FIRST LADY HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON
VIDEOTAPED REMARKS FOR ARKANSAS HIPPY
JANUARY 31, 1996

Greetings from the White House. I wish I could be with you
this afternoon to congratulate each and every one of you on the
tenth anniversary of the Home Instruction Program for Preschool
Youngsters.

As with so many good things, when we introduced HIPPY in
Arkansas we were met with skepticism about the ability of parents
without high school educations to teach their own children.
Parents themselves doubted their own abilities to meet the
challenge. But look how far you have come. Over 6,000 Arkansas
families are being served and your program has received national
recognition.

HIPPY is one of the best examples I can give of how the
larger community can help raise all children, and in so doing,
raise itself. It is a partnership of coordinators, home
visitors, parents, children, funders, school sytems,
organizations and other agencies joining forces to work together
to provide our pre-school children with what I call a jump-start
on kindergarten. And all along the way, HIPPY stimulates
learning in our kids and in our parents, too.

Every member of the HIPPY partnership has a stake in its
success, but I would like to say a special word to the parents
who are in the audience today. HIPPY cannot happen without you.
The role you play in your child's development cannot be replaced
by the schools. You are the key to a brighter future for your
child.

The work each HIPPY stakeholder does today will pay huge
dividends in the lives of our children, in the health of our
families and communities, and in the future of our nation. I am
so very proud of what you have achieved. The President and I
congratulate you on this anniversary and send best wishes for
continued success for many more years to come.

#it#



___UALR _DEPI kL

Mar 5,97 16:39 Ne.018 P.02

CoLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Office of the Dcan

March §, 1997

To: Brenda Cos
From: Junita HosK “oordinator, Early Liweracy/Reading Rccovery Confcrence
Subjcct: Mrs. Clinlkeyd’s Visit

As rcquested, this fax includes a copy of the program for our conference, “Early L.itcracy
IFor All Children: Mcecting The Challenge,” on March 11 at the Excelsior 1{otel in Littlc
Rock. 1 have askcd the UALR Communications Officc 1o fax copics of press rcleascs
rclated to Mrs. Clinton’s visit.

The primary goal for the confercnce is 10 cncourage more comprehensive long-range
planning for early litcracy programs for kindcrgarten through third grade. Scssions wilt
focus on rescarch and successtul maodels of Reading Recovery Program implementation.
Thc audience ot approximatcly 450 persons will include clementary administrators,
statewidc Rcading Recovery staff, policy makers, and somc tcachers. Arkansas
Educational Tclevision Network (AEI'N) will videotape all aspects of the confcrence
including Mrs. Clinton’s specch. All local press organizalion are expected to be on hand,
also.

As a point of rcference, 1 was Reading Program Manager, Arkansas Depariment of
Education, during Mrs. Clinton’s tenurc as First Lady of Arkansas. Shc strongly
supported our cfforts including the dcvclopment of the Multicultural Reading and Thinking
(McRAT) program now being implemented throughout Arkansas and in five other statcs.

Yor morc information, you may rcach me at S01-569-3113 or 501-225-3793. ] look
forward to working with you 1o ensurc a successful and cnjoyablc trip for Mrs. Clinton.

UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS AT LiTTLE ROCK o 2801S. University e Little Rock, AR 72204-1099 o (501) 569-3113/FAX 569-8694
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Table 3
Status of Teacher Training Sites
1995-1996

Sites School Districts Schools Teachers
Pulaski County Area 03 iV 16
Arkansas River Co-op 07 09 1S

Arch Ford Co-op 18 22 26
Crowley’s Ridge Co-op 05 06 06
Dawson Co-op 13 15 16
DcQueen Co-op 07 10 10

Great Rivers Co-op 07 11 19
Northwest AR Co-op 05 06 07
Rogers SD 01 10 13

South Centra) Co-op 04 04 07
Western AR Co-op 08 08 12
"TOTAL . 78 117 147

In 1994, the UALR Reading Recovery Training Center and the Arkansas Department of Education
entered into a unique partnership. The tained Reading Recovery teacher leaders became members
of a statewide support network for the Arkansas Early Childhood Initiative. In their new roles as
Early Childhood Cumculum Specialists, the teacher leaders joined the statewide network of
existing professional staff to provide the essential components of literacy intervention and school-
based coordination to the cluster of services provided through the Early Childhood Initiative.

Models of Implcmentation
The Reading Recovery Council of North America has prepared an informative handbook entitled
Leadership for Literacy: A Guidebook for School-Based Planning to assist school districts with
implementing Reading Recovery. UALR and Reading Recovery Teacher Leaders in the education
cooperatives have resources 1o help school districts with implementation issues. Various models
of implementation are utilized in Arkansas schools. The most cominon model is the Early Literacy
Model which is funded by Title One. A brief description of each model includes:

1z Reading Recovery and Arkansas Early Literacy Model: The Reading Recovery teacher

serves four to five Reading Recovery children during the moming for an average of €ight to ten
Reading Recovery children during the year. In the afternoon, the teacher works with small groups
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of low-achieving children. With this model, the teacher serves approximately 45-60 students in
Kindergarten through third grade.

2, Reading Recovery and Title One Pullout Model: The Reading Recovery teacher serves
four Reading Recovery children during the moming for an average of eight to ten Reading
Recovery children during the year. In the afternoon, the teacher pa:pvidcs traditional Title 1
services to eligible students across various grude levels.

3. Reading Recovery and Classroom Model; This model involves a regular first-grade teacher
who teaches in the classroom during the morning and serves four Reading Recovery students in
the afternoon for an average of eight to ten Reading Recovery children during the year. A half-time
first grade teacher takes over the first-grade class during the afternoon.

Progress of Arkansas Reading Recovery Project and Research Studies

In order to monitor the effectiveness of the Reading Recovery Project in Arkansas, a first-grade
study is conducted each year. The two major purposes of the study are (a) to determine the
proportion of children who success fully discontinue after receiving Reading Recovery services,
and (b) to compare the literacy progress of Reading Recovery program children with other first-
grade students in Arkansas schools. Data are collected throughout the year by Reading Recovery
teachers and compiled by UALR into a state-wide report on the effectiveness of the Arkansas
Reading Recovery Project. These data are further included in studies by the National Data

Evaluation Center, which tracks the progress of every Reading Recovery child in the United States
and Canada

In Arkansas, five years of research on Reading Recovery documient the success of the program in
reversing the reading failures of the lowest-achieving first-grade students. Results from 1991-
1996 annual studies indicate that 1604 Reading Recovery students, all of whom began first grade
1n the bottom 20% of their class, reached successful levels of reading performance as compared to
the average first-grade reader (scc Table 4).

At the end of each academic year, a random sample of 50 non-Reading Recovery first-graders from
Reading Recovery schools across the state is used o establish an average range of literacy
achievement for first graders on measures of writing, dictation, and text reading ability. Itis
important to note that the random sample group represents a higher-achieving population (i.e, first-
grade students who scored too high on reading and writing assessments to be eligible for Reading
Recovery services).
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while 85 percent of the former Reading Recovery third-grade students scored within or above the
average band as compared to 82 percent of the random sample.

In Texas, follow-up studies of second-, third-, and fourth-grade children who successfully
completed Reading Recovery in the first grade provide further evidence of the sustained gains of
Reading Recovery children. At second-grade level, the scores of the former Reading Recovery
children were within an average band of 1 standard deviation of the random sample mean. There
was very little difference between the two groups in grades threc and four. In addition, former
Reading Recovery children were perceived as “average™ or “above average™ by their classroom
teachers in reading and writing attributes.

Arkansas Follow-up Studies

Sustained Gains of Second- and Third-Grade Reading Recovery Children In Arkansas, two years
of follow-up studies indicate that second- and third-grade formerly discontinued Reading Recovery
students scored within an average band of 1/2 standard deviation above and below the mean when
compared to random samples of non-Reading Recovery students. For instance, second-grade
former Reading Recovery students accurately read 4.89 higher text levels than their grade-level
peers; and third-grade former Reading Recovery students successfully read 2.68 higher levels of
text materials than their grade-level peers. A follow-up study of the 1991-1992 group of 59
formerly discontinued Reading Recovery children through third grade indicates that these students
continued to make progress in text reading, dictation, and spelling (Sce Table 6).

Table 6
Results of Former Reading Recovery Students and Random Sample Non-
Reading Recovery Students in Second and Third Grades

Second Grade - Third Grade
Ave. Band of Ave. Band of
Reading Random Random Sample Reading Random Random Sample

Measures  Recovery Sample (1/2 SD) Recovery Sample (172 SD)
Dictation 59.46 54.89 51.16-58.62 58.41  56.41 51.68-61.14
(Max = 64)
Spelling 12.74 10.95 9.09-12.81] 12.13 12.31 10.39-14.23
(Max = 18)
Text Reading 26.44 21.55 17.08-26.02 30.30 27.62 23.16-32.06

(Max = 34)

Mar ?.97 16:32 Ng.003 P.12
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It is important that researchers continue to investigate the progress of successfully discontinued
Reading Recovery children across time. It is also important to examine issues that have particular
relevance for Reading Recovery sites. In Arkansas, it has been reported that a wide disparity
exists between the performance scores of African-American and Anglo students on standardized
test measures. Several schools have made it a priority to eliminate test score disparity between
children of different races and to offer compensatory education programs to help minority children
overcome the dispanty. Studies that examine factors such as racial, ethnic, gender, economic, and
home characteristics of Reading Recovery and non-Reading Recovery students provide educators
with useful information for determining whether Reading Recovery is equally successful with all
children. The purpose of this follow-up was. to examine the literacy perforinance of second-grade
children who received Reading Recovery dunng the first grade. A second purpose was to compare
the literacy performance of these children with a state random sample of their classroom peers.
Within 27 school districts in Arkansas, two groups of second-grade students were randomly
selected from the following categories. First, SO formerly discontinued Reading Recovery
students were randomly selected from the total population of 270 second-grade students who were
successfully discontinued from Reading Recovery during their fint-grade year. Next, classroom
rosters of all second-grade students were collected from schools where Reading Recovery had
been in place for at]east two years. Any child who had been served by a Reading Recovery teacher
for any amount of time was eliminated from the class list. From the remaining students, 50 second
graders were randomly selected to represent the non-Reading Recovery group. Districts
represented urban, suburban, and rural settings.

All children were given a test of text reading to determine the highest reading level at 90% accuracy
or higher. Oral reading measures were individually administered by trained Reading Recovery
teachers or teacher leaders. An additional measure included a dictation and spelling assessment
which was calculated based on student performance for recording acceptable sounds within words
and accuracy of spellings. This measure was individually administered by Reading Recovery
teachers. All children were also given appropriate levels of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test.
This task was administered in smail groups by either the classroom teacher or the Reading
Recovery teacher. Classroom teachers completed a questionnaire about each child, including
questons about the child’s reading and writing behaviors. Classroom teachers were also asked to
make predictions about the progress of these children during third grade.

Results indicated that former Reading Recovery students continued to make progress in second
grade. Reading Recovery students represented 1.81 more phonemes accurately on a dictation task,
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Reading Recovery students. On a group standardized reading measure, the mean raw scores of
non-Reading Recovery students was somewhat higher (4.75 items) than the mean 1aw scores of
Reading Recovery students. On all four literacy measures, the scores of these former Reading
Recovery students were within an average band of 1 standard deviation of the random sample
mean.

Closipg the Disparity Gap. Further analysis indicates that the scores of Anglo and African-
American Reading Recovery students at the end of their second grade year were close with a mean
difference of only 1.12 on text reading level and 4.54 on Gates-MacGinitie in favor of white
students. The results of non-Reading Recovery students reflected a wider gap with Anglo students
reading 3.96 higher text levels and identifying 11.70 more items on the Gates-MacGinite (See
Table 7). Table 8 displays the means and standard deviations for Reading Recovery and non-
Reading Recovery students by race and performance on measures of dictation, spelling, oral
reading ability, and the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test. Figure 1 compares the highcst text
reading level of Anglo and African-American students who discontinued from Reading Recovery
and the highest text reading levels of Anglo and African-American students who were not served
by Reading Recovery. These results indicated that linle difference exists between the performance
scores of minority and non-minority Reading Recovery students.

Table 7

Difference of Former Reading Recovery and Non-Reading Recovery Students
According to Race and Performance at End of Second Grade

RR Group Non-RR Group
Measures White Black White Black
Dictation a1 7.15
Spelling .14 07
Text Reading 142 3.96

Gates MacGinitie 3.54 11.70

Mar 7,97 16:33 No.003 P.14
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Table 8

Means and Standard Deviations of Reading Recovery and Non-Reading Recovery
Students by Race and Perforinance

Measures

Group #Tested Dication  Spelling Text Rdg. Gatcs Rdg.

Tow RR  17(31%)  59.11(6.49) 12.41(2.95) 27.64(4.48) 56.93(14.04)
White

ToalRR  38(69%) 58.94(5.30) 12.55(2.22) 26.52(6.31) 52.39(11.54)
Black
Total NonRR 37(66%)  59.62(6.36) 12.18(3.04) 24.64(7.27) 61.27(15.71)
White

Total NonRR 19(34%) 52.47(15.85) 11.21(4.91) 20.68(9.89) 49.57(17.37)
Black

Figure 1
xt ing Levels of Readin ov d Non-Readin . tudents by Race
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Perceptiops of Classroomp Teachers. Questionnaires revealed that 96 percent of former Reading

Recovery students and 92 percent on non-Reading Recovery students were perceived as “average™
or “above average™ by their second-grade teachers on eleven overall literacy attributes, which
included reading and writing ability, attitude toward reading and writing, and independence in
classroom work. Classroom teachers’ ratings of Reading Recovery children revealed that teachers
perceived 100 percent of Reading Recovery children as “average™ to “high™ readers and 94 percent
of these children as “average” to “high™ writers (Se¢ Table 9). Analysis of questionnaires also
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revealed that classroom teachers predicted that a higher percentage of former Reading Recovery
students would perform at “average” to “excellent™ levels in reading and writing during their third-
grade year than non-Reading Recovery students (See Table 10).

In summary, results of this study indicate that former discontinued Reading Recovery children are
sustaining their gains a year beyond the intervention period. They were able to read materials above
their grade level and fell within an average band of their peers when compared with a random
sample on measures of dictation, spelling, oral reading, and the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test.
There was little difference between performance levels of minority and non-minority Reading
Recovery students on all four measures. However, a wider gap was evident between the mean
performance scores of minority and non-minority students. Data from classroom teachers’
questionnaires provided further documentation that Reading Recovery children are continuing to
perform successfully at the end of their second-grade year.

Table 9

Classroom Teacher’s Ratings* for Reading and Writing Ability of Former Second
Grade Reading Recovery and Random Sample Students

Group Low Average-Fair High
RR/Reading! 00 84 16
Random/Reading? 17 53 30
RR/Wniting3 06 82 12
Random/Writing4 17 77 06

* Expressed as Percentile of Responses by Classroom Teachers I N = SS; 2N = 55; 3 N = 49; 4N = 49
Table 10

Classroom Teacher’s Predictions® for Reading and Writing Performances for
Former Second Grade Reading Recovery and Random Sample Students
During Third Grade

Group ) ' Poor - Average Excellent
RR/Reading! ” 59 32
Random/Reading2 20 59 21
RR/Writing? 26 65 09

Random/Writing® 32 47 21

* Expressed as Percentile of Responses by TeachersIN = 55; 2 = 55; 31 = 49; én = 49
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Representative Bob McGinnis of Marianna is serving his ninth terin and represents portions of
Lee and St. Francis Counties in the Arkansas General Assembly.

Mr. McGinnis serves as chairman of the House Education Committee and is a member of the
House Agnculture and Economic Development Committee and the Joint Budget Committec. He has
been appointed to the Education Committee of the Southern Legislative Conference and to the state
Advisory Committee on Accountability. For eight years, he has served on the Southern Regional

Education Board.

In 1988, Mr. McGinnis served as chairman of an ad hoc Committee on Higher Education, which
was instrumental in developing legislation that benefitted both two-year and four-year colleges and
universities in Arkansas. He also led the effort to establish in Arkansas a Reading Recovery Program,
a highly successful early intervention initiative to help poorly performing first grade students improve

their reading skills.

A native of Lee County, Mr. McGinnis attended Marianna High School and eamned a bachelors
degree in agriculture from the University of Arkansas at Fayetteville. He operates Robert L. McGinnis
Fanns of Marianna, is past president of the Marianna-Lee County Chamber of Comumerce and is a
director of the Cotton Board, a national organization for the marketing and research of cotton.

Mr. McGinnis is a veteran of the Korean War and a member of First United Methodist Church
in Mananna. He and his wife, the fonmer Barbara Chadwick, have three daughters and two

grandchildren. :
H4H
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Robert D. Barr is Dean of the Boise State University College of Education. Before arriving in
Idaho, Barr served nine years as Dean of the Oregon State University College of Education. In
Oregon he was appointed by two Governors to three State Boards and Commissions: he has served
on the Teacher Standards and Practices- Commission, the State Advigory Board for Career and
Vocational Education, and the Minority Teachers Task Force. He has also served as a board
member of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.

Barr Is originally from Texas, earned his PhD at Purdue University and has been on the faculty
of the University of Texas at Arlington, Indiana University and worked at the National Council
for the Social Studies. Barr has written and co-authored four books on social studies education,
At-Risk Youth, and Alternative Education. His latest book, Hope At Last For At-Bisk Youth, is
the result of a five year effort including visits to more than 200 schools. His books have been
identified as some of the most influential in the field. He is widely recognized as one of the
nation's leading authorities on At-Risk Youth and Alternative Education.

Barr has been cited for distinguished achievements by three national awards, been recognized by
Phi Delta Kappa as one of America’s outstanding young educators and served in Washington, D.C.
as a Ford Foundation Fellow. He gained national visibility by appearing on two of William
Buckley’s nationally televised ‘Firing Line” programs. He has also gained recognition for the
Beginning Teacher Warranty Program, a program that has been replicated widely throughout
the United States and was recently the subject of a film by the Japanese Public Broadcasting

System.

Internationally, he has worked in Austria, Chile, Japan, China, Indonesia, and Great Britain.
Barr's wife, Beryl, holds a Master's in Library Science from Indiana University. She has
worked for over fifteen years as a school librarian and is currently working at the ldaho State

Library.
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children and how to make informed decisions bascd on their observations and theory of the literacy
process. Teacher leaders are prepared to teach Reading Recovery teachers and to implement a
Reading Recovery program in their district or consortium of districts. Following the training year,
Reading Recovery educators at all levels participate in the Reading Recovery network through data
collection, research projects, professional development activities, site visits from instructors,
conferences, workshops, and regional meetings. Steps toward district implementation of Reading
Recovery are included in Appendix B. 3

The Arkansas Reading Recovery Project

In 1991, the University of Arkansas at Little Rock implemented the first teacher training class in
Arkansas. In 1992, UALR was recognized by the National Diffusion Network as a teacher leader
training center. By the end of the fifth year, 17 Arkansas tcacher leaders and 4 out-of-state teacher
leaders had completed the year-long training program at UALR. During 1995-1996 academic year,
147 Reading Recovery teachers in 117 schools provided Reading Recovery instruction to 1116 of
the lowest-achieving first-grade children. Of this number, 790 children received a full Reading
Recovery program, with 84 percent of Reading Recovery program children successfully
discontinuing into average reading groups in first-grade classrooms (see Table 1). This research
document reports highlights from the ongoing research and follow-up studies of the Arkansas
Reading Recovery Project.

Table 1
Status of Children Served by the UALR Readin%lRecovery Center During
1995-1996 School Year, Year S of the Project
Total* Program Discontinued % of Program**
Children Children Children Children
Discontinued
1116 790 664 84%

* Total Children includes any child served by Reading Recovery, regardiess of number of lessons
received. There are a variety of reasons that children do not receive a full program. The most
common reasons are (a) transferring from the school during the academic year and (b) entering the
program near the end of the academic ycar.

** Program Children includes any child who received at least 60 lessons or was discontinued from
the program.

P.

(0]5}
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school readiness for children and schools - birth to grade 3

Volume 1 July 1996

Getting Elementary Schools
Ready for Children:
Reading First

“Children are turning into success stories instead of failures.”

“"All of the first grade children who have been at this school all year
are good readers now!”

— Two Arkansas elementary school principals

7/'; is the first in a series of SREB's Paths to Success that will report on strategies to improve
children’s readiness for school and to belp schools be better prepared to meet the needs of all children.
Because of its critical importance, reading will be the top priority.

The 1994 SREB report Getting Schools Ready for Children: The Other Side of the Readi-
ness Goal stressed the need for change in the nation’s elementary schools. No matter how successful
we may be in our efforts to improve children’s readiness for school, the benefits of such efforts can be
undermined very quickly if schools are not ready to help children sustain those gains.

Getting schools ready for all children will require changes in elementary school classrooms as well
as new and better ways to help children with serious learning problems. On the surface, it mtéht
appear that these are two distinct issues. But effective early intervention programs and changes in
general classroom practice must go hand-in-hand.

Arkansas’ experience linking an early intervention program called Reading Recovery with
broader efforts to help elementary schools change provides an example of this relationship. Reading
Recovery is also a good example of a specialized intervention program that appears to produce sub-
stantially better results for children who are at risk of failing to learn to read than many of the
models used in the past.

Future issues of SREB's Paths to Success will explore alternative approaches to improving young
children’s reading skills, as well as other topics that relate to readiness. The emphasis will be on pro-
grams that, like Reading Recovery, have a proven record of success and offer valuable lessons for those

who make decisions about education policies.



Reading in First Grade: Now or Never?

The ability to read is essential to success.
Most children who cannot read at or near grade
level by the end of third grade are doomed to
educational failure. It is equally clear that the tra-
ditional approach of retaining such children in
one or more grades while providing them with
decelerated, rather than accelerated, remedial
reading instruction only ensures that they will
fall farther behind.

Early in 1988, a group of Arkansas educators,
legislators, state officials, foundation executives
and other community leaders came together to
address this problem. They were particularly in-
terested in an intensive one-to-one tutoring pro-
gram for first graders called Reading Recovery.
(See page 9.)

After a year of critical study, the Reading
Recovery Advisory Committee recommended
implementation of the program on a pilot basis.
The University of Arkansas at Little Rock was
selected to coordinate and serve as the training
center for the project.

With funding provided by the Winthrop
Rockefeller Foundation, the university and busi-
ness leaders, the first Arkansas Reading Recovery
teacher-leader was trained in 1990. Subsequently,
the Arkansas General Assembly appropriated ad-
ditional funds to support the program.

By the beginning of the 1995-96 school year,
106 Reading Recovery teachers and eight teacher-
leaders were providing tutoring to children in
more than 50 Arkansas schools, representing 20
percent of all school systems in the state. Another
57 Reading Recovery teachers completed their
training in May 1996, further expanding the
capacity of the program.

Through the first four years of implementa-
tion in Arkansas, a total of 1,088 children re-
ceived a full program of Reading Recovery tutor-
ing. Of that number, 86 percent were able to at-
tain reading levels comparable to the average of

their classmates. (See page 4.)

Limitations and Innovations

From the start, supporters of Reading Recov-
ery in Arkansas knew that to achieve the maxi-
mum impact from a strategy involving one-to-one
tutoring they would have to find creative ways to
strerch limited budgets. One Reading Recovery
teacher can typically provide one-to-one tutoring
to 8-12 children per year. As a result, schools may
find it difficult to employ enough qualified teach-
ers to serve all children who need early reading in-
tervention—approximately one Reading Recovery
teacher for a typical group of 50 first graders.

"My child learned to read! She
could barely read her own name
at the beginning of school, and
because of Reading Recovery she is
now one of the top readers in her

class.”

A parent of a Reading Recovery student

A further concern was that the benefits of
Reading Recovery to individual children might be
reduced and even reversed if their classroom teach-
ers were not prepared to provide ongoing support.

These concerns were addressed using a three-
tiered approach to primary reading instruction. In
addition to one-to-one tutoring for children most
in need of help, an Early Literacy Program for
small groups of children was developed based on
the same principles as Reading Recovery. Through
the small groups, more children can be served
than would be possible using Reading Recovery
alone.

At the same time, a program was developed to
give classroom teachers up-to-date training in cur-
rent principles of early literacy. This training not
only enables the teachers to provide classroom
support to Reading Recovery students, bur also
strengthens their skills in teaching reading to all

students.




































