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COMPUTER-ASSISTED WRITING/READING INSTRUCTION OF YOUNG CHI ? -DREN:

A 2-YEAR EVALUATION OF "WRITING TO READ"

In-recent years, such interest has been generated regarding the development
of writing and reading skills in young children. This emphasis is,, in part,
due to the nation's focus on early intervention and academic skill deVAlopment
in response to issues raised 'in A Nation at Risk and the ensuing educational
reform movement. Many school districts have responded to this focus onearly
acadelic "skill development by implementing full-day kindergarten option0 and/or
special instructional. programs in reading and writing at early grade levels.
One such program is "Writing to,Read," developed by D. John Henry Martin, and
published-by IBM. Corporation.

This study summarizes the outcomes of a two-year investigation (1986-1988) of
the Writing to Read Program. The study design was, in part, a replication of
a study conducted by Educational Testing Seivice (Murphy & Appel, 1984). The
Writing to Read Program is a computer-based instructional system designed to
-develop the writing and reading skills of kindergarten and first grade students.
The goals-of the Writing to lead Program Are for students to:

- learL the alphabetic principle which lets them write anything
theY can say,

- use a-consistent phonemic spelling system,
- learn how to use the computer which acts as a guide or tutor,
- discover the joy of language,
- develop their Ability tnexpress their ideas and to manipulate

the English language.

OBJECTIVES

In September 1986, the Writing to Read Program was implemented at one school
site (experimental school) as a pilot program in Community Consolidated School
District 65. The purpose of the pilot was to investigate the effects of this
program on kindergarten and first grade students. Two other school sites were
selected as control schools since they had comparable demographic characteristics
(X low-income, ethnic groups, test scores) to the experimental school population.

METHOD

A pretest/posttest experimental control school design was used to investigate
.program effectiveness;- assessment focused-on writing, reading and spelling
skills. Writing skilli were measured using writing samples. Reading skills
were measured_ using-the California Achievement Test. Parent and teacher
opinions of the prograavere collected at the,end of the school year. This
design replicated the EdUcational Testing Service study; however, -the design
was expanded to include i follow -up study of second graders and a special
assessment of kindergartners' reading skills. Rather than assessing prereadiness
skills using a standardited achievement teat for kindergartners, specialized
test items allowed for the assessment of children's actual reading vocabulary
and compreheniicn. In the Educational Testing Service study', a variety of
standardized achievement test measures were used; however, prereadiness measures
were not separately reported,fromreading measures.
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ASSESSMENT OF WRITING SAMPLES:- K, 1

Kindergarten-and Grade 1 Assessment: Year 1

During the first year of the pilot-, a preliminary study of writing skills
was carried.out. Both kindergartner and first grade writing samples from
experimental students were compared-to samples of control students in-these
same grades. Writing. samples Wereevaluated using district criteria based
on a four -point scale: 4 inadequate, 3 - basic; 2 good; 1 - excellent.
Writing to read-children performed significantly better (see Table than
their comparison-peers in kindergarten .(X424.66, df=3, 1,4.001) and first
grade (X48.501, df=3, p4.05).-

Table 1 Percent of Students Obtaining, Cores of
1, 2, 3, 4 on Writing Samples: Year 1,

Kindergarten and First Grade

-Grade K Grade 1

Writing Score Writing Score

N 1 It- 3 N , 1 2 3 4

Experimental 76 21. 24 22 33 56 52 20 25 3

Control- 66 2 9 21 68 74 28 23 38 11

These-data suggest that Writing to Read had a strong impact on the writing

abilitiet of- children in kindergarten and first grade even after approximately

14 weeks in, the program. Since-pretest differences were not 'accounted for in

this first year analysis, a sore rigoroui analysis was Undertaken in the

second year of implementation.

Kindergarten Writing Assessment: Year 2

Kindergartenteachers.administered the "Draw A Person-
"1

test-to district

Children in- the fall of-the second year. In order to deteimine if this

second cohort of'kindergarten children in the experimental and control groups

was coipirable,at t test was applied to-the average scores obtained by each

,group on the "Draw illerson" teat. The average score far the eiperimental

group was 5.12. The control group's average score was 4.77 -. These differences

were not statistically significant. It was then possible to proceed with

Comparisons of kindergarten writing:scores.

Table 2 shows the distribution Of scores of kindergarten students at experi-

mental and control schools.

1Draw4 Person is,a.norm-referenced, nonverbal measure of intellectual ability

based'on human figure drawings done by children and adolescent's.
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Table 2 Percent of Students Obtaining 'Scores of
1, 2, 3, 4 on Writing Samples: Year 2,

Kindergarten

3.

Writing Score

Excellent Good Basic Inadeuate

N 1 2 3 /4

Experimental "47 34 19 21 26

Control 65 1 11 11 77

Fifty-three percent of the childrin in the Writing to Read Program obtained
scores of excellent or good while 12% of the children in control schiols obtained
similat scores. These differences were statistically significant (X =35.3,
df=3, p= .00) and indicate that kindergarten children in the Writing to Read
Program write better than children in the comparison group.

Grade .1 Writing Assessment: Year 2

The second cohort of first graders not only. received Writing to Read
instruction at first grade but had received this training in kindergarten
as well. Before assessing the writing samples of these first graders, a
comparability study was undertaken. The prereading average'scores (C.A.T.,
Level 10, 1987 spring) for experimental and contrci group students for whom
a writing score was obtained at the end of first grade are shown in Table 3.

Table 3' Average Pretest Differences: Year 2, First Grade

N Visual Sound

Pretest
Total

Comp. ReadingVoc.

Experimental

Control

43

41

523

n.s.

506

522

n.s.

508

504

p=.001

562

475

p= .007

521

490

p=.001

540
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There were no statistically, significant differences in Visual and Sound
Recognition scores but average scores inNocabulary (t=3.55, df=82, p=.001),
Comprehension (t=2.79, df=82, 1)=.007) and Total ?rereading (t=3.33, df=82, .0m.001;
were_ significantly different favoring, the control group. It was not possible
to adjust for these differences in analyzing the, distribution of writing sample
scores and, therefore, this non-comparability in: the experimental and control
groups in total prereading should be kept in mind when interpreting writing
sample outcomes.

Table 4 shows the distribution of writing scores, of first grade students at
experimental and control schools.

Table 4 Percent of Students Obtaining Scores of
1, 2, 3, 4 on 'Writing Samples: Year 2,

First Grade

ExCellent 'Good Basic Ihadequate

N 1 2 3 4

Experimental 42 26 45 26 2

Control 40 22 32 25 20

Seventy-one percent of the children in the Writing to Read Program obtained
scores of excellent or good while 54% of the children in control schools

obtained similar scores. There appeared to be a significant difference in the

number of papers which fell into the "inadequate" category (4): two percent of

the experimental group, twenty percent of the control group. These differences

in the distribution, however, were not statistically significant at the .05 level.
If the groups had been shown to be comparable on the reading pretest, one could
more readily suggest that the strong difference observed in the writing samples

of kindergarten children in the Writing to Read Program seems not to be present

in the first grade samples. However, given the higher pretest scores of the
control group, one can speculate that the trend toward better papers in the
experimental group may be more than a trend, rather a difference.

ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT READING: K,1

Kindergarten and Grade 1 Reading Assessment: YeaT 1

In the first year, an analysis of reading skilisiimas undertaken for kindergarten

and first grade students. The readiness level (designed forkindergartners) of

the California Achievement Test (C.A.T.) was adiinistered to kindergartners as

a pre- and'post-test. First *graders were administered the first grade level

-of theC.A.T. test at the end of their fiest grade year. Spring test scores

from their kindergarten year were used as pretest data. A E,test was used to

assess group differences.

6
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Tables 5 and 6 show results of thiS first year assessment.

Table 5 Average Pre/Post Scale Scores for Reading: Year 1
Kindergarten

5.

'Pretest , Posttest total
N. .Visual Sound Visual Sound Voc. pomp. Preread.

EXperimental 64 451 442 526 524 514 489 501

ly=.02 n.s. /31.01 n.s. Tio.002 n.s. p=.01
Control 63 423 456 306 506 556 513 533

Table 6 Average Pre/Post Scale Scores for Reading: Year 1
First Grade

Pretest

Vocab. Comp.

Posttest

Prereading
Total

Reading

Experimental

-Control

60

77

266

n. s.

258

540

n.s.

542

558

558'

549

n.s.

550

Kindergarten Writing to Read children had a higher Visual Recognition prescore
which they maintained on the posttest. 'Control groups had a higher score on the

vocabulary posttest. There were no statistically significant differences on
pre- or post-test reading scores for Writing to Read and control groups in first

grade.

11A1121IELPtading Assessment: Year

The kindeigarten results of this first-year study raised questions about the
appropriateness of the C.A.T. prereading test as the measure of program outcomes

for kindergartners. The choice of instrument was questioned for two reasons:

1) the Writing to Read children were writing stories using elaborate and
advanced vocabulary which they could read--yet this strength was not evident
in prereading vocabulary scores on the C.A.T.; 2) the vocabulary measured in
standardized tests is derived in large part from basal reading series. Writing

to Read children spend one-third of their reading instruction time using basal

reading materials and.two-thirdsin the Writing to Read Center.

7
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The specific question raised in response to the first observation was, what
would be the effects of measuring kindergarten reading ability by means of
a sample of reading items adapted from a standardized achievement test
rather than "prereading" items? The question in response to the second
observation was, what,Would be the effects of measuring kindergarten reading

ability by means of reading items derived from both an achievement test and
from the structural and phonemic principles underlying the Writing to Read

program?

To address these questions, students were assessed using: 1) single sentence

reading items from a first grade achievement test; and 2) vocabulary items

which were based on the same principles as those underlying words found in the
Writing to. Read Program, but not the' exact words.

As discussed earlier, experimental and control group students were found to be
comparable on the "Draw a Person" test. Thus, it was possible to apply-the
t test to determine if the differences in average scores of experimental and

control groups on the district-made reading test were significant. Results

are shown in Tables 7 and 8.,

Table 7 Vocabulary Average Scores: Year 2
Kindergarten

Voc.

Experimental 49

Control 60

7.06

5.50

3.44

plig.001

Table 8 Comprehension Average Scores: Year 2
Kindergarten

Experimental 50

Control 66

Comp.

5.8

4.2

4.40

pim.000

Kindergarten children in the Writing to Read Program obtained significantly

higher reading vocabulary and comprehension scores than the kindergarten

control group children on the district-made test.

8
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Grade 1 Reading Assessment: Year 2

Before assessing the reading status of first-- graders, a comparability study tias
undertaken. The prereading average scores (0.A.T., Level 10, Spring 1987) far
experimental and control group students for whom posttest reading scores were
available at the end:of first grade are shown in Table 9.

Table 9 Average Pretest Scale Scores: Year. 2, First Grade

N Visual Sound

Pretest

Voc. Comp.
Total
Reading

Experimental

Control

45

50

524

n.s.

507

520

'n.s.

511

505

pn.001
558

476

p..003
522

491

pn.001
538

There were no statistically significant differences in Visual And Sound
Recognition average scores but the Scores in Vocabulary, Comprehension and
Total Reading were significantly different favoring the control group. In

order to determine if differences in first grade reading scores. were
statistically significant, an analysis of covariance was undertaken.

Table 10 shows the average scale score for experimental and control groups on
the first grade reading test before and after adjustments were made on pre-
scores.

Table 10 Average Posttest Scale Scores: Year 2, First Grade

N

Experimental 44

Control 50

Adjusted
Readin Readi

566 583

p -.08

579 564

Although the data show a trend favoring the experimental group, differences
were non-significant.

9
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Assessment of Student Spelling

In the first year, a special study of spelling skills was undertaken to examine,

the effects of the phonemic approach in the Writing to Read Program on conven-

tional spelling performance. A list of twelve spelling words, derived from the

district spilling series, was administered at the beginning and end of the school

year to first graders.

Table 11shows the average spelling scores of experimental. and control groups

prior to and after the intervention of the Writing to Read program.

Table 11 ?re- and Post-testAverage Spelling Scores and
Significance of Their. Difference

N Pre

Experimental 64

Control 85

2.55

2.13

Post

8.56

p.01
7.62

There was no significant difference in the average spelling pretest scores

between first grade Writing to Read children and children in the control

schools:. On the average, the children spelled two of the twelve words

correctly. All of the children increased their spelling skills by the end`ofi

the school year. However, Writing to Read children's average score o2 nine

words tested out to be significantly greater, than that of the control group

(eight words). These data suggest that the consistent use of the phonemic

spelling system, which the children encountered in the Writing to Read program,

did not interfere with their developing standard Englishsplling skills.

Survey of Parents

To collect parent feedback regarding the program, a questionnaire was mailed

to all parents of children in the Writing to Read program in bOth years.

Responses were-received from 46% and 48% of the parents, respectively. The

survey data are presented in Appendix A.

A large percentage indicated =that they and their children liked the Writing

to Read program.

10
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When asked about evidence they may have seen at home of their child's reading
and writing skills, the most frequently chosen were: wants. to be read to;
reads signs, labels, books, etc.; shares school work and wants to read it;
writes words and stories.

The parents were asked to compare the progress of their child in reading and
writing with the progress of their other, older children. Of those parents
who had-older children, about half believed their ch4/A to be making better
progress and about one -third believed their child to to 'reading about the same:

as the older child did. As for writing, over half indicated that their child
was doing better than the older child and about one-quarter reported that the
child was writing about the same as the older child did.

Regarding computers in education, parent respondents agreeithat important

today that children learn about computers and how to use theavai soonas

possible.

Almost three-quarters of parent respondents indicated that their child did not

know how to read when school started. In sum, there appeared tote a high level
of satisfaction' with the Writing to Read Program on:the part of parentiespondents.

Survey of Teachers

In May of the first year, questionnaires were distributed to the teachers involved

in the Writing to Read-pilot study. There were eight Writing to Read teachers

and nine control teachers. Responses were received from all participating

teachers. Their responseso theAuestionnaire are 'listed in Appendix B.

Asked to rate the overall, effectiveness of the program, 87.5% of the Writing

to Read teachers rated their reading programs as "very effective-in contrast

with 44% of the contra-teachers. The remaining teachers rated their reading

programs "effective:' Teachers were also asked to rate the effectiveness of

their reading,prograis for different performance groups. The majority of Writing

to Read teacheri rated their programa as "very effective" for above, average and

bOlow average children while the majority of the control groupteachers rated

their programs as effective for all groups of children.

All the Writing to Read teachers for whom these questions were applicable

thought that most of theiratudentaread better and were writingbetter than

students in previous classes. The majority of control teachers thought-most

of 'their students were reading and writing about the same as student' in previous

classes. "None of the teachers in the control schools indicated that they spent

more time. on reading than in previous years; seventy-five percent of the Writing

to Read teachers reported they spent moratime on reading than in previous years.

In both experimental and control groups, all the teachers for whoathis.question

was applicable responded that they spent more time on writing than in previous

years.

Both experimental and control teachers believed that it is important today for

children to learn about computers and how to use them and that kindergarten

and first graderi are not too young to learn by computers.

1,1
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Fallow -up Assessment of Student Writing: Grade 2
......

One of the questions raised a4 a result of the firstyttar study was what ths
long range effects of the Wr#ing to Read prograM would be in the areas of
reading and writing.

It was possible in the seCond;year to study the performance of the group of
children who had,14 weeks of Writing to Read when they were first graders.
Consistent with the overall evaluation design, writing samples'of children who
were in the experimental program during first grids were analyzed in comparison

with writing.samples from the Control schools..

Table 12 shows the distribution of scores of second grade students.

Table 12 Percent Ci1 Second Grade Students Obtainini, Scores
of 1, 2, 3, 4,on Writing Samples

Excellent :Good Basic Inadequate

N I 2 3 -4

Experimental 56 28 28 36 8

Control 30 10 27 47 17

Fifty-six percent of the children who had:been in the Writing to Read program

obtained scores of excellent or good while 37% of -.the children in control

schools obtained similar scores,. Despite this difference in the distribution,

it was not statistically significant.

Since each,O2'fthe three scorers commented on. a qualitative: difference in the

writing samples of the children in the experimental program, a question was.

raised, about the appropriateness of,the chi square test in meet.Aring these

differences. Another statistical analysis was undertaken. .Instead of looking

at the humbor'of samples which fell into each of the four-Citegories, a t test

was applied to the average scores obtained by experiments/ and control groups.

Table 13 Mean Writing Score Differences and Their Significance

Mean

Experimental 30

Control 30

2.24

2.70

12

-2.14

pm.035
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As shown in Table 10, there isa statistically significant difference in the
average scores of the writing samples of experimental and control group second
grade students; the average Writing to Read student's score. falling into the
"good" category, the- control student's average score falling into the "basic"
category. Given the data at hand, what can be said is that the writing samples
of students-who were in the Writing to Read Program as first graders tend to be
more fully deVeloped-and better organized than those of the control group.

Follow-up Assessment of Student Reading:. Grade 2

Before analyzing the reading status of the second grade students, a t test was
appliid tc their spring C.A.T. reading scores from first grade to determine if
the second grade groups being studied were comparable.

There was no statistically .significant difference in average reading. scores of
experimental and control groups as shown in Table 14.

Table 14 : Average Pretest Scale Scores for Reading:
1987-88 Second Grade

_Experimental

Control

61

85

Pretest
Readin:

565

556

.65

n.s.

A t test was then applied to the second grade reading scores with the following

results:

Table 15 Avevage Posttest Scale Scores for Reading:
1987-88 Second Grade

Posttest
Reading

Experimental 61

Control 85

642

655

There was no significant difference in the reading scores of the second grad
follow-up population.

13
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Summary of Findings

For two years, 198648, a compu4r,based instructional system, Writing to
Read, was piloted at the kindergarten and first grade levels. This report
focuses ()tithe effects of this program and includes -measures of student writing,
performance on district-made and-standardized reading tests, and-a follOw-up
on second graders. Questions were asked of=parents-by means of surveys.
Statistical techniques of group comparison and pre/post testing were used to
determine effects of the program. Major outcomes are these:

Writing sample scores of kindergarten children in the Writing
to Read Program were significantly better than children in the
comparison group.

First grade children in the Writing to Read Program tend to get
higher scores on their writing samples than do children in the
comparison group but are not significantly different.

Reading Vocabulary and Comprehension,scores of Writing_to Read
kindergarten children were significantly higher than those of
the comparison group.

First grade children in the Writing to Read Program tend to score
higher than the comparison group in reading but are not significantly

different.

Writing to Read first graders obtained higher spelling scores than
comparison first graders.

Teachers respond positively to Writing to Reid. They feel that

students read and write better than students in previous years.

Parents respond positively to Writing to Read. A majority report
that their child doewhetier in reading and writing than their
preVious children.

There were no statistically significant differences in the distri-
bution-of-writing scares between follow-up second grade experimental
and control group students; however, when average writing scores were
obtained, there was a significant difference favoring the experimental
group.

There was no significant differenCe in the average reading scores of
follow-up second grade experimental and control group students.

14
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Limitations

Several limitations to the study design affect the validity and generalize-
bility of the conclusions. Limitations include -the quasi- experimental research
design, the additional aide in the Writing to Read Center, and the lack of
comparison to an alternative kindergarten writing program.

The Board of Education decision to implement the Writing to Read Program at
only one site limited the study design. A randomized study was not possible.
Therefore, control students had to be matched on certain demographic data
such as SES and ethnicity. Although pretest data were available to analyze
pre-existing differences between groups and several cohort grcups were inves-
tigated, the non-randomized design does not allow, one to rule Out that factors
other than the intervention contributed to posttest differences.

The use of a full-time aide in addition to the teacher in the Writing to Read
Center may also have contributed to the treatment effect. Rather than the
Writing to Read program, it may be the additional resource. person that contri-
buted to the differences.

Finally, a more appropriate research design would have included an alternative
writing intervention at-kindergartin. The present study only compared Writing
to Read to the district language arts curriculum at kindergarten. This curriculum
does not focus.on writing. -Unfortunately, the present study did-not have the
luxury of planning such a comparison. A studr is now underway to investigate
a less costly alternative.

Implications

The 1987-88 Writing to Read pilot study results were generally consistent from
the first to second year and were also consistent with the findings-of the
national Writing to Read study conducted by Educational Testing Service as well
as other more recant studies (Baron, 1986; Baron and Sierra, 1988; Stevenson,
Cathey -Pugh, and Kosmidis, 1988).

An implication to be drawn from this two-year pilot study is that the Writing
to Read:system does what-it purports to do and is at effective intervention
for developing writing and reading skilIt in kindergarten and writing skills in
first grade. The quality of the writirg-samples, in particular, seems to
corroborate the Writing to Read Program rationale.

15
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Writing to Read builds on students' natural language development and provides
a consistent format which allows students to turn their spoken language into
words they can read. The ready-made package for accomplishing these goals,
however, is relatively costly.. .Without making'use of the.sephisticated
nology, Which is certainly appealing to the children and-keeps-them on task,
the principles them-Selves, i.e., talk,. writs, read should be more thoroughly
tested as another: approach to teaching in kindergitten and.first grade. A
study of this nature couditcted by Naron and Sierra (1988) suggests that-Writing
Process Instruction maybe a less costly alternative with comparable results to
the Writing to Read Progied.

16
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Appendix A

Teacher Questionnaire *
Kindergarten and First Grade Teachers

Experimental (X) and Control (C) Schools

1. Do you use a reading program?

2. How do you feel about the reading program?

Reported in Percents

X

N "8

Yes 100 89

No 11

Like it very much 87.5 56

Like it 12.5 33

No
Dislike it
Dislike it very much
No response 11

3. How would you rate its overall effectiveness?

Very effective 87.5 44

Effective 12.5 44

Not sure
Ineffective
Very ineffective
No, response 11

4. How do you think the progress in readlni of most of

your students compares to the progress in,reading of

your Students in previous years?

Reading better than students in previbus classes 75 22

Reading about thelsame as students in previous 44

,classes
Not reading as well as students in previous classes

This is my first year teaching at this grade level 12.5

Not applicable (not taught at this grade level) 12.5 11

No responge

5. How do you think the progress in writing of most of

your students compares to the progress in writing of

your students in previous years?

22

Writing better than students in previous classes 75 22

Writing about the same as students in previous

classes
Not writing as well as students in previous classes 22

This is my first year teaching at this grade level 12.5

Not applicable (not taught at .this grade level) 12.5

56
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6. How does the ,amount of time you. spend on reading
compare with the amount you spent in previous years?

Spending more time on reading, than in previous years 75

Spending about the stile amount of time 12.5

Spending less time on reading than in previous years
Not applicable (not taught at this grads level) 12.5

Not applicable Uirst year teaching this grade level)

7. How does the amount of time you spend on writing
.(expository writing rather than penmanship) compare
with the. amount you spent in previouS years?

Spending more time on-writingthan in previous years 87.5

Spending about the same amount of time
Spending less:time On writing than in previous years
Not applidable (not taught at this.grade1evel) 12.5

Not applicable (first year teaching this-grade level)

8. How would you rate the effectiveness of your reading

program_fdr the following groups of children?
(Please check one in each column)

78

22

44

56

Very effective
Effective
Not sure
Ineffective
Very ineffective
No response

Above Average Average

X C

75 33

12.5 56
12.5

11

Below Average

X

100

C

33
56

11

X

62.5
25

12.5

C

11
78

11

9. What kind of feedback have you had from parents

about your reading program? X C

Very, positive 75 22-

Positive 25 56

No feedback 22

Negative
Very negative
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10. It is important today that children learn about
computers -and how to use them.

11. The children are progressing as well as
expected.

12. Money being spent on computers should be
spent on other things.

13. Too such time is spent on the reading
program.

14. Children this age are too young to learn by

computers.

15. I hope our school will continue to use
the reading program next year.

16. Our school should emphasize reading skills`
more than they do at present

17. Our school should emphosize writing skills
more than they do at present.

20

X C

Agree 87.5 78

Disagree 12.5 11
No Response 11

Agree 100 67

Disagree 11
No Response 22

Agree 12.5 22

Disagree 87.5 33

No Response 44

Agee 11.

. Disagree 100' 78

No Response 11

Agree 12.5 22

Disagree 87.5 67

No Response,

Agree 100

11

78

Disagree 11

No Response 11

Agree 11

Disagree 87.5 78

No Response 1Z.5 11.

Agree 12.5 11

Disagree 75 78

No Response 12.5 11



Appendix B

Parent Survey* Responses
Writing to Readlindergarten.and First Grade Students

Reported in Percents

N ='66 N =69

1. Are you familiar with the Writing to Read program
being used in your child's class? Yes 97 96

No 3 4

2. Row have you learned about the Writing to Read
program? (Please cheek all that apply)

By talkin; with my child 83 91
BytalkiniN with my child's teacher 77 78

By talking; to other parents 27 22.

By visiting the school 58 65

The school sent me_a notice about it 58 58

3. In general, how do you feel' about theWriting to Read
program?

I like it verymuch 71 - 71

I like it 20 14

Not sure 5 6

I dislike it 3 0

I dislike it very. ,much 0 1.5

No response 1 1.5-

4. Row do you think your child feels about the Writing to Read
pogram?

Likes it very much 79 81

Likes it somewhat 17 10

I don't know 0 3

Doesn't seem to like it 0 0

Doesn't like it at all 1 3

No Response 3 3

5. What evidence of your child's reading and writing
skills have you seen at home? (Please check all that apply)

Leaves notes around the house 52 54

Reads signs, labels, books, etc. 79 86

Wants to-be read to 80 75

Wants to do his/her own reading 70 75

Wants to read to other people 65 61

Writes words and stories 76 83

Shares school work and wants to read it 77 72

No response 1 1

*Items are reprinted withpermission by IBM Corporation.
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6. low do you think your child's progreseln reading
compArei to your ocher children's.st this grade level?

Is doing battier than my alder children did
Reads about the same is my older children did
Is not doing as well as my older children did
Have no opinion
This is my first child at this grade, level

7. How do you think your child's progress in writing,compares
to your other children's at this grade, level?

8.

9.

te'doing better than my older children-did
Writes about the sine as-my older children did
Is not doing as well as my older children did
lave no opinion
This is my first child at this grade level

It is important today that children learn about
computers and how to use then as soon as,possible., Agree

Disagree
NO response

The money being spent on computers should be spent
on other things. Agree

Disagree
No response

10. t an concerned about the way my child spells
'words when writing. Aeroi

Disagree
No response

11. Too much class time is Spent on Writing to Read. Agree
Disagree

No response

12. Children at this age are much too young to
learn by coputer*

13. MY child know how to read when school started.

Agree
Disagree

No response

Agree
Disagree

No response

14. t hope our school will continue to use the
ritine to Read progrim being-used this year. Agree

Disagree
No response

15. Our school should emphasise reading skills
more than they do at present.

16. Our school should emphasise writing skills
more than they do at present.

P2

Agree
Disagree

No response

Agree
,Disagroo

No response

Reported in Percents

19 27.5
13 4,5
3

-§,

6 4
52 4'3

23 '0-
.;.,,,

9 10

3 3

5 13
52 4$

85 88
14 7

1 4

5 7

82 86

13 7

42 48

55 46

3 6

4.5 6

94 93

1.5 1

3 3

94 94

3 3

20 29

74 67

6 4

-92 91

3 1

S 7

41 58

55 32

4 10

39 55

56 33

3 12


