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gommunlcatlon handlcapped ch
,t-

i

\Sbiervedv s one mlght expect that chlldren who _
on tq faci&itate lxstenlng skllls, often tend to

skllls and comprehens::on.\“ We\' a
do not recexve adequate i ter&e

thblt similar def1c1ts When they begtn readxng@xand are confronted with written |
uch as Stevenson (1972) have :@entlfled

_\

-

;‘comprehens1on tasks. Numerous re archers

'.Ilstenlng SklllS as crxtxcal to the }Qar proceSs. Elements of llstening Skllls

-t \,

1nclude organxzatlonal and meaning p;oéﬁé' nglof'ancomxng Informatlon and the later

7f“n vmatron.ngroblems in th1s area appear to be

-?

£
1inked to aifficulties such as attendiéégand relaﬁfnggto 1ncom1ng stimulr, in

e f‘organizlng and making sense of thélinfbrmatlon, an in the storage and retr1eval of

a

7cr1t1cal elemen;s as oppbsed to unnecessary details. -The authors have attempted to
- address these problems through the development of an experlential based listening and

read1ng comprehens1on program (LKRC) . The purpose of this paper is to dIgcuss the

elements of the program, to provxde literature support for’ its components, and
- finally. to describe the results of a pllot study which tested the program procedures
with two groups of communlcation hand1capped children between the ages of five and L

se@eﬁ,and ning and eleven. Communicatxon hand1capped children who present deficits oL
in receptive Language and/or express1ve language skllls appear, to be partxcularly ‘

-~ W

N

vulnerable to comprehensxon dlfficulties.

in 1976, K1ntsch offered the premise that the comErehenslon process is the
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skllls. A revxew of numerous commerc1ally avallable compr

by the authors, was d1sapp01nt1ng in this ‘respect- Furthe more, these addltlonal
' : . ' “PERMB&ONIQREPRODUCETHS
shortcomlngs were noted: - - - : . MATENALHRSBEENGRANTEDBY
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j' . -
e 1y Edequate listening/attending behaviors are presumed l
: 3 : to be- present,

,:§ R - :. - e o S - —- ’* _ - -
A . 2) Organization of program content often lacks apparent
o L stratngies to help children organize and retr1eve

salie elements, kg . :

, 3_) Program content ’g}? - far remoVed from the here' S .
o - ..., and now reality of*- %hildren, and often appears e
“insufficient to aro- ) Q"d maﬂntaln interest and - ' '

attention,

4) Most programs are designed forguse on an ind1v1dua1
‘ rather than a. small group bas1gr

.

_ . 2 !
i

R integratlon of their content’ xnto classroom
learn1ng units. T - S ’

5 \ The ﬁARe program was developed-to counter these progran limltatlons in a
motivatlng and systematlc way. \ .
c \ Several precepts gulded the authors in developxng the tARG's procedural
elements and should Be noteds It was félt that a carefully designed framework wh1ch
" could aaFommodate Indxvxdual ‘differences would be far more functional and meanlngful
than a pre—packaged "cookbook“ program. Further, since chlldren talk about, and o
.understand best, thlngs they themselves have done and .are famlllar wmth, these should .
be accommodated in the framework. Frnally, s1nce chlldren ‘bettexr oomprehend
:informatlon phrased in language wrth wh1ch they are famlllar (Spache, lélii, thls
1anguage should be included in the content. . co " .
’v \ The resultlng LARC program frameWork, after establlshlng adequate lxstenxng
and attendlng Skllls, translates children' s ‘own recent personal experignces 1nto v
/Zunlformly sequenced story eplsodes. The - episodes .or - stor1es are subsequently read
,ﬁ/ aloud to chlldren durxng a llstenlng tlme each day Questlons of a llteral and later,
of an 1nferent1al nature follow each story Meanlngful content ig qraded in levels of
comprehens1on experlences ‘move from oral only to oral and wnltten. The organléatlon
. of each story episode remalns cénstant throughout the three program parts whlle .

' Increasrng 1n length and c0mpLex1tyr The. resultlng LARC program format is as fOllOWS‘

(see Table l§ ‘_ R o . . B :

N
A . . -

K
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* | THE LARC PROGRAM SEQUENCE | "~ . ... Y
: ] ! e o
| . TABLE 1"
Sl “
Baselirs - T T 2T N R .
L len éit, fold hands; ;”"“".ffsiﬁé ﬁtus Lo sameplus
‘ Bhase no-tatking " . lookat - . . '+ llsten to 30-50
| ' /(10 second trlals) _glctﬁre el viord. story . S
) ' SRR 611 second trials) look at pictuore . . 0
.| Question. - look and listen - look-and listen~ look and llsten: - P- -
" | Phase It plus answer® ~ plus answer ~ ‘plus generate; 7 |
| © yes/mo questions multiple choive amwwers to ", i |
' .about story event; . (2 choxcg)rquestions questions ("Who"; S ‘
| attempt amd ., . {"Who","What", and "What", and "Where"
. , - consequence . - "Where" forms) ~foms)
L f
Sl . : , : . _(' T - ‘ ‘\S .
Step 1 o Btep2 o o Stepd
| ‘BrJ.dgm_g look and listen to sameplus . T sameplus
- Phase 100-120 word stories - answer *?ééa,?@ﬁ@éféiéiiY,,”,ﬂf,
generate ansvers - -~ inferential | ‘available; complementary
: 7 “about ‘story event; | questions . story-amswer:
) " plan, internal - . yritten comprehensxon S
N Tesponse, attempt . o questlons S b
consequence ant B S . \it
X reaction SR Co O S
[ ("Wholl llwhatll llwherelll ‘ ' ‘ ! | . . | ) ‘. . . 4‘ 1
ﬁl ' e "When" "HOW" 'ilwhyu) 7 : | ‘ e .L -‘ T . “ ;' v
Post " redd story anid answer .. .1 o S R |
Té%tlng v Written comprehensxon S T e
| questlons . . SRR N
1 .. - N . "{; . e .. . ' ) .
’f_l - 3 o Co 168l jdumenétyk, Cook, Hrycak
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based on experiences ‘the children in the group have had earlier in thé day A teacher—:

N

. N ~

oo oL e o :.}‘ Pagé":"
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PART II (THE QUESTION PHASE) introduces%two simple, s1ngle eplsode stor1es.

Jdrawn pxcture depicting the story eplsode accompanxes each reading. Questions about

Erv1n-Tr1pp and Miller ( 977) R

' !

L

the followxng extensxons*

PARIAIIIA{THE BRIDGINGjPHASE) bullds on the elements of PART II and 1ncludes

Yes/No content questions; v

and "where")- . A , R .

e ' . .
s A T e g .-
A3 . - . L . .

- . .. o

- . 8 R
. A ,\l-’ : - e

'Multxpie choice (2 choice) content questions (questIon

‘forms 1nclude'"who“ﬁ."what" and "where") - . LR

) Contént questions which require the listeners to genérate B

the correct response (questlon forms. include "who", ]what",

The sequence of "wh" question forms was ada?ted from the research of O

.

N J
¢ -
.
1

/

The ongan:zational structure for the story ep1sodes~was adapted from recent

4)

g ecome;more abstract, complex, and longer whlle
cont1nu1ng to be based in personal experience. ;

Content comprehens1on questions now may Include, as

appropriate, the formg of “"why",; when", and "how"

The listenlng comprehens1on experlence is supplemented

with complementary,‘commerc1ally available readxng

material ‘with wrltten comprehens1on QHestions. o
! N .

Inferential questxons are gradually bullt 1n. : C

research 1n the acqu1s1tlon of story grammar (Stein and Glenn, 1979) The macro-

‘1nternal npsponse, an attempt, a consequence éhd a reaction (see Chart 1)

act1v1¥1es were transformed by thelr teacher 1nto thls format dally The setting

. J
‘serves to establlsh the story s time and{/r piace, as. well &s to 1ntroduce the

- v

1nternal plan, s1m1l§r to the internal response notes the protagonlst"s dec1s1on

regarding any . actlon he wlll take. The attempt documents what the protagonrst does.

notes the emotxonal response(s) of the protagonist to the above sequence of events.

EKC -

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

3
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Chlldren s;
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The story grammar approach was. chosen for the LARC ‘program ifi an effort to

, . el
prov1de chrldren with a ioglcal ana consistent frame of reference for organ1z1ng ‘ -y

1nformat10n. The research of Ste1n and Glenn (1978{90n story grammar suggests that
a story s eplsodlc structure corresponds to the chlld's log1cal organlzatlon pf éhat
1nformatlon -in memory. Mandler‘and Johrnison (l§§7) further note that. people develep

¢ 7 a story. schema, ‘A set of expectatlons about the 1nterna1 structure of stor1 ThlS‘
schema ,whrch serves. to facilrtate encoding and retrleval, 1s constructed from two

sources. l) by llstenlng to many stor1es, thereby 1ncreas1ng knowledge of the

Lty

v Tralnlng ln draw1ng 1nferénces was buiit xnto PART III as a result of

v

research f1nd1ngs related to the 1mportance of the 1nferent1al process 1n comprehen51on

XHansén and Pearson, 1980) _ Schanks (1n Warren, Nlcholas and Trabasso, 1975) notes
" that meanlng is prlmary to comprehens1on and that the derlvatlon of meanlng involves
ftwo p;ocesses.' 1) the applxcatxon of knowledge and 2) the draw1ng of 1nferences.
‘ . Accordlng to Schanks inferences serve two functlons- to aId an fndxvxdual to frll xn o
m1ss1ng slots 1n the structure, and to .serve as a connpctor, enabllng an 1nd1v1dua1
.to relate represented events at a*hlgher organrzaﬁaonal level Hansen and Pearson o

(1989) suggest that glven con31derable practice, children s ablllty to draw 1nferences

may 1mprove. They further suggest that If educators wére to ask more rntegratrve
as opposed to 3ust attendlng to the s;mple recall of facts. Research séems to 1nd1tate
~_that young chrldren do have the memory cgpac1ty and the ablllty to draw Inferences.
N e il e e el * LI
Their lack. of prxor knowledge, however; appears to ixmlt their abllrty to draw an
1nference 1n a specxflc instance: Slnqp our program is founded on chlldren s

personal experlences, it appeared reasonable that 1nference tralnlng would be a =

N

'loglcal LQBC 1nclus10n. As a theoretical base for this tra1n1ng, We have adapted a-
taxonomy of inferences empioyed by chlldren 1n the comprehen51on process as proposed
by Warren, Nicholas and Trabasso (1978) ~ h
It is most 1mportant to p01nt out that the object of the comprehens1on
questlons asked 1n ~ PARTS II and III is for the chlid to recall the crltrcal story
elementS. It is not the prlmary 1ntentlon of the program to. teach chlldren to respond

to each "wh" huestron type.- Not aii the suggested question forms may be employed in

every story. Questlons are asked as the story content dlctates. If for example, 1n

o

a partlcular.story a where" questlon would not elicit a crltlcal story element, no

" "where" questlon is asked

i ¥
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METHOD AND"PROCEDURES B SR
.. Subjects and Setfing . S L S

~

s .7 ' The study. wﬁs c"onﬁuc'téa w1th two groups of communicata.on han é’capp"éa children
of d1ffer1ng language abilities.- PARTS I 'and II were utlllzed w:th s '*ubiects

3 oo

between ‘the ages of five and seven. These subjects attend:schooi in, a self contalnede

‘classroom at the eommunrcatxon Disorders Demonstratlon Program at Montclalr State

College (MSC) in New Jersey. Th1s group, Hereby referred to as the MSC group, present ,

o S P

.vreceptlve language def1c1ts of bétween one and three years below expected levels, and

expressxve language def1c1ts of between two and four years below expectea levels. ' -
Handrcapprng condItIons such as neurologrcal Imparrment or mental retardaﬁ;on ‘

_ - . s
1 accompany the language 1mpaxrment in f1ve out of the srx subJectsg D T

PART III of the program was utlllzed w1th a group of four chlldren between

for all specral subjects. - These chlldren, hereby referred to as the Princeton Group,

-

were more advanced in academlc ach1evement and language skllls than the MSC Group..

Receptrve language deficits ranged from one to two years below expected levels._

Expres31ve language def1c1ts ranged from one to three years below expected levels. = :

All of the subjects could decode at a mInImum of a mld—second grade level* o : o ;
T e o e : - ' . - : - . . ; - e - % . ! s ’.

PART I~ ORIENTING PHASE ‘w;- e : N : : S

(

PR

. ‘f " The farst part -of the program was deslgned to establlsh the attendlng'behav1ors
that are-prerequlsltes to lrstenlng to a: story. ChIldren were trained to srt on chaxrs
wIthouE talkmng whlie looklng at a p1cture -and’ llstenlng to a story Thelr hands were .

- folded to e11m1nate competlng behav1ors such as touchlng other chlldren. o . ' _:

The'slx chlldren in’ the MSC. Group sat in chairs around a kldney—shaped

<y

. table fac1ng two adults, ‘the presenter and &he. recorder.‘ Adults sat in the same * .
pos1tIons each day, bﬁt ‘children were free.to ‘choose thelr seats. The presenter_

1ntroduced each sess1on by rem1nd1ng the chlldren that it was "L1sten1ng Time" Thé

behavlors correspondlng to the current program step were reviewed. The group was -

i

iudged’to be prepared to progress to the next step'when four out of six- chlldren

performed w1th 80% accuracy for two consecutxve days. Chlidren 1nclnded 1n this part
were rewarded with potato.chlps and st1ckers for approprlate behavlors. The use of _

these. rewards was gradually diminished.

Step L "Sit, hands, folded; no talking:" - o
v .
The flrst,;fep entafled an attemptcby the presenter to beg1n each-

"1

of ten trials per se;sxon with all children couformlng to ‘the de51red behav1ors.

A

‘ v . : . _ PR

EC S g

‘.
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\ﬁ___‘pg.ciild who had difficulty remaining seated was pos1tioned between the presenter and

“who. performed correctly‘by saying thelr names and "Good s1tt1ng and llstening", while

the recorder marked a + or - for each child_on the data sheet’ After each tr1al the

at th end of the sessxon-for 56% success was utxllzed‘ oy ' . SR

‘N Time": - When-pralsed,Lchlldren were, told, Good looking and llstening.V By the -

: recorder, which prevented’him from»standing up - When ¥} child did not follow\a

dlrectlon,\hls name was called ce and the direction was. repeated Followlng that

P 0“"

repetrtlon, all 1nappropr1ate behavxors were Ignored The: presenter s1gnaled the

”t’¥t;of each ten gecond trxal by a nod of her head and a hand motion. The recorig:

2

-timed:each trial and s1gnaled the end The presenter 1mmed1ately praised the chil

-?Strcker Chart was presented and each successful chrld recerved a stxcker to place on.

' the chart, or ‘a potato chip (1ndicated by "B" on the Sticker Chart) A continuous‘

schedulé of re1nforcement was used The children dld not know until the end of each

K

'tr1al whether the’ reward for that tr1al would be a chip or a sticker. ‘A shaping

1 I

procedure 1n whlch each chlld rece1Ved a "Speclal Gold Sticke£5 and. a potato chip ~

\7 . i

. _S£é§;2:, "took at the pIcture“ X ' ' ;
' l; oL All procedures“followed during Step 1 ‘were continued but the

s

¢ .

presenter added the dlrection,y“Look at thé picture“' as leferent, large commerc1ally

available pictures (Dunn and Smith, 1966 1ng, 1978) ‘Were held up for each "Listening

>

‘

/gcaﬁﬁiétiaﬁ a%"éééﬁ_z; éhiidren éége rexnforced for 1004 success on a ngen day. .

- . . . .
. N e

§ B ’ . " " TV , 4 -

4

. S Stan s " |I v . ‘
: % , Step 3: Exsten to the story N o Lo

A A Two thlrty to flfty word stories pased on: the children s experiences

. ) .
iﬁ school that day were. wrltten ln’the prescrlbed story grammar format A s1mple

pibture was drawn- to accompany each story. Later the same day,'at "ﬁxstening Time"

yhé directIon "tlsten to the story" was added to the priqf directions. A rev1sed

AN

' "Sticker Chart" with spaces for two trials and the "Specxal Gold Stlcker" was ’

417

iy r
utillzed By the complet;on of Step 3, only*stitkers and praise were used to reward

“t
B se
. AN

g children lelowing each trial, : . _ » : - . o
o B ) E T e . S T
: PkRiﬁ iT - QUESTION PHASE . ;-- . Coo ) '7’ - ‘, ‘ 7

ERIC]

21 5 Ehe secondipart of the program prov1ded the children w;th continued exposure

to 1e story grammar format and 1ntrgdgfed comprehensmen questrons.*.ihree questlons,

an %vent Question, an Attempt Question, and a Consequence Qnestron wéne §sked follow:ng B

eac' siory. Sample questreﬁs’bf the type the children would be asked about the story .

wer presented to 1ntroduce eaéh program Step.’ In addition to the d1rections .

admlnistered in PART I, the children were told,Q“I'm 901ng &' ask you some qUestions .

'ab;ut the story L1sten carefully and think about the story, so you can answer the

N a
“ s

Aqestionstv - ) . A
AL Ce Lo TR Qo ' -
. . - o v : B N U.“ : . '

L;ﬂ
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After the story was read, the presenter praised children who behaved ‘ .553;
N

approprlately, by sayIng their names and "Good looking and listening", whlle the

recorder marked the Data Sheet (see Chart 2) “The p1cthre was removed’ 7Then-the,f

" Event Question was asked,'and an 1nd1v1dua1 was called to respond The respondent s

' name immedrately followed the questlon. ‘Since children dld not know when they would

~

Fa

be chosen, thls procedure secured group attention. When the respondent answered

correctly, he was praIsed. When an 1ncorrect response was given, the. preSenter stated

the correct answer. Follow1ng the IndxvrdUal response, the question was repeated

! and a group response was elic1ted The presenter cued the group by sayIng, "Now It'

eVeryone s turn.“ After asking the question, the presenter s head noddea to s1gnal

- the group s response 1n unisofi. ThlS group response pattern was . 1mpleMented to

_provrde practice for every child w1thout taking the time for several 1nd1v1dual ;

responses and to maintain the group's" 1nterest (Engelmann, ‘Osborn and Engelmann, 1969)

‘The questlon prd!!dure followed each story, and at the end of the spss1on the Strcker

. a
4

.“._:

Chart was presented. L S stQ' : R
: : : . ' e
‘ . 9. Lo L o

\Step 1: Yas/No Questions - - DS ; T

The f1rst questlon forms 1ntroduced were those answerable by a f

3

'yes/no response; such as, "Dld Ben flnd a new toy in school today?'- Yes or No "

Occasronally, "Was"'questlons were used’ For example, "Was Steven s job toff\he .

~.attendance? = Yes or No." Children were rewarded wrth stIckers fotlowing eaEﬁ story

'I

“and a "Spec1al Gold Sticker" and arpotato chlp at the ‘end of the session; Y

ko
Step 2: Cholce Questions ’ : : ' -f ) ; ' ', S

- {see Chart 3): Typical questions were, "Who d1d not. have a Speech teacher today? f

’;Mlchael or Howard?" and,n"What did Howard want: to do? Have/Speech or have Musrc?"’

of the story,at thls level, s1nce most act1v1t1es occurred 1n one classroom. Sometlmes

the consequence of the story 1nvolved going someplace. Then a "Where" questlon like,;_

N"Where dfd the boys go? GutsIde or to Gym" would be presented’ Follow1ng the f1rst

,story, children rece1ved a checkmark on. the Stlsker Chart. After the second story,

.chlldren were glven a sticker to place on the Chart;- Children who met the cr1ter1a '

'of lOO% success recelved a "Spec1al Gold Stlcker" and a handshake 1n place of the.

,,,,,,, ot : - ) S _ -

potato chlp. /7\5\;~‘ . : N . o S
Step 3: "Wh" Questrons -, No: Ch01ces o o o L

. S1mple "Who" "What"; and "Where questxons were a%ked durxng Step 3

but thé chlldren wexe not prov1ded w1th a. ch01ce of anSWers. vThis requ1red that the

~

~ N -
. o . - -
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B

t:were developed that necess1tated only one or two word responses. When a chrld clearly

demonstrated knowledge of the correct response through gesturlng, that response was
-_accepted ‘and labeled verbally for the chrld’ Now children recelved checkmarks E

follow1ng each story, and continued to get "Special Gold Stlckers" and-handshakes at g
S
the end of the sess1on. All procedures outllned for the QUESTi@N PHASE remalned the '

R

M ) i . . - . . . . z
. . s

:1, same.
PART IIT - BRIDGING PHASE T o : _

T ' :
rj‘_ In the third part of the LARC Program, the four chlldren 1n the Pr1nceton

) Group llstened to" stor1es based on’ thexr-"hands on® experlences‘ The actlwltles were
! part of an ongokng Science Unlt ( The storIes were tonger than.thOSe in PARTS I and II,
ranglng £from one hundred to one,hundred twenty words and were" consxstent thh the;
7 story grammar format (see Chart\4) ; Chlldren were asked'more comprehens1on questlonsk
: than the three prESented in PRRT II and a W1der varlety oﬁrquestlon fors were 1ncluded -
"Who", "What" "Where" "When"; "How"y "Why" (seé Ghart 5) & ' U
) b t Y On the day followlng thel"Llstenlng Tlme" gféfy presentation, a wrxtten copy
of the story with the. compréhens1on questlons would be presented to each ChIld ThIS

5 L
fbrmed ‘an assrgnment on the child's 1nd1v1dual contract and was, read s1lently and

A

cpmp ted 1ndependently. \;. . L 7 - ; *,V

;!

Chlldren particlpatlng 1n thls part of the program were rewarded w1th soc1al,

Readrng) on thelr work contract o f;j o L S L

Step 1: Read %?ory and Answer ertten Comprehens1on Questlons :j; o

.o v

A story ‘about a Sc1ence act1v1ty was generated by the teachér and

presented to the group later 1n the day at "Exstenxng Txme." Chlldren ware d1rected :

to:s1t quletly a% ‘the round table and llsten to the speaker._ The teacher paused

during the readlng 1f the chlldren were not quleb‘ ‘ “{' : Kl-~'.

After the story as read, 1nd1v1duals were asked comprehenslon --j

S Ty . *. \,

o questlons perta1n1ng to each of the’ foilow1ng Six categorles - Event, Response, Plan,

-~

Attempt, Consequence, and.Reactlon.‘ Since . four chmldren partxcxpaﬂed, each chlld ’

I
LT

ooy .
was asked one and two questlons, respectlvely, on alternatlng days. The teacher

(gl

recorded responses on a worksheet (See Chart 6), and then transferred them to a j B

Data Sheet (see Chart 7) at -her convenxence.e

-

dlfflcult words were rev1ewed w1th the group, ‘and the ch11dren -then- proceeded to

.complete the worksheet 1ndependently. The teacher»recorded the‘chlldren_s responses o




e

°

¢

R A N N R P . . J
R ’ . LAY . : oM

B T TR P ‘ -
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\and then corrected errqrs on the worksheet with each child; ‘The teacher dIreqped thq%
child‘t% the sectlon 6f the story contalnlng the answer. If the Chlld was stlll e

éaunable,to answer'correctly, thé teacher supplled the answer. BT ‘;=.h. \ . Yo
'7 | ‘ -&f il _The group was considered ready to progress to the next step §I n’o ?K
sthree out ‘
both,the "Listenlnf:Txme and Readlng Comprehensxon components‘ ' : ‘;'fi

Inﬁerentlal Questlons

Two 1nferent1al questlons were. added to the 11sten1ng and readlng . ;fﬁ

;%omprehen91on questlohs (see Chart 8) The 1nference questlons were based on the

’content of the story

:RESULTS”;, P ST R
- : !

~

:‘piaaueéiah (see Table 3).-

‘;The types of inferences varled from one story to the ‘next’ Allxv

S

"

other procedurés remaxned the-same‘_ .?3 o o é o “'L‘ SRR \-;
e . . _ AT ‘ R . . . . ) " e . 3 . > ., < \ 7 o * . \ :
" ___Biér Complementary Gommg?gxaiiy Avaxlable Story A — p \
;* ’ Procedures rema1ned the same fo’ the program components descrlbed o

in Steps l and!2 but at th1s t1me a complementary wr1tten story was presented on the

day after the chlldren completed the eXperlence-based story worksheet To 1ncrease

the - chlldregZ
"hands-on" actxvxty The complementary stor1es were chosen from, publxshed supple- T

mentary readlng mater1als (Stone and Burton, 1960) already avallable w1th1n the schgpl.

o ‘The selectlons cdns1stently ;ncluded a brief 1nformatlon—g1v1ng story, followed by'

51x comprehen31on questlons. These storxes and questlons dxd not adﬁgre to the
story grammar framework folloWed In ‘the teacher—wrxtten stor1es and guestions.
. . . ' L]

S . SO R IR i

. i ?i‘

Data on the chlldren s comprehens1on abxlitles was collected before and after

~ L

the three month pllot study -was conducted Our results 1nd1cated that flve out of sxx
part1c1pants 1n the Mse Groqp answered more qUeStIOnS correctly on. the Spache Dlaghostlc .

Readlng Scales, L1sten1ng Comprehenslon Subtest at the 1.6 Grade Level (see Table 2)

of Language Functions (CELF), Diagnostlc Battery, Processlng Spoken Paragraphs

Subtest (Semel and WIIg, 1980) i;. mif /’ S : ; T e

The CELF. Screenlng Test (Semel and W11gﬁ319805 was admlnlstei"f

Prlnceton GrouP, but thé MSC Group was unable to follow the dlrectlons as prescrLbed

1n the.manual Iﬂ the Prlnceton GrCJp, substantlal 1mprovement was noted on the 3

Processing sectlon, but not 1f:Product1Qn.‘ Percentlle ranks on the Pfocessxng SectIon4

increasef dramatxcallyfin all

Rl
UJ A‘ oA
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- changes in attalned grade 1evels from pre to post testlng ' '

‘

| S
[Py 3




T .

[ R isa"gém

Three out of four partiCipants in the Princeton Group improved more than

three grade levels on the CELF, Process1ng Spoken Paragraphs Subtest
on the Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty, Oral Reading, Silent Readinq,/,

~wa

and Listening ComprehenSion Subtests, all partiCipants in the Princeton Group answered

ﬁafé guestxons correctly on the post tests: Three out of four chxldren ‘made a.

¢ fminimum gain of one grade level on all subtests. , . ff ' ,'Aiwﬁ

Section.

DISCUSSION . ; o

' This pilot study examined the effects of an experience~based sequential

training program in listen'”g and reading comprehenSion opEtWo groups of Communication

_.handicapped children. Relatxn 'the resuits to the* specifi negds this program was.

desxgned to address; the following observations can be ma oo
PART I of the program effectively trained the pre equiSite attending skills

for listening, while the primary food reinforcer was easily aded within four ee?

training seSSions. - Children were bbserved spontaneously us g,the carrier 'hrases

given as cues in the program to verbally mediate their behaViors during post test
administration and in theyr classroom, when directed to listen. -As a result oé,théir

internalization-of these cues, increased eye contact was pbserved during the post tests;

[

2 . | R

though no direction to look was given. : o _ .

A factor affectxng the children's attention in the Orienting Phase of the
&ARC Program was the type of commercial picture presented Simple; common children s
subjects, deVOid of action or visiual complexity, did not conSistently maintain the“

group 's attertion. This population initially had difficulty inhibiting their impulsé

B The LARC Program utilized a uniform story and question format to assist

children in organizing and retrievxng critical story elements; Adults with mxnxmai

about action—oriented stories than about those relating a aiaibgué, This i% probably

~

k-
C‘\
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.

due to. the more concrete nature of the action—oriented stories; Teachers further

reportgs that children demonstrated a heightened awareness -of (the - need to follow a

, question with a reply. -This was evidenced by their refusal to qontinue with group .

discuSSion when a question remained unanswered and their urging pgers to respond when

‘a question was- posed During the 1atter stages of the Qdestion Phase and post test

administration _some children appeared to engage in more reflective thinking behaVior,

commenting, "Wait, I'm thinking " Children also requested repetition of: qnestions

_they were unable to respond to lﬁlti%lly These latter two.behaviors were not observed

during pre—test administration. o . \ .

Ky

effective technique for training children who repeatedly failed a particular question _
typg It was not helpful to bombard children w1th questibnp they conSistent&y answered
’ incorrectly. Presenting a range of question txpes to all children on a random basis
R appeared to provide benefits from peer modeling\and more fre ntl; improved the
' performance of the partiCipants. ; . \\ :fg‘ '

) ’ As a result ‘of this pilot study, a need or further exploration in the areas
of progrﬂﬁ organization and procedure was determinedt -First,*pxe—testing needs to
“lInclude a measure of the children's ability to‘answer\"wh&—questions prior to program
implementatién. This wouid:enabie the aaéﬁafg to deteimine whether LARC increases
. the children's ability‘to answer "Wwh" Questions in addition to- recailling story content‘ ;

It would be interesting to study the effects of reading the story twice

before- the children answer the questions, rather than once as in this study. We would

* also like- to explore the effect of keeping: the pictures within View while the questions

a .
. -~ . -

~are asked.

"f The conteht of +hé LARC stories was developed from the actual experiences of
the participants. This was a t;emendously effective motivational tool. Children
lofked forward to "Listening Time" to sce who would star.in the story. The main

- character was always illustrated if accurate attire so he would be recégnizable to the
group. The children énjoyed Simple line draw1ngs with attractive colors; enabling a

very amateurish artist (or an average teacher) to quickly draw the pictures on a daily

"basis,. ' ' . B -
- é_

Children in the Princeton Group were motivated by their active involve-ent

in. ongOing experiences related to one unit that continually exposed them to engaging

-

LARC was implemented with small groups of children, in classrooms It was

manageable in terms of the numbers of children served and the time allotted: 'In the
»w

pilot study, groups of four to six children were accommodated; and "Listening Time"

bl
-3

ERIC -
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% sessions rapged from approxlTately ten to twenty minutes. It was advantageous for

v N

' two aduits’ (the,presenter and recorder) to participate during PARTS T and II, but

with modifications. it would be feasible for implementatlon by one.adult; PART III

was conducted successfully”by o&% adult. . : AR R . -
—_— ! | ’ .:?

- Since LARC 1nvolved groups of ‘childfen in experlence—based act1v1ties,

L

B

an isolatéd; unrelated part of ‘the school p:ogram. krt, cooking, sc1ence, soc1al

’_studies, mus1c, gym, and free play act1v1t1es formed the content. of the storIes used o

L

at. "L1stén1ng Tlﬁe"" : : } - o ‘ 7, , Lo

v o {

classroom group dynamics. Teachers reported that children 1m1tated adult models who.

provxded support for chxldren, by reassuring one another wrth statements like, "You ‘¥;>yf

4

.can answer that. These supportive comments were observed to occur more frequen/ly///
_ _ - -9 —.1’ .

following implementation, particularly 1n the Princeton Group. -,

LARC provided systematic'bridging procedures to develop both listening and

;\ readrng comprehensron. ChIldren in the MSC Group were funct/pning at a reading ' .

readlness level. It is expected that the consxstant stpu//ure In - the story and. 71 i:

question format will give 'ther helpful strategies_" apply when they encounteé wr1tten

material. . o - o /g//? - R . o R
Lo : ' e S P :

. In PART III the yocabulary used ih. the stories was introduced during the PR

"hands—on" ekperrences so chrldren could develop meaningfuil content—word relatlonshlps.
_The presentation of written stor1es,w1th questions that were already familiar to these
with written material Children quickly recognized familiaNIvocabulary and gained
'confldence in their abrlity to complete the task succeszully. The repetitron of

vocabulary in oral and wr1tten form resulted in 1ncreased usefof contextual clues

. : |

R . .
- . - . e
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the carefully designed "framework“ of LARC is 'indeed feasibie and effectxve. We have

noted as with any initiai programming attempt, that Various modrfxcatxons and

procedural adjustments are in order. Results of the study have also ralsed several

1nterest1ng issues which support the need for further research 1n this area. All thfhgs

cons1dered, it-is our’ 3udgment that the LKRC Program has potehtial as an effectlve

+
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COMTRL o oot PARTG D STERG 1

'R
)

" STORY 4

'25

| L ;
i T ———
Sat ﬁhﬁhéﬁlse |- When Ben came to school today, e found a new table toy, .
Note Eﬁé .| 1 began tobuild with the new color squares, =
initiaﬁlng event | I S R

, - Note the.

response

tnternall|
ofmptan |

- .Al"
‘» i N

'He. decided ‘he wanted to 1ook through the ‘red square. o ;o

§ . . e RN 3..‘\.. \.\‘ ‘\‘|

"

Note the

sttempt |

Ben put his face neé Eﬁ’ red 8q quare and 1ooked at the boys. B
\'\ g . .\ I ' A B I N H
-’i i ‘ / e .'.;.... ..:..... 'J:;
5, ﬁbfqlthe-gziecﬁ' | He saw Adan and Howard through the square, . .
consequenck ) - A
' ' Sy "\ T ." 7
.6, Note the 1| Ben 1{Red fdvbuii&,and~ipck~w££h‘fﬁe”néﬁ1céief squa?b?."l‘ L
~_'ré\&'cti'o’h§ ST ‘ ' ' ' - f CoL -
U T T AT S L
1, Event Question -, 1| Did Ben find a nev toy in.school today? ., = . ‘
‘ A T e Tooeee 'I" .';"""“/“ ' { !
2. httempt Question. | Bg&vﬁéﬁ~aﬁt the red. square? R
consequence” . | Did Ben 1ike bullding and looking with fhe sguares?
Question: '-E- SR ;o o ‘
' no : CHARD- 1" . . a9
TR ‘ . ‘.‘ ‘ ‘- | ;Vl;'
e N
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‘Set the Stage -

"4

VR L

. Today is dpeech day at_schoel,.

y

—

Y

Note the

‘initiating eﬁent

—

{fut Hovard's speech taachér vas' absent;

{”fNote the internal
L response or plan

y ,

‘ .HowarQ“WEﬁtéH t6'h&Ve sgeech anyway,:

Note the attempt

‘.‘_‘
Y

“But there was no one to work with him;

. e

consaquance

Nbte the 'ai'iéééj iE

—

Howard said "o K.l T do Eomg congtructions with legos mes it |

- He built 3 boat and 2 building,

Note the
reactions

| te énibyad erkiﬁqﬁﬁith.iégég}ihd.ﬁdiiing'about his vork;

—m SRR S S Aol e e e ey s
.o \ “ | | EREN
Event5§ﬁéstion Who did nat have a- speéeh tnacher today? ,

2. T

~ f. - '.;f: w ‘
] or- Have muaic ‘

q

. €D
- - F




AT K{l‘--l\ L&L—J,"

. "“""ﬁ «ﬁ

«

' STEP:

PﬁﬁTl—-lv

- _— - - - " STORY ﬂ e
T T B LWWV\TEELEI ﬂ SURPRTSE  ;f
1y, Set the stage  [-On Tuesdap; we.hiad a surprise in our clissroon,
2; Nots the initiating Ay Brown came to Room 19 vith twelve very small quatl eggs;
event o - S I
- * ' . ) . ) B # “A
é 7 ) . 7 | \ 7 | 7 7“ ' 7“’ A 7 - . . ‘- 'J‘ ) | . ' .
3, Note the internal - | Because he wanted to show us how to hatch them,
" response | | - :
B K Note tha iﬁﬁéfﬁ&i e, Brown decided to put the eggs in 8 clear and oranqe box called an
o pian T | tncuhator., L
j ) L : f

5. ‘Note the attempt

g0 the eqgs would hatch,

/o

He made sure the wire vas plqued in, and told the children to leave it,
Water wouid be added so that the air would not.

| be too dry.‘ 3 |
6. Note the direct | If the air stays hot and wet; the quails will hatch in sixteen dags,
-congequence - o L : |
anee E .

Note the reaction

Nz, Bzown hoped ve would take good care of tha eggs so thej Would hatch,

o0

vl
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o mmEchsRRsE A /

R 7 'Evgnt Question . Who came to ¥isit our ciassroom? L
_{ | Mri Erown,
;‘25‘ ﬁéiﬁ&ﬁ§§ﬁﬁﬁéiii6h Why did he bring twelve small eqqs E& the ciassrocm?
S "' Because he Wanted to show us how.tq hatch them.
— — -_.‘ ECTLUINIA T S . :
‘ " ' T
‘3i ?iiﬁ'ﬁﬁéég Where did Mr. Brown decide to put the qus?
o : | In the incubator, TR

- 1,

T

L/_ i‘_.___’__ —— o
Attempt Question

th would water be added? | | |
So the air»would not be to0 dry, o SRR 3

.g?

- Consequence Question

a ——
by v v ; - -

When vould the. dggs be ready to hateh?

;ﬁéﬁﬁﬁaﬁt 

6, Reaction Question What did Mr. Beoud fiope the chtidren would do? |
B o ~ Take good care of the egqs. R L | “ﬁwﬂ T
o S N R TR PR o
© omms
5 , : ARL -, _ .
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STEP: - 3

| R m&._ SRR U
; e o s??@%# —
ot ORI TBEJCHICKs?eehEiahEK*i'”‘ o '
L ‘ii »Event Questi k& ~Who brought back the chicks to Room 19? b
S Andy./ RO | ' ,i
N SR

2 g ustion

'How did our ciass think our chicks were goinb\to look? |

'?2 ;ﬁ,z,-~ : —Different. o ii'
| ;uﬂi Pian Question What id the clags do Eirst?

' A
g o e *43 e “M
4 b ot -
ol LAERNE e i

f/f; Took the chicks oﬁ of the brooder;”

bk ,;ie;;ﬁ;e,aﬁ'L;;Eijgsh | Why did ve ,také_thé‘é'hiéhé\_éﬁtﬁ: of: the brooder? - !
N "a;;-;‘ :\: ;‘¥T"{“V ‘. Bé?{ﬁééﬁélhéﬁﬁé&.Eé ﬁéiﬁh them, -
= T A X “ - ‘ , . : ——
5. eonsequah % Questipn  Where did the chicks have comha? :
T I’ ] SR o their heads. | ‘ ;. . SN
. RS S ) ' ‘ e o
S Y *aeaﬁttanQuq;tiqnhl i How did Andy feel when the ciass sav the changes in the chickens? <:::
L h{‘L'[ £ ‘f”%*, i Excited. : Jﬁ: | | N
SR B ‘Ehféiﬁhééfﬁﬁéiiiéh i On what day of, the waek did Andy bring the chichs back for & visiﬁ?
,a K < ' g ,:“,”, i \ . ‘ ‘
§7‘ . ST ;;«. ¥\;f Monday.‘.-
é ;VFQ:L.ihiéréﬁcéféuéﬁt16h32 Bo chicks grow faster tha babieé?
.i : ' H ' ; : : 3 Yes. .
F.L_ ‘;! , R o ; - ‘_;‘
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T ) . 'ttftﬁz THE'CHICKS COME BACK T
A Q1AW | .}
; IFET RN
- — i d H ﬂ: H
~ A I {0 |3 [0 n
1 Event Questioh 1. Who brggght/;ack the chichs to Room 197 '
e S . | ;
é ﬁé ponse Question 2, How did our clasa think our chicks were gozng to look?
. | | t |
1, Plan Qheéttéh G 3 What d1d the class do first? i
| | - Took_the chicks out of. the_bxoode:
. . : ;( 'i ‘,_“__‘ ) - _
4 Attempt Qﬁeétion o, Why dld we take the chicks out of the brooder?
L R IR | Eecause We wantedetoguetghgthem. -
7‘-,,, s - \J 3 )
- d . R —— — s
- 5. Consequence Question 5 Whene did the chicks have combs?
N | On theit heads -
s Reaction Question 6. How did Andy feel when the*class s the chanqes in the _
STRR ' ' chicke - L 1
. I S o ¢
' _ Zuite'd L \
bR fnféréhtt euestiaﬁ I [ 7; on what day of the week did. hndy brlng the chick5~back fori
N - A visit? . | ‘ | P
| Mendaz S S
- = A ) B ‘ [ ’
8 Infernce Question 2 | 8. Do chicks grow faster thar babies?
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