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Humans’ cognitive processes accompany certain emotions; g A . A e andpostet e andpostiest  npeamdpontot e i pre- and postest
" - . : : , Pre-test Post-test Post-test E n pre- and post-test s
therefore, cognition cannot be explained in isolation from emotions . |
effects. Many scholars in social and emotional learning (SEL) BRI test PES BRI test o T E -
believe that learners’ emotional experiences explain their positive 5 )| y I : j - ]
beliefs about learning and their effective cognitive strategies - . 2 : * 4 1~
. _ _ igure 1. Pre-experimental study by repeated measures. " | ?
(Zimmerman, 2008; Zins, Bloodworth, Weissberg, & Walberqg, . . -* E. D f I
. , . , .. A pre-experimental study design was used to assess the changes 2 | ’ J
2007). This study adopted SEL's assumption that students’ positive . , . . . . . : 2
<ocial experiences in a classroom and their prosocial efficac in grade 1 to 8 students’ prosocial efficacy and reading skills via pre- : y
beliefs arF; associated positivelv with studenfs’ academic y and post-test (see Figure 1). We collected the quantitative data (i.e., Figure 2. Box-plo?s of prosocial efficacy and reading skills in pre- a.nd post-tests.
- chiovements P 4 prosocial efficacy surveys and reading assessments) during the first The majority of students (n=62, 71.26%) did not experience
This study exblored the various relations amond parficioants’ and last weeks of the camp. However, there was no control group. reading loss, moreover, 46 students (52.87%) showed positive
‘e and post yroch))ciaI officacy and reading levels ir? t%e Frgedom The following survey and tests were used in the data analysis: 1) the reading growths compared with their initial reading scores. The
g ool pFS P }I/'h o % 4 o Prosocial Efficacy Survey (PES; Roehrig, Clemons, & Norris, 2017) paired t-test results (see Flgure_ 2) showed a S|gn|f|cant gain in
chools (FS) summer camp. The ProviFies a reading turnetium and 2) the Basic Reading Inventory (BRI; Johns, 2012). passage fluency (p< .01), reading comprehension (p< .01) and total

during the summer vacation for students primarily from low-income BRI score (p< .01) between pre- and post-test. There were no

families and ethnic and racial minority backgrounds. Following a Partici pants significant differences in students’ PE and words list fluency
pre-experimental study design, data from surveys and reading between pre- and post test.

assessments (e.g., Prosocial efficacy and Basic Reading For this study, the data were collected from the participants of the Correlation Table
. . . . . 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Inventory) were analyzed using the paired t-tests and correlations FS summer camp in North Central Florida from 2016 to 2018. The FS LPEL 1
. . . . . 2. PE2 -

analysis. The results provide evidence of how students' early pro- summer camp runs for six weeks from mid-Jun to July every year. All swerd 092 021

. . . . . . . . . . 4. Psgl : : :
social efficacy Is related to their reading growth. three years of the FS camps were conducted with a similar timeline; sCopl 7L ol 764" 969 1

. . , .166 016 .894 973 966 1
: however, the books used in the curriculum changed every year. In the Wtz 172 o8 793" eee”  ear”  aasT 1
AIms of the Research camp, the participants were assigned into the three-level curriculum oCopy B 02 7s” w0 ed” s ars” ea0” 1

o ES o i - dents according to their grade level (e.g., Level 1: grade 1 to 2; Level 2: Hrgen 438 1 o .o  oasi umr ge0” s o a1 1

(N6 T SaAMp 15 PATiZE = Provenl Toss St > St grade 3 to 5, Level 3: grade 6 to 8). In each year, more than 100 R e e e
reading loss supported by Children’s Defense Fund. Kim and Quinn 14.BRlgain 144 183 088 039  -026 035 505" 531" 508" 540" 667" 029" 9257 1

students participated in the FS camp, among them more than 90% of

- . . . . . - - Fi 3. Th lati tri ith p-val Tp< .06, *p< .05, **p< .01. ***p< .001).
participants were African American and most participants were eligible 'gure 5. The correlation matrix with p-valué (Tp< .06, *p< .05, *p< .01. "p<..001)

Note. 1=pre-test, 2=post-test, PE: prosocial efficacy, Word: word list reading fluency, Psg: passage

(2013) reported that students from low-income families and cultural
minority groups tend to undergo reading loss because they may

o _ . _ for free or reduced-price lunch. reading fluency, Comp: reading comprehension, BRI: reading test total, W gain: word list reading fluency
have limited educational opportunltles durlng the summer. . Table 1 gain, P gain: passage reading fluency gain, C gain: reading comprehension gain, T gain: total BRI
Participants of FS were exposed to a transformational reading ~Participants (N=87) were Sample Size by Year and Level reading gain.

included In this study If they e Clncs Lovel Students’ initial prosocial efficacy was significantly correlated

curriculum, featuring culturally-relevant texts and a core emphasis

on social action. We focused on prosocial efficacy (PE) beliefs, had.p_arentg’ consent to 1 5 3 Total Wit_h passage fluency and total BRI score (su_mmi_ng all three r_eading
which is students’ confidence in their ability to implement prosocial Egﬁlcigfletedgge_srzg{gqi%% » Year ;gig g 1171 ? ;g skills) at post-test. However, there were no S|gnlflcant_corre_lqtlons
behaviors, such as building relationships in classrooms. The e spam o sive by vear and 0l 8 1p 15 ag between PE at post-test and any other variables. Having initial
purpose of the study was to investigate how students’ PE may be P Yy Ty 5 13 TR greater prosocial efficacy predicted better passage readl_ng qu_ency
involved in their reading skill development in FS summer camp, level. and total BRI scores at post-test. However, initial prosocial efficacy
which is based on group discussion and cooperative activities. Data Analvsis was not associated with any gains in reading skills. Theretore, other
y moderation or mediation variables, such as reading motivation,
Research Questions First, students’ reading scores were standardized based on should be considered to help explain the observed relationships.
| | | S school grade level c_ompleted,_ which allowed us to combine data from Key References
1. Do students experience reading loss while participating in FS? grade 1-8 students in a meaningful way. Then SPSS 25 was used to — | _
: : : : : : : : : Johns, J. L. (2012). Basic reading inventory: Pre-primer through grade twelve and early literacy assessments (11th
2. Do students experience gains in prosocial efficacy while conduct the analyses. Paired t-tests were used to investigate changes ed.). Dubugue, IA: Kendall Hunt Publishing Company.
participating in FS? In prosocial efficacy and reading skills from pre- to post-test Roehrig, A D., Clemons, K, M., & Norrs, K. (20L7). The Fierce Urgency of Now: CDF Freedom Schools and
3. What are the relationships among students’ prosocial efficacy (Questions 1 and 2). Correlation coefficients of the variables were Publiehing Limitad < o00y. In Addressing Biversityfn Lieracy Instiuction (pp. 251-26%). Emera
and their reading skills? used to test the relationships between students’ prosocial efficacy and Zimmerman, B. J. (2008). Investigating Self-Regulation and Motivation: Historical Background, Methodological
4. Do students with higher initial prosocial efficacy experience reading skills at different time points (Question 3). The correlations Pevelopments, and Future Prospects. American Educational Research Journal, 45(1), 166-183,

: : : : . _ _ _ _ _ _ Zins, J. E., Bloodworth, M. R., Weissberg, R. P., & Walberg, H. J. (2007). The Scientific Base Linking Social and
greater gains in their reading skills? also tested the relationship between prosocial efficacy and gains In Emotional Learning to School Success. Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 17(2), 191-

different reading skills (Question 4). 210.




