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SUMMARY
It has been the aim, since the inception of the Stceess in
Reading and Writing Program, to incorporate or mesh the "best",

most effective, and most insightful methods and aspects of many
approaches to reading instruction, The program was brought to

the attention of the District of Columbia Public Schools (DCES)
by the School Services Branch of the Washington Post newspaper.

Materials used in Success instruction are practically anything
readable¢, within reason; such as newWwspapers, magazines, library

books, textbooks of many subject areas, catalogues, product
labels, etc. The program has been implemented in certain DCPS
elementary schools since February; 1979 on a voluntary basis and

has grown to include more schools each year since.

- Formal evaluations of the Succeus program have been conducted
each year of its use in District of Columbia Public Schools, with
the exception of the 1980-81 school-year. The evaluations have
been designed to provide teachers with information to facilitate
more effective program use (formative evaluation), to previde
information to District of Columbia Public School administrators
and Washington Post decision=makers upon which to base decisions
concerning continuation of the Success program, and te aid school
personnel (primarily teachers and principals) in communicating to
parents the viability of alternate {non-traditional) approaches to
reading instruction. Additionally, evaluations of the Success in
Reading and Writing Program in District of Columbia Public Schools

provides decision-making information to other school systems,
nationwide, who are in search of instructional methods that may
contribute to greater reading and language arts achievement. The

present evaluation s.eks to address these azudiences:

The 1985-86 Success in Reading and Writing Program
encompassed 65 elementary schools, 191 classrooms, and
approximately 4,800 students; averaging 25 students per class.
The present evaluation focuses upon pre-kindergarten through
sixth grade Sticcess classes.

The objectives of the evaluation are as follows:

1. To measure the effectiveness of thé Succéss

program in improving the reading achievement

of students participating in that srogram.

2. Tc measure the effectiveness of tie Success
program in improving the language achievement
of students participating in that program.

vi



3. To measure the effectiveness of the Success
program in improving writing achievement of
students participating in that program.

B. To measure the effectiveness of the Success

program in improving the reading attitudes
of students participating in that program.

5. To determine the impact of the Success
program on the promotion/retention rates

of students participating in that program:

6. To measure the effectiveness of the Success
program in improving the reading achievement

of those fourth grade students having partici=

pated in that program at least two consecutive

years from the second through third grade.

7. To measure the effectiveness of the Success
program in improving language achievement of

second through third grade.

8. To determine student level of satisfaction with

the Success program.

9. To determine teacher level of satisfaction with
the Success program. ‘

10. To determine principal level of satisfaction with
the Success program.

The results reported in this évaluation are as follows:

Objective 1:
Statistical analysis indicates a highly statistically signifi=

cant difference in total reading achievement means of Succéss
and comparison third graders; favoring the Success group.

Highly significant difference was observed between the Success

and comparison third graders' means on the vocabulary sub-

scale of the reading achievement measure. No significant
difference was observed between the groups on the reading
comprehension subscala.

Objective 2:

Statistical analysis indicated no> significant differences

between the language achievement means of Success and com-.
parison third graders. Analyses of the individual language

achievement subscale results (i..e., mechanics, expression,
spelling) indicated no sigrnificant differences between

Success and comparison group achievément.

vii
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Statistical analysis indicated significant differences in
the writing achievement of Success and comparison third

graders, in favor of the comparison group. Gain analysis
(pretest/posttest) of third grade Success students' writing

achievement indicated significant gain from January to April.
Statistically -significant differences were observed in the
writing achievement of fourth grade veteran=Success

students and a comparison group, in favor of the Success

group.

Objective 4:

Statistically significant difference in the reading
attitudes of Success and comparison third graders was
observed, in favor of the Success group.

Objéctive 5:

The percentage of Success students promoted was greater

than the percentage of the comparison group-promoted.
A smaller percentage of Success students were retained

when compared to the comparison sample, ,
A smaller percentage of Success s-udents

were identified as having reading deficiencies, when
compared to the comparison sample .

Objective 6:

Statistical analysis indicated significant difference

in total reading performance of veteran=Success and

comparison fourth graders, in favor of the Success
group. Individual analyses of vocabulary and compre-
hension subscale results indicated a significant -
difference in the comprehension achievzment of veteran-

Success and comparison fourth gradérs. No significant

difference was observed betweéen the groups on the

vocabulary subscale,

Objective 7:

Statistical analysis indicated a significant difference

between the total language achievement of veteran=-Success

and comparison fourth graders. Individual analyses of
composite language subscales (i.e., mechanics, spelling,

expression) indicated significant diSferences between

language achievement of the groups in each of the language
skill areas, favoring the Success group in each.

viii
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Objective 8:

Student questionnaire responses indicated a unanimous
satisfaction with the Success program and most of its

features. Positive suggestions were given by students.

Objective 9:

Teacher questionnaire responses indicated a unanimous
satisfaction with the Success program. Many advantages
of the program were cited and several recommendations
were given by teachers.

Objective 10:

Principal questionnaire responses indicated satisfaction

with the program. Principals cited many advantages to
Success program use and few disadvantages. A number of

positive recommendations wére made by principals, con-
cerning the Success program.

ix




INTRODUCTION

' am (Success) was introduced as a
gject to the pistrict of Columdia Pubiic Schools under the umbrella of

P
t

ilot pr e ict 2 lumd 1 2 rel !
he Right-to-Read effort at the beginning of the second semester of school
year (SY) 1978<79. The program was brought to the attention of responsible

public school of ficials through the School Services Branch of the Washington
Post. A trip was then arranged for key District of Columbia Public Schoel ~
of ficlials to- observe the program in action in the Durham City (North carolina)

Public Schools, where the program was being used. Impressed with their
observations, they recommended that the program be trisd in Washington, D€

as a pilot project in the District's Public Schools.

OF T

DESCRIPTION

The late Dr. Anne H. Adams, a professor of education at Duke University in

Durham, North Carolina, conceived and developed the Success in Reading and

Writing Program. Dr. Adams began formulating ideas for the program during her

tenure as a first grade teacher in 1964. She had an interest in attacking
problems often associated with the beginning instruction of reading. The kay

elements of theSucgess Program are an outgrowth of her analysis of such
problems. ,

___ Later as a doctoral student preparing her di ssertation, DF. Adams
researched the concept of correlated language arts in tie first grade without

the use of basal readers. The Success in Reading and Writing Program evolved
out of her studies. She concluded that anything in print (within reason, of

coursej should be part of the reading programs in schools. According to her
design, instructional materials to be used in teaching students to read
include the following: newspapers: fiction and non-fiction library books; an
assortment of content area textbooks; magazines, and similar materials.
Or. Adams recognized a close link in the acquisition of reading skills and

that of writing skills. Another recognition was that reading vocabulary
evolves fran the experiences of the students themselves. The Success

classroan, typically, is filled with a number of charts composed of vocabulary
words; word clusters; and sentences ganerated by the students. Oisplay of the

charts in the classroam encourages and facilitates easy refarence to tnem it
any time,
___The Success Program not only calls for changes in materials of

instryctTon, out provides for classroan procedural modi fications as well.

Whole-class instruction is preferred over traditional grouping practicass. !~
was Or. Adams' belief that certain grouping practices camage the af facsivanass
of teachers as well as the self-concepts of zne students.

L
e
[}
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this approach, is defined as time (minutes or seconds) spent betwsen teacher
and {ndividual student in focusing on what the student is doing, has done, or
should be doing. This type of interaction is tailored differently to suit
each student's needs. According to Or. Adams' design, individualized contact

should occur three to four times during a lesson and is considered critical to
the affective development of the students.

The skeletal structure for each daily lesson is provided in the Success

manuals prepared for each grade: To implement the 1essons, teachers are
encouraged and free to exercise their knowledge, expertise, and creativity.
(Examples of a one-day program for grades kindergarten through sixth grade may
be found in Appendix A.) In general, Dr. Adams sought to incorporate in the
Success Program, the "best"; most effective, and most practical ideas for

reading instruction fram past and contemporary approaches.

. With Success; the reading instructional period is divided into four to
five modules, each of approximately one-half hour in duration. Thus; the

Success Program is implemented 2 t5 2=1/2 hours of the five hour teaching
day.

The modules taught by grades ara: S
: Grade-

Alphabet ' X
oral Language X

Phonics/Spel 1ing x X X x X
Language Experience x %

Academic, Cultural Art and Current

Events X %

Patterning X

éécea%hg in Context X

Composition; Fluency/Accuracy x

Campos ition X

14




The modules taught by grades are:

(continued) — ___Grade ,
Kgn. 1 2 3 4 5

C&iﬁééiiiéﬁ Writing x
Research Practicum x

Study SEiiig X X
Recreational Reading X X X X X

Instructional Enviromment:
The enviromment in each participating classroam should refiact Kéy
elements of the program. Same of the key slements expected in any field

observation of the Success Program in action would be the following:

(1) Adherence to posted schedule:

(2) whole class teaching during preliminary discussion period

: (approx: 10 minutes);

(3) contact with each child during the writing phase of modulas
{(individualized instruction);

(4) continuous display of charts;

(5) display of charts with students' vocabularies (words, word

clusters; sentences, paragraphs);

(6) use of a wide variety of printed materials (newspaper,
magazines, library books, textbooks, charts, product labels,
etc.);

(7) development of independently written materials (factual
and creative):

(8) fostering independence (proofreading and scoring) :

(9) pramoting accountability (daily filing of papers by students

themselves).

* See observational checklist used in detemmining implamentation levels of
Success ciasses; Appendix J:

[
!
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General Objectives of Success Program

_ The three main objectives of the Success Pragram are to develop in the
learner reading and writing skills in the cognitive domain and the develop-
ment of a positive self-concept in the affective demain. The Success manuals
for each grade delineate specific achievement expected in the aforementioned

areas, by grade level.

~ By the end of the school year each Success Student should have experienced
the following:

_ grades..

Reading Opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 6
o 300/350 library books 300 300 350 350 350 350
o daily newspapers x x x x x x
0 current magazines X x x X X X
0 textbooks (seignce, soci al XX x x X %
studies; mathematics and (primary) (primary and upper grade)
music) primary level/upper- only
grade

0 pamphlets, catalogues, etc. X X X x X X

Writing Opporturities
0 daily creative writing X X X x x x
) dawlyffggggalfwg1t1ng related

to academic content information X x x X X X
o a variety of writing skills 7

emphases X X X X X
o words, phrases, paragraphs, and

stories containing vocabulary

fran students in the class x X X X X X
o immediate closure and long-tem

writings x x X X X
o daily proofréading checks x x x x ¢

V
=
Vi
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. Grades , -
T 2 3 3 5 8
Affective Opportunities
o S&ééégg in Academic Pursuits X X X X X X
0 Positive and protective atti-
tude toward school, teacher, ) )
classmates X X X X X X
o A positive self-concept relating
to past; present; and future
learning experiences
X X X X X X

History of the Success Program in the
District of Columbia Public Schools

- ~ :7,,; 777;7;757

The Success in Reading and Writing Program was piloted in the sacond.

semester (Jan. 29-June 14, 1979) in 6 schools of Region V in the District of
Columbia Public Schools. There were 18 classes with an approximate enrollment
of 450 students. The eighteen classes were located in 6 different schools.

Each school had a first, second and third grade class.

The evaluation of the Success in Reading and Writing Pilot Project during
school year 1978-79 disclosed interesting aspects of its implementation and
provided substantial baseline data for more comprehensive evaluation. The
1978-79 evaluation made many recammendations te improve the program, one of
which was to provide training and technical assistance to the teachers using
it.

1979-1980 Pilot Project

The Success Program was expanded during the SY 1979-80 to encampass, six

regions of the D.C. Public Schools. There were 66 teachers in 21 schools
teaching kindergarten through fourth grade as of September 1979. Principals

and teachers fram participating schools received training fran Or. Adams.

The evaluation of the Success Program for SY 1979=80 disclosed the
following:

(1) The reading achievement gains of the Success group ‘on the
Comprehensiva Test of Basic Skills) were significantly higher
than those of the comparison group:

e, |
~J!




(2) The teachers were satisfied with the program for a variety
of reasons;

(3) Although the comparison group wrote better than the Success

group in the writing exercise, the results were to be reviewed
cautiously. The evaluator was not in charge of administering

or collecting the samples fran the two groups. [t appearad as
if the canparison sample did more "selecting out" of 1ow
quality papers than the Success sample.

(4) There was a significant difference between the pre-test and

post-test means of third grade Success students on the Estes

Attitude Scale which was adminiStered to measure reading
attitudes. These results indicated that the Succass group had
developed a more positive attitude toward reading over tne
school year.

1980-81 Success Program
_._ There were 32 elamentary schools and 83 classroans in the Success program.
The Success Program was expanded to 30 classroams in 15 Junior high schools
systemwide in February 1981. No formal evaluation was prepared for the

-1980-81 school year.

1981-82 Success Program

~ The 1981-82 project included 88 classroamns in 39 elementary schools,
grades K-4. There were 41 classes at 23 junior high schools. Four special
education teachers also participated. The project director having worked with
the program intemittently since its inception, came on board on a full-time
basis as of February 1982. The principals and teachers fran participating
schools (elementary and junior high) received training fram Helen Cappleman

(Or. Adams' successor).

The evaluation of the Success Program for SY 1981=82 disclosed the

following results:

(1) First and second grade Success and comparison groups did not

differ significantly in their reading performances as measured
by the California Achievement Test (CAT). The third grade

Success groups had a significantly greater reading achievement
gain than the canparison group on the CAT. ‘

(2) Teachers appeared satisfied with many aspects of the Success

Program but there were some problems. '
(3) Principals of the sample indicated satisfaction with the
Success Program,




(4) The Success,groups (conposed of third and fourth grade
classes) had significantly more positive attitudes toward

reading than the camparison group as measured by the Estes

Attitude Scale.
1982-83 Succ&s )ccess Program

The Success Program was used in 45 elementary and 23 junior high schools.

At the elementary level,; 73 teachers taught the Success Program on a fullstime

basis; 22 teachers used ‘the Success Program partially. seven special
education teachers participated in the program.

For the first time, the SuccesngLngcam,had a director for the entire

school year. Many staff aeveﬁopment activities were arranged by the director

for the SY 1982-83. These activities included training sessions and
demonstration lessons on all grade levels involved.

Results of the 1982-83 Siiccess evaluation are as follows:

(i) The mean achievement scores of third grade Success students

on the CTBS were significantly higher than those of the

canparison group.

(2) Statistically significant differences in pre-test and post=
test means on the Estes Reading Attitudes Scale were
observed for.third and fourth crade Success students.

(3) Stat1st1cal]y significant d1Fference in means between third

and. fourth grade Success and comparison groups on the writing
exercise were ooserved.

(4) Elementary teachers (grades 1-6) appeared satisfied with the
Success Program. Junior High teachers reported satisfaction
and a number of concerns about use at that lavel.

(S} Principals of Success classes reported satisfaction with the
program.

(6) The Sﬁé&ééi Program had a positive impact on student
pranot ions.

1983-84 Siuccess Program

The 1983-84 Success Program was in operation in 54 elementary schools (with

134 teachers fram pre-kindergarten through sixth grade) :Due to the lack of

program participation, an evaluation of the junior hign school level was not

conducted. An attempt was made to evaluate tne Succecs Program implemented in the
Adult Education program. However due to attrition :nd low and irregular
attendance of the adult students, a meaningful evaludtion at this level also

was not possible. Results of tne evaluation of the Suc~ess Program at -tne
elementary level for SY 1933-84 were as follows:

- 7 =




1983-1984 Success Program (con't)

(1) There was no statistically significant differenc - in mean

CTBS reading achievement scores at the third grale level
between Success and comparison groups.

(2) The Success Program had a positive impact on student
promotions.

(3) There was a statistically significant difference between
second grade Success and comparison students' performances

on a creative writing exercise.

(4) Sﬁ@@éﬁiéféf grades 3-6 reported satisfaction with the Success
Program in questionnaire responses:

(5) Pre<kindergarten and kindergarten teachers reported
satisfaction with the Success Program in questionnaire
responses.

(6) Teachers of grades 1-6 reported satisfaction with thé Success

Program in questionnaire responses.
(7) Principals who responded reported satisfaction with the
Success Program in questionnaire responses,

1984=85 Success Program

_ The 1984-85 Success Program operated in 59 elementary
schools; 177 classes. For the first time, an attempt was made to

determine the effects of continued Success participation and the

effects of the interaction between achievement level and
method of instruction. Results of the evaluation of the Success
Program for SY 1984=85 are as follows:

(1) There was no statistically significant difference in the

performances of Succéess and comparison third graders in

the sample on the CIBS reading achievement measure,
(2) No statistically significant difference was found between
Success and comparison third graders' performances on the

CTBS language achievement measures.

(3) No statistically significant differences between Success
and comparison thi-d graders were found in an analysis of
the interactional effect of achievement level and method
of reading instruction.

(4) Statistical analysis revealed no significant diffeérences
in mean writing performance ratings across third grade

Success and comparison groups.

(5) Success Program teachers report satisfaction with that
method of instruction as evidenced from questionnaire

responses.

-8z
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(6) Third and fourth grade students responding to a

questiohnaire reported satisfaction with the Success

Program and favor its use.

(7) Principals respondlng to a gquestionnaire reported
overall satisfaction with the Success Program and a

desire for its continued use at their Sschools.

(8) Proportionately, the promotion rate for the Success
third grade sample was not greater than the system-
wide promotion rate,

observed between the reading attitudes of. Success and
comparison third graders; favoring the Success group.

(9) & hlghly stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant difference_was

(10) No stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant d:fferences wer: found between

Success=- continuing and comparison group fourth graders!

performance on reading and language measures. A highly

satistically significant difference was observed in the

writing performances of the two groups, favoring the
Success group,

: The 1985 86 Success in _Reading- and—Wp%teng Ppegram was -
implemented, to varying degrees, in 65 elementary schools, 191
classes; The program, within the Instructional Services Center
(I.S.C.), is staffed by a full-=time director and a part- .time
evaluation consultant, 1/ Clerical support for the program is
provided by the I.S.C. The Division of Quality Assurance pro=-
vides technical assistance and facilities to the evaluation
consultant for data processing.

EVALUATION DESIGN

~ Certain des1gn considerations aimed at gaining greater
control of relevant variables for more accurate measurement
influenced modifications of the 1984~85 evaluation design. 2/.
Sampling procedure was altered at that time to include only schools

having absolutely no history of Success use in the comparison sample

to possibly gain more control of confoundlng var:ables related tc

Additionally, an attempt to partition the variance between achieve=

ment levels of students was also built irto the design of the 1984=85

evaluation. The student, teacher, and prlnclpal questionnaires

1/ A list of the act1v1t1es conducted by the dlrector of the
program, relative to its operation for SY 1985=86 may be

found in Appendix C.

2/ See 1984=85 Success Fin2l Evaluation Report for more
detailed description.




Figure

SUCCESS IN READING & WRITING PROGRAM
PARTICIPATION BY GRADE LEVEL
(Percentages of classes)

Grade 4 10.3%

o Seurem OCPS Susssen Brl Tty 190808 (b= 108)

*Note: Percentages based on 185 classes, not including school-based
reading specialists:
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Evaluation Design (cocn't)

were also modified to yield more data with the inclusion of

open-ended items.

In the present evaluation effort, it was determined that
the 1984-85 evaluation design was basically a sound one,
methodologically and practically. _However, a decision was
mace to include in the compariscn sample of the 1985-8§

evaluat<on several classes from schools participating in the
Success program, bit not participating at third grade level.

A3 the Succ@ess Program spreads, the pool oY pure non- uccess
comparison schools shrinks. The schools referred to here were
Schools having teachers new to the Success Program. It was

felt that the probability of "contamination™ of the comparison

sample was not great enough to justify the elimination of

classes from that group. The basis for this assumption alaso
emerged from interviews with teachers who retated that there

was very little if any communication between teachers of =
different grade levels, especially, concerning teaching methods.

This was due; primarily, to time constraints.

Another modification to the previous design involves

inclusion of additional analyses to examine the individual
skill components of the reading and language measures across

the treatment groups ({i.e., vocabulary, comprehension, mechanics,

expression, and spelling). A pretest-postest analysis of

writing achievement was used in the present evaluation.
Cther analyses were of two-groups, postest-only structure.

(Consult Appendix B for a complete chart of the evaluation

design.)
Objectives

, The objectives for the 1985=86 Success if Reading and Writing
Program Evaluation are as follows:

1. To measure the effectiveness of the Success program in
improving the reading performance of students partici-
pating in that program.

2. To measure the effectiveness of the Success program in
improving language performance of students participating
in that program.

3. To measure the effectiveness of the Succeass program in
improving writing performance of students participating

in that program.

4. To measure the effectiveness of the Success program in
improving the reading attitudes of students participating
in that program.

=11=




Objectives Ccon't.)

5. To determine the impact of the Success program

upon the promotion/retention rates of students
participating in that program.

6. To measure the effectiveness of the Succéss program
in improving the reading achievement c¢f thase fourth
grade students having participated in that program
at least two prior consecutive years.

7. To measure the effectiveness of the Success program
in ;gp;py;ggighgflanEUégé,EChiéVéﬁéﬁg of those fourth
grade students having Participated in that program at
least two prior consecutive years.

8. To determine student satisfaction with the Success
program.,

9. To determine teacher satisfaction With the Success

program.
10. To determine principal satisfaction with the Success
program,
Héé;;;;, L

Sampling Procedure = The following procedures were used to
generate the sample for this study:

The 1ist of _all Success program participants for SY 1985=86

was consulted. From direct observations of the program director

and information gathered from Success program records, length of
program participation was established for each teacher. Only

teachers having at least two years of experience in the Success
program were considered for inclusion in the present sample.

This criteria was established by the program director and the
present evaluator, based upon experience with the program, its
non-traditional nature, and consideration of a reasonable amount
of time required by teachers to achieve a high degree of facility
in its use, The third grade level was identified as having the

most teachers meeting this criteria and evidencing the greatest
ntation cf

§§gsi§§gncy,of,prbgrém:impléﬁéntagigg;i Current testing policies
the Distri~.t of Columbia Public Schools made available criterion
measurewr nt data for third, fourth, and sixth graders systemwide
in the _.orm of standardized achievement test scores. The B
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) was administered in
Spring, 1986.

, Success program participation at the fifth and sixth grade
levels is sparse at the present time. It was assumed; based upon
‘Widely accepted developmental theory, that children of the third
grade level and above would generally be able to provide more
substantial and more interpretable writing samples than younger

-12-
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students. Therefore, it was determined that the probability of
obtaining the most representative sample of Success classes would
be greatest at the third grade level, with the availability of

validated reading and language measurement data.

Third grade teachers of Chapter Ope schools having 2t 1east two

full years of Success Program experience were listed to be observed
directly to dété%ﬁiggi;bgigﬁlgye;"of,impléméntatibﬁaifggasses

vations were unannounced, at which time each Success classroom
Scenario was compared against an implementation checklist of key

were observed in a randem order by the program =valuator. All obser-

elements of the program. (An example of the checklist may be found
iﬁ,ﬁﬁéﬁaik7§);7igdq;ticnélly,,é,Stéhdafdiiéa;ig;g;giewing”,,
technique was employed to assist in this determination. This
technique, Levels of Use (L.0.U.) is a component of an
interviewing system, the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAHM),

that Massumes change to be a2 highly personal and lengthy process;
one that affects individuals differently." 3/ L.0.U. is a
dimension of the model which describes the behavior of individuals
as they become more familiar with and more skilled in using an

innovation. In the present study, the Success in Reading and
Writing Program was considered the innovation.  The L.C. 0.
procedure inVOIVéd,ihtéiVigw;nnguccess teachers using

Standardized questions: This technique, howeéver,; provides some

flexibility in the order in which the questions may be asked,
encouraging more complete and detailed responses. Teachers were
interviewed at the time of observation by the program evaluator. 4/

All interviews were tape-recorded in accordance with the design of

the L.0.U. technique:. Data gathered in the interviews was used to
determine the Level of Use (degree of implementation of the

innovation) for each teacher. Only teachers identified as operating

at the "routine level of use (Level IV-A) were included in the
sample; in that_ they would most likely be those teachers imple=

menting the Success Program, Such that the integrity of its
fundamental design was mairitained. All observations and inter=

views were conducted during the months of October, November, and

into December. Upon completion of observations and interviews,
list of high-implementing Success ciasses was derived. All

school regions of the city were represented in the sample. 5/

of the Innovation: A Manual for Trainers, Interviewers, and
Raters.(Austin, Tx.: R & D Center for Teacher Education; The
University of Texas at Austin, 1975).

3/ S.F. Loucks, B.W Newlove, and G.D. Hall Measuring Levels oF Use

4/ Success Program evaluator was trained and certified in the L:0.U.
technique by the DCPS Division of Staff Development in September,
1985,

5/ Figure 2 displays schools included in the sample, by regicn.

D
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hiﬂtory of absolutely no Success Program participatIOn or whogg -

Success participatiocn was not on third grade level and teachers not

experienced in the program (new to the program). Effort was made
to csatrol for sociceconomic status factors by selecting a
comparison sample of rzlatively the same SES composition as the
Success sample. This was accomplished through the use of a
document produced by the Division of Quality Assurance, D.C.P.S.
entitled Seieebpm¥4ﬁL£i;ggbke—cgggtepAlﬁAttendance Areas -for- the
Distpiet—o£;Coiumbia—S¥flg&ﬁ-BéT The table labeled Ranking of
Elementary Attendance Areas Eligible for the Expenditure of ECILA
Chapter I Funds for SY 1986 Based Upon the Number and Percent of

Economicallz Disadvantgged Students Enrolled in Accord w1th the

were also followed in the seiectlor of a csample of fourth grade
veteran-Success étUdénté for an analysiz of 2 ioﬁgitﬁdiﬁal nature;

In additioﬁ, the principals of several known (based on previous

studies) high-implementing schools; having Success participation

on the first through fourth grade levels were asked to identify

those Success fourth graders in their respective schools,whgigad

been taught in the Success Program consecutively in second and
third grade, as well (veteran-Success students). This information

faciiitated sample selection pertaining to objective #6.

Letters were sent by the Success Program Director to all
schools considered for sample inclusion. The letter generally
introduced the evaluation intentions and asked for the cooperation
of principals and teachers. Subsequent to the above sampling
procedures, a telephone call was placed to each of the selected
comparison schools by the program evaluator to confirm willingness
to participate in the evaluation. The final sample séelection was
then completed. Figure 2 displays schools included in the sample,
by treatmént group and by region.
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Figure 2

SCHOOLS OF SUCCESS EVALUATION SAMPLE (1985 - 86)

REGION

SUCCESS

COMPARISON.

A

Garrison
M. L. King
Birney

Leckie

Montgomery
Savoy
McGogney
Turner

Patterson

LaSalle

H: D. Cook
Gage-Eckington
Buniker Hill

Mever

Park View

“M: Reed

Ludlow-Taylor
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Steps in Sequence

In January, letters Weént out from the Success Director to aitil
teachers of the sample asking them to administer a writing exercise

to their third (and/or fourth) grade classes, using as a topic: "If
I could change places with anyone in “he world, I wouid be ......"

a given date for uniformity: Additionally, they were asked to

conduct a short pre-discussion period just prior to the actual

writing period, which was to be no longer than 30 minutes in

duration. Teachers weré 1nstructed to include all _papers,

Return- addressed envelopes were provided each teacher for

returning essays. Returned essays were coded by class, prior to

being rated, having no teacher or school identification visible
on them: This precaution was taken to control for possible rater

bias. ,The essays were then randomly given to two raters by the
evaluator. The Success program director and a volunteer
assistant, both reading specialists, served as raters of the wrltlng
exercise compositions. The papers were rated on a scale of 1=4
with 4% representing the ratlng of highest QUallty. Criteria for
rating included clarity of expression and cogency. Each rater
read each paper, reaching a consensus on discrepant ratings. This
method of scoring is the holistic method, described as one in which
a_"whole" or overall impression of the composition is attained:
(For moré detail on theé holistic rating method see Appendix E.)

All data were analyzed, by hand, by the program evaluator using
inferential statistics (t tests for independent samples and

t-test for correlated samples in the gain analysis).

In Apfii an identical procedure was followed in the

gathering of "posttest" direct writing data. It was anticipated

that compcsitions of greatly reduced quality and quantity might

likely be received if the January writing topic was retained, due

to lack of motivation associated with the recall of that toplc.

The topic used in the posttest writing exercise was "The most
memorable day of my life was when ..." (Tell why. Describe what

happened.)

—16-




A certain degree of error is inherent in a change of topic,

due primarily to the possibility of differential ievels of

motivational variables associated with the topics.. It is also
widely recognized in the profession that topics that call fer
responses in different rhetorical modes often require somewhat
different skills (Charney, 1984; Hoetker, 1982; Lloyd=Jones, 1977;
Wwhite, 1985). 6/ Consistency of the design of essay topics is
essential for "fair"™ comparison among experimental groups. The
topics used in the present evaluation were of the Mexposition"

type. It should be noted that most of the research in this area
has been done at the high school and college level. It was ,
assumed that the same concerns and processes apply to writers at
all levels.

In May, all classroom teachers of the sampie were mailed

Estes Reading Attitude Scales to be administered and ,
returned to the Success evaluator. All completed instruments were
scored by the program evaluator and program director: The program

evaluator analyzed the data utilizing a t-test for independent

samples:

In May, questionnalres were mailed to all Success in Reading

and Writing Program participants. Each Success teacher,

principal, and student were sent the appropriate questionnaire to
be completed and returned to the Success director no later than
June 13th, 1986: Preaddressed return envelopes were provided to
teachers and principals for all materials. In July, all

questionnaire data was compiled and analyzed by the program
evaluator. Descriptive statistics were computed for all question-
naire responses and comprehensive lists of all recommendations
were generated, by group (i.e:; students, teachers, principals).

6/ See Charney, D. (1984). The validity of using holistic scoring '
Eo evaluate writing: A critical overview, Research in the Teaching
of English; 18, 69-71 and Hoetker, J. (1982): Essay examination
topics and students' writing. College Composition and
Communication, 33, 377-392.




~__ During June, 1986, reading and language achievement test
data for third and fourth grade students of the evaluation
sample was gathered from the Office of Student Assessment of

the Division of Quality Assurance (DCPS). The_instrument
used during SY 1985-86 was the Comprehensive Test of Basic

Skills (CTBS), 1973 edition, Level 1, Form-T, which was
administered once in May. The CTBS is a norm-referenced
achievement instrument produced by the McGraw-Hill Publishing
Company. Test item development for this instrument was a
collaboration of teachers; curriculum specialists, and the
publisher CTBS/McGraw-Hill: The publisher reports having
attempted to identify and eliminate ethnic bias as a part of
norming procedures. The raw data in the form of total }
reading and writing scores and subscale scores (reading and
language skill areas) were entered into a mainframe by the

evaluator and analyzed using the Statistical Package for
Social Science (SPSS) program, for use as criterion data in

the posttest-only design of the planned analyses.

Promotion/retention data for all Success students in the

evaluation sample was obtained from the Division of Quality
Assurance. This data included promotion and retention rates
of the individual Success classes of the sample, as well as
that information for the entire schoolwide third and fourth

grade population. Further, information was provided to
identify those students who wére retained due to reading
deficiencies. All data was analyzed by the program
evaluator, using descriptive statistics.

-18<
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RESULTS

Objective 1

To measure the effectiveness of the Success Program in
improving the reading achievement of students in that program,

A t= test to determlne the 51gn1flcance of varlance between
Success and comparison group means was performed using available
reading achievement data. Thé critérion level of statistical
significance was set at 0.05. Data was collected for 15 third

grade Succéss classées from 13 schools and 12 comparison classes
from 9 schools. Table 1 displays the result of this analysis.

Table 1

Readlng Achiévement of Third Grade Success and Comparison Students
Based on Total Reading Scores.

, No of | o B , Level of
Group Cases _ _Means } _..S.D 4 . T=value —. Significance
Success 320 58.04 15.96 2.44 L ,
R B o  ———....-. Significant
o __ . , ) beyond
Comparison 261 54 73 16.69 . .01

e S L - - level

Summary:

The t-value of 2.44 indicates a highly statistically signifi-

total reading scale, in favor of the Success group. The Success
group performed significantly better on this measure than did the

comparison group, demonstrating greater reading achievement:

The reading achievement scale of the CTBS is composed of
vocabulary and comprehension subscales. & separate t-test was

performed on data for each of the subscales, comparing the treatment

and comparison groups. These analyses were performed to determine if

one of the skill areas (vocabulary or comprehension) was more re=-
sponsible for the variance between groups.

-19-
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Objective 1 (con't)

Tables 2 and 3 below display the results of these analyses.,
Table 2

Reading Achievement of Third Grade Success and Comparison Students
Based on Vocabulary Subscale Scores;

- o No. of - - o : - Level of
Groups _| Cases Means. | S.D. T - value Significanc
Success 320 28.45 7.44 o %
e [ = 3.83 Significan
. - o S beyond the
Comparison 263 26.03 T.74 2001
[ _ S S level

Summary:

The t-value of 3:83 indicates a highly statistically signifi-

cant différence in third grade Success and comparison group per-

formance on the vocabulary subscale of the CTBS, in favor of the
Success group: The Success group evidenced greater vocabulary
achievement than did the comparison group.

Table 3
ééadihgiﬁéﬁié§éﬁént,df Third Grade Success and Comparison Students
Based on Comprehension Subscale Scores.

7”7;444474ME;. of o ”7W o "Level of
Groups ......] Cases Means -—--3.,D. T-vezlue. {1 Significance
Success 320 29.59 5.80 o Not 7
- T 1.16 Significant
Comparison 261 28.64 9.78

Summary:

- The t-value of 1.16 indicates that no statistically signifi-
cant difference was observed in the performances of the tuwe
groups on the comprehension achievement subscale, The Success
and comparison groups performed at the same level on the measure.
Therefore; the difference in Success and comparison group per-
formance on the vocabulary subscale is responsible for the
variance observed in the analysis of total reading achievement
between groups.




Objective 2:

~ To measure the effectiveness of the Success Program in

improving the language achievement of students “participating
in that program.

A t= test to determlne the 81gn1f1cancu >f varlance between
Sueeess and comparison group means was performed using available
language achlevement data. The griterlon level of statistical
significarnce was set at 0.05. Data was colléectea for 15 third
grade Succéess classées from 13 schools and 12 comparison classeés
from 9 schools., Table 4 below displays the result of this
analysis.

Table U4
Languagé Achiévement of Third Grade Success and Comparison
Students Based on Total Language Scores.

7N0* of — Level of

Groups ]| Cases | Means _S.Ds._ | T=value. S;éﬁiflééﬁée
Success 314 70:17 14,44 - Not

R —— B e — =0.05 Significant
Comparlson 259 70.23 14.23

Summary:

) The t-value of =0.C5 indicates that there is no statistically
significant difference between third grade Success and cocmparison
group performance on the total language achievement scale. Both
groups demonstrated the same level of achievement on this measure.

, The language achievement scale of the CTBS is composed of
three subscales. A subscale to measure skill in expression; a

subscale to measure skill in language mechanics, and another to
measure spelling skills are represented in the total language

achievement score:

An analysis of each of these sklii areas was performed

individually to determine if Success and comparison groups

differed significantly in one or another of these areas.
Tables 5=7 below report the results of these additional analyses.

Y.



Objective 2 (con‘t)

Table 5
Language Achievement of Third Grade Success and Comparison Students

Based on Mechanics Scores

o [No. of o - . [ Eevel of
Groups .| Cases Means ——— S.D. T-value Significan
Success 315 14,33 5,23 ~ Not

Significant
— - 0112
Comparison | 261 14,75 4,53 I B

Summary:

The t-value of =1.12 indicates that there is no statistically

significant difference between the sample group means on the

mechanics subscale of the language achievement measure. The
Success and comparison groups demonstrated the same level of
achievement on this subscale:. Table 6 below presents the results
of the language/expression analysis.

Table 6
Language Achievement of Third Grade Success and Comparison

Students Based on Expression Scores

_ No. of ] L Level of
Groups | Cases .| Means - - S.D. T-value Significanc
Success 316 21.45 5.55 ] Not

ST -0.83 __Significapt
Comparison |- 260 21.83 5.14 o




éummai?i

significant difference in performance of Success and comparison
third graders on the expression subscale of the language achievement
measure. The two groups démonstrated the same level of -
achievement on this subscale. Table 7 below reports the result

of the spelling analysis.

Tha t-value of -0:.83 indicates that there is no statistically

Table 7

Language Achievement of Third Grade Success and Comparison
Students Based on Spelling Scores

B — No. of o " o - ) Level of B
Groups Cases Means. .. | S.;D, - T-value Significance.
Succeéss 319 34.19 7.12 o Not
. - - 0:.83 Significant
Comparison 260 | 33.70 | 6.81 -

Summary:

The t-value of 0.83 indicates that there is no.statistically
significant difference in the performance of Success and com-
parison third graders on the spelling subscale of the language
achievement measure. The treatment groups demonstrated the same
level of achievement on this subscale.

)
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Objective 3:

To measure the efl{'ectiveness of the Success Program in

improving the writing achievement of students participating

in that program.

In January and in Aprll classroom téachers of the sample
conducted writing exercises on topics specified by the program
director and evaluator. Ratlngs of these compositions provided

data for the writing. achievement analyses. Due to insufficient
comparison group posttest data for the third and fourth grade
sample, a comparison of gain between the two groups could not be

performed. A gain analysis was performed for the Success group,
for which there was more coniplete data: A t-test for non-

independent (correlated) groups was the statisticail procedure

used for this particular analysis. 4 t-test for independent

groups was used to analyze the January writing performances

of the Success and comparison gro'ps. Similar analyses were
coriductcd on third and fourth grade data. Tables 8=10 report
the results of these analyses.

Table 8

Writing Achlevement of Third Grade Success and Comparison Students
(dJanuary Writing Exercise)

S No. of - o , . Level of
Groups -| Caseg - |- Means S.D. T-value Significance
Success 243 1.80 0.85 *a ]
Significant
- — 4.55 beyond .001
- . L . . - level
Comparison 95 2:.21 0.82 R IR AU

Summary :

The t-value of 4. 55 Indlhates a highly statistically signifi-

cant difference betwecn Success and comparison group writing
achievement on the third grade level, after five months of
instruction. This result is in favor of the comparison group.

*Note: The foregoing results should be interpreted with caution
due to the probability of the "selecting-out" of certain
ccmpositions, particularly in the comparison group. The
numbers of compositions r:2ceived from some comparison classes
indicates the likelihood of this occurence.

~2U-
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Objective 3: Ccon't)

Table 9 below reports the result of the writing gains
analysis conducted on Success group data collected in January
and Aprit.
Table 9
Writing Achievement Gain of Success Third Grade Students Based on
Pretest-Posttest Writing Exercises (January and April)

Time of No. of o Level of
—Testing Cases Means S.D: | Tavalue - Significance
January 88 2.00 0.98 o Lok S
: T — 4,91 Significant
beyond the 0
- = = o level
April 88 2.56 | . 0.94

Summary:

The t-value of 4:91 indicates a highly statistically
significant difference between the writing achievement of

Success third graders in writing exercises conducted in January.

and in April (i.e., mid=year and end of School year): The Success

third graders wrote significantly better in April than they did in

January .

Note: A portion of the variance observed is possibly due to
differing motivational or stimulus effects of the two
different topics used in the writing exercises. This
represents a certain degree of error variance.

 Table 10 reports thé results of the analysis of fourth
grade veteran-Success and comparison group writing achievement,
measured in January. The selected Success fourth grzders were
students _who had been taught reading through the use of the
Success Program on the second and third grade levels (vetéran-
Success students).

.JD
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Objective 3: (con't)

Table 10

Writing Achievement of Fourth Grade veteran=Success and
Comparison Students (January Writing Exercise,

) No. of , B [ | Level of.
Groubps casés Means S:D. _ _T-value Significance
Success 50 2.66 0.92 LT I ,
, Significant
4.52 beyonid .001
o ] level :
Comparison 78 2.02 | o0.84% _ |

éummaEYE

The t-value of 4.52 indicates a highly statistically signifi-

cant difference between the fourth grade veteran=Success and

comparison group writing achievement on the January writing

exercise; in favor of the Success group.

Note: There appeared to be less "selecting-out" of compositions
across the groups on the fourth grade level, as evidenced
from the numbeéers of composSitions réceived for each class -
included in the sample.




Objective i:

____ To measure the effectiveness of the Success Program in
improving the reading attitudes of students participating in that

program,

~ . In May, 1986, classroom teachers of the Success and com-
parison third grade students included in the sample administered
the Estes Reading Attitude Scale, a "Likert-type" instrument
designed to determine the quality of the reading attitudes of

respondents. The instrument is scored on a scale of 20-100 with

higher scores indicating more favorable reading attitudes. 7/ A
t-test was conducted to determine significance of the difference
between Success and comparison group means on this measure.
Table 11 displays the result of this analysis;

Table 11

Reading Attitudes of Third Grade Succéss and Comparison Groups

L No. of ) - - Level of
Groups | Cases - . -] Means S:D., _T=value | Significance
Success 185 81.82 2.63 N #% Significai
- T | 2:31 beyond the .(
S S . o level
Comporison | 203 79:18 ~3.38 |

Summary: '

The t=value of 2.31 indicates a highly significant difference

between the reading attitudes (attitudes toward reading) of third

grade Success and comparison students of the sample, in favor of
the Success group: The Success third graders evidenced S
significantly more favorable attitudes toward reading than did the

1/ See Appendix D for a review o/ the Estes Attitude Scales,
including validity and reliability data.
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ls shown in Figure 3, posttest-only analyses of students'
éEEiEggeghgdﬁéF& Eégding;,as measured by the Estes Reading Attitude
Scale; conducted during evaluations of school years 1981-82, '
1984-85, and 1985-86 indicate that Success third grade students
have consistently recorded higher average scores than comparison
students.

?igure 3
| SUCCESS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

o ATTITUDES TOWARD READING 7 7

(Trend of findings ocver three evaluations)

88.0 —_— —

= ;éffijfi: ——— SUCCESS GROUP

o Teat =TT — — COMPARISON GROUP
g 334
§ 81.’7*

oo ;géizéif 184,85 1985,88

YEAR OF EVALUATION
o Source:0CPS Success Eval Study 198326 |

*Note: Each of the three evaluations referred to above invoived

a different sample of students. Therefore, some degree
of error variance may be attributable to differences in

group and individual characteristics (within-subject).
It should be noted that this figure does not represent
repeated-measures of the same students.
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Objective 5:
To determine the impact of the Success Program on the
promotion/retention rates of those students participating in

that program.

~__ Promotion/retention data was obtained for Success and

ggmparison,clé§Sé§7;pg;uded in the sample. Numbers of students
having reading deficiencies were also obtained for this sample.
P;gmotionlré;éﬁﬁ;ggfgata was also obtained for elementary classes
(grades 1A-6B) svstemwide. Percentages of students promoted,
retained, and identified| as having reading deficiencies were
‘computed for each group. Table 12 below dispiays numbers and

percentages of retentions, promotions, and reading deficiencies
by group. S

Table 12
Promotien/Retention Rates of third Grade Success and comparison
Students with percentages of Reading Befiliencics

GROUP [ Promstei—————— RETAINED | READTNG DEFICIENCIES
Number/ % Number/ —¢§ — Number/ . § — -

§aeaé§§§ 348 (95.1%) 15 (4.1%) 19 (5:2%)

(N=3 U - o o

Comparison 375 (91.2%) 306 (7.3%) 55 (13.4%)

(N=811)® _ o 0 I o

(Grades 33,206 (92.8%) 2,576 (7.2%)

_1A=6B)

N=35,782%) | S R R

*Does not include special education students assigned to 1 regular
classroom who do not participate in a full SPP program nor
non-English Speaking students for whom a SPP grade designation
could not be given.




Objective 5: (con't)

Summary:

Promotion/retention/reading deficiency data for Success and
comparison group third graders and _third graders systemwide
indicate differential proportions for each group: As shown in
Table 12; approximately 95% of the Success group third graders
were promoted, as compared to 91% of the comparison group.
Approximately 4% of the Success group was retained, as compared

to 7% of the comparison group. In comparison of these groups; the

percentage of Success third graders promoted was slightly greater

than similar percentages computed for the other groups. Compara-

tively, the percentage of Success third graders retained was lower
than similar percentages for all other student groupings included

in this analysis.

- Approximately 5% of the Success third graders were identified
as having reading deficiencies, as compared to 13% of the
comparison group third graders.
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Objective 6:

To measure the effectiveness of the Succe<s Program in
improving the reading achievement of those fourth grade students
having participated in the program for at least two prior con=
secutive years, as measured by the CTBS.

Fourth grade Success students who had been exposed to the
program in the second and third grades as_well as preSently. ,
(i,e., vetéran-Success students), weré selected for thé analysis.
A t-test to determine the significance of variance between Succeéss
and comparison_group means _was conducted using available reading
achievement (CTBS) data: The criterion level of statistical
significance was maintained at 0.05. Data was collected for 78

Success students and 19 comparison students.

~ Note: Two comparison classes were dropped from the sample
due to some degree of Success use. Table 13 below displays the
result of this analysis.

Table 13

Reading Achievement of Fourth Grade Veteran-Success and

Comparison Students Based on Total Reading Scores

No. of LEVEL OF

Group Cases | — MEANS -S.D. - T.VALUE | SIGNIEICAN(
Success 78 59.39 15.63 o
2.58 X
. ) _ o L Slgnlflcant
Comparison 19 49,42 12.75 beyond
.01
level

Summary:

The t-value of 2. 58 indicates a highly statistically 51gn1f1-

cant difference in total reading achievement mean scores of the

veteran-Success and comparison fourth graders,; in favor of the

Success group. A difference of approximately 10 points was

observed. Veteran-Success fourth graders' total rgggxng achieve-

ment was. 51gn1f1cantly greater than that of comparison fourth
graders.

~ The total reading score is a composite of vocabulary and com-
prehension subscale scores. Separate t-tests were conducted to
compare the achievement of the two groups in each of the reading
skill areas that were measured. Tables 14 and 15 below present
the results of these analyses.

-3i-
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Table 14
Reading Achievement of Fourth Crade Veteran-Success and Comparison
Students Based on Vocabulary Subscale Scores (CTBS) .

- No. of L ) ,fﬁ N L LEVEL OF

GROUP. Cases MEANS 1 8D, 1T -VALUE | SIGNIFICANE

Suecess 78 27.85 7.65 Not
Lo Significan

— [ — 0.97

Comparison 19 26:00 6.81

Summary:

The t-value of 0.97 indicates that there is no statistically

significant difference in Success and comparison group perfor-
mance on the vocabulary subscale. Both groups performed at the
same level on this measure,

Table 15
Reading Achievement of Fourth Grade Vétéié@;éﬁé&ééé”énd Comparison
students Based on Comprehension Subscale Scores (CTBS)

o NO, OF o L LEVEL OF
GROUPS - - CASES MEANS = | S.D. .. | T<VALUE SIGNIFICANCE
Succeéss 78 31.57 9.06 L LA
—— - - 3.43 Significant
: : o L beyond
Comparison 19 23.42 10.22 001

Level

§Ummaﬁyi

The t-value of 3.43 indicates a highly statistically signifi-

cant difference between Success and comparison group performance

on the reading comprehension suvscale, in favor of the Success group.
These results identify differential performance of the groups 1in

this particular skill area as being responsible for the

statistically significant difference observed in the analysis of
total reading achievement. The Success group demonstrated o
significantly greater achievement in the reading comprehension skill
area than did the comparison group.
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Objective 7;

, To measure the effectiveness of the S
improving the language achievement of those fou
having participated in the program for at least two prior

consecutive years; as measured by the CTBS.

ucc.

s Program in
rth grade students

As in objective éii)iaéﬁé for veteran-Success fourth graders

was analyzed

significance of variance between Success and compariSon group

means on the language achievement measure of the CTBS.

A t-test was conducted to determine the level of

An

analysis of the available total language scores was performed.

Total language achievement scores are composités of méchanicrc.

expression, and spelling skill measures,
available for 29 of the Success students of the sample.

fore, total language scores were available for that n

students.

ment data for all 78 veteran-Success fourth graders of the

This data was available for 18 students

sample was available.

of the comparison group.

Spelling data was
. There-
umber of

As in the analysis of objective six,

Language mechanics and language expression achieve-

separate t-tests were conducted for each of the three language

Tables 16 through 19 present the results of these

skill areas.
analyses.,

Table 16

Language Achievement of Fourth Srade Veteran-Success and

Comparison Students Based on Total Language Scores

— NG. OF | — — LEVEL OF
GROUP CASES | MEANS. - S.D. T<VALUE SIGNIFICAN
Success 29 73.48 13.30 - *a -
R E——— 3.05 Significan

.004 level
Comparison 18 62.64 7.82

Summary:

A diffe

The t=-value

rence of 10.84 was observed betwzen the two group means.
of 3.05 indicates a highly statistically significant



Table 17

Language Achievement of Fourth Grade Veteran-=Success and
Comparison Students Based on Language/Mechanics Scores.

””W”W NO. OF - - — LEVEL OF

GROUP CASES _MEANS 1 -S.D. T VALUE SIGNIFICANC

Success 78 15.42 4.21 N

- 2.75 * - ,
_ — e Significant

- - L - .007 level

Comparison 18 12.55 2:79

Summary:
The t-value of 2.98 indicates a highly statistically significant
difference between Success and comparison group means on the ,
language expression subscale of the ETBS: ~The language/expréssion
achievement of the veteran=<Siiccess fourth graders was significantly
greater than that of the comparison fourth graders of the sample.

A difference of 2.98 was observed between the two group means.

Table 18

Language Achievement of EbﬂfthrefééérVéﬁeran;Succéss and Comparison
Students Based on Language/Speiiing Scores.

. NO. OF — — | LEVEL ©6F
GROUP. CASES MEANS . | S.D. T-VALUE SIGNTFICANCE
Success 29 36.62 5.36 .

L 2.91 Significant
. , - o B .006 level
Comparison 18 31.88 5.51

Summary:

A difference of 4.73 was observed between the two group means
on the Language/Spelling subscale of the CTBS. The t-value of 2.31
indicates a highly statistically difference between Success and
comparison group means on the language/spelling subscale of tre CTSS,
in favor of the Success group. The language/spelling achievement
of the veteran-Success fourth graders was significantly zreater
than that of the comparison fourth graders of the sample,

~34-
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Table 19
Language Achievement of Fourth Grade veteran=Success and

Comparison Students Based on Language/Expression Scores

— [NO. oF — ] — | LEVEL OF
GROUP CASES _ _ MEANS S..D. T-VALUE | SIGNIFICANCE
Success 78 22.57 4.96 ” T 7
e I — : 2.98 significant
Comparison 18 18.61 5.62 .004 level
SUMMARY :
A difference of 3.96 was observed between the two group

means. The t-value of 2:98 indicates a highly statistically
significant difference between Success and comparison group means
on the language expression subscale of the CTBS. The
language/expression achievement of the veteran-Success fourth
graders was significantly greater than that of the comparison
fourth graders of the sample.

. Results of analyses of the individual language skil:
achlevement scores indicate that the veteran-Success fourth
graders of the sample demonstrated significantly greater language
mechanics, expression, and spelling skills than the comparison
group.
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Objective 8
To determine student satisfaction with the Success Program.

- .. -Student questionnaires were mailed to all elementary schools
utilizing the Success_ Program in May, 1986 to be administered by
classroom teachers to third, fourth,; fifth, and sixth grade
Students. Of 65 Success schools, 16 schools returned completed
student qQuestionnaires, representing a 25% responseé rate (of )
schools). Two hundred seven questionnaires weré réceived from

third graders, 90 from fourth graders, 33 from fifth graders, and
41 from sixth graders. Response rates by grade level ba ed on

average class size of 25 studentS are as follows: third grade
29%, fourth grade 19%, fifth grade 10%, sixth grade 15%.
Percentages of student responses to specifiec questionnaire items
are reported in Table 20 by grade level.

Table 20
Percentages of Affirmative Questionnaire Responses of Success
Students by Grade Level

aaégzignnaire Items - = —=
— - T I R R
(N=207) (N=90) (N=33) N=41
I enjoy participating in the 97% 100% 100% | 98%
Success Program _
I would enjoy having the 93% 97% 97% 95%
Sﬁéééssgirogram continue,
The program has helped me 87% 97% 97% 95%
with other studies,. _
The Success Program has made me 91% 91% 97% 83%
more confident in my reading
I read more now in my spare time. 8u4g 82% 82% 73%
I enjoy working with a partner. 89% 83% 79% 802
Success has enabled me to write 71% 63% 61% 682
better,
I énjoy individual help from the 9u% 83% 38% 331
teacher.
_36-
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Grade Three Students:

Ninety-seven percent of the 207 third graders responding;
reported enjoying participation in the Success Program; 93%
reported that they would enjoy having the program continue; 87%
indicated that the Success Program has helped them with other ,
studies; 91% reported feeling more confident in reading as a result
of their Success participation; 84% reported reading more now in

their spare time; 87% indicated that they enjoyed working with a

partner in class; 88% reported that Success has enabled them to
write better; 71% felt that they had sufficient time for writing
e receipt

during the instructional period; 94% reported enjoying th
of individual teacher help.

Figure U4 shows percentages of Success third grade respondents
selecting each module as that liked best.

Figure 4

THIRD GRADE SUCCESS STUDENTS

ASPECT OF SUCCESS LIKED MOST

ENTIRE PROGRAM

RECREATIONAL READING MODULE

RESEARCH MODULE

=37~
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Grade Four Students:

_All 90 fourth grade student respondents reported enjoymeént

of the Success Program; 97% reported that they would enjoy having
the program to contirnue and that the program has helped them with

other studies; 91% reported feeling more confident in reading,
attributable to Success participation; 82% reported reading more
now in their spare time; 88% indicated that they enjoyed working

Wlth a partner in class and the same percentage reported that
Success has enabled them to write better; 63% felt that they had
sufficient time to write during the instructional period; 83%

reported enjoyment of individual teacher help.

. Figure 5 shows percentages of Success fourth grade respondents
selecting each module as that iiked best.

Figure 5
FOURTH GRADE SUCCESS STUDENTS

ASPECT OF SUCCESS LIKED MOST
(Percentage selecting each aspect)

l
- ) |

ENTIRE PROGRAM

COMPOSITION MODULE

PHONICS /SPELLING MODULE

RECREATIOMAL READING MODULE

;
P

STUDY SKILLS MODULE - 5
|
!

— - - e ——————
] s 13 23 33 5
S S6urce!DCPS Sicceea T.a: Siiay 98586 (N=80)
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- A11 33 fifth grade respondents reported epjgyiggrthe7$g¢Céss
Program. Ninety=seven percent reported that they would enjoy the
continuation of the Success Program, that the program has helped
tnem with other studies_ and that it has made them feel more
confident in reading; 82% indicated that they read more now in
their spare_time; 79%,répbrtéd”epjgy@§gtrQfﬂgg[klng with a partner
in class; 85% reported that the Success Program h?s,eFaEi?ﬁitbem
to write better; 61% reported feeling that they have sufficient

-meé to write during the instructional period; 88% indicated that

‘ey enjoy individual help from their teacher.
Figure 6 shows percentages of Success fifth grade respondents

selecting each module as that liked best.
?igure 6

FIFTH GRADE SUCCESS STUDENTS
ASPECT OF SUCCESS LIKED MOST
(Percentage selecting each aspect)

ENTIRE PROGRAM

COMPOSITION MODULE 61 ,
PHONICS /SPELLING MODULE i
|
RECREATIONAL READING MODULE ‘
H
i
STUDY SKILLS MODULE ;
i
+ ]
48 as as

Source:DCPS Success Eval. Study 1985—as (N=33) |




___ Ninety-eight percent of the 41 sixth graders responding
reported enjoying the Success Program,; that they would like for

it to continue and that it has _helped them with other studies;
83% reported that the Success Program ha; made them feel more.

confident in reading; 73% reported reading more in their spare
time; 80% indicated that they enjoy working with a partner in
class; 85% reported that the Success Program has enabled them
to write better; 68% feit that they had sufficient time to write

during the ‘nstuctional period; 83% reported that they enijoy
individual teacher éééiétéﬁéé;’ ¢ oY

. Figure 7 shows percentages of Success six grade respondents
selecting each module as that likad best.

Figure 7

SIXTH GRADE §Ué§§§§ §THEENT$
ASPECT OF SUCCESS LIKED MOST
(Percentage selecting each aspect)

ENTIRE PROGRAM 37
WRITING MODULE — 22
cURRENT EVENTS MODULE IR |
RECREATIONAL READING MODULE 1 )
STUDY SKILLS
Source:0CPS Success Eval, Study 1985-88 (N=41) |
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Objective 9:

To determine teacher satisfaction with the Success

PPOSP@M;

In May, 1986, questionnaires were mailed to all Success
teachers; Completed questionnaires were returned by 55 of
191 pre-kindergarten; kindergarten, and primary grade

teachers using the program,; representing an overall response
rate of 29%., A breakdown by grade level of the response
rates in the form of percentages is as follows: Pk=-K (28%);
Grade 1 (39%); Grade 2 (26%); Grade 3 (31%); Grade 4 (26%);
Grade 5 (15%); Grade 6 (36%). Questionnaire data analysis is
presented for each grade level in the following tables with
individual summaries for each questionnaire item follewing
each table. An overall summary is presented at the end of
the section.

Pre=kindergartéen and kindergarten teachers

Table 21 displays the mean ratings by which Pk-K

perceptions of the level of enjoyment experienced by their

students in the use of the Success program, by module. These
ratings are on a scale of 1-7, with 7 representing the rating

of the highest level of enjcyment.
Table 21

Mean Ratings of PK and K Teachers of Their Perception of the
Level of Student Enjoyrent and Level of Personal Enjoymént of

the Success Modules

(N = 11)
— Picture Word — -
7 ) ) Association Aiphabet. Oral Reading Story Time
Enjoyment—- - - Module Modile Module Module
Teacher Means 6.3 6.8 5.7 6.5
Student Means 6.0 6.6 5.6 6.6




Summary :

____ _Table 21 indicates that Pk=K teachers and students, as
perceived by the teachers, enjoyed the Success modules to a
high degree, PK and K teachers reported that the SuccesSs pro-
gram has improved the listening and speaking abilities of their
students, with a mean rating of 6.18 on a scale of 1- 7; with 7

representing great improvement. One hundred percent of those

teachers responding; report that their children are proud of

their accomplishments with Success; Ninety-one percent report.

that their students are learning to associate words with cangible

items and intangible concepts in pictures more rapidly with this

program than with traditional programs. Eighty percent of these

teachers report that their students can read words printed in a
variety of materials. Four of the eleven teachers identified the

Oral Language Module as a difficult one for them to teach. Two of

these teachers felt that this particular module does rnot hold the

children's interest as it 1s formatted in the Success Manual,
preferring lessons with visual aids. The other two offered no

explanation for their difficulty. Five of the responding PK and

K teachers reported using the Success program exclusively.
Teachers reporting the use of other programs cilte school requ1re-
ments to do so, enrichment concéerns, and half-day sSchedules as
reasons. Eight of 13 (62%) PK and K teachers reported using at
least three Success modules per instructional period; with only
one teacher reporting use of all four modules: Nine teachers

of this sample (69%) report Success use at least U days per week,

6 of them using the program daily. Four of the teachers
responding expressed the belief that students of the high achieve-
ment level benefit most from the Success approach, with five report-
ing the average achievement level; two reporting low achievement

level, and one not answering the item. A1l of the teachers .

réspbhdihg, indicated an intent to continue use of the Success
program next year. Table 22 lists the advantages and disad-

advantages as stated by these teachers,

]
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Table 22

Advantages and Disadvantages of the Success Program as Stated
by Pre=Kindergarten and Kindergarten Teachers

55; of

Teachers Advantages
2 (1) Children recognize words and letters more

readily: They are able to identify more objeécts.
¢2) This program meets CBC guidelines.
2 (3) The Picture-Word Module enhances the children's
writing skills.:
(4) The Alphabet Module is thoroughly enjoyed
by the children.
(5) The program is so versatile.
(6) The Success Program meets the needs of
children with wide levels of abilities:

3 (7) It develops listening sk:lls; vocabulary,

and helps to organize tninking and time
elements. It also develops different
language skills, especially the Story
Time Module.

(8) The program influences certain developmental
(growth) processes and results at these grade
levels.

(9) Children learn to read earlier and enjoy it.

2 (10) This program offers an excellent avenue for

expressive language, perceptual-motor skills
and general readiness development.
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No. of -
Teachers _ __Disadvantages .

(1) Difficulty in finding pictures for the
Picture-Worgiﬂodglg7without,deviatihg

from the recommended list of picture

topics.

Recommendations of PK-K Teachérs

___Following is a list of recommendations offered by some
of the pre-kindergarten and kindergarten teachers who responded.

(1) Correlate the topics under the Picture-Word

Module with activities and skills taught each
month.
(2) Involve more children, that they might receive

the benefits of this program.

(3) I incorporate the pictures from the current news=
paper and the topics from the manual for the
Picture-Word Module, rather than follow the daily
outiine.

ry using the Readineéss
Program with the Alphabet Module and the Picture=-
Word Module.

(4) Try using the Sweet Pickles Readin

(5) Somehow employ visual aids in the reconstruction
of the Oral Language Module.

Summary
_____Pre-kindergarten and kindergarten teachers responding
report satisfaction with the Success Program. The bases for
this determination are as follows:

(B) The greater portion of responding teachers reported
using the Success Program at least 4 days per week;

(C) The advantages to Success Program use, as cited by
these teachers; greatly outnumber the disadvantages

cited and indicate an appreciation and positive
evaluation of the program.
(D) Recommendations are pro=Success Program in nature

and offer a variety of suggestions for further
development and creative implementation of the
program,
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iiﬁi representing the degree to which they perceived the Success
Program as having improved the reading performance of their
students.
Table 23

Teacher Perceptions of the Degree to Which the Success Program
Has Improved the Reading Performance of Students (Grades 1-06)

- - Grades _ - —
— ——— 1 2 3 4 .5 6 _ |
l’weani 5.41 5.87  5:5 6:6 6.0 5.0
k = U6 11 8 8 5 13

#Means based upon ratings by teachers on a 1=-7 point scale
with "1" indicating "Eittle Improvement and "7" indicating "Good
Improvement"

respondtng, the Success Program was considered as having

improved the reading performance of their students to a

relatively great degree.

~ Table 24 reports the achievement level of students
perceived by teachers as benefiting most by the Success
Program approach, by grade level, Table 25 indicates teacher
responses regarding the number of days that they utilized the

Success Program each week.
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Table 24
Achievement Level of Students Benefiting Most From the

Success Program

Eég;f;giffi Number of Respondents By Grades o
Achieve - : : : -5 6 - Percent
_n=11 n=8 | n=8 ] n=5 n=1 n=3
High 7 3 2 | 2 141 | oun
Average | 4 | 4 6 2 4y
. . ; 3
All Levels | 1 2 3.1 S T

*Note: Calculations of percentages are based upon 36 responding

teachers. Several teachers indicated more than one achieve-
ment level. Therefore; total percentages exceed 100%

Table 25

— — Number of Teachers By Grade |
Days/Week [~ 1 2 3 1 & T 5 T 3% T %
_(n=11) {(n=d) | (n=8) (n=5) (n=z1) | (n=3) |

1

2

3 4 1 1 1 19

4 3 3 2 1 25

45 T 4 Y 3 1 56

Total 11 s I d 1 5 7T 13 100

~ Teachers of this sample not using the Success Program daily
indicated the following reasons for not doing so:

Grade One ,
(1) Attention span of my group of childrén intluenced
my not using it daily.
(2) I needed to use a different approach with my slow
learners.

6=
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Grade One (con't)

(3)

)
(5)
(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

I was PgdgiFé§7;§”§ﬁow evidence of basal reader
use by every student.

I needed to spend more time on other skills such
as social studies and certain math skills.

We use one day for testing and the teaching of
test taking skills.

Computér laboratory and othér spécial activities
cut into my Success time.

Grade Three

Fridays are used to test and review SPP skills
for the week.

Children go to various resourse personnel and
special classes.
We have assembiy programs on Fridays 9/10 of the
time,.

Grade Four

Testing on Friday of skills covered during the

week interferes with the Success schedule.
Special classes prevent us from using the program
daily.

Grade Six
Special classes are held, usually on Friday.

The 3chool's scheduling posed a problem.



through 5 reported using the program five days per week; 56%

of all of the teachers responding reported daily use, across

all grade levels. No teacher reported using the Success

Program lesa than 3 days per week.

reporting the teaching of éach of the Success modules during
their instructional period.

Table 26

~Table 26 displays the number of teachers, by grade level,

Number of Teachers Teaching All Success Modules During Instruc-
tional Period by Grade.

Response - r of Teachers By Grade —
= — _ = 1st 1 2nd | 3rd [ Bth [ 5th | 6th [Pct.
[.Xes, all modules taught 9 | 8§ 7 5 1T | 2 |89
| No, all modules are not taught | 2 [ o | 1 | o | g | 4 11
[Total responding T 18 T8 s 7 135 T700
Percentage/Grade~All Modules _ 82 1100 | 88 [ 10011001 87
Eighty-nine percent of the responding teachers taught all four
Success modules during their instructional period, across all
grade levels. '
___ Table 27 reports the number of teachers that indicated
having problems in incorporating the Success Program with the
Student Progress Plan, by Grade Level
Table 27
Problems Experienced by Teachers in Incorporating the Success
Program With SPP, by Grade Level
TResponse ———— —  — Wumber of Teachers By Grade ’
1 2 3 4 5 | ___Pct.
Yes, had problems incorporating | 2 1 S R Y
SPP with Success
No, didn't have problems in 9 8 7 5 | 2 86
L inco ~With Success _ _ ,
4 Total e 11 g 8 _1 5 1 3 ] 100




Success_ Ppagram with the Student Progress Plan. Elghtj six per=
cent of the responding teachers reported not hav1ng any problems
in incorporating the two programs. Following is a l1ist of the
problems reported by teachers, by grade level:

Grade One

(1) Chlldren in transition (especially in September)
have to be ready for second grade by mid-year.

available.

Grade Three

(3) The tlming of the teachlng of the modules is not
coordinated with the end of the advisories.

Grade Five

(4) Checklists are a problem in that it takes a
high degree of organization to use basal readers,
reading CBC guide, and the Sucecess Program (but
I tried).

Grade Six

(5) Thé Succeéss Program does rot lend itself to the
continuity of the SPP.
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the Success Program exclusively in their reading instruction
and those who did not. '

Table 28

_Table 28 displays the numbers of teachers indicating use of

Frequency of Exclusive Success Program Use

~Response Number of Teachers By Grade
= 477 2 3 T 5 & ¢
Yes, using only Success | 5 6 22 1 uy
No, not using Success only | 6 2 6 1 3 50
No response _ ) 2 ] 6
Total 11 8 8 5 1T 3 100

Table 28 indicates that more responding teachers on the

first, third, and sixth grade levels report not exclusively

using the Success Program in their reading instruction., The
proportion is six to two on the third grade level. All three

sixth grade teachers responding, reported not using Success
exclusively. Forty-four percent of all primary teachers.

responding, reported using the Success Program exclusively,

during their reading instructional period. Fifty percent

of the teachers reported not using Success exclusively.

Following is a comprehensive listing of advantages and dis-

advantages: of the Success Program as stated by the primary
grade teachers in this sample, by grade level,

Of the 36 teachers responding, only two indicated that

they de not intend to continue to use the Success Program
during the next school year, one of which is a kindergarten

teacher; the other a first grade teacher. Four teachers of
the sampie indicated that they were undecided at the time of

questionnaire completion., Two of those teachers taught on
the first grade level, the other two on the third grade ,
level. Eighty-six percent (86%) of those responding, intend
to continue Success Program use next year. Tables 29 and 30

list advantages and disadvantages of Success Program use, as
stated by primary teachers, respectively.
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Table 29

Advantages of Succéss Program as Statéd by Elementary Primary
Level Teachers, by Grade Level

No. of Téachers —
by Grade* | __ . Advantages .. _ ... ... ... .. ... _

Grade 1 (a) You are able to work with the entire class
at once.
4 (b) Success motivates even the slowest child to

warnt to read.
(c) There is ro basal reader you must stick with.
(d) It gives every child, regardless of their
ability, an opportunity to experience success,
no matter how small the success:

2 (e) It increases the language experiences of the
children.

(f) Success allows for creativity on the parts
of ihe teacher and the children.

3 (g) It allows great flexibility.

(h) It allows children to experience immediate

success.,
(i) Children are able to write sentences.
(j) It is very easy to relate the Oral Language
Module to science and social studies.
3 (k) There are so many skills that can be taught
from the modules, &specially the Phonics/
Spelling Module, which I relied on heavily.

(1) Success provides an already-planned daily
reading program.

# Absencé of a number indicates that ohiy one teacher expressed
this point of view.
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Teachers_

by Crade®

Advantages (con't)

Grade 2

(a)
(b)

(o)

(d)

(g)
(h)
(i)
(j)
(k)
(1)
(m)
(n)

Success allows flexibility in subject matter.

It allows freedom of expression from teacher
and students:

The program frees time that would be spent
checking papers, planning, etc.

This program produces fluent readers,.

proficient writers, teaches life skills,
builds confidence, improves self-~-image,

improves attentiveness, and allows for student
as well as teacher creativity.

The modules are interesting, easily adaptable
to any curriculum.

Pupils become sophisticated speillers;
writers, and readers, due to the variety

of materials used.

It strengthens dictionary skills.

It promotes sight reading.

Success teaches children how to read a news-

paper.

It allows children to explore magazines

and many types cf reading matter.

This program induces and encourages cl. :§
participation.

It helps teacher to pace time in instruc iofn.
Students are able to work at their own rata.
Children learn organizational skills throug
the use of folders and notebooks for wor .

*Absence of a number indicates that only one person expressed tiis

point of view.
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ﬁgfﬁbr S ,7, :
Teachers by Advantages Grade 2 (con't)
Grade® . N el S

(o) The program helps weaker students lose their
fear of failure.

(p) Reading is made more personal and

relevant to current events and the
childrens and teachers lives.

(q) Parents get more involved.
(r) Writing skills are enhanced.

(s) It is very well correlated with the
SPP objectives,

(t) It is a great reinforcer for all 3kills.

*Absence of a number indicates that only one person
expressed this point of view.
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Table 29 (con't)
Advantages of Success Program as Indicated by Elementary
Primary Grade Teachers

No of Teacners

by Grade® ____ Advantages (con't) S
Grade 3 (a) Success builds vocabulapy,

(b)The program encourages oral participation.
3 {c) It enhances creativity greatly (teacher
and children).
(d) It helps children become aware of the

parts of the newspaper.

(e) It enables the children to be exposed
to wmany facts.

¢f) The children and the teacher love it.

. (g) This 2pproach utilizes a variety of reading
merariale.,

(h) It use: everyday materials to teach.

(1) It teaches SPP skills.

(j) Success highly motivates the students.

(k) This program allows for individual differences.
(1) It uses whole-group instruction.

(m) This program brihgsﬁﬁ§féwiériety in
opportunities for teaching and learning.

Grade 4 (a) The Success program allows each child to
experience success on his/her individual level.
(b) It correlates with the SPP skills,
(c) it,proVidé§f$§i@§£ured,éXpériéﬁ@éé in various
media for developing skills in all areas
of reading and language arts.
(d) SUCééssfﬁfééidés more opportunities for
positive responsus
(e) It encourages better oral and written
expression.
*Absence of a number indicates that only one person expressed
this point of view.
-54—
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Sé.rgifﬁgachers -
by Grade#® . ... . _Advantages (con't) . . . .
Grade 5 (a) Children are able to see word parts and

how they are related,.

(b) Spelling improves.

(c) Writing skills are enhanced through
increased practice;

(d) Lessons are easy to use and the manual
is easy to follow.

(e) Children read a iot:

(f) Current events are di-cussed daily.

Grade 6 (a) Success provides enrichment.

(b) Children have first=hand information
and references.

(¢) It covers a great variety of skills.

i




Table 30

Disadvantages of Success Program as Stated by Elementary

Primary Teachers, by Grade Level.
Eséiof,reachers 7 ”;;7"7;7;7j44447 —
by Grade _Disadvantages . _
Grade 1 (a) No supplies are given for this program.
(b) Whole group instruction is a dis=
advantage for some students who
require a smaller group, more time,

and more hands-on experience to get

better grasp of any subject matter.
(c) Children need directed reading.

(d) In open-space, children sometimes tend
to get noisy when doing the Phonics/

Spelling Module and ACC Module.

(e) This program is rigid for slower students.
Tou tend to lose their interest. They
can't seem to sit through all of the
modules.

6 (f) None
Grade 2
T (a) None

(b) It is difficult to teach all modules on
heavily scheduled days, due to special
classes, etc.

4 (a) None

(b) It is difficult to teach all mocules in

the alloted time.
(¢) It does not provide time for teaching a
new skill,

(d) The program didn't allow enough time for
completing writing skills in composition.

(e) The time limit in spelling doesn't allow slow
students to complete or copy words.

-
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No. of Teachers

by Grade#® _____________Disadvantages (cont) -
Grade & (a) Children often don't want to stop,

throwing your time schedule off.
especially when you're attempting
to encourage those who often don't
respond well,

3 (b) None
Grade 5 (a) A substitute teacher will find it
difficult to teach a lesson, using

another method of instruction.

2 (a) None

(b) Skills covered are not necessarily the

skills necessary %o accomplish mastery
of SPP list.
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idapie 31

Recommendations of Snccess Program Teachérs by Grade Level

Nba;é?g?ééchers

by Grade® .. Recommendations , -
Grade 1 (a) I am going to form a grade level Success
Club to share ideas once a month.:
(b) I would provide mors hands-on experience,

more manipulative objects;

(c) I would incorporate some type of directed
reading modul=.

(d) Incorporate more illustrations in the
Phonics/Spelling Module and give students

added variety to this module.

(e) I see no need to change the program.

Grade 2 (a) Revamp content areas to coincide with DEFS
curriculum guides (i.e.; math; science,
social studies, and some literary arts):

(b) Have periodic meetings for sharing of ideas,
even for teachers who are veterans of the
program.

(c) Proauctioi of a hooklet of new exciting
ways in which Success teachers have used
the program; incorporating math and science
would be useful,

(d) Cut back on filing.

Grade 3 (a) Give a refresher workshop to shoy how
resource or special subject teachers can

incorporate Success in their programs.

(b) I wouldn't change the program.

Teachers should exercisé thé amount of
flexibility the program allows to adjust
their teaching to meet thé specific needs
and abilities of the Students.

Q)
~
)
Q.
1]
=
N
!
A4

Grade 6 (b) Coordinate program to blend with SPP.
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Objective 10:

To determine elementary principals: satisfaction with

the Success Program; as determired from questionnaire responses.

, Twéﬁ§y3§ﬁ§,§1ementéry,schooihpiiﬁéiﬁéls of a total of 65
principals of schools participating in the Success Program

returned completed questionnaires, a response rate of 32%.
The following tables present data relative to principal
qQuestionnai:‘e responses.

Mean Ratings of Principals Regarding Improvemernt in

Student and Teacher Abilities,

i — ATca C{ Improvement — Wean Rating®
Reading and Writing Abilities of Success Students 5.2
~2aching Abilities of Success Teachers 5.5
——— Mean Rating Both Areas ¥ 5.3

*Mean rating by principals is based upon a scale of 1-7 with
min representing "less improvement" and "T" representing "great
improvement,”

. Principals of this samplée reported in their ratings that
children participating in the Success Program have shown mope
improvement in reading and writing abilities than children

exposed to other reading programs being taug.t at their
schools: The mean rating was 5.2 Principals of this sample
also reported more improvement of the,teéching,abilitié§79fw

their teachers who use the Success Program with a mean rating

c¢f 5.5. The mean rating for both considerations combined is 5.4,

Fourteen of 21 (67%) of the responding principais

related that other_reading programs are in use along with the

Success Program. Reasons for other program use as stated by

the principals are cited below:

(1) Tb,maiﬁtéiﬁ continuity of instruction throughout the
building:

(2) To continue exposurs to varying skills and
broad-based data offered by the series we have used
for several years.

(3) The teacher felt that some pupils showed great )
strength when a small group basal text approach was
also incorporated into the reading program.
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(4) We are directed by the school system to have a
more structured reading program. Success in
Bgading was a perfect compliment to our structured
reading program.

(5) Developmént of comprehension skills call= for
incorporation of other methods.
(6) Teachers have elected to use other programs as

an eclectic approach to teaching.

(7) Teachers often feel more comfortatl~- when using a

basal approach to teach reading.
(8) Participating teachers are not soi.ly committed.
(9, chers used modified Success approach in which all
modules are not taught.
- Table 33 presents data concerning the nature of t.ie
joint use of Success and SPP reading programs, as view=d by
prlncipals. This item concerns the dJdentificatica of rroti:ns
in the associative use of the two programs,
Table 33
-Incorporated Usé of Success and SPP Programs as Rcesported by
Principals

SPP and Success Program Use | No. of -

: Principals ] . Percent
o No problems encountered 18 8%
o Problems were encountered 3 14%

____ Eighteen of 21 (86%) of the principals responding réeport
*hat no problems in the associative use of the Success

Program and the SPP program of sStuay Wdire encoiintered during

this school year. Three pr1r~1pals reported that there were
problems related to this association at their schools. Following

is a list of the types of problems cited by those principails:
(1) There are students and parents who feel that a
textbook (basal) is needed:. Many comprehension.

skills are felt to be undeveloped in the Success
Program,

(2) Téacher creativity and effective planning are
prescribed for programatic integration.
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Success Yse (con't)
(3) Time is needed to provide staff development
for teachers.

Nineteen of the 21 (90%) principals responding indicated

an interest in the continuation of th@ Success Program at
their schools, with but two indicating the contrary. No

interest in the continuation of the Success Program at their
Sschool. Table 34 following presents a 1ist of advantages to
using the Success Program, as stated by responding principals.
Table3s 1lists disadvantages.

reasons were given by those two principals for their lack of

Tabie 34

Advantages No. of Principals

(1) There is no basal reader that a teacher
has %o stick with.
(2) You can work with the entire class at
once,
(3) Variety in materials and expériences are 3 nilts. 3
(4) Students are encouraged to write.
(5) This program provides opportunity for students 2
to handle newspapers; development of
searching techniques, and devrlopment
of realistic reading and language arts
skills in a creative instructic -1 method.
(6) It improves the reading scores of the
children involved,
(7) Children are enthusiastic about the 2
activities.
(8) We notice an improvement in writing and 2
spelling skills.
(9) Students are provided meaningful reasons
for reading and writing.
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—__ Advantages (cont) No. of Principals

(10) The program allows for maximum
skill and subject matter inter-
gration.

(11) Very young children are successful
in reading printed materiail;

(12) Success provides a "road map" for instruction.

(13) It increases vocabulary used daily by 2
children.
(14) It requires students to think and sharpens 2

this skiil.
(15) Students are able to progress at their
own rates, increasing self-confidence.

(16) Students improve organizational skills
through the use of folders and notebooks.
(17) Success motig;tés,ﬁééchérs in allowing

them to do new things.

(18) Teachers trained in the use of this
program seem to utilize more creative
and motivational methods and techniques.

(19) Use of the Washington Post newspaper is 2
excellent; broadens interest in newspapers.

(20) The program gives all students an opportunity
to develop greater use of oral and written
language.

Table 35
Principals! Statements of Disadvantages of Succéss Program Use
T Disadvantages No. of Principals¥®

(1) Amount of display space needed is greater.

(2) The scope of the program is not extensive
enough to provide enough skills, when using
it exclusively,.
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) Disadvantages (cont) — No. of Principals
(3) No disadvantages 14
(4) It doesn't provide sufficient
review and practice for slower learners.
Skills are introduced too rapidly for

his particular group of students.

(5) More time is needed for appropriate
implementation.,

(€) Students are expected to read from
a basal reader.

(7) Teachers often fail to be as consistent

as is needed for skill maintenance.

®Absence of a number indicates that only one person expressed
_this point of view. T T E

___ Table 36 presents = comprehensive listing of the recommen-
dations offered by principals who responded, concerning the
Success Program. :

_Table 36

- Recommendations of Success Principals for the Success Program
. .. ... Recommendations —

(1) Provide more monitoring by the Success staff.
(2) Continue tc provide funding to provide newspapers.
(3) Train more and more teachers in how to use the program.

(4) Use Success in conjunction with a basal reader textbook
(5) Continue to provide workshops for training new teachers
to help them to implement the program properly.
(6) Utilize Success Program 90% and basal reader 10%.
(7) There should be provision of positive feedback to i inforce

teachers through visits to the classrooms by Succéss staff.
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éammary of ﬁrincibai Data:

the Success Piééram. Foiiowing are the bases for this determi-
nation.

(1
(2)
(3)
(%)
(5)

(6) R

Mean principal rating of improvement in readlng and

writing skills of Success students indicates a relatively
great degree of improvement.

Mean principal rating indicates a relatively great degree
of teaching ability improvemént for SuccésSs téachers.

Very few problems in the associative use of the Success
Program and SPP are cited.

Many more advantages of the Succéss Program than disadvan-
tages are cited by Success principais.

Ninety percent of the- responding Success principals expressed

the intention to continue Success Program use at their
respective schools next year.

are of a pro-Success Prtgram nature.



Limitations:

o Lack of randomization in the self-selection of
volunteer sampling imposes a "selection by treat-

achievement) éFé 11keiy to be confounded with other

instructional factors; due to varying degrees of actual
Success program implementation (as the program is designed).
Two thirds of the principals responding, indicated that Succes:
was not "purely" or exclusively used, making true measurement
impossible. The wide range in number of Success lessons
reportedly taught by responding teachers also indicates

lack of uniformity in program implementation.
o Small sample sizes in questionnaire analyses warrant
caution in generalization of findings.

of the top;cs,ln the prete [posttest wr;nlng,analysls
is likely to be responsible for an unexplained amount of
variance in treatment group measures.
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Recommendations of the Evaluator:

Analysis of data gathered in the present evaluation of the

Success Program indicates need for the following:

(N

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Continued encouragement of Success teachers to teach
each of the Success Program modules at least 4 days
per week (i.e., as close to the design as possitl-).,

Continued provision of workshops, demonstrations, and

meetings of Success Program participants and potential
Success participants to further sharpen teacher

competence and to increase confidence in this approach..
This may also serve to facilitate the further refinement
of methods and creative nuances introduced and developed
by teachers, as well as the sharing of these.

Continued efforts by principals to schedule special
subjects, programs; and activities so as not to disrupt
or interfere Wwith Success instructional periods to allow
for the implementation of the program as it is designed.
The actual impact of the Success Program, or any other,
cannot be accurately measured unless it is implemented

as designed and implemented reliably.

Continued efforts to insolve teachers of the fifth and
sixth grade levels, so that (possible effects upon
achievement related to continuity of Success exposure)
across all elementary grade leve's might be observed
and evaluated.

Continued comprehensive evaluation to determine program
effectiveness upon student achievement.
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Pre - Kindergarten and Kindergarten Lessons

~ _The follawing gives examples of a one-day program for grades Pre<K, K,
1,2, 3,8, 5,6 and junior high.
— TPHASE T | PHASE T PRASE 1 PHASE [
| PICTURE/WORD _ALPHABET o e
LESSON | ASSOCIATION FORMATION | PUPPET PHRASES | — — - STORY TIME
1 story characters 1 telephone talk | a name
2 animals t toys a place
3 buildings f food a verb
4 | kitchen h playing a name
5 landscapes d television an adjective
6 furniture i safaty a time
7 feet ] pretty things | something that happened
8 story characters k | sehool a name
9 food P animals something trat caused
| something to happen
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APPENDIX A
Sample - Suczess it
Reading and Writing
Progr'am Lesson Plans
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Grade 1

tesson I ER .
—___Time __Module I — Activity

10:15

10:45
11:00

11:30 - 1

10:15

10:45

11:00
11:30

Phonics/Spelling - r

Language Experience-
Enviromment: Houses

Academic, Cultural Arts,
and Current Events
Read{ng-Newspapers: L,l1.

Rest Period

Patterning - ho,

Recreational Reading -
Library Books

Write on chart paper word clusters
Suggested by the student that con-
tain r. Pronounce each work.:
Students write the latter r and

words containing r. Discuss the
meanings. Ex: raise your hand, a :
hard rock, fire truck siren:

Students date and file papers.
Oisplay chart in classroan.

Write on board word clusters sug-
gested by students concerning

houses; Students cut a picture of
a house and label its parts.

Example of vocabulary: slanted

roof, red brick chimney, patio

door. Students begin a story about
housaes, StHdéﬁtSdété and vile
papers,

Students cut or tear the lettars L,

1; and words containing these
Tetters fram the newspapers.
Pé§§§577Check,é3ch,Stuaéntffgr ,
Students date

recognition of L, 1.
anrd file papers.,

Write on chart paper diffarent
endings for words beginning with
ho. ‘Ex:: hop, hocky; hank,
hospital . StresS Emphasis: vocal
stress on one word near beginning
of sentence, Display chart in
classroan.

Help individual §tudents find and
pronounce words in library books
that contain p.

Source:

Anne H, Aaéﬁig;

Success in Beginning Reading and Writing: The

s Ps 6.

COhCé”t_bf,theAFuture, (Santa Moni
Campany, Inc., 1978 '

ca, Calif.: Goodyear pup’



Lesson [ : . - —
—____1ime —_____ _Module Activity

9:15 « 9:45 | Phonics/Spelling Letters to bestudied, b, ¢. :
Students give exampTas of single,
one-syllable words (minimum of 10
with each letter)

9:45 = 10:15 | Academic, Cultural Areas: Science

Arts, Current Events Global Reading Theme: Locating
Reading Information about animals.
Materials: Science textbooks, non-
fiction books. , o o
Writing Assignment: List animals
and information found about each.
10:45 | Language Experience Theme: MWriting About Fun

Segment Writing: Any topic.

10:15

Maybe related to the theme.

Writing Skill: List.

Proofreading Thrust: Name and date
on paper correctly.

11:00 | Rest and Relaxation

—
o
(X
H
(8]
[}

11:30 | Recreational Reading Lndiyidual teacher-student
con?erences decode and discuss

WC rds contaimng "he,

[

H{

(=]

Q!
[}

Source: Anne H. Adams and Helen Cappleman; Success in Reading and Writing:
Grade 2, (Santa Monica, California: Goodyaar Publisnhing Company.
Inc., 1978), p. 3.

-69 -




Grade 3

Lesson 1

Time [ —Modu {e T Activity
9:15 - 9:45 | Decoding in Phase I: Lessons 1 - 40,
Context Speiling Emphasis t

Grammar Emphasis common nouns
science

9:45 - 10:15 | Academic Cultural Artd Cycle 1- Lfurrent Events

A E g B — = s Theme: Peopl in the News
Current Events Reading Materials:  iléws papers
Reading Skilis: Association of
information S
Read about people and write
names and titles.

10:15 - 10:45 | Composition Phase I (Lessons 1 = 90)
Fluency/Accuracy Cycle I o -
Theme: (Classification of Like
Items

Sub-theme: Things seen on the way
to school. :

Mode: Lists L ,
Proofreading Thrust: spelling of
some words on list.

10:45 - 11:00 ! Rest and
Relaxation

11:00 - 11:30 | Recreational Reading Skill Focus I
Locating title of book

Source: Anne H. Adams and Helen Cappleman, Success in Reading and Writing: 3
(Santa Monica, California: Goodyear PubTishing Company, Inc.)
pp. 4-5.
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Lesson I

Grade 4

~ Module =

— Activity N

Time
9:15 - 9:45

10:15

(Vo §
F-
o
1

10:15 - 10:45

10:45 - 11:00

11:00 - 11:30

Phonics/Spelling = bl

Canpositian

Study Skills

Rest and Relaxation

Recreational Reading

Phase 1 Introductory Phase:
Lessons 1-10 =~
Spelling Emphasis - Twc letter
Consonant Clusters

Cycle One: Writing |
Descriptions and Comparisons
Peopie - Physically, Actions, etc.

Materials: Newspapers -
Writing Assignment: Write

sentences describing a classmate.

Cycle One: Alphabetizing

Theme: People , ,

Material: Science Textbooks
Reading Assigrnment: Read to find
nanes of people

Writing Assigament: M a iist
of names and alphabet rhe names.

Cy 'e One: Teachér estabiishing
mode]

Everyone, including the teacher
reads fiction or non-fiction books
silently.
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Gra'dé 5

CESSOR 56
PHONCS/SPELL ING

€M 3SI TION

STGF SKILES

RECREATIONAL REARIM:

SPELLING EWPHASIS: ar

2-3 851 lables in paragraphs

L2APHS

WCABLLARY ERPRASI:

DLACES

MATERIAL:  newspaper

NORERORK . Usifg 5-10

words fran chart; design

3 puzle: crossaord
seek/find

<crambled v ids

PRE-WRITING TOPIC:

"My Hagic Penci1"

WRITING ASSTGNMENT:
students write a creat ive
story aboit a magic pé'n"cil
MOHERIG THUST,

ad ject ives de.: *hing the

pencil,

Cyele Six: Charts, geaphs
tables,

(ORLEDGE AREN, retric
system

READ IMG/WR1 TING FOCUS

using a math ook read to

locate dharts andfor graphs,

tables using the metric
syster, List the metric
teis.

Teacher nay wish to explain
neaning of chart, eraph,

tables,

SEE LESSON 41
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LFSSON §

Cycle 11: Heather MATERIAL: History book, | Cycle 6:
e encyclopedia, | -
MATERIAL:  Newspaper and almanacs. | COMPREHENSION:
: : S R Characterzation
 VOCABULARY: Precipitation [ STUDY SKILL: locating
o cities with .
SPELLING:  -ur, -is largest WORD ATTACK
- population in | Suffixes
MECHANICS:  Combining given area,
nOun phrases -
in sujects STUDY SKILL-
Synonyms

WRITING:

recite
advert ising
§logan.

dite a jingie
or a sales-
pitch to
advertise a
preduct

See Lesson 1

f

READING: Read to detemiine

Wich city in your
area is largest, |

4ITING: Write a paragraph
T spalating abo
reasons for city's
Fodh,

See Lesson 11
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EVALUATION DESIGN
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UATION. OBJECTIVE

HETHOD OF ANALYSIS

easure the effectiveness of
Success program in improviag
reading performance of the
ents participating in that
ram.

Norm-referenced.reading test
gcotes Of Suecess third graders
will be compared to scores of

a comparison group. Statistical
analysis of the sample data on
vocabulary and_comprehenaon
measures will be performed
using the analysis of
Variancc {ANOVA) procedure,
Similar analysis, using this
statistical procedure, will be

conducted on composite reading
Bcores. (vocabulary and com--

pariaonDSucceaa and comparison
students, categorized into high,
average;and low achievement
levels will be compared on norm-
referenced achlevemert test per-.

formance in the areas of vicabulvy |
comprehension and their com-
posite (total reading scores).;
The Analysis of Variance pro-
cedure will be used to observe
main effects of the Success pro-
gram and interactions betweer
treatment and achievement level,
Criterion of significance is set
at 0.85.

o

_ARSTRUMENTATIOR —

PROGRAM/SAMPLE

e oef:
QA g BLLE -
Eo D acwu ot

o Diagnaitii wnd Pre-

scriptive (nevroment
(DCP.I) &1 be used
in_achicvr. nt Jevel

categor.zatcion,

ed reading

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Regular third grade
Succoss classes

Jdpter I schools

idsirt 'Ticd as high

implesenters_as—
(1) of the Siccess
program and regular
third grade classes
from non-Success

Chapter I schools.
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EHWHN&%&@H&_mHm__

- HETHOD OF MNALISIS

- INSTRUMENTATION

 DORILATIOSHHALE.

2, To measure the effectiveness
of the Success program in
improving langnage per-
formance of the students
participating in the program

Norm-referenced language_tgst
scores of Success third graders
w1l be compared to seores of a
comparison group of students,
Statistical analysis of sample
data on usage, mechanics and
spelling measures will be per-
formed using the Analysis of
Variance procedure {ANOVA),

Similar anaiysis uiii be con-

stodents, categorized it high,
average and low achievement -
levels will be compared on norn-
referenced language achievement
test_performance_in_the component
areas of usage, mechanics, and
spelling, as well as thelr
cemposite (total language scores):
Thie ANOVA procedure will be uged
to observe for main effects of the
Succeas program and interacttons.
between treatment and achieverient
level, Criterfon o1 significance
is set at 0, 05

o Horn-referenced

language achievement
neasure - to be
announced,

scrtptive Instrument
(D.P.I.) will be

used in achievement
level categorization,

Regular third grae

Success clagses-in

Chapter I schools
{dentified as high
implementers {HI)
of the Success pro-
gran and regular
third grade classes
from non=Suei .y
Chapter I a¢,n:).,




E/ALUATION OBJECTIVE .

o, —— HETHOD-OF- ARALYSIS -

- INSTRUMENTATION

- FOPLATISHRLE

3+ To measure the effectiveness
of Success program in {mproy-
Ing_ writing performance of the
students participating in that
program,

i, Ta measure the effectiveress
of the Success program in
inproving the reading
attitodes of students
participating in the
program;

i credtive writing exercise uill
be administered twice (Jan, and
nprii) to Sincess and conparison
c.133es, Writing exercises will
be rated on a Y-point scale by
two raters, utilizing the
ho istic scoring method; Each
rater «i1l rate each paper,
resolving discrepancies to
increase rellability. Statisti-
cal analysts will be condicted
on pretest-posttest gains using
the analysis.of Variance pro-
cedure (ANDVA)of $ignificance
set at 0,05,

A reading attitude {nventory will
be adninistered to Suceess and
comparison students, Data will be
subjected to the Analysis of
Variance procedure with the
eriterion of significance set at
Olnsl

0 Writing samples of
stodents 1n Success

Regalar third grade
suceess clagses in

and comparison groups,

0 Reading attitodinal
inventory to be
announced,
(Possibly Estes),

Chapter I schools
{dentified as high
{mplementers (HI) of
Snceess program and
the regular third
grade classes from
noni-Siiccess Chapter
I Schools,

Begular third grade
Suceess classes in
Chapter I schools
identified as high
implementers (HI) of
the Success program

and regular third grade
classes from. non=

Aaehools.

g



EVALUATION OBJECTIVE

RETHOD-OF ANALSIS

PLBNENTINGH

POPULATION/SAMBLE

5. To determine the impact of the
SUCCEE progran i tlie promotion/
retention rates of those students
participating in that program,

6. To measure the effectiveness of
the Success progran in inproving
the reading achievement of those
stodents participating in that
program at Jeast three con-
secutive years from second to
fourth grade,

Descriptive statistics (Fre-
quenicies and percentages) of
the_pronot iun/ retent fon rates

of Success second, third and
fourth graders will be conpared
to systemwvide data at those grade

levels, Similar statistics on
Success students assigned to
transition classes for reading
deficiencies will be compared to
gystemwide data,

Trend analysis on reading achieve-
ment gcores will be performed on
data acroes a_three year span
conparing continuing Success
students with a comparfson group
of non-Success students; Anaiysis
of Variance between Success and
conpar 180h group norn-referenced
test gcore means will be perforiied
by year of exposure to the Success
progran, The criterion of
significance {s set at 9.85 level.

Documentat ion of promat ion/
retention data will be pro-
vided-by the Evaluation
System Section of the
Division of Quality
Assurance;

Norw~referenced reading
achievément test, to be
announced;

Reqular, second; __
third, fourth grade.
Stccess students and
the entire student pop
lation at thege grade
levels,

Reqular fourth grade
Success students
[dentTHed a5 having
consecutively par-
ticipated in the pro-
gram at the second;
third and foirth grade
levels; and non-
SUCCess comparigon
fourth grade students
having never partici-
pated in the Success
program,

—~LL—




EVALUATION OBJECTIVE

WA OF MASIS

IMPLEMENTATION -

PORULTIOMSHNRLE

8L .

7. To neasure the effectiveness
of the Success program in
improving the language. .
achievenent of those students
participating in that program
at least three consecutive

grade.

Trend analysis on language
achievenent; scores will be
performed using norm~. . .
referenced achievement data
across a three year span;
comparing continuing

success students to_a_com-
parison group of non-Success
students, Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) will be
g3ed to test differences in
language performances of
Success and comparison
groups, by year of exposure
to the Success program, The
eriterton of significance s
set at the 0.05 level.

Notn-referenced
language achievement

test to be announced;

Fegular foirth grade
Suceess students
fdentified as.having

participated in the
duccess program con-
secutively at the
second, third and _
fourth grade levels
and a comparison
group of fourth
grade students
having never
participated in the
Sugcess program,

g




EVALUATION OBJECTIVE

HETHOD OF ANALYSIS

JMPLEMENTATION

POPULATION/SAMPLE

8. Tc deternine student satisfaction
with the Success program.

9, To determine teacher .
gatisfaction with the Success
program;

18, To determine principal

gatisfaction with the Success
progran,

Descriptive statistics (fre-
quencies and percentages);
relative to questionnaire
responges will be analyzed. -
Reconmendations. and comments
of gtudents will be categorized

and listed,

Descriptive statistics (fre-
quencies and percentages), relative
to questionnaire responses will be
analyzed, Recommendations and
conments of teachers will be
categorized and listed,

Descriptive statistics (fre-
quencies and percentages),
relative to questionnaire
responges will be analyzed.
Reconmendations and comments
of principals will be
cateqorized and listed.

Student questionnaire;

Teacher questionnaire,

Principal questionnaire.

ALL students (grades
3-6) participating
in the Success program,

ALl Success teachers
(Pre-kIndergarten to
grade 6).

ALl Success principals.

]
N
©
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APPENDIX C
ACTIVITIES COORD INATED/CONDUCTED
BY SUCCESS DIRECTOR FOR

SCHOOL YEAR 1955- 86
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Activitiééﬁéobrdihétéd/ébnducted by Success biréctor for éehooi
Year 1985-86. o

1.

10.
11,
12.
13;

14,

15.

16.

Planned and conducted three-day summer training sessions for
teachers interested in implementing the Success in Reading
and Writing Programs

Meeting with staff at Lorton Correctxon Department - for

evaluation of the Success program at the Institution.

Observation of and meeting with pre<kindergarten teachers
at Rudolph Elementary School.

Mini-workshop for teachers at Turner Elementary School.
Orientation session with teachers at Draper Eleméntarv
School.

Observation of Grade 6 class at Shépherd School - Use of

Success lessons with computérs.

Demonstration lesson at Lewis School with Grade 3 class.

Coordination of démonstration/visitation of Mrs: Linda

Daniels, Moten School, for Grade 5 Success teachers.
Meeting with teachers (Grades 3; 4; 5, 6) Hendley School:
Meeting with Region A Success teachers at Savoy Educational
Center,

Hiﬁi-ﬁb%kéhéb for teachers at Simon Elementary School.

Conference with teacher at _udlow—xa/lor z

I rementary School
to plan for a mini-demonstration for the staff
Meeting with members of the suaff of the
Assurance to discuss the evaluatiocn of <«
for 1985-86.

Coordination of demonstration/visitation -ss
Pushia, M.L. King, Jr., Elementary School,
teachers.

Observation of teachers at Gage-Zckington Z.ementary Schoo:l
with Dr. Helen Cappleman, Success Co-autnor/Consultant andg
Mrs. Lillie Liu, The Washington Post.

p!
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Activities Coordinated (con't)

17+

18,

19.

22,

23.
24,

Coordination of Success Administrators' Meeting.
Development of Matérials For Instruction Handbook for
Grades 3, 4 and 5.

Conducted workshops for Chapter I Parents on using the
newspaper at home. Approximately 80 parents - Plummer

and Gibbs Elementary Schools.

Presentation on Success program at the Teachers' Convention:
Facilitator in The Washington Post booth at tge Virginia State
Reading Conférence.

Coordinated mid-year and end of the year meetings of Success
administrators and teachers.

Observed forty-seven teachers during the year.

Developed and disseminated three newsletbers (Success
Highlight)

Individual conferences and meetings were held with Success
administrators and teachers on a request basis.

;ﬁ?éfﬁéﬁiéﬁ”éhd brochures about the Success program were
given to persons interésted in finding out about the program.
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Estes Reading Attitude Scale
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Name | ... . Grade - ____

Directions: Indicate your feeHngs about reading by writing the letters
A, B, C, D, or E in the blank to the left of each statement.

A = strongly agree /B = agree /C = undecided
D = disagree /E = strongly disagree

PART 1
__—- 1. Reading is for learning but not for enjoyment.
2. Money spent on books is well=spent.
3 There is nothing to be gained fram reading books.
- 4. Books are a bore:
5. Reading is a good way te §f)ér3& spare time.
____ 6. Sharing books in class is a waste of time.
_____ 7. Reading turns me on.
_____ 8. Reading is only for grade grubbers:
- — 9. Books aren't usually good enough to finish.
10, Reading is rewarding to me.

11. Reading becamnes boring after about an hour.

12. Most books are too long and dull.

13. Free reading doesn't teach anything:

14. There should be more time for free reading during the school day.

15. There are many bocks which I hope tc read.

16, Books should not be read except for class requirements,

_17. Reading is something I can do without.

18. A certain amount of summer vacation should be set aside for
reading.

19. Books make good presents.

20. Reading is dull.

-82 -

(S
ml
opl




[ 398 ] Estes Attitude Scales: Measures of Attitudes Toward School Subjects

ifi bold face to assure readability. In the Mathemat-
ics Basic Concepts tese illastrations are attractively
interspersed with word problems. At the lower levels
the illustrations are simple but appealing. The test
booklets contain; iﬁ,d&£d¢an to question and page

numbers, idéﬁﬁfj’iﬁﬁgiﬁ"jg@i‘ﬁ of animals to help

studerics to keep their -
_ In summary, thgigggfg';hgkhéﬁiii/e Testing
Program can be recommended on the busis of its
iagnostic utility to teachers and administrators as
well as the relevance of its content, which is
appropriate to both the classroom and more informal

learning. The form and content of the test items,

directions for administration, and explanation of
scoring are clear and. understandable, making it
valuable for a variety of educational situations.
. Fa3e8] -
Estes Attitude Scales: Measures of Attitudes
Toward School Subjects. Grades 3-6, 6~12; 1g75—
81; EAS; 2 levels; manual (*81; 23 pages); 1983 price
data: $36 per complete kit iriclading manual, 35 elemen.
tary bookless, 35 secondary booklets, 5o secondary answer
sheets and set Of scoring keys; $15 per manual; (30~38)
minutes; Thomas H. Estes, Jalie Johnstonie Estes, Her
bert C. Richards, and Doris Rocttger: PRO:ED.*
a) ELEMENTARY -FORM. Grades 3—6; 1681; 3 scores:
mathematics, reading, science; 1 form (7 pages); 313
E,er,mgl,cmcgm,bookkts; S
6) SECONDARY FORM. Grades 6=i3; ig81i j _§ scores:
English, mathematics, reading, science; social studies; 1
form (3 pages); separate answer sheets mast be used;
$132 per 50 secondary forms; $i3 per 50 secondary
profile7answer sheéts: e .
See T3:845 (6 references) and 8:371 (5 references).
TEST REFERENCES
< 1- Summen, E. G., & McClelland; J. V. A fiéld-based evilusiion of
Sustained Silent Reading (SSR) in intermediate grades. THE ALBERTA
JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARGH. 1983, 18; 100=iiz:
Review of Estes Autitude Scales: Measares of
Arritudes Toward School Subjects by JOHN K.
MILLER, Associate Dean for Graduate Studies
and Associate Professor, Graduate Schosl of Educa-
tion and Human Development, University of
Rachester, Rochester, NY: : -
The Fstes Attitude Scales were devéloped to
assess the tastes of elementary (grades 3 through 6)
and secondary (grades 7 through :12) students for
the content and study of basic school subjects. Test
materials are simply and attractively designed for
convenient; efficient adminiscration and hand-scor-
ing by classroom ceachers. The manual is brief, well
organized; well written; and generally intelligible o
the non-technically oriented user. It is unpretentious
in_purpose and in its recommendations l;%i- use and
interpretation; directions for administration; scoring;,
and use of norms tables are cleir and simple; and
technical data on test construction, psychometric
properties; and norms. development are presented in
a straightforward and reasonably detailed fashion.

Items require respondents to indicate on a five-
point scale (secondmy form) or thiree-point scale

(elementary form) their agreement/disagreement
with statements chat reflect a positive or negative
bias toward a particular school subject: Though each
scale includes both favorably and unfavorably
worded statements; different scales do so to a
disproportionate extent. S

Scale construction procedures emphasized content
relevance and homogencity of factor structure

among items J)cgtau[urg to the same subject matter.
Item selection for the final version of the secondary

form was carefully accomplished in stages that
successively involved content analysis, item discrimi-
nation analysis, and factor analysis wich roration to
simple structure (Varimax criterion) of the full
inter-item correlation matix. The elementary form
originated with the most discriminating items of the
sccondary Mathematics, Reading, and Science
scales. Vocabulary adaptation of items to the elemen-
tary level was empirically validated through several
stages of individual interviews and group discussions
with independent groups of third grade children. As
in the case of secondary scales, the itern-selection
criterion for the final version of the elementary form
was homogeneity of within.scale factor structure.
This strategy prodiiced for both forms scales thar
represent distinct subject matter emphases. Unfortu-
nately, factor -struictures reported for the. final
version of the sccondary form were not derived from
freshly sampled data. They resulted; instead; from

analysis of partial dita sets from which items with

weak or ambiguous factor loadings had been elimi-
nated. This was not the case for the clementary

scales, which were administered in final form to an
entirely new sample prior to the final factoring:
‘Reported reliabilities of the internal consistency
type (coefficient alpha) are respectable for measures
of this kind and ranged from .76 to .93 for scores on
the secondary scale and from .76 to .88 on- the
elementary scale. Coefficients for the secondary
form were, like the final factor analyses of item data,
based on partial data sets. Failure to present
cvidence regarding test-retest reliabilities may be the
most serious deficiency in the technical properties of
the. Estes Scales. The stability of any measure
purportedly relevant to educational practice; or any
other continuous process variable, should be exam.-
ined carefully. It is important to establish that
measures of this kind are not the product of unstable
traits or transitory. states: _ -
- Construct validation of the elementary and secon-
dary forms attended to both convergent and discrim-
inant_validity of individual subject matter scales:
Extrinsic measures of -iudents’ interest in each
school subject were obtained from the responderits
themselves, trom peers, and from teachers. Ac the
secondary level cntena also incladed respondents’

83~
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course grades; standardized achievement test scores,

and extra-curricular involvement in course-related
activities. Though an the _whole correlational evi-
dence satisfied conditions favoring both convergent
and discriminant validity of individual interest

scales, findings were somewhat mixed for the
secondary form. In _particular, the discriminant

validity of English intcrests was confounded by
relatively high correlations between English criten-
on measures and reading interests, This is hardly a

surprising discovery, considering the likelihood that

reading interests are relevant in a global sensz to
other academic interests. o

__ Finally; it must be noted that “nationial” normis, :
reported in terms of normalized T.scores and
percentiles, depend on an inadequate data base for

generalization o -the school population at large.
Distribution of the norms simple by sex, race, and
urbarn vs. riiradl residence, v as proportional to their

representation in the :1aticnal population. However,
the size of the combined norms sample for both
levels was only 1,815 studerits (g6¢ at the elementa-

ry level and 846 at the secondary level), with
geographic representation limited to five states.

_-In summary, the Estes Attitude Scales appear to
have been competently constriicted. They evidence

a conscientious attempt at compliance with proce-
dural standards for test development. The dEEEiE,n-
cies of these measures scem to be principally the
result of compromises directly attributable to the
authors’ limited resou=ces. Although the Estes Scales

cannot be recommenied as a basis for comparisons

with national trends, they could constitute a useful
and inexpensive means to less ambitious ends: (a)
simple description of children’s sentiments regard-
ing _various aspects of standard curriculum; _ (3)
acquisition of affective data relevant to curriculum

research and evaluation; especially at the local level;
and (¢) development of local norms for the relative
assessment of children’s subject matter preferences.
Any of these objectives might be. accomplished

without undue reliance on the instruments’ weaker
features, while capitalizing in particular on the
obvious caré and attention to detail that character-
ized the developmenit of the Estes Scales.
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Holistic Scoring
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HOLISTIC SCORING

Holistic scoring (Spandel and Stiggin, 1980) is based on raters reviewing

a paper for an overall or "whole" impression. Although specific factors
(grammar, vocabulary, etc.) may influence the rater's response; these
considerations are never directly addressed. Consistency--both among raters

and among scores assigned by a single rater--is very important in holistic
scoring (Spandel and Stiggins, p. 20)-

The papers will be rated on a four-point scale. Before the scoring
process begins, “...the trainer and the most qualified or experienced raters
will review a subtest of the papers to be scored in order to identify range
finders:" (ibid). Range finders are representative of all the papers at a

given scoring level. Range findeis are received for each score, respectively,
that is, for 4, 3, 2, and 1. Papers used as range finders at given levels
should be so typical of papers at that level that all raters agree to the
3§§i$héﬂ score. Range finders are used as models to assist raters during
scoring.

- Inho ing there is not any predetermined set of criteria to
ddentify range finders. For example, "A paper assigned a score of 4 will
simply be a relatively high quality paper within a given group; it may or may
not be an excellent paper in its own right." (ibid)-

It has been found that the holistic approach will produce marked
consistency among raters (reliability).
Two raters should read ail papers to minimize the chance of &rror

resulting fran rater fatigue, prejudice, or other extraneous factors:

In order to detemine a final score, scores may be added or averaged

across raters. If there is disagreement of more than one rating point, it can
be resolved through discussions by the disagreeing raters:

~ Experienced raters can go through 30 to 40 papers per hour. To insure
high_reliability, scoring should be restricted to six hours per day. Best
results are received with short hours and frequent breaks.

Source: Spandel, Vicki and Stiggins, Richard J. Direct Measures of Writing
Skill. Northwest Regional Educational taboratory: CTearinghouse for
Applied Perfomance Testing. Portland, Oregon.




APPENDIX F

PK-K Teacher Questionnaire




District of Columbia Public Schools
Siccess In Reading and Writing Program

Prekindergarten and Kindergazten _Teacher

Qgesrlonnalre

and ﬁriting Program your reactions are an Lroozt:n; part o‘ the
assessment of the overall program. Please complete the followlng

questionnaire items as indicated:

(1) Piease rate the level of enjoyment experlenced by you and your

students with the following modules by placing in X on the
appropriate number.

Picture Word Associatlon Module '

Teacher

Very Unenjogyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Highly Enjoyable
Student

Very Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Highly Enjoyable

Alphabet Module

Teacher

Very Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 g 7 Highly Enjoyable
SEGdcaE

Very Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Highly Enjoyable

Oral Language/Reading Module

Peacher

Very Unenjoyable 1 2 3 31 5 6 7 Highly Enjoyable
57 t abl ’d’é o t .

Very Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 &5 6 7 Highly Enjoyable

Story Time Modi'e
Teacher
Very Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 fighly Enjoyabiae
Student

=le Enjovable

[0
w
S
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Very Unenijoya®le 1



\«) Friease rate the extent tha Success Pregra= nas improved the

listening and speaking abilities of Pre-xindergarten and

kindsrgarten students.

Little Improveament 1 2 3 4 5 g < Creat Improvement
(3) students participating in the Success Prccram are quite
proud of their academic accomplishments.
Yes No .
() Have you found that your prekindergarten and kindergarten
children are learning to associate words with tangible items
and intangible concepts in pictures mora r2pidly with the

Success program than with a traditional program?,

Yes . No

(5) Have you found that your Prekindergarten/kindergarten children

can read words printed in a varisty of catariais?
Yes No
(6) Please indicate baiow; if applicable; any moduls that you

- have found pParticularly Qifficuit to teach. state briefly
the reason for the difficulty.

(7) Did you use tha Success mechod exclusivaly for your pre-

kindergarten or kindergarten classes?
Yes Yo
If the answer is no, please, indicate balcw why you are not

using the Success method exclusively.

(8) Indicate the number of modules you typically use per day.

1 2 3 34
(9) Indicate the number of days per week you use the Success
Program. 1 2 3 a g )
-§7=
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t10) Do you plan to use the Success program again next year?
Yes No

(11] please list below advantages and disadvantages of using the
Success program.

(12) In your opinion, which students benefit most from the
Success Program approach; high ability, average ability,
or low ability ? (Please circle one.)

(13) Please express any recommendations you may have concernin

the Success Program. (How, if at all, would you change it

Thank you for your invaluable assistance. Best wishes for a plea:

remainder of the schoolyear !

Revised, 1985
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Elementary Teacher Questionnaire
(Grades 1-6)
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~ District of Columbia Public Schools
Success In Reading and Writing Program

Elementarvy Teacher Questionnaire

Since you have been a partzczpant in the Success In

Reading and Writing program your reactions are an important.

part of the assessment of the overall program. Please complete

the following questionnaire items as indicated.

Please check the box indicating what grade you teach.

First /_ 7 Second /7 Third /7
Fourth /7 Fifth /7 sixth /7

1. Please indicate by piacxng an X on the appropriate

number the degree you feel the Success program has

improved the feadxng performance of your students.

Little Improvement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Great Improvement
2. Please indicate below, if applicable, the modules you

have found most difficult to teach. State, briefly,
the reascn for the difficulty.

3. Do you use the Success,proqram five days per week?

Please check the appropriate box.
Yes /7 No /7

4. If the answer to Number 3 is no, please, indicatée in
the blank bélow how many days per week you used the
Success program.

5. If yoa did not use the Success program S days per week
please state below why you didn't.




6. Are all Success modules taught by you when you use

the Success program? Please check the appropriate
box.
Yes /= / No /7

7. If the answer to Number 6 is no, please state below

which modules you usuailly teachs _ . _

Please also state on the blanks below; if applicable;

why you teach only the modules you indicated in Number 7.

9. Have you had any problems incorporating the Success
program with the Student Progress Flan objectives?

Yes /7 No /7

If the answer above is yes, please, indicate why

incorporating Student Progress Plan objectives with

the Success program is a problem.

10. Please indicate in the blank below the number of the last
Success lesson taught by you. o A

-90-




11.

[y
| S
.

14,

pid@ you use the Success program exclusively in vour

reading/language arts program?

Yes /7 No /— 7

Please list advantages and disadvantages of the Success
program. (Use back of the sheet if necessary.)

Advantages: , o

Are you planning to use the Success In Reading and Writing
program next year?

Yes /7 No /7
In your opinion, which students benefit most from the
Success program approach;

(Circle One) high average low ability?

Please express any recommendations you may have concerwlng

the Success program. (How, if at all, would you change 1it?)

THAMK YOU FOR YOUR INVALUABLE ASSISTANCE. BEST WISHES FAR
A PLEASANT REMAINDER OF THE SCHOOL YEAR!

14:8

Revised April 1985
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District of Columbia Public Schools

1984-85 SUCCESS IN READING AND WRITING PROGRAM
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

NAME SCHOOL

GRADE ____

Do you enjoy participating in the "Success in |
Reading and Writing" program at your school?

Would you like to have the program continued (
at your school?

studies?

Are you more cornfident in yourself in reading (
since you've been in the program?

. Do you read (books, magazines, or the newspaper] (

more now in your spare time?

6. Do you énjoyrworking in class with a partner? (

7.

11.

12.

Has the program enabled you to express yourself (
better in writing?

Do you have enough time for writing during the (
instructional period?

Do you like having individual help given to you (
by your teacher? ,

)

)

Has the program helped vcu in vour other class [ |
)

)

)

)

)

)

. What do you like most about the program?

~t

What do you like least about the program? o

Would you change the program? How? (please use back of page

if necessary.)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR INVALUABLE ASSISTANCE. BEST WISHES FOR A

PLEASANT REMAINDEP OF THE SCHOOL YEAR!
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Principal Questionnaire

i 121
ERIC



 District of Columbia Public Schools
Success In Reading and Writing Program
' Principal - Questionnaires

The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out your

reaction ®n the Success In Reading and Writing program.

1. Do you feel that children in the Success program have
shown more improvement, at this point, in reading and
writing abilities than children in other reading

programs being taught at your elementary school?
Less Improvement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Greater Improvement
2. In généraiérdb you feel the Success program has helped
to improve ‘teaching abilities of participating teachers

Eess Improvement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Greater Improvement

3. Are the teachers of your school ﬁéiné other reading
programs along with the Success program?

Yes [/ 7 No o

If the answer is yes; please indicate below the

reading programs being utilized.

4. Have your teachers encountered any problems utilizing

the Success In Reading and Writing program in conjunction

with the Student Progress Plan?
Yes / 7 No /7

-93-
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5. Are the objectives, basic assumptions and objectives
and rationales being adhered to, as closely as possible,
by your teachers?

6. If you are not familiar enough with the Success program
to evaluate its utilization; would you be interested
in attending a Success workshop for principals?

Yes /7 No /7

7. Are you interested in the Success program continuing
at your schooil?
Yes /— 7 No /7
8. List below advantages and/or disadvantages you see with
the Success program. :

Advantages: I L

Disadvantages: I S

Revised
March 1984
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THE SUCCESS IVAREABING_AVBUPRfEI\GfERﬁGRﬂU

LEVEL OF INPLEMENTATION CHECKLIST

School _ Date ,
Teacher ) Grade Enrollment
Lesson No. Number Present Time of Observation
. bbduie,ebserve&, , ,
( ) Picture/Word Association ( ) Decoding in Context
( ) Alphabet = ( ) Corposition Fluency/Accuracy
( ) Oral Language ( ) Composition
( ) Story Time ( ) Research-Practicum
( ) Phonics/Spelling ( ) Study Skills
( ) Language Experisnce . () €urrent Events
( ) Academic, Cultural Arts " () Writing
- and Current Events Reading ( ) Recreational Reading
() Pattern1ng
KbxgElériﬁts
FEE o Yes No
1. Schedule posted ) )
2. Whole class instruction ) ()
" 3. Individualized instriction =~ () )

(contact with cach child)
4. Charts (15 or imore)

(a) accessible and reddlnﬂ

(b) of words

() ¢f word zlusters

(d) of sentences

5. Use of printed ruterials
(a) ncwspapers
(b) magazines
(c) library books
(d) dictionaries
(e) textbooks (science ( ),
math ( ), social

studies ( ), music () )

INONENITNETNCN OO\
N, N Ve Nl Mo e, N e DN N id |
FENITNONONLTNE™N LTV O™ ™ |
Nl Ml e el NN LN NNk |

(£) maps - € ) ()
(g) encyclopcdza () ()
(h) telephone books () ()
(i) catalogues () ¢ )
(j) charts () ()
(k) comic books () ()
(1) other () ()
specity
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6. Writing Activities
(a) words
(b) factual information
(c) creative
(d) other -
specity
7. Gcmmicating with partners

. 8. Conference w:tli teachst
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Student Behavmr_s S

Pmictpatzon in Pre-discussion

Suggestmg vocabulary

Other g

spec:tfy 7 S B ]
Participation in Follow-up |
- Activity -

Looking for letters : |
words ' S B I B
pictures A EE
other _ _

specily ] .

Fﬂmg of papers e
Evidence of Student Enthusiasm L _ o
Name of CL.zs1ver date

Additional wates ow kack of 4his page
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APPENDIX K

Background: The Level of Use
Interviewing Technique
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The Level of Use Intsrview

The procedure chosen to measure the iﬁéi@i&u;iis LoU is the focused

iﬁEbE@iin According to Merton, Fiska and Kendall”, the "focused interview"
employs an interview guide with a list of objectives and questions but §ives

the interviewer latitude wichin the framework of the intarview guide. In

the LoU interview, a number of specifi: guestions are required sirnce they

have been found to be effective and efficient in_eliciting the necessary in-
formation. Howaver, thr interviewer is intimately knowledgeabie of the ob-

jectivas of the interview and is often required to use judgment in sequencing
of these questions, as well as in following up insufficient responses with

further juestions and probes.

The selection of a focused interview rather than a highly structured

interview (one that required standardized questions, probes and procedures)
was hased on several considerations. Although the LoU iiterview does require
certain questions, the LoU concept is too complex to expect that probes and
follow-up questions can be completely standardized and stiil be appropriate
for every situation:. As Maccoby and Maccoby? note, less structured inter-
views allow for standardization of meaning rather than relying on the same

words to mean the same thing to each interviewee: Each individual who is

intecviewed responds differently in extent, as well as content, and for the
objectives of tha interview to be met, follow-up to responses must be indi-=

vidualized. wMeaningless and misleading questions can b& avoided by allowing
the interviewer this flexibility. Less rigidity also éncourages more true-

to-lifs responses since the respondent can follow a natural train of thought.
Thus, more complete and detailed responses are obtained, and the interviewee
feels comfortable as if in a normal conversation. It is obvious. that a con-

sequénce of the focused interview is the necessity for more vigorocs incer-
vieweér training. However, the amount of freely provided and imporctant in-

formation that has been obtained through over 1,680 -ot intervisws sugporss

the belief that the selection of this :nterview orocecdure was we.l made.

N ?ﬁ.ﬁil Mérton, M. Fiske and P. X. Xendall, The Tocusaed rhrsriviaw: 4
1anual of Problems and Procedur=as (Glencoe, ILl.: Free 2ress, 193s):

%, E. maccoby and N. Maccoby, "The Interview: A Tocl of Scctal
icience,"” in Handbook of Social Psychology, 7ol. 1, ed. Sy 3. Lindzey
.Cambridge: Addison-Weslay; 1953).
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to interviewing is observation.f In research, it is naturaiiy
the goal to be as rigorous as po3sible. It follows that, if

one desires to measure behavior, it should ‘be thkough obser-

tageg appiy to the case of measuring LoU. Dean, Eichhorn and

Dean” note that:

(1) Interviews can get at past events, at events when

the interviewee is alone; and at situations where

outsiders would alter behavior;

(2) Interviews can reveal behaVior not ocecurring

during times when observations are made;

. (3) Interviews can reveal relationships that cannot
be observed;

(4) Interviews are aquick and efficient.

in the case of measuring LoU, all of the important user

long periods of time and delv1ng into correspondence,

conversations; planning sessions, contemplatlon, all of which

might change if an outside observer were_to be present. An

interview was seiected as the most feasible means for

collecting Lot data.on large samples. Furthermore,; it is the

most efficient way that has been found to determine. the LoU of

innovation users within a single school or university.

The problem remains thap relying chiefly on the self=

report of an indiv1duai may not give a full, true picture

of that individual's behavior. To compensate for this

potéhtlal weakness, the Level of Use interview has been
developed in such detail that questions can be asked about

various independent yet related behaviors that contribute to

establighing an individual's overall Level of Use. Maccoby and
Maccoby  point _out that if a number of questions are -
asked that differ in form and content but are related in a pre-
dicted meaningful or logical fashion (as they are through
operational definitions of Levels of Use), then a high corre-
lation between responsés to these questions indicates that they
tap a common characteristic of the individual. It has been

found in Levels of Use research that an individual's responses

to the interview questions are highly correlated; and thererore,
it can be assumed with a high degree of certainty that they measure

what they purport to measure; Level of Use of the Innovation.

? J.B. Dean, R.L. Eichhcrn and E:R. Dean, "Observation and.
Interv1ew1ng," irn An Introduction to uOCIai Besear<h, ed. by
J.T. Doby (N.Y.: Appleton-Century Crofts, 1967).

6 Maccoby and Maccoby, 1954.




Generic Nature of the Interview

~_ Another important characteristic of the LoU interview is
that it is not specific to any one innovation; that is; it is
generic. The LoU concept and the recommended interviewing B
procedure can be used for any innovation: Different questions
are not required for_different innovations: This will become
apparent as more is learned about the interview.

Eevels of Use of the Innovation

.. _Before reviewing the interview and rating procedures in
detail, it is of utmost importance that potential users of this
system internalize the Levels of Use concept. For,thi; reason,
an article explaining Levels of Use is reproduced here'. Note

that both raters and interviewers need to memorize the Levels
of Use Chart by the end of training. Familiarization with the

levels and categories is a prerequisite to beginning training

in both rating and interviewing skills.

*Note: The Success Program evaluator successfully completed a
- Levels of Use training program conducted by the Division
of Staff Develcpment (DCPS) in September, 1986.

7 G.E. Hall, S.F. Loucks; W:L: Rutherford and B.W. Newlove,
Levels of Use of the Innovation: A Framework for Analyzing
nnovation Adoption," Journal of Teacher Education, 26 (Spring,
975) .




