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ABSTRACT
AN INVESTIGATION OF THE EFFECTS OF TWO READING READINESS
PROGRAMS WHICH WERE ADMINISTERED BY PARENTS TO THEIR

POST-KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN ON MEASURES OF READINESS,
LISTENING, AND BEGINNING READING

By

Elaine Marie Weber

It was the purpose of this study to determine the effect of
two reading readiness programs administered by parents to their post-
kindergarten children on measures of readiness, listening, and beginning
reading. The two readiness programs differed in the methods they
employed to develop reading readiness. The two methods represented
were a language experience approach and a phonics approach.

The subjects in this study were the children from kindergarten
classes in two elementary schools in Flint, Michigan, whose parents
volunteered to administer a six-week readiness program to their own
children in their homes. A1l kindergarten children in the two schools
were randomly assigned within each classroom to a pretest of the

Metropolitan Readiness Test Form A or to a coloring book experience.

Children whose parents volunteered for the program were randomly
assigned within each school building to one of the two reading readiness
programs. Parents of the subjects attended two training sessions in
preparation for the program and weekly guidance was offered by a trained

paraprofessional at each school building site. The instructional
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materials were in the form of weekly packets which included daily
instructions directed to the parents. Subjects were tested with the

Metropolitan Readiness Test Form B the following September and subse-

quent follow-up tests of the Cooperative Listening Test in late January

and the Gates MacGinitie Reading Tests in June.

A multivariate analysis of variance and a univariate analysis
of variance were the statistical tools employed with the level of
significance set at .05. Independent variables were pretest, school
building, and program.

Of the twenty-one null hypotheses tested, five were rejected.
The multivariate analysis of variance revealed significant differences
between subjects from the two school buildings on measures of readiness
and beginning reading and the independent variable, building, further
contributed to the significant interactions of mean scores identified
on the same measures. The univariate analysis of variance revealed
that a significant difference existed between subjects who had received
the phonics program and subjects who had received the language

experience on the Cooperative Listening Test favoring the language

experience program.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

The role of parents in the intellectual development of their
children has moved to the extreme point on a continuum from its begin-
ning, which is described by Gordon in an address to the American
Educational Research Association Convention in April of 1972. He
states:

The concept of parents as teachers has an ancient and

honorable tradition . . . in Leviticus, the ancient Hebrews
were enjoined to take the principles of their beliefs and
told: Thou shalt teach them diligently unto thy children,
speaking of them when thy sittest in thy house, when thou
walkest by the way, when thou liest down and when thou
risest up.!

From the above position, educators have gradually assumed this
role in almost total exclusion of the parent. It is not uncommon to
hear teachers express such statements as, "Let the parents take care
of the child's physical and spiritual growth and let the school take
care of his intellectual growth." Research, as well as common sense,
tells us that this position is totally unrealistic since a child's

intellectual achievements are strongly influenced by experiences of

Ira J. Gordon, "What Do We Know About Parents as Teachers?"
(Paper presented at the American Educational Research Association in
Chicago, I1linois, April 3-7, 1972), 10 pages in ERIC, Ed 065788, p. 1.
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his whole world and the all-pervading influence is that of his parents.
Why educators moved to this position on the continuum is explained in
further comments by Gordon when he says:
In modern times professional educators have developed
and preached that parents are unable to be effective teach-
ers of their children. As we have professionalized and
bureaucratized education, and, of course subject matter
has become far too complex to be handled in simple fashion
at home the parent has been told that he not only has little
role as a teacher, but that his efforts may even be
destructive.?
This extreme position taken regarding the parental role in
the educative process of children has been reevaluated and research
has evidenced that school cannot assume total responsibility for
children's intellectual growth. Research in child development indicates
that most of the intellectual development of the child has taken place
before he enters school. Schaefer in an article entitled "Learning from

Each Other," from Childhood Education says that:

The mean level of intellectual development tends to be
established as early as age three years of age and the
schools don't change it; they merely educate at the level
to which the family and community have initially developed
the child's skills. I found that most socioeconomic groups
test at their own level by age three.?

Programs have been designed to enhance the intellectual develop-
ment of children by intervening in the relationship of parent and child
particularly in the verbal interactive process. Studies indicate that

manipulation of the parent-child interactions have rendered measurable

2Ibid., p. 1.

3tarl S. Schaefer, "Learning from Each Other," Childhood
Education 48, No. 1 (October 1971): 3-4.
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effects on the intellectual development of the child. Weikart states
as a result of his work with parents and children in a preschool
project in Ypsilanti, Michigan: "Significant gains in cognitive
development can be made by children who are taught in their homes

by their parents."*

Even when it is acknowledged that the events in a child's home
have a great influence on what happens and what can happen to a child's
formal education, the school in most instances deals exclusively with
the child. Grisson, a school social worker in Indianapolis, Indiana
and a lecturer at Butler University, stated:

We readily accept the truism--that what the child is

when he comes to school is crucially influenced by the
social, cultural, economic, psychological and spiritual
environment in which he has lived from the moment of con-
ception until formal education begins. But sometimes we
have been guilty of trying to work with the child without
including his family. We have tried to know him without
knowing his mother, father, siblings, grandparents.®

Often parents are confused or indifferent about what role they
play in the education of their children as evidenced by questions they
ask about specific academic areas. Artley compiled a 1ist of questions
frequently asked by parents about the reading program. Implicit in the
questions are concerns about their responsibility in the educative

process:

1. What is a readiness program? Why aren't children
given readers on their entrance to the first grade?

“David P. Weikart et al., "Perry Pre-School Progress" (Monograph
from Ypsilanti Public Schools, Ypsilanti, Michigan, 1965), p. 17

Scatherine E. Grisson, "Parents and Conferences," Childhood
Education, December 1971, p. 139.



2. How can children learn to read if they don't know their
ABC's? Shall I teach them the ABC's before they go to
school?

3. Is phonics taught in our schools? How can children
recognize a word if they don't know the sounds of the
letters?

4. Is the alphabet ever taught in sequence? When?

5. Why are children grouped for reading? Why aren't
all of the children reading from the same reader?

6. What provisions are made for the retarded readers in
the room? What percentage of the group is retarded
in reading?

7. Is phonics the only procedure that is of value in
attacking unfamiliar words?

8. What can I do about the comicbook problem?

9. How are children being taught to read mathematics,
science, and geography?

10. Shouldn't children be expected to attain a certain
norm or standard before promoted to the next grade?

11. What books and magazines should be recommended for
home reading?

12. What methods are being used in teaching reading today?
13. How can I help my child with his reading at home?
14. What is the reason for a child'§ jnabi]ity.to gerceive
the new words he meets in unfamiliar material?
Not only are these questions indicative of their concern for
their role as teacher of their child, but also of their role as a

support system for the learning taking place at school. Without

®A. Sterl Artley, "What Do Parent's Questions Mean?" The
Reading Teacher, October 1956, p. 17.
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knowledge of the sequence of learning, it would be difficult to
support the child in his academic endeavors.

In 1956 Larrick surveyed parents and found that 40 percent of
the parents wanted to know how reading was taught and how parents could
help children develop their reading skills further. Approximately 60
percent of the parents indicated they were interested in increasing
their children's reading interests and in learning how to guide their
children in further developing them. Even though parents indicated an
interest in helping their children develop reading skills and reading
interests, they seemed to be at a loss to recommend specific books for
their children.’

Parents are interested in the intellectual development of their
children and have a vested right to be educated and informed so that
they can give support to the educational endeavors of the school and
can share in the responsibility for educating their children. In order
for parents to assume this responsibility, we must broaden our view of
the education process to include all events of a child's life that
contribute to his intellectual development.

Schaefer, claims that modern research calls for a new per-
spective on education and that education is still thought of in its
most restricted sense. He states:

It is still quite common today, when we talk about

education; to mean what happens to a school-age child

in a classroom under the supervision of a professional
educator who seeks to help him learn academic skills

"Nancy Larrick, "Lets Enlist the Parents," Education 76
(May 1956): 522-535
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through formal instruction, usually with a grade sequence.
When we refer to the U.S. Office of Education, we really
mean the U.S. Office of Schooling. If this model of
education was ever functional, it no longer is.®
Schaefer advocates the new perspective be family-centered.
The public school would be responsible for providing support for
families so they, in turn, can care for and educate their children.
Thus the reform called for is to move the focus, which is totally on
the school as the educating institution, to both the home and school
as partners in this endeavor. Therefore attention would be given to
families and how they function and not just to schools and how they
function. The existing view of the family as part of the problem
would need to be altered to a view that it is part of the solution.?®
In 1970 El1liott Richardson of the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare stated that the challenge of the seventies was
to make every home a learning center. Even though all homes are
learning centers some are obviously more effective than others.!?
In accordance with this challenge to make every home a learning
center, programs aimed at that goal need to be assessed as to their
effects on specific aspects of the intellectual development of the

child. Both parents and educators need to be cognizant of the results

of efforts expended by parents toward this goal.

8tarl S. Schaefer, "Learning from Each Other," Childhood
Education 48, No. 1 (October 1971): 2.

’Ibid., pp. 2-5.
1 Ibid., p. 2.
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Purpose of the Study

This study has three main purposes:

1. To determine the effects of two fundamentally different
reading readiness programs, which have been administered
by parents, on a standardized measure of readiness.

2. To determine the effects of two fundamentally different
reading readiness programs, which have been administered
by parents, on a standardized measure of listening.

3. To determine the effects of two fundamentally different
reading readiness programs, which have been administered

by parents, on a standardized measure of beginning reading.

Need for the Study

Programs that are prepared for parents to interact with their
children in specified ways for enhancing intellectual development need
to be defined as to their outcomes in terms of the intellectual growth
of the child. If the present educational institutions are to assume
the responsibility for guiding parents toward this new goal, they must
be informed and the information must be based on sound research
findings.

Methods proposed must be defined by the specific effect that
they will have on the intellectual development of the child. In order
to adequately prescribe methods, research must be conducted using

different methods that are generalizable to the unique setting in
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which they are proposed. Existing research on reading methodology,
because it was conducted in traditional educational settings with
trained teachers, is not usually generalizable to parents, who for
the most part are not trained teachers, nor the home setting which
has different features than a classroom.

Institutions which provide programs for parents to administer
to their children must investigate and define for the parents the out-
comes of such endeavors. One such program was offered by the Mott
Institute for Community Improvement, Michigan State University, to
the parents of post-kindergarten children. The program provided a
variety of materials which reflected fundamentally different proce-
dures for development of the skills of reading readiness. No attempt
was made to define those aspects of readiness or reading that were
affected by the various methods.

This particular parent program of the Mott Institute called
the Early Elementary Education Project evolved from a program which
supplemented reading readiness skills with highly individualized
procedures along with the traditional readiness program. Parents
of the children in this program wanted some means of continuing this
reading readiness instruction over the summer months when no formal
classroom instruction was offered. Instructional packets were developed
for parents to use with their children during the summer months.

Since that first program was launched in the summer of 1970,
the endeavor has continued with the same basic structure, except that

a variety of instructional materials were offered to the parents.
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Many times the materials reflected a variety of methods for developing
readiness skills. Until this study there had been no attempt to
determine the achievement outcomes of any part of this parent program.
Selection of instructional materials had been left to the parents, with
little concern for the effect it may have on the achievement. For this
reason, more information was needed to be known about the effects of
the various instructional methods. This study is an attempt to more
clearly define the specific effects of two reading readiness programs
on the development of readiness, listening, and beginning reading
skills.

The following terms are defined as they relate to this study.

Definition of Terms

Language Experience Method: The basis of the language

experience approach is defined by Sheldon and others.

Reading Instruction is based upon the listening and
speaking skills which the children bring to each reading
level. Phonetic principles are developed from a child's
ability to distinguish the sounds of the words in his
speaking and listening vocabularies and new concepts are
developed from ideas and impressions contained in his
vocabulary of familiar words.!!

The Language Experience Method is classified as analytic since
the method of perception begins with recognition of wholes as units of

meaning from which their elements may be analyzed.

11yilliam D. Sheldon and others, Teacher's Manual at Home, Here
and Near, Here and Away (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1957), pp. 3-4.
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10

Phonics Methods: The phonics method employs the sounds

of single letters or groups of letters as auditory clues to word
identification-recognition. Phonics is further classified in methods
of perception, along with the alphabet and the syllable method, as
synthetic. Synthetic refers to those methods which build to
recognition of wholes from constituent parts.

Strang, McCullough and Traxler divide their structured
view of teaching reading into four main categories: product, process,
prerequisites and procedures. In this structure, phonics has been
ijdentified as one of five skills used to recognize words in the sub-
heading "Word Recognition Skills," a subheading found under the main
heading, “Products."!?

Standardized Test (Standard Test): A Standardized Test is an

instrument for assessing individual differences along a given dimension
of behavior. The standardization is achieved by a process of collecting
normative data on the test. Standardization tests are further
characterized in terms of their reliability and validity.!?

Parent-Administered: The role of "teacher" to be assumed by a

parent to instruct his or her child in cognitive skills which are
usually taught to the child by a classroom teacher in a traditional

school setting.

2Ruth Strang, Constance McCullough and Arthur Traxler, The
Improvement of Reading, 4th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,

1955).

Bwalter R. Bor?Nand Meredith Gall, Educational Research--An

Introduction, 2nd ed. (New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1974),
pp. 133-134. .
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Home Visits: A program whereby a representative of the school
or another agency visits the home of a child to intervene with the
parents or with the child for the purpose of bringing about change
in the child's development. The visitor may deal exclusively with
the parent to provide intervention in existing parenting procedures
or the visitor may intervene directly with the child.

Reading Readiness Skills: Reading Readiness skills are those

particular behaviors which readiness research indicates are character-
istic of development at the time a child is ready to learn to read and
are not exclusively dependent on maturation.

~ Mott Institute for Community Improvement: A cooperative effort

of Michigan State University and Charles Stewart Mott Foundation which
was organized to study and experiment with alternatives for training
teachers for the inner city.

Paraprofessional (Teacher Aides): This term refers to

individuals who, although not certified as teachers, work with children
in the classroom to assist teachers in a variety of tasks. These tasks
range from handling the clerical operations of the classroom to

executing teaching prescriptions.

Summary

It is acknowledged that the pendulum indicating the parent's
role in developing intellectual skills is moving away from the point
of total exclusion and many programs have been developed to train and

guide parents in this renewed role of educators of their children.
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The following chapter is an attempt to provide an overview of programs
that were developed specifically for this aim and to identify findings

from the research on such endeavors.
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CHAPTER II

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

A review of the literature for the study necessitates an
investigation of the previous research done in the area of correlational
studies of the home factors and various aspects of the intellectual
development of the child; programs that intervene with parents exclusive
of the school, the home, or the child; programs that involve the parent
via home visits; programs that combine home visits and the traditional
classroom instruction; and programs that involve parents working in the
classroom with the child. The review further necessitates an investi-
gation of research on comparison of reading methods employed in the
teaching of reading and reading readiness skills. The following
organizational structure is used for this review:

e The first section establishes the foundation of the home factors
having an effect on the intellectual development of the child.

e The second section reviews programs that intervene with parents
exclusive of home, school, and child.

e The third section explores programs that intervene directly

with the parent or Qith the chi]d via home visits.

13
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e The fourth section reviews programs that intervene with parent
and child through a combination of traditional classroom
instruction and home visits.

e The fifth section explores the various programs for involving
parents in the classroom working directly with the child. This
includes a study of a program of the Southwest Regional Labora-
tory called "The Parent-Assist Learning Program" which, in
some respects, parallels this study.

e The sixth and last section gleans from the research on methods
of teaching reading in the traditional classroom, implications
for research of methods of teaching reading in the home by

parents.

A review of literature presents a framework whereby the
subsequent examination of data pertaining to specific learning programs
used by parents with their children can be viewed with greater clarity.
This review of literature is intended to serve as a basis for looking
at the importance of home factors and particularly the quality of
interaction between parent and child. It further presents a spectrum
of programs designed to involve parents in the intellectual development
of their children.

In an effort to assist parents in developing the most effective
instructional interaction with their child for a specified outcome, it
is necessary to look at research studies which identify the effects of

specific methods on certain aspects of reading and reading readiness.



Sien the
slassroc
imlical

vithin {

factors
investig
bckgroy

interact

se vg
tudieg
nducte
Yround
Hat thg
¥ta] o
s pg
furthey
Withip

\

EﬂVimn




15

Even though this research has utilized classroom teachers in traditional
classroom settings, it is essential to glean from the research those
implications which are generalizable to methods employed by parents
within the home setting.

Studies that Correlate Home Factors
and Success of the Child

The following studies attempt to determine the effect of home
factors on the academic achievements of the child. The home factors
investigated include socioeconomic status and cultural-educational
background of parents as well as material possessions and the
interactive processes of the pdrent-child dyad.

Early studies correlating environment variables focused on
those variables relating to social class alone. One of the first
studies that looked at environmental factors within the home was
conducted by Wolf. This study investigated the environmental back-
ground of fifth grade Caucasian children in a Chicago suburb and found
that the-correlation of .690 between intelligence and the total environ-
mental ratings exceeded the correlation between intelligence and social
class position found in other studies.! The above findings necessiated
further investigations to determine specific environmental factors

within social classes.

1R. M. Wolf, "The Identification and Measurement of the
Environmental Process Variables Related to Intelligence" (Chicago:
University of Chicago, June 1964), p. 102.
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Keeves, of Australia, spent three hours per home investigating
home variables of approximately 231 Australian children. A high posi-
tive correlation between home environment variables and achievement
measures was obtained. Keeves emphasized the importance of mother's
attitudes and the facilities for stimulation in the home of the
intellectual development of the child. Keeves also made the
following statement:

Thus to ascribe differences in the levels of educational

achievement to class or father's occupation as is common
would seem to oversimplify the relationship involved; it
is the attitude and practices of the home which have the
more direct influence.?

In Utrecht, Holland, Rupp studied the home variables of low
and high achievers from low income families. The factors found to
be highly related to reading success were the extent to which parents
talked with children, played games with them, provided enriching
experiences and the concept the parent held as to their own
effectiveness as a parent.?

A study conducted by Moore correlated measures of the quality
of the child's home environment at age 2% with I.Q. scores at age 3
and age 8 and reading success at age 7. The home investigation

included: (1) amount and nature of verbal interaction between parent

and child, (2) if conversation were encouraged by parents, and (3) the

2). P. Keeves, "The Home Environment and Educational Achieve-
ment" (Australian National University Research of Social Sciences,
Department of Sociology, October 1970), p. 30.

3J. C. C. Rupp, Opvoeding Tot School-Weerbaarherd [Helping the
?hi]? to Cope with School] (Groninger, Netherlands: Wolters-Noordhoff,
969).
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kinds of books and toys found in the home. A high correlation was
found and it was concluded that the key to improving reading skills
may not lie in what happens at school as much as what happens at home."

A shortened version of the Wolf Questionnaire called the Home
Environment Review (HER) was developed by Garber. A brief description
from Packer and Cage of each of the nine scales on the (HER) are as
follows:

1. EXPECTATIONS FOR CHILD'S SCHOOLING--The level of
education the mother expects her child to achieve.

2. AWARENESS OF CHILD'S DEVELOPMENT--Mother's under-
standing of child's strengths and weaknesses as
related to school behavior.

3. REWARDS FOR INTELLECTUAL ATTAINMENT--Mother's system
of rewards and punishment in terms of consistency.

4. PRESS FOR LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT--Mothef's awareness
and effort in helping the child develop language
skills.

5. AVAILABILITY AND USE OF SUPPLIES FOR LANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT--To what extent are books, magazines,
and newspapers available to the home.

6. LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES OUTSIDE THE HOME--Parents'
effort to provide learning experiences for the
child outside of home.

7. MATERIALS FOR LEARNING IN THE HOME--Extent to which
materials and situations for learning are provided
in the home. '

8. READING PRESS--Effort made by mother to use library
books and reading materials in teaching her child.

9. TRUST IN SCHOOL--Extent to which mother trusts school.’

“T. Moore, "Language and Intelligence: A Longitudinal Study of
the First Eight Years," Human Development, October 1968, pp. 88-106.

SAthol B. Packer and Bob N. Cage, "Changing Attitudes of Mothers
Towa;d Themselves and Education, Theory Into Practice 11, No. 3 (June
1972): 197.
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Garber and Ware used the above HER scale to examine the
relationships of home environment and a measure of intelligence.
The sample consisted of Caucasian poverty level children in a first
grade Follow Through Program in a North Central State. The home
environment was measured by a fifteen minute rating on the nine
dimensions of the HER scale. The achievement was measured by the
Caldwell Preschool Inventory. The results of this investigation
indicate a relationship between the quality of a child's home environ-
ment and the child's achievement in school. Of the nine variables on
the HER scales, the seventh variable, materials for learning in the
home, seemed to be the most important variable in predicting school
success. ©

Specifically, those environmental factors which are most
crucial to the child's achievement in school have been identified by
researchers and practitioners in their work with young children and
family intervention programs. Gordon in his work at the Institute
for Development of Human Resources at the University of Florida
specified nine cognitive and ten emotional factors which related
to child performance. These are: (1) academic guidance, (2) cognitive
operational level and style, (3) cultural activities planned, (4) direct
instruction of the child, (5) educational aspirations, (6) use of

external resources (nursery, kindergarten), (7) intellectuality of home,

SWilliam B. Ware and Malcolm Garber, "The Home Environment as a
Predictor of School Achievement," Theory Into Practice 11, No. 3 (June
1972): 190-195.
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(8) verbal facility, (9) verbal frequency, (10) consistency of
management, (11) differentiation of self, (12) disciplinary pattern,
(15) belief in internal control, (16) protectiveness, babying of child,
(17) trusting attitude, (18) willingness to devote time to child, and
(19) work habits.”

Hess offers a more recent list which includes nine categories
of parent behavior that influence child development. They are: (1)
independence training, (2) warmth and high emotional involvement,

(3) consistency of discipline, (4) explanatory control, (5) expectancies
for success, (6) parents' sense of control, (7) the verbalness in the
home, (8) parents' direct teaching, and (9) parental self-esteem.®

The studies reviewed indicate that the variables within the
home environment predict the child's performance. The variables
identified were either situational, referring to being within the
parent or the home, or transactional between the parent and the child.
The product refers to some measure of the child's performance.

Since the Wolf study, the trend in correlational studies has
moved away from using social class as a major independent variable as
it was used earlier. Since that time many studies such as Rupp's and
Keeves' are finding variability of home environment within social class

groups. The thrust of such investigations is to find desirable parental

’Ira J. Gordon, Parent Involvement in Compensatory Education
(Urbana, I11.: University of ITTinois Press, 19/70).

8R. E. Hess et al., "Community Involvement in Day Care," in Day

Care: Resources of Decisions (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of
Economic Opportunity, June 1971).
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attributes rather than to label large classifications of human
beings.

The previous studies simply show the importance of the home
environment by inspection of the variables compared to certain aspects
of the produced child's development rather than attempts to manipulate
variables within the home environment. The following studies or pro-
gram descriptions attempt to manipulate the parent in some way to cause
change in the product which is the child's intellectual development.
Most of these studies or programs manipulate the process or the
interaction of the parent-child dyad.

Programs that Intervene with Parents
Exclusive of Home, School and Child

A systematic procedure which is most commonly used for
communication between school and parent is a written report of academic
progress sent to the parents monthly or at the end of each semester.
This communication most typically is one sided with the parents' input
being a signature to indicate the report was received. The person
contact is usually limited to meetings of an association comprised
of parents and teachers. Usually this touches only a few parents and
is rarely a representative sample of the school community. Other com-
munications are via open house, come-and-see nights, or pupil programs.
The following programs involve parents as part of the educative process

in a more systematic method.
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Gordon suggests five levels of parent involvement in the

school's program. They are: (1) audience, bystander-observer,
(2) teacher-trainer of the child, (3) volunteer, (4) trained worker,
and (5) participant in decision-making.® Most attempts are aimed at
level (1) audience. The following programs either describe or show
the result of parents involved at level (2) which is teacher-trainer
of the child.

One attempt to involve parents at least at the awareness level,
in the educative process is a series of classes for parents offered by
the Division of Career and Continuing Education of the Los Angeles City
Schools. The classes attempt to make the parents aware of their role
in the educative process of their child in academic accomplishments.
During the first two years, 250 classes were offered and it is now a
part of the on-going parent education program. Another program offers
ideas to parents regarding specific interactive methods to be used with
their child. This program is offered via television and is aired at
least once each year.?!?

The above programs represent an effort toward including the
parents in the learning process of their children. Other efforts
include articles concerning the parents' role in the learning process

and special sections in local newspapers that give parents specific

9Ira J Gordon, Parent Involvement in_Compensatory Education
(Urbana, I11.: University of I11inois Press, 1970), pp. 2/-28.

1 Evelyn M. Pickarts, "Learning to Read with Parental Assist,"
Today's Education 62, No. 2 (February 1973): 31.




procedur

to make

educativ
Douglas
found th
had four

i the g

ivanta

of the

at
his
or
sit
ac
his




22

procedures for teaching their children to read represents an attempt
to make the parents aware of their role as teacher of their children.
Research indicates that endeavors of parents involved in the
educative process pay off in educational achievements of their children.
Douglas researched 5,000 children in England, Scotland, and Wales. He
found that the quality of parental involvement in a child's education
had four times as much influence on test scores at elevgn years of age
as the quality of the school attended.!!

Liddle in his book, Educational Improvement for the Dis-

advantaged in an Elementary School Setting discusses the influence

of the parent on the child when he states:

During the most formative years in life, parents have
a tremendous influence on the definition of the world and
his place in it. It is here that the child learns to trust
or to fear, to approach or to withdraw from new persons or
situations. . . . No one else has such a strong influence on
a child's motivation, his value system, his self-conce? » and
his place in the world as do his parents and teachers.!?

Liddle further refers to the need to overcome parental
indifference to education and that ways must be found to assist parents
in becoming participants in a joint effort in the educational enterprise
of their children. Children spend more time at home than at school and
schools can make little headway with a child, if the home offers

inappropriate attitudes and habits.!?

1. W. Douglas, The Home and the School: A Study of Abilit
and Attainment in the Primary School (London: McGibbon and Kee, 1964).
12 Gordon P. Liddle and Robert Roehwell, Educational Improvement

for the Disadvantaged in an Elementary School Setting (Springfield, I11.:
Charles Thomas Publisher, 1968), pp. 38-39.

12 Ibid., pp. 38-39.
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Programs that Involve the Parents in the Educative
Process of the Child Through Home Visits

The programs that have used the intervention method of
visiting the parent at home, have for the most part been programs
aimed at parents of infants or very young children. These programs
send teachers, student teachers, or paraprofessionals directly to the
home to work with the parents.

Tewksbury describes a program funded by the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare under a title one proposal. The target
was twenty-five "deprived" preschool children ages 2 to 5 years of age.
T hey were identified by older school age siblings enrolled in remedial
w~eading classes at the public elementary school. Parents of these
< hildren were trained by a visiting remedial reading teacher in pro-
<edures for developing language skills and concept formation in these
Preschool children.!* Although there were no results reported in the
<xaccount of this program, the unique method of identification of the
<hildren involved in the program and a most unusual role for the
wemedial reading teacher merited the inclusion in this paper.

Levenstein, Director of the Verbal Interaction Mother-Child-
Home Program, Freeport, New York, employed paraprofessionals and trained
Them to be "toy" demonstrators. The "toy" demonstrator used toys and
books that could be used for verbal interaction between mother and

<hild. The paraprofessional took the toy or book to the home of a

~—

1% Robert Tewksbury, "An Innovative Program for Prevention of
Reading Failure in Disadvantaged Preschool Children by Home Interven-
<tion," ERIC, Ed 068175, November 1971.
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young child and demonstrated the toy or book to the parent using a
highly structured verbal interaction. The mother then, under super-
vision of the paraprofessional, interacted with the child using the
toy or book. The toy or book was left in the home for a week. This
procedure was employed with 67-70 parents of two and three year olds
for 32 visits over a seven-month period of time. The children were
given an intelligence measure and it was found after this program the
mean 1.Q. of the group was raised 17 points.!s

Gray and Klaus reported a study made by the Early Training
Project of Peabody similar to the Levenstein study which rendered a
similar increase in mean I.Q. scores. However, later measures of
intelligence indicated a substantial decline in I.Q. mean after the
intervention ceased.!®

In another study by Gray sponsored by the Parent Project in
the Demonstration and Research Center for Early Education, it was
found that it is possible to make the mother a more effective teacher
or eduational change agent through a series of weekly home visits over
a period of eight months. Even though the work focused on one child,
they found the effect spilled over to other children in the family.

This phenomena has been termed "vertical diffusion." They have

15Phyl1is Levenstein, "Cognitive Growth in Preschoolers Through
Stimulation of Verbal Interaction with Mother" (paper presented at the
46th Annual Meeting of American Orthopsychiatric Association, New York,
April 1969).

16Susan W. Gray and R. A. Klaus, The Early Training Project--A
Seventh Year Report, John F. Kennedy Center for Research on Education
and Human Development, George Peabody College for Teachers, 1969.
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further noted that parents 1iving in the proximity to the target homes
became interested in the research project and had often tried to
replicate the intervention program in their own home. The effect
of the intervention spilled over into the neighborhood children and
the diffusion became horizontal as well as vertical.!’

In characterizing the home visit program at Peabody College,
Gray lists the distinguishing features as follows:

1. The first of the "essential characteristics” is the
common goal of all our programs, to enable the parent
to become a more effective educational change agent
with her small children.

2. Our general approach to the situation is through a
recognition of the basic concerns of the parent. Even
in a situation that appears to be most unpromising we
begin with the recognition of the parent's deep concern
and interest for her children, a respect for her dignity,
and a recognition of the inherent worth of the child.

3. We focus on the parent rather than the child because
if an hour or so a week is to have lasting effect, some
way must be found to sustain what is learned. The parent
is the most available sustaining agent and the one most
interested in the child's welfare.

4. We do not exclude any family member from the lesson
during the home visit. This policy may make the visit
difficult, but it promotes rapport; parents often find
it hard to make arrangements for the other children.
More important, other children, watching or joining in,
benefit from the lesson. Older children and fathers may
learn new ways of interacting with the younger ones.

5. We make heavy use of learning materials that are easily
available or simple to construct from inexpensive items
such as outing flannel or discards around the home,
things 1ike plastic containers and coffee cans.

17Susan W. Gray, "The Child's First Teacher," Childhood
Education 48, No. 1 (December 1971): 127-129.
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We attempt over the series of home visits to move the
parent toward increasing initiative and independence
in planning for her child.

We give the parent help and guidance in using simple
reinforcement procedures.

As the mother becomes more effective with her own
children, we have tried to help her toward better
copying skills in all her life experiences.

Our approach is highly individualized.
The long-range goal of our home visiting program is
to help provide more options for the parents, to

enable them to take advantage of the options already
available and develop new ones for themselves.!®

Gordon's "Florida Parent Education Follow-Through Program" was

designed to work directly in the home, so that the home situation might

lead to the child's improved school performance. The goals of this

program were as follows:

1.

The development of non-professionals as parent
educators and as effective participants in the actual

classroom teaching process. There are two mothers
assigned to assist the teacher in one classroom.

The development of appropriate instructional tasks
which can be carried from the school into the home
to establish a more effective home learning
environment.

The development of parents as partners in the
educational program of their children.!®

The mothers in the Florida Follow-Through Program were trained

in the role of parent educator and teacher auxiliary helper. The

'®Ibid., pp. 128-129.

¥ Ira J. Gordon, "Florida Parent Education Program" (a paper

presented August 27, 1970 from the Florida Follow-Through Program),
pp. 4-6.
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teachers were taught to effectively use these mothers as
paraprofessionals. The parent educators' duties consisted of
once-a-week home visits to demonstrate and teach other mothers
learning tasks which have been devised in the school to increase

the child's intellectual competence, as well as enhance their personal
and social development. The learning tasks were game-type learning
supplements.

The classroom teachers train the parent educators; but the
program offered the flexibility for the parent educators to make
adaptations of materials and activities used during the home visits.
The parent educators received a six-week pre-service training program
and special monthly in-service sessions.?® Results of any academic
gains by the children from this program were not found in the litera-
ture. However, reports of attitude changes of the parents regarding
their role in the schooling of their children were noted.

The infant Education Preschool Breakthrough Program of
Washington, D.C. differs from the above described program in that the
home visitor worked directly with the infant. In other studies the
parent was trained to work with the child. The target population of
this study was black male infants from a low socioeconomic neighborhood
in Washington, D.C. The tutors in this study were black and white
college graduate students who were trained to work with infants. The
28 experimental infants were tutored beginning at age 15 months and

tutoring ceased at 3 years of age. The tutoring sessions were for one

20 Ibid., pp. 4-5.
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hour a day, five days a week. The tutors worked directly with the
infant and parent participation, although not discouraged, was never
encouraged.
The 28 experimental subjects and 30 control subjects were
given measures of intelligence and it was found that initially gains
were made in test scores, however, after the end of the tutoring session,
scores began to decline. The director, Schafer, commented that this
program should have started with the infants at an earlier age and
continued longer than age 3. He felt the greatest error of the study
was in not involving the parent in the tutoring sessions. By the tutor
by-passing the parent, it implies that the parent is not competent to
work with the child and perpetuates the helplessness of the parent
in this role.?
Programs that Intervene with Parents and Child
Through a Combination of Traditional

Classroom Instruction and
Home Visits

Some studies have tested unusual combinations of home visits
and classroom instruction. Scott and Thompson describe a study of a
Home Start Program in Waterloo, Iowa. The program studied dealt with
families in four target areas that housed people who were primarily
economically disadvantaged. The two groups of the study include one

group of four year olds, which was called the horizontal group and one

21garl S. Schafer, "Learning from Each Other," Childhood
Education 48, No. 1 (October 1971): 2-7.
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group of two year olds, which was called the vertical group. The four
year old group was given a regular preschool classroom experience.

The two year old group was visited in the home by trained paid aides
until age four when they were given a preschool classroom experience
identical to that of the horizontal group. Testing both groups with
the Iowa Test of Preschool Development and Primary Mental Abilities
Tests evidenced a statistically significant difference between the
vertical group and the horizontal group.?

This particular program is only one of sixteen Home Start
Programs which were funded by the Office of Child Development. The
main objective of the Home Start Program is to help parents as a major
means of directly enhancing the intellectual and physical development
of all children and particularly those of preschool age.

Each Home Start Program costs about $100,000 for a 12 month
period of time and reaches about 90 families of widely varying ethnic
background. The total project, including all sixteen programs, served
about 2,500 children.?

Scott and Thompson presented the objectives of the Waterloo
Home Start Program:

1. To enable parents to become more effective teachers
of their preschooler.

2. To help their child become better prepared for
classroom learning.

22palph Scott and Helen Thompson, "Home Start I and II," Child
Today 10, No. 6 (January 1973): 34.

23Ruth Ann 0'Keefe, "How About Home as a Place to Start," The
Urban Review 6, No. 5-6 (1973): 35-37.
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3. To help prepare the child for curriculum expectations
and strategies of the elementary school teacher.

4. To foster communication between schools and community
agencies.

5. To increase community support and understanding of
preventive education.

6. To conduct research designed for a better understanding
of learning process and procedures.?"*

Based on the Waterloo, Iowa, Home Start findings, Home Start II
was launched in the Fall of 1971 and was a three-year program designed
after the program used with the vertical group. This included the home
visits beginning at age 2 and the preschool classroom experience at
age 4. This revision of the initial program was in compliance with
data found in the Home Start I study.?S

Another program employing both the classroom and home visit
approaches to preschool education is the Home-Oriented Preschool
Education (HOPE) Program developed by the Appalachia Educational
Laboratory in Charleston, West Virginia. This program utilized a
three-way approach to educate three to five year olds. Television
programs, mobile classrooms, and home visits were used.

The procedure included 30-minute session broadcasts, five days
a week, and a two-hour session in a classroom which was housed in a
mobile unit stationed near the home. These mobile units were driven

by the teacher or the paraprofessional. The third strategy included

24Scott and Thompson, p. 34.
25 1bid., p. 34.
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a visit to the home by a trained paraprofessional. The visits were
to deliver the Parent's Guide, activity sheets, books, and other
supplies. There were four home visitors for each 150 children, and
the home visitor visited 30 homes per week.

Quality was controlled through an information feedback via a
system incorporated into the HOPE implementation process. Each team
member was responsible for providing and/or exchanging specific data
upon which the continuing program was based. The program was field-
tested three years in a four-county area of Southern West Virginia
and a one-year operational test with 1,000 children at seven sites
in Ohio, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia. Children evidenced
gains in cognitive skills, psychometric growth, and in the affective
areas. %¢

Programs that Involve Parents Working
Directly in the Classroom

It would not be unusual, upon visiting a typical elementary
classroom, to find another adult working along with the classroom
teacher. This adult is usually a person not accredited in the teaching
profession and more than likely is a mother from the school community.
Sometimes these mothers are paid paraprofessionals or teacher's aides,
in other instances, they are volunteer mothers. They can be found doing

a variety of tasks from general housekeeping chores; i.e., collecting

26Roy W. Alford, "Home Oriented Preschool Education Institution,"
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Charleston, West Virginia.
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milk money and running duplicating machines to supervising recess and
instruction or tutoring individual or small groups of students.

Conant, Supervisor, Child Study Programs, Prince George's
County Public Schools, Maryland, says in an article entitled "Teachers
and Parents: Changing Roles and Goals" that:

Schools must take steps to involve parents more
deeply in an educational partnership. If schools do not
acknowledge this responsibility in their roles as the formal
educational agents of society, they will find themselves
reacting rather than acting--and not always constructively--
to the demands of parents for more information, more involve-
ment and more control of school policies and practices. The
schools will also find they are the poorer for having missed
out on a productive liaison with parents--who seem on their
way to being acknowledged as an equally great educational
face in the lives of their children.?

The models for this partnership are being developed in early
education programs and evidence of the effect of parent participation
through studies of these programs. Reluctance on the part of the
school to try out these new models means breaking the stereotype of
the traditional roles of teachers and parents.

Benefits to be gained by this new role for parents are multiple
as outlined by Conant:

Parents working as volunteers in the schools still
represent resources largely unexplored by most school systems.
The profits can be enormous. Parents discussing and con-
structing curriculum materials under professional guidance
learn about what the school is teaching and why. Parents
working in the classroom as aides under the teacher's
direction learn at first hand and by good example how
different children are and how one can respond to these
differences. Acting as resource persons in their own
specialties, parents give variety, spice and enrichment

27Margaret Conant, "Teachers and Parents: Changing Roles and
Goals," Childhood Education, December 1972, p. 115.
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to the learning day. They can lead study-discussion groups
for other parents to learn more about how children grow,
about how parent-child relationships can be bettered, about
how they can guide their children's growth more effectively.
Being on hand, they can share with the teacher the daily
triumphs and mishaps of school life, gain understanding

and respect for the school's programs and problems in

ways that no oral or written description can provide.?2®

Children, on the other hand, benefit from this new role of

their parents in many ways:

Children see their parents in new and positive roles,
gaining tangible evidence of their parents' interest in
them and in their school. They receive more individual
attention--which often seems more crucial than the par-
ticular teaching techniques--and see two of the most

important adults in their lives working together for
them. 29

One program that offered a variety of roles for parents
within the classroom was reported by Elliott of Berkeley, California.
The program which germinated in the Spring of 1969 as an eight-week
"Saturday School" for kindergarteners and their parents blossomed into
a three-year program with help from grants from the Rosenberg Foundation
of San Francisco. The site of this program was the Castro School in
E1 Cerrito, California. Parents participated in the program in a
variety of ways. The roles included general schoolkeeper, librarian,
field-trip coordinator, preparer of materials and instructor. The
program was initiated by the kindergarten teacher and further directed
and planned by the teachers and the parents. This project was not set

up as a carefully controlled educational experiment. The project was

281bid., p. 116.
291bid.
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developed on evidence from several nationally recognized studies which
revealed the importance of the differences of home background and peer
group factors on school achievement. 3°

The effects of parent involvement in a classroom setting was
studied by the Early Education Program of Ypsilanti, Michigan. Children
in a compensatory preschool program were divided into three matched
groups. The maternal involvement was intense with one group, moderate
with the second group and void for the third group.

A1l children in each group received the same amount of teacher-
pupil contact activities. The mothers of children in the group with
moderate maternal involvement were present during tutoring sessions
with the child, and the intense maternal involvement group included
the above plus small group meetings conducted by a social worker that
focused on child rearing practices related to child development.

Children were pretested and posttested with the Stanford Binet
Intelligence Scale and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. One year
later a follow-up study was made of one-third of the youngsters of the
original group. They were then given the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test and the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence.

No significant difference was found between the three groups after

the year of treatment. However, on the follow-up study, children who

% pavid L. E1liott, "Project 88: Parent Participation in the
Elementary School," ERIC, Ed 071751, 1971, pp. 1-23.
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had been in groups with parental involvement showed significantly
greater gains on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. 3

Many programs aim at specific cognitive development in the
child and develop very structured and specific roles for parents. One
such program is a structured tutoring program which aimed at improving
reading skill. It was developed by von Harrison of Brigham Young
University. Von Harrison's tutoring manual is based on Durrell's
findings that reading difficulties can be prevented by an instructional
sequence of letter naming, sounding, blending, and sight words.

A study was conducted on this particular tutoring program
comparing children tutored by paid high school tutors and children
tutored by parents. No significant difference was found between the
two experimental groups. However, the tutored groups scored signifi-
cantly higher than the untutored group used as a control. 32

Similar findings were reported by Keely from a programmed
tutoring program developed by the Psychology Department at Indiana
University. The mothers were trained to teach the reading skills of
(1) letter and word recognition, (2) phonic and context clues, and

(3) comprehension skills. The tutored students scored significantly

31 Norma Radin, "Three Degrees of Maternal Involvement in
Pre-School Program: Impact on Mothers and Children," Child
Development 43, No. 4 (December 1972): 1355-1364.

32Reba L. Keele, "The Effect of Parent's Using Structured
Tutoring Techniques in Teaching Their Children to Read" (a paper
presented at AERA Annual Meeting, New York, 1971).
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higher than children not tutored on two subtests of the Metropolitan
Achievement Tests, word knowledge, and reading comprehension. 33

Other studies using parents as tutors for reading improvement
were conducted by E11son, Banner, Engle and Kampwerth.3®* Another study
by Ellson, Harris, and Baker found tutored children scored significantly
higher on measures of reading achievement than children who received
in-classroom instruction. 3*

A study closely paralleling the proposed study is described by
Niedermeyer3® and also by Sullivan and LaBeaune.?’ The study was con-
ducted by the Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational Research
Development, Inglewood, California. The study was designed to investi-
gate the effects parent monitored practice at home had on pupil per-
formance in reading. The study used as an instructional vehicle a
kindergarten reading curriculum prepared by the Southwest Regional

Laboratory.

33John Keely, "My Mom can teach reading too," Elementary School
Journal 6, No. 1 (March 1970): 34.

3%G. Ellson, L. Barner, T. Engle, and D. Kampwerth, "Programmed
Tutoring: A Teaching Aid and a Research Tool," Reading Research
Quarterly, Fall 1965, pp. 71-127.

3D, G. Ellson, P. Harris, and L. Baker, "A Field Test of
Programmed and Directed Tutoring," Reading Research Quarterly, Spring
1968, pp. 2, 207-367.

% Fred C. Niedermeyer, "Parents Teach Kindergarten Reading at
Home," The Elementary School Journal, May 1970, pp. 438-445.

37Howard J. Sullivan and Carol LaBeaune, "Parent's Summer
Reading Teachers," The Elementary School Journal, February 1971,
pp. 281-285.
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The Parent-Assisted Learning Program differs from the

following study in the aspects listed below:

1.

The Parent-Assist Learning Program was carried on during the
school year as a supplement whereby the proposed program took
place in the summer when the children were not in a formal
learning setting.

The Parent-Assist Learning Program materials were supplemented
to the on-going classroom instruction, whereby, the proposed
program materials taught or reviewed basic reading readiness
skills but was not coordinated with either the kindergarten or
first grade curriculum.

The Parent-Assist Learning Program mailed the weekly instruc-
tional (practice exercise) to the parents whereby the proposed
study provided weekly meetings for the parents to pick up the
week's instructional materials, select library books to take
home and discuss any problems they may be experiencing
administering the materials.

The Parent-Assist Learning Program employed one post test while
this study uses one post test and two follow-up tests during
the school year.

The Parent-Assist Learning Program provided one type of
instruction materials (practice exercise) whereby this program
compares two different types of instructional materials

representing two different teaching methods.
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6. The Parent-Assist Learning Program provided tests or data on
similar students, one year prior to the study, to determine

normal academic regression over the summer.

Findings of the Southwest Regional Laboratory study indicated
that post-summer performance was higher than pre-summer performance
representing a reverse of the normal trend. However, Sullivan and
LaBeaune stated that one problem not solved by the Southwest Regional
Laboratory Program was the fact that parents of the poor readers did
not participate in the study to the extent of the better readers'
parents. One reason for this problem was suggested by Sullivan and
LaBeaune:

Another possible reason why some parents of poorer

readers did not participate regularly after initial
enrollment is that they or the children may have become
discouraged because the children did not do so well on

the program activities. Their discouragement or frus-
tration may have caused them to drop out of the program. 3®

Investigation of the Literature on the
Comparison of Methods of
Teaching Reading

In light of the fact that this study compares two different
reading methods, it is necessary to review the literature on comparisons
of reading methods. Research on methodology for the most part has been
conducted with traditional classrooms using a trained teacher as
facilitator. Although this study compares two methods of teaching

reading, the setting for the teaching-learning is in a home setting

% 1bid., p. 284.



with
teac
To v

unde!

or me
the |
sitio
and a
first
are
encour
is ang
and th
words,
Clear)

that g

become
Pracess
brey pr
tat pa,
tefingg
lattey b

0 fip




39

with one teacher and one student. The teacher is both parent and
teacher and usually is untrained in any kind of reading methodology.
To view the literature on reading methods, it seems important to first
understand the underlying differences in reading methodology.

Initially, reading instruction should be viewed from the method
or methods it embraces. Reading methods are very broadly classified by
the psychological processes involved in some of the steps in the acqui-
sition of reading skills. Universally these are classified as synthetic
and analytic--synthetic referring to the process of induction, focusing
first on the parts and then to the whole. In reading, these processes
are usually labeled by the language unit used in the first reading
encountered, i.e., alphabetic, phonic, syllabic. The other process
ijs analytic which is a deductive process, focusing first on the whole
and then the parts. The language units first encountered are either
words, phrases, sentences, or stories. Early reading programs were
clearly either analytic or synthetic. Research on early programs found
that different methods produced very different reading behaviors.

In an attempt to improve reading instruction many programs have
become eclectic and embrace a combination of the two psychological
processes and interweave them to achieve all the skills of reading.
Gray proposes that a different classification is implied in the methods
that have evolved. Although not mutually exclusive, these methods are
defined as the eclectié trend and the learner centered trend. The
latter procedure focuses on the learner as the main purpose of school

and first considerations are given to readers' interest, immediate
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concern, previous experience, special aptitudes and deficiency both
in content and methods of teaching. Learner centered procedures are
further classified by the nature of the reading matter which is of
three types (1) author prepared, (2) learner-teacher conceived, and
(3) integrated instructional program. 3

Other classifications of reading methods are categorized by
materials and procedures employed. Tuinman describes five approaches
to reading as: (1) the developmental guided basal approach, (2) the
highly individualized language experience approach, (3) individualized
reading program, (4) independent learning activities, and (5) the
initial teaching alphabet."

It is concluded that there is a need for many methods because:
"over fifty years of research and countless studies have failed to
show that one approach to teaching reading is consistently better
than any other for use with all children."*

A typical research study comparing two distinctly different
reading programs is one reported by Putnam in May of 1972. It compared
analytic and synthetic methodology in beginning reading on disadvantaged

children. The controlled group was given reading instruction with a

¥ William Gray, The Teaching of Reading and Writing, an inter-
national survey for United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural
Organization, 19 Avenue, Kleber, Paris--16, Imprimerie Atar, Switzer-
land, 1956, pp. 87-89.

“0 Jaap J. Tuinman, Approaches to the Teaching of Reading: Why
Do Teachers Have Different Ways of Teaching Reading? National Reading
Center Foundation, Washington, D.C., ERIC, Ed 059011.

“1bid., p. 2.
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basal reader which utilizes the analytic approach. A synthetic approach
was used with the experimental group. At the end of first grade the
control group (analytic) was significantly superior in both Vocabulary
and Comprehension on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test. By second
grade, however, the experimental group had become equivalent to the
control group.*?

In the same year Hartlage reported a study comparing three
beginning reading approaches. The findings from the study after one
year, produced opposite results from the Putnam study. The two
synthetic approaches gained significantly higher results on post
test scores than the analytic approach."?

Gray, in his survey for UNESCO, reviewed all the studies he
could secure on comparison of reading methods and his final conclusions
are as follows:

a. The results of the research do not indicate conclusively
which of the various methods now in use is best.

b. Specific methods of teaching reading do not secure
equally good results among all members of a group.

c. Contrasting methods of reading produce different
results.

d. Good initial progress in reading results from emphasis
on both meaning and word recognition.**

“21 {11ian R. Putnam, "A Comparison of Analytic and Synthetic
Methodology in Beginning Reading for Disadvantaged Children" (speech
given at the Annual Convention of International Reading Association,
Detroit, May 10-13, 1972), ERIC Ed 064675.

“3Lawrence C. Hartlage, "Does It Matter Which Initial Reading
Approach Is Used?" (paper presented at the Annual Meeting of American
Education and Research Association, Chicago, I11linois, April 1972),
ERIC Ed 061277.

““Gray, Chapter VI, p. 116.



the home
ment of
have bee
methods
the rese

child as

of the ¢
Physical
involver,

the enha

in some
that the
Summe- T

the Stud

“ne on)
a” the

°°nsi5te

COu]d be

i |




42

Summar

Since the Wolf study, in which it was found that factors within
the home environment have a greater effect on the intellectual develop-
ment of the child than social class alone, many environmental factors
have been identified as crucial to this development. As a result,
methods to intervene and alter these factors have been studied and
the research indicates changes in the intellectual development in the
child as a result of this intervention.

Programs that include parents in the intellectual development
of the child have provided a variety of models. The models vary in the
physical setting for instruction and the degree and type of parent
involvement. The goals of these intervention programs were aimed at
the enhancement of the intellectual and academic growth of the child.

The study which was done by the Southwest Regional Laboratory
in some respects, most closely parallels this study. That study found
that the parent-assisted learning program reversed the previously noted
summer regression trend of test scores of post kindergarten children in
the study.

Studies comparing reading methods have for the most part been
done only in traditional school settings. The literature reveals, in
all the studies reported, that no conclusion could be drawn as to a
consistently better method of teaching reading to all children.

Although no study comparing reading methods used by parents
could be found, it seems that comparative research with methodology

in the traditional classroom with a trained teacher differs enough
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from instruction parents might offer their children in a very different
learning-teaching situation to warrant an investigation of methodology
in this rather unique setting. Further, if programs are to be developed
that employ parents as teachers of their children, then it is imperative
that the best possible methods for that particular situation be used.
Hopefully, these decisions can be based on empirical data collected

from controlled research projects.

This study is an attempt to define two methods of teaching
reading readiness, used by parents with their own children, by
identifying those aspects of readiness, listening, and beginning
reading affected by the procedures employed. The following chapter
will outline in detail the procedures followed in this study, the
design of the study, the instruments for collection of the data,

and the statistical tools used to treat the data.
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CHAPTER III

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

For three years the parents of kindergarten children in the
Brownell and Gundry Community Schools in Flint, Michigan were invited
to participate in a parent-administered reading readiness program for
a six-week session during the summer. Each year an arbitrary decision
was made about which materials the parents would use with their children
to develop reading readiness skills.

During the first summer of the program, parents used a very
structured synthetic approach which carefully developed the skills
for identifying letters by sound and provided a review of visual and
auditory discrimination skills. The following summer, the materials
that were used represented an entirely different approach to teaching
readiness skills. This approach basically employed an analytic method
of language experience whereby the reading words encountered were those
of the child's own vocabulary, however, the program did not provide a
systematic method for teaching phonic skills. During the third year,
the pérents were allowed to select the method to use with their child.
After three years, little was known about the effect of either method

on readiness or beginning reading and a decision to use one method over

44
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another could not be defended. The purpose of this study was to

define the two programs by looking at the results of a post test

of readiness and follow-up tests of listening and beginning reading.
The sample for this study was drawn from the same source as

the previous programs. The parents of kindergarten children in the

two Flint elementary schools were again invited for the fourth year

to participate in the summer parent administered reading readiness

program.

Population

Flint, Michigan, the city selected for the study, is an
industrial city located in the lower half of the lTower peninsula.

The population of 200,000 residents depend largely upon the automobile
and related industries for employment. In times of economic prosperity,
it is likely that the majority of middle and upper-lower class children
would have one or both parents employed in some phase of the automobile
industry.

The two elementary schools, Brownell and Gundry, were built in
the past 20 years to accommodate the rapid development of residential
areas in the northeast section of the city. The school's communities
border on the east and west and provide the public elementary education
for that northeastern section. This particular section has experienced
the fastest population growth and turnover in the city in the past 10
years because the flow to the northwest has been the major exit route

from the overpopulated urban-renewed inner core of the city.
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Both schools' communities housed relocated or newly located
inner city residents along with a sprinkling of residents who fled
the inner city fifteen years prior to find a bit of "country" in the
periphery of the city. It was suspected that upheaval of people caused
a lack of community and school loyalty among parents and children. In
the past, programs for parents have experienced greater success if the
commitment was for a short period of time.

Each of the two kindergarten through sixth grade schools had
an enrollment of above 800 students at the time of the study. The
total kindergarten population in the two schools was approximately
270 distributed in nine classrooms and it was from this population

the sample of 42 subjects was self selected.
Procedures

In early Spring of 1973, all kindergarten children in Brownell
and Gundry Schools were given a notice in the form of a letter to take
to their parents, notifying the parents of an informational meeting
about a summer program for parents and kindergarten children. Many
parents in these two communities work in automobile factories and may
work any of the three shifts, therefore it was necessary to schedule
identical meetings during the morning, afternoon, and evening. The
parent could select from three identical meetings held at different
hours of the day. Each school held their own three meetings with

different personnel directing the meeting.
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These informational meetings lasted approximately 45 minutes
with the objective being to inform the parents of the purpose of the
program and of the commitment necessary to participate in the program.
Materials were displayed and a short slide presentation of former
parent programs was shown. If the parents thought they might be
interested in participating in the program, their names, addresses,
and phone numbers were written on a list.

Part of the parents' commitment to participate in the program
was to attend two training sessions prior to the beginning of the
program. The first training session involved all parents who had
signed up for the program at the first meeting and any other parents
who had changed their mind and decided to participate. Invitations
to this first training session were by letters the children carried
home to their parents and by phone calls to those parents who had
signed up for the program at the first meeting.

The agenda for the first training session included an overview
of reading readiness skills and the teaching skills necessary for
administering the program to the child. One skill crucial to both
programs, that parents needed to master, was the manuscript form of
printing used at the school. Since the children would learn to print
the letters it was important that parents be consistent with the school
policy on the manuscript form of letters they printed. Thus, one first
grade teacher from each school presented this skill to the parents and
they had an opportunity to practice this skill on primary paper. Later
parents used this skill by role playing both parent and child with each

other for experience in printing dictated stories.
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After the first training session parents were randomly
assigned within each building to one of the two instructional programs,
so that parents and children from both schools were in each experimental
group. The second training session was divided into two separate meet-
ings dependent on the program assignment. The parents assigned to
"Parents Teaching Reading" met together and separate of parents
assigned to "Sketch n' Tell." The focus of this second meeting
concentrated on the instructional materials. The parents worked in
dyads, role playing with each other the role of the parent and of the
child with each parent taking turns playing both parent and child.
They were encouraged to offer each other constructive feedback in

their role as instructor.
Treatment

One week after the closing of the 1972-73 school year the
summer program began. Parents came to a designated room in the school
one day each week to pick up the week's instructional packet. Also
library books, appropriate for kindergarten children, were available
at each site. To offer further guidance and encouragement to the
parent a paraprofessional was on duty at each site.

The parents spent approximately one hour each day using the
materials with their children. A portion of the materials were returned
each week to be handed to the supervising paraprofessional in exchange
for the new packet of materials. Turning in portions of the completed
materials helped keep parents on schedule with their instruction as it

imposed a weekly deadline.
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This treatment continued each week for six consecutive weeks.
At the end of the program, parents and children were treated to

refreshments and both were given awards for completing the program.

Instructional Materials

The instructional materials represent the two methods to be

compared. The Sketch 'N' Tell Program represents the language expe-

rience method and the Parents Teaching Reading reflects a phonic

method.

Sketch 'N' Tell

Sketch 'N' Tell described in Creative Experiences in Langquage

Development by the authors, Warsh and Prins, is "a teacher-directed
creative language development program." It is further described by

its intended use: "Sketch 'N' Tell can be used with equally effective

results as a language experience supplement because it readily
complements most language and reading programs now in use."!

The materials include six consumable student booklets with
accompanying instruction manuals for teacher or parent use. The books
are organized according to an interest order of children which begins
with self and builds out from that base to include friends, family,

objects, fantasy, and personal thoughts.

lHerman E. Warsh and Jan Prins, Sketch 'N' Tell, in Creative
Experiences in Language Development, Electronic Futures, Inc., 5/ Dodge
Avenue, North Haven, Connecticut 06473, 1971, p. 1.
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Each student booklet develops a topic by providing a structure
for the language development and an accompanying art experience. Each
booklet centers on self and moves from that point to capitalize on the
language and experience of the child through oral and written communi-

cation. A sample of a Sketch 'N' Tell booklet can be found in

Appendix A.

Parents Teaching Reading

Parents Teaching Reading is an unpublished program compiled

by Elaine Weber, Carolyn Farquhar and Bettye Jennings for use in the
Mott Institute for Community Improvement parent program at Gundry and
Brownell Elementary Schools, Flint, Michigan.

The phonic program is a series of six consumable student
booklets which include activities for the student and instructions
for the parent's use. Each booklet provides activities for the
student to explore a consonant letter visually and auditorially when
presented as a single letter and when grouped with other letters to
form words. The six consonants presented are S, T, B, D, F, and M.

Each booklet presents graduated activities for making gross
to fine visual and auditory discriminations. Also included in the
daily lesson is a story which makes use of alliteration of the con-
sonant being presented. The stories are accompanied by structured
questions for discussion of the story. The booklets are further
designed so that previously presented letters are reviewed throughout

the later booklets. A sample of a Parents Teaching Reading booklet

can be found in Appendix B.
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Tests used in this study include the Metropolitan Readiness
Test, Listening Test of the Cooperative Primary Tests and the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test. The Metropolitan Readiness Tests were used
as both pre- and posttest measures. The Listening Test of the Coop-
erative Primary Tests was used as a five-month follow-up test. The
Primary Test of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests was used as a
nine-month follow-up test.
The Metropolitan Readiness Test by Gertrude H. Hildreth,
Mary E. McGauvron, and Nellie S. Griffiths was published by Harcourt,
Brace and World, Inc., in 1969. Six subtests which are word meaning,
listening, matching, alphabet, numbers, copying, and a seventh test
which is optional (draw-a-man) constitute this readiness test. There
are two forms (A and B) of this test.
Dykstra of the University of Minnesota reports on the validity
and reliability of this test. He states that:
predictive validity is reported for a number of different
samples. . . . The test authors do a convincing job of
describing the validity of the test by discussing the
relevance of the content by demonstrating the test's
relationship with other measures of school readiness
and by relating success in later achievement.?
He further reports on the reliability of MRT when he states:
Reliability data, reported for first grade and kinder-
garten children, were computed using both split-half and
alternate form techniques. Reliability for the total test
are generally above .90 for pupils tested at the end of
kindergarten or early grade I. The reliability of the

test appears adequate for the purpose for which it is
intended.?

20scar Krisen Buros, ed., The Seventh Mental Measurements
Yearbook, vol. 2 (New Jersey: The Gryphon Press, 1972), p. 1776.

3Ibid., p. 1176.
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The five-month follow-up test used was the Listening Test
of the Cooperative Primary Tests. These tests were published by
Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey in 1967. There
are six test titles in the Primary Test Series: The Pilot Test, The
Listening Test, Word Analysis, Mathematics, Reading and Writing Skills.
The Listening Test is a group paper and pencil test and is administered
by a regular classroom teacher. Listening as defined by the authors
of the test refers to comprehension, recall, and interpretation.

In a March 1969 review of this test in American Education

Research Journal, Kaya reports:

In reviewing tests published by the Educational Testing
Service one need not be concerned with whether or not the
tests are reliable, the norms are based on representative
samples, or the forms are adequately equated. Indeed, ETS
can hardly be surpassed in efficiency and thoroughness in
obtaining and reporting test data."

Hanna points to three deficiencies in the reliability section
of the handbook:
First, no data on reliability over periods exceeding
two weeks are reported. Second, reliability data are
not reported for separate schools but only for pooled
samples of several schools. Third, reliability coef-
ficients and standard errors of measurement are not
reported at all for various levels of performance on
the respective tests.®
The Primary A Test of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests was
used as the nine-month follow-up measure. This test was written by

Arthur I. Gates and Walter H. MacGinitie and was published by Teachers

“Ibid., p. 24.
SIbid., p. 25.
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College Press, Columbia University, New York, in 1965. The Primary
A Test is designed for use at the end of first grade and measures
vocabulary and comprehension.

Van Roekel of Michigan State University reports that: "the
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests have been carefully standardized and
the tryout samples and norming group appear to have been adequate."®
He further discusses the reliability: "The alternate form reliabilities
range from .78 to .89 except on speed and accuracy subtests. Also the
interest correlations fall substantially below alternate-form

reliabilities."’

The Design

In formulating the design for this study an attempt was made
to approximate a true experimental design. However, the subjects for
this study were drawn from nine separate classrooms housed in two
buildings, and random assignment of thelsample to two groups was
impossible. Therefore, it was necessary to randomly assign within
sets and the design became a modification of quasi-experimental design
(12C) described by Campbell and Stanley.®

The Quasi-Experimental design 12C titled, "Separate Samples,

Pretest-Post Test Design," utilizes separate samples and could be

¢Ibid., p. 1082.
’Ibid., p. 1082.
%Donald Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-

Expe;imental Designs for Research (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company,
1963), p. 40.
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modified to accoomodate this study. The modification which was used

for this study is diagrammed as follows (Figure 1).

£ {"1

- Oty Q O

= % "32! 2 3 4
%Q M O

= Ty

2 X2 Oz 3 4

1 Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form A)
O2 Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form B)
03 Cooperative Primary Test (Listening)
04 Gates MacGinitie Primary Reading Test
Xy Parents Teaching Reading (Phonics)

X, Sketch 'N' Tell (Language Experience)

Figure 1. Model of Quasi-Experimental Design.

The pretested and not pretested children are represented in both
treatment groups in each building. The purpose served by randomly pre-
testing the children was to rule out the plausible rival hypothesis of
the effect of testing or of maturation. Campbell and Stanley discuss
procedures for control of these sources of internal validity when they
advise: "Maturation and testing are controlled in that they should be

manifested equally in experimental and control groups."?

°Ibid., p. 14.
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The design in this study differs from the Separate-Sample,
Pretest-Post Test Design in that the samples were randomly assigned
within each classroom for pretesting and the volunteer group from each
building was randomly assigned within each building to one of the two
treatment groups. The random assignment to the pretest within the
classrooms and the random assignment to the two treatment groups within
each building created three variables in this study, i.e., building,
pretest, and programs. The following design diagrams the eight cells
to be compared in this study (Figure 2).

The six subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Test, the
Cooperative Listening Test and the Gates MacGinitie Primary Reading
Test are the dependent variables. The Independent Variables are

Building, Treatment, and Pretest/Not Pretest.

Treatment of Data

Each subject in the study was categorized by the independent
variables, i.e., (a) Building--(1. Gundry and 2. Brownell); (b) Pretest--

(1. Pretested and 2. Not Pretested); and (c) Program--(1. Parents Teach-

ing Reading and 2. Sketch 'N' Tell). Comparisons of raw scores of the

three tests which were dependent variables were made for each of the
independent variables individually. Then the interactions of the
independent variables were compared, in all possible combinations;
i.e., (1) Building and Program, (2) Building and Pretest, (3) Program

and Pretest, and (4) Building, Program, and Pretest.
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Two analyses of variance techniques, univariate analysis of
variance and multivariate analysis of variance, were used in this study
for establishing significant differences between means. The analysis
was conducted in three phases. In phase one the multivariate analysis
of variance was employed with the three independent variables and inter-
action combinations with the raw scores of the six subtests of the
Metropolitan Readiness Test. Since the second phase included all
independent variables and interaction combinations, but only one
dependent variable, the raw score of the Cooperative Listening Test,

a univariate analysis of variance was used. Multivariate analysis of
variance was used in phase three because it included multiple dependent
variables; i.e., the raw scores from two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie
Primary Reading Test and the three independent variables and the
interaction combinations.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance was used for phase one and
phase three of the analysis because the six raw scores of the subtests
of the Metropolitan Readiness Test were used as six dependent variables
and the two raw scores of the subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Primary
Test were used as two dependent variables. Rationale for selection of
this analysis of variance is offered by Bock and Haggard in Chapter III,
"The Use of Multivariate Analysis of Variance in Behavioral Research,"
in Whitla.

Typical multivariate problems in behavioral research

involve both multiple independent and multiple dependent

variables. Some of the independent variables may represent
classes or cross classifications of an experimental design.
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Others may be continuous measures carrying information
about the experimental units (usually subjects). The
purpose in applying multivariate statistical analysis

to these problems is to determine how and to what extent
the independent variable explains or predicts the
responses of the subjects represented in the dependent
variables.!?

Multivariate Analysis is further defined by Cattells.

Multivariate analysis of variance, like the more

familiar univariate analysis of variance, focuses upon
differences between groups or between experimental con-
ditions. In analysis of variance, the matter at issue
is that of systematic differences in performance between
groups of subjects, with groups defined by the levels of
classification of one or more independent variables.!!

The level of significance was set at .05 for each dependent
variable. The level of significance for each of the six subtest of
the Metropolitan Readiness Test is .05 divided by six or .008. The
level of significance for the two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie

Primary Reading Tests is .05 divided by 2 or .025.

Statement of Hypotheses

A number of null hypotheses were tested in the study. Since
the purpose of the study was to determine any differences caused by
the effect of the program, it first was necessary to determine the
effects of the other two variables, i.e., building and pretested on

the three measures and the effects caused by their interaction.

1%pean K. Whitla, ed., Handbook of Measurement and Assessment in
Behavioral Science (Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1968),
p. 100.

1 paymond B. Cattell, Handbook of Multivariate Expermental
Psychology (Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 1966), p. 245.
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The first three null hypotheses were generated to determine
differences that may have been caused by building on each of the three
measures.

1A. Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between

the mean scores of subjects in Gundry School and the

mean scores of subjects in Brownell School on the six

subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

2A. Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between

the mean scores of subjects in Gundry School and the

mean scores of subjects in Brownell School on the

Cooperative Listening Test.

3A. Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between
the mean scores of subjects in Gundry School and the
mean scores of subjects from Brownell School on the

two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test.

Since the subjects were randomly pretested, within each building,
it was necessary to determine differences that may have been caused by
the pretest. The following three hypotheses were generated to determine
the effects of the pretest on the three measures.

1B. Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between

the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and

subjects who were not pretested on the six subtests

of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

2B. Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between

the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and
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subjects who were not pretested on the Cooperative
Listening Test.

Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between
the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and
subjects who were not pretested on the two subtests

of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test.

In order to determine if there was an interaction of the two

variables, building and pretest, on the three measures, the following

three hypotheses were incorporated in the study.

1AB.

2AB.

3AB.

Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found in mean
scores of subjects from Gundry School and Brownell School
and mean scores of the subjects that were pretested and
subjects that were not pretested on the six subtests of
the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found in mean
scores of subjects from Gundry School and Brownell School
and mean scores of the subjects that were pretested and
subjects that were not pretested on the Cooperative
Listening Test.

Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found in mean
scores of subjects from Gundry and Brownell Schools and
the mean scores of subjects that were pretested and
subjects that were not pretested on the two subtests

of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test.
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To determine if there was a difference in the effects of
the two experimental programs on the mean scores of the subjects
on the three measures, the following three null hypotheses were
developed. In each statement of hypothesis the term "Program 1"

refers to subjects who received Parents Teaching Reading (phonics

program) and Program 2 refers to subjects who received Sketch ‘N’
Tell (language experience programs).
1C. Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 2 on
the six subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests.
2C. Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 2 on
the Cooperative Listening Test.
3C. Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 2 on

the two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test.

The following three hypotheses were developed to determine the
interaction effects of the two variables, building and program.

TAC. Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the
mean scores of subjects from Gundry School and Brownell School
and the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
Program 2 on the six subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness

Test.
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Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the
mean scores of subjects from Gundry School and Brownell School
and the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
Program 2 on the Cooperative Listening Test.

Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the
mean scores of subjects from Gundry School and Brownell School
and the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
Program 2 on the two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading

Test.

To determine effects of the interaction of the two variables,

program and pretest, on the three measures, the following hypotheses

were developed.

1BC.

2BC.

3BC.

Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the
mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and Program 2
and the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects
who were not pretested on the six subtests of the Metropolitan
Readiness Test.

Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the

mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and Program 2
and the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects
who were not pretested on the Cooperative Listening Test.

Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the
mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and Program 2
and the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects
who were not pretested on the two subtests of the Gates

MacGinitie Reading Test.
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To determine effects of the interaction of the three variables,
building, pretest, and program, on the three measures, the following
hypotheses were developed.

1ABC. Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the
mean scores of the variables, building, pretested and not
pretested, and programs on the six subtests of the

Metropolitan Readiness Test.
2ABC. Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the

mean scores of the variables, building, pretested and not

pretested, and programs on the Cooperative Listening Test.
3ABC. Null Hypothesis: No interaction will be found between the

mean scores of the variables, building, pretested and not

pretested, and programs on the two subtests of the Gates

MacGinitie Reading Test.
Summar

This study of parent-administered reading readiness programs
was conducted with post kindergarten children of parents who volunteered
to participate from two elementary schools in Flint, Michigan. The
subjects were randomly pretested and randomly assigned to one of two
different reading readiness programs within each school. Training
sessions for parents, separated by school and program, included general
instruction skills and familiarization with the instructional materials.
In each school a paraprofessional supervised this six-week, parent-
administered program by meeting weekly with the parents to collect

and distribute the instructional materials.
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The design of this study is quasi-experimental with randomized
samples of pretested/not pretested subjects and both programs within
each of the two buildings creating three independent variables, i.e.,
building, pretest, and program. Each set of four cells from both
buildings contain a randomized sample of subjects by pretest and
program.

Subjects were post tested in September with the Metropolitan
Readiness Test and two follow-up tests; i.e., The Cooperative Listen-
ing Test and the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test. A multivariate analysis
of variance and a univariate analysis of variance were the statistical
tools used to process the data. The level of significance was set at
.05. |

Twenty-one null hypotheses were tested in this study. Nine of
the null hypotheses were tested to determine the effect the three vari-
ables, building, pretest, and program, had on the three measures. The
other twelve hypotheses served to determine if there was an interaction
of mean scores on the three measures.

Findings from the tested hypotheses will be reported in

Chapter 1IV.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Hypotheses

Twenty-one null hypotheses were tested in this study. Six of
these hypotheses were developed to determine any effects on the three
measures that may have been caused by the independent variables,
building and pretest. To determine if a statistically significant
interaction of the independent variables existed on the three measures,
twelve null hypotheses were tested. The remaining three hypotheses were
designed to test for significant differences that may have been caused
by the two reading readiness methods on the three measures of readiness,
listening, and beginning reading.

On the hypotheses that stated measures that produced multiple
dependent variables; i.e., Metropolitan Readiness Tests and Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test, a multivariate analysis of variance with
the total level of significance of difference set at .05, was the
statistical technique employed to test the hypotheses. Hypotheses
that stated measures producing a single dependent variable, i.e.,

The Cooperative Listening Test, a univariate analysis of variance
with the level of significance of difference set at .05, was the

statistical technique used to test the hypotheses.

65
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Results of Data

The following three tables, Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3,
are to identify the standard deviations and mean scores of the eight
cells produced by the three independent variables; i.e., building,
pretest, and program, and their cell frequencies which totaled 42.
Each table identifies the mean scores and standard deviations for
one of the three dependent variables. Table 1 reports the results
of the six subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests given as a
posttest measure of readiness. Table 2 identifies the results of the
follow-up measure of listening; i.e., The Cooperative Listening Test.
To report the results of the beginning reading measure, the third table
(Table 3) was included to 1ist the mean scores and standard deviations

of the two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test.

Hypotheses 1A, 2A, and 3A

In Hypotheses 1A, 2A, and 3A the mean scores of subjects from
Gundry School were compared to the mean scores of subjects from Brownell
School on the three measures: readiness, listening, and beginning
reading. The null hypothesis 1A was:
HOIA: There are no statistically significant differences between

the mean scores of subjects from Gundry School and

subjects from Brownell School on the six subtests of

the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Analysis of data suggested that a statistically significant

difference existed between the mean scores of subjects from Gundry
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Table 2. Cooperative Listening Test (five-month follow-up test), cell
means and standard deviations

a Cell _
Independent Variables No. X S.D. N
Program 1 1 32.50 |13.30 4
Pretested
Program 2 2 27.00 7.51 6
Building 1
Gundry School
Program 1 3 31.40 3.78 5
Not
Pretested
Program 2 4 29.80 6.38 5
Program 1 5 22.60 8.25 10
Pretested
Program 2 6 25.50 6.36 2
Building 2
Brownell School
Program 1 7 32.43 4.83 7
Not
Pretested
Program 2 8 36.00 5.20 3
=42

aProgram 1--Parent Teaching Reading; Program 2--Sketch 'N' Tell;

and Pretested--Subjects who were given the Metropolitan Readiness Test
as a pretest; Not Pretested--Subjects who were given no pretest.
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School (Building 1) and subjects from Brownell School (Building 2)
(Table 4). An "F" statistic of 12.517 yielded a probability less
than .0001 and the null hypothesis was rejected.

The analysis of data further suggested that statistically
significant differences existed between the univariate mean scores
of the sixth subtest (copying). An "F" statistic of 62.426 yielded
a probability of .0001 which is below the level of significant set
at .008 for each univariate. The null hypothesis 2A was:

Ho2A: There are no statistically significant differences between
the mean scores of subjects from Gundry School and subjects
from Brownell School on the Cooperative Listening Test.
Analysis of data suggested that there was no significant

difference between the mean scores of subjects from Gundry School
and subjects from Brownell School on the Cooperative Listening Test

(Table 5). Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected.

Table 5. Results of a univariate analysis of variance between mean
scores of subjects from Gundry School and subjects from
Brownell School on the Cooperative Listening Test

D.F. 1 "F" Statistic .8213 p 1ess than .3712

Independent _

Variables X N
Building 1

Gundry School 29.90 20
Building 2

Brownell School 27.82 22
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The null hypothesis 3A was:

Hy3A: There are no statistically significant differences between
the mean scores of subjects from Gundry School and subjects
from Brownell School on the two subtests of Gates MacGinitie
Reading Test.

Analysis of data suggested that statistically significant
differences existed between the mean scores of subjects from Gundry
School and subjects from Brownell School on the Gates MacGinitie

Reading Test (Table 6). An "F" statistic of 6.4031 yielded a

probability less than .0045 and the null hypothesis was rejected.

Table 6. Results of a multivariate analysis of variance between mean
scores of subjects from Gundry School and subjects from
Brownell School on the two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie
Reading Test

D.F. 2 "F" Statistic 6.4031 p less than .0045
Independent
Variables Vocabulary Comprehension N
Building 1
Gundry School 40.30 25.75 20
Building 2
Brownell School 38.82 18.55 22
p less than .0279 .0010

N=42

Subjects from Building 1 (Gundry School) produced a higher mean
score on both univariates and the analysis of data suggested that a

statistically significant difference existed between the univariate
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mean scores of the subtest, Comprehension. An "F" statistic of
13.1893 yielded a probability less than .001 which is below the
univariate level of significance set at .025. The subtest, Vocabulary,
produced an "F" statistic of 5.2793 which yielded a probability of
.0279 which was close to the univariate level of significance set

at .025.

Hypotheses 1B, 2B, and 3B

In hypotheses 1B, 2B, and 3B, the mean scores of the subjects
classified by subjects who were pretested and subjects who were not
pretested were compared on the three measures of readiness, listening,
and reading. The null hypothesis 1B was:

HolB: There are no significant differences between the mean scores
of subjects who were pretested and subjects who were not
pretested on the six subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness
Tests.

Analysis of the data suggested that there were no statistically
significant differences between the mean scores of subjects who were
pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Table 7). Therefore the null hypothesis was not
rejected.

Neither group produced consistently higher mean scores on all
six subtests. However, the group that was pretested produced a mean
score on the subtest, alphabet, that approached the significance level

set at .008 with p less than .0280.
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The null hypothesis for 2B was:

Ho2B: There are no statistically significant differences between
the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects
who were not pretested on the Cooperative Listening Test.
The univariate analysis of data suggested that there were no

statistically significant differences in the mean scores of subjects
who were pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the

Cooperative Listening Test (Table 8). Therefore the null hypothesis

was not rejected.

Table 8. Results of a univariate analysis of variance between mean
scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects who were
not pretested on the Cooperative Listening Test

D.F. 1 "F" Statistic .0490 p less than .8254
Independent _
Variables X N
Pretested 28.45 26
Not pretested 29.37 _16

N=42

The null hypothesis for 3B was:

Ho3B: There are no statistically significant differences between
the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects
who were not pretested on the two subtests of the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test.
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Analysis of data suggested that there were no statistically
significant differences between the mean scores of subjects who were
pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the Gates MacGinitie

Reading Test (Table 9). Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected.

Table 9. Results of a multivariate analysis of variance between the
mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects who
were not pretested on the two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie
Reading Test

D.F. 2 "F" Statistic 1.5563 p less than .2261
Icggggg?ggt Vocabulary Comprehension N
Pretested 35.27 21.42 26
Not pretested 39.56 22.87 _16

p less than .4861 .3956 N=42

Hypotheses 1AB, 2AB, and 3AB

In Hypotheses 1AB, 2AB, and 3AB the mean scores of subjects from
each of the two buildings and the mean scores of subjects that were
pretested and subjects who were not pretested within each building were
compared to determine if there was an interaction effect of these two
independent variables on the three dependent variables of measures of
readiness, listening, and beginning reading.

The null hypothesis 1AB was:
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HOIAB: There are no significant interactions between the mean
scores of subjects from Building 1 and Building 2 and
the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and
subjects who were not pretested on the six subtests
of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

The analysis of data suggested that a statistically significant
interaction exists: mean scores of subjects pretested and subjects not
pretested in Building 1 versus mean scores of subjects pretested and
subjects not pretested in Building 2. An "F" statistic of 3.8497
yielded a probability of less than .0061 and the null hypothesis
was rejected.

The analysis of data further suggested that the difference
between the mean scores of subjects pretested and subjects not pre-
tested in Building 1 was different from the difference between the
mean scores of subjects pretested and subjects not pretested in
Building 2.

One possible contributing factor to the total significant
interaction is the subtest, word meaning, in which the probability
was less than .0093 which is very close to the individual univariate
level of significance set at .008.

The null hypothesis 2AB was:

Ho2AB: There are no significant interactions between the mean
scores of subjects from Building 1 and subjects from
Building 2 and the mean scores of subjects who were
pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the
Cooperative Listening Test.

The analysis of data suggested that no statistically significant

interaction existed between the mean scores of subjects from each school
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and the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects who
were not pretested within each school on the Cooperative Listening Test

(Table 11). Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected.

Table 11. Results of the univariate analysis of variance between
mean scores of subjects categorized by building (Gundry and
Brownell) and pretested and not pretested on the Cooperative
Listening Test

D.F. 1 "F" Statistic 1.7732 p less than .1919
Independent Variables X N
Building 1 Pretested 31.89 9
Gundry School Not pretested 28.27 11
Building 2 Pretested 26.65 17
Brownell School Not pretested 31.80 _5

N=42

The null hypothesis 3AB was:

Hy3AB: There are no significant interactions between the mean scores
of subjects from building 1 and subjects from building 2 and
the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects
who were not pretested on the two subtests of the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test.

Analysis of data suggested that no statistically significant
interaction existed between the mean scores of subjects from Gundry
School and subjects from Brownell School and the mean scores of
subjects who were pretested and subjects who were not pretested
within each school on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test (Table 12).

Therefore the hypothesis was not rejected.
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Table 12. Results of the multivariate analysis of variance between mean
scores of subjects categorized by building (Gundry and
Brownell) and pretested and not pretested on the two subtests
of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test

D.F. 2 "F" Statistic .9719 p less than .3890
Independent

Variables Vocabulary Comprehension N
Building 1 Pretested 40.22 28.22 9
Gundry School Not pretested 40. 36 23.73 1
Building 2 Pretested 32.65 17.82 17
Brownell School Not pretested 37.80 21.00 5
p less than .5276 .1743

N=42

Hypotheses 1C, 2C, and 3C

In Hypotheses 1C, 2C, and 3C the mean scores of subjects who

received Parents Teaching Reading (Program 1) were compared to the mean

scores of subjects who received Sketch 'N' Tell (Program 2) on the

three measures: reading, listening, and beginning reading.
The null hypothesis 1C was:

Hol1C: There are no statistically significant differences between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
subjects who received Program 2 on the six subtests of
the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Analysis of the data suggested that there were no statistically

significant differences in the mean scores of subjects who received
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Program 1 and the mean scores of subjects who received Program 2 on
the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Table 13). Therefore the null
hypothesis was not rejected.

Subjects who participated in Program 2 produced higher mean
scores on all univariates than subjects who participated in Program 1.
Analysis of data suggested a statistically significant difference
between the mean scores on the third subtest, matching. An "F" sta-
tistic of 8.5222 yielded a probability less than .0062 which is below
the level of significance set at .008 for each univariate.

The null hypothesis for 2C was:

Hy2C: There are no statistically significant differences between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and the
%:gg?cts who received Program 2 on the Cooperative Listening
Analysis of data suggested that statistically significant

differences existed between the mean scores of subjects who participated

in Parents Teaching Reading (Program 1) and subjects who participated in

Sketch 'N' Tell (Program 2) on the Cooperative Listening Test (Table 14).

An "F" statistic of 7.0468 yielded a probability of significance level
of .0120 and the null hypothesis was rejected.
The null hypothesis 1C was:
HolC: There are no statistically significant differences between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and the

mean scores of subjects who received Program 2 on the two
subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test.
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Table 14. Results of a univariate analysis of variance between scores
of subjects who received Program 1 and subjects who received
Program 2 on the Cooperative Listening Test

D.F. 1 "F" Statistic p less than .0120

Independent Variables X N

Program 1

Parents Teaching Reading 25.86 22

Program 2

Sketch 'N' Tell 32.05 _20
N=42

Analysis of the data suggested that there were no statistically
significant differences between the mean scores of subjects who

received Parents Teaching Reading (Program 1) and subjects who received

Sketch 'N' Tell (Program 2) on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test

(Table 15). Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected.

Subjects who participated in the Sketch 'N' Tell program

(Program 2), produced higher mean scores than subjects who participated

in Parents Teaching Reading program (Program 1) on both subtests. On

the subtest, comprehension, an "F" statistic of 5.3555 yielded a prob-
ability of less than .0269 which approaches the univariate level of

significance set at .025.
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Table 15. Results of a multivariate analysis of variance between mean
scores of subjects who received Program 1 and subjects who
received Program 2 on the two subtests of the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test

D.F. 2 "F" Statistic 2.6091 p less than .0888
Independent Variables Vocabulary Comprehension N
Program 1
Parents Teaching Reading 35.00 19.64 22
Program 2
Sketch 'N' Tell 39.00 24.55 20
p less than .1974 .0269

N=42

Hypotheses 1AC, 2AC, and 3AC

In Hypotheses 1AC, 2AC, and 3AC mean scores of subjects from
Gundry School and subjects from Brownell School and mean scores of

subjects who received Parent Teaching Reading and subjects who received

Sketch 'N' Tell within each building were compared to determine if there

was a significant interaction on the three measures of readiness,
listening, and beginning ?eading. The null hypothesis 1AC was:
HolAC: There are no significant interactions of mean scores of

subjects from Gundry School and subjects from Brownell

School and mean scores of subjects who received Program 1

and subjects who received Program 2 on the six subtests of

the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

The analysis of data suggested that no statistically significant

interaction existed between the mean scores of subjects from Brownell



85

School and subjects from Gundry School and the mean scores of subjects

who received Parents Teaching Reading and subjects who received Sketch

'N' Tell within each school on the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Table 16). Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected.

The null hypothesis 2AC was:

Ho2AC: There are no significant interactions between the mean

scores of subjects from Gundry School and subjects from

Brownell School and the mean scores of subjects who

received Program 1 and subjects who received Program 2

on the Cooperative Listening Test.

The analysis of data suggested that there was not a statisti-
cally significant interaction between the mean scores of subjects from
each building and the mean scores of subjects participating in the two
programs on the Cooperative Listening Test (Table 17). However, the
"F" statistic of 3.8364 yielded a probability of less than .0584 which
was close to the level of significant difference set at .05. The
probability exceeded the level of significance and the null hypothesis
was not rejected.

The null hypothesis 3AC was:

Ho3AC: There are no significant interactions between the mean

scores of subjects from Gundry School and subjects from

Brownell School and mean scores of subjects who received

Program 1 and subjects who received Program 2 on the two

subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test.

The analysis of data suggested that a statistically significant

interaction existed between the mean scores of subjects from Gundry

School and subjects from Brownell School and the mean scores of
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Table 17. Results of the univariate analysis of variance between mean
scores of subjects categorized by building and programs on
the Cooperative Listening Test

D.F. 1 "F" Statistic 3.8364 p less than .0584
Independent Variables? X N
Building 1--Program 1 29.20 10
Building 1--Program 2 30.60 10
Building 2--Program 1 23.08 12
Building 2--Program 2 33.50 _10

N=42

aBuilding 1, Gundry School; Building 2, Brownell School;
and Program 1, Parents Teaching Reading; Program 2, Sketch 'N' Tell.

subjects who received Parents Teaching Reading and subjects who

received Sketch 'N' Tell on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test

(Table 18). The "F" statistic of 3.2220 yielded a probability of
less than .0528, lower than the criterion set at .05 for the study.
The null hypothesis was accordingly rejected.

A possible contributing factor to the statistically significant
interaction was the univariate, comprehension, which produced an "F"
statistic of 4.6979 which yielded a probability of less than .0373
which is very close to the individual univariate level of significance

set at .025.
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Table 18. Results of the multivariate analysis of variance between the
mean scores of subjects categorized by building and program
on the two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test

D.F. 2 "F" Statistic 3.2220 p less than .0528
Independent Variables? Vocabulary Comprehension N
Building 1--Program 1 38.80 25.70 10
Building 1--Program 2 41.80 25.80 10
Building 2--Program 1 31.83 14.58 12
Building 2--Program 2 36.20 23.30 _10
p less than .8105 .0373

N=42

aBuilding 1, Gundry School; Building 2, Brownell School;
and Program 1, Parents Teaching Reading; Program 2, Sketch 'N' Tell.

Hypotheses 1BC, 2BC, and 3BC

In Hypotheses 1BC, 2BC, and 3BC the mean scores of subjects who

received Parents Teaching Reading and subjects who received Sketch 'N'

Tell and the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects
who were not pretested were compared to determine if a statistically
significant interaction existed on the three measures of readiness,
listening, and beginning reading. The null hypothesis 1BC was:
Ho1BC: There are no statistically significant interactions between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and subjects
who received Program 2 and the mean scores of subjects who were

pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the six
subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.
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Analysis of the data suggested that no statistically significant
interaction existed between the mean scores of subjects who received

Parents Teaching Reading and subjects who received Sketch 'N' Tell

and the mean scores of subjects who were pretested and subjects who

were not pretested on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Table 19).

Therefore the hypothesis was not rejected.

The null hypothesis 2BC was:

Ho2BC: There are no statistically significant interactions between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
subjects who received Program 2 and the mean scores of
subjects who were pretested and subjects who were not
pretested on the Cooperative Listening Test
Analysis of the data suggested that no statistically signifi-

cant interaction existed between the mean scores of subjects who

received the Parents Teaching Reading program and the subjects who

received the Sketch 'N' Tell program and the mean scores of subjects

who were pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the
Cooperative Listening Test (Table 20). Therefore the null hypothesis
was not rejected.

The null hypothesis 3BC was:

Ho3BC: There are no statistically significant interactions between
the mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and
subjects who received Program 2 and the mean scores of
subjects who were pretested and subjects who were not
pretested on the two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie
Reading Test.



90

44

€088° G681L° evvo” 9€9g° L£26° 0LL6° ueyy ssay d

8 8E°6 6.9l SLPl Le°¢l LE°0L 8E°6 pa3sajiadd 3ION LLSL N, Ud33)S

2 weubouyd

¢l SL°L 00°91 80°§G1 00°2l ¢6°0L L1701 pajsaladd L1381 N, Ud33S

yo3ays--2 weuabouy

8 €9°6 00°pl A GZ2'6 ¢LoL 8¢°8 pa1saiadd ION bulpeay butydes]

sjuaded--| weaboud

vl 129 L bL 6L°¢EL L0°6 LL°6 £6°8 pa3saladd pulpeay bulydes]

Sjuaded--| weuaboud

N BuirAdoy  susqunyN  3dqeydy buLryodojey bBurudlsiy  bBuluesy sa|qetJdep juspuadapu]
p4OM

60Ly" ueyz ssa| d

1960° L dl3Istiels .4,

9 *4°0

*1S9] SSauLpeay uelL|0doulal 3yl JO $3S3IGNS XIS 3Yl UO Ppasa}aad J0uU 3usM Oym s3dafqns pue

pa31s9394d 343M OYM S323[QNS JO SIU0DS ULBW 3Y3 pue Z weuboud paALadad Oym s323lqns pue | weuboud

PSAL323J4 OYM $303[QNS JO SOU0DS URAW UIIMIQ JUBLUBA 4O SLSA|eue djeLJARALI|NW 3Y} 4O SI|NSdY ‘6L alqel



91

Table 20. Results of the univariate analysis of variance between the
mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and subjects
who received Program 2 and the mean scores of subjects who
were pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the
Cooperative Listening Test

"F" Statistic .2449 p less than .6240
Cooperative

Independent Variables Listening N
Program 1 Pretested 25.43 14
Parents Teaching Reading Not pretested 26.62 8
Program 2 Pretested 32.00 12
Sketch 'N' Tell Not pretested 32.12 _8
N=42

Analysis of the data suggested that no statistically signifi-
cant interaction existed between the mean scores of subjects who

received the Parents Teaching Reading program and the subjects who

received the Sketch 'N' Tell program and the mean scores of subjects

who were pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test (Table 21). Therefore the null hypothesis

was not rejected.
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Table 21. Results of the multivariate analysis of variance between mean
scores of subjects who received Program 1 and subjects who
received Program 2 and the mean scores of the subjects who
were pretested and subjects who were not pretested on the
two subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test

D.F. 2 "F" Statistic 2.5739 p less than .0915
Independent Variables Vocabulary Comprehension N
Program 1 Pretested 35.36 19.57 14
Parents Teaching Reading Not pretested 34.37 19.57 8
Program 2 Pretested 35.17 23.58 12
Sketch 'N' Tell Not pretested 44.75 26.00 _8
p less than .0321 .0781

N=42

Hypotheses 1ABC, 2ABC, and 3ABC

In Hypotheses 1ABC, 2ABC, and 3ABC mean scores of subjects
categorized by the three independent variables of building, pretested/
not pretested, and program, were compared to determine whether a
statistically significant interaction existed on the three measures
of readiness, listening, and beginning reading. The null hypothesis
1ABC was:

HolABC: There are no statistically significant interactions between
the mean scores of subjects categorized by building, pretest

and not pretested and programs on the six subtests of the
Metropolitan Readiness Tests.
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Analysis of the data suggested that no statistically significant
interaction existed between the mean scores of subjects categorized by
building, pretested and not pretested, and programs, on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Table 22). Therefore the null hypothesis was not
rejected.

The null hypothesis 2ABC was:

HOZABC: There are no statistically significant interactions between the
mean scores of subjects categorized by building, pretested/not
pretested, and programs on the Cooperative Listening Test.
Analysis of the data suggested that there was no statistically

significant interaction between the mean scores of subjects categorized

by building, pretest/not pretested, and programs, on the Cooperative

Listening Test (Table 23). Therefore the null hypothesis was not

rejected.

The null hypothesis 3ABC was:

H°3ABC: There are no statistically significant in@erqctions between the
mean scores of subjects categorized by building, pretested/not
pretested, and programs on the two subtests of the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test.

The analysis of data suggested that there was no statistically
significant interaction between the mean scores of subjects categorized
by building, pretested/not pretested, and prbgrams on the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test (Table 24). Therefore the null hypothesis

was not rejected.
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Table 23. Results of the univariate analysis of variance between the
mean scores of subjects categorized by building, pretested/
not pretested, and programs on the Cooperative Listening Test

D.F. 1 "F" Statistic .0996 p less than .7543
Independent Variables? X N
Building 1--Pretested--Program 1 32.50 4
Building 1--Pretested--Program 2 27.00 6
Building 1--Not pretested--Program 1 31.40 5
Building 1--Not pretested--Program 2 29.80 5
Building 2--Pretested--Program 1 22.60 10
Building 2--Pretested--Program 2 25.50 2
Building 2--Not pretested--Program 1 32.43 7
Building 2--Not pretested--Program 2 36.00 _3
N=42

aBuilding 1, Gundry School; Building 2, Brownell School;
and Program 1, Parents Teaching Reading; Program 2, Sketch 'N' Tell.
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Table 24. Results of the multivariate analysis of variance between the
mean scores of subjects categorized by building, pretested/
not pretested, and programs on the two subtests of the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test

D.F. 2 “F" Statistic .1976 p less than .8217
Independent Variables Vocabulary Comprehension N
Building 1--Pretested--Program 1 42.75 30.25 4
Building 1--Pretested--Program 2 36.17 22.67 6
Building 1--Not pretested--Program 1 38.20 26.60 5
Building 1--Not pretested--Program 2 45.40 25.00 5
Building 2--Pretested--Program 1 32.40 15.30 10
Building 2--Pretested--Program 2 29.00 11.00 2
Building 2--Not pretested--Program 1 33.00 21.43 7
Building 2--Not pretested--Program 2 43.67 27.67 _3
p less than .9822 .6095
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Summary

To determine the effects of the two reading readiness programs
on dependent measures of readiness, listening, and beginning reading,
twenty-one null hypotheses were developed in this study. Six hypotheses
tested the effect of the independent variables, building and pretest, on
the three measures. Twelve hypotheses were developed to determine
statistically significant interaction effects and the remaining three
hypotheses were developed to investigate any statistically significant
differences in mean scores that may have been produced by the two
reading readiness programs.

0f the null hypotheses tested to determine the effects of the
independent variables, building and pretest, two hypotheses were
rejected. There was a statistically significant difference produced
by the independent variable, building, on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test and the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test. Therefore one cannot rule
out the building effect on these factors.

Two of the twelve hypotheses developed to determine statis-
tically significant interactions, were rejected. On the Metropolitan
Readiness Test the independent variables pretest and building, the
data suggests that a statistically significant interaction existed
between the independent variables, program and building, on the Gates
MacGinitie Test. Thus it has been determined one cannot rule out the
effect of the interaction of mean scores on the two measures, the

Metropolitan Readiness Test and the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test.
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0f the three null hypotheses developed to determine the effect
of the two reading readiness programs on the three measures, one
hypothesis was rejected. The data suggested that on the Cooperative
Listening Test the subjects who received (Program 2) the language

experience program, Sketch 'N' Tell, produced a statistically sig-

nificant higher mean score. Thus it has been determined that one
cannot rule out the effect of programs on the Cooperative Listening

Test measure.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Theoretical Foundations

The review of the literature lends credibility to the concept
of employing a program that involved parents in the cognitive skill
development of their own children. It established contingency of
success in cognitive development on specific factors that have been
jdentified within the home. Programs that involve parents directly
in the cognitive skill development of their own children are still in
the experimental stages and models for such involvement are in the
defining process. Studies, however, of such programs have indicated
that programs promoting parent involvement with the cognitive skill
development of their children have had positive effects.

Justification f;r exploring an already well-trod ground of
research on reading methodology is in the assumption that research
done in classroom settings, because of the restricted physical area,
the teaéher-pupil ratio and the teacher-student relationship, is not
generalizable to the home setting, in which there is a one-to-one
ratio and where the relationship of parent and child is unique.

" Therefore, it was felt that there is a need to know more about the
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effect two methods for teaching reading readiness in a situation
very different from situations used for the research on reading

methodology.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was basically to determine the
aspects of reading readiness that were affected by two reading
readiness programs administered by parents to their own post-
kindergarten children during a six-week period during the summer
when no formal schooling was offered. The most obvious liﬁitation
of this study was that only parents who volunteered to administer a
reading readiness program to their children were included in the study

and thus’limited the number of subjects in the study.

Procedures

In order to isolate those effects on reading readiness caused
by the two reading readiness programs, it was necessary to first identify
effects caused by the other two independent variables, i.e., building
and pretest, and their interactions. Thus, in total, twenty-one null
hypotheses were developed to determine the effects of the three inde-
pendent variables on the three measures of readiness, listening, and
beginning reading. A multivariate analysis of variance and a univariate
analysis of variance were the statistical tools used to test the null
hypotheses. The multivariate analysis of variance Was used with those
measures that produced multiple subscores and the univariate analysis

of variance was used on the measure that produced a single score.
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Results

Of the twenty-one null hypotheses tested in this study, five
were rejected. Two null hypotheses were rejected on the basis of
findings that mean scores differed to a statistically significant
degree between subjects from Gundry School and Brownell School on
both the Metropolitan Readiness Test and the Gates MacGinitie Reading
Test. The data further suggested the rejection of two null hypotheses
which showed that a significant interaction existed. It was found that
the mean scores on the Metropolitan Reading Test of subjects, who were
pretested and subjects who were not pretested within each of the two
buildings, interacted to a statistical significance. A significant
interaction of mean scores on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test of
subjects who received Program 1 and subjects who received Program 2
from each of the two buildings also existed and the null hypothesis
was rejected. The fifth null hypothesis was rejected when the data
suggested that there was a statistically significant difference between
mean scores of subjects who received Program 1 and subjects who received

Program 2 on the Cooperative Listening Test.

Conclusions

Statistically Significant Differences
Between Buildings

One of the major findings of the study was that a statistically
significant difference was found between the mean scores of subjects

from Gundry School and subjects from Brownell School on the Metropolitan
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Readiness Tests and the Gates MacGinitie Reading Tests. On both
measures the differences favored Gundry School. These two schools
appeared to be well-matched as far as location within the city and
attributes of the population such as socioeconomic status, race, and
the stability of the community. However, upon closer inspection,
Gundry Community (although it borders the Brownell Community) is on

the leading edge of the flow of residence from the inner portion of

the city and has had a longer history of community upheaval and thus
has been for a longer period of time the recipient of special academic
programs to accommodate this changed and changing population. Brownell
School, on the other hand, at the time of this study, was just in the
process of instituting programs to cope with the changes of population
within the coomunity. The basic academic programs appear to be similar
since they are part of the same school district and adhere to the same
educational goals and prescribed curriculum. However, Gundry School
has had a longer history of specialized programs such as head start,
preschool, special reading and math teachers aimed at countering the
effects of inner city poverty. Many of these special programs involved
the use of parents for support in the academic areas and relied upon
parents to become directly involved with the cognitive skill development
of their own children.

Statistically Significant Interactions
of Independent Variables

The two null hypotheses that were rejected because of

statistically significant interactions in mean scores pointed again
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to the differences produced by the two buildings. There was a
statistically significant interaction of mean scores of subjects

who were pretested and subjects who were not pretested within each
building on the Metropolitan Readiness Test. The difference between
the mean scores of pretested subjects and subjects who were not pre-
tested in Gundry School was different from the difference between
subjects who were pretested and subjects who were not pretested in
Brownell School.

The second null hypothesis that was rejected on the suggestion
of the data that a statistically significant interaction existed was
also contingent upon the differences produced by the independent
variable, building. Subjects who received the language experience
program in Brownell School scored much higher mean scores on both
subtests of the Gates MacGinitie Reading Tests than subjects who
received the phonics program. However, subjects who received the
language experience program from Gundry School scored an almost
identical mean score as subjects who received the phonics program.
Thus combining the scores without regard for the independent variable,
building, would cause the differences to appear to be attributed to
program differences rather than differences created by building.

Statistically Significant Differences
Between Programs

The fifth null hypothesis was rejected because the data
suggested a statistically significant difference existed in the

mean scores of subjects receiving the language experience program
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and Subjécts receiving the phonics program on the Cooperative
Listening Test. The difference favored the language experience
program. The Cooperative Listening Test which is part of the
Cooperative Primary Test Batteries, is defined by the author as:
"Listening, as used in the title of these tests means more than
receiving the spoken word. It includes comprehension, recall and
interpretation."!

In the Gray's UNESCO report in the chapter on research findings
of comparisons of methods, he states: "The evidence from research
indicated that the real issue is not which of the two procedures under
discussion is better, but rather what is the role of each in contri-
buting to development in reading."? He further concludes that:

experimental studies of the relative merits of specific
methods of teaching reading do not show conclusively which
method is best; they indicate rather that some methods
further progress in certain aspects of reading and

other methods in still other aspects.?®

Clearly the significance of this finding, in accordance with
Gray's conclusion is in determining that the language experience
program produced a significant difference on the listening comprehension

of the subjects who received that program. The emphasis of the language

experience method is the meaning of the words. If there is a higher

lCooperative Primary Tests Handbook, Educational Testing Service,
Princeton, New Jersey, 1967, p. 8.

2William S. Gray, The Teaching of Reading and Writing, an
international survey, UNESCO, Switzerland, 1956, p. 106.

*Ibid., p. 106.
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form of meaning-emphasis methods, the language experience approach
would probably occupy that position. The words and sentences the

child codes and decodes are those that were generated from his own
experiences and thus hold meaning for him. Since the order, sequence,
and pattern of words to be read are those of the child's, then lexical,
grammatical, syntactical and rhetorical problems are basically overcome
and the context serves the child in word recognition. Since the meaning
of words is the clue to word recognition in this method, when a high
priority is given to comprehension of words and sentences, then it is
logical that the difference revealed by this study was in the area of
comprehension.

The phonics program, particularly in the initial stages,
emphasizes the components of words and the meaning of words or sen-
tences are treated incidentally. Selection of words to be read are
those which are phonetically consistent and not necessarily relevant
to the interest of the child. Since initially, the meaning of words
and sentences is not emphasized this method would probably not enhance

comprehension development as was revealed by this study.

Limitations of the Study

It was not the purpose of this study to determine a best
method or procedure for parents to use with their children to develop
reading readiness skills. This study was limited in scope to a com-
parison of the effects of two reading readiness methods administered
by parents during a limited period of time on subsequent measures of

readiness, listening, and beginning reading.
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This study was further limited by:
1. Only subjects whose parents volunteered to participate in
the program were included in the study.
2. The population for the study was drawn from two neighboring
elementary schools located in an urban area in Flint, Michigan.
3. Each method is limited to a representative of only one program.
4. Each method was represented by a finite set of materials.
5. Measures of the effects of each program were limited to three
standardized measures of readiness, listening, and beginning

reading.

Recommendations

As this country finds itself midway into a ten-year commitment
at the national, state, and local level of government to eliminate
illiteracy it seems that we must look beyond the traditional procedures
for educating children which have to date produced inadequate reshlts.
Although refining existing procedures is commendable, it seems necessary
to explore other viable avenues for achieving, enhancing and more
efficiently arriving at the goals of education.

It appears that timewise, we are in the dawn of exploration of
the total world in which a person develops intellectually and in many
cases, the most influential factors are those outside the classroom
doors. The literature reflects efforts to identify those factors
within the home which seem crucial to the acquisition of intellectual

skills. Programs that intervene in the home or attempt to coordinate
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the efforts of the home with those of the school, have also been

researched and isolated studies have reported some substantial gains.
In order to give adequate guidance to parents in their

efforts to assist in developing their child's intellectual skills

to their maximum potential, further investigations need to be made

into aspects of the home and parenting techniques and their effects

on this development. This study is but one tiny glimpse of the effect

of two programs reflecting two methods of teaching reading readiness

in a unique setting. This study has implications for further

investigations.

1. One possible follow-up study would be to investigate listening
comprehension at a later time to determine if the statistically
significant difference would be sustained for any period of
time.

2. A follow-up investigation of parents to determine, if, after
the study, they attempted to continue instructing their children
or attempted to replicate the program with younger brothers or
sisters.

3. A study investigating attitude changes that might have taken
place with parents regarding their role in the cognitive
development of their own children.

4. The programs employed by the parents in this study were
dependent upon a finite set of materials. It would be
interesting to investigate the effects of a program that

continued through the school year and rather than a given
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set of materials, parents were instructed to use situations
and items naturally found within the home.

5. The parents who administered the programs in this study were
mothers of the children and it would be interesting to
investigate the effects of having the fathers assume this
role.

6. The instruction in this program took place exclusively in the
home; it might be worthwhile to design a combination of home
and school instruction. The parent would assume an instruc-
tional role within the child's classroom on a regular basis
as well as the one-to-one instruction within the home.

7. It would be interesting for a future study to compare the

identical study using a different population.

Reflections

As the literature revealed, curriculum research, whether it be
in a traditional setting or one that is unique, seldom renders defini-
tive answers. The above study did not produce any eternal answers for
developers of curriculum intended for parents to administer to their
children.

The study did, however, reveal some significant differences
in mean scores categorized by the independent variables, building and
program. The most consistent differences identified in the study were
differences between mean scores of children from Gundry School and

mean scores of children from Brownell School. Gundry School children
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scored higher mean scores on every subtest of all three measures used
in the study. On two of the three measures, the Metropolitan Readiness
Test and the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test, the differences were signif-
icant. These two schools were selected for the study because they
appeared to be closely matched in population, location, and academic
achievement. The differences revealed by this study, however, indicate
the possibility that academic differences exist between the two schools'
populations. Closer inspection of auxiliary programs instituted to
accommodate the special needs of the changed and changing community
population indicated that Gundry School was about two to three years
ahead of Brownell School in providing special programs and facilities.
On one of the measures, the Cooperative Listening Test, chil-

dren who received Sketch 'N' Tell, the language experience program

scored a significantly higher mean score than children who received

Parent Teaching Reading, the phonics program. One possible reason

for this difference could be that the language experience method
emphasized word meaning and comprehension. Another possible cause
for the difference could be in the ease in which the parents could
administer the language experience program over the phonics program.
In the language experience program, the activities are more closely
related to the activities that parents naturally engage in with their
children. The use of the child's vocabulary and experiences, in a
rather informal transfer from the spoken word to the written word,

would lend itself to parent administration. In contrast,the phonics
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program, which teaches letter-sound association as a substep to word
recognition would be an unnatural and rather artificial activity for
parents.

From this study it would be well to keep in mind when
developing programs for parents to administer to their children,
that the programs include methods which have been proven to enhance
the development of the desired skill or skills and that the methods
lend themselves to ease in parent administration. If the methods of
the delivery system in the program are closely related to the activ-
ities that a parent naturally engages in as part of the parenting role,
they probably will be continued beyond the program and incorporated

into the existing parenting procedure.



APPENDICES



APPENDIX A

SKETCH 'N' TELL

(A Sample of One Week's Lessons)
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APPENDIX B

PARENTS TEACHING READING

(A Sample of One Week's Lessons)
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MONDAY

Directions for Page 1. Have the child look at each picture. See if he can
guess what letter each of the pictures begin with. Stress the Fff (F)
sound to be certain that the child hears the first sound of each word.

Show the child the position of the lips, tongue and teeth when the F sound
is made.

Directions for Page 2. Give the picture of the large F to the child.

Discuss the picture saying that the boy is hot and a fffan blows the
air so he feels cooler.

Explain how a F is made. Let the child color the F and the picture.

Directions for Page 3. Show the picture of the football and helmet to
the child.

Have the child cut out the puzzle letter pieces.that are at the end ~f
Monday's directions. Match them to the shapes at the bottom of

page 3. Paste the puzzle pieces with flour and water paste - a teaspoon
of flour or starch mixed with a few drops of water. Say the word and look
at the letters as you say them.

Directions for Page 4. Read the story "A Football for Frank' and ask
the questions at the end of the story. This might be a good time to
talk about other kinds of balls ~-- baseball, softball, basketball,
volleyball, etc.

Directions for Page 5. Give the child page 5 and read the directions
to the child at the bottom of the page. Show the child the Ff in the
center of the page and explain that all the objects on the page begin
with the letter F. This is a good review of the colors also.

Do the following finger play for the child, then do it together.
Help him learn the rhyme as well as the motions.

"Counting the Fingers"

1. Thumb is one, (Hold up thumb)

Have some fun. (Clap hands)
2, Pointer is two, (Hold up pointer)
I see you, (Cup hand to shade eyes looking around)
3. Tall man three, (Hold up middle finger)
Like a tree. (Outline shape of tree with hands)
4. Ring man four, (Hold up fourth finger)
Now one more. (With other hand motion one more)
5. Little man five, (Hold up little finger)
Swim and dive. (Take a swimming stroke with arms and then

motion a dive into water)
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The following are finger plays that your child may emjoy:

""Hear My Feet When I Go Out"

(In this poem are the different sounds a child makes with his feet when he

goes out of doors in different seasons.

Encourage him to make these sounds

with you, expecially when they are repeated in the last line.)

In summer I go out.

1 splash in water from the hose.
Hear it splashing on my toes!
Swish, swosh, swish, swosh,
Hear me splashing near the hose!

In winter 1 go out.

I tramp and break the crusty snow,
Hear my tramping to and frol
Creak, squeak, creak, squeak.
Hear me tramping on the snow!
Creak, squeak, creak, squeak.

"Freddy Blew The Fire"

Freddy blew the fire;
Puff, puff, puff!

First he blew it gently;
Then he blew it rough.

In automn I go out.

I shuffle through the golden leaves.
That have fallen from the trees.
Crinkle, crackle, crinkle, crackle.
Hear me shuffle through the leaves!
Crinkle, crackle, crinkle, crackle.

In spring I go out.

1 step or stomp in every puddle.
See it oozel See it bubble!
Squish, squash, squish, squash.
Hear me wading in the puddle!

I fell down. What a mess!

(Blow)
(Puff gently)
(Blow hard)

ot ofl
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A FOOTBALL FOR FRANK

One day Frank's mother and father went downtown shopping. They
told Frank to be a good boy and help his auntie take care of
his Little sister, Felicia. Father said if he was very good,
they would bring him a surprise from downtown.

All day long Frank was a very good boy and did as his father
told him. Frank also thought about the surprise that his
father had promised him. He thought about many things that
the surprise might be.

When his mother and father returned from shopping they had a
package for Frank. Frank lifted the package and found that

it vasn't very heavy. He could hold the package in one hand
or in two hands. Frank quickly opened the package to find his
surprise. It was brown and shaped like an egg except that it
had points on each end. ¥nhen he touched his surprise it felt
Jjust like his new leather shoes. Frank could hold it in one
hand and he could throw it or kick it. One side had lacing
on 1t like a shoe has lacing.

Questions ‘

1. Do you know what Frank's surprise was? :

2. What did Frank's father and mother ask Frank to do
while they were away? -

3. Where did Frank's father and mother go shopping?

4. Vhat did you think Frank's surprise was going to be?

5. To what kind of store would you go to buy a football?



Read the words. Color the pictures.

- W

firem:

an
*
fairy
‘ feather
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TUESDAY

Directions for Page 6. Give the child the sheet. Put a circle around
all the capital F's in the first two columns. Then have the child
find each small f in the next two columns and put circles around them.

Directions for Page 7. Show the picture of the farm to the child and
ask him to name all the things in the picture that begin with the fff
sound -- farm, farmer, fire, fork, field, furrow, fish, fishing, fishing
pole, fox fence, feet, face, fuel, fingers, fieldhand, feather, father.

Directions for Page 8. Show the child the picture of the frog.

Have the child cut out the puzzle pieces and paste them to the bottom of
frog picture. Sound out the word as you point to the letters that make the
sounds.

Directions for Page 9. Read the story "Big Frogs, Little Frogs'" and ask
the questions at the end of the story.

Directions for Page 10. Give the page to the child and tell him to look
at the cubes at the left and see how many cubes are missing. Then he
should find that amount of cubes at the right and put an X on them.

Review the finger play '"Counting Fingers' from Monday's directions.

Directions for Page 1ll. Give the child the sheet and read the directions.
Read one directionat a time and let the child follow that direction
before reading the next direction. Call attention to the beginning sound
of all the objects.

Read the following words to the child and ask the child which of the three
words does not begin with F.

1. football snake fish
2. fire farmer monkey
3. flag ball foot
4, train feather frog
5. fast father mother

Directions for Page 12. Show the child the word in the center of the first
box at the top of the page -- fun. Have him draw a line to the other words
in that box that begin with f as fun does. Complete page.

N
riolf-g
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Here is a finger play for your child to learn:

"Bullfrog"

Here's Mr. Bullfrog
Sitting on a rock

Along comes a little boy

Mr. Bullfrog jumps, KERPLOP!

(Left hand closed, thumb upright,
Mr. Bullfrog)

(Walking motion with index and
third fingers)

(Thumb makes diving motion)
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Big Frogs, Little Frogs

by Patricia K. Miller
Iran L. Seligman

Big Frogs. Little frogs. Leaping frogs. Sleeping frogs.
Swimming frogs and tadpoles.

Listen to the frog! Croak! Crosk! Beep! G-r-rump!

Tadpoles are baby frogs.
Tadpoles are born eggs.
They live like fishes in the water.

Frog egas look like jelly
Ea:a has a black dot that is the beginning of a tadpele.

Fish like frog eggs. Seme fish eat frog eggs.
In seven days the eggs hatch. The tadpoles are born.

Little tadpoles are hungry. They eat tiny plants that grow in
the vater. The plants are so little that you cannot see them.

The tadpoles are growing. Oh, how fast they grow!
They are grewing Into frogs.

Hop, hop, hop

The frogs like to play in the grass.

Don't you wish that you could jump like a frog?
If you could, you would jump high and far.

A hungry frog uses his long tongue to catch food.
He especially likes flies and mosquitoes.

Many frogs are green.
Same frogs turn brown to hide from their enemies.
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Frogs won't bike you or hurt you.
Y::’cm hold ‘l:hmy::‘ wetch J\en and care for them.

Big frogs. Little frogs. Leaping frogs. Sleeping frogs.

frogs and tadpoles.

Questions

[

What do frog eggs

What do frcgs

Where do frogs

COdRFNsrwT

e

i
eats frog eqgs

What are tadpo
How do freas catch food?

€a

1

look 11ke?
es it take for the eggs to hatch?

les?

t?

What color are frogs?
Con you pick up 3 frog?

ive?

How big is a frog’

9 (cont.)

Swimming



10

52

1




5 A

This is a five.

The fish swims.

Draw
Draw
Draw
Draw

Draw

The farmer is working.

This is a four.

a blue line under the fish.

a red line under the farmer.
a green line under the fan.
a blue line under the four.
a brown line under the five.
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WEDNESDAY

Directions for Page 13. Give the child page 11 and tell him to look at
each picture and say the name of the picture. If the picture begins with
the letter f he is to write an F in the corner box and color the picture.
1f the picture does not begin with f he is8 not to color {t.

Directions for Page 14, This sheet is for following directions. Give the
sheet and read the instructions in each box. Let the child following the
directions as you read.

Directions for Page 15. Give the child the picture of the little boy
fishing.

Tell the child to cut out the puzzle pieces on Wednesday's direction page.
He should match and paste them to the shapes at the bottom of page 14.
Sound out the word and point to letters as you hear them.

Directions for Page 16. Read the story "Fred's Fishing Trip'" and ask the
questions at the end of the story.

Directions for Page 17. Have the child follow the dots to make a capital F
and then make three more capital F's. Do the same with the small f.
Explain that the next word is fun and that it begins with F. Have them put
an F at the beginning of the word to complete the word. Show him the
picture of the fish and tell him the word next to the fish says fish.

Have him trace around the words fish.

Directions for Page 18, Give page 18 to the child and read the instructions
for the first row, which is the example. '

. Mark the girl with a lollipop in her left hand.
. Mark the girl with the glass in her right hand
. Mark the boy with the bone in his left hand.

. Mark the boy with the bat in his right hand.

S W -

Teach '"The Little Fish'" finger play. Show the child how it goes, then do it
together. Go over it until child knows motions and verse. Have fun.

(Place left hand on top of right, both palms down to make a fish. Move thumbs
to wiggle fins. Bob both hands up and down for swimming motion. Raise
fingers of right hand, lower fingers of left hand to open and close the fish mouth.)

"The Little F ish"

Little fish (Place hands in above position)
Goes out to play.
He wiggles his fins, (Wiggle thumbs)

Then swims away. (Move fingers up and down together)
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Wednesday

He swims and swims (Move fingers up and down together

In the water bright. and wiggle thumbs)

He opens his mouth (Keep hands together, lower fingers
of left hand, raise fingers of
right hand)

And takes a bite. (Close to starting position)

Mmmmmmmmmm| Tastes good!

Directions for Page 19. Give the child page 19. Have him draw a line from
a bubble to one of the words beginning with f., Print that word inside the
bubble. Put the f words into the bubbles around the fish,.

Here i8 another finger play for your child to enjoy:

"Firemen"

Ten brave firemen (10 fingers held up)

Sleeping in a row (fold hands, lay head against then)

"Dang'" goes the bell (clap for bell)

Down the pole they go. (hold hands as if around pole)

Off to the engine (push hand away in large gesture, move down)
Oh! Oh! Oh! (steer for oh)

Sing: the big hose (hands together around hose to guide hose)
So - so - so -

When all the fire is out (pretend to climb back on truck)

Home 8o slow

Then back to bed again, (fold hands, lay head against them)

all in a row.

@
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This 1s a ring.

159
Draw a ring.

14

This 1s a ring
around a boy.

Draw a ring
around the boy.

This 1s a ring

around a bed.

Draw a ring

around a bed.

Draw a ring
around the pig.

Draw a ring
around the doll.

Draw a ring
around the train.

Draw a ring
around the sled.

Draw a ring
around the kitten.

Draw a ring
around the tree.

Draw a ring

around the wagon. @

Draw a ring

around the door. @

Draw a ring 8
around the barn.

Draw a ring
around the book.
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FISHERMAN FREDDY

Freddy was a fantastic fisherman that means that Fred was

8 real good fisherman and, he not only caught lots of fish,
but he caught big fish too! Fisherman from miles away would
come to see what fantastfc fish Freddy caught.

Some figherman thought t} was the kind of fishing bJit

Freddy used. (balt is what you put on your hook to catch

fish riko worms) Some fishermen thought it was the kind

of fishing pale Freddy used. Seme fisherman thought it was
the places where Freddy went fishing. Some even thought

?::ﬁy wos msgic. Why do you think Freddy was such a fantastic
i1shersen?

Questlong

\. Why did people come from miles away?

2, How could you catch big fish with magic?

3. |f yoo were trying to catch a frog what would you
use for bait.

4. If you were trying to catch a dog what kind of bait
would you use?

S. What kind of fish, do you think Freddy caught?
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THURSDAY

Directions for Page 20. Cross out the one picture in each row that does not
begin with F (ff) sound.

Directions for Page 21. Give sheet 21 to the child and tell them to find row
1 with the sail boats and put an X on the third boat. Next find the row
with the ducks and put an X on the second duck. In the next row with the
letters, put an X on the first letter., In the row with the balloons, put an
X on the fourth balloon. In the last row put an X on the fifth nut.

Directions for Page 22. Give the child the picture of the farmer. After
the child has cut out the puzzle pieces and pasted them on their matching
shapes at the bottom of page 22, helphim sound out the word - farmer.

Directions for Page 23. Read the story '"Fritz the Farmer'" and ask the ques-
tions at the end of the story. Your child may enjoy the following finger

play:

""The Farmer And The Gray Mare"

(Cross your knees. Hold child on your lap, clasping one of his hands in
each of yours.)

A farmer went trotting (Bounce child up and down on knee

Upon his gray mare; with heavy bump)
Bumpety, bumpety, bumpl
With his daughter behind him, (Rock child back and forth on knee)

So healtﬁy and fair;
Lumpety, lumpety, lump!

An owl cried "Whooo!" (Stop)

They all tumbled down, (Lower knees, Still holding child's
Bumpety, bumpety, bump! hands, let him slide to floor. Rock
The mare broke her knees, legs back and forth)

The farmer his crown:
Lumpety, lumpety, lump!

Directions for Page 24. Give the child page 24 and show him the four letters
in each box. The child is to say the name of the object in the box and he
should put a circle around the letter that the picture begins with.

Directions for Page 25. Give page 25 to the children. Explain that these
are some of the things that might be found on a farm. Read each direction
under the picture., This might be a good time to talk about farms and discuss
other things that might be found on a farm,

N
r{ey r|ram
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FRITZ THE FORGETFUL FARMER

Fritz was a good farmer except that he was forgetful that
means that he would forget the things he was supposed to

do or if he did the things he was supposed to do - he forgot
he had done them.

Sometimes he would milk the cows and forget where he put
the milk. Or he would plant his crops and forget where he
planted the seeds.

His friends had fun finding his crops as the little plants
found their way through the dirt. As a field filled with
corn began 1o appear everyone flocked around to celebrate.

One special day when friends were gathered to admire a new
field of alfalfa (to be used as food for Fritz's cows) that
had appeared over mght Friend Floyd found a pail full of
fermented milk. He tasted it and it was so good he called
Francisco to try some. Everyone gathered around and began
~eating and eating the pieces of solid milk. We know that
what they found was cheese. They liked it s0 much that they
ate it all up. Even though Fritz is so forgetful, everyone
will remember Farmer Fritz and his cheese forever.

Questions

1. What did Fritz do that made people say he is forgetful?

2. ¥hy did Farmer Fritz's friends gather around he field?

3. What did Former Fritz and his friends find that was
good to eat.

4. ‘“hat do other farmers do?

5. If you were a farmer what would you like to do best?
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I am a cow. 1 eat grass.
I give milk for the children.

I am a horse.

I like hay.

I pull the wagon.
Color me brown.

Color me red.

[ am a farmer.
I live on the farm.
Color me.

I am a sheep.
I eat grass.

| Color me black.

I lay eggs:
Color me black.

@

I am a pig.
I like corn.
T like milk.
Color me.
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FRIDAY

Directions for Page 26. Discuss what a flag is and what it means. Let the
child make the puzzle at the bottom of page 26. Match the word with the word
flag. Let the child paste the puzzle pieces in place.

Directions for Page 27. Read the story about the flag and ask the child to
answer the questions about the story.

Directions for Pages 28-33. Help the child mark the test. Do not answer
questions for him, but encourage him to try to work the problem out for
himself and to use whatever information or clues he has.

Review the child's favorite finger plays as found on direction pages of
the booklet for this week.
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THE FLAG

The flag for the United States of America - Our country is
red, white and blue. The flag has 13 red and white stripes
and 50 white stars on blue. There are 50 states in our
country. We live in the State of Michigan.

When we fly a flag we are telling people we like our country
and that is called being patriotic. Flags are flown in the day
time and are taken down before night. American flags should not
be left out in the rain or dropped on the ground.

Questions

1. ¥What does patriotic mean?

2. When should you fly an American flag?

3. What colors are on the American flag.

4. In what state do we live?

5. Why shouldn't flags be left out in the rain.
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TEST

Parents read. Child names the word which does not begin like the
other words.

.. Football Fish mon Key
QR Train ball Fruek

3 Ffire morther -Fa-/-her-
 bay batl Fish

5. mouse farmer milk

Child looks at both pictures in the row and tells whether they
begin with the same sound.

,. %ﬁ

/
- 0 49
J

(L
(L

(L)
(1)

(L)

(1)

(1)

N

28
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(1)

(L)
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€. Time Concepts -- Look at the row of plctures at the top of Page 30. Ple,
whole piece, first picture; second picture, bite taken off: which should be
the third piece? Pick the picture on the right in each of the following rows
that correctly completes the sequence of each row. (2 points each)

TIME CONCEPTS

=) &

.
=
=

T
3

L8

‘%"'" S0 “o

o°, °0
Wiy *
Y i o o-
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D. Ask the child to look at the first box in the top row. Tell him to draw
a line from the word in the m ddle of the box to any of the words in the
rrrrrrrr hich begin with the same letter as the middle word. (2 points each)

Mone

Faemer  M\K [Tra

(8)
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. Read words (2 points each)

1) fish 2) frog 3) fire
4) farmer 5) flag 6) football
(12)

- Comprehension. Read the facts to the child and have him give the answer.

l. It lives near water.
It lays eggs that become tadpoles.
It catches food with its tongue. (frog) & __

2. It is used to play a game.
It is shaped like an egg with points
on each end.
It has lacing on it like a shoe.
It can be kicked or thrown.
Usually boys like to play with it. (football) @ ——

3. It is red, white and blue.
It likes sunshine and daytime.
It flies.
It is striped and starred (flag) @ _

4. It feeds animals.
It grows crops.
It milks cows. (farmer) @

Total Points (44)
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