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INTRODUCTION

The present study is a report oa the use ¢f the Listen Look FLearn (LLL) Multi-Mcdia
Communication SKills System with sccond-ycar students during the 1968-1969 school
year. This study represents the sccond scgment of the three-year longitudinal study
planned by Educational Devclopmental Laboratorics to test the effectivencss of the LLL
communication skills system.

Extensive formative rescarch was conducted with the LLL systemy during the 1965-1967
period. (These results are found in EDL Research & Information Bulletin No. 10 and
are available on request.) The information and data coliccted during this time provided
the basis on which system revision and improsement was made. This revision was con-
sidered to be complete by the fall of 1967,

During the 1967-1968 school year, the first year of the longitudinal summative study
was undertaken. Fifty-six classrooms throughout the country participated in this study;
twenty-cight were LLL classrooms and twenty-cight worked with the text-oricnted cur-
ticula commonly used in the district (a list of rcading programs used by control classes
is provided in FDL Research & Informaiion Bulletin No. 12).
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The primary question of concern in this present study was the relative achievement
levels attained by LLL students and by students in traditional text-oriented classrooms
(designated control classrooms) during the second year of reading instruction. This ques-
tion was studied by analyzing both subjective and objective data.

An auxiliary question, which can be answered by test data analys=s, is concerned with
the relative achievement levels of children who had participated in LLL system instruc-
tion during both first and sccond yecar, compared to the achievement of children who
had transferred into LLL classrooms during their second year after first-year reading in-
struction in a traditional program.

It can be assumed that no instructional system car be considered to be ¢ffective un-
less the classroom teachers using the system believe it to be manageable and cffective
with children. For this reason, the responses of classroom teachers regarding use and
cffectiveness of the LLL system have been collected and arc reported in Section IlI
which pertains to the subjective evaluation.
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES
OF THE STUDY

In Scptember, 1968, twelve of the original twenty-eight first-ycar LLL classrooms
continued the use of LLL during their seccond year of school These classrooms were
located in six states: Arizona, California, iltinois, Minnesota, New York, and Wash-
ington. The majority of the studcnts in these classrooms had had LLL instruction during
their first year of school. The remaining sixicen LLL installations from the first-year
study used the LLL systera with new groups of incoming classcs of first-year pupils; in
these cases, these children who had used LLL during the first-ycar study were returned
to traditional classrooms for their sccond yeat's instruction and are not included in this
study.

Sciection of teachers for the twelve classes using LLL with their sccond-year students
and the sclection of control teacners 3i3d control classes was the responsibility of the
local administrator. To the cxtent possible, control tcachers and control groups were
sclected to be as similar as possible to LLL experimental teachers and groups in terms
of variables such as tcacher's training and experience, and student’s ability and socio-
cconomic levels. In gencral, both LLL and control groups were selected from within the
same school and, in all cascs, comparison groups were sclecled from within the sam®
school district.

Instructional Treatments Used

The cxperimeatal ctasses in all cases used the Listen Look Learn Multi-Media Com-
munication Skills System. Three of the twelve classes had one or more students who be-
gan work in Rcadiness or Pre-Recading Stages. These seven students (three per cent of
the sample) were children who were using LLL materials for the first time and whose
first-year records in.icaled poor achicvement. Seventy per cent of the sample began the
school ycar working at a level below Cycle 26, Twenty-one per cent began working
within the range of Cycle 20 1o Cycle 29 and the remaining six per cent began working
beyond Cycle 30
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The twelve control classes used the basal materials in use within the district. Six
control groups used the Ginn Basic Reading Program; five of these groups uscd only
the Ginn serics, onc group used the Ginn series in conjunction with three other serics.
Onc group uscd the Harper & Row serics, two groups used the Houghton Mlifflin series,
onc group used Suilivan Programmed Reading Materials, and the remaining group had
access 1o a variely of basal scrics and used them interchangeably with diffcrent reading
groups.

Methods and Instruments of Fvaluation

Questionnaires were railed by the EDL Research Departmeut t¢ participating teachers
at regular intervals during the first and sccond ycar of the longitudinal study. In addi-
tion 1o this siructured response from participants, the teachers were also supplied with
Continuous Feedback Cards on which they could immediately report difficulties, make
suggestions, or comment on any scgment or componcrit of the program.

Standardized tests, supplicd by EDL during both years of the study, were administered
by school personnel (o alt experimental and control classes in order that a comparative

analysis might bc made. The tests used for the objective cvaluation of the 1967-1969
sumniadive study were:

SCHOOL YEAR 1967-1968
Preteste:
Metropolitan Readiness Tests —administered in October 1967
Pintner-Cunninghari Primary Test --administered in October 1967
Cooperative Printary Vests, Listening — administered in October 1967
Posttests:

Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I, Reading Tests — administered in May 1968°
Coopcrative Primary Tests, Listening — administered in May 1968

SCHOOL YEAR 1968-1969
Pretests:
Otis Lennon Menial Ability Test, Eicmentary 1 —administered in October 1968°
Postiests:

Stanford Achievement Test, Primary 11.Rcading Tests —administered in May 1969
Cooperative Primary Tests, Listening — administered in May 1969*

Nfeiropolitan Readiness Tests. borm A, 1965 available from Harcourl, Brace & World. Inc.. New
A

Pinuner Cunningham Primary Tes!o Form B, 1905, available from Harcourl, Brace & World. Inc..
New York, A

‘Cooperative Primary Tesrs, Listening, Frems 124 and 128, 1965: avarlable from §ducational Tesling
Service, Princeton, Now Jersey.

Stanford Achicvement Test. Primary ), Reading Tests, Form W, 1964; availakic from Harcourl, Brace
& World. Inc.. New York.

“Otis Lennon Memal Abifiy Test. Elementary [. Form ). 1967: avadable from Harcourl. Biawe &
World, Inc.. New York,

"Smnjunf Achicvement Tesr. Primary 1I, Reading Tests, Form WL 1905; available from Harcoun.
Brace & World, Inc., New York.



Methods of Analyzing Data

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The present study is primarily concerned with an analysis of results obtained during
the 1968-1969 investigation of achievement of second-year students, although selected
summaries of data from the study of first-year students were provided to facilitate an-
cillary comparisons. (EDL Research & Information Bulletin No. 12 which reports the re-
sults of the first year of the summative longitudina! study of LLL is available on request.)

Summaries of subjective data for the present study are provided in Section Ill. These
data were colic. ted through questionnaires distributed to both LLL and tontro! teachers
at interval. *hroughout the schost year. Results from the objective analyses are provided
in Section 1V. Anzlysis of Variance and Analysis of Covariance with multi-level factorial
designs were use1 for all analyses utilizing the modified BMDOSY Computer Program
(1965). The primary analysis involved a 2 x 3 x 2 (treatment by ability fevel by sex) fac-
torial design. An auxiliary analysis, a 3 x 3 x 2 (treatment by ability level by sex) design,
was used to examine differer "cs among students who had participated in LLL classrcom
activities for two years, sludents who were in LLL classrooms during the second year
only, and students from control groups. Additional analyscs were done to test differences
due to the factors of socioecconomic background and size of community in which the
students lived. Deviation IQ scorcs were used as covariates where appropriate. Main
cffccts and interactions of main effects were considered. Graphical representations of
significant and nonsignificant interactions also are provided in Section IV,

"

.
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RESULTS OF
SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION

A subjective evaluation (that part of the evaluation that is concerned with such areas
as methods of placing students at the beginning of the second year, specific information
regarding teachcr procedures during implementation of the LLL system, and teacher
opinion of the LLL system) was conducted by Questionnaires mailed to participating
teachers.

Cycle Placement of LLL Students

The question of placement of students by elassroom teachers into the ¢arrect cycle of
LLL instruction after one year of training was of interest 16 the system's editor. A
questionnaire indicated that cycle placement at the end of the previous school year pro-

vided an indication to the clasiroom teacher of appropriate beginning placement for,

c/7
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second-year students. However, there seemed to be considerable change in some of the
children’s relative achicvement level following the summer vacation. Some children gained
appreciably in rcading skills, perhaps as a result of summer reading programs, while
cther children appeared to have foigotien some of t} ¢ basic fundamentals of reading
learned during the first year. Fer these students, adjustment in cycle placeme .t was
required.

Some of the teachers necded to consider prow r eyele placement for students who liad
not been in LLL classroorns during the first yeur, but were transferred into sccond-ycar
LLL classrooms. It was reported by these leachers that the skills acquired by these stu-
dents durirg the first year could be used to advantage and it was unnccessary for the
majority of these transferred students to begin in the Readiness Stages.

For the present study, placement information was requested from LLL teachers tor
all second-year LLL students. Questionnaire Summary I lists the responses of the twelve
participating LLIL teachers.

QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY 1

L. Did the mzjority of second-year LLL students begin work in the cycle in which they
were working at the end of last term?
Yes 7
No 5§
2. For those sccond-ycar students who did not begin at the san e cycle, whet method of
placement was used?
Two teachers used experimental placement tests suggested by EDL.
Onc teacher placed children in lower level cycles than those which students had
comgicted tae previeus year.
One tcacher informally tested word recognition and reading ability before assign-
ing cycle placement.
One teacher rapidly reviewed the materials completed the previous yerr with the
class as a group, Small-group and individual cycle placement followed this
rCVivW,

3. For those children who did not use LLL during their first year, how was cycle place-
=ment determined?

Two teachers used experimental placerment tests suggested by EDL.

Two teachers used Ginn Reading level placenent and estimated cquivalent cycle
placement.

Twoteachers used combinations of student’s first-ycar rccords, first-year cacher's
recommendations, and Stanford Achicvemen! Test scores to cstimale cycle
placement.

Once tcacher used the Controlled Reader sclections that students were able to reo '
with adequate comprehension as their starting cycle level.

Two tcachers placed students according 1o a Tach-X +ocabulary suryvcy.

Three teachers establisined cycle placenent by checking a student's ability to read
Sampler sclections and Word Cards.



Implementation of LLL and Student Progress Through the Cycles

Questiornaire Summary 1 provides LLL teacher response to ite.ts related to efements
of TLL not being utilized, progress of studcnts through the cycles, and the time re-
quired for cycle completion.

QUESTI DNNAIRE SUMMARY 11°?

1. #7c you using all clements of the LLL svsiem?
Yes [0
No 2

2. 1f not, which clements are being deleted?

Onc teacher deleted miotility training.

Onc teacher deleted related language arts activities {plays, choral reading, cic.).
3. Are the children who used the LLL system during the first year progressing through

the cycles more quickly than ey did last ycar?

Yes 8

No |

About the same 3

4. Please liut the average number of days per cycle the children require at:

Cycles® No. of Days

4-10 6.5 (avcraged 7or 7 teachers)
M-15 .8 (averaged for 7 teachers)
16-20 6.0 (ascraged for 8 teachers)
21-25 5.8 {averaged for 7 teachers)
26-30 4.8 (averaged for 8 wachers)
31-35 4.5 (avcraged for 9 teachcers)
36-40 4.5 (averaged for 4 (cachers)

4] & above 4.3 (averaged for 3 tcachers)

M Twehe participating tcachers.
Teachers responded only for the cyele ranres in which they had children working in Januar). 1969.

LLL and Control Gioup Descriptive Variables

Since factors such as class organizational “tructurc and sociocconomic classification of
students may have effects upe . student achiesement. descriplive facts relative to student,
classroom, and teacher variatles were requested from ad participating teachers. Ques-
tionnaire Summary 11 provides these data fe- i oth LLL and contro! classrooms.

ERIC
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QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY UI

1. Describe type of classroom organization,

LLL Control
11 sclfcontained 9 selfcontained
1 team-teaching " pod structure

1 team-tcaching
1 continuous progress structure

2. List instructional matecrials or programs used.

LLL Control *
12 LLL 5 Ginn

1 Ginn, Bank Street, SRA, American Book Co.
t Sullivan for 3/4 year and Ginn for 1/4 year

1 Harper & Row

2 Houghton Mifftin

1 Multi-Basal

1 No Response

3. Was classroom assistance available to you?

LIL Control®
Yes 6 Yes 8
No 6 No 3

4. Whalt is the total time spent cach day for all rcading and language arts activities
. nciuding all tibrary activitics, word games, cte.)?
LLL Control®

120 minutes or less 3 1
121-150 minutes 2 2
151-180 minutes 6 5
181 minutes or more | 3

S. Into how many rcading groups are your children divided at this time (May 1, 1969)?
No. of Reading Groups
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

LLL 4 2 3 2 1
Control ® 7 2 1 1

6. Compuled average number of students who were in attendance during the entire
school ycar.

LLL Control
25.1 students per class 23.6 studens per class

*Ginn Basic Readers, Bank Strect Rezders, SRA Basic Reading Scrics, American Book READ Serics,
Sulliva1 Programmed Rcading Matcrials, Harper & Row Basic Reading Programa, Houghton Mifflin
Reading fo: Mcaning.

One teacher did not respond.

\‘\
ERIC
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7. Describe the socioeconoimic category of the children in your classroom.

Lii? Control

High ~ Average Low High  Avcrage Low
Group | ! 25 5 18 n
Group 2 16 15 23 8
Group 3 12 5 5 19 t 4
Group 4 7 24 8 23
Group 5 18 5 2 23
Group 6 25 6 8
Group 7 4 '8 3 11
Group 8 3 24 9 14
Group 9 ! §] 6 21
Group 10 l 14 9 9 9
Group 11 8 12 6 [5
Group 12 22 5 18 4
TOTAL 15 133 153 (301) 19 103 16l (283)
% of Total 5% 449 51% % 36% 57%

8. Describe the size and type of community in which the instailation is located.

LIL  Comrol
Urban: 50,000 and above K 3
Inner City: 50,000 and aboyv¢ 6 6
Suburbzn: 10,000 - 49,999 2 2
Suburban: 2,500 — 9,959 1 |

[ .
Miissing dala cases are included.

Teacher Opinior of LLL System Management
and Student Interest in the LLL Program

At the end of the school yecar, a questicanaire submitied to cooperaling teachers re-
quested tcacher opinion cencerning management of the total LLL system and student
interest in the program. These data, summarized in Questionnaire Summary IV, indi-
cated that in Beneral the LLL system was considered by the teachers to be both effective
and managcable. Eleven of the twehve teachers reported that they had cnjoyed using the
system and only one of the eleven indicated that she felt overwhelmed by the quantity
and diversity of the activities provid:d. Ninc of the ‘wehe believed the program to be
superior to other programs with which thev had had cxperience. two beticved the pro-
gram to be comparable. and onv of the teachers felt that as a first-vear teacher, she
could make no comparison. Tan ¢ the twel ¢ pailicipants ¢aprrssed a Jesiee to use the
system the following year and the remaining two stated that than lack of desire tu use
the system again was due to 1t planming time required for succussful system operation.

Two teachers bLelioved the systey to be most «ffective tor fow-ability children, four
tcachers belicved it to te mos: effectine with average children, and three belicved it to
be most cffective for usc v.ith high-zhility ¢t 1drer. The remaining three teachers thought

1o



that the system was equally effective for students at all ability levels. Eight teachers
reported that the interest level of the students in the use of instruments was initially
high and remained high throughoui the ycar, two teachers reporied low initial interest
and increased interest levels as time progressed, while the remaining two teachers re-
ported high initial interest levels that decreased over time. Seven of the twelve teachers
reported no noticealle change in numbers of disciplinary actions required, but thre:
teachers did indicate a decrease in disciplinary actions compared to other years of teach-
ing an equivalent grade level using different programs. Another teacher reported that no
disciplinary actions were necessary. The first-year teacher could make no comparison.

Of the 301 students enrolled in LLL class:s, only twenty students had their cycle
placement changed due to incorrect initial grouping; seventeen were miuved ahead, three
were moved back.
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QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY 1V

Question

Response

. Teacher reaction to the program:

I am comfortable with the program and enjoy using it

I am comfortable with 11 program b.t do not enjoy using it
I fcel overwhelmed by the program and do not cnjoy using it
I feel overwhelmed by the program but still enjoy using it

. Teacher evaluation of the program:

The program is superior to others I have taught
The program is comparable to others { have taught
The progran is inferior to others I have taught
This is my first teachiing experience

. Check as many statements as apply:

Too much time is involved in planning for each day

One tcacher can easily handle the program

Parcnts would prefer their children in a coaventional basal program
1 would like to use this program again next year

. The LLL program has the greatest appeal for:

Low-ability pupils
Average-ability pupils
Hizh-ability pupils

All groups about the same

. Pupils’ interest level in the use of the ins‘ruments:

Remained high during ke school year

Startvd high and diminished as time progressed
Started low and increased as time progressed
Remained low during the school year

. Check below the amount of disciplinary actions nccessary

(referrals to the office, confercnces with parents):

Less than in previous ycars with other instruciional programs
As much as in previous years with other instructional programs
More than in previous years with other instructional programs
This is my first teaching expericnce

No disciplinary action necessary

. After initial grouping, the following numbers of students were moved

ahead or moved bagk within the program:

QD NN W & Q= N _0 N O —_0 -

—_—— O W

Number of Pupils

Reason for Change Moved Ahead
Increased motivation 30
Incorrect initial placement 17

Decreased motivation
Problems outside of school

Moved Back
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IV

RESULTS OF
OBJECTIVE EVALUATION

This scctior. describes the objective cvaluation of the study of the sccond year of
LLL system use which was conducted during the 1968-1969 school ycar. Twelhve LLL
~nd twelve contro} (other basal reading programs) classes constituted the sample.

Descriptive data are provided for the total experimental and control groups. Also
provided are mean valucs of variables classified according to cycle placement at the end
of the sccond year of Lt.L instruction. Analysis of Variance and Analysis of Covariance
were employed with the four multi-level factorial designs under study. The primary de-
sign involved an analysis of differcnces between total experimental and control groups.
An auxiliary design was donc to analyze the diffcrences among second-year students who
worked with the LLL system of instruction for two years, second-ycar students who
worked  with the LLL system of instruction for onc ycar, and controi students who
worked with other basal programs. Another auxitiary aralysis was performed to test the
cffc .tiveness of the program for differing sizes of communities. The fourth analysis was
donc to dcterminc the effcct sociocconomic status might have on student achicyement.

[ 1s
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Teachers in the LLL and Control Groups

Both experimental and control (cachers were asked to submit information o EDL
with respect to their cducalional background and teaching cxperience. Trle T sum-
marizes this information.

TABLE !
TEACHING EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF LLL AND CONTROL TZACHERS

In-Service
Average Years b LLL Reading
Average Years Teachlng Degree Waorkshop Program ¢
N in Teaching * Present Grade * B 8+ M M+ Yes No Yes No
LLL 12 3.3 K] 4 5 A 1 7 5 6 6
Control 14¢ 2.8 2.4 5 7 1 1 0 14 2 €

'One of the twelve control classes had three leachers
¥ = 1 year or less, 2 = 2.4 years, 3 = 5.12 years, 4 = 11.20 years, and 5 = more than 20 years
B = Bachelor's Oegree, and M = Master's Degree

“Four control teachers dwd not respond 15 this question

Teachers in both tiie cxperimental and control groups had from two o four years’
experience Leaching sccond grade. The LLL tcachers had slightly more total teaching
experience than the control teachers. Eight experimental and nince control teachers had
training beyond the Bachelor's level. Seven of the twelve LLL teachers attended an LLL
workshop prior to working with the system. Of the five LLL teachers without workshop
training, onc had reccived instruction in tae use of the program by both the EDL repre-
sentalive in the arca and the first-grade LLL icacher, Six 1L tcachers and (w0 conlrol
teachers had parlicipaled in various types of in-scriice reading programs.

Description of the Sample

Mcan (average) salues and standard deviations of sample variables are provided in
Table 1. Values for both the &sten { <ok Learn and control groups arc provided cxcept
where data are not available for th¢ control group. For cxample, cycle placement dala
are available only for children in the LY. group.
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TABLE I
MEAN VALUES OF DESCRIPTIVE VARIABLES FOR

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS: SECOND-YEAR STUDY 1968-1969

(LY

Descriptive Variable Experimental

Control

Number in Sample 272
Age in Months (Oct. 1963)
Mean
Standard Deviation
1Q (Oct. 1968)
Mesan
Standard Deviation
Community Size?®
Mean
Standard Deviation
Community Type®
Mean
Standard Deviation
Socioeconomic Status©
Mean
Standard Deviation
Number of Weeks "1 Program
Mean
Standard Deviation
LLL Minutes per Day
Mean
Standard Deviation
Total Minutes per Day (! anguage Arts)
Mean
Standard Deviaticn
Beginning Cycle (Sept. 19G8)
Mean
Standard Deviatior ¢
Reading Speed (Controlled Reader dial setting Sept. 1968)
Mean (Words per minute)
Standard Deviation
Ending Cycle (May 1969)
Mean
Standard Deviation p
Reading Speed (Controlled Reader dial setting May 1969)
Mean (Words per minute)
Standard Deviation
SAT Word Meaning Subtest (May 1869)
Raw Score Mean
Standard Deviation
SAT Paragraph Meaning Subtest (A 2y 1969)
Raw Score Mean
Standard Deviation
SAT Word Study Skills Subtest (May 1969)
Raw Score Mean
Standard Deviation
Cooperative Primary Tesl, tislening (May 1969)
Raw Score Mean
Stardard Deviation
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163.9
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*1 = tess than 2,500 2 = 2,500 to 10.000: 3 = 10,000 to 50.000; 4 = 50.000 to 250.000: 5 = 250,000

to 1 mithon: 6 = more than 1 mitiion

:’l = urban, 2 = nner ety {ghetto), 3 = suburban, 4 = urbzn
1 = low, 2 = mddle, 3 = hgh

9Based on average cycle compleled

-
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The average age of students from both groups was similar. Siaty-eight per cent of the
experimental group ranged in age from 84.1 months to 95.1 months as compared to a
range of 84.4 months to 94.6 months for the control group. The mean age of the ex-
perimental group was 89.6 months and 89.5 months for the cortrol group.

A wide range of ability levels was represented in the sample. The ability scores as
nieasured by the Oris Lennon Mental Ability Test ranged from a devialion 1Q of 53 to
150 for the LLL students and $3 to 142 for students from the control grotp. The nmean
ability scores for the «xperimental and contro! groups werc 98.9 and 97.3 respectively,

Students from various size communities and from both urban and suburban districts
were represented in the sample.

Avcrage and low socioeconomic categories were represented in approximately equal
numbers but only twenty children from the 1otal sample of students with complete pre-
and posttest data (512 students) were identified as high socioeconomic level.

LLL classes worked with the program an average of 38.5 wecks and control classes
were in operation an average of 40.1 weeks. Approximately 20 minutes more time per
day was decvoted to the total language arts program by LLL tcachers than by control
teachers. In LLL classes, of the 184.4 minutes per cay apportioned io language arts,
139.8 minutes per day were set aside for LLL activitics. The ~o1trol group devo'cd
163.9 minutes per day 10 fanguage arts activities,

Additional data, which were available on LLL students, were tabulated, and mean
values were computed for children at various ranges of cycle comyletion. These data are
provided in Table 111,

TABLE III

MEAN VALUES OF VARIABLES FOR LISTEN LOOK LEARN STUDENTS
CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO CYCLE PLACEMENT IN MAY OF $SCOND YEAR

No. Who Total €peed of Reading

No. of

Cycle No. Who Were In Language With a Minimum of Cycles

Placement Total Used LLL Non-tLt No. of LLL Arls 70% Comp.:hension * Completed
Ma ito. of For Two  Classes As Weeks In  Minutes  Minutes Sepl. May During
1969 Students Years Lst Graders 1Q Program Per Day  Per Day 1968 196% 2nd Year
15.20 22 12 19 87.5 39.0 153.6 216.4 §6.0 75.8 15.0
21.25 34 9 25 91.9 39.6 144.7 200.3 90.0 109.7 18.4
26-30 28 17 11 93.9 389 152.1 202.5 956 169.6 18.6
31-35 29 20 9 93.7 384 129.1 202.6 95.2 166.5 22.1
36.40 43 25 18 1C5 0 379 154.2 2308 117.4  202.1 16.1
41.45 24 10 14 98.9 37.5 137.1 157.1 183.2 248.4 31.6
46.50 32 22 10 95.8 39.2 111.3 145.0 177.6 2025 32.2
51.55 31 z? 4 105.7 389 139.4 1442 2150 3105 32.7
56.60 7 1 6 105.9 34.0 140.0 150.0 129.0 3225 34.0
61.65 22 16 6 115.2 37.2 120.0 139.1 152.7 3354 37.14

Total or

Average

Values 272 159 113 98.9 385 139.8 184 .4 137.3 2115 25.7

¥ Speed in words prr minuie compuled from Controlied Reader dial settings. Figured on cycle ranges witnin which children were working
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Of the 272 students with complete data available who were in tlic LLL group, 159
students, or 58 per cent, had been in the program for two years while 113 students, or
42 per cent, were transferred to LLL classrooms after their first year of reading instruc-
tion in a (raditional program. An aserage LLL student had a deviation 1Q of 98.9. H:
had 139.8 minutes of LLL instruction per day and an additional 44,6 minutes per day
of supplementary language arts instreciion. In September 1968, his rcading speed with a
minimum of 70 per cent comprehension was 137.3 words per minute, By May 1969, his
reading specd had increased Lo 211.5 words per minule, an increasc of 35 per cont. He
completed 25.7 cycles during his second year,

It is of intcrest to examine the achicvement of LLL students who were working at
various cycles in May of 1968 and May of 1969. This analysis was done for the 1967-
1968 data and partial results are given in Table 1V, Mean values arc given for children
who had completed Cycles 1C, 20, 30, and 40 by May 1968, Grade level equivalencics
arc based it grade norms for May (1.8). It can be seen thal {or the 101 students work-
ing at Cycle 20 at the time of testing, the students were at or within onc month of
giade level. Cycle 20 was below the average cycle level attained for the iotal LLL
sample. For the 685 LLLL children in the 1967-1968 :ludy, the average cycle placement
was approximately Cycle 23.

TABLE 1V

MEAN RAW SCORES AKD GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR FIXST-YEAR CHILDREN
WORKING AT CYCLES 10, 20, 30, AND 40 IN MAY 1968

Stanford Achievenienl Test” — Subtasls

Weord Paragraph Word Study
Reading Meaning Yocabulary Skills
Number of Raw  Grade Raw Grade Raw  Grade Raw  Grad
Cycle Studenls Score  Equiv. Score  Equiv. Score  Equiy. Score  Fauiv.

10 23 16.9 1.6 14.2 1.6 17.2 1.5 21.1 1.3
20 1G1 209 1.8 20.0 1.7 211 1.8 33.2 1.7
30 16 26.7 2.2 22.9 1.8 24.7 2.3 38.6 2.0
40 77 29.3 2.4 30.0 2.3 30.3 31 49.0 32

.anary | Reading subtests, administered May 1968

Corresponding data for second-year studenls are provided in Table V. Since the
saample of LLL students was smaller in the [968:1969 sudy (272 compared to 6%85).
mean values for ranges of cycles completed was used rather than computing values for
individual cycles. The averages are based on the tota! number of eycles completed over
the tao-year period.
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TABLE V

MEAN 1Q, RAW SCORES, AND GRADE ECUIVALENTS FOR SECOND-YEAR CHILDREN
WORKING AT VARIOUS CYCLE RANGES IN MAY 1969

Stanford Achievement Test’ — Sublests

Cycle Word Paragraph Word Study
Placement Meaning Meaning Skills
May No. of Raw  Grade Raw  Grade Raw  Grade
1969 Stucents IQ" Score  Equiv. Score  Equiv. Score  Equiv,
15.20 22 87.5 11.5 2.1 15.3 1.9 23.4 1.7
21.25 34 91.9 8.8 1.8 16.2 1.9 23.3 1.7
26-30 28 93.9 13.7 2.5 19.3 2.1 27.0 2.0
31.35 29 93.7 13.6 2.5 21.9 2.3 26.9 2.0
36-40 43 105.0 21.0 3.1 338 3.0 35.7 28
41-45 24 98.9 20.6 3.1 33.1 3.0 339 2.6
46-50 32 95.8 20.3 3.0 328 3.0 37.2 2.9
51.55 31 105.7 25.7 38 38.7 3.4 39.1 3.1
36-60 7 105.2 24 4 3.5 41.1 3.6 46.3 4.0
51-65 22 115.2 29.1 4.2 45.5 4.2 49.6 5.0

Apr.mary Il Reading sublests
Otis Lennon Mental Abiity Test

For sccond-year students who completed oycles in the range of 15-25, the grade
cquivalents are comparable with the results from the first-year study. It appears, from
the results of the two studics, that a child is able to score al a level appropriate for the
¢nd of the first year (1.8 and above) after compleling approximately 20-25 cycles of LLL
instruction. It can further be seen from Table V that children completing approximately
40 cycles of LLL instruction score at or above the grade equivalency appropriate for the
¢nd of the sccond year (2.8).

The range of ability levels (IQ scores) for the different ranges of cycles completed is
of interest. For the test administered, the Oris Lennon Memal Ability Test, Flementary 1,
Form J, the deviation [Q ;ncan salue is 100 and the standard crror of mcasurement is
6. This mcans thai a hypotheiical “"average™ child’s truc score would be in the range of
94 1o 100 two times cut of threc on this testing instrunwent. For the two groups of
children complcting fewer than 26 eycles of instruction, the mean 1Q was below this
average range {15-20 ¢ycles: 1Q &8; 21-25 cycles: 1Q 91). For the group of children com-
pleting 61-65 cycles of instruction, the nwan 1Q was above the average range fapprox-
imately [15). The mean 1Q of the remaining sample, as measured by this tesl, was
within the average range. Thus, assuming a 1ypical ehild from the sample under study
would have completed approsimately 23 eyeles during the first year and 25 «yc¢les during
the s2cond year for a total of 48 cycles completed, this ¢hild would have an IQ of 90,
within the avcrage range. His corresponding grade equisalfent average on the SAT rcad-
ing subtests would be 1.0, 3.0, and 2.9 for Word Mcaning. Paragraph Mvaning, and
Word Study Skills respectively, which is two months above the national norm (2.8) for
Word Mcaring and Paragraph Mcaning and one month ahosc for Word Study Shills.

Tie relationship between cycle olacesent and grade placemeat o1 the standardized
tests should also be caamined. Appronimately 060 per cent of the sample was working at
or abose Cycle 36 in May 1969. For only one cycle range on cne subtest did 1 sub-
sample swore below grade olacement on the standardized 1+t (Word Study Skells for
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students in the eycle range of 41-45). For the remaining seventeen categories, the grade
placement values were at or well above the norm values. Further, it can be seen from
Table V that the morc than 20 per cent of the sample who were working at or above
Cyecle 5t scored from 3 months to 2 years and 2 months above grade placement norms.

Results of the Comparison of the To:al LLL. and Control Groups

The results of the Analysis of Variance for the piimary analysis (trecatment x ability
level x sex) completed after the first year of the study is provided in Table VI. The re-
sults of this analyss of first-ycar LLL usc indicated consistent results fascring LLI. stu-
dents over students from tekt-oriented classrooms, higher levels of ability over lower
ability levels, and girls over boys for those subtests where significant differences did cxist.

TABLE VI

SUMMARY OF ¥-RATIOS AND ERROR MEAN SQUARES FOR ANALYSIS OF Y¥ARIANCE:
PRIMARY ANALYSIS FOR FIRST-YEAR STUDY 1967-1968

Stanford Achievement Test” — Sublests Cooperative

[

Source of Ward Paragreph  Vocab-  Woud Study =~ —TeSiS
Variation df Reading Meaning ulary Skiiis Listening
Treatment 1 21.16"° 20.52*” 5.76° 4.29° 18.87¢¢
Ability Level 2 17.77=* 18.71%* 17.70%* 963« 22.597 ¢
Sex 1 10.68°¢ 23.51%¢ 1.47 10.67°¢ 5.14%
Treatment x

Abihty Level 2 8.16°* 6.48% 4.19¢ 473" 1.47
Trealment x

Sex 1 3.01 1.18 1.7 1.07 .96
Ablity Level

x Sex 2 1.04 .84 .83 .90 1.03
Treatment x

Ability Level

x Sex 2 1.82 .97 .96 1.81 .86
Ercor Mean Square 934° 43 .46 72.64 36.62 84.30 30.92

;anary 1 Reading subtests, administered May 1968
df for Woed Reading Subtest
€ Cooperative Frimary Listening Test. administered Ma, 1968
p<_ 05
Tep 0

The interaction of treatment by ability Ievel was significant for the four Stanford
Achicvement Test reading subtests but not for the Cooperative Primary Tests. Listening,
These interactions resulted from e’ cively greater differences in achioverent between LLL
and control children within the three ability Jevels defined (average-abty level: 1Q ¥8-112;
high-ability level 1Q 113 and aboses or low-ability level: 1Q 87 and below). The cluldren
in the avcrage range. 1Q 88-112, appeared, in terms of achicvement levels, ta have bene-
fited most from the use of the LLL systei.

2 2
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Analysis of data from the longitudinal study of students using LLL for a second ycar
was donc in a similar way. The primary analysis involved a 2 x 3 x 2 (treatmenl group
by ability level by sex) factorial design and Aralysis of Variance.

The BMDOSY computer progiam was used to compute the Analysis of Variance. In
order to establish proportionality between cells, cases from disproportionately large cells
were dropped from the analysis at random. It is of particular importance to consider
the proportionality of ccll size and cell variance when numbers of replicalions within
cells are not cqual. If cells with greater numbers of replications arce also the ~~'ls with
smaller variance or if relatively smal! eells have larger variance, the result is a statistical
test that is far too liberal. Sinee nunibers ef replications within cells were not cqual but
had been establislied to be proportional, tests for homogenicty of var;ance were required.
The F Max test was used as a check for homogeniety of variance for the analysis of
cach subtest. This test was conducted for cac™ analysis after proportionality had been
achieved and on no subtest did the data contradict the hypothesis of homogenicty.

Table VI1 is a summary of the primary analysis for the sccond-ycar data. Tt can be
scen from the table that differences due to tecatment {LLL or control) were highly sig-
nificant (p<.01)' and favored the LLL group for the three Stanford Achievemient Test
reading subtests and significant (p<.05)° favoring the LLL group for the Cooperative
Primary Tests Listening.

TABLE vII

SUMMARY OF F-RATIOS AND ERROR MEAN SQUARES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE:
PRIMARY ANALYSIS FOR SECOND.YEAR STUDY

Stanford Achlevement Test” — Sublests Cooperative

Word Paragraph  Word Study _ Tests®
Source of Variation o1 Meaning Meaning Skills Listening
Trea'ment 1 39.04°* 41.32%° 7.97¢¢ 6.12°
Ability Leve! 2 72.21*%> 97.377+ 50.25% % §2.82%*
Sex 1 2.40 1.52 9.15"~ 4.18¢
Treatment x
Ability Levet 2 .08 .16 .58 89
Treatment x Sex 1 .05 1.37 .04 241
Ability Level x Sex 2 .03 .64 1.03 .78
Treatment x
Ability Level x Sex 2 2.26 2.02 .28 6.89 *
Error Mean Square 385 49.41
385 102.20
342 102.96
253 21.99

oPrir ry It Reading sublests, admneicre May 1969
Cooperative Primary Lestening Test, admiras’ered Ma, 1939

*p< 05

*1p 0)

'$<01 means thal the probability of 1hls differenee oecuremg by chance was only one time out of
onc hundred.

05 means that the probability of this difference oveurring by whanee was only foe Lmes out of

one hundred.



Table VII also indicates significant (p<.01) differences due to ability level. Figures t-4
indicate that differences favored high-ability students s would be expected. In addition,
Table VII show. a highly significant (p<.0i) difierence due to sex for the Stanferd
Achievement Trcst, Word Study Skills subtest, and a significant (p<.05) difference for the
Ceoperative Primary Tests, Listening. From Figure 7, which graphicelly portrays the re-
sults for the Word Study Skills, it can be seen that this difference was in favor of
girls; whereas in Figure 8, which graphs the results on Lisiening, the difference was in
favor of boys. No differences due to sex are indicated in Yable VII for Word Meaning
or Paragraph Meaning.

Raw
Scores
30
26,97+
MEAN
VALUES 25
21.47

19.284*

Low Average Righ
MLLL @ Conirol

@e |LL group favored ¢t the .01 level
Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of Ability

Level by Treatment Group for Word Meaning Sublest
of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Il

Figure 1.
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Raw
Scores

45

42.76%*
MEAN
VALUES 40

35 35.50

30.82¢*

25
23.03

20 20.75%¢

Low Average High
WL ® Control

#*o LLL group favored at the .01 level

Graphical Representation of Two Way Interaction of Ability
Level by Treatment Group for Paragraph Meaning Subtest
of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary |l

Figure 2,
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Scotes
45 44.51°
“1EAN
VALUES 10 39.65

35
33.63

31.62
30

25

20

Low Average High
Bl @ Control

» LLL group fevored at the .05 level

Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of Ability
Level by Treatment Group for Word Study Skills Subtest
of “he Stanfurd Achievement Test, Primary ||

Figure 3,
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Raw
Scores
45
MEAN
VALUES 40
35
30
Low Average High
NLLL ® Control
s LLL group favored at the .05 level
Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of Ability
Level by Treatment Group for Cooperative Primary Listening Test
Figure 4.
Raw
Scores
25
MEAN *
18.39
15 15.120-—

914,60
- 5 _ V3
Male Female

B L @ Control

*¢ |LL group favored at the .01 level

Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of Sex by Treatment Group
for Word Meaniag Sublest of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I

figure 5.
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Raw

Scores
35
32.84%¢
MEAN
VALUES
Male Female
B Lt @ Control
s2 LLL group favored at the .01 level
Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of Sex by Treatment Group
for Paragraph Meaning Sublest of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary !l
Figure 6.

Raw

Scores

40
MEAN

VALUES 35

30

25

Male Female
| JUNE @ Control
s¢ LLL group favored at the .01 level
Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of Sex by Treatment Group
for Word Study Skills Subtest ot the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Il
Q Figure 7.
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Raw
Scores

45

40

35

30

Wale Female
WLLL ® Control

*LLL group favored at the .05 level

Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of Sex by
Treatment Group for Cooperative Primary Listening Test

Figure 8.

Only onc significant interaction was found in Table VII, that of trcaiment by ability
level by sex for the Listening test. In general, it can be stated that differences vetween
mecans of LLL and control children werc cssentially equal in terms of direction and
magznitude regardless of the ability 1.vel or sex ¢ tegory. This can best be shown by re-
ferring to Figurces 1 through 8.

It can be noted froma Figuies 1-4 that for both LLL and control groups. average-
abi'ity students achicve at higher levels than low-ability students and these differences
arc of approximatcly the same magnitude; al o, high-ability students do betler than
avera _.-ability students. {Note: The sl pe of the lines and the distanec between the
points representing these values are similar.) As shown in Figures 5-7. girls and boys of
the control classes scored al cssentially the same point, in the LLL classes girls scored
somewhat higher than boys. In contrast, in I'igure 8. on the Listening test the results
for the LLL classes were exsentially the same for boys and girls.

In order to further study differences between LLL and control groups, the studentized
range statistic was used to st the data in Figures 18, Highly significant (p<.01) dil-
ferences arc indicated on these graphs by a double asterish ard significant (p<.05) dif-
ference~ by a single astenish. In these comparisons. the LLL groups were significantly

28
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higher than the control groups in 8 of the 12 ability comparisons. No differences veere
found that favored children from the control group.

Results of the Comparison o Second-Year Students
Who Used LLL for One Year or Two Years, and Control Group

In addition to the analysis of differences between LLL and control children, it was of
interest to consider the differences among LLL children who were in the program for
two years (grade onc and grade two), LLL children who had only one year in the pro-
gram (text-oricnicd program in grade onc and LLL in grade two), and control children
who had text-oriented instruction for two ycars.

A 3x3x2 (ycars in LLL by ability level by sex) factorial design and Analysis of
Variance was used for this analysis. Similar statistical safeguards (proportionality among
cells and the F Max test), were employed in these analyses as were employed for the
primary analysis. Table VI s a summary of these results. An overall significant dif-
ference was detected for the Word Meoaning subtest. Figure 9, the graphical representd-
tion of the results for this subtest, indicates the pattern ¢f mcan raw score values. In
general, although significant differences were not detected for cach test, the pattern of
all achievemient test scores was consistent. Students who had been in LLL classrooms
for two ycars scored at levels above those attained by one-year LLL students and, again
as a general pattern, children from both LLL groups scored above children from the
control group.

TABLE VI

SUMMARY OF F-RATIOS AND ERROR MEAN SQUARES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE:
TWO-YEAR LISTEN LOOK LEARN AND ONE-.YEAR LISTEN LOOK LEARN STUDENTS
COMPARED TO CONTROL STUDENTS

Stanford Aclievement Test® — Subtesls Cc imerative

Word Faragraph  Word Study _lests?
Source of Variation ol Meaning Meaning Skills Listening
Treatment 2 4.06° 2.64 1.49 1.66
Abilty Level 2 47.54" ¢ 69.15%* 37.34%* 45 49+
Ser 1 .04 .38 847 ¢ 1.35
Treastment x
Ability Level 4 74 .60 .33 .60
Treatment x Sex 2 1.03 92 .10 1.29
Apinty Level x Sex 2 1.01 1.37 1.00 03
Treatment x
Ability Level x Sex 4 1.67 .65 2.04 102
Error Mean Square g8 54.72
88 114.64
329 102.34
127 26.11

2primary 1l Reading sublests, administered May 1969
Cooperatve Primary Listening Test. administered May 1969
*pg 05

e 01
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Consistent with the primary analysis, significant differences due to ability level and
favoring high-ability stdents were found for cach subtest @nd the Listening test. For one
subtest, Word Study Skills, a significant differecnce for the main cffect of sex favoring
girls was dctected. No additional main cffect or interaction significant diffcrences were
detected. (Sce Table VI and Figures 9-12.)

Figures 9-12 provide graphicai r>p-usentations of mican values for the Word Meaning,
Paragraph Meaning, and Word Study Skifis subtests of the Stanford Achieventent Te.:
and for the Cooperative Primary Tesis, Listening.

Raw
Scores

30

26.03*

23.86

21.65
20

15

1o

L & N .|
Low Average High
W LLL 2 years L LLL 1 year 9 Control

*LLL 2 years favored over Controtl at the .05 levzl

Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of
Ability Level by Treatment Group for Word Meaning
Subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary i

Figure 9.
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10

TLy TN WA T
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T LLL 2 years ALLL 1year @ Control

Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction o:
Ability Level by Treatment Group for
Paragraph Meaning Subtest of the
Stanford Achieveraent Test, Primary Il

Figure 10.
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Raw
Scores

45

43.36
42.85

MEAN
VALUES
39.65

b .+ |
Low Average High

M LLL 2 years ALLL 1 year ®Conlrol

Graphical Regresentation of Two-Way Interaction of
Ability Level by Treatment Group for
Word Study Skills Subtest of the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary (!

Figure 11,
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Raw

Scores
45

MEAN
VALUES 40
35
30

Low Average High
B LLL 2 years ALLL 1 year @ Contro!

Graphical Representation of Two-Way Inleraction of
Ability Leve! by Treatmeni Group for
Cooperative Primary Listening Test

Figure 12.

Results of the Auxiliary Analyses

An auxiliary analysis of data was done in order to examinge the refative success of
the LY.L and control students in communitics of different sizes. Ir. the first-ycar study, it
way possible to parform a similar analysis by categorizing students according o four
community sizest 2,500 population and below: 2,500 to 10,000; 10.000 to 50.000; and
50.000 population and above. Smaller sample size and lack of classroom units from
communitics smaller than 10,000 required that only two calegorics be classificd for the
sceond-year studs; community size was categorized as small population: less than 50,000,
or large population: 50,000 or more. A 2 8 2x 2 factorial design (trcatment by com-
munity size by sex) and Analysis of Covartance was used for this analysis. The covariate
on which students were -latistically equated was the deviation 1Q of the Ouis fennon
Menial Ability Tesi.

Table IX 0s o summary of thiv analysis Frgures 1306 provide adjusted mean ruw
score vatues for TEL and control students for the two-way interactions of treatment by
sige of community. Table IN shows that, swith the sample ~oiled according o communmity
size, o differences were deteeted due to treatment or cammunity size elfects, Sigrificant
differences were found dee to sex for the Word Study SKills subtest and for the isten-
ing tost. For the Word Study Skills subtest the significant diffcrence found, due Lo sex,
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favored girls; for the Listening Lest, tae significant difference favored boys. Table IX also
indicates that treatment by communily size interaction was significant for the three read-
ing sublests of the Stanford Achievement Test. The resulls oblained for these three sub-
tests are consislent: no significant diffcrences were feund belween children in LLL or
control classes in small communities, but highly significant diffcrences fasoring [LL chil-
dren were found for that part of the sample from large communitics. (Sce Figures 13,
14, and 15.)

TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF F-RATIOS AND ERROR MEAN SQUARES FOR ANALYS!S OF COVARIANCE®
FOR THE AUXILIARY DESIGN PREPARED TO TEST DIFFERENCES
RESULTING FROM COMMUNMITY SIZE: SECOND-YEAR STUDY 1968-1969

b
Stanford Achievement Test — Subtests Cooperative
Word Paragraph Word Study _TL'SC_
Source of Variation df Meaning Meaning Skills Listening
Treatment 1 2.01 219 1.08 1.82
S:ze of Community 1 .01 G4 1.00 .09
Sev 1 1.66 2.38 7.22%¢ 4.88%
Trealment x Size
of Community 1 20.93%¢ g.g2%" 7.C0* 2.32
Treatment x Sex 1 .03 .07 .Qu .01
Size ol Community
x Sex i .04 .07 .10 .08
Treatmenl x Size of
Community x Sex 1 .31 74 .33 1.35
Error Mean Square 452 47.91
452 109.12
407 92.01
181 20.67

o0"is Le non Mental Abiity Test Elementary I administered October 1968
< Primary {1 Readir g subtests. admiristered May 1969
Cooperative Primary Listering Test, administered May 1969
5
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The pattern of resulls was revensed, although not at significant fevels, for the Listen-
irg test. Students from small communitics scored at highes levels than did students from
large communitics. (See Figure 16.)



Raw

Scores
20
ADJUSTED
MEAN 19
VALUES
18
17
16
15
14
Population: Population:
Less than 50,000 and
50,000 more
BLL. ® Control
*s 1L group favored at the .01 level
Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of
Size of Community by Treatment Group for
Word Meaning Subtest of the
Stanford Achievement Test. Primary 1l
Figure 13.
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Raw
Sccres

30 | / 29.g4%

ADJUSTED
MEAN 29
VALUES
28
27
26.4
26 26.0
25
24
23.4
23
Population: Population:
Less than 50,000 and
50,000 more
BLLL ® Control
*2 |LL group favored at the .01 leve!?
Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of
Size of Community by Treatment Group for
Paragraph Meaning Subtest of the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary ||
figure 14.
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Raw

Scores
35
ADJUSTED
MEAN 34
VALUES

33
32
31
30
29
28

Population; Population:

Less than 50,000 and

50,000 more
WL ¢ Control
#¢ LLL group favored at the .01 level
Grapbhical Representation of Two.Way Interaction of
$iza of Community by Treatment Group for
Word Study Skills Subtest of the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary |l
Figure 15,
Q
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Raw
Scores

41.2
41

ADJUSTED
MEAN 40
VALUES

39
33.8

38

37 36.9

36

Population: Population:
Less than 50,000 and
50,000 more

WL @ Control

Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of
Size ¢f Community by Treatment Group for
Cooperative Primary Listening Test

figure 1¢.

A sccond auxihary analysis of data was made following sorting of d - by socto-
cconomic status of the students. LLL and control teachers were asked to categorize cach
student within their classes according to income. educational level, and occupation of the
hecad of the houscholl. During the first ycar of the study. 1967-1968, it was possible
by this methed to detine large subsamples of children who could be categorized as be-
longing to high. a'crage. and low sociocconomic categorics. However, during the 1968-
1969 study. only one L1.1. and one control teacher listed students as members of the
high sociocconomic ¢itegory. To include these fum children as a third level of the socio-
cconomic dimension would have necessitated dropping mamy cases al random from the
other two lusels of the dimension in order to rester. proportionality. It was decided,
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therefore, to an-lyzce results only for thosc children defined by their tcachers to be from
an average or low sociocec nomic background.

A 2 x 2x 2 {trcatment by sociocconomic status by scx) factorial design and Analysis
of Covariance was uscd to analyze the data. The results of the Otis Lennon AMental
Ability Test were used as the covariate. Table X is a summary of this analysis. It can be
seen from this table and from Figurcs 17 through 20 that min cffects (treatment, socio-
economic slatus, and sex) were, in general, not significant. For the Listening test, the
trcatment cffect was significant and favored LLL students.

TABLE X

SUMMARY OF F-RATIOS AND ERROR MEAN SQUARES FOR ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE®
FOR THE AUXILIARY DESIGN PREPARED TO TEST DIFTERENCES
RESULTING FROM SOCIOECDNOMIC BACKGROUND OF STUDENTS:
SECOND-YEAR STUDY 1968-1969

Stanford Achievement Test® — Sublests Cooperative

3
Word Paragraph  Word Swdy _ Tests”
Source of Variation di Meaning Meaning Skills Listening
Trealment 1 2.27 1.38 .43 5.21°
Socioeconomic Stalus 1 1.06 2.61 2.52 3.13
Sex 1 .82 .69 1.55 .13
Treatment x
Socioeconomic Slatus 1 72 1.41 1.50 91
Treatment x Sex 1 01 .01 24 .00
Socioeconomic Slatus
x Sex 1 2.15 2.85 1.52 .01
Treatment x
Socioeconomic Status
x Sex 1 76 57 .56 .08
Error Mean Square 432 52.10
432 108.85
393 92.95
171 27.91

;Ohs Lennon Mental Abilty Test Elementary !, administered October 1968
cPrimary 1h Reading subtests, administered ftay 1969

Cooperative Primary Listening Test. administered May 1969
‘P05

The patiern of results for the total analvsis. bowever, is of interest. LLL students
from low sociocconomic bachgrounds scored significantly higher on Word Mcaning and
Paragraph Mcaning subtests than did control students from a similar background. While
no other significant differences were detected between treatment groups after blecking on
soviocconomic calegory, it can be scen that LLL students scored at generally higher
levels than did students from contrel classes for all conzpatisons.

4.



Raw

Scores
18
ADJUSTED
MEAN 16
VALUES
14
Low Average
Socioeconomic Socioeconomic
Status Status
L JRRE ® Control
*LLL group favored at the .05 level
Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of
Socioeconomic Status by Treatment Group for
Word Meaning Subtest of the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary ||
Figure 17,
Q
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Raw

Scores
30
ADJUSTED
MEAN 28 " & 27.99
VALUES 27.8C" m—
Low Average
Socioeconomic Socioeconomic
Status Status
W LLL ® Control
* LLL group favored at the .05 level
Graphical Representation of Two-Way Interaction of
Socioeconomic Status by Treatiment Group for
Paragraph Meaning Subtest of the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Il
Figure 18.
Q
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Raw

Scores
34
ADJUSTED
MEAN 32
VALUES
30
Low Average
Secioeconamic Socioeconomic
Status Status
M LLL ® Control
Graphical Re. resentation of Two-Way Interaction of Socioeconomic Status
by Treatment Group for Word Study Skiils Subtest of the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Il
Figure 19,
Raw
Scores
42
ADJUSTED
MEAN 40
VALUES
38
36
Low Average
Socioeconomic Socioeconomic
Status Status
M LLL ® Control
Graphical Representation of Two-Way interaction of Socioeconomic Status
by Trealment Group for Cooperative Primary Listening Test
Figure 20.
Q

q ) 2



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SUMMARY AND CONCILUSIONS

Summary

Twelve experimental (LLL) and twelve control ¢other basal reading programs) second-
year classes comtituted the sample during the [968-1969 .csearch study. This study

" represents the second segrmient of the three-ycar longitudinal study being conducted by

Educational Deyclopmicnial Laboratorics to test the cffectivencss of the Fisten Look Learn
Multi-Mcdia Communication Skills System. Data were analyzed for 159 students who
participated in LLL system instruction during both their first and sedond year, 113
second-year LLL students who used a traditional reading program during their first
yoar, and 240 control stidents who had two years of reading instruction in a traditional
program.

The data were collected by questionnaires completed by teachers and by standardized
tests. The tests, provided by EDL and administesed by participaving TLL and conirol
teachers, were the Qs Lennon Mental Ability Test, the Word Mcaning. Paragraph Mcan-
ing and Word Study Skills subtcsts of the Stanford Achicvement Test. and the Ceopcra-
tive Primary Tesss, Listening. To the cxient to which the ovaluation instruments are



valid and reliable for the sample population, the following major conclusions can be
drawn:

Conclusions of Subjective Evaluation

LLL tcachers were able 1o successfully place the majority of their students within the
LLL cycles of instruction using divergent methods of placement. Only 20 of the 301
students cnrolled in LLL classes were initially incorrectly placed. See page 12

As the LLL students progressed through the cycles of instruction, the number of days
required to complete a cyele diminished from 6.5 days per cycle for Cycles 4-10 to
4.3 days per cycle beyond Cycle 41. Sce page 9.

Eleven of the twelve cooperating teachers reported that they had enjoyed using LLL.
Sce page 11.

Ninc of the twelve cooperating teachers believed the LLL system of instruction to be
superior to other programs with which they had had experience. Onc teacher could
make no comparison since this was her first year in leaching. Sce page 11.

Teachers differed in their opinions regarding the ability level of students for whom the
LLL systenm was most effective. Three felt that LLL was equally cffective with all
students, two believed low-ability students benefited most, four considered it to be
most cffective with average children and three were of the opinion that LLL was
most effective with high-ability children. See page 12.

Conclusions of Objective Evaluation

1Q scores and children’s ages were similar for LLL and control students. Sce Table II,
page 17,

Number of cycles completed and scores on posttests were highly related. See Table V,
page 20,

Sccond-ycar students who completed approximately forty cycles of LLL instruction
scorcd at or above grade level on the Stenford Achievement Test subtests. Sce Table
V, page 20.

If a "“ypicat’’ or hypothetical sccond-year LLL stedent could be sclected fram the two-
year study, he would have the following cheracteristics: forty-cight cycles of instrue-
tion, an [Q within the range of 90-102, a scorc two months above grade level on
the Word Mcaning and Paragraph Mcaning subtests and onc month above grade
level on the Word Study Skills subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test. See Table
Y, page 20.
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Students working at or above Cycle 5t scored from three months to two years and (wo
months above grade level.'See Table V, page 20.

LLL students scored at a nighly significant level (p<.0l) above contro} students on the
Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, and Word Study Skills sublests of the Stanford
Achievement Test and at a significant level {p<.Q5) above control students on the
Cooperative Primary Tests, Listening. Sce Table VII, page 22.

LLL students in cach ability level (low, average, and high ability) scored at a highly
significant level (p<.0!) aboiwe control students on the Word Meaning and Para-
graph Meaning subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test. Sce Table VI, Figures 1
and 2, pages 22, 23 and 24.

High-abitity LLL students scored at a significant level above control students on the
Word Study Skills subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test. Sce Table V1l and
Figure 3, pages 22 and 25.

Average-adility LLL students scored at a significant level above control students on the
Cooperative Primary Tests, Listening, See Tablc VII, and Figure 4, pages 22 and 26.

Total girls in the LLL group scored at a highly significant level above total girls in the
control group on all Stanford Achievement Test sublests. Sec Table VH, Figures 5,
6, and 7, pages 22, 26, and 27.

Total boys in the LLL group scored significantly higher than total boys in the control
group on the Listening test. Sce Table VII, and Figure 8, pages 22 and 28.

Sccond-year students who had been in LLL classrooms for two years scored consistently
higher (han second-year students whe had been in LLL classrcoms for only one
year. Children from both LLL groups generally scored above children from control
groups. Sce Table VIII, and Figures 9-£2, pages 29, and 30-33.

LLL groups in communitics with populations of 50,000 and more scored at a highly
significant level {(p<.01) aboxe control groups on all three Stanford Achievement Test
sublosts. Sce Table IX, Figures 13, 14, and |5, pages 34, and 15-37.

LLL students were consistently favored oser contiol students when sociocconomic status
was used as a design dimenston. Sce Figures 17-20, pages 4042,

Students from LLL groups categorized by their tcachers as having low socioeconomic
backgrounds scored at a signifivant level abosve comparable siudents from contrel
groups on the Word Mcaning and Paragraph Meaning subtests of the Sranford
Achievement Test. Sce Table N, Figures 17 and 18, pages 39. 40 and 41,
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