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Section I

* Introduction

As eer1y as.]965-the G1endaTe Elementary Sehoo1 District #40 becanie aware
of appraent deficieneies in reading achievement among educationally disadvahtaged
children. In 1972 a supporative reading program was deve1oped and implemented in
an ‘effort.to improve the reading skills of educationally deprlved children within
the district. The resu]ts of the first three years.of the ESEA Title I reading

program have been reported prev1ous1y and appear in ERIC (Research In Educat101)

under documents #ED08215Q, #ED101274, and #ED1]6131:* o
This report repiesents efforts to report the resu]ts of the fourth year of
the supportive reading program as it funct1oned in the Glendale Elementary School

District during the 19?5-/6 >choo1 year.

Goals and Objectives

The basic purpose of this Title I project wes to improve the reading achieve-
ment of educationally disadvantaged students in grades two, three, four, and five.
Improvement was also anticipated in such areas of self concept,‘dttitudes toward
'read{ng, and'attendancer

Iﬁ pursuing.the above mentiened goals the following objectives were established:

1. By May 20, 1976, e1ghty percent of the selected children will make a nine
monLh or more gain in ora] read1ng grade p]acement as measured by pre- post test
results of the Slosson Oral Reading Test. ’

2. By May 30} 1976, eighty percent of the selected children will show at
least a moderate improvement (;9 month gain) in'"total reading” as measured by pro-

post test results of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests.
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2.
3. "By May 30, 1976, thelee1ected students Wi]] show an improvement in self
concept as measured by pre-post test results of a self concept measure.

- 4: By May 30, 1976, the selected students will show an,improvemenf in their
attitude toward reading as measured by pre-post test results of a reading attitude
inventory. |

5. By May 30, 1976, attendance patterns for ‘the ée]ected'children will improve
during the present school year wheg compared to the prior sch061?year.

In addition to the above objectives it was hoped that the Parent Advisory
Council (PAC) or parents who. had students participating in the Reading Resource
Centers wou]d have a pos1t1ve reaction to the Reading Resource Centers as measured

by a project developed survey instrument.

Definition of Terms

READING RESOURCE CENTERS: This is the name given the seven instructional units

formed to proviqedgemedial reading instruetion in the Glendale Elementary District.
These Reading Centers are classrooms equipped and staffed for the.teaching of reading.

EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN: These are the children scoring in the 4th

stanine or below on se]ected subtests of the Stanford Achievement Tests., These

' ch11dren are capable of benef1tt1ng from 1nstruct1on and were recommended by their

classroom teachers.

L]



Section II

Program Description

In pursuing the objectives established for this prdject year, standardized
tests were administered,.responﬁes to an attitude-inventory were coliected, and
"~ prior and present year attendance‘figures were collected. In addition, parents'
reactions to the project vere sought. “The d: data collected were analyzed in an
effort to eva]uéte the effectiveness of the project.

Selection of Subjects

Students selected to attend the Reading Resource Centers were selected by
means of several criteria.

Scores were used from a district-wide achievement test given in the spring
of 1975. The test used was the Stanford Achievement Test.

A1l students participating in the Reading Resource Centers had to score in
the fourth stanine or below on seiected subtests qf the test, and be recommended
by their classroom-teacher.

To qua11fy for the program, each of the target students had to have h1s/her
‘parent's perm1ss1on to part1c{pate This was in an attgmpt to involve parents in
motivating thé chi]dren who would participate in the Centers. ‘An éttempt was a]so
made to ekc]ude-students with disabilities and to deal Jith those children who were
underach1evers capable of 1ncreas1ng their reading achievement.

The Reading Resource Center reading specialists p]ayed a s1gn1f1cant role in
the screening and se]ect1pn of participants during this fourth year of operation.

A total of 324 chﬁ]dfen participated in the projeét. This number included
19 first grade repeaters (5v %), 129 sécond graders (39.8%f,-103 third'gréderé (31.8%
él'foufth graders (18.8%), and 12 f]fth graders (3.7%). A tu'31 of 10 of these

program participants (3.1%) were non-public school students.



The ethnic background of the participants was primarily Spanish surname-

(58.6%). However, 40.7% of the participants were white, and .6% were other.

Identifying Disadvantaged Children

Based upon the most recent data of the U.S. census bureau (i970), numbers
receiving aid for dependent children, and number of foster children, approximately_
920 chi]dreh from low income families were identified. The four schools with the
schools for this ESEA Title I project.

The four échoo]s seiected with the highest concentration of éhi]dren from
]ow-income'familjeé were the Harold W. Smith School, Isaac E. Imes School, the
‘Init T School, and the Unit VII Schooi. o

| USjng the criteria previously deécribéd, 459 educafiona11y deprived children
in the second, third, fourth Qrades; and fifthlgrades were selected from the three

target schools. A total of 3?4 chi]dren_participated in the project.

Reading Resource Centers

Centers were set up as separate but cooperating unfts with one teacher ‘and
oﬁe or more educétiona] assistants iﬁ each unit. Children attended the center
one hour each day in groups of twelve or less. |

Each teacher had four inﬁtructiona] hours a day, and all instruction was
done on an individuai basis or in‘sma]l groups.

Educational Developmental Laboratories (EDL), materials "Listen, Look, and

Learn,” were used as the central core for the program. Along with this program,—. -
use was made of the controlled reader, the look and write program, Tach-x recoghition
training,_}he Aud-x for word skills introduction, and_individua] and small group

reading. Reading Resource Center staff supplemented the EDL program to meet s.udent




- | o .
‘needs recognized from previous experiences.

The EDL program was—se1ected to serve as the core of instruction because:
A core-system had veen found to be advantageous, EDL is adaptable to many different
areas and read.ng needs, EDL cou]d prov1de individualization in the program, and this
program was totally d1fferent from “the program used the reaular classroom.

The Reading Resource Centens were set up to deal with a child over a pewiod of
one year or more with stress placed upon the idea of success cach day for the:chi1d.

The Reading Resource Centers' programvwas under the direction of one admini-
,stratng director, with seven reading specialists and thirteen educational-assistants
manning the centers. ATthoth each of the seven units used the same basic materials,
'Jéach reflected the personalities of the individuals working there. Widespread use
of positive reinforcement was noticeable in each of theiseven'centers.

. : | ; - -
Reading Achievement Measurement and Analysis

Two different instruments were used to measure reading achievement. Both the
Slosson Oral Reading Test (SORT) and the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test were
administered as pre and post test meaéures.

The SORT is a relatively short test designed specifica]]y'and totally for
reading. It is individua]]y‘administered. Three indicators of reading achievement
are hroveded by this test; instructional level, independént level, and frustration
level. For purposes of this project only the instructioﬁa] level (a grade equivalent) -
was used for evaluation.

The SORT was administéred in Sebtember, 1975 as a pre test to the target children
on]&. It was again administered in May, 1976 to the taréet children as a post test.

| The Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests were administered as a pre test i September,
1975 and were administeréd again as a post test in May, 1976. Subtest scores fdr

reading: letter identification, word identification, word attack, word comprehension
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paragraph comprehension, and total reading wére recorded and utilized in the .-final
analysis.

For the Slosson Oral Reading Test, analysis was limited to calculated: mean,
median, range, and gains. Percentagé§fapd frequencies within read{ng gain classi-
‘fications for individual grade levels were also calculated and éna]yzed relative
to established 6bjectives.

In an attempt to further evaluate tha effectiveness of the Reading Resdurce.
Centers, the actual post test Reading achievement scores of the students partici-
pating in the Réading Resource Ceniers were compared with én anticipated post test
score based up the child's normal growth pattern. This was done for each of thé
Hoodcock Reading Mastery Tests.

Actual’ post test scores for the target students were compared to the anticipat
post test scores by means_ of correlated "t tests" to determine if there was any

s1gn1f1cant difference. A]] statistical tests were evaluated at the .05 level. of

significance.

Se]f—Concth Measurement And Analysis

A self-concept inventory was selected for the previous year's projectiéﬁd'was

used again this year. The inventory, entitled Television Actors-Primary Level, was

'administered in September, 1975 as a pre test and again in Méy, 1976 as a post test
(see Appendix E). )

| This ihventory asks the respondent to consider television roles which he would.
be willing to play in a fictitious television show. Eighteen items are presented,
some of which would be generaily considered aversive, for example, a "dirty;faéed
child." The respondent's score is computed simply by determining the number of

~roles he would be willing to play.
This inventory. is based upon the assumption that an individual who possesses

2 positive se]f concept will be willing to project himself into a wider variety of

roles.-than one who has a less strong self concept. One who is secure in aspects of ...




his own identi@y‘can play a make-belijeve ro]erﬁ{thout threéta

No cfiterion Qas established as to a desirable score on the 18 item
instrument. It was_the purpose of thi§~instrument to determine if the
participants' self concept increased significantly from pre test to posi

test.. Data was analyzed by means of a correlated t-test (p<.05).

L

Reading Attitude Measurement And Analysis

A reading attitude inventory was administered as a pre test and post test
to determine the ability of the Reading Resource Centers to a]tér thé target
chifdrén's attitude toward reading.(see Appendix C).

The attitude inventory utilized, subjected to extensive research"pfeviously,
-consisted of twenty statements related to reading. To add uniformity to the
test administration, thé test was administered by means of a cassette tape to
students individually or to groups -of students which did.not excéed five (5).

Students’ responded to each of the twenty statements on the inventory by
circling yes, maybe, or no. A rating scale ranging from 1 (nd) to 3 (yes) was
seiected to designate attitudes as positive or negative. A score from 1 to 1.67
represented a negative attitude, a score from 1.675 to 2.34 represented an un-
ceftain or neutral atti%dde, and'a score between 2.345 and 3.00 represented a
positive attitude.

‘Means, median§ and ranges were calculated for pre and post tests. Also, mean
gain from pre to post test was determined. Mean attitude scores on pre and post
tests were utilized for evaluation relative to the established objective. A

correlated t-test was used'tb compare pre and post test nmeans (p_g.OS).

Attendance Measurement and Analysis

Attendance hatterns of children participating.in the Reading Resource Centers
"was examined for the prior school year and the present school yéa? in an effort to

- determine if attendance patterns changed for thégg'children..

12
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The total possib1¢ days of attendance for each school year was 176 days. The
number of days a child attended each year was recofded for each child in»the target .
~group.

Means, medians, and ranges for days attended during the 1974-75 and “1975-76
school years were calculated as well as the mean-gain/loss in déys aftended. The
average number of days attended during these two school years was utilized for
ev$1uation of the established objective. A correlated t-test was utilized to

compare attendance patterns during the two school years4(p£.05).

Parental Reaction to Reading Resource Centers

Measurement and Analysis (PAC)

An eighteen iteé4(18) survey instrument was developed by the project evaluator
to solicit parental reactions to the Reading Resburce Centers (See Appendix D).
Parental involvement in evaluation was solicited by means of.the‘Parent Advisory
Council (PAC).

Responées to the eighteen items on the survey instrument were tabulated.
Frequencies of responses within classifications (e.g. Yes, No, Uncertain) were

recorded as well as percentages. Percentages of responses {(e.g. Yes) were utilized

for evaluation relative to the established objective.

13



Section II1
Results * ®
Various instruments were used and data collected in an effort to obtain meaning-
ful information regarding the =ffectiveness and impact of the Title I Project -
Reading ResourcelCentersL Used in this evaluation were:
Slosson Oral- Reading Test
Woodcock Reading Mastery Tésts
é. Letter Identification
b. Hord Identiffcation
c. Word Attack
d. Word Comprehension
e. Paragraph Comprehension
f. Total Reading
. Self Concept Test
Reading Attitude Inventory o : »
Attendance Records (Pfevious and Present Years)
PAC Evaluation (Parental)

Slosson Oral Reading Test:

- Analysis of the results of the SORT indicates the project was successful in
exceeding objective 1 which stated: | |
objective 1: By May 30, 1976, eighty percent of the
selected children will make an eight month or more
gain in reading grade placement as measured by pre-
post test results of the SORT.
The average gain (9/75-5/76) in reading achievement for the total group of
287 participants for whom pre and ppst.tests were available, was 1 year 7 months

(1.7). "Ten (10) students from Our Lady of Perpefua] Help realized-an average

14 .



'gain'of 2 years 1 month. First grader repcaters (14); of the remaining (277)

&

]

o,

Glendale E]émentary District‘studehts, realized an-average gain of 1 year 6 months;
second graders (102) realized an average of 1 year 9 months; third graders (83},
1 year 6.months; fourth graders (54), 1 year 6 months§>ahd fifth graders (11), 1 year.

A siééab]e percentage (85.7%) of the project particfpants made a 9 montﬁ or
more gain in reading gfade']eve] placement, and 89.9% made an 8 month gain in reading
grade level placement. |

A total of 259 participaﬁts averaged ]rmonth or more gain in Reading Achievement
for each month spent in the Reading Resource Centers. The figure represents 90.2% of
the participants.” A total of 155 participants or 54.0% averaged 2 months.or more gain
in'readfng achievements for each month spent in the Centers.

A more detai]ed’break-ddwn 6f students' average monthly gain per month in the

project may be found in appandix A.

Hoodcock Reading Mastery Tests:

w

Res;i}s of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests indicates the projecifhas succéssfu]
in exceeding objectiQé 2 which stated: |
objective 2: By May 30, 1976, eighty percent
of the selected children will show at least a
mbderate improvement (.9 month gain) in "total
reéding" as measured by pre-post test results
. of the lioodcock Reading Mastery Tests. |

The adoption of fhe,individua]]y administered lloodccck Mastery Tests provides
additibna] information from the previous two years.." The Woodcock Tests provide in-
formation for evaluation in the areas of letter identification, word identification,

word attack, word comprehension, paragraph comprehension and total reading.

Data analysis relative to those skills indicated above yielded the following
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results: — -

Letter identification - Average gain was 3 years

llord identification - Average gain was 8 rmontns

'Nord‘attack - AVerége gain was 1 year 7 months

“Word comprehension - Average.gain was 9 months

Paragraph cohprehension - Ayerage gain wés 1 year 1 month

Total reading - AQerage gain was 1 year 1 month

Ten (10) students from OLPH rea]jzed an average gain of 9 months on Total

reading. First grade repeaters (14), of the remaining Glendale k]émentary
District students (277), realized an average gain of 9 months on Total reading;
sécond'graders (109), 1 year 1 month, third gracders (89), T vear 2 months; fourth
graders (54), 1 year; and fifth graders. (11), 1 year.

A sizable percentage (81.2%) of the project participants (233) realized a

LA NN

gain of .9 nionth on total_reading achievehent for each month spent in thé‘Reading
Centers. A total of‘213lparticipants or 74.2% made one (1) honth gain for each
month spent in the Reading Cénters.

A more detailed break-down of student's averagé nonthly gain-per month in the
project may be found "in appendix B. '

A procedure started last year was utilized égain this year in an effort to
estimate the impact of the Reading Resource Centers on the achievement levels in
those reading skill areas previously discussed.l An anticipated post test score
was calculated for each project participant. This anticipated post test score
was based upon the chi]d's_norma] growth pattern. For example, a student who i;h
in the first month of third gradg who pretests at 1.8 grade level (grade equiva]ént)
has really shown a growth of & months (most sténdardized tests start at 1;0) during
his two years of school. Thus, he has shown a érowth pattern of .4 month growth
for each month in school while under the regular c1éssroom program. Since this
~studerit.wou1d be exposed to the Reading Resource Ceﬁter reading program for an &

month period (Sept - May), we would expect him to show a normal growth pattern of

ERIC - 16
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3.2 monfhs.(8 X .4 = 3,2 months). Thus, we would expect'his_pbst test”bef~ N
formance under a normal grqwth pattern to Be 3 months above the pre teéf per-
formance level or at 2.1 (1.8 + .3). This represents a'predicted or anticipated
post test score.,,The anTaysis_performed was designed to answer the question,
"Did“the Reading Resource_genter reading pfegram prodﬁce a significant]y different
: poet test berformance ]eve] than{we might have expected ueder a normal growth
pattefn?" Also, "To what extent?" |
In fhe a}eas of letter identification, word identificatiGﬁ;”word’atfack; vord
comprehension, paragraph‘cpmprehenﬁion, and total reading (all areas tested) the
Reading Resource Center reading program produced results significantly better than
we might have expected with‘a normal growth pattern.
The differences between the Readieg Resource Cehter program impact and the
normal gfdwth pattern for these children was as fo]]ows:
| | Letter identification - 2 years 4 months
Word identification - 4 months
Word ettack - 1 year 2 months
Word comprehension - 5 months |
Paragraph comprehension - 6 months 
Total reading - 6 months |
These differences between the group predicted post test mean and the gfoup
predicted post test mean and‘the group actual post test mean was tested for
significance with a correlated t-test (p <.05).
| The resu]tslof the analysis procedures outlined ébove are presented in

Table I on next page:



TABLE I

13.

ACTUAL AND PREDICTED POST TEST MEAN COMPARISONS

FOR THE HOODCOCK READING MASTERY TESTS

FOR TITLE I STUDENTS Il THE GLENDALE

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL' DISTRICT (N = 287)
TEST POSTTEST STAHDARD - | POSTTEST | STANDARD | DIFFERENCE |T - RATI
MEAN | DEVIATION MEAN DEVIATION |
(PREDICTED) | (ACTUAL)
LETTER IDEHTIFICATION = | 3.7.. 2.3 6.1 4.0 2.4 11.004*
NORD IDENTIFICATION 2.6 : .8 3.0 1.0 .4 10.803*
NORD ATTACK 2.6 1.3 1 3 2.5 | 1.2 10. 766+
. . gty
WORD COMPREHENSION 2.3 .8 2.8 1.0 .5 10.236*
PARAGRAPH COMPREHENSION| 2.6 .8 3.2 1.0 .6 13.044*
TOTAL READIHG | 2.8 .9 3.2 9 .6 17.707%
* T - RATIO REQUIRED AT .05 LEVEL WITH 286df = 1.960
** T - RATIO REQUIRED AT .01 LEVEL WITH 286df = 2.576

In all cases the Title I intervention produced results significantly better than
vie might have expected with a normal growth pattern. These differences were significant
beyond the .01 level of significance. .

Self Concept Test:

AnaTys1s of the results of the Television Actors self concept inven! ory indicates

the prOJect was not successful in-reaching objective 3 which stated:
objective 3: By May 30, 1976, the selected students will
show an improvement in their self concept as measured by

pre.- post test results of a self concept measure.

18
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It was felt the test adopted was appropriate for these children and more
sensitive to the measurement of self concept. than*prev1ous1y used instruments.
There was no criterion established as to a des1rab]e score on the 18 item in-
strunent. It was the purpose of the 1nstrument to determine if the participants’
se]f concept increased ;1gn1f1cant1y from pre test to post test. h

Statjst1ca1 analysis of the test results 1nd1cated that the pre.test mean was *
10.0 and the post test mean was. 10.4. This difference was rot fouiid to be statistically
| significant at the .05 level (t = 1.415).

Reading Attitude Inveptory

Results of the corre]ated t-teSt‘ana]ysis indicate that the project was success-
ful in reaching objective 4 which stated:
objective 4: By May 30, 1976, the selected-
students will show an improvement in their
attitude toward reading as'measured'by pre-
post test results of a reading attitude in-
ventory. |
In September 1975, the participant's attitude toward reading was found to be
uncertain or neutral (2.23). Their attitude at time of post testing (5/76) was
found to be positive (2.40), with a gain realized since the pretest.
Statistical analysis of the attitude test results indicated the dtfference
between.the pre test and post test was significant beyond the .01 level of ‘

significance (t = 8.561).

19
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~ Attendance ReédrdS'

Analysis of the attendance records for participants for the school years
"m'1974 75 and 1975-76 1nd1cates the proaoct was successful in reaching obJertlve
5 wh1ch stated |
objective 5: By May 30, 1976, attendance patterns !
"~ for thelseiected children will improve during the
present school year when compared to the prior
school year.

To be included in the evaluation of attendance patterns a student must have
attended the total years 1974-75 and 1975-76. Tnere was 251 participants who ful-
filled 'this criterion. |

‘The mean number of days attended by project ' rticipants during the 1974-75
school year was 163.9 days. The mean number of days attended by these 251 project '
participants during the 1975-76 school year was 166. 9 days. The average gain in
days attended between last year (1974-75) and this year (1975- 76) was 3.0 days.

~ Statistical analysis of the 1974-75 and 1975-76 attendance results indicated
that mean number of days attended by prOJect part1c1pants during the 1975-76 school
year was significantly improved over the 1974-75 school year (p¢.01 - t = 4,534).
. In addition to the above objectives data was collected from Parent Advisory
Counc11 (PAC) members and parents who had students part1c1pat1ng in the Reading
Resource Centers in an effort to assess their reactlons to the Reading Resourte

Centers.

Parent Advisory Council Evaluation (PAC)

A total of twenty-two (22)- ‘parents visited the Reading Resource Centers to
observe the activities of the centers and to assist in evaluating these centers.
A total of 11 parents observed in the Unit I Centers, 7 in the Imes School Centers,
2 in the Smith School Center, and 2 in the Unit VII Schoel Center.

A total of sixteen of'those parents observing in the centers (72.7%) observed
in centers attended by their children. Six (6)_observed in centers (27.3%) which

O - their children did not attend.

LRIC | - 20
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Twenty-one (21) of those pdrents (95.5%) completing the evaluation ‘in- -
strument_indicated that they felt the Reading Resource Center progran was a
beneficial program which islfu]fi]]ing basic reading nceds of cﬁi]dren, aﬁd f
should be used to benefit more children.

The overa]i indication of the résponses to the Parent Evé1uation Instru—' .
ment was that parents are b]easéd with what is happening in the centers and
to their children and would like to see the program continued and even.extended.

A moke detailed ana]yéis of the PAC evaluation instrument may be found in
appendix D. A copy of the éva1dation instrument and cover letter may also be

found in appendix D.

21
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Séction Iv
Cohc1usion$ and Recommendations
Conclusions
In view of the resu]ts, thekfbllgwing conclusions are'adVanced:
1. The Reading Resource Centers have beeh successful énd contributed
towards the improvement of oral reaQing grade level p]acemeht for
_ the target students as imeasured by the Slosson Oral Reading Test
r (SORT).
2.. Woodcock Reading Mastiery Tests Analyses suggest that the Reading Resource
Centers have had considerable impact upon target students' reading skills.
This impact is evident specifically in the areas of:
a. Letter identification
b. Word identification
. ..c.. Word attack
~do Nofd comprehension
e. Paragraph comprehension
f. Total reading

3. Thg Title I project did not contribute to a significant improvement:fn
self concept during ;he project year.

4. The Reading Resource Centers have'contributed_fo the improvement of target
students' attitude toward reading. .

5. Attendanée.patterns of target students have improved during this project
year, and the Title I project has contributed to this improved attendance
pattern.

6. Parents with children involved®in the Reading Resource Center program are
pleased with the program and feel the program is a beneiviiial program which
is fulfilling basic reading needs of children, and should be used to benefit

more children.
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18.

Recommendations

In view of the findings of this feport, the following recgmmendatiéns are
cffered: | |

| H. It is recommended that tiic Reading‘Résource Center program Bq continued
as it is presently functioning.. In this manner children will continue
to receive the obvious bene%its of the brogfam.

2. It is recommended that the analysis procedure of comparing actual post

‘_test results with anticipated post test results be continued during the
next project year. | '

3. It is,recommended that efforts exerted during this project year to in-
volve parents in program eva]gat{on be continued during the next project
yeér. h '

4. It is recommended that efforts to modify students' self concept be re-
newed. Those activities utilized during the previous project year
specifiﬁally designed to enhance self.concept need to be reevaluated

- and perhaps reinstituted duriﬁg the new project year. New approaches
might also be tried duéing the new project year and evaluated for

continued use in future years.
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Slosson Oral Reading Test Results
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APPENDIX A

G STUDENTS? AVERAGE MONTHLY GAIN PER MONTH IN THE PROJECT
R ) ’ . .
R ~ SLOSSON ORAL READIHG TEST TOTAL
D L (Reported in Grade Equivalent Months STUDENTS
T =z o or Fractions of Months)
“v . . . -
E{-.5 or .0 to S to | 1.0 to 1.5 to 2.0 or With
L | More to ' ' More Pretest
5 1 Month | ' .4 Month | .9 Month| 1.4 Month 1.9 Month Months and
. Posttest
. Scores
N | ¥ N | % N | % N | % N | % N |z
Repeatarsy.: _ : .
110 J0.00. 2 §14.3] 1 7.3 3 1.4 2 {14.3) 6 {az.9f  1a
2 | 0 jo.0f 3 |27 5 |a.al s h3.3]19 |68l 11 le2.s] 113
3 o loo o lool s [65) 14 hs.1| 20 |31.2 a2 |a7.3 53
4 9 J10.0y 2 |3.6] 7 2.5 7 N2.5{ 14 |25.0 26 |a5.4 56
5 0 j0.00 1 193] 1 [9.71 7 fea| o o0 8 |72.7 1
6
8 i
3
112
I
L 11
é ) . GRAND
leozar) O 0.0 & | 2.2f20 | 7.0 20 N13.9] 64 |22.3]155 |s54.0 | TOTALpgy




Appendix B
Yloodcock Reading Mastery Tests Results

Total Reading
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G STUDENTS' AVERAGF. MONTHLY GAIN PER MONTH IN THE PROJECT
i -, M00DCOCK READING MASTERY TEST-TOTAL READIHG TOTAL
o L h {Reported in Grade Equivaient Months STUDENTS
E E or Fractions of Months)
Vi 1 .
E|~.5 or .0 to .5 to 1.0 to 1.5 to 2.0 or With
- L | More to A More Pretest
S 1 Month~|- .4 Month .9 Month{ 1.4 Month [1.9 Mouth Months and
1o . Posttest
. . . Scores
N {21 "5 |3 N | % N |z N | % N | %
aters . ‘ . ‘
1| 0 Jo.0; o0 fo.01 7 Is0.4 4 Je2e.6l 2-D4a.3{ 1 {7.1 14
2 | 0 jo.ol 6 |5.3 |22 l19.94 a1 |36.3 27 l23.9]17 5.0 13
3 1 0 Joof 1 {11 (20 |21.9 30 |32.3] 21 |22.6 |21 b2 93
4 | o lo.op 4 |7.0 |13 {23.4 17 {30.4 17 {30.a) 5 |a.9 56 -
5 1 49.1}° 0 (5.0 0 0.0 1 9.1} 0 {0.0] 9 Pp1.8 by
6
7
8
9 .
0
P - ‘
| 1
: ) A GRAND
e 1|23 M |38 ez [21.d 93 [32.4| 67 [23.3 |53 .5 | TOTAL 55
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Reading Attitude Inventory And Instructions
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. READIG ATTITUDE INVEHTORY INSTRUCTIONS ~ (ON TAPE) 2.

We are now ready to begin a reading game. A1l you have to do is answer the questions.

There is a person there who will stop the tape recorder if you have a prob]em Be sure

‘you understand each thing I say before I go on.

This is a reading game to find out how boys and girls feel about reading. So that you
really understand what is meant by feel, let's talk about another P]nd of feeling. Most

bqys and girls like to watch t.v.. Some programs you like better than others. How you

feel is your attitude.

I want you to be verx honest and te]] me howi you really feel about read1ng Don't answer
how you think your Mom or Dad or someone else wants you to answer. I want you to te]T ne

how the statement makes you feel inside yourself.

Let's look at the Answer Sheet;' There are three ways to mark the answers. You wt11‘have
to know what they mean, so listen carefully.

Mark "YES" if you agree with the etatement.

Mark "NO" if you do not agree with the statement.

Mark "MAYBE" if you do not really know if wou agree or if you do not agree.

I will read each example two times. Do nqt mark -
an answer until you have heard it both times. Listen to Examp]e AT ]ike‘to read.
T Tike to rean. Mark an answer. How do you feel about that statement? itf you Tike to re:
books, you marked YES. It you do not like to read books, you marked NO. If you vere un-
sure, wnether you like to reed books or do not like to read books, you marked “HAYﬁE". Do

you nnderstand?

-
-
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Let's try another one. Listen to Exqmp]e'B. You learn more from t.v. than from. 25.
reading books. You Tlearn more from t.v. than from reading books. Mark an answer.

If you think yoh learn rore from t.v. than from reading books, you mdrked YES. 'If
you think you do not learn nore from t.v. than from reading hooks, you marﬁed Ho.

If you were not sure whether reading is a better way to spend time or watching t.v.

is a better way to spend time, you marked MAYBE. Do you understand?
If you do not dnderstand how to score the answers, the tester will stop the.tape and
explain again. Remember there are no right or wrong answers. It's just how you feel

about it. le are ready to start.

- I will read each statemént two times. Do not mark your answers until you have heard

it both times. Number 1----.
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10.

11.
12.
13.
514;
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

26.

READING ATTITUDE TEST

Reading is fun.

. There is nothing to be learned from reading books.

Money spent on books is wasted.
Books are boring.
Reading is a good way to spend free time.

Sharing books is a waste of time.

You should only read bocks if you want to make good grades.

Reading is important to me.

§. Books are usually good enough'to finish reading.
. . . . v I

There should be more time for free time reading in school.

Réading is'for_learnihg But is not fﬁr fun. -

Reading is something I don't need.

There arce many books which 1 would like to read.

tost books are not interesting.

Reading is not a good way to spend free time.

You should spend sometire reading during-your sumnier vacation.

You;don't learn anything reading in your freeltime.

You should réad books only in school.- ... : . o
Books make good presents of gifts.

Reading is something I can use.
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DISTRICT Mo. 40
£.0. BOX 247. GLENDALE. ARIZONA 85311

APPEIDIX D

Title I - Reading Résourcc Centers

Dear Parents:

We woul-l sincerely uelcome your participation in the Glendale Elementary
School District Title I Frojrct and thank you for taking time Lo aid us in
evaluating our program and Reading Centers.

-+

When you enter the school, please report to the prineipul's office and

his secretary will assist youn in locating the Peadlnr Center Let. them know
you are there to assist in the evaluation of the Reading Lcnter - Pitle I
Project.

' Enclosed you will find a "Parent Evaluation" form designed to assist you.
Complete it during the time you are in the Feading Center. AL the conclusion
of your visit ask the teacher for an cnve]ope and 'seal it. You nuy leave it in
the "Center" and the school will mail it to Dr. Viurster.

We would like to encourapge parents to visit in more Lhan one lending
Center. The schedule enclosed will help you know the time of day children
are in the Reading Centers. Each center hus a supply of "Parent Evaluation"
forms like the one cnclogcd Please use one for each ceuter you visit Ifr

added room is needeil for "comments" pleuse use reverse side.

. '...‘_o,./"‘---"l
Jlm Huldner Chairperson
‘Evaluation Cormmittee -
Parent Advisory Council

].
e

]
NV Ry 14 /,1(/ A (‘ ‘(-C;_-}/Ll/

<

Estimados Pad;es:

les invitamos sinceramente su part1c1pac1on en el prcyecto Tltulo I
de las Escuelas Elemental Glendaln Y les agradecemos el tiempo Que van a tomar.
para ayudarnos en la evaluacidn de nuestro programa {Centros de Lectura).

Quando pasen a la escuela, haggp el favor de prc:entarse en la oficina del
director y la secrectaria les ofrecera asistencia en encontrdr el Centro de lectura.
Digan que se- presentan para ayudar en la evaluacion de los Centros de Lectura
(Proyecto Titulo I).

Incluida con esta carta se engpcntra una forma titulada "P-rent Evaluation".
Fsta forms fye-hecha con la intencion de ayudarles en la evaluacidn. Hagan el favor
de completar la informacion necesaria durante cl tiempo que se encuentren en el
Centro de Lectura.. AL conclulr a visita hagqn el.favor de pedirle a la maestra un
sobre e incluyan la evaluacidn en el sobre Y hagan el fuvor de cerrar el sobrc
Pueden dejar el sobre en el Centro de Lectura y la escucla se encnlgarara de env1argcla
al Dr. wuster.

Si ‘es posible, hagan el favor de visitur Centros de Tectura adicionales.
El horario 1uc]u1do le nyudard saber los tiempos del dia durunte cuando se,
encontraran n1n0°(aa) en las Clases de Lectura. En cada Centro cnconbrarun formas
tituladas "Parent Evaluation" cemo la que se cncuenlra con csta carba. Hagan el
Q favor de usar una forma -para cada und de los Centros quc vi:itcn.' Si desean comcntér,
[E l(:‘ N hagan ¢l favor.de usar el .otro lado de exta forma. (l{}



CRPPENDIX D

Glendale Flc tazy uchoo1
Parcnt FleU‘ulOn

Date:

Parent observed Reading Centers in:
(check which school)

[ ....... l Unit I 3chool [M__JHarold Smith School
[:::] Isaac Imes School [:::] Unit VII School
Does your ghild attend this center?

Yes No

The goal of our Reading Centers and Title I project is to improve Lhe reading;
performance for educationally dluadvantaged children. Our objectives are
designed to attain this goal. Please record your observations and reactions
the best you can, and when necessary ask questlons of the adults working

in the centers.

1. How many adults did you find in the center working with the\chiidren?

0] 1 2 3 more than 3
2. Did you find the childéren working in small groups on different reading

skills? Yes No Uncertain

Comments:

3. Children in the Centers advance in their reading lo sons at thelr own
speed. Do you feel that tnls is motivation and beneficial to the

children? Yes lio Uncertain

Comments:-

h. Did you find that as the children vorked on their different reading skills,

that the equipment they were us *ing played an 1mpovuant part in their
R - -~
‘learning mo'ru:"f“7 {es No Uncertain

Comments:
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APPENDIX D 30.

Do you feel the children were motivated to work on their reading skills

by using the equipment found in the Reading Center? Yes - o
Uncertain -

Comments:

Did you £ind the children in the center receiving individual attention

from the adults in the center? Yes Jife] Uncertain

Comments:

' Did you find that the children were busy during the period while they

were in the center? Yes No Uncertain

Comments:

Did you find the children using materials which appeared to be aiding the

children in their reading skills? Yes Ho Uncertain

Comments:

Did you find that the children enjoyed the various activities in which

they were involved? Yes . Mo ) Uncertain

TN

Comments: ' : ) [ - )

l

Did you find the atmosphere of the reading centers friendly, warm, and

generally pleasant for the children? Yes No Uncértain__ -
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APPEHDIX D " " 31.

11. Did you find that the children appear to take pride in their work and

accomplishrments in the Reading Center? Yes No Uncertain

Conenents:

12. Did you find that the ¢hild's success was constantly encouraged by the

.adults in the Reading Center? Yes No Uncertain

Comments:

13. Did you find that the children were eager to ask for help when they nceded

it? Yes No  Uncertain

Comments:

"t

14, Did you find that the adults in the center worked well with the children?

Yes llo Uncertain

Comments:

15. Did you find that the children knew what their tasks were and vhen
necessary worked at these tasks independently or without being assisted

"by the adults in the center? Yes o Uncertain

Commzants:

16. Did the children appear to be anxious to come to the center and somewhal

reluctant to leave? Yes Ho Uncertain

Comments:
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17. In generszl, do you feel that the proceedures and type of student
participztion found in»the Reading Center increuases and strengthens
student-taacher relationships?. Yes No Uncertain__
Comments:

18. Would you give your overall reaction to the Reading Center by‘choosing
one of the following:

(a) A beneficial program which is fulf® illing basic reading needs of

' children, and should be used to benefit more chlldren.

(b) A bveneficial program vhich is fulfilling bdblC reading needs of
chiléren, but which should be restricted to a limited number of
‘children with severe reading problems.

_(c) A program vith limited benefits to children in our district,
and in need of major revision.

(d) A program which offers little or no opportunity for children to
improve their basic reading skills, and should be abandoned.

(e) Other (Please comment) -

Comment :
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33.
APPEIIDIX D

PARENT EVALUATION

A total of twenty-two (22) parents visited the Reading Resource Centers to
observe the activities of the centers and to assist in cvaluating these centers.
A total of 11 parents observed in the Unit I School centers, 7 in the Tees School
centers, 2%in the Smith School center, and 2 in the Unit ¥TI School center,

The overall indication of the responses.to the varent evaluation instrument
wvas that these parents were pleased with what they saw happening in the centers
and to their children. It was also indicated that what they saw happening
greatly enhances the rossibility of the project reaching its ohjectives.

A total of sixteen (16) of those parents observing in the centers (72.7%
were observing in centers which their children attended. Six (6) observed in
centers (27.3%) which their child did not attend.

Seventeen (17) parents (77.§%) reported that they found three adults in the
centers working with children. Five (5) or 22.7% reported finding two (2) adults
in the centers working with the children.

All twenty-two (22) respondents (1007) reported that:

2. Children were working in small groups on different reading skills,
3.  Thev felt the children working in their reading lessons at their own
spced served as motivation and was beneficial to the children.

4, They found children using equipment vhich plaved an important part in
their learning pregress. .
6. They found children receiving individual attention from the adults in

the center.

7. They found the children were busy during the period they were in the
center.

8. They found children using materials which appecared to be aiding the
children in their reading slills.

9. Children enjoyed the various activities in which they were involved,

10. The atmosphere of the reading centers was friendly, warm, and fencrally
pleasant for the children.
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13. The children were cager to ask for help when they needed it.
14. The adults in the center worked well with the children.

15. The children knew what their tasks were and when necessary worked at

L these tasks independently or without being assisted by the adults in
the center.

17. The procedures and type of- student participation found in the Reading
Center increases and strengthens student—teacher relationships.

-A total of twenty-one (21) respondents (25.57) reported that:

5. The children were motivated to work on their reading skills by using
the equipment found in the Reading Center. ) ‘

11. Children appear to take pride in their work and accomplishments in the
Reading Center.

18. The Reading Resource Centers is a beneficial program which is fulfilling
basic reading needs“of-children and should be used to benefit nore
children.

_ A total of nineteen (19) respondents (86.47) reported that they felt that
the child's success was constantly encouraged by adults in the Reading Center.
(Two parents failed to respond to this item, #12.)

A total of nineteen (19) respondents (86.4%) reported that the children
appeared to be anxious to come to the center and somewhat reluctant to leave.
(Two parents or (9.17) were uncertain regarding this item and one parent failed
to respond.to this item, #16.)

Comments written on the evaluation Instruments reinforced the indication
that parents were generally very pleased with the Reading Resource Center
program and felt it should be continued and even extended.
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TELEVISION ACTORS -

DIRECTIONS (To be read aloud.) Let's pretend we are going to put

'yes'" on your answer sheet. If you will not'play the part I ask
you, mark "mo'" on your answer sheet.  You may play as many parts as

you wish.

(Use practice items as needed for class to understand procedure.)

i. Will you play the part-of a barnyard animal?

Will you play the part of a tree that talks?

-N

Will you play the part of an angel?

. Will you play the part'of Batman? (current is 6 Million Dollar Man).

Will you play the part of a cry baby?

3
4
5
6. Will you play the part of alonely child?
7. Will you play the part of the Pied Piper?
8. VWill you play the part of a forest ranger?
9 ¥Will you play the part of a mushroom?
10. Will you play the part of a worm?
11. Will you play the part of an airplane pilot?
12. 3ill you play tﬁe part of a bunny?
13. Wili you play the part of a fireman?
'14. Will &ou play the part of a slow-poke?
15. Will-you play the part of a baby?.
16. Will you play the part of a policeman?
C17. Will yoﬁ play the part of a hurt child?

18. Will you play the part of a butterfly?
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