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TALLIW, 1YMIIIThP

1. INTPODUCTIcri

The Talkiiv Typewriter Progran has heen operative in the

Cleveland Puhlie Schools as a stn,tegy to it the readinr, -hills

of identified fourth grade jupils in 12 Title 1 sehools. A responsive

and autotelicl environment aug,neuted h ,:ele(ted raterials, special

tew.hing techniques, the expertise of trained staff and individualized

tutoring form the Lore of a design gepred toward the re; oval of read-

ing frustrations whiea nany children have faced throughout the prinary

grades.

A. Needs and Rationale

Authorities in the field of learning behaviors emphasize

the recognition of individual learning modalities. Many pupils

adjust to the core reading process and make satisfactory progress.

There remain pupils Qhose learning modalities require a different

approach which may not have been met as they moved through the

grades. For the child who has not met success in the regular class-

room with additional remediatory assistance, a change in the direc-

tion of the approach to reading deficiencies is indicated.

The talking Typewriter offers an efficient educational

strategy with a different learning environment. It combines struc-

tured materials geared toward mastery of behavioral objectives to

promote changes in attitudes as well as positive changes in reading

lMoorc, 0. L., "Autotclic, Responsive Environments for Exceptional Children",
in 0. J. Harvey (I.d.) Lxperience, Structure, and ,Ndaptability. New York.

Springer Publishing Co., 1966. Pp. 169-216.



directions. It utilizes a response to visual and 1inesthetic

signals as one positive facet.

Critical numiArs of individuals are unable to move

into the mainfAream of life with skills deemed necessary to

employability. Poor reading s:.ills have been identified as

the crucial lack for those who remain unemployable. The

child, identified as a reading failure at the end of the third

grade, becomes a focal point of concern S a potential future

dropout.

etfessel and Seng project one useful grouping of

the characteristics of a low achiever as "learning style" 2.

They state:

Low achievers characteristically demonstrate a
cognitive learning style that responds more to
visual and kinesthetic signals than to oral or
written stimuli.

Rationale for this program rests upon certain key

factors demonstrated to be critical to optimal learning:

establishment of a responsive environment

. utilization of multi-sensory techniques

. positive learning reinforcement through
successful learning experiences

. self-pacing of instruction

. prescriptive teaching based on diagnostic data

. flexibility and versatility of teaching resources

2Metfessel, Newton S. and Seng, Mark W. "Correlates With the School

Success and Failure of Economically Disadvantaged Children".
Reading for the Disadvantaged. International Reading Association.

Harcour* Brace and World, Inc. New York, 1970. P. 76.
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Generally, this program seeks to irprove repdiny

competencies of disadvantao.ed children in grade 4 in Cleveland

Public Schools whose needs indicae a different apnroach.

Specifically, goals for the program include:

1. To improve the reading shill of punils with
serious readinq, disilities in an effort to
bring then un to an appron-.iate level for
their reading expectancy Lhica shall he
determined 6y the nond-Tinher formula.

Two criteria will be considered indicative of

appropriate functioning:

a. Independent performance by the pupil in
terms of using the materials in his regu-
lar classroom

b. Achievement on standardized tests and in-
ventories within appropriate level for
reading expectancy as described in Chart

I.

2. Improvement of parental involvement and support-
ive efforts with reinforcement of the remediation
process

3. Upgrading of teacher competency in the teaching
of reading to the child with a reading handicap

4. Establishment of more positive rapport with the
school community.

B. Historical Background

Current reading programs in Cleveland Schools have

resulted in noteworthy gains for substantial numbers of child-

ren. It became apparent, however, that new instructional ar-

rangements must be made for other children whose learning

styles were not utilized to greatest advantage by present in-

structional procedures in language arts. New responsive learn-

ing environments were needed to facilitate mastery of the

3



language ait:,--netably reading.

The Talking Tyncl.riter appeared to provide a new and

intensive learning experience for groups of children in the

fourth grade found deficient in reading skills. The multi-

media, electronic device was a motivational factor. Its oper-

ation offered strengthening of the auditory, visual and tactile

senses. Programled reading materials reinforced by skilled

reading teachers, were an integral part of the total teaching

plan. The design of the Talking lypewriter program of the

Cleveland Public Schools was reflective of accepted learning

theories of recognized behavioral psychologists and psychS-

linguists.

In May, 1969, the Talking Typewriter began. This

Responsive Environmental Learning Center, located in the Supple-

mentary Education Center, near downtown Cleveland, was within

convenient distance for majority of inner-city schools. In its

initial year, the program rendered service to 12 schools. Full

implementation of the follow-up phase of the design has increased

the number of classes served. The 1971-72 school year, saw 12

schools serviced at the installation site and 14 schools in the

follow-up program.

C. Summary of Operations

The project operated under the supervision of the

Educational Program Manager of the Reading Instruction Program

assisted in part by one consultant who served as head teacher.
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Delivery of instruction was the responsibility of three read-

ing consultants. Their duties included testing and diagnosis,

instructional planning, concept presentation, prescriptive

teaching, indivi,:aializatio:., consult:: '-ion and remediation.

Additional support in remediatien efforts was given by tutors

assigned to the project from the Resident Tutor Project under

the supervision of the 'ailing Typewriter professional staff.

The five Talking Typewriters were : itored and operated by

three educational assistants. The staff and the educational

assistants worked as a team to coordinate programming to

meet the needs of individual children. A unique feature of

the design was the inclusion of the classroom teacher who was

trained by the Talking Typewriter staff and taught in the re-

lated classroom as part of the teaching team.

The evaluation focuses on operations during the

1971-72 school year. Total enrollment for the year was 808

pupils. Appendix I summarizes the enrollments for the project

schools.

Project costs amounted to $94,735, which represented

a per pupil expenditure of $117.24.

D. Questions To Be Answered By Evaluation

1. What improvement did participating pupils make
in reading as indicated by changes from pre to

post test scores?

2. Did the participating pupils improve their
reading to a level appropriate to their read-
ing expectancy?

3. What were the changes in reading behavior pat-
terns and attitudes toward reading as observed

by their teachers?

S



4. What ir.provent in read in; Las observed by

parents of particinatiac: !wpils?

5. How were prior Mikinz 'Iyac:.titer p.00ils per-

foroi:T in readinil in their current clas"es
base upon their place!,:nts on city-ui0e tests?

6



II. HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS

A. Summary of Key Findings

It should be recognized in interpreting results of

this evaluation that participating children have exhibited

low levels of reading mastery and failure through the gr,:ater

portion of their school experience. Establishment of "fair"

criteria for progress represents an exceedingly difficult

task. A reading expectancy derived through use of the Bond-

Tinker formula is considered an appropriate means for comparing

individual assessment of gain. It attempts to provide indi-

vidual goals rather than a group-standard appraisal which each

child must meet.

This evaluation addresses itself to specific questions.

Its findings include:

1. What improvement did participating pupils make in reading as
indicated by changes from pre to posttest scores?

. Mean gain scores from pre and posttest gave evidence
that pupils, who participated in the six-week in-
tensive instruction phase of the=grara, achieved
an average gain of five months in vocabulary and
five months in comprehension.

. Comparison of pre and post-test average scores in
vocabulary and comprehension showed a significant
increase in comprehension for all classes selected
for the evaluation sample in the intensive instruction
period. Five out of six classes achieved significant
gains.

2. Did participating pupils improve their reading to a level
appropriate to their reading expectancy?

. Gains in reading performance were observable for three
out of four pupils using a ':riteria of two months gain

off` r one month of instruction. Average gain in grade

fguivalent units was five months in an average service
eriod of 25.46 da s. The gain achieved by four per

cent of pupils in a six week period placed them within

EtttaLALIIILVTIEL.
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3. What were the changes in reading behavior pzItte.,-ns

attitudes. toward reading as observed by their teachers?

. Teachers observed pupil attitudinal chases in self-
conce:.t, desire to share and a !,,reater re.;noct icr
the r;ghts of others. They not.,:d tore rotivatioL to
read Lnd increased :1)ility to in giowls.

4. What improvement in readinz, was oberved by parents of
participating pupils?

. Parents reflected overall approval of the pIc2gram.

. Parents noted self-nrcimoted desire to read at home,
improved understandanu ot i -hat was rcvd, I,etter

spelling and a more TrIsitive attitude to,,ard school.

5. How did pupils who had completed the six week instruction
phase perform after 150 days in their home school class-
room?

. Findings based upon a sample of pupils in our
schools who had coTpleted Phasc 1 anciTilw;C-/-of
the program reflected a decrease in reaaint ner-
formance over a -.eriod of ISO dlys. The n.:6ian

gain for these pupils had been eight montns in
a six week perio Over the 150 day period,
median gains were five months

6. How were prior Talking Typewriter pupils performing in read-
ing in their current classes based upon their standings on
city-wide tests?

. The average stanineylacements of a sample of sixth
Faders who had been participants in the Talking
TAI writer (180 day design) a proacheu stanine four
on vocabulary and comprehension tests. Stanine four
is in the average band of performance.

B. Implications and Recommendations

Findings suggest:

. expected gain yield in reading can be achieved for pupils
when the reading approach and materials are geared to
individual pupil reading needs.

. parents are supportive of their child's reading efforts
and will assist.

- 8 -



. teacher assistance to pupils is improved through trlin:ng
and participating with pupil: in a new reading approach

. that reading support given icentified pupils and class-
room teachers will be reflec-,ed in classroom reading

performances.

Suggested recommendations include:

. continuance of Talking Typewriter services to children

who meet the program criteria

. a strong plan'of concentrated support for the follow-up

classroom progiam (Phase II) is needed.

9



III. Ph031IT DESCUPTION

A. Particirant Characteriszief

It was anticinatcd that anproximatcly 420 pupils

could be served for instructicnal periods of ix weeks during

the school year. Pupils in classes from 12 target Title I

school would receive 15-20 minutes of cc.lputr-based instruc-

tion based upcn Sullivan materials, followed by an extensive

reinforcment period in the related classroom.

Pupils eligible for service would give evidence of

one or more of the following:

. severe reading disability for grade

. multiple classroom problems which ;parallel read-
ing skill deficiency such as poor attention span,
poor motivation, maladjustment, poor self-concept,
excessive absence, etc.

. lack of confidence in ability to learn to read

. history of school failure and limited success in
mastering the language based subjects.

Talking Typewriter staff, and classroom teachers

agreed that the participants selected:

. had a record of school failure as evidenced on
cumulative records

. manifested personality problems as the result
failure frustrations

. related poorly to the reading process

. ranked frlm one to three grades lower in compre-
hension and vocabulary skills based on standard-
ized test scores

. showed records of poor attendance suspected to
be related to inability to compete favorably
within the classroom due to reading deficiencies

. would react favorably to a new approach in read-

ing in which:

9



- prescriptive teaching techniques based on
individual and small group need would be
used by trained reading staff

- the classroom teacher would participate as
part of the teaching team

- failure frustrations were controlled

- material!, c .,er to actual reading level

- peer competition factors were removed

- progress could be made at pupil's reading rate

- a new stimulus was provided for motivation

- a longer period of time was devoted to inten-
sive remediation of reading needs.

During the 1971-72 school year, a total of 808 pupils

enrolled in fourth and fifth grade regular classes of 24 schools

were participants in the Talking Typewriter program. The design

of the program placed two classes at the instructional site

every six weeks. After completion of the six week phase of the

program, these classes returned to their home schools and en-

tered the 150 day follow-up phase of the program. Consultant

services to the teacher and class were provided by one of the

trained Talking Typewriter staff. Full implementation of the

continuum necersitated continuous scheduling of classes into

the site. A total of 53 pupils enrolled in the summer pro-

gram are not included in the total count of 355 Phase I

participants. A proportionate number are included at comple-

tion of the follow-up phase as it occurs during the data year.

The following table reflects the number of schools

involved.



Table I

Schools Served by Talking Typewriter

1971-1972

Year Schools Pupils

September 1971-June 1972 Public

Elementary 23

Spetember 1971-June 1972 Parochial 2

Elementary

752

56

TOTAL 24 808

The continuum plan places two schools in a pre-test

phase, two schools at the instructional installation, six schools

in follow-up and two schools in a post-test phase.

B. Project Operations

At the end of third grade, some children have experi-

enced serious reading disability yielding a history of failure.

The pleasure of reading success has eluded them as they have

not been able to relate to the core reading process. The major

thrust of this program is directed toward children in this cate-

gory at grade four level.

Each Talking Typewriter is enclosed in a private booth

where the pupil, completely alone, faces no competitive pressures,

hears no distracting noises, proceeds at his own pace and suffers

no embarressment if his reading level is low.



Five booths permitted a total of 20 children per

hour utilization of the Talking Typewriters. Information was

presented audibly and visually, with any desired sentience of

letters, words and paragraphs. It responded to the student,

providing a constant flow of responses, resulting in a cont,a-

uous success-confidence building experience for the learner.

The booths were monitored by a staff of trained aides who added

a "comfort" factor.

Introduction and reinforcement of programmed concepts,

with which the student would work in Talking Typewriter sessions,

were taught by three reading consultants and the classroom teach-

er. In addition, the classroom teacher received "on-the-job"

training in techniques geared to meeting individual reading needs.

Small group and individual tutoring was accomplished by educa-

tional assistants and graduate student tutors from Resident

Tutor Program. The supportive services of specialized per-

sonnel at Diagnostic Reading Clinic were available upon request.

Proper placement of pupils into the Sullivan materials

was based upon results from administration of the Lorge-Thorndike

Intelligerwz tests, Level 2, Metropolitan Primary II Reading

Tests (1970) Form F and Sullivan Placement Tests.

Intelligence measures are considered only in that they

result in approximation of the child's potential at the time of

testing and are not considered conclusive of his inate abilities.

Table 3, page 22; presents the range of P.L.R. results of pupils

from a sample of six schools which received the services of the

Talking Typewriter in 1971-72.



The Metropolitan Primary II Reading Tests :ere ad-

ministered pre and post to establish the level of reading a-

achievement. To insure that the intent and poilosophy of the

Behavioral Research laboratories rationale has effected, the

Bond Tinker Reading Expectancy Formula has employed. Compari-

son of the child's reading scores agamst has reading expectancy

projected the amount of reading gain achieved.

Six week attendance was recorded as an indicator of the

sustaining motivational impact of the Talking Typewriters.

Staffing

This project operated under the guidance and super-

vision of the Educational Program Manager of the Reading In-

struction Program assisted by one teacher-consultant. Three

trained reading consultants, three educational assistants, one

parent coordinator and a clerk completed the assigned staff at

the installation. Children were transported to and from the

Talking Typewriter site by minibus, utilizing the part-time

services of two drivers. Specialized staff from the Diagnostic

Clinic psychologists, nurse and social workers, provided part-

time services upon request. Further efforts at individualization

of remediation were given by tutors from Resident Tutor Program.

/.

A unique feature of the instructional program was the

inclusion of the classroom teacher as part of the teaching team.

This person trained by the consultant-teachers received valuable

experience as part of the team.

In-Service Training

In-service activities for the teachers and educational



aides at the installation here conducted by the Talhing Type-

writer professional staff, whenever the need arose. In addition,

staff was involved in ::11 in-service aetivites of the Heading

Instruction program pre;cnting experts in the field of reading.

Weekly stiff meetings were schedulod to discuss plans

and problems. These meetings provided the staff an excellent

opportunity to correlate and build techniques for working with

parents and interested community adults.

Parent Involvement

In line with program design, a parent observation

meeting was scheduled during the span of time the class was in

attendance at the site. A total of 14 group meetings were held

for parents, at the site involving 87 parents.

Advisory Committee

The Talking Typewriter Parent Advisory Committee is

part of the larger Parent Advisory Committee for the Reading

Instruction Project.

IV. EVALUATION

A. Basic Design

The nature of the Talking Typewriter evaluation design

did not lend itself to the use of an experimental-control design

for evaluation purposes. An individual-vs.-self assessment was

employed. A reading expectancy was used to determine pupil pro-

gress toward a performance level relevant to the particular

pupil's strengths. The design involved a 2 x 3 time span assess-

ment over a 180 day instructional period. It is considered that

an appropriate level for upper elementary and secondary school



pupils will be Lithin acceptable limits of within one year of

reading expectancy. Each child will serve as his on control.

Another aspect of appropriate functioning by pupils was ade-

ouate classroom performance as observed by the classroom teach-

er. Parents were asked to submit their opinions of their

child's improvement as judged by their observations of reading

performance outside the classroom.

The evaluation centered on these hey questions:

1. What improvement did participating pupils made
in reading as indicated Ly changes from pre-
to post-test scores?

2. Did the participating pupils improve their
reading to a level appropriate to their
reading expectancy?

3. What were the changes in reading behavior
patterns and attitudes toward reading as
observed by their teachers?

4. What improvement in reading was observed
by parents of participating pupils?

5. How were prior Talking Typewriter pupils
performing in reading in their current
classes based upon their placements on
city-wide tests?

Results and Analysis of Findings

A random sample of six schools was selected for evalu-

ation purposes. These schools were representative of the six

week design of the program which operated at the Talking Type-

writer installation and the classroom follow-up. Data from a

population sample of 155 pupils in grade four formed the basis

for findings related to phase I. Follow -up data were drawn from

obtained scores of 76 pupils in grade five involved in the

follow-up classroom program during the 1971-72 school year and



will be referred to as Phase II, in this evaluation.

The tlotro,,alitIn Prirnry TT T::'sts, Forms r, 1'

and Ii and the Lorge- Thorndihe Intelligence Test, Level 2, were

administered to all participants as instruments of ?re and post

measurement. Classes in the 1971-72 follow-up (Phase II) post-

tested on the Gates-!UcGinitie, Survey D. Information oined

from the results of testing in addition to teacher and parent

assessment of pupil progress was used to provide answers to

questions posed in this evaluation. The evaluation plan is pre-

sented in Chart I.

1. What improvement did participating pupils make
in reading as indicated by changes from pre to
post-test scores?

Observation of mean gain scores from pre and post

testing with the Metropolitan Reading Tests, Forms F and G gave

evidence that Phase I classes achieved an average gain of five

months in comprehension and five months in vocabulary after six

weeks of intensive instruction. Table 2 presents the findings.

The rationale of the Talking Typewriter programmed

materials proposes a two year gain for one year of instruction.

This is equivalent to a proportionate gain of two months for one

month of instruction. The 1971-72 sample achieved an average

gain of five months for one month of instruction. At the time

of entry into the cTogram, the average stanine placement for

pupils in six schools was 3.7 in vocabulary and 3.3 in compre-

hension. At the end of six weeks of instruction in Phase I,

the standings of the sample schools were stanine 4.3 in vocabu-

lary and 3.8 in comprehension.

T statistics between observed means of standard scores

in vocabulary and comprehension, pre and post, were computed as

one means of determining the extent to which gains made may be

- 16 -
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considered sil-;nificant.

TABLE 2

Metropolitan Readincl Tests Forias F and G

1:r71-1972

VOCABULARY COMPRLUNSION
School Pre Staninc Post Stanine Pre Stanine Post Stanine

1 3.4 4 4.6 5 2.8 3 3.3 4

2 3.6 4 3.0 4 2.0 3 2.4 3

3 3.7 4 4.8 5 3.0 4 3.6 4

4 2.7 3 3.2 4 2.3 3 2.7 3

5 2.5 3 2.9 3 2.0 3 2.3 3

6 2.3 3 2.7 3 1.7 2 2.3 3

Average 3.0 4 3.5 4 2.3 3 2.3 3

Average Gain .5 .5

Significant t's were evident for 83 per cent of the

sample classes in vocabulary and 100 per cent in comprehension.

Table 3 presents the t distribution.

The average child enters fourth grade at age nine.

Children selected for instruction at the Talking Typewriter were

determined to be those who have experienced repeated failures

through school due to severe reading deficiencies. It is rec-

ognized that these pupils are generally over-age by the time

that they reach the fourth grade. In the evaluation sample it

was found that ages of pupils ranged from 8-9 to 11-7 years.

Appendix II lists the range of ages with their comparative

medians. Median age for the sample of 155 pupils in the Phase I

- 18-
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program was 10-2 years.

Excessive are for grade suggests that such pupils

will evidence large differences between their reading scores

and reading expectancies. This beeoracs a critical handicap

which must be overcome in the process of remediation before

real gain can be observed.

Intelligence measures form only one basis of con-

sideration when assessing the progress of the individual

pupil. These measures are interpreted as the approximate

level of functioning of the pupil at the point in time of

testing. It is recognized that many extraneous variables

are operative which may have an indirect bearing on pupil

performance. Proper assessment of growth in reading re-

quires inclusion of some measure of intelligence. The

Lorge-lhorndike, Level 2 was chosen as appropriate. Results

demonstrate that the range of intelligence for the evaluation

sample was 64-114. The median intelligence score was 85.83.

IQ results are presented in Table 4.
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TASLI: 4

'IBMS BASLD UPON AD:11N15TDATIC: OF TUE LIPGE-1MRNDIKL

INTELLIGLNCh 1LST

School Enrollmvnt Kany,c :edian

1 27 78-10S 90.21

2 27 7o-103 84.50

3 27 63-107 86.69

4 26 62-107 83.88

5 27 69-113 90.75

6 21 77-113 80.50-
TOTAL 155 62-113 86.0S

The above information illustrates the wide range of

ability of the classes being served by the Talking Typewriter

program. Pupils were selected for participation because they

reflected critically deficient reading skills. It was the in-

'tent of the program to serve children in the below average

range of ability. The needs of this type of population re-

quire constant re-examination of progress and developmental

processes. Their learning problems necessitate stringent

individualization.

Attendance data was assessed to observe the impact

of motivation as a factor in achieved reading gain. It was

determined that during an average service period of 25.46 days,

the sample of the 6 schools showed an average grade equivalent

- 21 -



gain of five months in vocabulary anti five montns in coprolension.

Table 5 illustrates the grade cquivalcnt units by schools.

TABLE 5

AVERAGE SERVICE PERIOD BY SCHOOLS

School N

Average Gracie L9uivalent

Gain in .!olit'as

Vocabulary Comprehension

Phase

Averarle

Service Period

1 27 12 5 28.30

2 36 4 4 25.91

3 29 11 6 24.37

4 27 5 4 23.53

5 28 4 3 26.17

6 23 4 6 24.47

TOTAL 170 53* 47* 25.46

*Converted to grade equivalent units, the average gains are 5.3
and 4.7.

The second matter of concern was:

. Did the participating pupils improve their reading
to a level appropriate to their reading expectancy?

This evaluation was concerned with the change between

the pupil's reading expectancy and functioning level in reading.

The Bond-Tinker formula for reading expectancy was used to es-

tablish an optimum level for each pupil through individualization

of a standard for assessing the nupil's progress. The formula

is the product of the pupil's years in school, his scholastic

performance as indicated by a deviation IQ score obtained from

the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test plus one

- 22 -



IQ score
e.g. - years in school x

10
+ 1.0

0
This procedure

of comparison of pre and post-proram stanjings for each pupil

in relation to their expectancy was considered more appropriate

as a guide to assess the extent to which the rationale of self-

competition was achieved.

The "appropriate level of functioning" was set ac-

cording to the classification system delineated by Wilson

which prescribes tolerable discrepancy scores in relation to

grade levels1. An average of these (.8 for the fourth grade,

1.0 for the fifth and 1.2 for the sixth grade levels) produces

an average discrepancy score of 1.0 which was applied in this

evaluation. It was considered that pupils performing within

a year of their expectancies would be at an appropriate level

and would not be considered disabled.

Results indicated that on the basis of post-pro-

gram reading vocabulary and reading comprehension reading

scores better than one out of four pupils in the sam2le nonu-

lation narrowed the discrepancy between their performance

levels and reading expectancies to 1.0 or less grade equiv-

alent units. Average gain in comprehension grade equivalent

units was 5 grade equivalent units in an average service

period of 25.46 days. Graphic presentation of these findings

is located in figure 1, Appendix V.

1
Wilson, Donald B., Diagnostic ang121elLallias, Columbus, Ohio.
Charles E. Merril Books, Inc. 1967



Inspection of Appendix V reveals that 99 per cent of the

participants in Mase I began their program at the Talking Type-

writer with a level of -1.1 years and more below their reading ex-

pectancies. It should be considered that the formula is a dross

screening tool which does not pinpoint "specific" skill de:iciencies.

These must be determined through diagnostic procedures and the re-

sultant instructional design individnulized to permit each child to

work toward his individual goal of improvement. The variables of

excessive age and wide-ranged intelligence, as presented, should be

considered. Approximately 4 per cent of the pupils improved their

reading performance levels to within one year and beyond their read-

ing expectancies within a six week period. Approximately 72 per

cent of pupils achieved gains of from two months to 18 months in

the six weeks of Talking Typewriter instruction. Chart II pre-

sents the findings.

Phase II

Upon completion of Phase I (six weeks intensive instruc-

tion at the Talking Typewriter installation), classes continued

, the program in their home schools for a period of 150 days. As-

sistance to these classes and their teachers was given from the

Talking Typewriter professional staff. During the 1971-72 school

year, 14 schools completed the 180 day design and were phased out

of the program. Data are presented in this section of the evalu-

ation are pertinent to a sample of four schools randomly selected

from this group of schools. A sample population of 76 pupils was

involved in the follow-up study. For purposes of validity,



CHART II

TALKING TYPEWRITER
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CHART II
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CHART II
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only those pupils who attended the six week phase and the classroom

follow-up program are ct.nsidered as having completed the 180 day

design. Pupils in this sample were tested with the Gates-MacGinitie

Survey D.

The sample population was typical of that presented in

preceding study of Phase 1. The median age of the group upon entry

was 11-4 and median IQ, 85. This supports the premise that partici-

pants exemplified the characteristics of excessive age and wide

range of intelligence typical of other pupils with reading deficien-

cies. Table 6 illustrates the findings.

TABLE 6

MEDIAN AGE AND INTELLIGENCE RESULTS

OF PUPILS IN FOLLOW-UP CLASSES

AT END OF PHASE II

School Enrollment*

Age

Range Median
Intelligence

Range Median

1 24 9-11 to 12-2 11-2 71-104 87.12

2 12 11-0 to 12-1 11-6 73-104 78.91

3 17 10-10 to 12-5 11-9 75-109 90.35

4 23 9-11 to 12-4 11-1 68-106 85.35

TOTAL 80 9-11 to 12-5 11-5 68-109 85.43

It was evident that both Phase I and Phase II pupils

were typical of the heterogeneity of pupils within classroom by

age and intelligence.

Average gains from reading scores were based upon re-

sults obtained from the administration of Gates-MacGinitie Read-
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ing test, Form D. Observed means of standard scores are presented

in Appendix III. Average grade equivalent scores and stanine stand-

ings are presented in Appendix IV. Comparison of grade equivalent

scores with grade level norms may be found in Appendix VI.

Obtained scores on Form D placed those classes in stanine

standings of 2-3, which were below average. The median gain of eight

months achieved in the six week Phase 1 program had regressed to five

months at the end of the 1St) day classroom follow-up.

Reading expectancies, adjusted for span of time, were

utilized to reflect the degree to which the rationale of self-com-

petition was observable at the end of the 180 day design. Compari-

sons of each pupil's attained score in comprehension and his reading

expectancy demonstrated progress toward an individual goal of a-

chievement. It was determined that 13 per cent of the participants

came within one year of their reading expectancies which was con-

sidered an appropriate level of functioning without being considered

disabled. None of the sample population were beyond the criterion

level of within one year at the end of the 180 day period. It may

be interpreted that a regression of reading gains occurred during

the classroom follow-up period. This pattern of regression was

observed in the 1970-71 evaluation. In an attempt to offset the

observed regression effect the project plans to implement the

training of a classroom aide along with the teacher to provide

additional support for pupils. Principals were requested to lend

support through careful selection of the teacher. The project

continues emphasis on teacher selection as strength, creativity

and flexibility are necessary teacher ingredients for pvoil success.



Thirdly:

What inorovement did pupils reflect in functioning
with materials in their classroom?

It was deemed pertinent to survey teachers who were

participating in the Talking Typewriter program for the first

time. It was observed tlii,t eight of the 12 Talking Typewriter

teachers were new to this reading approach. The results of

opinionnaires received from these teachers reported evidences

of:

. improved independent study habits

more interest in reading

increased competence in word attack skills

. better understanding of contextual reading.

Outgrowths of these improvements provided visible an-

swers to the fourth question:

What were the changes in reading behaviors and atti-
tudes toward school as observed by teachers?

Teachers saw:

. better self-concept

. more reading motivation

. greater respect for the rights of others

. increased ability to work in groups

. desire to share

As an added oimension, teachers were asked to briefly

list five ways in which they felt this approach met the reading

needs of pupil!, in their classes.

- 27-



In summary, teachers listed:

. individuali7ed instruction

. individualized attention to child's readinp, problem

improved reading ability

. successful experience for the child

. improved word-attack skills

. better spelling

wider range of vocabulary

. varied activities to suit short attention spans

. immediate reinforcement of concept presented

encouraged mastery of basic sight words

. opportunity to work at own level and pace

improved comprehension.

The opinions of principals were sampled to determine

their reactions to program impact for selected pupils in their

buildings. The sample of 12 schools included schools in which

classes had recently completed the six week phase and the follow-

.up phase. Nine of the schools had classes which had completed the

six week component, two had classes in the follow-up phase and

one class had recently completed the 130 day design. It was of

interest to hote the number of times the school had participated

in the program since its inception in 1969.

Number of Schools Times Participated

6 1

3 2

1 4



Based upon communications with pupils and the Talking

Typewriter classroom teacher, principals viewed the strengths

of the program as:

. a different media for motivation, reading instruc-
tion approach and materials

. varied instructional skills from master teachers

individualized reading approach for pupils

. an opportunity for pupils to i..ork rat their own

pace with assistance when needed

. success and confidence-building for pupils in
reading

. an aid to comprehension.

Recommendations included:

. completion of program during the school year

. teacher-stimulation after completion of the pro-
gram at the installation

. some motivational machine for the classroom

. strengthened enrichment program for pupils whose
accelerated progress due to program participation
causes them to complete the program in a shorter
span of time

. assist teacher in estaulishing with pupils be-
havioral objectives to be accomplished through-
out the program.

The reactions of parents sought through questionnaire

revealed an overall unanimous approval of the program. Parents

expressed their appreciation of the homework booklet and stated

that they checked it over with their child. Their interest was

further reflected in the ways in which they assisted their child

at home.

Summaries of parent opinionnaires from four schools arc

included in Appendix VIII. Copies of principal and teacher opin-

ionnaires are in Appendix IX.
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Observer Team

An added dimension of evaluation came from the input

of neutral observers. The team, co-aposed of a national reading

consultant, a supervisor of Title l reading programs in a public

school system witnin the state and a local principal of a Title

I Cleveland school. The team visited the installation site on

February 7, 1972 and a follow-up classroom on Aril 24, 1972.

The report submitted by the Title I supervisor is included in

the evaluation in summarization of team opinions. Recommenda-

tions were presented and discussed with the Educational Program

Manager, Directing Supervisor of Research and a research evaluator

in a debriefing session for project consideration. Suggested

materials were forwarded to the Educational Program Manager by

the team members. Copies of orientation materials and the ob-

servation instrument designed by the Reading Instruction Pro-

gram may be found in Appendix X.

Remarks on Observation
of the

Talking TypeWriter Program

Cleveland does not need any "one-day expert" evaluators.

There is value, however, in an objective, practical opinion from

visitors who also "struggle" in the area to be observed. It is

in this light that I make the following comments:

Observed Strengths

1. Well trained, competent and industrious staff,

both professionals and paraprofessionals.

2. An educational plan which includes:

a. a simultaneous in-service training of the
teacher with her class.

b. a follow through service when the children
leave after six (6) weeks.



3. A synclionized correctional learning project
utilizing the Lining Typewriter Program with
correlated programed materials (Sullivan).

4. Planned individualized aid to all children
needing one to one z.ssistance revieLing and
discussing the materials (one of the o:)jectives).

5. Recognition that inadequate visual perception in
some children may be blocking the decoding pro-
cess and a planned program to overcome such de-
ficiencies.

G. A good, concentiated, "shot in the arm" for
selected fourth graders. The motivational fac-
tors provided by the "Talking Typewriter" it-
self and inspirational teaching could very well
be the spark starting many children on the road
to successful independent reading.

7. The students are grouped by approximate skill
level. Lessons appear to be planned and pro-
gress is recorded.

8. All parents are invited to the center and given
a complete program orientation.

A fifth question for which an answer was sought was:

How were prior Talking TypeiNriter participants per-
forming in reading in their current classes based
upon results from city-wide testing?

A sample of 65 pupils from the six schools which par-

ticipated in the 180 day design in 1970-71 were located in

sixth grade classes of their schools. It was determined that

at the time of administration of the CTBS city-wide testing,

the average stanine placements of the six prior program classes

stood at stanine four in vocabulary and comprehension. It can

be concluded from this finding that pupils in these classes had

maintained themselves in the average stanine band for this par-

ticular test. It may be interpreted from this finding that the

training and assistance which these pupils received through the

Talking Typewriter had a sustaining impact on their after program

performance.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND ELCO:7,V;DATIONS

The Talking Typewriter Program of tne Cleveland Public

Schools has demonstrated that through utilization or a different ap-

proach to reading instruction the needs of the seriously disabled

reader can be met. It is recommended that the Talking Typewric pro-

gram continue.

The project might wish to explore the following recommenda-

tions drawn from implications of the 1971-72 findings:

. continue selection of participants according to
program criteria to insure that services are extended
to those pupils whose needs are reading definitive

. review the classroom follow-up program to determine
ways of providing greater assistance to classroom
teachers

. establish regularly scheduled continuing in-service
periods for classroom follow-up teachers that they
nay continue to grow in teaching techniques related
to classroom problems

. continue its efforts at parent involvement at the
site and at the participating schools

-32-

1



A P P Ii ND] X



APPLNLI?. I

PUNA

TALKING TITL-111LR

MASI. I

School Date 1:nroll;:nt Enroll; :::nt

1. Boltoh Septer:),er, 1971 28

2 Lonyood SepteLher, 1971 32

3. flicks October, 1971 34

4. Tremont October, 1971 27

5. John W. Raper Decembcr, 1971 38

6. Crispus Attucks December, 1971 23

7. Mary Bethune January, 1972 36

8. Saint Agatha January, 1972 30

9. Dunham March, 1972 27

10. John D. Rockefeller March, 1972 29

11. Charles Orr May, 1972 24

12. Margaret Ireland May, 1972 27

TOTAL 355

*At entry
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APPL::7",IX I (c,)nt'd)

PUN L L :1',01.1'- ':1

TA1.1:1:,11 TY1';:.i.1"Ii R

PHASL 11'

Sci,00l------- Comnletikn mdi( Enroll2nt

1. Charles Orr September, 1971 33

2. John Raper S:ntember, 1971 31

3. St. Aloysius October, 1971 26

4. Oliver W. Holmes October, 1971 31

5. Hazeldell November, 1971 29

6. Joseph Landis November, 1971 31

7. Tremont January, 1972 22

8. Chesterfield January, 1972 34

9. Washington Irving March, 1972 29

10. Dunham March, 19'/2 25

11. George W. Carver April, 1972 29

12. Giddings April, 1972 21

13. Bolton June, 1972 25

14. Longwood June, 1972 26

TOTAL 392

*Includes pupils added to class who did not attend 'caning Typewriter
Phase I yet participated in follow -up program. Project mobility

eight per cent.



APIA ,DIX Il

NLD1AN AGL BY SC11901,*

PIRSL I

1971-1972

MAian AgeSchool Lnrollment Age Range

1 27 8-11 to 10-7 9-8

2 27 9-0 to 10-9 9-6

3 27 8-11 to 11-3 10-2

4 26 9-2 to 11-5 10-2

5 27 9-3 to 11-2 10-4

6 21 9-1 to 11-3 10-2

TOTAL 155 8-11 to 11-5 10-1

*Refers to schools incluced in evaluation sample
upon completion of Phase I.
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APPENNX VI

CMPAnTIVE RELA.110:,SHIP 1;r1c.LEN GiA,L PftlIVAIX:T ].ST ::011"1,;

GARS !4ACGINIIIE ;;FADE.G 4 and

Form
1971-1)72

6.0

5.0

4.0

3.0

2.0

1.0

.0

6.0

5.0

4.0

3.0

2.0

1.0

.o

4.7

Grade 4

3.7

School l

Grade 5

3.9

6.0

5.0

4.0

3.0

2.0

1.0

.0

6.0

5.0

4.0

3.0

2.0

1.0

.0

4.7

Grade 4

2.5

School 2

5.7

Grade S

3.0

4.7

Grade 4

3.3

School 3

7

Grade 5

0

4.7-----

Grade 4

3.2

School 4

S,7

Grade 5

2.9

Grade equivalent score

Test norm



APPL:MIX VII

Diffcrnces Lct:() ;:c.1d1h-
l',..rl'onm,co

Pio

Please I

1971-1972

Dif.

Prc,

Dif.

Post Cho. Scons No.

1)i f.

Prt,

Di C.

Pw.t_ Cho. Sc;','

1 -3.2 -2.9 0.3+ 21. -1.2 -2.0 0.8-

2 -2.1 -2.1 0.0 22. -2.5 -2.3 0.2+

3 -3.1 -2.4 0.7+ 23. -2.3 -2.1 0.2+

4 -2.4 -2.1 0.3+ 24. -2.3 -1.5 0.8+

5 -3.2 -3.7 0.5- 25. -0.9 -1.6 0.7-

6 -2.3 -1.8 0.5+ 26. -2.6 -2.4 0.2+

7 -3.5 -2.8 0.7+ 27. -2.7 -1.9 0.8+

8 -2.2 -1.S 0.4+ 28. -2.2 -2.0 0.2+

9 -3.0 -2.9 0.1+ 29. -2.4 -2.7 0.3-

10. -3.5 -3.6 0.1- 30. -3.2 0.3+

11. -3.1 -1.8 1.3+ 31. -5.3 -5.1 0.2+

12. -4.6 -5.4 0.8- 32. -5.4 -4.8 0.6+

13. -5.1 -4.9 0.2+ 33. -4.4 -3.9 0.5+

14. -3.2 -3.0 0.2+ 34. -4.9 -4.7 0.2+

15. -3.6 -3.3 0.3+ 35. -3.4 -3.4 0.0

16. -3.2 -3.1 0.1+ 36. -4.7 -4.1 0.6+

17. -3.0 -2.6 0.4+ 37. -3.0 -3.4 0.4-

18. -3.0 -2.8 0.2+ 38. -3.1 -2.8 0.3+

19. -2.9 -2.4 0.5+ 39. -3.2 -2.8 0.4+

20. -2.9 -2.5 0.4+ 40. -1.8 -2.9 1.1-



APPI:Z1)1 X VII (con's'

i410. r( ci

T:1 3 1.1

..!11(1 l

life' I

No.

Di.
I'i'i.

Dif.

Pont

197)

( ScoTe

) 972

No.

pir.

P

41. -2.7 -2.5 0.2+ 61. -3.5 -2.0 3.5+

42. -2.7 -2.6 0.1+ 62. -2.0 -1.5 0.5+

43. -2.9 -1.5 1.4+ 63. -3.4 -2.8 0.6+

44. -3.0 -2.8 0.2+ 64. -4.3 -3.5 0.8+

45. -3.1 -2.1 1.0+ 65. -3.4 -2.1 1.3+

46. -4.1 -3.3 0.8+ 66. -3.4 -2.7 0.7+

47. -3.9 -3.1 0.8+ 67. -4.2 -4.2 0.0

48. -3.8 -3.1 0.7+ 68. -3.6 -3.4 0.2+

49. -4.1 -2.4 1.7+ 69. -4.2 -3.3 0.9+

50. -3.5 -2.7 0.8+ 70. -2.6 -2.7 0.1-

51. -3.8 -3.4 0.4+ 71. -2.4 -2.6 0.2-

52. -5.3 -5.2 0.1+ 72. -2.0 -3.2 1.2-

53. -4.6 -3.2 1.4+ 73. -3.5 -0.5 3.0+

54. -2.0 -3.0 1.0- .74. -1.8 -3.0 1.2-

55. -3.1 -3.0 0..+ 75. -2.1 -3.2 1.1-

56. -1.6 -2.7 1.1- 76. -2.9 -2.4 0.5+

57. -2.7 -3.3 0.6- 77. -3.8 -3.2 0.6+

58. -6.5 -5.8 0.7+ 78. -3.3 -"!..9 0.4+

59. -4.3 -3.3 1.0+ 79. -4.5 -4.1 0.4+

60. -5.5 -5.0 0.5+ 80. -3.6 -3.2 0.4+

- 43 -



PP) ;!'1 VII

Diffurcn;-c:-

ir

Tv)! IL-

2 1

)(J7)- 1°77

t'S

.

Di

Prc:

1).i f

Pcvt .

11,s
.(2 \

Ili f.

Fet,1 c"1. Seim.

81. -4.2 -3.9 0.3+ 101. -3.2 -2.8 0.4+

82. -3.8 -3.2 0.6+ 102. -3.1 -2.5 0.6+

83. -3.1 -3.0 0.1+ 103. -2.8 -2.6 0.2+

84. -2.8 -2.6 0.2+ 104. -3.6 -3.0 0.6+

85. -2.8 -2.1 0.7+ 105. -2.0 -1.7 0.3+

86. -2.9 -2.3 0.6+ 106. -5.0 -5.7 0.7-

87. -2.7 -2.0 0.7+ 107. -3.8 -4.2 0.4-

88. -2.5 -2.3 0.2+ 108. -3.5 -3.8 0.3-

89. -3.5 -3.3 0.2+ 109. -2.6 -2.4 0.2+

90. -2.4 -2.3 0.1+ 110. -2.6 -2.0 0.6+

91. -1.6 -1.8 0.2- 111. -4.9 -4.1 0.8+

92. -1.7 -1.7 0.0 112. -3.5 -3.1 0.4+

93. -1.9 -1.9 3.0 113. -3.2 -2.7 0.5+

94. .-2.5 -2.5 0.0 114. -2.1 -2.5 0.4+

95. -2.1 -2.0 0.1+ 115. -3.2 -3.7 0.5+

96. -1.7 -1.0 0.7+ 110. -4.1 -3.7 0.4+

97. -2.0 -0.2 1.8+ 117. -4.6 -4.6 0.0

98. -1.5 -1.0 0.5+ 118. -3.7 -3.5 0.2+

99. -3.3 -3.4 0.1- 119. -3.8 -3.3 0.5+

100. -2.5 -0.8 1.7+ 120. -4.0 -4.6 0.6-



.

APPL.M:, VII (con't)

ffc t
o.;

PIO :".1+. .

Pi .a!,o I

19-i)-1')72

No.

Di ; .

Pit'

iri.f.

rocj r ". SrOrC No.

hi .

lo
i ., c

hi 1.

Po: t Civ.. Scol l.'

121. -3.1 -2.6 0.5+ 141. -3.9 -3.0 0.9i

122. -4.0 -3.9 0.1+ 142. -4.9 -4.0 0.91

123. -3.6 -3.7 0.1- 143. -4.6 -3.2 1.4+

124. -3.3 -2.6 0.7+ 144. -3.5 -2.9 0.6+

125. -4.5 -4.0 0.5+ 145. -2.2 -2.9 0.7-

126. -3.5 -3.2 0.3+ 146. -3.3 -3.1 0.2+

127. -4.6 -4.2 0.4+ 147. -5.1 -4.9 0.2+

128. -3.7 -3.1 0.b+ 148. -4.0 -3.7 0.3+

129. -3.2 -3.0 0.2+ 149. -3.8 -3.3 0.5+

130. -3.3 -3.4 0.1- 150. -4.0 -4.2 0.2-

131. -3.5 -3.3 0.2+ isi. -0.4 -1.0 0.6-

132. -3.5 -3.3 0.2+ 152. -5.0 -4.7 0.3+

133. -3.1 -2.7 0.4+ 153. -3.0 -2.8 0.2+

134. -3.1 -2.8 0.3+ 154. -4.2 -3.4 0.84

135. -3.2 -3.0 0.2+ 155. -3.2 -2.5 0.7+

136. -4.4 -4.2 0.2+

137. -2.9 -2.7 0.2+

138. -3.3 -3.2 0.1+

139. -5.4 -4.3 0.1+

140. -4.2 -3.5 0.7+

-45-



APPLND1X lJI (cmi't)

Differences lietl,een Lxp,Tt;Ineies

and Porforee

Pro, Post, .1:id Post-post oro'raw

197)-1.)72

Dif.

Pre

Di f.

Post

111 f.

Po/1-
Post

Pre-Post
ChP. SCO2C

Post-Post
cno. Score

1. -4.5 -2.4 -2.6 2.14 ().Z-

3' -1.5 -1.9 -2.3 0.4- 0.4-

3. -1.6 -1.8 7J 0.2-

4. -4.7 -4.8 -3.1 0.1- 1.7+

5. -1.7 -1.2 -1.6 0.5+ 0.4-

6. -3.1 -3.1 -3.5 0.0 0.4-

7. -1.4 -1.2 -1.8 0.2+ 0.6-

8. -1.7 -1.5 -2.1 0.2+ 0'h-

9. -1.7 -1.0 -1.9 0.7+ 0.9-

10. -1.4 -1.5 -1.9 0.1- 0.4-

11. -2.7 -2.5 -3.3 0.2+ 0.8-

12. -1.8 -2.2 -1.4 0.4- 0.8+

13. -1.9 -1.3 -1.6 0.6+ 0.3-

14. -1.6 -1.7 -1.8 0.1- 0,l-

l3. -1.6 -1.7 -1.7 0.1- 0.0

16. -2.6 -2.7 -3.1 0.1- 0.4-

17. -3.7 -3.4 -3.3 0.3+ 0.1+

18. -1.6 -1.4 -0.6 0.2+ 0.3+

19. -2.4 -2.3 -2.1 0.1+ 0.2+

20. -1.6 -1.8 -1.4 0.2- 0.4+



APPL!,11:. VII (,..cri't)

1)ifCc '.; (. 1 cs
an , ..c.

Pfc , -1

71- )972

Dif.

Dif. Dif. Po',.1- Pre-Post Post-Post

No. Pic Post IV:, i C1.-- . (-...,,- '..- C.h- . :'. c.,rn

21. -2.1 -2.1 -0.6 0.3+ 1.54

22. -2.5 -2.9 -3.1 0.4- 0.2-

23. -2.8 -2.8 -2.0 0.0 0.8+

24. -0.4 +0.0 -0.6 0.4+ 0.6+

25. -1.9 -2.1 -1.8 0.2- 0.3+

26. -1.3 -1.4 -0.1 0.1- 1.3+

27. -0.3 -0.5 -1.1 0.8+ 0.6+

28. -1.9 -1.4 -1.5 0.5+ 0.1-

29. -3.7 -3.8 -4.1 0.1- 0.3-

30. -2.0 -1.0 -0.7 1.0+ 1.7+

31. -1.5 -1.1 -0.6 0.4+ 1.7+

32. -0.9 -0.3 -0.7 0.6+ 1.0+

33. -0.7 -0.8 -0.3 0.1- 1.1+

34. -1.1 -0.8 -0.9 0.3+ 0.1-

35. -0.1 -0.1 -0.7 0.0 0.6-

36. -2.7 -1.8 -2.3 0.9+ 0.5-

37. -2.0 -1.3 -3.7 0.7+ 2.4-

38. -2.1 -2.8 -2.2 0.7- 0.6+

39. -3.4 -1.2 -3.7 2.2+ 2.5-

40. -2.7 -2.5 -4.3 0.2+ 1.8-



,', 'JAY, VI ] (cons

P.O.

Dif.
I';',..

1,,

L , ,

1)i f.

I't' t...... ._

I

Dif.
v,f-t-

I__- 1

1 I 0r:

Pre-Post
( i " . `)(*:, ,'c.
_ .

Post-Posi..
Cil 0 . St.:'; C

41. -0.3 -3.3 -3.1 0.0 0.2+

42. -2.4 -2.3 -3.3 0.1+ 1.0-

43. -2.2 -2.0 -2.1 0.2+ 0.1-

44. -1.5 -1.6 -2.4 0.1- 0.8-

45. -0.7 -1.9 -1.5 1.2- 0.4+

46. -3.2 -3.5 -4.2 0.3- 0.7-

47. -2.6 -3.0 -4.1 0.4- 1.1-

48. -2.5 -2.3 -3.1 0.2+ 0.8-

49. -2.0 -3.0 -3.1 1.0- 0.1-

50. -1.7 -1.2 -2.8 0.5+ 1.6-

51. -3.7 -1.7 -3.4 2.0+ 1.7-

52. -2.4 -1.5 -1.0 0.9+ 0.5+

53. -1.1 -1.1 -1.9 0.0 0.8-

54. -2.4 -2.3 -2.8 0.1+ 0.5

SS. -1.7 -1.8 -2.4 0.1- 0.6-

56. -1.9 -2.0 -2.3 0.1- 0.3-

57. -2.5 -4.9 -2.5 2.4- 2.4+

58. -1.9 -1.1 -2.6 0.8+ 1.5-

59. -2.3 -2.0 -3.0 0.3+ 1.0-

60. -0.7 -1.'3 -2.1 0.6- 0.8-



APHINV1% VII (coAlt)

Differnc!. L.,e .1 P

Nn.

Pre,

Cif.
P.':_.

a)1,1 e!--1

Tz.J1 io

PJ.1

I'M- I/2

Dif.

Cif. Po-,i-

Pc.si Po: A.
_

,

Pre-Post
C11:. 4C',):

Post-Post
el.;. Thore

__.

61. -2.3 -1.9 -2.8 0.4+ 0.5-

62. -1.7 -1.9 -2.4 0.2- 0.5-

63. -2.3 -1.9 -2.1 0.4+ 0.9-

64. -2.7 -2.4 -2.5 0.3+ 0.1-

65. -2.6 -2.5 -3.0 0.1+ 0.5-

66. -4.7 -2.6 -2.8 2.1+ 0.2-

67. -4.9 -2.8 -3.2 2.1+ 0.4-

68. -2.2 -2.1 -2.8 0.1+ 0.7-

69. -3.6 -3.7 -2.2 0.1- 1.5+

70. -1.8 -1.7 -1. 0.1+ 0.1+

71. -0.8 -0.8 -1.8 0.0 1.0-

72. -1.5 -, -1.7 0.1- 0.1-

73. -1.2 -1.4 -1.9 0.2- 0 5-

74. -0.9 -0.3 -1.0 0.6+ 0.7-

75. -1.6 -4.0 -2.3 2.4- 1.7+

76. -2.4 -2.2 -3.1 0.2+ 0.9-
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AOPI %!)1X \ 1 1 r

'an inc 'Fype.%ri ter Parent Opi nionimi fc

I Method of lca)ning of child's paiticipation in program

;:ol.e

2 .

TeLlcr
1%,i,

Tc]...11to,le c;111

6.

Typr- of hor ,:.orl,
---,------- --- ---

%

II nid you have opportunity to observe child at falling Tyncriter Class?

Yes

17,

Why didn't you attend

1. Oat of town
2. Wor!,ine

3. Small baby
4. accident

III. Your feeling concerning program

No

7:-.)%

1. Very i,pressed
2. Stop in right direction
3. Very thrilled by modern methods of education and the results

achieved.

IV. Specialized services child received

1. Special testing at Jane Addams Annex
2. Contact with special nurse
3. Contact with social worker

What clic! child tell you test was like

. 1. "Involved blocks"
2. "Talk to typewriter and it tells you what you said and you

must read it"
3. She said, "I learned words on a screen, and a man spoke

and taught me the difference in words and the sounds and I
typed them out."

V. Strong points of program

1. Child receives more individual attention
2. Program instills confidence in child which in turn makes

him feel that he can impIove his reading skills and does.

3. Program improves his ability to spell
4. Program improves his knowledge of phonics
S. The novelty of this approach to reading intrigues the child

and inspires him to continue in his efforts to learn to read.

6. Because of child's feeling of accomplishment and success, his
dislike for scnool disappears. He now is anxious to attend
school



. VIII (con ' t)

VI. Suggw;tions for inprovement of progr.,1

1. Longer of icrliation for each child involtid
2. Excellent z.r., is t

VII. Assistance f,iven by r:other while chilJ wns in prograil

1. Helv.0 chi 1,1 to t,nGcrst;:n tont,mt vi v;1%1 he vas readin!!

2. Ass]sic,' ChiId in .rc.,nauncin difiiLult %OA'S

3. Listvi,t.J to chiLl orali>

4. Ass:.!Jed child LeLeworl. boolict

S. Plocuicci a hool: on p;Johics tc hero He assist child in this

category

A. Reaction to %.371, hooLlot

1. Very helpful
2. Duilt up carid,:lcein child in hit self and his

ability to acLieve

VIII. Changes noticed in child Lillie eniolled in progrnm

1. Attitude toward school

Bach bohe one

42%, 251 8%

2. Attitude toward reading

Much Sone Name
Zwo 771,7

3. Interest in reading

Much Somc None

25% 8%

4. Ability to understand what he is reading

Much Some None

50% ZSo 8%

IX. Changes in child's reading habits

I. For first time child r-ally enjoyed reading at school and
now reads on her oun volition at home

2. Showed much improvement in ability to pronounce old and
new words

3. Improvement in reading speed very noticeable
4. Improvement in spelting ability
S. Improvement in ability to comprehend content and to

relate what had been read

X. General Comments

I. Period of participation in program much too short

2. Incorporate this program into regular curriculum so
that every child can profit by it



APPL;Dlx VIII (con't)

Talking Typewrittr - Parent Opinio,,aire

I. 1:ethod of lt.s.-rning of chi parlicipal ion in pv0,7.4%1

Note Tiacher Tele;,hnc: cdA Tvlic ;J(,ewol:

II. Did you have opportunity to ol.serve child at T41:.ing Typc,riter Cl;?;

Yes Xo

25%

Why didn't you attend?

1. Working
2. Unable to make it

3. Illness

Ill. Your feeling concerning program

1. Very impressed

2. Very thrillod by modern methods, liked to learn much more
about the program

IV. Specialized services child received.

1. Contact with special nurse

What did child tell you test was like.

1. Was interesting and helpful

2. Enjoyed it very much, typing words and then seeing the words

on the screen

V. Strong points of program

1. Teaches the child to identify words by means of number and pictures

2. Improves his ability to read and spell
3. More individual attention

VI. Suggestions for improvement of program

1. Excellent way to help children improve their reading skills

VII. Assistance given by mother while child was in program

1. Assisted child in pronouncing difficult words

2. Listened to child read orally

A- Reactio. to work booklet

1. Very help. u1

2. Enabled child to show parent what he understood

3. Parent was able to sec his improvement
- 52 -



A1)PC;D1:. VIII (:,)11",)

V1/1.Ch,t,is noticed in cnild enroLV.:0 in progra.A.

1. Aititud" toward scht,o1
Noch

/JO

2. 11ttlt-,1:2 to:,ard rca(cin'!

Mdcn

None

3. interest in readinp
1 Such Sore None

4. Ability to undernd that rcadini;.

Nuch So c
__

TiRP;

IX. Chaw.,es in childs reading hAits

None

1. Improvercnt in readinf.; notice:WI°

2. Improvement in to coTprbend content and relate what
what he has read.

3. For the first time child enjoyed readin!, read on his own
volition at home.

4. Showed much improvement in ability to pronounce words.

X. General Comments

1. Thankful for the program, considered it very good.



APPLNDU VIII (cou't)

TalLins; rarnt

I. Method of IC:Irninp of child'1, partici;:ation in 1,rovram.

Note
30%,

Teaclwr Ty b:: of ho:..c.worh

II. Did you have obpoitbnit) to ob:.erve cLild at. lalhin!, Typcnter Class?

Yes

hhy didn't you atttd

I. Illncss
2. WorLinp,

3. Medical appoIntm,:ht

4. Small children at: home

III. Your fcclinps concerning program

No

1. Very impressed by modern methods of education and results
achieved

2. Step in right direction

3. Thrilled with modern equipment
4. Impressed with qualified supervision

IV. Specialized services child received

1. Special testing at Jane Addams Annex
2. Contact with the special, nurse
3. Contact by letter
4. Contact with the social worker
S. Special home visit
6. Contacted by telephone

What did child tell you test was like.

1. Like a reading test
2. Seeing words on screen and then identifying them
3 "Involved blocks," matching pictures with words. '

V. Strong points of program.

1. Child receives more individual attention
2. Program improves his reading skills.

3. The novelty of this approach to reading intrigues the child
and inspires him to continue in his efforts to learn to read.

4. Program instills condifence in child which in turn makes him
feel that he can improve his reading skills and does.

S. Held the child's interest, his dislike of school disappears.
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APPENDIX VIII (co:i't)

VI. Suu.c;estions for improvement of progri,-ii

1. The prora,71 should he extended to all trades
2. C,Itinu:Ition of prop -rz.m

3. Langer period of oarticipation for each child involved
4. Lxcellei.t as is

VII. Assistance given by rilothor idle child was in pros!rom

1. Helped child in pronouncing difficult words, then use
words in sentences

2. Helped child to un' r.. hand cont-nt what he rod
3. Assisted child 1,ith hmel.ork by living hill read orally

and then exotain what he read
4. Procured additional reading material and had child

read aloud.

Reaction to work booklet

1. Very helpful
2. Build confidence in child in himself and ability to achieve
3. Very informative

VIlI.Changes noticed in child while enrolled in program

1. Attitude toward school
Much c,.ome

100 4-17;

2. Attitude toward reading
Much Some

35% 30%

None
25%

None
20%

3. Interest in readig
Much Some None
40% 45% 5%

4. Ability to understand what he is reading
Much Some None
35% 45% 5%

IX. Changes in child's reading habits

1. For the first time the child really likes to
2. He takes his time now to pronounce words and
3. Improvement in spelling ability

4, Improvement in ability to comprehend content
been read

5. Improvement in reading speed noticeable

-55-

read
speaks more clearly

and relate what had



APPL:d)IX VIII (con't)

X. General Comments

1. Hope for continYation of nio-T.ram

2. Incorporatc this into regular curriculum so
that every child c.in orofit by it.

3. "I thou :t the 1,roloct as a :'c'od one, but was Ir;:ry surprised

that child had no I,o.);. or O_ or!. prolccts to Lork on at

hor.e, since so: 47 1,:rents woi:, and are unable to make the

SCSSJOAS. l'n sure ;he: w(Alld he willinp to help Ihe child

at hoL.e. I don't fuel I Las uell inforA1 on wht project
was about, or how it was oroo)-essin,.., to date, so I really

don't Inicw if I the cli ld quit a Bit or not at all.

We need a little closer relationship hetLeen home nand school."
4. Believe the prooram nade a definite chic in the child.



N,A6
APPL':DIX VIII (cr n't)

Talhing lypewriter Parent Opinionnaire

I. !lethod of Lt:Irning of child's participation in prograD.

Note
10,

Tolcnnone call Typo of ho-iework

II. Did you hLve opportpaity to obsrv.? child at Talking lypcuriter Class?

Yes No

t'aly didn't you attend

J. Illness

2. Yoongcr children at home
3. Docror's al,Pointment
4. Lorking

III. Your feeling concerning program.
1. Very interesting
2. happy child is in program
3.. Should be helpful in children's learning

IV. Specialized services child received

1. Contact i:ith special nurse

2. Received letter
3. Special testing at Jane Addams Annex

What did child tell you test was like.

1. Nothing
2. Liked it very much
3. Test was easy

V. Strong points of program

I. Program improved his knowledge of phonics

2. Program improved ability to spell
3. Teaches child to be self reliant
4. Child did so well, should have been in program long ago.

S. Improved his ability to understand what he is reading, and
then be able tt, recognize words and able to spell them.

VI. What suggestions do you have for improving this project?

I. The possibility of help for the child that needs help in
reading and writing.

2. Excellent as is.



APPP,DIX VIII (con't)

VII. Assistance given by mother chi lei ;,as in nrogram.

1. yelped child hith words
2. Ae.si!,ted cnild ho.e..ork.

3. Assisted child ,.ith prcnovhcihv difficult word' ;.
4. Having child read sia tc InIs
5. Checked his brou:!'t ho-le

Reaction to work booklet

1. Especially helpful, improvcd grades
2. Thought booLl: nice
3. Good feeliirl, to ',ee cnild do his vol.:. correctly.
4. Assisted child to understand more abgui his uoih.

VIII Changes noticed in child while enrolled in program.

1. Attitude toward school

Much Some None
38%

2. Attitude toward reading
Much Some None
31% S6:1;

3. Interest in reading
Much. Some None
-Sa SU o --6%

4. Ability to understand what he is reading

Much Some None
44% 44%

IX. What changes did you find in your child's reading habits

1. Seemed more interested and tried harder
2. Liked to read more
3. Shows more interest, and understands words he never did before
4. Reading improved, even plays school daily.
S. Able to read and write a little faster

X. General Comments.

1 Child liked program and it held his interest. Regrets she
wasn't able to see program in action.

2. Very pleased as it helped the child very much.



APPI.::1); vs T >:

'; )01 Date

(L!\'1. : IC

OP1N1ON SMLY

lh i s s n-vcy i s int( ndt d to s ,o1 e o- inie%:, of prineinals in

rho:;c buildins Ju Ta'i Pro-,:"11 i in oporntion.

Pledse to3),, wheth:-., your chi's

Li

Lis reccotly completed the six weck design

h co17.2)cted the 10 day fo3 it w-up program

How many ti as Ii VC classes from your school 1,articipated ill the Talking
Ty.-) it( tr?

tine (s)

I. hltzt do you cr,nsi der the strengths of thi Talking Typewriter progran?

2. Which of tit:se strengths did you conside:. of most benefit to students
in your schpol?

3. What elemencs should be improvvd?

- 59 -



1,P1'1.'..D.E (c,

4. Plci.-c 1,-, fl: 11), '.tuch-.--rit.s

tiutt )01) 1(.( I o1 . r(

5. 1'.1;-.1_ ) olt ;.,;,i.r. for ii nx out of Ilic prol;rat.1?

- 60 -

1)iv3sion of Rosen; ch
and Development

1971- 2



APPI2.),11IX IX (colt 't)

Tf 11 , -; 7 1' (,1 - 1, ; ' 1; 01 71' ;
-

II-) ,? I, I . you ii ;

2, 3.
,.^.-.4

2. 1!)-Icly .r.; 1...y- ill IL): t

th(: fil ))g yt):1

a,

1),

C.

d.

4,



APPLNPP. 1\ (cwrt)

O. I:. : C

rLturn LI;3 for;: to Julnitr. roc:. 610, C)vvv1t)d BwIrd of

Educatic)a in the enclu:A.:d

-62-



School

Principal

Reading Consultant

APPLNDiX .'.

°BSI-RV:MO, COIN,

Date

Nserved Not 0:)m!Tvcj

I. Room Atmol.nnere
A. Attractive
B. Stimulating

C. Evidence of being a learning laboratory

II. Teacher - Pupil Relationship
A. Pupils show respect for themselves and others
B. Pupils are actively involved in tae learning

situation
C. Teacher shows respect for opinions of pupils

III. Organization of the Program
A. Evidence of organized teaching plan
B. Pupils show knowledge of group procedures
C. Use of materials

1. Materials prepared and readily available
2. Appropriate audio-visual aids used
3. Variety of stimulating visual aids used
4. Evidence of appropriate use of teacher-

made and commercial devices
S. Materials geared toward individualization

IV. Teacher-Aide
A. Aide shows by activity an awareness of class-

room organization
B. Aide knows and does her part to assist

learning process
C. Aide is skilled in drill procedures in small

groups
D. Aide is skilled in the operation of audio-

visual equipment



1111.1',MLIt

Gunorallv, ti is 1,ronin !--.ccks to ir.Irove roxoytenciLs

of dis:idvan'ca,:ed ')Imils in ;ra6c

tbe 01 tue progr:: is:

1. To iP.,ro,,(s tno r:!;:l.lit, skill of ;tr'i1s scriow;
readin disa:61iLie:, in aul effoit to ti1L,1 up

LO au c.)prol,fiate 1(ve1 for t:Icir rt.o(!in'? (.'Ailectney

deteri,Ined by 1:1(2 ;,ono-"Iin).,f fomula.

*CRITLEIA ru:+ S1 I.LC110N OF 1'ART1CIPAVIS

Pupils selected for participation are currently in grade four.

Mese pupils give evidence of:

TREATMENT

. severe reading disability Lased upon the reading expectancv
foimula and results of third grade standardized reading
measures;

. consistent reading failure (1), F and/or U grades) recorded

on pupil record;

. slow progress through the grades

. history of school failure and limited success in mastering
the language based subjects.

Rationale for treatment in this program is demonstrated through:

. participation in a responsive learning environment

. utilization of multi-sensory techniques

individualization of instruction

positive learning reinforcement through successful experiences

. self-pacing of instruction

. prescriptive teaching based on diagnostic data

. flexibility and versatility of teaching resources.



APPINDIX X (oopit)

THE TALKING lYPLI:i!JIIR

MODLL

The Talking lypeuriter is a wulti-media, fully synchronized

computer-bpsed lomnin; systevi. Inforration is presented both audibly

and visually with any sequence of letters, words and paragraphs. It

responds to tho student providing a constant flow of responses, result-

ing in continuous success, building the confidence of the learner.

Following each learning cession, the student proceeds to the

language arts classroom where his lesson is reviewed, discussed and

correlated with the materials in use in the classroom.

Each student enters the system at his own skill level. As

he progresses, diagnostic and progress checks prescribe proper study

and reinforcement materials to optimize learning.

To assure support for the participant, the model includes the

classroom teacher, educational aide, Talking Typewriter aides, tutors

and parents as integral parts of the total program. Follow-up in the

classroom continues with a coordinating consultant linking the class-

room with the Talking Typewriter, providing guidance and further sup-

port to the classroom teacher and class.

-65-


