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ABSTBACT

Disbar 1 w4s used with two first-grade classe Distar Ii

was used with two second-grade classes. Control groups were se-

lected.at first -.. and °second-grades to cempare with Distar groups.

Children who hal completed two years of Distar instruction received.
_ . .

traditional instruction in third-grade. These 6E16Y-oh-Were compared '"

'''''''''''

to control: groups.

There was growth in oral language under both Distar arh con-'

ventional first -grade instruction. First -grade reading results were

inconclusive; the control group Performed better than one Distar class
O

but poorer than another. These children were retested in, October .1974

Sunder standardized.test.procedures. No significant diffei.ences among .

the-classes were'then obtained.

One Distar: second-grade performed better than a control group'

in speliing and equally well in six other areas. The other Distar

,second-grade performed poorer in several areas than either group

partially due to transfers of pupils, judged to be better achievers,

from this group.

.0ne Distar third'-grade performed as well as the control group D

9 -

in four areas tested. The control group surriassed a second Distar

third-grade in three grea.. Pupils from the latter Di:Star group were

matched by sex, age, apd,I.Q. with third-graders; who attended the

school in 1971. ThesT pupils, who received conventional instruction,

surpasSed the,Distarnpupils, in five of six areas.

Pupils irL Distar and conventional programs have an equally

favorable attitUde toward school.

These results are Compared to results attained in previous years,,

and general trends are identified. Reccm2AenUabions, including pro:

posed steps toward redefining Title 1 populations and programs, are

,
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Introduction

For the past-three years the Title I program at Winthrop con-

sisted of the use of the Distar program in several first and'second:

grade classes at E.,B.'Newton school (formerly at Center school) and

at.Chase school (formerly called Shirley Street school). The eval-,

uation reports for 1971-1972 and 1972-1973 include'description4 of

the published Distar p&gram, reports of.research employing the Did:-

tar Program, and,results of the program's use as the Winthrop Title I

ogram.

In 1971-.1972 the Title I program appeared to produce some gain,

in oral language ability. of one first-grade Distar class._ There

appeared to be no advantage to Distar instruction over conventional

instruction in first -grade reading achieveMent. A second-grade sub-

group of Distar pupils performed significantly better in arithmetic

computation than did a similar group given conventional instruction.

All second-graders who had had Distar instruction were compared to

national norms on-the Stanford Achievement Test and were found to

/

be, on the average, significantly below grade placement on four of

the seven subtedts.

.The 1972 -1973 report concluded that the Distar Program conducted

in that year appeared ,to have no advantage over conventional instruc-

tion in developing oral language ability of first- graders., CoMparidon

Of a Distar, and non-Distar first-grade classat Newton school in

reading.achievement shotied no significant differences. The first-grade

Distar class at Shirley Street school appeared to perform better in

reading than the other two classes. (No differences among these

groups existed at the time of-testing approximately six months later.

See Appendix and Table A-4). Second-grade Distar.-pupils for the

second year scored below grade leyel on-Stanford Achievement subtests

0 0 5
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a

of word meaning, paragraph meaning, and arithmetic 'concepts. At the
o

Pend of third grade former Distar pupils did not perform as well in

reading and arithmetic as their peers who received, traditional in-

struction. The latter probaay had higher initial ability. However,

these third-grade former Distar pupils_noW scored above grade placement

in arithmetic computation and were not significantly below grade plaoe-
-..

ment on any Stanford Achievement subtests. Apparently these children

overcame the significant discrepancy between grade placemeq and achieve.,

ment..that existed' at the.end of Second grade on four subtests of the

Stanford and were performing-essentially at grade level in these areas

after a year of'conventional instruction.

Judging from the resulti-obtained in 1971-1972 and 1972-1973 only,

the use Of the Distar program as Winthrop s Title I program appeared

to have certain advantages (achievement in arithmetic computation)

and disadvantages (perhaps temporary, as reflected in second-grade

performance, in word-meaning, paragraph meaning, and arithmetic con-

cepts). These tentative judgments'are reexamined in the present

evaluation for 1973-1974. In addition, pupil attitude toward school
e

is considered.

Discussions with Winthrop teachers and administrators suggest

_

some differences of opinion concerning the intendpd population of the

Distar prbgram. Use of Distar as a gitle I program can be supported

in part because it is intended for children who are disadvantaged, in

4 socio-economic sense. Title I requires that within target areas

defidecir according to socio-economic criteria children who are educe-
,

4
handicapped receive service funded by Title I. There is

disagreement among the school staff as to whether Distar is appro-

priate for ,earning disabled children. The definition and identifi-
of

-,

'cation of learning disabled children is itself a problem. Apart from

00006
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that, if Distar should pe inappropriate for learning-disabled children,

it becomes necessary to identify children who are educationally handi-
,

capped.without being learning disabled and provide only these children

. with the -Distar Title °I program. On the other hand; if the, population

of educationally handicapped children includes or is synohymous with

the pOpulation of learning aisabled children, and the inappropriate-

ness of Distar for learning dicsabled children is demonstrated, it is

necessary to replace the Distar program with a more appropriate pro-

gram for learning disabled children: The evaluation report will

attempt to consider these two points': 1) is Distar appropriate or

inappropriate for so-called,learning,disabled.children? 2) does the

population of educationally handicapped children include those who

are learning disabled?

Description of the 1973-1974 Program

Distar I was used with one first-grade class at Newton school

andone first -grade class at Chase schoOl. For purposes of com-
,

parison, a control first-grade was selected at Dalrymple school

(formerly called Highland Streetschool).
.

Distar II was used with one second-grade class at Newton school

and one at Chase. Children in these classes had received instruction,

in Distar I, as first graders. A control grpmp_atlew:ton/school set
A Z=

up in 1972-1x973 was continued as a controliii 1973=1974.

Children who completed DistarII in 1972;1.1973 entered coiiven-

tional third -grade classes in 1973-1974. Progress of these children

was followed:.--

/
/It was noted that Distar I instruction at Newton was supple-

mented by individual tutoring of various kinds given to about one-

third of the group. Tutoring was given by remedial reading, learn-
/

disabilities, or speech specialists. At Chase,Distar I was

upplemented within the .classroom by materials.from the Scott-

() 07



Porlesman program. Distar II in both schools was typically supplel- ,

.. 0

mehted by more conventional materials and instructional procedures.

EvaluationDesiRn.
:4:.

-
. . .

... .

The two first-grade Distar classes and the first-grade control

class.at Dalrymple were tested and compared on initial tests of

readiness, oral language, I.Q., attitude, ana on posttests of oral

language and reading. -Pretest scores Of each class are compared

to their posttest scores for evidence of growth in oral language

and,ohange in attitude.

The two second-grade Distar classes and the second-grade control

class at Newton school received mid -year tests of reading and I.Q.

Pre- and. posttests of attitude were given. An end-of-year standard-

iied achievement test of arithmetic, reading, and language was giVen.

Between -group comparisons were made and pre-post comparisons of

attitude were made for each group.

At mid-year, parents of first- and second-graders were asked

to respond to a questionnaire: concerning their impressiOn of the

instructional prograM. Comparisons of responses by parents of

Distar and non-Distar pupils are made in the Appendix.

Third-grade former Distar and former control pupils are compared

on end-of-year 'performance on a standardized achievement test of

arithmetic and reading. Third-grade former Distar pupils at Chase

were matched with children who were in third-grade in 1971 on the

basis of sex, I.Q., and chronological age at time of testing. Per-
, .

formance on a standardized achievement test by each group is compared.

Tests Used

.
Firsti-grade oral language was measured by means of the First-

Grade Oral Language Test devised by the evaluator. Development

.
of this test is described in the 1972-1973 report (p. 6).

0 0 0 8
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An evaluator=designed reading test was used for midyear

second-grade testing and end-of-year first-grade testing. This

is a shortened version of the First -Grade Reading Test used in
0

prior evaluatidns. It consists of six selections,. six questions

on main idea, twelve on stated details, and ix on- inferences for

a total 'of twenty-four items.

Readiness testing Was done with the Me ropolitan Readiness

a

Test. The Otis-Lennon Mental Ab ity Tes was used for IQ

measurement. The Stanford Achievem Test, Primary II, was used

for-end-of-year testing of second and third-graders. The attitude

measure was When Do I SMile? Lower 'Elementary Level, published by

Aberican.Institutes for Research:

8

Results

'Oral Language
0

Table 1 shows the first-grade Distter class at Newton school,

And the'first-grade control class at Dalrymple made significant

gains in oral language ability as measured on the Oral Language

Test. The Distar class at Newton and the control class both Per=

formed, significantly better on the posttest than the first-grade

class at Chase. 'Thisis shown in Table 2. A comparisbn of these :

.

three groups on he,pretest is made in Table A-3. Differences in

,number of children tested in any one school as shown on the three

-tables result from the fact that a child may have been present

for one test but not for another. Table 1 includes only those

'children both pre- and posttested. This variation requires that

any comparison', of results from one table to another be made with

caution.

00009
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TABLE 1

PRETEST AND POSTTEST RESULTS ON THE
FIRST-GRADE ORAL LANGUAGE TEST

Group N Pretest 0 Posttest
Mean & Mean &.

SD SD

P

Distar-Newton 21 7.86* 10.62
2.61 2.50

. ..

Distar -Chase 18 8.44 7,61
2.23 3.36

Control-Dalrym. 20 10.10 11.50
.2.61 2.37

3.610.

-1.056

3.339

<.01

NS

<.01

NS := Not Significant

TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF ORAL LANGUAGE POSTTEST
SCORES OF FIRST-GRADERS

Group N Mean SD

'Newton-Distar 22 10.73 2.49
-

Chase-Distar 20 7.55 . 3.25

Newton-Distar 22 10.73 2.49
vs.

Dalrym.=Contr. 23 11.35 2.37

Chase-Distar 20 7.55 3.25
vs.

Dalrym.Contr. 23 11.35 2.37

3.573

-0.857

-4.418.

<.001

NS

<.001

NS = Not Significant

First-Grade Reading

Although many significant differences appear in.a comparisbn

of the three first-grade classes with one-another in reading ability,

from the standpoint of judging.the effectiveness of the Distar

gram, results are inconclusive and amixiguous. The reason for' this

is the marked disparity in performance of the two Distar classes.

As shoWn in Table 3, performance of the Distar class at Chase was

1!00 10010
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decidedly superior to, that at Newton. Not only-are the means of

the Chase group higher but the spread of scores, as measured by

the standard deviation, is consistently smaller. This fact.rs

also illustrated in Table 4. The Same results were obtained when

.comparing Chase with the control gioup. There are several possible

explanations for this result;

Eleven of the twenty-one children at Newton are receiving

O

suP:aementary remediarreading or learning - disability help, or have

been identified for such help in the future. It is possible that

this is disproportionately largercompared to the other two classes,

making for a basically dissimilar group with lower achievement poten-
,

C

tial.

A large number of the test papers.at Newton were incorrectly

Marked. There were numerous omissions, multiply-marked answers," or

marks in wrong places (other than choices in the multiple-choice

questions). Similarly, these children failed,to mark the°Smil6.pre-

test correctly,. resulting in the invalidation of that instrument for

many children. These observations suggest either that the children

were very immature and unable to learn the mechanics of responding

to paper and pencil instruments, or that they were poorly supervised

during the testing sessions.

The instructional program conducted at Chase differed from

that at Newton by combining many aspects of the Scott-Foresman pro-
9

gram with the Distar program. The-results thatwere obtained maY

be due to this fact, in which case such a combination program must

be superior to Distar alone and Scott-:Poresman as practiced in the

control group. On the other hand, it is necessary ,to recall the

results of the program in 1972 -1973, The first-grade at Chase

apparently did extremely well at that time. With few changes,

these.children as second-graders are compared to second-graders
4

at Newton on the New First-Grade Reading Test administered. in

0 01}J 1

O
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December 1973. These

that'despite apparent

-8-

results appear in Table It can be seen

differences at the end of first-grade, there

are no significant differences favoring the Chase pupils six months

later. If the apparently superior achievement of the first-giaders

at Chase is, likewise, not retained in six month's time, the educt..-

tional importance of this difference must '?e questkoned.
4

Finally, the possibility that children at Chase!'kere inkidvArt-

ently coached as teachers supervised the mechanics of test admiastra-,

tion cannot be ruled out. Inadvertent coaching at Chase along, with

,poor supervision at Newton could explain the large differences\in

test Terformancew

°Several recommendations are in order: l") Assuming the Superiori'

.test,performance. at Chase reflects superior reading: ability, the

second-grade teacher of these Childrenshould be'encoureged to

support their continuous growth.. 2) If there were differences in .

the kinds of test supervision among the three classes, future group

.tests of first-graders should be administered by the same examiner__

('team, perhaps consisting of a remedial reading teacher or readitg

superyisor trained to administer group tests assisted by aides.

3). To check on maintenance of performance level; the same group test ;
0

should be administered to these children when they 'are in second-

grade in the fall of 1974.

0 0 011
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TABLE j

COMPARISON 'OF READING SCORES ON
NEW DISTAR 'READING -TEST

FOR FIRST GRADERS "-

Newton-Distar
= 21).

Mean

Chase-Distar
(N - 19)
_Mean & SD

t
0

0

.Main Idea 1.24 4.32' .621 x:001
1.73 ,1:11

Details 1.81, 10.16. . -12.701
2.52 1.42

.Inferences 006._ 3.68 -6.844 <.001

___.
-1.35 . 1.25

Total ROading 3.90 18:16 -12.308 -c.001
4.49 2441

NeWton-Distar . Dalrym-Contr.
(N -='21) (N-= 23)
Mean' & SD Mean & SD

-Main Idea 1.24 2.91 -3.374 <.01
.1.73 .1.56

.

Details
,

.

.1.81
2.52

6.52
3.01

-5.596 <,001

Inferences 0.86 3.13 -5.418 <.001
1:. 35 1.42
.0

Total Reading 3.90': 12.57 -6.641 <.001
'4.49 1.4',07

ChaserDistar Dalrym.-Contr.
:(N = 19) (N = 23)
Mean & SD Mean & SD

;Main'Idea 4:32 2.91, 3.284 <.01
1.11 1:56

Details 10.16 6.52 4.826 <.001'
1.42 1 3,01

Inferences 3.68 1.325. NS
1.25 1.42

Total Reading 18.16 12.57 4.481 <.001
2.41 4.97

-NS *= Not' Sinificant

0 0 0 11
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TABLE y

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES ON
FIRST-GRADE READING_ TEST

-'1--7*Otett-: ---- _
Newton Chase . Dalrym.

.-- - _
.9.F.e?..________

__. __ ..
.:

.

.._-

Aeiri-'idea 5 - 6 .2 "9 , . . 5 _ ,

III" 4 3. 10 13:,
,Oil- 2 16 0 11

(
II

-Details 'o -- 12 3. -18 7

5' -8 , v,1 1 -10

0-- 4 ,
19 ...,

.a. 7

lifererices. 5 -, 6 ' . 0 5-
,

'2'

3 -4, 9 15

'6-- 2 18 _5' 7

Total -Redding 17 -- 24 1 13 6

9 - 16 1 6 13

0 - 8 19 o I

Achievement

The interim report (Appendix) shows that the three second-grade

classes were essentially equivalent in reading, ability in December

as meaeured on the new form of the evaluator-constructed Distar

'Reading Test: Only one difference was found betw)en the Newton

Distar class ancl the Chas@ Distar class favoring the former. Of a

possible score of 24, Table A-4 shows the Newtdh Distar group attained

a total mean score of 19.87, the Chase Distar group attained a total

mean score of 18.16, and the Newton Control group a total mean score

of 18.23.

These gioups were again tested in May 1974. Membership in the

groups was not identical from December to May in that a few children

were tested on one occasion but not on the other. It should be noted

that, three children included at Chase in the December testing had been

transferred to traditional classes at the beginning of the school year.

1' ;) 0: 0 J. 4



These childrenare not included in t( May testing.

Table 5 comparesthe three groups on the Stanford Achievement

Test, Primary II, subtests of Word Meaning, Paftgraph Meaning,

Spelling, Word Study Skills, Language, Arithmetic Computationoand,

Arithmetic Concepts, Subtests of Spelling and Language were not

administered at Chase school; no comparisons with Chase can be made

for these areas. Subtest comparisoris.are preSented in Table 5.

As'was,stated in the-1972-1973 report, the, control .group was
, .

selected in such a _manner as to permit comparisons with the Distar.

-groUp at Newton school. Furtherdore, additional changes in the'Chase

School_group, including movement-of three students who achieved well

into traditional programs, make inappropriate any evaluative Nag-

memts invoIvingChase school in the comparison made on Table 5. The

data permit one to assess only the present 'status of the Chase school

group without inferring anything about the effectiveness of the in-
.

structional program.- On this basis it can be seen that the Chase

school group at the end of the second grade consisted of children who

performed poorer in word meaning, paragraph meaning, and word study

Skills than children in each of-the other two groups.

Comparison of Distar and Control groups at Newton school shows

the former performed significantly bettel, on the spelling subtest.

There were no other signifiCant differences between the two groups.

It can be concluded that the Distar program at Newton school was at

least as effective as the conventional program for these children.

The Distar program evidently produced superior results in spelling.

-Grade equivalent scores on the Stanford slibtests were compared

to a grade placement norm of 2.9.- As shown. in Table 6, the Newton

school Distar class performed. significantly better than the national

norms in spelling and word study skills; the Newton school control

class scored significantly below national norms in language; the

Chase school Distar class scored significantly below national norms

0 .0 5 I 6'
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in Word meaning, paragraPh meanLag, and word studyskills.

TABLE 5

COMPARISON OF DISTAR AND NON-DISTAR PUPILS
ON STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
PRIMARY S1, FORM W '(MAY ,19711.)

Tast NeWton Distar
Mean &
sb

Chase Distar
Mean & 11.1

sD

lioltd Meaning

0 Para.., Meaning

203 23 2.29 i5
.67 .50

2.80 23 2.19 15
.77- . .47

Word 'St.. Skills 3.70
1..52

Ccimpu:* 3.03
.51-

Arai h. Concept 2.92

1.0)

23 2.49 14
.69 _.:..=-4-

23
,---

13 '0.175 NS
./

3.00
.21.

3. 2.67 13. 0,022 ri

.53*

3463. .01

/

<401

.-- 486 -5.01-

Newton Distar
'Mean &
'SD

NewtonControl
Mean & N
SD

Word-Meaning

Para. Meahing

2.93

.67

2.80 .

.77

Spelling 3.31
.62

Word St. Skills 3.70
1.52

Language 2.97
.84

Arith. pompu.. 3.03
.51

Arith. Concept 2.92
1.03

3 2:94

.55

27 -0.035 NS

23 2.89 .27 . -0.487 NS
.57

23 2473 27 3.471 <.01
- .57

23 3.49 27 0.470
'1.58

23 27 1.579 NS'

23 2.74 27 1.929 NS
.53

23 2.74 27 0.0 NS
.87

000.16

.



Test Chase.Distar
Mean &
SD

'Newton Control
Mean &
SD

t

..

Word Meaning 2.29 15 2.94 27 -3.'786; <.001
'00 .55

Para, Meaning 2.19 15 2.89 27- : -4.09C -.4-.001

.47 .57

Ward St. Skills .2..49 14 3.49 27. -2.244 <.05
$69 1.58.

Arith. Compu. 3.00 13 2..74 27 1.692 % NS
.21% .53

Arith. Concept 2.67. 13 2.74 27 -0.258 NS

.53 .87 i

NS"-" Not Significant.

TABLE 6

C. COMPARISON 'OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT SUBTEST SCORES
TO GRADE PLACEMENT NORM OF 2.9

. `

Test Newton Distar
Mean & N
SD

Chase Distar
Meah &' N
-SD

-P
'Newton Contr.
Mean & N P
SD

Word Meaning 2.93 23 NS 2.29 15 <.001 2:94 27' NS
.67 .50

Para, Meaning 2.80 23 NS
2.47

15 <.001 2.89 '27 NS

.77

Spelling. 3.31 23 <.01 2.73 27 NS
.62 .57

Word-St. Skills 3.70 23 <.05 2.49 14 . <.05 3.49 27 NS
1.52 .69 1.58

Language 2.97 23 NS 2.63, 27 <.05
.84

*Arith. Compu. 3.03 23 NS 3.00 13 NS 27 .NS

.51 .21 .53

Arithi Concept 2.92
1.03

23 NS 2.67
.53,

13 NS 2.74
.87

27 NS

NS = Not Significant. This comparison employed t test for single mean.

00017
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Third-Grade Achievement

Third-grade former Distar.pupils from Newton and Chase schools

and former control pupils at Dairymp (Highland Street) were compared

on results of system-wide testing on the, Stanford Achievement Primary

II Form W. These pupils were among those'in the second-grade group..

evaluated in 1972-1973. Distar pupils were not.combined as_one group,

as:done in 197-1973, to reveal posslbie differences between the two

former Distar classes at the present'time.

All children included in this analysis.were tested on the word

meaning; paragraph meaning, arithmetic computation, and arithmetic

concepts subtests of the Stanford. Results; of the:comparison are

presented in Table 7. Table 7 reveals that several.significant

differences appear'between the two former Distar groups, favoring

the,group from Newton school. No differences were obtained between

the Newton Distar group and the Dalrymple controls, but the compari-

son of the Dalrymple controls with the Chase school former. Distar

pupils revealed significant differences favoring the former in word,

meaning and paragraph meaning.

These results were not inconsistent with the secondLgrade cot-

parisOn of 1972 -1973 in which esSentially'the same children were

compared. 'In that comparison the control group was favored in word

meaning and word study skills. Evidently, the partidular Distar

school has some influence on performance. Newt4n school attained

beter_resultsin the present year's third grade and second grade

than children at Chase. This may reflect differences.in first-grade

:selection policy, in policy for transferring children from Distar to

traditional programs in second-grade on the basis of superior first-

grade performance, alma 'n quality of instruction in Distar classes

in grades one and two.and in post-Distar classes in grade three.
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TABLE 7

COMPARISON OF THIRD GRADE FORMER DISTAR & CONTROL PUPILS
ON STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST, PRIMARY II, FORM W

(APRIL 19741

Test Newton Distar Chase Distar
Mean & N Mean &
SD SD

Word Meaning 3..78 18 3.16 . 23' 2.732 <.01.

.59 .81

Para. Meaning 3.71 18 2.89 23 3.052 <.01

.73 .93

Arithi Compu., 4.41
.. .81

18
,

3.80
1.22

23 1.835 NS

Arith. Cbncept -4.04 18 3.25. '23 2.758 <.01

.75
,-,

1.02

Newton Distar
Mean & N
SD

Dalryt. Contr.
Mean &
SD

Word Meaning 3.78 18. 3.92 13

.59 :,

k f-
z.,--

.82

Para. Meaning., 13.71
f.73

18 3.53
.55

'13

Arith, Compu. 4.41 18 4.10 13
.81 :71

Arith...Condept 4.04 18 3.75 13
. .75 1.18

Chase Distar.
Mean & N
-SD

Dalrym. Contr.
Mean & N .

SD

Word Meaning- 3.16 23 3.92 13
.81 .82

Para. Meaning 2.89 23 3.53 13

.93 .55

Arith. Compu. 3.80 23. j 4.10 13
1.22 .71

Arith. Concept 3.25 23 3.75
1.02 1.18 -

-0.552 NS

0.728. NS .

1.113 . NS

0.837 NS

-2.692 <.05

-2.259 <.05

-0.811 NS

-1.335 NS
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subtest scores of third graders were'compared to grade'

'expectancy norm of 3.7. This comparison (Table 8) shows that the

Newton school Distar group significantly surpassed the norm of 3.7

in arithmetic computation. The Chase school' Distar group scored'

significantly below. the expected score of 3.74n word meaning,

paragraph meaning, and arithmetic concepts. The single area of
. ,

stiedess for both groups, then, was arithmetic computation. 'The

Dalrymple school central. group scored approximately at the national
A

norm of 3.7 in all areas tested. .

C

TABLE 8

'COMPARISON OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT SUBTEST SCORES
TO GRADE PLACEMENT 'NORM OF 3.7

'Vest 'Newton Distar
N = 18
Mean & SD

Word Meaning

Para. Meaning

Arith. dompu,

Arith.

-

Conce14,-

3.78
.59

3.71
.73

4,41
.81

<04
.75

NS

NS

<01

NS

Chase Distar
2y

3.16
.81.

--

3.80
1.22

3.25
1.02

<401

<.001

NS

<.05

Dalrym. Contr.
N = 13
Mew &' SD P

3.92 NS
.82

3.'53

.5.5

4.10
.71

3.75
1.18

NS.

Matched Third Graders at Chase School.

It was the impression of the principal at Chase schoOl that the

Distar program was more-successful than the conventional progra4 when

used with children thought to have potential learning problems/ This

expectation was evaluated in two ways. First, a cursory dkamination

was inade of first and second grade resulti on the Gates-MacGinitie

reading tests, which are used regularly at that school. The first-.

/
grade- istar class obtained a mean score of 1.9 in vocabulary and 1.6

/

in coOprehension. These were lower than mean scores obtained by the

0 2 0
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other two first-grade asses. The second grade Distarclass obtained

,mean ,scores bf .6 in vocabulary and 2.0 in-comprehension. These, too,.

were wersthan the mean scores of the other two second-grade claSses.

These results indicate the children selected for Distar instruction

at Chase school do not perform as well as other children. at Chase

school:. This may be due fo the selection process for Distar; children
i

who are judged, to have learning problems are perhaptmore often
'

selected. Also,'.childten who achieve well in first-6ade are often

not retained in Distar in second-grade, thereby reducing the mean-
-.....

. .

. .

.

achievement of that group. any event, the'Distar nrovraM has not

enabled children' selected for the program to achieve as well as other

children in the grade. The major criterion for judging the success

of the effort, however, is whether children, selected for the pro-

gram perform better in the progtam than they would perform in the

alternative, conventional program. The second step was taken in

an effort to answer this question.'

An attempt was made to match the twenty-three former Distar.

third-graders (whose results"on four Stanford subtests are reported

in the preceding section of this'teport) with third-graders in 1971

who had:proceeded through a conventional instructional program.

One child had not started in September of the first-grade.
- ,

Of the remaining twenty -two ,ch4dren, eighteen were successfully

matched with children from hree third-grade classes at Chase in
. .

,.

1971 on the r.asis ofssexl g. (second-grade administration of the

Otis).witIti41- ive I.Q. points, and chronological age (at time of

I.Q. testing) within six monthS. The matched groups were then com=

pared. on six Sanford subtests 'using the t test for correlated

\observations. As shown on Table 9, the two groups did not differ

in I.Q. and chronological age (at time of testing), therefore,
1

they were successfully matched. The non-Distar group. achieved better

O
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(than the

/ meaning,

Distar group on subtests of word meaning; paragraph

arithmetic concepts, word study skills, and spelling.

The groups did not differ significantly in arithmetic computation.

This procedure of analysis was followed in order to judge

well Distar children might have performed under the conventional

instructional program. It is possible that, despite the effort

of matching; the control group was not comparable. The basis

fOr selection of children, in the first place, for Distar' instruc-

tiOn'is not known. Firit-grade readiness scores of the two groups

were not examined and,may differ. The assumption of similarity

betOreen groups On the basiS of second' grade I.Q. was made. In

any event, the evidence at this time does not support the likelihood

that the third-g.rade children at Chase school Who had been selected

for,Distar instruction achieved any better than they would have

achieved in a convei tional programof instruction.

TABLE 9

COMPARISON OF EIGHTEEN PAIRS OF DISTAR THIRD-GRADERS IN 1974
AND NON-DISTAR THIRD. GRADERS IN 1971 AT.CHASE7SCHOOL

Age in mos.
at time of,IQ
test

I.Q.

Distar
Mean & SD

Non-Distar
Mean & SD

108.06 108.33
3.69 3.46

101.17 100.89
10.39 9.68

t. -
P

O .424 NS

-0.417 NS

Stanford Achievement
Prim. II, W
Subtest Scores

Word. Mng, 3.32
.76

Para. Mng, 3.08
.95

Aftth. Comp. 3.99
.98

4.18 3.806 <.01
.59

4.12 4.441 <.001
.61

.4.12 0.442 NS
.73
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ITABLE 9 (CONTINUED)

-
Distar
-Mean_&_SD

Non-Distar
Mean & SD

Arith. Conc., 3.42 4414 2.376 <.05
1.03 .90

Wd.-St. 4k. 3.68 5.22 2.285 <.05

1.61 1.50

lling/ 3.48 4.42 2.560 <.05
.88 105

,NS = Not Significant

Pupil Attitude

It whs,conSideed possible that participation in the Distar
/

program would have some beneficial effect upon,a pupil's attitude,

toward school, which reflects o,
-

some extent aipupills.self-concept.
i -.:

/ / 1

ument Whin Do I Smi ? Lower Elementary Level lAmericanThe ihst
.>

anstit es for Research) was selected to measure attitude. Pretesting

was d e in November 1973. A' comparison of first-grade classes

and second -grade classes is presented in thelAppendix (Table A-5).

A omgatison:of the,iirSt-grade/Distar class at Chase with the

first-grade control elessat Dalrymple showed the latter group----;-

ad a more favorableaititudel(lower mean/Scoe)-bn the.pretest.

A -comparison pf posttest-scores shows; no significant differ-

nces between-any two first-grades or between any two second-grades
------
see Table 10). Comparisons of pretest/With poSttest results for

each group is made in Table 11. AS shown there, a significant

change toward a less favorable attitude occurred in,the first-grade
1

.

control group. However, asShown in Table 10, this group of twenty:-'

three children on the posit7test compared to nineteen of the same

children in the pre-post comparison) did not have a less favorable

attitude than either of the Distar groups on the posttest. In, con-,'

elusion, the Distar program did not produce either a more or &less

favorable attitude toward school than a conventional instructional

0 0 0.23
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program.

The Smile instrument has a possible raw score range of 21 to 105, -

.

A score of < 63 would' result from expressions of favorable lLtude,

It can be s en that all mean scores reported. in Tables 10 arid 11

lam -indicate f vorable attitudes toward school.

0

TABLE 10.

COMPARISON OF GROUPS ON ATTITUDE MEASURE
WHEN-DO I SMILE? POSTTEST (MAY, 1974)

a

Troup N Mean SD t P /
Grade 1

Newton-Distar .17 37.41 12.02
'vs. -1.903

Chase-Distar 17 44.94 113
NeWton-Distar .17 37.41 12.02

vs.
Dalrym.-Contr. 23 43.57 11.82,

Chase-Distar 17 __44-94-- 11.03
vs

Dalrym,!-Coritr.. 23 43.57 11.82
---"

NS

NS

0.374 NS

Grade. 2 -

Newton-Distar 22 37.55 8.81
vs. -1.166 NS

Chase- Distar 15 41.60 12.37

Newton- Distar 22 37.55 8.81
-0.252 NS

Newton-C ontr.: 25 38,12 .6:81

Chase-Distar 15 41.60 12.37
vs. 1.151 NS

Newton-Contr. 25 38.12 6.81

'NS = Not Significant
Lower scores indicate more-favorable attitude
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TABLE 11

-PRETEST AND POSTTEST RESULTS ON THE
ATTITUDE MEASURE WHEN DO I SMILE?

Group Pretest
Mean &

SD .

Posttest
Mean &
. SD

P,

Grade 1

Newton-Distar 9 39:22 38.33 . -0.139 NS

17.73 13.89.

Chase-Distar 16 44;0 . '45.19 0.188 NS
12.117. , 11:34

acurvm.=Contr. 19. 32.84' Z.), . 42.74 2.903 <.01'
10.08 .- 11.63

Grade 2'

Newton-Distar 21 36.95 37.14 =0.648 NS'

,

12::91
.

13.82

Chase - Distar 13 4.0.86 41.86 0.317 MS
9.21 .12.80

Newton-Contr. .23' 39.09 38.43 - -006 NS
9.65

. .

7.01

NS = Not Significant
Negative t value indicates shift to_mof favorable attitude:

Summary of Results,-

1.1 The Distar first-grade at Newton school and the first-grade.

control at Dalrymple made significant gains in oral language. The

two classes performed better on the posttest than the Distar first-

grade at Chase.

2. The control first-grade at Dalrymple performed better than.

the Distar first-grade at Newton but poorer than the Distar first-

grade at Chase. Several possible explanations for this..result are

discussed, including that of error in test administration.

3. The Newton-Distar second grade performed better than the

Newton-Control second grade on the spelling subtest of the Stanford

Achievement. There were no differences between these two groups_

On .six.other subtests. The Chase school Distar class, partly due

0.0 0 2 5
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to interclass transfers, consisted of children who performed poorer

in w7Nd meaning, paragraph meaning and mord study skills than the

other groups.

4. The Newton-Distar second-grade surpassed the grade placement

norm of 2.9 in spelling and word study skills. The Newton - control

second-grade class scored below grade placement in language. The

Chase7Distar seCondtgrade scored below the national norm in Word:

_meaningl.paragraph meaning, and word stuly skills.

lheNeWton, former Oistar third-grade and Dalrymple control

third-trade did not differ _significantly on four Stanford Achievement

subeists. The-former Surpassed the Chase former Distar- third-grade.

in paragraph --meaning, and .arithmetic-concepts. The

Dalrymple control'surpassed Chase in word Meaning:and paragraph

meaning:

6. The Newton'former Distar third-grade surpassed the national

norm of 3.7 in arithmetic computation. The Chase former, Distar

third-grade fell significantly below the norm in word meaning, para-

graph meaning, and arithmetic .concepts..

7. Eighteenthirdgrade former Distar pupils at Chase. were
.

matched with children who were third-graders in 1971 for sex, I.Q.,

,and chronological age (when tested). The former Distar pupils scored

significantly°below the others in five of six Stanford'Achieyement

subtests.

8. First- and second-grade Distar and control. classes shbwed,

on the average, favorable school attitude. There was a Significant

shift toward a less favorable attitude in the first -grade control

class,- but neither the first-grade classes nor the second-grade

classes differed significantly on the post-tested attitude measure.
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Conclusions

1. There was evidence of grOwtti in oral language ability under

both Distar and conventional first-grade instruction. Over the past

three years theie is growing evidence that the Distar program has

no aprantage over conventional instruction in developing oral lap.

guage-ability of first-graders.

.2. For the second year, performance of firstrgraders at Chase

.fsurpatsed other first-graders in reading. The first-graders in

1972-1973 did not maintain this advantage. It is not clear whether
,

the difference is due to features of the Distar instructional program

-at:Chase, error in test-administration procedures, or some-other

reason. Unlike past years,the first-grade Distaitclass at Newton

schOol performed poorer in reading, than the control group. There

was.-evidence that the children in the Newton group were insuffi-

ciently supervised. .on the reading'test and on the Attitude pretest.

Alto, a substantial number of the Newton school children.had been

identified as having learning disabilities. It appears likely,.

. judging from test results and teacherobservations, that a popu,"

lation so identified fails to achieve well in a Distar program and

requires some alterpative instructional program.

.3. At second-grade level Distar pupils appear to do as well

as their 'peers of similar initial ability in control groups. Second

gradertoin Distar, when pupils of higher ability are retained in

Distar classes, have pegian to score at and-above national norms

for their grade placement. At second-grade level, distinct strengths

of such a Distar group (as was found in Newton school) seem to lie

in_spelling, word study skills, and possibly in arithmetic computa-

tion,

1
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4. Third-graders who had Distar instruction in the.first one

or two grades appear to differ depending on their school. Former!'

Distar pupils at Newton evidently achieve better than those at

Chase in several areas. :Distarpupils at Newton in 1973-1974

Perform as well as children who had proceeded through conventional

propstramS-of instruction. The Newton school former Distar group

_-
surpassed national norms in arithmetic computation and were at grade

..level in other areas. Except for the current year's third-grade

at Chase, Distar pupils appear to perform approximately at grade

*level by the end of third-grade with a distinct atrength in arith-

metic -computation. Pupils at Chase of comparable appear .to

have-performed better after three years of Conventional instruction.

5. Pupils in Distar and conventional programs appear to have

an equally favorable attitude toward achool.

Recommendations

1. Largely to check on the ambiguous. status of first-grade

reading results, the same children should be retested on the same

reading test in the fall of 1974 with safeguards to assure comparable

procedures of test administration.

2. Equivalent criteria should be established for both target

schools (Chase and Newton)` to employ in selecting children for Title

I service on the basis of educational, handicap. This is especially

important for pre-first-graders, where achievement data is lacking.

Within this group of educationally handicapped children are those

who have been referred, to as learning disabled. Criteria for the

definition and identification of this subgroup should be established.

Since it is likely that all educationally handicapped children do

not benefit from the Distar instructional program, the Winthrop

schools should begin to use Title I funds to support a broader

C

range of instructional services. Instruction should be differentiated

.0 0,0 2 8
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'according to the characteristics of the learner. The form of

instruction provided to a child should be continued only if prog-

ress day-by-day is actually observed. It is unnecessary to wait

until end-of-year evaluation to make such a judgment.
4.

3. To implement the recommendations in paragraph (2), the

school department shOuld a) conduct a needs assessment, b) establish

criteria for the selection of children for Title I service on the

basis of educational handicaprc) establish a range of instructional

services related to the types of educational handicap identified

Within the population, d) establish a set of learning goals of a.

highly specific type so that day-to-day progresS can be evaluated,

e) identify, by name, the children who will receive Title I service

f) justify, on the basis of objective and generally ac-
,

cepted criteria, non-inclusion of a child who had received Title I

service the previous year.

4. The Distar program should be used only with those children

who are observed to progress under it on a regular basis. The pro-

gram. should be supplemented 'so that a wider range of reading and writ-

ing activities will be possible. There should be increased opportu-

nity to develop comprehension through the reading of stories and

factual articles, greater exposure to literature, and increased

opportunity to write and read about experiences shared by the children.

5. All children should have the opportunity to use the materials

of many-faceted basic reading systems'that are now being introduced

into the schools.

t.
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First- Grade Testing

The testing of.first-graders to date was de-signed for two

purposes: 1) to. describe and compare the Distar and Control

grOupS with respect to IQ, readiness, and oral language ability;

2) to establish a baseline for future growth in oral language ability.

Examination of Table A-1 shows that the twofirst-grade Distar

classes are approximately equal in IQ. The first-grade control

Class at Dalrymple School is superiors to one .of the Distar classes. .

This superiority may reflect a difference in native ability or,it

may reflect a deficiency in performance of the Distar children

that is a direct result of the socio - economic, deprivation whose

effects on academic performance the 'Title I program proposes to

overcome.
t

Similarly, the Dalrymple group was superior to the two Distar

classes-on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Table A -2). The two

-bIstar groups did not differ significantly in readiness.

The Oral,Language Test was'used for the purpose of comparing

the groups in initial oral language ability, and to BeCure a base

line to judge growth in oral language during the year. The test

will be readministered in May at which time the groups will again

be compared and, in addition, the growth within each group will be

measured. The initial Oral Language Test results show (Table A-3)

that the control group at Dalrymple School was again superior to

either Distar class. The Distar classes-performed equally well.

It is to be hoped that, if instruction in oral language develop-

ment is effective, the Distar group will do as well as the con-

trol groip at the end of the yew:. In addition, the Distar groups

should dO as well as the control group on a reading test given at

the end of the year if the Distar program successfully overcomes the

lag in readiness.

0 0 0.31
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Second*Grade Testing

. -A non-Distar group was established at-E.Bi NEWTON in 1972-73

Ali compared to the Distar group at Newton School in that evalua-

tion. Selection of children for the Distar and non-Distar classes

was done in a way that would form two'similar groups. The manner

of selection of children for Distar instruction at Chase.School,was

not expected to produce a comparable group. Although the three

groups are'compared in Tables A-1 and A-4, only comparisons of the

Newton School Distar and control second grade'classed can yield.

conclusions about the relative effectiveness! of the two programs

at' second grade level. .

It_WaSstated in the 1973 report (p. 10) -that reading test

scores of the Chase School Distar_group seemed extraordinarily high

and the question of validity was raised. Reading scores of these'

ehildreL(Table A*-4) are examined to resolve the question.

Table-A1 shows the two groups at Newton School are equivalent

in IQ. However, seven children in the control group were tested

in reading; but no IQ score was reported. IQ was reported on one

child who was absent for the reading test. Fiye children who had

been part of the Distar group at Newton in 1972!.,73 were no longer .

in the group in 1973-74. Table A-4 shows the two classes at Newton

School did not differ:significantly on any reading subtest score.

The question of exceptionally high performance by Chase School

pupils in 1972-73 was reexamined. A comparison o chievement by

this group and the other two shows no su or results by the Chase

group in the interim testing (Ta A-4): Of the original group

in 1972-73, one child was not tested in the interim testing. Two

new childrer4.-not'pr(_ent in 1972-73, were tested. After excluding

A_--thige-two, mean scores of the seventeen original children tested for

this interim evaluation-do,not,differ appreciably froM the mean scores
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of.all nineteen reported in Table A-4. The Chase,School group in-'

eludes three children who had been trasfered to traditional' peo-

.grams at the beginning of the year becau e of high performance. These

children were given typewritten copies of the reading test, as

was the control group at Newton. All 'children still receiving

instruction with the Distar materials were given hand-lettered ver-

sions using the DiStar alphabet form. Table A-4 shows that the Chase

School-group was in no way superior to the other groups in reading

performance.

Self- Concept me sure

A measure of attitude about self entitled When Do I Smile?

was used in November 1973. Groups were compared on this test and

will again be compared in May. In addition`, improvement in self -

concept within each group will be assessed in May. Comparison of

groups on the pretest shows only one significant difference. The

comParisori'of first-grade groups at Chase and Dalrymple favoi.4 the

latter (Table A-5; lower scores indicate higher self-ceiMpt). Un-

fortunately, almost half the response sheets of one class were in-

validated by multiple responses or omitted responses.

Parent Questionnaire

Parents of Distar children and control groups (selected classes
'h

at Newton School) were asked to respond to a questionnaire.

Responses of parents of boys and of girls at each school and grade

were rather similarly distributed among the choices, therefore re-

sponse6 of boys and girls are combined - no differentiation is made

by sex in Table A-6.- In most cases questionnaiies were completed

by mothers. Of the ninety questionnaires returned., only five were.

completed by fathers or by both parents. Therefore, no differenti-

ation is made-as to which parent responded. Question 1 asked infor-
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mation about child's grade,. sex, and which parent iesponded.

Question 2 inquired about interest in reading: All groups

xeported that mast children showed some interest or high interest.

Question 3 inquired about'interest in Arithmetic. All groups

reported that most children showed some interest or high interest.

QUestion 4 inquired about the child's feelings about school.

All groups

Asked

in reading

generally reported

whether the'parent

(question 5), most

that children enjoyed schoOl.

was satisfied/with the child's progress

responses in /five groups were affirm-

ative. Most parents of children in the first grade Distar class in'

one school responded that they were uncertain. In many of these

cases, parents' commented that too little time in the program pre-

vented them from making a judgment.

--- Missing data prevented analySisof responses by: parents of

second graders to questions 6, 7,,and'8.

/
Asked about satisfaction with /progress in arithmetic (question 6),

responses were. mainly affirmative in two groups and uncertain in one.

Again, the response of uncertain was attributed to lack of sufficient

time to make a judgment.

In most cases parents were/satitfied with the teacher's response

to the child and the child's relations with other children.(questions
.

7 and 8).

In conclusion, there was -no group of children whose parents had

primarily-negatiVe-responses-to questions about children's interest,

progress, and relations to school, teacher, and peers. Neither the

Distar nor the traditional programs at either firSt or second grade

produced a fundamentally negative assessmentfiv the parents to any

of these questions. /
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=

.Concluiona to Int yim Renort .

,--
---

l. Comparison of the first-grade _cl..-ses at Chase. Newton and

Da.l_mrnple schools 1 IQ, oral languagej and readiness shows the

i

generally superior erformance of the children at Dalrymple. This
',,, ..- .

.

underscores the ne -for compensatory services for the children at

thetwoTitle I tar,et schools.

2.. Reading te t results Of three second-grade classes at

Pine I target scho ls fail to establish any superiority of Distar

or traditional instruction over the other. There is evidence' from

classroom observation that second grade instruction of Distar classes

increasingly consists of an amalgamation of Distar,and traditional

materials and propedures. Effectiveness of instruction during these,
.

first two years may result largely from the use of instructional

aides. If this is so, equally good results can possibly be obtained

by using an instructional program more flexible than Distar while

maintaining the use of instructional aides and other support S'ervices..

3. Attitude measures and parent questionnaires tend to show

equivalent attitudes about self, school, and the acadepic skills of

reading and arithmetic.
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TABLE A-1

COMPARISON OF I4 SCORES
JANUARY 1974

Grade 1
Grouro---- N Mean \ SD t P

1ewton-Distar 21 101.7 17.70
vs. -0.145 NS

Chase-Distar 21 102.4 11.33

Newton-Distar 21 101.7 17.70
Vs. -1.858 NS

Dalrym.-Contr, 26 109.2 9.58

ChaseDistar 21 102.4 11.33
vs. -2.246 <.05

DalryM.-Contr. 26 109'.2 - 9.58

. Grade 2

NeWton-Distar 23 108.5 15.08
.vs. 2.412 <.05

Chase-,Distar 17 98.0 11.20

Newton-Distar 23
vs:

108.5 15.08
NS

Newton-Control 20 110.2 13.26

Chase-Distar 17 98.0 11.20
vs. -2.992 <:01

Newton-Contro 20 110.2 13.26

TABLE A-2

COMPARISON OF METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST
SCORES OF FIRST-GRADERS

(SEPTEMBER. 1973)

Group N Mean SD t P

Newton-Distar 20 50.40 15.55
vs. -0.873 NS

Chase-Distar 22 54.05 11.36

Newton-Distar 20 50.40 15.55
vs. -3.660 <.001

Dalrym.-Contr. 25 64.56 10.32

Chase-Distar, 22 54.05 11.36
vs. -3.325 <.01

Dalrym.-Contr.,25 64.56, 10.32

_00036
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TABLE

COMPARISON OF ORAL LANGUAGE TEST
SCORES OF FIRST-GRADERS

(OCTOBER 1973)

Group - N Mean ,/ SD
..

Newto..rf-pistar
.vs..

Chase-Distar'.

N'ewtah-Distar
vs.

Dalrym.-Contr.

ChaseDistar
vs.

.Dalrym.-Contr.

21 7.86 2.61
-0.654

20 8.35 2.18.

11.
21 7.86 2.61 -2

. -2.970
22 10.

I

18. 2.52

20 8:35 2.18
. -2.506

.22 10.18' 2.52

NS

<-.01

<.05

TABLE A-4

COMPARISON OF READING'SCORES ON
NEW DISTAR READING TEST

(SECOND-GRADERS, DT:CEMBER 1973)*,

SCore Newton-Distar Chase-Dista t,

Mea
(N = 23) (N = 19)

& SD & SD

t

',Main Idea

Details.

Inferences

Total Reading

4.48 4.11
1.53 1.37

'10.83 9.84
1.27 1.71

4.57 4.21
.90 1.18

19.87 18.16
3.28 3.39

0.823

.2.142'

1.106

1.659

NS

<.05

NS

"NS

Score 'Newton-Distar Newton-Control
(N = 23) (N = 26)
Mean & SD Mearer& SD

t . P

Main Idea

Details

Inferences

Total Reading

4.48 4.
103

10.83 10.08
1.27 2.40

4.57 4.15 ;

.90 1.26

19.87 18.23

3.28 4.27

1.084

1.341

1.305

1.491

NS

NS

NS

NS
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TABLE A-4 (Continued)

Score . Chase-Distar
(N = 1.9)
Mean & SD

Newton-Contrpl
(N = 26)
Mean & SD

Main Idea 4.11 4.0a 0.236 NS
1.37 1.55

Details 9.84 10.08 -0.364 NS
1.71 2.40

Inferences. 4.21 4.15 0.153 NS
-1.18 1.26

l'otal Reading 16.16 18.23 -0.062 NS

3.39 4.27

. TABLE A-5

COMPARISON OF GROUPS -0N-8ELF-CNCEPT
MEASURE WHEN DO I SMILE?

(NOVEMBER 1973) .

Group N Mean

Newton-Distar
vs:

12 38.08

.Chase-Distar 21 42.71

Newton-Distar
vs.

12 38.08

Dalrym.-Contr. .23 ,32.35

Chase-Distar
vs.

21 42.71

Dalrym.-Contr. 23 32:35

Newton- Distar
vs.

22 39.06

Chase-Distar 18 39.78

Newton-Distar
vs.

22 39.06

Newton-Contro 25 38.20

Chase - Distar ,18
vs. .

39.78

Newton-Control 25 38.20

SD P
Grade 1

16.60

11.46.

16.60

9.29

11.46.

9.29

-0.947 NS

1.318 NS

3.308 <.01

Grade 2

12.61

8.33

9.76

8.33

9.76

-0.211

0.259

NS

NS

0.55- NS'

0 0'03 8'



TABLE A-6

TALLIES OF RESPONSES TO PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Question Grade 1 Grade 2
Newton Chase Newton
Dtqar- -Distar -Contrh?:

Newton Chase
Distar Distar

2." interest
in rdg.

High 5

Some 6 3

,Low 4

Newton
'-Control

9

7

0

.9 5 13

9^ 5 5

0 0 0

3. interests
in arith.

High 6 4 12

Some 4 9 4

Low . 2 0 0

8 5 11

9 5 6 .

1 0 1

4. attitude
to,. school

Enjoys 10 12 14

.Neutral 2 2 2

Dislikes 1 0 0

16 9 17

1 1 1

1 Q 0

5. satisfac. with
rdg.progress

Yes '3 12 '12

Uncert. 9 2 3

No 1 0 1

16 8 13

2 2 5

0 0 0

1

6. Satisfac. .iwith
arith. Progress

Yes 4, '10 16

Uncert. 7 4 0

No 1 0 0

7. Satisfac4-with
teacher behay. to child.

Yes 12 14 16

Uncert. 2. 0 0
i

No
i

6 0 0

8. Satisfad. with child's relations
to other children

Yes I 9 10 16

Uncert. 4 4

No I 1 0 0

No. of boys 8 8 5 4
No. of girls 6 6 11 14

t
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APPENDIX B

Readministration of Reading Test to Former

First-Graders in October 1974

0 0

0

O

0.004o

o
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In October 1974, second-graders (first-graders in 19734974)

were readministered the New Distarl Reading Test in order to re-
;

check the ambiguous status of first-grade reading results. This

step was in keeping with the first recommendation made on page 24

of the 19734974 report. It was thought that results obtained on

the end-of-first-grade testing may have been caused by non-standard

procedures of administering the tests to the three first-grade

classes. For this reason, one reading specialist was assigned

to administer the test to the three second-grade classes, with

the assistance of the remedial reading teacher of the respective

school.

The results of this testing are shown in Table B-1. The

number of children tested in October 1974 in each class is not

identical to the numberste ted in May 1974. In October, no signif-

icant differences appeared among,the classes tested, whereas signif-

icant differences had occurred in Ma 974 (Table 3, 1973-1974 report).

d.When data were analyzed on only those chil en tested both'in May

and in October, the significant differences that curred for these

children on the May testing ere on the same comparison" n which

significant differences appeared for the total number tested in May,

whereas in October, only one significant difference was obtained

(Tables B-2 and B-3). A comparison of the May and October results'

vathin each group (Table B-4) shows significant gains made by the

'Newton-Distar group on all scores, significant gains made by the

Dalrymple-control group on two scores, and significant decline made

by the Chase-Distar group on two scores. These results suggest

that non-standard testing procedures were partly responsible for

the May results., When procedures were standardized, and after

several months passed in which the children matured and received

some additional instruction, the groups, did not differ appreciably

in reading ability. In conclusion, the Distar reading program-xas'
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.. ,

;judged' to be neither'better nor*rse than conventional instruction

giiren to first-graders.

-

.TABLE B-1
t

COMPARISON OF SCORES ON OCTOBER 1974 ADMINISTRATION OF
NEW DISTAR'gEADING TEST;ALL,CHILD4EN TESTED

Newton-Distar Chase-Distar
(N = 19) (N = 21)
Mean & SD Mean & SD

.

1107141,-Iclea 2.37 3.43 -1.872 NS
2.11 .

1.43

-4'

Details 6.32 7.00 -0.555 NS
4.69 3,00.

Inferences 2.68 2.90 -0.392 .S8

'2.19 1.30

Total Reading 11.37_ .13.33 -0.935 NS
8.47 4.37

Scbre Newton-Distar
(N = 19)
Mean & SD

Dalrymple-Control
(N = 24)
Mean & SD

t -P*

MainIded

Details

Inferences

Total Reading

2.37
-2.11

6.32
4.69

2.68
2.19'

11.37
8.47

3.46
1.56

8.21
3.58

3.42
1.53

15.08
6.02

.

-1.946

-1.502

-1.291

-1.680

-Ns

NS

NS

NS

Score Chase-Distar Dalrymple - Control
(N = 21) (N = 24)
Mean & SD Mean & SD

Mdin Idea 3.43 3.46 -0.066 NS..

1.43 1.56

Details 7.00 8.21 -1.218 NS
3.00 3.58

Inferences ,
2.90
1.30

3.42
1.53

-1.200 NS

Total Reading 13.33 15.08 -1.101 'NS

4.37 6.02

*NS = Not Significant

A-0-.0-4-2,
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TABLE B-2
.

COMPARISON.OF SCORES ON MAY 1974 ADDpIXTRATION OF
NEW DISTAR READING TEST FOR CHILMEN TESTED

IN BOTH MAY AND OCTOBER

Score Newton-Distar
(N = 19)
Mean & SD

Chase-Distar
(N = 19)
Mean & SD

'Main Idea

--DetailS

Inferences

Total Reading

1.32
1.80

1.84
2.61

.95
1.39

4.11
.4.64

4.32
1.11

010.16
1.42

3.68
1.25

18.16
2.41

t P*

-6.195 <,00I

-12.194 <.001

-6.374 <.001

-11.713 <.001

Score

Main Idea

Details

Inferences

Total Reading

.

Newton-Distar Dalrymple-Conti...di
(N = 19) (N = 22)
Mean & SD 'Mean & SD

1

1.32 2.95
1.80 1.,59

1.84 6.59
2.61 3.08\,

.95 3.14
1.39 1.46

4.11 12.64
4.64 5.08

Score Chase-Distar
(N = 19)
Mean & SD

Dalrymple-Control
(N = 22)
Mean & SD

Main Idea 4.32
1.11

Details 10.16
1.42

Inferences 3.68
1.15

Total Reading 18.16
2.41

2.95
1.59

6.55
3.08

3.14
1.46

12.64
548

t P*

-3.101 <.01

-5.227 <.001

-4.894 <.001

-5.582 <.001

3.133 <.01

4.689. <.001

1.281 NS

4.333 <.001

NS*= Not Significant

0 0 3
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TABLE B-3

COMPARISON OF SCORES ON OCTOBER 1974 ADMINISTRATION OF
NEW DISTAR READING TEST FORD CHILDREN. TESTED

IN BOTH MAY AND OCTOBER

Score / Newtdn-Di
(N = 19)
Mean & SD

ar Chase-Distar t P*
(N = 19)
Mean & SD

Main Idea 2.37 a.63- -2.239 <.05
2.11 1.26

Details 6.32 7.53 .

2.61
-0.983 trs

4.69

Inferepces 2.68 A, 2.95 -0.446 NS
2.19 \1;35

. 1

Total Reading 11.37 14.11 -1.291 NS
8.47 3.70

Score

Main Idea

Details

Inferences

Total Bead in

\
8.47 6.05

\ Score Chase-Distar Dalrymple-Control t 4. P*
1 (N ---.. 19) (N = 2)
I Mean & SD Mean & SD
1

c

Newton-Distar
(N = 19)
Mean & SD

Dalrymple-Control t
(N = 22)
Mean & SD

2.37 3.36 -1.744 NS
2.11 1.53

6.32 7.91 -1.231 NS
4.69 3.58

2.68 3.32 -1.0E4 'NS

2.19. 1.55

11.37 14.59 -1.415 NS

11

,,

Main-Idea

Details

Inferences

Total Reading

-3.63
1.26

7.53 ,

2.61

2.95
1.35

14.11
3.70

3.36

,
1.53

7.91
3.58

3.32
' 1.55

14.59
6.05

0.607

-0.385

-0.808

-0.304

NS

,NS

NS'.

NS

*NS = Not Signi.ricanh

ILO 6 11 4
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TABLE B-4

COMPARISON OF MAY 1974 AND OCTOBER 1974
ADMINISTRATIONS OF NEW DISTAR READING TEST

Score

Main Idea

Details

Inferences

Total Reading

Main Idea

Details

Inferences

Total Reading

Pretest
Mean & SD

Posttest
Mean & SD ,

t P*

Newton-Distar, N = 19

1.32, 2.37, \ -<.05
1.80 2.11

.2.344

1.84 6.32 4.819 <.001
2.61 4.69

.95 2.68 3.598 <:01
1.39 2.19

4.11 11.37 4.692 <.001
4.64 8.47

Chase-Distar, N = 19

4.32 3.63 -1.660 Ns
1.11 1.26

10.16
1.42

7.53
2.61

-3.773
0.<

<.01

3.68 2.95 -1.973 NS
1.25 1.35

18.16
2.41

14.11
3.70

-4.095 <.001

Dalrymple-Control, N = 22

Main Idea 2.95 3.36 1.056 NS
1.59 1.53

Details 6.55 7.91 2.485 <.05
3.08 3.58

Inferences 3.14 3.32 0.748 Ns.

1.46 1.55

Total Reading 12.64 14.59 2.506 <.05
5.08 6.05

I *NS = Not Significant

v ( :1 5


