test the hy; otheses,

’

in pre-to-posttest growth among groups receiving diffe ent treafgments n

There was also one *teaqhef who could not be randomly assigned.

R U

N

Ra.ndonnzatlon. Because the teacher was the smallest exper-

imental unit which could be ranfiomly assigned, teachxs (not students)
were the salnﬁli'ng l;ni-t (Glass an’c.].Stanléy,. 1970). Random assign- -
x;lénts of teachers tguexperimental groups ‘duéle.d the_chancés of
treatmént ;coxltaxllin.ation due to teachers using moré than one rr;ethod,

. . * ’ A .
but also reduced the number of expe rimental units from 183.to 15. o .

Her group was working in the Sullivan programmed’series, and
she was unable to change. She was therefore arbitrarily assigned,

at her own request, to the control group., . - )
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Teaching- Methods ahd'Materials.‘ For all students in . -

-

the program, rcgular basal reading instruction,” from a manual on

» - £ . :
their instructional level,;was continued by the classroom teacher _ o '

for approximately sixty rﬁinutes per day. Ih addition, all chil-

dren received a daily thirty minute small group compensatory o .

‘reading class from the Title I teacher, ‘For twenty of the

\ . L
] - .

thirty minutgs, this wo sk concentrgltedv on skill development -

which was a follow-up to the basal instruetioﬁ (indiv‘idualized’ help '

on workbook exepeiscs, games and drills to develop word attack .
i r& A ‘ %a )
slulls) The expeum‘!‘!{ tal component was nnplemented for the o

. | . A
remaining ten of the thirty minutes by ;%Q&Title I teachers, overa ¢ 7]

¢ period of ten weeks. [~ | ' R

-~
[
-

Materials used In the ten-minute experimental component

by the five regular {control) group teachers consisted of more of

thesame kinds of things which werc used by all Title I"teachers
- " . N F " . . B

for ihe constant twenty—mmue daily lessons. (See t\npendlx A)

1

o The five teachels in the READ, group (El) used the READ

,ﬁ cards'in twenty-elght lessons (twenty\bthree patterns, plus flve "

v

reviews), according to the directions in the’ READ manua,l- for

e
-

teaching short vowel patterns., They followed the ten‘Stefs/p,r -/ .

vmusly specified, and presented these steps mdxvndually on a / y ' ‘

series of ﬂashcards, each desngned to teach one of th.e ste,ps

r"‘ <

for one of the targct words. In addxtlon 0 using: % stxmulus
N . * ) o " o
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g& studcnt"s attcntloa; on the task "
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'9“ USmg three games - Versaons of Bmgo, Go Flsh
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@

.

cards, the RI:AD teachers were taught. to structure the learémg e
J » . v i& 1 . o -
esituatlon for students by using hand and veLB‘al swnals to focuy, : _," .o

- 4 R

iuques desxgncd foi%“thc DISTAR&proﬂ‘&m b} En@lcm'mn ﬁid@ruﬁ%_

-

BN . AN
hd '3

introduced Any other. mstructlon they gave on ‘short vowels was

-l B

‘-- . - _-,- w

a part of the reﬂ'ular [nstruc‘uon recewed%y all chxldren. .

- N o« .

[} - ot - F .

. The five teachers in' the Games 'group (E,) taught exactly (A S

the same words a8 chd the teachers in the BEAD group. They R - "*_" R

.
- - 3
[d " . R A

- used‘cards from step fonr (only) of the READ card set to introdu

v Y

. ! .
. ] ‘

-

and Conc efit

.
- r's ' / ~. -

There were flve sets of Btngo -cardg, one for each vowel S und

e PO . _.f.\‘

presented in the same or-der as the REA6 essdn\s/. Go F1s was
-» - . + \/ N -~ "o, - " . ) ‘.':
a matchmg game m which ch ldren had to con,ect gseries of )

- . . v

‘ .-wor’ds«having._'similar word _ending‘s. vConcgntratxon stressed vrsqal S

.7

memory of letter pattorns by Tequlrmg players to recall the locat;on
of matching cards turned face» c}o'wn. (See‘ Aopendn} B) S L "A SN
» . ) vb . ° . B

Teacher Trammg. A three-ho\r*teacher trammU workshop , _'_"

- (R

I, was held for a}l partlcxémts one week pmor to 1mplcmentatlon of the

. Py tew ¥ @
~

program. Durmgthe w.orkshop, the 'importane_e, of follo\ying proce'-
- dures and of not discussing methods’or materials wi% others in the =~ -, - -

. W e i oy
’ AT L
R L N . Q?‘ a n - w
. KA e -
- . L . .
x . L3 .- *, . ¥
RO ¥ . - . - -~ R
m ¥ . s ~i . g R .
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B o v experlment was streSSed Each of the three groups met in turn thh

- - e - [

N C L the ewperlmcnter to*receive trammc in its respectwe procedures.

L fe ' IS

w .
R ) All thrge grodps were also told that posxtlve remforcement Was4
.7,. .‘ . . Lo . ‘ . .,é;_ 4, \ ~r

- I ap importﬁnt factor i’11 helpln od_isabled readers ‘to master new

- o ‘> - -

. . o . co v ‘
o . B : ciee . .
T S ¢ words. o " . oo ®
. . P R . . R - ’,
) . . .. oo L. . . -

S a7 Fellowmup Observyationg. - Unscheduled observations were
- ‘ . . . _»(qi_,..,.'v: L . N . » . ' . ) “.
.. made by.the experimenter to all fifteen classrooms within a two-.

4 I

Co. . ' Te

" “'week period afteriimplenlenta.tion of the program, and again begin-. .
. L ] ] ) 3, & . a. < ‘a

nlng the ’sixth week of the program. During these observations, -
. - p . ‘{)
. the experlmentero crathered data on three varlables for all teachers,

.-, * . N -

. .
@ 4 - . -

- as follows:® ' ' .

AR o 1. Was ‘the teacher. fol]@,g procedures specified for her-
..“‘, .,",l » . \ . ‘I . -‘

group‘? -
i v .

i e S :

-

- X ' on)zéh specified’ procedure‘?

- EERY

student responsés ? '

. ) “ v

- \, "~

B S .

i

,Results . S,

L)

o

»h

.

’l

statements of pr?/lse for followxng speclfled procedures. "

L]

N

’

-

N

o -

A > The' éxpérimentcr provided eae_h__teach-er y\;ith a written report im-

medlately follow' inf the observatlon perlod The report contamed

{

Kl

' Was the teacher spending the designated amount of time

-
.

Was the teaclﬁer using pos1t1ve reinforcement for' correct
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'The means and standard deviations for ell fifteen teachers in the

three treatment groups are presented in Table 2, -

—————————————————————— y —y

Insert Tablé 2 Ahout Here

The mtcractlon between group membelshnp and occasion approachcd

signifitance (€. OG), suggestmo that there may have been a rela-
b N , ,l
tionship between me”m}aership in at least one of the treatment

T

_ groups and;,growth in read'mg achievement as meé.sured by the-

4

-

READ Tes’_t. Thiss relatlonshlp ds éllustrated in Flgure 1, which shows _

-

_ that the gre'itest growth n rnastery of the READ words was achueved

' by the Games gr oup, followed closcly by the READ group.

~

Insert F igure 1 Abouit Here '

—————_——_————_—_—————————

of hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 (the norm-referenced tests), only

- hypothesis '3 was rejected. The. interaction between group'meinber— )
shap and occasnon was sxrrmfloant for the PIAT-C <. 027) Mean
| ‘dlfferences and standald devnatlons for the three groups on the

PIAT-Q are‘presented in Table 3.

Lo

Flgure 9 Lllustrates that the largest pre to posttest d1f-

“.ferences on the PIA'l C occurred in the READ group, followed

IR

closely by.jGameSg. ©




. l% _

_approached significance (< 06), indicatipng that on at least one de-

'READ, Morsink- — 7
\‘ —-‘---—‘———_-:c._...._....______.__: .
" Idsert Yigurc 2 ‘-\bout Here

-~ . NI i G Gt i ST A G S G Gy S et G = T . - .

c ey

"¢ Table 4 summai'izes‘he univariate F ratios for hypotheses

1-4. This table.shows that none of the overall (factor A) differences

between groups were signiflicant, The I ralios for occasion (factor

B) were significant for all four depe.ndent variables, lndic'ttinﬂ' that

\ . .
studeuts made significant growth during the program. For the PIAT-C

Test, the intcraction between group and occasion was signlficant «.027

and for the RLAD test, the interaction between group and occasion

pendent \(ariable, 'treatment interacted with time to prbduce gain,

- . '

which was significantly higher for at least one of the treatment‘groups.

In both cases differences scores of the READ and Games groups were

V-

SO close as to be negligihle, while both were conqlderably hlgher

3 '

than the Regular group. The nature of these 'mte'r?ctioné has been

graphically illustrated in Figures 1 and 2, ; '
o . (;

Insert Table 4 About Here - : -
4 - .

-

- Post Hoc Treatment by Levels., A post hoc research ques~

tion asked about the effect of the READ materials as compared

with the other two methods on the posttest reading aehievement of

4

t . ; .

students who were stratified into upper, ‘middle, and lower levels

toe

upon entrance to the .prograr.
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A
9

Univariate _l_'«_\lratios for treaﬁnent-by—levels are presented . SR
. in Table 5. This table indicates that the interaction between post-
_ _ . ’ . . ) ,

v - test score and tr:eatment group was significant for the WRAT-R

Test (<. 043).

V] 4
Insert Table 5'About Here = : ‘
S S, - / (\ -
. ‘Means and standard deviations for treatment-by-levels

on the WRAT-R "posttes_t ére presented in Table 6. -

.
D G e S P A e s v S - D W Mt St s Sk v e e et s D W

Insert Table 6 About Here

The null hypothesis, that there would be ho interacticn

between group and pos‘ttesnt level for the dependent. variables

a) READ, b) PIAT-W, c) PIAT-C, and d) WRAT-R, -was rejected -
fb\r variqblc d) WRAT-R only. The nature of this interaction ié
shown in Figure 3, "which suggests thzit, for the lower group the
.READ program was ﬁifferentlally“bcneflcial, while for the middle -

and upper groups, the Regular program was more effective. . .

-

Irlsex"t Figure 3 About Herc .
’/l\ N - -—————————-————-—————- ————— ' . .

.In addition, althc&gh the F ratio was sighificant for hypothesis d)
only, graphic representation of the data‘revealed a pattern of con-
sistent supefiority of the READ program with lower level students.

This pattern is illustrated in Figure 4. J

et
313
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DISCUSSION
Results of the rcpeated measures analysis indicated that
the Interaction between group membership and occasion on the
Read Placement Test (READ) approached significance (. 06) ' \
, a.ng warranted further exploration. The signifigance test in this
-analysis is conservative, since it treats repeated measures as |
a correlated variables. The nature of this interaction has been / .

shown [n Figure 1. It is apparent from this graph that students ‘ e

in both the READ and Games groups exceedgd students in the

Regular group. in mastery of the READ words. The conclusion
suggested by this finding seems, at first, all tt.)" obvious - "Students.’
\
\ learn what teachers teach them.! Students in.both the READ and.
- Games groups were given ‘spedific inétruction in the decoding of
short vowel trigrams, while s:tudents in the Regular érou}p- wére
given only general instrﬁction in word recognition \skills.. Obviously . |
" the gro;xps which were taught to deéod’e the words on which they
were tested would learn them better than the group which-was not
taught to decode the !words. N \ |
Beyond the simplistic interpretation, however, lies the
possible imiportance of the finding: for s’tudents‘ similar to thosé

! in the population studied, direct instruction may be more effective

r

)

19 —
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3
4

than indirect instruction. K this is true, then teachers who are

interested in holplﬁfﬂt}ose students master certain wqrds should

specifically teach the target words, rather than teaching general

rules and assuming that transfex." of learning will take place.

This finding would be consistent with the observations of Strauss -
and Lehtinen (1947), Cruickshank et al., (1960) and«”Johnson and

Myklebust (1967) 1er7ardmfr the nced of dlsabled learncrs for -

‘speciftc, dlrect instruction on sk ills in vhich they are defiment.

The answer to research question 1 shoiild be interpreted with

great caution, however, since the null hypothesis was not rejectéd

' in the present study and the interaction only approeched signifi-

cance. This question should be raised again, following suggeste‘d
revision of the READ test and the READ materials. )

The gbvmus lack of significant differences on mastery of the;'

T

READ wordc between the READ and Cam"“ groups has also been” -

shown in Figurc 1. This finding is equally interesting, since it

~

suggests that, for the group‘as a whole, t'epeated exposure to the |
tai'gct words (as provided m the Games approach) may be just as
effective as a highly structured lv‘e‘sson plan’ (soch as READ) which
hreaks the 1eartming steps ‘into small‘con;ponents, If this is true; -
then one of the most important mgredtent’s of an effectlve remedial
grovr:m would scek to be repetition in conJunction with inferest
or t;;otwatlon._ This fmdmg woﬂ’é support the need of dlsabled

L - -

A




" provide i‘epeated‘practicé with the targét words.

e

~of significant diffcrences hetween the READ and Games treat- -

Figure 2. The larfest pre to posttest difference ogc

READ, Morsink ‘ ’ : 15

AN

>

readers for rcpecated practice, s emphasized in the works

of Fernald (1943), Gillingham (1960) and Bryant (1965). The lack e

7 ) : /
ments in mastery of the target words also suggests a weakness

in the READ program - the nqee/d for additibnal activities which

-

The significant interaction between group membershi/p'

ERGR N ’/

and occasion (¢ .«027) on ’the PIAT-C has been illustrated’"’in

"

‘

the READ group, fol-loﬁwed closely by Games. ese differences

«
» N h /

were wv_er'y stable, since each represenjed the mean -0f five nested
. . . . _ , y
teacher mceans for which standard deviations were small. It
® o S

is poggible th;t this specific word_fecognition instruction helped
stﬁdents inc rwe‘ase tl:eir ability to decode the méanmgs of ;v1*itten
sentences, 'Cauégion s}'iould be J&iged, ho“.l‘gver,' in, interpretation 6 ,, .
of this‘finding, sixige meun differences \'vere éxtremely'. smal; and' , .

% ' * S -

may, reflect statistical significance, while being of questionable

o '_Q‘,.' .

value educationally, - ; .

In }:he post hoc treatment-‘-'by-;levels analysis, the significant

_Pi ratio for'interaction between gro{xp and level on the WRAT-R

. test, and the‘eonsi§tency across norm-referenced variables suggested

a greatér effectiveness for the READ program with lower level students.

a

This would be consistent with the finding of Putnam and Youtz (1973) -

, - .
3 ' ) B ot A /

18
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- who suggested that a structured linguistic series was imore

effective than a basal reading series with beginning urbap

* 3

disadvantaged children in the lowest achievement .subg'r'oux}. - 4
The pattern of results on the post );oc analysis would seem
. A . n.

to suggest that students who began the program with the lqwest ¢

levels of reading achicvement responded beéter__to the. highly

’

level students in all tl}reevgr‘o‘gps dicated that these child);en>

— ™ e

were unable.to read any of th?ef short vov

N s

- test uﬁon entrance to thé._proé'ra‘m. They fun

*

ioned at the very

, . e ‘l N ’ . Veg e
lowest levcls on the tests measuring recognition o
o .

. . ‘. ,
(PIAT-W and WRAT-R), knowing only letter names and soyﬁs and

isolated words

a few px'-eA-pri.mei' sight words, such as "look", 'play", and ';jump";

In addition, these children were totally unable to score on the PIAT-C

-

test, either because their PIAT-W scores were too low-to warrant
administration of the more advaxicgd subtest, or they didn't recog-
nize enough sight words to be able to use them in conjunctioﬁ with

oy .

. context for the purpose of comprehending pr-inted sentences.‘

P
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Chlldrcn in the lowe1 level, then were totally unable to decode

€ k

words or sentences, while those in the middle and upper levels
haW already begdn to master a few of the basic reading skills, It

may have be@é that these lower A—lj[c\ children were the only

ile middle and upper level

- -

""disabled readers' in the stydy, v

‘

students represented less complicated remedial cases who could -

overcome their difficulties with maturation, given ordinary
4 +

instruction.

The fact that lower level READ student p&rform con-

-

sistently better than lower level Regular or Games students, in

| decodmc words whrch they had not been SpeCIflC'llly taught suggests )

that instruction designed to hélp them recotrmze learned patterns m

&

unknown words was helpfil. This would be consistent thh the |

component of Bruner's thCory (1960) which emphasizes the learner's .~

need to perccive new knawledge as a specific instance of a more
general case and with Bryant's tneory (1965) that d1sabled readers

requlre speciﬁc 1nstructlon in formmg generahzatmns and makrng

transfers which seem to occur auatomatically in normal learners.

‘Need for Further Studw'l‘ne ted design, in which
] . .- \
teache_rs a're the  randomly assigned‘units, may have been a
-\
) \

limitation of the study. A wide variation in posttzést /sceres.among

4

; teacher.subgrqups within treatments, shown in Tables 2 and 3,

may suggest differences in teacher competence or enthusiasm
‘f’ ‘ ) .

.. ‘ .

Id

{ 113

°




rather ihan teachers during replication. Of particular' interest are

READ, Morsink ST ’ _ - 18

for method and may i_nclichte the need for randomly assigning children

Al

= 's .
the unusually high scores for teacher one in the contfol group. ‘This '

was the teacher using Sullivan (1967) as her-"basal", which means that her

" students worked with cobsistent sound-symbol patterns for the full hour | . g

-
- J

‘and a half.per day, while those in the experimental groups received

.

this type of instrilctAion for ten minutes-and _."tir'lie bﬁsal"‘"(sight&,approacll,

‘with incidental and supplemental phomnics) instruction for one, twenty

. N .

minutes. Sullivan, like READ, presents regulariy 'spelled words in

- B

a structured sequence; unlike READ, it feat'iTreS a large amount of

(=}

o

horizontal ﬁractice en word patterns. Its success wﬂth this populatlon N

(although messing up the present study’) may strenothen the prevmous ,,

~

| observatxon that d1sab1ed readers requxre 1nstructlonal progratnmmg which

.

— ——

featur both structured sequence and a large amount of practxce;“ Other

teacher differences, which might account for variations in effectiveness, .
- . i - oL o
T " o . . . )
were also observed (Apvendix=C). - = - . SR Lo

—

Problems encountered during the study suggest that the °

~
-

- : . - &
READ placement test should be revised to /)pclude a dir;ec-t measure °

of student's ability to apply learned' patterns- (for example "at")'to

the readmg of unknown words: (fqr etample nonsense trlgrams hke' .. =

*lat'* and “two-syflable nonsense words hke "gatsan") And since
P o
the lack of activities for practme was found to be a‘posmble

.
»\

weakness in the READ materlals the games desxgned for this study T




-
»

should become a component of the READ program. Following (

revision of the test and the addition of gémes, another study

JTT—

,should be conducted, 't'aking'its sample from children in the lowest ) IR _

.
-

reading subgroup. The whole "'patterns" approach (READ, supple-
- ) ’ \ . )
menting programmed or\linguistic texts) should be compared to _

a whdle word attack skills approach supplementing basal texts L
(fdr-e,'amplé, one of the criterion-based programs feview:ed by

Rude, 11974). *This study should'be of longer duration, with "

childrey assigned at random to méthod.

T -

Conclusions. This study has shown that the READ

materials are at least equal to traditional mzitefials for phonics
instructiod when used as ahdaily ten{minute supplement for °

~second gx_-aders in a compensatory reading program. It has

provided s“on?e ei{{dence‘ that, for thé lowest l?ve.lqof disabled -
readers, a sé\md—symbo} patter_ approach may be sig,nif-icantly ,
fbe‘tt.er than tra);!itiénal phoni‘cs i[struction.. If these rf:sxlfs can

be replicated, £11e§ will'IA add support to the _sﬁggestién that the

lowest achieving readers require a remedial program which is

S

carefully structured, highly repetitive, ‘and which teaches.

.

sound-symbol associatiens as patterns within the context of words,

14

"‘However, since the findings were stat1st1ca11y 51gn1f1cant only
- .y
for two vamables, they can’serve only to point out the need -

for future 1nvest1gat1ons. , Repeated vahdatmn testing, with C
appropriate revision, is récommended prior t6 dissemination of
. , : . .

~the READ program,
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.%ABLE 1 . »,‘l!l.s .
« DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE BY ﬁXPCRIMENTAL GROUP ON CHRONOLOEICAL AGE CoL e
- 'SEX, RACE, AND PRETEST SCORES FOR READ PLACEMENT TEST (READ), L
| PEABODY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST- WORDS  (PIAT-W), :
. PEABODY INDI\JBUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST-COMPREHENSION o = ;
(PIAT-C) , AN "WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST- R - X
/REKDING (WRAT Ry B / '
/ . N
Characteristics - | Re_gq/lar éroup " Games Group . READ' G‘roup
N - N B T -
— : — .
Age (monb\s) ' - ‘
. Mean .} 97.83 _ 9k4.79 95 63
S.D. L.38 - . 1.78 = . 4,21
Range 93-104 92-96 90~102
Males 36 ¢ 38 33
Females 25 3% 21
Black 19 i | 24 25.
wh.te 42 Ly 29 ’
READ Mean 3.4k C2.42°
S.D. 2,36 . '0.67
Range 1.8-7.6 1.5-3.3 ° B
PIAT-W Mean 21.45 20.97
5.0 0.56 "~ 0.61
Range. 20.0-22.2 20.2-21.7 . -
R N . ‘ . {~_
PIAT-C Mean -19.46 18.80
S.D. 0.94 1 0.53
Range 18.5-20.8 18.3-19.4
WRAT-R Mean_ 34.20 33.73
S.D. 2,19 1.54
.- Range 30.9-36.5 . 31.5-35.9 |
| ,. o
RN
4
’a ’
N k - *




MEAN PRETEST- POSTTEST DIFFERENCES AND SW\NDARD DEVIATI
FOR THREE GROUPS ON THE READ PLACEMENT TEST

-

‘TABLE 2

-

‘SNS | ﬁ

e
N ’;bfzhér Regular Game READ
a t | Group '\ Group . Group 4
R A X Jso. | n| X [so. |l X T[s.o.
W | |

»
12.40

1.88

'313
-3l+l+

12.40 -

le13.00

6.3

7‘0’«0‘ 7

. ” ' ]9.9-27
AN 1014

3.00

7.34

o3 e | oz am | o7 Twas freos s 2.3 | 575 )
Loy b | 3.25 (250 |13 [16:69 | 7.62 | 15| 14.20 | 8.i8 -
s\ {8 | 138|219, 7| 843 {7.28] 6/ 17.00 | 658
Y . " . ’r . ' ’ ) ._ ¢
TOTAL | 6T 5:28 .| L.65 | €8 ] 12.93 |.3.01 | sk | 12,71 |+6.44
. Sy
B et
'Y ) (A ‘ *
A o
| '+ | :
1/1 . ;, ” )
, | .
Y o S
\L. : - . o rk v / . R
:“ . . . '. , . \, -% {'
7. ,’- \ .‘ » « ‘ , 9
- N B ! +, ' ’ ’ "v‘ '?
: ; . . 2 t . -
NN L
¥ - -
o €y .- " ““ ‘. S
N 39, o i
". ) : \l ’ -
. ' 1 -




ABLE "3 o

»

MEAN PRETEST- POSTTEST DIFFERENCES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
- FOR THREE GROUPS ON THE PEABODY. INDIVIDUAL °
« - ACHIEVEMENT TEST; COMPREMENSION SUBTEST

.
»

o

‘“R“égular ,
Group - -

X




\
TABLE & . , ‘ "i _
. za\ .
UNIVARIATE F RATI0S FOR REPEATED MEASURES: READE PLACEMENT TEST (redb)
PEABODY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, READING RECOGNITION
' SUBTEST (PIAT-V), PLABODY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TESTS,
"o ' . COMPREHENS|ON. SUBTEST (PIAT-C), AND WIDE RANGE
. . ACHIEVEMENT TEST, READING SUBTEST (WRAT-R)
. o ' ]
. Source - -|Variable | -df MS 7 untvariatef| p less than
—y 5 '
Between:cells " 5 .
A (Group) " READ 2 - 807.5898.1" 1.9639 0.1829
.| PrAT-W 2 . 44,3176 0.7942 |- :0.4744
. PIAY-C 2 *82.4283 | . 1.2443 0.3228
. ‘ WRAT=R 2 52,2786 0.2454 |  0,7863
B.(Occasion) |[.READ o} 19768.2969 78. 4469 0.0001%
"PIAT-W | 2080.2637 | 134,1483 | .0.0001%
PIAT-C I |' T415.7405 | 2hg.952) 0.0001%
WRAT-R | 1 6952.9063 | - 166.6327 0.0001% *
V4 .
AxpB READ 2 878. 5642 34884, 0.0641
- PIAT-W 2 «  3.5264 0.2274 0.8000
| PIAT-C 2 . 28.0233 4.9476 0.0272%
WRAT-R 2 34.405] 0.8245 0.4619
" Within celis o]
A TG roup) READ | 12 41,2175
& a PIAT-W | 12 - 55.8049
PIAT-C | 12 66.2459
WRAT-R .| 12 213.0637
B (Occasion) READ 12° 251.9960
. - PIAT-W | 12 15.5072
PIAT-C | 12 5.6640
- AxB 7  READ 12 . 251.9960
PIAT-W | 12 15,5072
;| PIAT-C 12 '5.6640
WRAT-R 12 41,7259
J

r—g

* Indicates significance at £ .05 ¢evel of confidence,

-
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-

UNIVARIATE F RATIOS FOR TREATMENT BY LEVELS:
"INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, WORDS SUBTE .
ACHIEVEMENT TEST, COMPREHENSION SUBTEST (PIAT-C) AND WIDE RANGE

“

A

‘ TABLE §

ACHIEVEMENT TEST, READING SUBTEST (WRAT-R)

READ PLACEMENT TEST, (READ), PEABODY
ST (PIAT-W), PEABODY INDIVIDUAL ,

i

Source Variable df MS Univariate F P less than
Group(A) 5 | READ 2 | 834.858223 14.89960 0.0001+
. PIAT-W 2 5.934507 0.72734 0.5109 :
' v PIAT-C 2 26.703101 L.37390 0.0138x .
WRAT-R, 2 © o 12.72135 0.58694 0.5625
Level (B) READ 2 833.616108 14,8774k 0.0001%
. PIAT-W 2 206.9L4L8LY 25.36349 0.0001%
PIAT-C -2 214.710428 35. 16904 0.0001%* “
WRAT-R 2 1268. 30896 58.51746 0.0001%* L
AxB ~ READ A 107.789216 ¢ 1.92370 0.1075 .
PIAT-W A 11:590280 1.42052 0.2280
PIAT-C A 7.967L403 1.30504 0.2691
WPRAT-R 4L 5442696 2.51116 0.0428%
Residual READ 174 56.032243
PIAT-W 174 8.159163
. _PIAT-C 174 6.105097
; WRAT-R 174 21.67403
% Indicates significance at (.05 level of confidence, .

LS

Q

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 6

POSLEST MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THREE TREATMENT
GROUPS STRATIFIED INTO UPPER, MIDDLE, AND LOWER LEVELS
ON THE WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT PRETEST,

READING SUBTEST .
,
tevel | . Regular | Games . READ E
Group ' Group Group .
N X fso. [N ] X |so.|n x | s.o.
upper | 5 | si.bo | 6.02 | 17| 47,94 5.78] o L4331 6,12
Middle] 48 | k2 | 5.52 | 36| 39.86 | 4.05[32 | 41.00 3.b5 o
tower | 8 | 34.38 | 3.02 | 15| 34.60 3.91]13 | 36.15] 3.4 '
. | B -
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GROUP MEMSLERSHIP AND PASTERY OF
WORDS TAUGHT 1IN READ PROGRAM, MEASURED BY
THE REAO PLACEMENT TEST

3

4

F IGURE 1

Regular
Games
§ READ

Pre

- » , . . "
o Post P 2
o
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FIGURE 2

.

_ RELATIOKRSHIP BETWEEN GROUP MEMBERSHIP AND GROWTH IN READING ACHIEVEMENT
AS MEASURED BY THE PEASODY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST
COMPREMENSION SUBTEST

ERI!

A v 7ext Provided by ERC
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FIGURE 3 N

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN POSTTEST ACHI’E‘IEHENT ON THE WIDE MNGE.ACMIEVEHENT-

TEST, READING SUBTEST, AND GACUP MEM3ERSHIP FOR STUDENTS
STRATIFIED INTO UPPER, MIOOLE, AND LOWER LEVELS ON .
THE BASIS OF PRETEST ACHIEVEMENT . :

. ,-
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RELATIONSHIP AMONG POSTTEST MEANS ON THREE NORM-REFERENCED
- TESTS FOR.LOJER LEVEL STUDENTS IN THREE GROUPS
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-Procedures Used by the RegulariGroup

control’ group teachers includeéd the;folloWingi

a

-Appendix A

- . . ) » . . B o

Materials used by teachers in the regular (control) group'consisted
of‘"more of the same'kinds of things whichx§®re used by"allvTitle‘i
% achers for ‘the constant th1rty m1nute da11y period. These mater1a1s
werb ‘designed to teach word recqgnltlon SklllS acdbrdlng to the.
- guidelines in the teacher s manual of the basal ser1es and/or con-

sisted of teacher-made drllls and games. designed for the same pur-

LY

pose._\Representative wordfrecognitio% activities used by the'five.

- -

1. A series of teacher-made booklets in the shape of an animal
representing a given vowel soundw(a-duck, for example, for'the short

u). " Students were asked to fill in blanks to make a word with the

'short @t sound,.to draw picturés of rhyming-words,vtﬁ fill in begin-.

a . o

ning and ending sounds, and to use the short vowellwords in - sentences.
A collectlon of game- 11ke activities, using paper bags
labeled W1th different beginning Consonant blends *In one case, the'

paper bags were adorned with pictures of circus tents and each con-
1) A, . S

“sanant blend was represented by a different animal containing that

biend in its name. Students were given two or more bags at one t1me*
along with a series of p1ctures representing words which began w1th
these consonant ‘blends. The task was for the child to sort the
pictures by beg1nn1ng,sounds, piacing them'into the correct bag.

3. Flashcard hri}ls were used extensively by another teacher
in;the control grOUPi She gave the students a nunber of word'cards;

-

having 'sight vocabdlary wotds printed on thed. Then, providingia
. i ' ) ) . -




r'a

- Apgend1xw

v .

stimulLs word~'such as’“cat", she asked her students to respond by
‘readlng the words in their hands wh1ch had the same beg1nn1ng, end- C.
ing, or m1dd1e sound as in the word "cat"' - Interest was added to
- the drill by dividing the groyp into teams and recordlng correct
- answers on a chart represented by a p1cture of a rocket. The ob~‘
Ject1ve of eacgkteam was to send its“rocket to the moon, | : .
4. \Another teacher used the Economy Series for teach1ng : .,
phonics to her- students;' Thls @erﬂes stresses’ vowels sounds both
in one and two-syllable words A common drill used by this teacher
consisted of listing words with short and ldgg“;shel patterns on
‘the boaxd and asking student to apply learned rules by "sounding : ‘
. ou ut" the words. A o | Q%' \ .
, 5. The fifth. control teacher hsed the Read1ng series (Su111van,

"1967) as her basal and supplementary program for tedching word

recognition skllls. ‘This is a programmed series, previously des-.
cribed,‘-hasal readers used by students in the'regular group, as ' '\
ueil as .in the other two groups are presented in Table 7. ’ ) ' | :

------------------

o

-

o
a




TABLE 7

BASAL READERS USED BY STUDENTS IN
THREE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

- Regular | Games READ < o i
! Group Groups | "~ Groups TOTAL -
< - T : » B — : ’I ‘ M .
Harper-Rowe o ?saf 11 28 38 A 77
MacMillan 36 s ] 97 | s0
‘Scott Foresman (. | 8 g’ 8
~ Rowe-Peterson 0 1 - 1 )
Bank Sti'eet _ 5 0 ' 5 .
Sullivan-BRL 5 0 : o/ 5
'Houghton-Mifflin 4 0 0 4
, . . _ '
Ginn . 5 25 7 | 32
- Individualized ~ | 0 1 L0 g1
. TOTAL el 68 " sa | 183
- — ;
5 \
w &
..g“; ] hd . .‘
w ~- . ﬁ,“ n" . .
AR . B e P
. B J ??‘ ." ) : . ;" -. _’ ’_--A’ ;
L4 = . 37
<, 'y & >
. —
& . : .
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i # —




* and ask children to supply the word (cover word with one hand
while doing this).. Last, showsthe word. while coverlng the picture,
.and have group read the word w1thout picture clue. (cards B)

- If they miss any- of these words, repeat the pg:evmus lesson before . f‘

_words are written. Ask students to take thrns reading these words.

lesson before 1.1troduc1ng the new words. Do this by show1ng only : '?él y

'Record the 1n£ormat1on asked for on the data sheet each dafy S T

On Mondays, and after vacat1ons or snow days, take extra care to s

show both the word and the picture. - Th n show onl}r the picture

Then dictate-the words, one at a time, oral or written spelling, _
Child must read and/or spell all words correctly in order to go of
to the next lesson. ’ - : »

8y

have been tauoht before. Do not use new w prds. ~, - - ;.a?é,_';.":;w. 4
On the second day, ~and every day atter that, review the previous - = /-

the words (card A, no pictures) and asking chlldren toread them. °

going on., o _ N . ,\ o v : g V
R A

e : P

CER : - s

review pre\nous mater1al . : _‘ .
If only one or two in the group are havmg trouble let ﬁhem pract1ce, i
alone or with a ‘partner while others are working cn‘i other act1v1t1es._" o
Do not hold back the entire group for one or two children. &




APPENDIX B (cont'd) =

)

GAMES FOR SUPPLEMENTARY PRACTICE WITH R. E.A.D.

1 » : 5 . >

1. BINGO; G1ve each Chlld a player's card on which the words for the
current unit are written. Take all ward cards from that unit and i
shyffle thern. Teacher (teachey or chiid) beg1n at top of deck and calls, |,
words one at a t1f’s@. Children cover them on their player's card.
Every child has every word on his card, -

Child who calls Bingo must be able to read all of the words ‘he has,
covered if order to win., Winner is the first to cover a whole row in
‘any direction and to read it correctly, -

- Each card is marked with its unit (I, II, 111, Iv, V. R is review)
Teacher will nee%o make cards for calling words on rev1ew unit.

This can be dong by copying the words from any player's card and
shuffling them., . :

2 GO FISH: Shufﬂe together all cards frorn the unit on which you are
working, Deal three cards to each player. Put all other cards face
down in "fish' pi]e in center of table. First .player asks any other .
person for a c‘ar%}atchlng a word family ¢ard in his hand. He asks

- ::by family name ("'Give me all your , . . a-n, ") Person must give all

. the gards he has in this famlv. If person asked does not have any
“¢ards in this family he says ""Go fish" and player takes a card from
"fish'" pile. -

Three or more cards in same family make a book. These are put
on the table in front of each player. Person with most books wins game.
In case of tie, person with most cards in books w1ns game. (sorne booksg
have three cards, some five). - = S .

¢

e

3.. CONCENTRATION: (Play with 2-6 lessons at a time) You W111 need
all word cards for lessons used, -plus matching cards from extra set
, marked "concentration extras, ‘ : /

" Lay cards face down on table in rows. First player p1cks up any
card and reads- word. ‘He then picks up any other card. If they rnatch
'exactly, and he can read the word correctly, he gets to keep them and .‘
take another turn. If they do not match, he replaces cards 11"1 the sa
position from wh1ch they were drawn, ~° 4

Each player puis pairs on table in front of- him when he draws
matching cards. When all ¢ards are gone, ~winner is person with the
most pairs, ObJect of game is fo train concentration and rnernory.

S
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Rf was obv1ous, from he data presented ﬁ tables on the

READ and PIAT % tests that ;here were 1arge da ferences 1n N <

kS
B

ach1evement 1eve1s of students taught by - dlffeheLt teachers.

Y “ e C s

Add1t10na1 tables (unpubllshed d1ssertat10n, M r51nk 19743

1nd1catedthat these dlfﬁerences were also pre&ﬁnt on ‘the PIAT LS ;

-

and WRAT R varlables. {-.“- ."Jy L ; '@ S
' “the four dependent var1ab1es, it Was“pquible
Ly

to, the teacler$ w'ose students had démonstrated the. hlghest o

& ,} -
and lowest raw S ére ach1evement ga1ns durlng t experiment
;‘;ﬁt _"‘ ‘A s _ < “,_3
This- sUmmafy is presented below D =8 s
. A A | SR
. R ‘.,,\. R A : H - | A H .
: -3 ' y&\ T . - " "'“..4’
¥ Regular | Teacher - Games Teacher J  READ ~Tegc“her Te ;
Group Number ~ Group Number ' Group g Number
\ : . | READ Tesk i
- highest 12.40 1% 16.69
‘o loyest 1.38 5 .t 78.43
group mean 5,28 ©| 12,93
v‘ ik
) ) PIAT:W Test|
highest , 4.40 1 |, 3.82
lowest .75 -5 | *1.43 -
) group mean - 2.99 . ',maa
. ‘ * & » -._\/. -
. . PIAT-C Test|
highest 3.4 1 ] a2t
'lowesti. « 1.% 4 2.69
group mean- 2.10 1 3,247
. . S [VRAT-R Test
lughest T 8’0 | 1% o 6-00°
lowest . - 3,38 2 o 29
grou;}_mea_nj" -S..§9 W-,“ ' hS 22 Ty ,
. a - - &"\ ' :
*:cons1stent1y h1gh . B i_f ® T \,~:3;‘._'-‘ U s s .
. *%consistentl low Vv . - L T &
- Y - 4 0 - * s . \” &
) ® . n

N . 3 FRR T - S e v
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“Appendix C (cont'd) . .

.
L3 e ’ °

Thls table 1nd1cates %hat there was one teacher (regular o

group, #1) whose students' achlevement was con51stent1y hlgh
and “two teachers (games grOUp #10 READ group #13) wh05e v oo

‘.,' . . L

students' achlevement was conslstently low. Records of obser-“
Vatlons (see attached observatlon form in Table 8) in these
classrooms were analeed to 1dent1fy any relatlonshlps between f

Ateacher behav1or and student ach1evement There were: some ap-:.v

-
-,

ent d1fferences between what the mo;t successful teacher was

d01ng and what the two least successful teachers were d01ng ',

.

Successful Ieacher #1, as prevaously noted taught stue

dents u51ng the Su111van ma‘z:;:iz, wh1ch differed greatly from

_.the other "regular" (trad1t1 n asal) mater1als The rolé of

-

' mater;als has already been dlSCUSSCd In add1t10ng this- teacher s .

Ty

readlng 1ﬁstruct10n was. h1gh1y structured It featured a great

'wde of oveklearnlng 1n the patterns presented in Su111van w1th
an empha51§ on- app11cat10n of learned skllls\to the tota1 read1ng

prograhn In addition, this teacher did not use extr1n51c re-
¥Jwards for students gcandy, tpkens etc.);:she ‘used yerbal praise
for- correct responses ) o g “‘);:- o o

‘ Unsuccessful Teacher*#lo usedfthe READ games for a m1n1maL

A -

amount of timey and confessed to often not. u51ng them am all in

P

the experlménter S . absence ) Read1ng fnstructlon in. her groups_
e

was apparently based on the assumptlon that h1gh 1nterest mater1a1

generated automatlc sk111 aCQUISltlom' ~ AShe supp11ed students

w1th hlgh 1nterest books (whlchathey eagerly attempted to read

Y [}

but) 1n¥wh1ch they mlscal ed a large percentage of the words
,«_, L .

' PN . 'Q'. i e . \'_ T T
: . R ’ - - .




" used an extrinsic reinforcement system, but like most of the

~présenting the READ lessons, but she did not maintain students’
‘attention. She failed to state behavidral_expectations, or to
praise students who waited their turns or responded corrqctly,

‘ana she frequently 'called down" those”shouted out answers.

- forcement program (candy, tokens), but in fact awarded these

Appendix C (cont'd) . |

o+

. P
She often introduced several skills at the same time, without

I 4 .
providing opportunities for overlcarning or application. She

other teachers, did not award candy or tokens contingently;
1nstead she gave all student the reward at the end of the
lesson, rcgardless of their performance )

Unsuccessful Teacher #13 went through the ‘motions of

who

Like most of the -other teachers, she used an extrinsic rein-

items noncontingently to all students at the end of the lesson.

In addiﬁion, she made no éttempt to demonstrate the relationship

between the pattern words taught in the READ lesson and other.

’
words with 51m11ar pattc‘ﬁs encountered in the basal readers.

Like Unsuccessful TeaCner #10, she 1ntroducéd a variety of skills
in the same lesson, byt failed to provide adequate practice on
any of them. |

It seemed apparent, then, that there might have been some

differences between the behaviors of the téachers whose students' )

achieVement was highest and lowest. Among the teacher behaviors

" recommended for further study are the use of cont1ngent reJn~'

forcement the plann1ng of single- concept skill lessons the-‘

corrqlat1on of skill instruction w1th the total readlng progranm,

A3

and the provision of overlearnlng on sk1lls




> TABLE™8

’

Follow-up Observation

£

(IMC or cooperating school district s»pevcisor should make at least.five
follow-up observation visits to teacher during teaching Units I-V)

Check Mark Indicates ""Yes"

- - - \
Observation 1 |Observation 2 |Observation 3 Observation 4{Observation 5

l. Tcacher began lesson with review of previous material;

2. Teacher presenfed individual steps of lesson correctly: ?‘

e
R ) !

3. Tecacher presented all ten steps in correct sequence: ' -

. _Teacher used signals for lock, litten, read, answer at right times: -

.

5. Teacher praised cor;ecf student signal responses and ignored others:

e ‘
e

. _Teacher used READ manual while presehting lesson:

7. Teacher filled out daily evaluation form immediately following lesson:|
v . ) ' -} .
Rd

B. Teacher provided extra practice for children who didn't meet ¢riteria:

[} . : S

/

' (Observatlons should be made during a regu.lar not a review lesson.

Time of day should be pre-arranged with teacher, but exact date of visit

should not be specified. Provide teacher with feedback on effective use

- of materials 1mmed1ate1y follow1ncr observatlon.) t v

o

-

e .. 43 e RN g
. ’ : PRI S n




