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ABSTRACT

Reading proficiency has been declining in the US schools. The Readin(@RF)s
program was designed to combat this trend. The purpose of this study was tgatedisé
reasons why some RF programs were successful and some were not. Tharsgsdy br
Tennessee perceptive to the research of the relationship between Iistagtion
implementation factors and school performance. In this study, reading proficissessment
data were used to assign the included Tennessee RF schools to one of thraescdieguy
successful, moderately successful, and Unsuccessful. It was somewblatgrousee that in
some schools as many as 20% of third graders score below proficiency ingr8adidentify
common features of literacy instruction in successful schools, an ordinaldoggtession was
conducted with school category as the outcome and predictor variables relaerddyp |
instruction, learning environment, and school-level professional development.

The findings of the study raise some questions when compared with review ahtelev
research literature. Nine of the ten predictor variables were found to becsigtiyfirelated to a
school’s categorization &tighly Successful, Moderately Successiul)nsuccessfulWhile
some of the literacy instruction elements, unanimously identified by existegnmch as best
practices in reading instruction (including the five essential componentadiganstruction),
were positively correlated with schools’ successful status, other psacterdified as effective
by previous research, were negatively correlated with success.redbarch could clarify and

further investigate these issues.



A conclusion that emerged from the results could be that, for a literacy prograweto ha
an impact of the school’s improved performance (students reading proficienbgyld e
comprehensive and incorporate a variety of instructional practices detdrnyimesearch to be
effective. In addition, multiple professional development strategies aminganvironment
factors also play an important role in the successful implementation of aggmdgram. The
results of this study might prompt reading researchers and practitiomerstittue investigating
the effect of interventions and to strive to ensure that best instructional gsaaticimplemented

with fidelity and do what they are intended to do — help students achieve and exading.re
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CHAPTERI

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

I ntroduction

A large and growing body of educational research demonstrates the incparta
improving the reading skills of students in the early grades. This is an dispegmrtant time
for those students identified as being educationally “at-risk” because oésonbmic or
cultural factors (Ross, Smith, & Nunnery, 1998). According to the 2007 National Ass¢sgme
Educational Progress, 33% of fourth graders scored below basic in readinG(igee &
Donahue, 2007). Research consistently shows that children with poor early readsngysiali
long-term academic risk (Alexander, Entwisle, & Horsey, 1997; Kershnesr&élly, 1991;
Tabors, Snow, & Dickinson, 2001). Fortunately, high-quality early intervention prognawms
be beneficial in reducing such risk through increased student achievementt(&i&bglor,
1994; Wanzek & Vaughn, 2007). This study will investigate the outcomes of one promising
program.

The body of literacy research demonstrates the importance of improvirgatheg
skills of students in the early grades, particularly for at-risk populatiostoridially, students
with low early reading scores are at long-term academic risk. Fortyineddy intervention
programs have resulted in increased student achievement. One such interventiante&ort |
Reading First program, instituted nationally by the No Child Left Behindl&gpn of 2001.

Previous evaluations and data collection efforts for Tennessee’s Readin@RFiy program



have generated five years of implementation data (2003-2008), including actmtyem
observation, and perception data. Evaluations of RF in Tennessee (Grehan, A., Heegel, M.,
Gallagher, B., & Zoblotsky, T., 2008) indicated that the program benefitechgeaeiformance
in a large majority of the schools. However, while the evaluations offered egittesuggest
that RF is often successful in terms of helping early readers in the regpbosls, it offered
only limited insight into what makes some schools more successful than others.

The purpose of this study is to build on previous RF evaluation efforts by looking more
closely at the nature of literacy instruction offered in those Tennedseglsm underserved

communities as it relates to students’ level of reading proficiency.

Statement of the Problem

Reading proficiency level of students has been declining in the US schools for many
years. Reading First program was designed and implemented to combanthidany
implementation challenges resulted in wide variations in the effectivendss mfogram from
district to district. However, in schools and districts where implementatioesssere resolved
and the program was put into practice with fidelity to its researctdlpaseiples, it did lead to
notable improvements in student proficiency (Foorman, B. R., Petscher, Y., Lef&ky&E
Toste, J. R., 2010). It is important to investigate what factors were cruciak&itherovements
and affected the success of RF at specific locations. This study ekltealentify
characteristics of the school-based interventions that affected thessatt®s program at

specific schools.



Significance of the Study

Reading First was the academic cornerstone of No Child Left Behind (NZI(R), a
program that recognized the importance of both improving student reading achievement and
implementing programs and strategies scientifically proven to beieffeR, along with the
programs authorized under Title I, focused on improving achievement for all studpatiakys
children in the nation’s most disadvantaged schools and communities. The RF tegdsiaty
heavily from the results of a National Reading Panel report (Nationdlubestif Child Health
and Human Development, 2000a). RF required that all materials and professionab et
funded by the legislation include five “essential components” of reading instruphonemic
awareness, phonics, reading fluency, comprehension strategies, and vocabulapnu=vel
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000a).

Funds provided through RF were intended to support early reading by eliminating
reading deficits through high quality, research-based instruction for K-3 stubhealis 50
states, as well as District of Columbia, American Samoa, Virgindslaand Bureau of Indian
Affairs schools participated in RF. From 2004-2009, Tennessee received appebx$2a
million annually (for a total of approximately $115 million) to implement RF. Yaadweation of
the program in Tennessee (Grehan, Heegel, Huang, & Zoblotsky, 2008) indicateH tha
benefited reading performance in about 70% of the schools. While this evaluatiod offere
evidence to suggest that RF was often successful in terms of helpingeaddys in the region’s
schools, it offered only limited insight into what made some schools more sucdeasfathers.
As a result, officials at the Tennessee Department of Education (DQEserd interest in

better understanding the instructional practices which occurred in thegischimre



specifically, DOE officials desired to know about the characteristiggeoddy instruction in
schools that improved students’ performance on the TCAP.

According to the Appalachia Regional Needs Assessments, there was a need in
Tennessee to identify effective instructional practices that werenmepled in successful
programs (Sheekey, Bausch, & Peterson, 2006; Sheekey & Wyshnski, 2006). The prdgent st
is significant because if results can be analyzed to determine \edfaati ineffective
implementation practices, then TDOE can more efficiently and effeciivgliement Reading
First features in Tennessee schools, which could lead to improving ratedingraehievement

for all students. The study findings can inform professional development foetsac

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the reasons why some Rifagprogra
were successful and some were not. The investigator aims to determineecisiicscof
successful programs and simultaneously determine factors that weslatearwith unsuccessful
programs. Once these characteristics are determined, the studyeviteabmmendations about
literacy activities schools should engage in and activities schools should avoid. ifageulti
purpose is to provide implementation guidelines to schools that will maximizestiveent’'s

likelihood of success in the reading program.

Definition of Terms
1. Highly Successful Schools (HSS): RF schools in which 25% or more of students scored
at the Advanced TCAP level.
2. Intervention Observation Tool (IOT): The instrument used for observation in intervention

groups in each RF school. During the years of RF implementation in Tennesdé, res



were sent to the external evaluator to compile and record the information to berused f
the yearly report to the U.S. DOE.

. Level-appropriate books: Books that are appropriate for a student’s age @ind feeel

in terms of difficulty and subject matter.

. Literacy Observation Tool (LOT): The instrument used for classroom obsersat RF
Schools. It encompasses the five essential components of reading instriedidrers

in RF schools were observed three (3) times per semester, six (6) timeampeRgsults
were sent to the external evaluator to compile and record the information to berused f
the yearly report to the U.S. DOE.

. Moderately Successful Schools (MSS): RF schools in which 55% of students scored at
the Proficient TCAP level, but which did not have 25% or more of students scoring
Advanced or 20% or more of students scoring Below Proficiency on the TCAP.

. The National Reading Panel (NRP): This panel was established in 1998 to evaluate
existing research on reading. The Report of the NRP was the basis fofdrftHe
foundation for SBRR, the essential components of reading, and the role of professional
development and effective instruction.

. Reading Excellence Act Program: A bi-partisan national competitive gsared to

states that promoted all students reading at or above grade level by the emtigratier
This Act established scientifically based reading research as tleerpdeiethod for
teaching reading. This Act was established under President Bill Clinton.

. Reading First Program (RF) This program was the literacy coéomersf the No Child

Left Behind Act. RF focused on classroom instruction. It was the largdstedunded

reading initiative from the U.S. Department of Education. The program vedsigiséd



under President George W. Bush. RF mandated the use of scientifically baaethrese
and the inclusion of the five (5) essential elements of reading: phonics, phonemic
awareness, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.

9. Response to Intervention (RTI): Mandated by IDEA 2004, this method of instruction is
based on tiered instruction for struggling readers. It is used to place stndepéial
Education classes for districts/schools not using the discrepancy methodeohgte.

10. Scaffolding: The theory states that a teacher will introduce a new coonceptudent and
will give the students all the assistance they require in the beginningtehtiteng

phase. Then as the lessons continue, the teacher will assign new lessbesstident

must learn. This time students should be able to handle things on their own. If not, more

scaffolding may occur.

11. Scientifically Based Reading Research (SBRR): The Readinglé&xcelAct and RF
both mandated that reading instruction, materials, programs, assessment astpabfes
development must be based on SBRR. The method uses a science research base.

12. Socially Mediated Learning: The concept of socially mediated learsiggpunded in
Vygotsky's (1962) social constructivist theory and Bandura’s (1977) socialriga
theory and refers to the notion that people’s learning is largely influenced bydilety
they live in and their existing knowledge acquired through experiences sottiaty.

13. Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP): The high stdkes tes
Tennessee students in grades 3 through 8. The test encompasses all acadeaiitharea
curriculum. This test determines a district and its respective schaalsndt

achievement levels.



14.Unsuccessful Schools (US): Schools with 20% or more of students scoring at the Below

Proficient TCAP level.

Resear ch Questions and Related Hypotheses
For the purpose of this study, all Tennessee RF schools have been classifiedhipto hig
successful, moderately successful, and unsuccessful. The research quedstionsidte to
differences between these school classifications.
General Research Question One: What elements of literacy instruction differentiate schools
classified as highly successful, moderately successful, and unsuccessful in literacy
achievement?
Specific research question 1 (a) Does the amount of uninterrupted reading block
instructional time differ between schools classifiethighly successful, moderately
successfylandunsuccessfuh literacy achievement?
Hypothesis: The amount of uninterrupted reading block instructional time diffevedie
schools classified dgghly successful, moderately successtotlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement.
Null hypothesis: There is no difference in the amount of uninterrupted reading block
instructional time differs between schools classifietighly successful, moderately
successfylandunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.
Specific research question 1 (b). Does the focus on instructional orientation differ
between schools classified laghly successful, moderately successtnbunsuccessful
in literacy achievement?
Hypothesis: The focus on instructional orientation differs between school$iethas

highly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.



Null hypothesis: There is no difference in the focus on instructional orientatwedre
schools classified dgghly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement.

Specific resear ch question 1 (¢). Does the focus on phonemic awareness differ between
schools classified dgghly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement?

Hypothesis: The focus on phonemic awareness differs between schoolsetlassifi
highly successful, moderately successtotlunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.

Null hypothesis: There is no difference in the focus on phonemic awarenessrbetwee
schools classified dgghly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement.

Specific research question 1 (d). Does the focus on phonics instruction differ between
schools classified dgghly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement?

Hypothesis: The focus on phonics instruction differs between schools classtfigghlss
successful, moderately successfmdunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.

Null hypothesis: There is no difference in the focus on phonics instruction between
schools classified dgghly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement.

Specific research question 1 (e). Does the focus on fluency differ between schools
classified asighly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy

achievement?



Hypothesis: The focus on fluency differs between schools classifladldg successful,
moderately successfidndunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.

Null hypothesis: There is no difference in the focus on fluency between schasssiet
ashighly successful, moderately successintlunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.
Specific research question 1 (f). Does the focus on vocabulary differ between schools
classified asighly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement?

Hypothesis: The focus on vocabulary differs between schools classiteghfis
successful, moderately successfmdunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.

Null hypothesis: There is no difference in the focus on vocabulary between schools
classified asighly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement.

Specific research question 1 (g). Does the focus on comprehension differ between
schools classified dgghly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement?

Hypothesis: The focus on comprehension differs between schools classtigtigs
successful, moderately successfmdunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.

Null hypothesis: There is no difference in the focus on comprehension between schools
classified asighly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessfuh literacy
achievement.

Specific research question 1 (h). Does the amount of instructional intervention time
(RTI) employed differ between schools classifiedhigly successful, moderately

successfylandunsuccessfuh literacy achievement?



Hypothesis: The amount of instructional intervention time (RTI) employeersliff
between schools classified laghly successful, moderately successfntlunsuccessful
in literacy achievement.
Null hypothesis: There is no difference the amount of instructional inteovetirtne
(RTI) employed between schools classifiedhigdly successful, moderately successful
andunsuccessfuh literacy achievement.
Resear ch Question Two: Did learning environments differ between schools classified as
highly successful, moder ately successful, and unsuccessful in literacy achievement?
Hypothesis: There is a difference in learning environments between highbssiid,
moderately successful, and unsuccessful schools.
Null hypothesis: There is no difference in learning environments between highly
successful, moderately successful, and unsuccessful schools.
Resear ch Question Three: Did school-level literacy professional development differ
between schools classified as highly successful, moderately successful, and unsuccessful in
literacy achievement?
Hypothesis: There is a difference in the school-level literacy professiemelopment
between highly successful, moderately successful, and unsuccessful schools
Null hypothesis: There is no difference in the school-level literacy wiofesl

development between highly successful, moderately successful, and unsucchestsl s

Variables
Two analyses were conducted in this study. For the first analysis, in whicblsevere
classified into categories according to students’ proficiency levelseoh@AP. RF schools in

Tennessee were classified into highly successful, moderately Sutoasansuccessful in

10



literacy achievement, as defined by the percentage of students whose TCARrstoated
grade-level reading ability at the end of the 2007-2008 academic ye&dfse@i@ons).

For the second analysis, twelve variables were incorporated into the ordinat logist
regression (OLR) model after schools were placed into their correspord@ngpies. Ten
instructional or intervention predictor variables were measured to determiereidés between
the three school categories, and two demographic variables, gender andyethereit
incorporated as covariates to control for student gender and student ethnicity.

The ten model variables were compiled from scores from the observations ded teac
surveys. For each variable, one or more items were summed and averaged by schetel am cre
overall variable score for each school included in the analysis

The ten predictor variables included in the model were:

1. Uninterrupted Reading Block Time

2. Instructional Orientation

3. Phonemic Awareness Instruction

4. Phonics Instruction

5. Fluency Instruction

6. Vocabulary Instruction

7. Comprehension Instruction

8. Instructional Intervention Time

9. Learning Environment

10. School-level Literacy Professional Development

11



Overview of Methodology

The intended goal of the study was to identify those characteristics auisaspliteracy
instruction which have statistically significant positive relationshipb sttident proficiency
levels in schools with at least 80% of students scoring at or above TCAP profigeelsy To
do this, descriptive data from the 2008 TCAP were used to assign the included RF schools to one
of three categories: highly successful, moderately successful, andddssful. These data were
used to address the research questions noted in the previous section. Next, to identily comm
features of literacy instruction in the highly successful and moderatetgssful schools, an
ordinal logistic regression (OLR) (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006) was condutheschool
category (highly successful, moderately successful, and unsuccesstig)oagdome and the

observation and survey items as predictor variables using SPSS version 16.

Delimitations
There are a number of delimitations associated with this study. Theifajlene the
major delimitations:
1. This study is delimited by the sample, which includes grade 3 students from 73 RF
schools across Tennessee from the 2007-2008 academic year.
2. The study is delimited by the assumed treatment (the RF literacyaprhgr
3. The study is delimited by the setting (Tennessee elementary schools servirsgvede
or economically disadvantaged, populations).
4. The study is delimited by the instrumentation. The instrumentation in this studgeac
student assessments from the TCAP, classroom observations from the LOT I&@d the

and teacher perceptions from a teacher survey.

12



Limitations

1. The study’s limitations focus primarily on the student assessment tool, the. TIEA
the high stakes test for Tennessee for grades 3 through 8. The test is givemiegch s
The Reading and Language Arts section is given in one day. There is no comparison
assessment.

2. The measures of RF treatment fidelity are limited to an uninterrupted 90-awiinge
block, instructional intervention time, availability of scientifically-bdseaterials, and
the focus on phonics, phonemics awareness, fluency, and comprehension.

3. The information about school-embedded PD is limited to teacher report; the research

did not actually observe it.

13



CHAPTERIII

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter summarizes the existing literature related to redeaseld reading
instruction practices and to the issues related to implementation of tlaegiss. It includes
the historical overview of reading research, the main components of readingtiostrand the
school-level support needed to make reading programs effective. A descriptioriRegttiag

First program and its research foundations are also a part of this chapter.

Historical overview

The National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) at i8e U
Department of Health and Human Services has been sponsoring research gn readin
development and difficulties, as well as on reading teaching and learningh&moet1960’s.
In these investigations, NICHD frequently partnered with the US DepartmE&ugiuchtion
(DOE), the National Science Foundation (NSF), the National Institutatenacy (NIFL), as
well as other departments within the United States Department of Healthuarahtbervices
(DHHS). As a result of the accumulating research, the educational and palthicitmpact of
the failure to become a proficient reader has been stressed by the NICHPr&d éad state
governments. Their research has also indicated that there are instructithhealgrikeat can

significantly improve learning outcomes in teaching reading (McCardl&lgabra, 2004).

14



Preventing Reading Difficultiesin Young Children. Since much research has been
conducted on the subject, a need arose to consolidate it in a meaningful way. Ma@ardle
Chhabra (2004) suggested that “...one of the most critical aspects of research inigémeral
ability to examine findings from multiple studies and look at converging evidéoce a
particular issue (in this case, how to teach reading)” (p. 7). Snow, Burns, and, @ritfieir
1998 reporPreventing Reading Difficulties in Young Childrenmmarized the extant research
on reading and language development. Based on that review, the authors reacheidrt®nclus
and made recommendations on a variety of issues related to reading and languagennstruc
Snow, et al. (1998) concluded that there were three areas central to the foundatiamsrgg to
read: Alphabetics, Fluency, and Comprehension. More specifically, in thefaessading
mechanics, the authors suggested that the following four components be included in the
kindergarten program: “...practice with the sound structure of words, the reocogmd
production of letters, knowledge about print concepts, and familiarity with the basic ggirpos
and mechanisms of reading and writing” (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998, p. 322). In the first
grade, it was concluded that it is best to teach phonemic awareness andUeitieretationships
explicitly, recognizing familiar words by sight, and being aware of pmigeneral during
reading, whether silently or aloud. In implementing these activitiedeabooks should be
level-appropriate and interesting for children. For older students who arsingegieaders,
letter-sound correspondence should also be explored in order to help children understand
unfamiliar words they encounter in a text (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).

In 1997, Congress approved the creation of the National Reading Panel, for the purpose
of “assessing the status of research-based knowledge, includingetteveffess of various

approaches to teaching children to read” (National Institute of Child Healthliaman
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Development, 2000b, p. 1). As part of their work, the National Reading Panel reviewed the
findings described in thereventing Reading Difficulties in Young Childrext. After a series
of public hearings, discussion, and review, the National Reading Panel published their
recommendations iReport of the National Reading Panel: Report of the Sub-Grioufpril
2000 (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000b, pp. 1-1 — 1-2).

The Reading First (RF) program, described under Title 1 of the No Child LefidAkt
of 2001, utilized the National Reading Panel’s report as its foundation (Antunez, 2002). Noted
by the Department of Education as “the academic cornerstone of No ChilBdbefd,” RF
emphasized the use of scientifically-based research for all efforts angéig of reading it
identified as key: phonemic awareness; phonics; reading fluency, includingadaig skills;
vocabulary development, and reading comprehension strat€gietafice for the Reading First
Program,2002).

Word recognition and reading fluency are crucial to the comprehension of texgslaiRe
assessment of both in order to screen for delays makes prompt intervention podsibés a
prevent further difficulties.

In the area of reading comprehension, as early as kindergarten, conversdkions
children provide opportunity for teaching vocabulary and motivate them to discuss books.
Teachers should use multiple approaches to increase linguistic and conceptuatigeoas
well as explicitly teach comprehension strategies, such as prediafeging, and summarizing,
during read-aloud times. According to Burns, Snow, and Griffin (1998), “...conceptual
knowledge and comprehension strategies should be regularly assessed irstbens|as
permitting timely and effective instructional response where diffiauitgelay is apparent” ( p.

322).
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In the area of writing, another significant literacy element was itapgmamely, that, as
children begin to write letters, they should engage in writing activitiesdamyabasis. The
instruction should gradually move to parts of the words, then to whole words and sentences.
Invented spelling should not be discouraged at the beginning as it aids in teacheayaing |
phonemic awareness and letter-sound correspondence. However, accuratersgeslsng be
taught explicitly and needs to be practiced.

In the area of reading practices, the Burns, Snow, and Griffin (1998) recommaénd t
children should daily be given time and books to read independently. Reading outside of school
should also be encouraged in a variety of ways (working with parents and librarians, homewo
summer assignments). The texts for each student should be interesting and dboshrs loe
her frustration level. In addition, every day there should be supported reading of tewfishtha
more challenging vocabulary and concepts. The earlier review conducteel Ggrnmittee of
the Prevention of Reading Difficulties in Young Children was then summarizedresoarce
for teachers, parents, and day care providers c8teting Out Right: A Guide to Promoting
Children’s Reading SuccefBurns, Griffin, & Snow, 1999).

Snow et al. (1998) helped Congress define “scientifically based readiagcoiésand
demonstrated how important research data can be for policy making. It wakefiablishing
of Starting Out Right: A Guide to Promoting Children’s Reading Sud&ssis, Griffin, &

Snow, 1999) that the federal government became especially interested inrtiotiamal
strategies that help all children become proficient readers. The rbyi®&mow et al.

...emphasized the importance of learning to read and the conditiorssagcto learn to

read, of providing early intervention for those children who for whateasons are not

learning to read, and of ensuring high-quality reading instmctor all children.
(McCardle & Chabra, 2004, p. 21)
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In addition, the National Research Council report captured the attention ofeSsmqd was in
fact the basis of the federal definition of scientifically based readseparch, which was central

to the Reading Excellence Act of 1998.

Reading Excellence Act. In his 1996 State of the Union address, President Bill Clinton
brought the attention of the nation to the fact that as many as 40% of fourth-gliddessread
at grade level. After multiple hearings on the subject of insufficient rgaydims, the House
Committee on Education and the Work force suggested that teachers should be given
opportunities for professional development in the most current research methodsngf readi
instruction and for implementing them in their classrooms. This resulted in thenReadi
Excellence Act of 1998, which provided funds to the states for reading professional
development, teaching materials, and assessment tools in order to fauilitaug into practice
what was for the first time called “scientifically based resédintdings.

The definition, presented in the Reading Excellence Act, noted:

The term ‘scientifically based reading research’—

(A) means the application of rigorous, systematic, and objectiveegures to obtain

valid knowledge relevant to reading development, reading instrucéind, reading

difficulties; and

(B) shall include research that—

(i) employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation orragpéri

(u) involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to testatbd hypotheses and

justify the general conclusions drawn;

(i) relies on measurements or observational methods that preailid data across

evaluators and observers and across multiple measurements and observations; and

(iv) has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal or approvegdnebof independent

experts through a comparably rigorous, objective, and scientificweyiReading and

Literacy Grants to State Educational Agencies, Title 1l $&k. 2252 (5) (20 U.S.C. §

6661a})

This began a movement that ultimately led to the inclusion of more than 110 references

to the term scientifically based research in the No Child Left Behind A2@ft (PL 107-110,
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20 U.S.C. 878 01, Subchapter IX, “General Provisions”; The Reauthorization of the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, 2002). Although the Reading Excellenahiglct
became law in October 1998, was only funded for three years, it laid a solid foundation f
Reading First, which was part of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Since the aefedf
scientifically based research and reading had been vetted through mamgsneeboth the
Senate and the House and had been agreed to by the Clinton administration, the defgnéions

included in other legislation that followed (McCardle & Chabra, 2004).

National Reading Panel. To further investigate the effectiveness of different methods,
the National Reading Panel (NRP) was formed in 1998. The NRP also used rigoevissforit
evaluating existing research. Reading First, the cornerstone of the Nld_€tiiBehind (NCLB)
initiative, had its beginnings in the findings and recommendations of the Natiomah&eanel.
The National Reading Panel (NRP) was formed by the Director of NICHDharfsieicretary of
Education in response to the Congressional request to determine which instruchidingl re
approaches are most effective for reading achievement and can be applied’ sndladasooms.
The 14 members of the NRP included “leading scientists in reading researesentatives of
colleges of education, reading teachers, educational administrators, and pgatatndsial
Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000a, p. 1). The process of the review of t
research by the NRP is described earlier in this chapter.

To further focus its study topics, five regional public hearings were held [Batia to
glean the perspective of the most important consumers of research on reading actebmestr
practices: students, parents, teachers, and policymakers. The hearmgeldén Chicago,
Portland, Houston, New York, and Jackson, Mississippi; approximately 125 individuals or

organizations representing individuals submitted testimony. Common theme®4deaivare:
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“the importance of the role of parents and other concerned individuals” (Ndtishalte of
Child Health and Human Development, 2000a, p. 2), as well as the following:
The importance of early identification and intervention for children at risk &alimg
failure; the importance of phonemic awareness, phonics, and good literature ig readin
instruction, and the need to develop a clear understanding of how best to integrate
different reading approaches to enhance the effectiveness of instructitirsfodents;
the need for clear, objective, and scientifically based information on the\effeagts of
different types of reading instruction and the need to have such research inform policy
and practice; the importance of applying the highest standards of scientitnewito
the research review process so that conclusions and determinations are bas#dg fi
obtained from experimental student characterized by methodological rigloe
importance of the role of teachers, their professional development, and theatiomsra
and collaborations with researchers. (National Institute of Child Health andriHum
Development, 2000a, p. 2)
A recommendation was also made to widely disseminate the information developed by
the Panel. Many potential topics arose as a result of the preliminary itifamrgathering
efforts. After deliberation and discussion, the following topics the NRP (1998)estfer the
primary focus of the studylphabetics (including Phonemic Awareness Instruction and Phonics
Instruction);Fluency Comprehensiofincluding Vocabulary Instruction, Text Comprehension
Instruction; and Teacher Preparation and Comprehension Strategies ims)yrlieacher
Education and Reading InstructipandComputer Technology and Reading Instruction.
In addition, because of the concern voiced by the public at the regional hearings that t
highest standards of scientific evidence be applied in the research reviessptbee
methodology subgroup was tasked to develop a research review process includirgy specif
review criteria (National Institute of Child Health and Human Developn2890a, p. 2). After
the topics were determined, a subgroup of one or more NRP members began workitngodn eac
them, aiming to answer the following questions:
(1) Does instruction in phonemic awareness improve reading? If so, how is this

instruction best provided? (2) Does phonics instruction improve reading achievement? If
so, how is this instruction best provided? (3) Does guided oral reading instruction
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improve fluency and reading comprehension? If so, how is this instruction best provided?
(4) Does vocabulary instruction improve reading achievement? If so, how is this
instruction best provided? (5) Does comprehension strategy instruction improvefea

If so, how is this instruction best provided? (6) Do programs that increase the amount of
children’s independent reading improve reading achievement and motivationfdixso

is this instruction best provided? (7) Does teacher education influence how effective
teachers are at teaching children to read? If so, how is this instructigpgrdbaded?

(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000a, p. 3)

As part of a meta-analysis, over 100,000 studies underwent the panel’s rigorous review
The criteria used to include studies in the meta-review were the following:
(1) The research had to address achievement of one or more skills in reading. @tudie
effective teaching were not included unless reading achievement was edeé2)uilhe
research had to be generalizable to the larger population of students. Thusidiase st
with small numbers of children were excluded from the analysis. (3)Thercbseeeded
to examine the effectiveness of an approach. This type of research réugiires
comparison of different treatments, such as comparing the achievement ofsstisiiegt
guided repeated reading to another group of students not using that strategy. This
experimental research approach was necessary to understand whethes ahang
achievement could be attributed to the treatment. (4) The research needed toded rega
as high quality. An article or book had to have been reviewed by other scholars from the
relevant field and judged to be sound and worthy of publication. Therefore, discussions
of studies reported in meetings or conferences without a stringent peer peotass
were excluded from the analysis. (Armbruster, 2001, p. ii)
Reading First. RF, the largest initiative focused on improving early literacy in the
United States, was authorized by Title I, Part B, Subpart 1 of the ElementeBeaondary
Education Act, as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. RF becamera maj
component of No Child Left Behind, an embodiment of that legislation’s philosophy afgelyi
on rigorous research to select academic programs and instructioreisgdading to increased
achievement in the area of reading for every student in the nation. In parifli@gislation
aimed to ensure reading success for the children from low socio-econonuecduads. The

main goal of RF was to help all children achieve reading mastery by the dmd @frade.
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Each state had a chance to implement a research-based reading guqgrarted
nationally by RF which would include training teachers in instructional methodigngt
assessment and screening, and progress monitoring. Support for every teacheryand ev
classroom and integrating research-based strategies into exiatemgractices was a guiding
principle of the national RF program.

According to theGuidance for the Reading First Progra@002) document published by
the US Department of Education, “The purpose of Reading First is to ensuré ¢chddedn in
America learn to read well by the end of third grade” (p. 1). At the time theitdive began,
preparing children to read well was considered to be the first priority iniéameeducation. A
consistent effort was made to bring effective (as proved by researclsstaditiods of reading
instruction in elementary classrooms. Reading skills are often considdvedatbasis of future
academic success for all children. The RF program was designed to abiseyaal by helping
school districts and entire states apply scientifically based reaiagrch and assessment to
classroom literacy instruction. Necessary assistance, includmuig) professional
development for teachers on research-based instruction and methods for seegning
overcoming reading barriers for at-risk students, was provided in order to ressdech-based
literacy programs in grades K-3. Assistance was also provided to state dretligztion
agencies in implementing proven strategies, selecting and choosing instlintaterials and
assessment instruments, and making them an integral part of reading prograahal&ion to
help in selecting valid and reliable assessment tools, support and training adthaiistration

was providedGuidance for the Reading First Progra@002).
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Essential Components of Reading Instruction

Reading First practices were firmly grounded in the existing rigoesesarch on reading
instruction. Methodologically sound studies had agreed upon the five components ¢hat wer
essential for effective teaching of reading with the goal of helping ehildbecome able and
proficient readers (National Institute of Child Health and Human Developmen#$)2000
Developing and improving students’ skills in these areas led to the attainmengobtiod
helping children become able and proficient readers. According Buitgance for the Reading
First Program,

Reading First focuses instructional methods and materials, assessmentsessional

development on these key areas. Programs funded under Reading First will have to

demonstrate their ability to address these components in a comprehensiveetie eff

manner. Guidance for the Reading First Progra@002, p. 2).

From the topics selected by the National Reading Panel emerged theyfiltetacy
components that are emphasized in RF programs. The five key elementsraj nestriiiction
were identified as the following: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocalamdry
comprehension. In 2004, Vaughn and Linan-Thompson laid out important concepts of teaching
reading in their booResearch-Based Methods of Reading Instruction: GradesA€edrding
to Vaughn and Linan-Thompson, to become good readers, students have to be able to: 1)
understand the relationships between letters and sounds and apply this understanding; 2) know
the rules for blending sounds together to read, but also realize that some wesdept®ns; 3)
to have sufficient vocabulary, and; 4) to employ comprehension strategiaes toegming from
the text where they do not perfectly understand all the words.

Table 1 below illustrates which elements should receive focus in each gltmbeigh

the skills can be introduced one by one, teachers need to integrate them ealtyvandequate
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time for each. It is also important to use multiple teaching stratedfieach element, such as

explicit instruction, practice and review, modeling, and feedback.

Table 1

Five Elements of Reading Instruction

Kindergarten 1% Grade 2" Grade 3% Grade
Phonological Syllables Phonemic
Awar eness Onset/rime awareness
Phoneme level
Phonics and Print awareness Alphabetic
Word Study Alphabetic principle
knowledge Decoding
Alphabetic Irregular word
principle reading
Decoding Decodable text
Irregular word reading
reading
Fluency Connected text Connected text Connected text
(second
semester)
Vocabulary Oral vocabulary Oral and readingReading Reading
vocabulary vocabulary vocabulary
Comprehension Listening Listening Reading Reading
comprehension  comprehension comprehension comprehension
Sense of story Reading in narrative and in narrative and

comprehension

expository text

expository text

(Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2004, p. 127)

Phonemic Awar eness. Phonemic awareness (PA) instruction was determined to be

effective in helping children learn to read. PA instruction improved the ability twlddmoth

new and familiar words and, to some degree, reading comprehension. It was also foumsl that it

possible to effectively teach phonemic awareness (instruct learnerognizing and

manipulating language sounds). Phonemic awareness could be taught under diversasonditi

and to various types of learners (pre-K through 6th-grade students, includirigctHdsen for
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reading difficulties, as well as students in later grades with lepthgabilities; English
Language learners; and children representing different socio-ecogmujes). There were also
positive effects on spelling skills (National Institute of Child Health and Hubevelopment,
2000b).

However, PA instruction was only one element of a comprehensive reading program
While PA instruction will benefit most non-readers, it should be applied selgdiivehildren
who are beginning to read, bearing in mind that the most effective PA program®wetdo be
those less than 20 hours long (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development,
2000b).

Analysis of the research findings by the NRP suggests that PA instruction wstks be
small groups and when the focus is explicitly on no more than two phoneme manipulations at a
time. In fact, lessons should not be long — 25 minutes is average. The NRP found that the entire
duration of PA instruction does not have to be longer than 20 hours. Manipulating phonemes and
letters is vital in teaching students to apply their new skills to reading atmbwshowing them
how these skills can be applied to reading and writing tends to increase theesfésst of PA
instruction. Blending phonemes taught together with letters will develop decodilsg ahd
phonemic segmentation taught together with letters will develop spelliity.a¥ery young
learners who do not yet know any letters should be taught letter shapes, names, and sounds.
Computer-assisted lessons in PA can be quite effective (National Insfitdkeld Health and
Human Development, 2000Db).

According to Vaughn and Linan-Thompson (2004), phonological awareness isassenti
in kindergarten and first grade. They recommend approximately 15 to 20 minutes of

phonological awareness instruction daily. Segmenting and blending words at the @h@rnsm
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should be featured prominently in the instruction; “identifying, blending, and segmenti
syllables, onset/rimes, and phonemes in their lessons” (psth&6hd also be included. Most PA
instruction is based on oral activities, but early connection of sounds to print arglisetter
advisable to help children become aware of relationship between oral and writteagkngs
always, researchers recommend that teachers “base activities onsstskigevels and

degrees of knowledge, proceeding from easier to more difficult tasks” (p. 126).

Phonics. In describing phonics, Beck (2005) notes, “It's about the relationship between
letters and their sounds” (p. 24). Although there has been, and to a degree still contrajes
some debate as to whether explicit or implicit (acquired indirectly fromautreunding oral and
written language) instruction of phonics is more beneficial, the knowledge of phouost
develop for a person to become literate. Some time ago, the prevailing modes in phonics
instruction were commercial literature-based or whole-word programsyeowRF, with its
requirement of explicit, systematic phonics instruction, gave an impetusdevbem®pment of
such programs commercially, and now there is a wide choice of them.

Systematic phonics instruction (explicit teaching of relationships betieters and
sounds) was found to be effective in helping learners (especially thosk aidi those with
disabilities) read. The results for low-achieving readers are sorhewtlaar. Overall, different
types of systematic phonics instruction were found to be more effective than noasphoni
instruction and similar to each other in effectiveness. Early (K-1) phonicsatisn was more
effective than the instruction that started in second grade or later. Childredifferant socio-
economic groups benefited similarly from phonics instruction (Nationatutesif Child Health

and Human Development, 2000b, p. 2-92 — 2-95).

26



Research showed that systematic phonics instruction, specifically, wagffiecte/e
than alternative instructional approaches in regard to increasing wordgeidis and
comprehension in kindergarteners and first graders and in older students with reading
difficulties. There were also positive effects on younger learnergvisecond grade) spelling
skills. Phonics instruction should not be a sole focus of a reading program, but should be
integrated with other parts of it. Teachers should be sufficiently trained nahdelching
letter-sound relationships but also in helping student learn how to apply this knowledge
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 20008,94).

Vaughn and Linan-Thompson (2004) consider Phonics and Word Study to be the basis
for teaching literacy in first grade. One of the first grade goals istéiments to be able to read
decodable texts and begin to learn independent word recognition strategies. For phching t
to be effective, alphabetic knowledge and print awareness need to be introductxfpsbr
grade (in kindergarten). It is preferable to introduce letters and letter souradphadietically
but “rather in a systematic sequence that allows students to decode and blend commontconsona
vowel-consonant (CVC) words, both in isolation and in connected text” (p. 126).

According to Beck (2005), in order to learn to read words, students should begin to
develop an understanding of the orthography of English language, its letters, aendrbetions
between the written letters and the oral sounds. They also should have a conceglirrg ble
sounds into a word and to have begun developing word recognition skills.

Although Beck states that phonics instruction is a necessary part in a progesading
instruction, she cautions that decoding ability is not in itself sufficient farbexy a proficient

reader. For effective reading, decoding needs to become an automatic prutéss,majority
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of words in a text need to be familiar for the reader. In addition, he or she should be in
possession of vocabulary and comprehension strategies to grasp the overall conteexf the t

It should be noted that teachers should not wait to introduce progressively motsgt diffic
vocabulary advanced comprehension strategies until children perfect theéiragognition and
decoding. Young children’s oral language skills (listening and speaking) aretvameced at
this stage than their reading, and building onto these skills will continually entteic
comprehension ability.

Vocabulary instruction means different things for different grades. In @@des the
focus is on sight vocabulary instruction (short, high frequency words). Although it is importa
that young children learn these common words that they may hear frequeantiynd) them is
more instrumental for print awareness and other early reading skillh{ngatamiliar sounding
words with letter) than for developing rich vocabulary. However, after soimesprareness has
been developed, it is time to begin teaching the words that are preciseeasstimg and may be
found in books but not necessarily in everyday speech. Books alone will not teach tlisstowor
children; explicit and systematic vocabulary instruction should take place toeecigéiyen in
learning the rich vocabulary of English language (Beck, Kukan, & McKeownteasiniBeck,
2005).

In order for comprehension skills to develop, reading materials should be sufficientl
challenging for some effort to be required to process the information. Childrewl stotiviely
strive to understand the content and the ideas. Before children can read chatketging
themselves, such texts should be read aloud to them with a discussion following so/tban the
express their opinions and their perception of the story. Afterwards, when childra@leto

read independently, such discussion should continue to take place so that children can continue
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developing comprehension of progressively more difficult concepts, structuresoniihes

(McKeown & Beck and Beck & McKeown, as cited in Beck, 2005).

Fluency. Research reviewed for this study further indicated that instructiondiqas.c
focused on fluency could indeed improve students’ (including those with reading déggult
reading skills. Fluency — reading with speed and accuracy — can be taugtitlgxqpld
practiced in classrooms utilizing a number of existing repeated adihgeapproaches (National
Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000b, p. 3-3).

Vocabulary is very important for helping children learn to read, particutarly
comprehension development. Children from lower SES families and other at-risk gnodips t
have a smaller vocabulary (Hart & Risley, 1995), which exacerbatesuttifs as they begin
learning to read. Vocabulary can be taught in classrooms using a varietyhofdst explicitly,
implicitly, by association, increasing capacity through practice, ahzingi multimedia
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000b, p. 4-3)

According to Linan-Thompson and Vaughn (2004), it is appropriate to begin fluency
instruction during the second semester of the first grade, after children valepee some
word recognition skills. They recommend approximately 20 minutes of teachergflevery
day, which could include reading independently, with a peer, or with an adult or an ottt st
(in the latter situation, more difficult texts are appropriate). In a grdwgatreading, tape-
recorder-assisted reading, or modeling by the teacher can be used.

Fluency is defined by Osborn and Lehr (2004) as “a bridge between word recogmition a
comprehension... fluent readers can recognize words and comprehend at the sa(pe4ime
Additionally, LaBerge and Samuels (1974) have noted that the attention spent tigraorea

word recognition takes away from the amount of cognitive effort devoted to compoghens
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When word recognition no longer presents a difficulty for beginning readers, then the
focus can shift to comprehension. When words are identified immediately, put together i
sentences, and comprehension — understanding the ideas in the sentences antegidting t
background knowledge - takes place simultaneously, fluent reading ocowsvét, if the
readers cannot recognize many words immediately, they have to ckad@a separately,
trying to decode it and understand its meaning. This creates difficulty ggowprds in
sentences according to their meaning, since the reader’s attentbongsd on decoding and not
on the meaning. Therefore, comprehension on the part of non-fluent reader®d (Maitional
Reading Panel, as cited by Osborn and Lehr, 2004).

Each individual reader’s fluency is not always consistent and may fluctysgadieg on
the reader’s background knowledge of the content and the corresponding vocabulary. Even a
proficient reader may have to read word-for-word a scientific or techextatontaining
specialized vocabulary (Armbruster et al., as cited by Osborn and Lehr, 20@kallO
however, the more extensively a person reads, the more fluent he or she ytzshaties.
However, young children’s oral reading may not sound quite fluent and be “choppy” taren af
their word recognition skills have begun to develop and they are able to read on griaddisve
is because they still have not mastered prosody. Prosody is what allows us ttdlread w
expression and includes stress or emphasis, pitch variations, intonation, readiagdgausing
(Dowhower and Schreiher, as cited by Osborn and Lehr, 2004, p. 6). Fluent readersausually
able to read prosodically as they respond to the cues provided in texts — usuallggomct
marks or different fonts (call capitals or italics). In addition, as fluedees fully understand
the meaning of words and the structure of sentences, they group words appyaoictabke

pauses to reflect syntax.
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Prosody plays an important role in both oral and written language by helping tee read
or the listener better understand the meaning. As with words, fluent readesshece
information coded in punctuation or typeface automatically and use it to comsgaoning from

the text (Osborn and Lehr, 2004).

Vocabulary. Another key element of literacy is vocabulary. National Reading Panel
findings indicated that the results of teaching vocabulary could be improved drngnifating
instruction by age and ability level. According to the NRP, differentiatoggbulary instruction
could be accomplished by several methods: computer vocabulary instruction; vockdautzed
incidentally in the context of storybook reading or from listening to the readingexfsot
repeated exposure to vocabulary items that extended beyond single class periodsheea i
multiple exposures in authentic contexts beyond the classroom; pre-instructiomiodaog
words prior to reading; and the restructuring of the text materials or presaduiacilitate
vocabulary acquisition and comprehension, for example, substituting easy for hard words

Many opportunities for both implicit and explicit vocabulary instruction ekising the
school day and especially during reading instruction. Age-appropriate wagdseraught
directly before and/or after reading a text. It is especially inpotb explicitly teach words that
students will hear often or those crucial for understanding class readingaiaatexplicit
instruction will not teach students all the vocabulary they need; students cdeaatsnew
words implicitly and/or by association from listening to texts, througtiingandependently, or
from conversations; thus, educators should seize multiple opportunities eveéoyednance
students’ vocabulary and should utilize different media to expose them to a vameaiyds in

multiple contexts (Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2004).
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Beck, McKeown, and Kukan (2002) suggest the following criteria to use when choosing
words for instruction: the frequency with which the students are likely to usedrds;vits
relationship to other concepts and themes the students have been studying; and itserodtin t
being read. Words that students are likely to encounter frequently and wordstaaplean
particularly well something that they are currently learning, arécpkatly important and should
be taught explicitly and their meaning made clear.

During vocabulary instruction, it is helpful to give examples of contexts and to involve
students in using words in such contexts. Getting students to use new vocabulargfkiems ri
away will aid in their full comprehension and integration in oral and written speecmew4re
possible, new words should be integrated into both speaking and written vocabulary. Use of the
new words outside of class should be encouraged because “...the nuances, subtleties, and
characteristics of a words role in the language can only be understood thepeated
exposures to the word in a variety of contexts” (Beck, McKeown, & Kukan, 2002, p. 100).
Classroom discussions utilizing the new words and focusing on multiple meanings axtiscont
should always be a part of literacy education and should continue and become even more
frequent in upper grades.

Beck, McKeown, & Kukan, (2002) state that one of the more important factors for an
effective classroom vocabulary instruction is the presence of a teacheomdtantly creates
opportunities to introduce rich and precise language in a way that interedterclihd creates a
“lively verbal environment in classrooms” (p. 128), with conversations and words games a
constant part of instruction. The teacher needs to have the love and appreciaséioguiagé and

not to be reluctant to engage in word play and to encourage children to look for and enjoy
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multiple word meanings. To create the environment conducive to vocabulary learniags ther
evidence of printed texts and student work, word walls, and other posters.

Even young children can be taught sophisticated vocabulary while reauiplg fiooks
when the teacher discusses the events and ideas in the story using moreatesmpbcds. The
words should be chosen because they meet the above mentioned criteria for yrefiusac

instructional relevance and enriching potential and because they can adsdafwith
children’s background general and vocabulary knowledge.

Beck, Kucan, and McKeown (2002) provide teachers with the following advice for
helping students best learn the meaning of new vocabulary:

1. Anticipate that at first students will tend to engage in inappropriate meaningsrderi
characteristics: limited use of context, attributing the meaning of a wadhe tmeaning
of the entire context, and creating a scenario for a words possible meaning.

2. Keep in mind that natural contexts do not act in logical and systematic ways and vary
widely in the amount of information provide about a given word.

3. Because of the unreliability of natural contexts, instruction needs to be preseated a
process of figuring out meaning within an individual context, rather than focusing on the
product—a word’s meaning.

4. When implementing instruction, always start by asking students to explain vgoatgs
on in the portion of text being read, and then what the word might mean (p. 114).
Lehr and Osborn (2004) have summarized the findings of recent research, indlodang t

of the National Reading Panel, and concluded that a combination of various methods, both
explicit and implicit, is the most effective in helping children develop rich voaapahd love
of language. No single method was identified by research as the mosteffecti

Implicit word learning happens every day in young children’s lives. In fadtirehilearn
the most of their vocabulary incidentally rather than through explicit ingiructhe more adults
talk to the child using varied vocabulary and the more books the child is read to andeater) r

herself, the more words she will learn. However, for this implicit learning tarpadults in the

child’s life (parents, teachers, and others) should make an effort to have coomesstithe
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child introducing him or her to new, increasingly sophisticated words. In an interac
classroom, there are many possibilities for introducing such words. Accooduagpt, Osborn,
and Hiebert (2005):

For example, rather than reminding a student that he didn’'t quite ttlesgoor, the

teacher might tell the child to close the door because itais Rjather than asking a

student to water a drooping plant, the teacher might say thatldhe is becoming

dehydrated. Rather than telling students to line up fastete#ither might ask them to

stop dawdling. (p. 15)

As children get older, there are also opportunities for written communicatameixg
written vocabulary. Adults need to consciously introduce varied language to children and
encourage them to explore various meaning of words and expand their use. Overalk multipl
studies indicate that children whose language skills are below age-apfadgvel often lag
behind in reading acquisition and tend to have reading and learning difficulties in schdw. On t
other hand, children exposed to varied language experiences at an early age temué¢o be
proficient readers and efficient learners (Hart and Risley, 1995).

Even though children will acquire the majority of their vocabulary incidentallynguri
daily activities and communication, explicit vocabulary instruction should stdl &agrominent
place in a school reading program. According to research, explicit vocamganction
accompanying reading of a text does lead to improved reading comprehensionextttzitect
vocabulary instruction also gives children an opportunity to learn words they ahéddgto
learn implicitly from conversations and other verbal activities. Theteestithe review of
studies conducted by the National Institute of Child Health and Human Develo@bedb)
indicate that explicit vocabulary instruction is especially helpful fodcéi who struggle with

fluency and comprehension. Such students can benefit immensely from learning &omgsie

directly and applying strategies to remember them. After explicitordasy instruction, students
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should know selected words very well (multiple meanings, different contexts) atidens to
glean information from the texts in which they are found. Because of students beitg abl
select and use words to glean the information, it is extremely important featttesr to select
the words for intentional instruction that the child is likely to encounter in the faha¢hat will
aid him or her to become a successful reader and learner.

Selecting the words for explicit instruction can be a challenging tagkdchers. One
major challenge for teachers is deciding which specific words to teachteddtesr editions
included with comprehensive reading programs usually have recommendations. Hdveseer
are often words which rarely occur in the student’s overall reading experidhey also do not
take into account that many words have different meanings in different conidvdarefore,
researchers developed criteria based on the following two assumptions:

1. Words are important to understand a specific reading selection or concept

2. Words that are generally useful for students to know and are likely to encotthter w

some frequency in their reading (Lehr, Osborn & Hiebert, 2004, p. 21).

Comprehension. Reading comprehension — constructing the meaning of a text — is
crucial to becoming a good reader. Research reviewed by NRP indicatquetift s
comprehension strategies — “procedures that guide students to become aware df timy we
are comprehending as they attempt to read and write” (National lesift@hild Health and
Human Development, 2000b, p. 4-5) — can be taught to motivate children as well as to help them
to understand the text better. Examples of such strategies are: recalifiggreexd answering
guestions about the text; and summarizing the text. Teaching multiple issategms to be
particularly effective for strategy mastery as well as foragssinderstanding and transfer of

learning (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000b).
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The eight kinds of instruction that appear to be effective and most promising for
classroom instruction are:

1. Comprehension monitoring in which the reader learns how to be aweomguzious
of his or her understanding during reading and learns procedures towitdeal
problems in understanding as they arise.

2. Cooperative learning in which readers work together to learregteatin the context
of reading.

3. Graphic and semantic organizers that allow the reader to esprgsphically (write
or draw) the meanings and relationships of the ideas that underl@drds in the
text.

4. Story structure from which the reader learns to ask and ansherwhat, where,
when, and why questions about the plot and, in some cases, maps ouetheejm
characters, and events in stories.

5. Question answering in which the reader answers questions posed by the teacher and is
given feedback on the correctness.

6. Question generation in which the reader asks himself or herself whan, where,
why, what will happen, how, and who questions.

7. Summarization in which the reader attempts to identify anceviigé main or most
important ideas that integrate or unite the other ideas or msaoirtge text into a
coherent whole.

8. Multiple-strategy teaching in which the reader uses severaheofprocedures in
interaction with the teacher over the text. Multiple-strategyghing is effective when
the procedures are used flexibly and appropriately by the readéwe teacher in
naturalistic contexts. (National Institute of Child Health and HurDavelopment,
2000b, p. 4-5)

According to Vaughn and Linan-Thompson (2004), comprehension is a crucial element
of reading with understanding. Beginning in kindergarten, students learn compoatskilts
by listening to the teacher before, during, and after the reading. To develuyp str
comprehension skills by third grade, students need to learn to use comprehensgasstrate
without the assistance of the teacher.
Teachers can use the following practices when teaching comprehension: mdehatigg
explicit about what students should do, sequencing activities so that students learn and
develop skills systematically, providing multiple opportunities for students ttiqgeac

and providing feedback so students practice new skills correctly. (p. 128)

According to Lehr and Osborn (2005),
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Research has shown us that by providing students with effective comprehension
instruction, we can help set them securely on the path to becoming proficienglife
readers who are motivated to read and engaged in their learning. (p. 40).

Reading comprehension can be improved if the readers are educated about tive cognit
processes that are operational during the reading and writing activibeder to bring about the
understanding of texts. Although some of these processes are learned imgiieyjtigiso can
and should be taught directly as comprehension strategies. The National Readingdport
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000b) suggests the
explain/model/scaffold-practice-apply model based on Palinscar and B18&44) and
described in Lehr and Osborn, 2005 to be consistent with socially mediated learning.

For each text that is a part of reading curriculum, teachers should sefgretension
strategies that are appropriate and correspond with the text structurenterd.déach process
leading to understanding of the text should be explained by the teacher who then should
demonstrate how particular strategies can facilitate the procesealihet begins by reading
aloud and demonstrating how to select and use appropriate strategies. Thers ptadgce
selecting and using each strategy independently. Students take turns rehintpeneacher
discusses with the class the cognitive processes that are takingrqulabe #ole the
comprehension strategies play. Afterwards, the students are encouraged theappbtegies
they learned to a variety of texts.

Scaffolding is one of the more important features of this model of instructitmthei
teacher gradually releasing to students the responsibility forgtrase (Pearson & Gallagher,
1983). However, teachers should not ask students to work on their own until the students have

demonstrated that they understand a strategy and know how and when to use it (Dole, Duffy,

Roehler, & Pearson, 1991).
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Lehr and Osborn (2005) suggestegeaeraframework for comprehension strategy
instruction: select the text; select the strategy; give a clgdareation; model the strategy; help
students learn how, when, and where to use the strategy by demonstrating or thioking a
about how to use the strategy to better understand the text; support student piactice;
students apply the strategy; and ask students on their own to apply the strategy &xisther t
The teachers should be prepared to do additional modeling and guided practice.

To be effective, comprehension instruction should help students concentrate on the
meaning of the text while at the same time utilizing the reading gieatthey know. Also, the
more practice reading a variety of texts students have, the more opportunyjtiesdbenter to
employ the comprehension strategies they learned. It is very importatitel@ddssroom
instruction is supplemented with the reading assignments (independent and supported).
Dedicated reading time and books should be an integral part of a research-baskdise
reading program.

It should be noted that most of the research on comprehension reviewed by the National
Reading Panel was conducted with students in third grade or older. However, soasevsitidi
younger children conclude that instruction of comprehension strategies candieiprize
readers. However, Lehr and Osborn (2005) caution against applying practices tioato@ased
on rigorous research.

There was one strategy that was found effective with younger studentsg@adm
Bergeron, 1993). The researchers

found that when first grade students were taught explicitly how to iderdify gtammar

elements (setting, characters, problem, event sequence, and solution), they inf@ioved

ability to retell and summarize stories, and to transfer these abihitether stories. (Lehr
& Osborn, 2005, p. 27)
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Studies by Morrow (1985) and Pellegrini and Galda (1982) also determined that if
children are taught to recognize and follow the story structure, it helps thetetounelerstand
the meaning and to retell the story.

Another strategy that can be used with readers as young as theafilssigyto help them
generate their own story questions, as long as the framework of the sisageggle and
concrete (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000b). Lehr lamich Os
(2005) noted that studies by Morrow and Gambrell (2001), Raphael (1986), and Palinscar and
David (1991) recommend teacher questioning strategy, where students are askexscpiastit
the text that go beyond the immediate factual information in the text and involve-brdleer
thinking. One such model described by the National Reading Panel involved having students
combine question signal words (who, what, where, when, why, how) with question stems, or
frames (Howare _ and ___ alike? Whatcaused __ ? Whyis important?). In
addition, some research indicated that combining multiple strategies caedievefivith young
children. Teachers should become familiar with different research-basiedds ef
comprehension strategy instruction and select the ones most appropriate fasises and
curricula.

To become fully proficient in reading comprehension, students should be famihar wit
and able to use a variety of comprehension strategies, which can help them emijoyural
knowledge to derive meaning from the text and to be aware of the extent of their undegstandi
of this meaning. Besides comprehension strategies, readers need to ldarskillfer literacy
components: alphabetics, print and word awareness, vocabulary and fluency to beoghie to f
not on decoding but on the meaning of the text. These skills and strategies withassis

overcoming difficulties that even proficient readers sometimes exgerigith unfamiliar texts.
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Teaching reading comprehensive strategies can be very effectivetwshdone

naturally and flexibly, as a part of reading together and interacting siabsroom. When

children are involved in these processes, they might become more interested to esdtisnor

very important that reading teachers receive training in comprehensionystrategction
including direct explanation of strategies and transactional approach, whleersetacilitate
discussions on text interpretation and cognitive processes that are involved itaunaliiegsof

reading material (National Institute of Child Health and Human Developr2@ddb).

Teaching the Five Components of Reading and Instructional Orientation. There is

wide variance in how teachers instruct students on the five components of readiigatidhal

Reading Panel has reviewed the reading research and concluded that theemtofstadty
reliable orientation to teach reading is through systematic and expditiiction. Systematic
and explicit instructional orientation is described by Learning Points ARtes¢2004) in the

following way:

Systematic instruction reflects several important chainatitey. Skills and concepts are
taught in a planned, logically progressive sequence. For examplaincsounds (those
that are easier to learn or those used more often in the wordsitstwd# read) are
taught before other sounds. Lessons focus on clearly defined objebavese stated in
terms of what students will do. Multiple practice activities sctheduled purposefully to
help students master and retain new skills. Students work on caadsifyned tasks that
give them opportunities to apply what they have been taught. Assessane designed
and used in a timely fashion to monitor skill acquisition as welstadents’ ability to
apply new skills, to retain them over time, and to use them indepyndExplicit
instruction means the teacher states clearly what is baugipt and models effectively
how it is used by a skilled reader. For example, in demonstratiwgto blend sounds to
pronounce an unfamiliar word, explicit instruction might sound like thik:show you
how to sound out this word. Listen carefully. I'll say the sound for désitér without
stopping between the sounds.” Explicit instruction ensures studdetsian is drawn to
important features of an example or demonstration. (Learning Pssuchates, 2004, p.
1)
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The Reading First initiative has developed guidelines for teaching fouskegta or
“pillars” of reading. Each of these four key aspects of reading is desb@a (Learning
Point Associates, 2004).

Valid and reliable assessments are essential for effective readgramis. These
assessments will permit instructional staff to understand the skills ldanhss have acquired,
where they are experiencing problems, and the amount of progress that has been made. Th
assessments should be both formal and informal to adequately measure studisrgs’ thlat
teachers may use the information to plan effective instruction.

Aligned professional development is another essential aspect of teacdngyre
Professional development must be aligned with academic standards, and must hetp teae
effectively utilize research-based instructional practices that hared®wn to increase student
achievement.

Instructional programs and aligned materials are needed to focuseacthe five
components of effective reading instruction: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluenbyjarmyca
and comprehension. These programs and materials must be explicit, sysamigpiovide
time for students to practice and apply their skills using meaningful text.

Dynamic instructional leadership is required to create a sustainediveffaotl strong
reading program. Instructional staff, coaches, and administrators comtawéza goals and
expectations. A commitment to students’ reading achievement is shown through thempavisi
adequate resources.

In order to ensure that ample time is dedicated to reading instruction, Readtng Fi
mandates a 90-minutes uninterrupted reading block time per day at each gradeheat|. S

administration has to protect a daily uninterrupted 90-minute block of reading iistruct
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L earning Environment and I mplementation | ssues

Below, the literature on key Reading First implementation issues is suratharhese
issues are summarized according to four categories: assessmenty ldesataiities, and
teaching English Language Learners. It should be noted that the effaetotiees that can be
used with English Language Learners and students with disabilities @a@hatscteristic of a

learning environment for any effective reading classroom.

Assessment. Vaughn and Linan-Thompson (2004) propose that monitoring a student’s
reading progress is crucial to obtainment of strong reading skills. Teaw® to determine
how each child is doing at regular intervals, especially so that approptetesimtions may be
taken in a timely manner when a student needs help. The descriptions below point out what
teachers should look for at specific points along the way and assess them usiognbaitand
informal tools.

For example, kindergarten students can be expected to know letters and sounds and be
able to accurately identify phonemes. Instructional staff should assessuh&cgand speed of
letter naming and phoneme segmentation. In the first grade, students should be f@mnalclem
with the alphabetic principal which can be assessed through multiple word retadiegies.
Students should also begin to master oral reading fluency. For the second and thid grade
teachers can use appropriate measures of the rate of oral reading. Bothdhaenc

comprehension are primary areas of focus (Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2004).

L earning Disabilities. Reading comprehension is a particular challenge for students
diagnosed with learning disabilities. Like all students, students with hegdisabilities need to

learn effective reading comprehension strategies, but often have more tfoulgjeo.
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Torgersen and Light, as cited in Klingner, Vaughn, and Boardman (2007) note tbat thes
students “exhibit characteristics of inactive learners” (p. 4). Klingnal: eecommend that
teachers use the following approaches to support these students in improvingdshsg r
comprehension skills. Instructors should teach evidence based comprehensidestaateg
incorporate direct instruction. Further, teachers should use modeling and support, guided
instruction, and practice in multiple types of text. Finally, teachers should cdremoent
progress monitoring and change instruction as indicated (Klingner et al., 2007).

Within the field of reading instruction a number of specific strategiesoaisdered to
be most effective in teaching students with learning disabilities. Accotalikgngner et al.,
2007, these strategies encompass teaching students to: reflect on the backgroleu&radw
the topic, summarize key points, and analyze the content while they are reatlarg a
described in Gersten, Fuchs, Williams, & Baker (2001); Jenkins, Heliotis, &télaynes
(1987); Mastropieri, Scruggs, Bakken, & Whedon (1996); and Wong & Jones (1982).

In addition, Klingner et al. (2007) assert that “direct instruction” and “styateg
instruction” are also associated with effective reading compreherailos gnong students with
learning abilities. Both of these approaches include daily reviewmidgaded instruction,
continuous objective evaluation and feedback, the provision of examples and demonstration with
new materials, and time for independent practice.

Effective instruction for reading comprehension will include questioning anobdialby
teachers and by students, scaffolding instruction and use of cues, the carefulgrdde
strategies by teachers and small group instruction.

In Teaching Reading Comprehension to Students with Learning Difficidtiagner et

al. (2007) discuss the three areas — decoding, fluency, and vocabulary - wherts stittle
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learning disabilities have the most difficulties in regards to reading ctwps®n. For each,

they give examples of how students — in this cd8gréde students — are impacted.

In discussing decoding problems, they describe the situation with a student:

Myra has difficulty reading multisyllabic words and still confei®asic sight words such

as from, where, and laugh. Although she has difficulty with degodifyra is very

interested in many topics related to social justice and is motivated toneéshan.

Her difficulties decoding words slow down her reading and often redwer to read

slowly and to reread text in order to understand it. Myra’s texding improves when

key words are reviewed and taught to her prior to reading. (Klingner et al., 2007, p. 5)
Another girl’s struggle with fluency is described as follows: “Latithough an accurate word
reader, reads very slowly (about 60 correct words per minute). This slow reagatiyelg
influences comprehension and also makes it difficult for her to read widely” (p. 5).

The authors also discuss vocabulary and how it impacts student’s reading conmpnehens
Jorge reads quickly as long as he is very familiar withabwels. Jorge’s problem is that
he does not know the meanings of many words that appear in histerposxt for
science and social studies. Because he does not enjoy readings Inetd@ad often, and
thus his knowledge of new words and ideas is limited. His verydinibcabulary and
world knowledge prevent him from fully understanding what he basdl because he
either lacks sufficient background knowledge or misses the meangwy mfiny words
that comprehension on all but a superficial level is difficult. (p. 5)

It is not unusual for students to have problems in more than one of these areas, affecting
comprehension in multiple ways. Continuing teacher awareness and a teaching focus on
decoding, fluency, and vocabulary will support and strengthen efforts to improvegeadi
comprehension among students with learning disabilities.

Klingner et al., (2007) offer a step-by-step strategy for teacher tio wgorking with
students with disabilities. Before reading, the teacher states the puhawspraviews the text
via a teacher-presented preview and then an interactive preview. Duriegdigg, the

teachers can lead the students through a set of questions including teaiched-itestions,

student-initiated questions, and a combination of both. Next the teacher guides the student
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formulate ideas about the text. This can be done through a focus on the main idea, paragraph
shrinking, paraphrasing, cognitive organizing and summarizing. The teacher thes the!
students through story retelling, identification of themes, and a discussion aftehanatives.
These same teaching strategies are recommended for use afadihg as well.

Shaywitz (2003) states that reading programs for early grades should lmgpddand
implemented with a goal of remediation and preventing further difficulties. 8gproach should
be centered on a particular combination of the strengths and weaknesses ofi@ast ittat his
or her cognitive abilities and imagination, together with appropriate acodatmans, will help
remediate phonological limitations. Understanding of strengths and weaknesbetpwi
teachers believe in the child’s capacity to learn to read (which is verytempéor dyslexic
children) and to individualize reading instruction accordingly.

A successful reading intervention for students who experience difficidtesds on the
following components:

Content. According to Shaywitz (2003), rather than combining strategies from ayvariet
of sources and/or adding their own ideas, teachers should use comprehensivie- beseal
reading programs when working with children who have learning disabilities. ofingonents
of such a program would include the five components of reading, practice in applafagkills,
and language enrichment such as storytelling.

Early screening and diagnosiBiagnosis is the first step to successful reading in a child
with dyslexia. It is crucial that this happen sooner rather than later sogliahpon
(kindergarten) or remediation (first grade) efforts can begin. Children wehdiagnosed late
(third grade or later) are much more likely to have problems with fluencysedaey have not

had sufficient time to practice words repeatedly, which is the key to stromgylu&rain
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research indicates that early reading interventions in dyslexic ahitdre“rewire” the brain to
that of a child without dyslexia.

Intensity.It is very important that children with dyslexia receive intense reading
instruction which is highly concentrated and explicit. This is essentiad tchild’s being able
to catch up with non-dyslexic peers.

Meeting each child’s individual needBeachers providing instruction to a dyslexic child
needs to with the child often enough to be aware of when instruction needs to changetie meet
child’s needs. The teacher must be able to fluidly adjust the instruction in ternte @iabbe
able to work with the child in other appropriate ways —such as repetition and alernati
explanations - to support that particular child’s reading gains as needed.

Group instructionlnstruction should take place in small groups (3-4 children) at least
four days a week.

Highly qualified teachergdigh quality teachers with a comprehensive background and
knowledge in teaching reading are another essential component to a succadsfgl re
intervention program. Shaywitz (2003) mentions recent research which show& thetween
teacher quality and reading program success. In one study, two sets of te@bhdifferent
degrees of experience in reading use the same instructional methods. Thefrtigaatore
experienced, skilled teachers over the less experienced, skilled teachensietegreater.

In another study described by Shaywitz (2003), dyslexic students receivpdteoimased
instruction focused on comprehension. Although the students appeared to learn the new skills
well, it was only when the teacher sat down with them that they applied the ng@reb@msion
strategies they'd learned. This result points to the value of teachdeds$ssiruction over

simply using computers to teach new skills. Students with learning disalstiigg)le with
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reading and often have difficulty overcoming hurdles without support. Teachersavkavith
them need to be persistent and flexible, able to adjust to the child’s needs so thgtseazbss
can occur.

Adequate durationA dyslexic child who has obtained new and improved reading skills
needs to have continuous support and intensive instruction. In particular:

A child with a reading disability who is not identified earlyynmaquire as much as 150

to 300 hours of intensive instruction (at least ninety minutes a daydst school days

over a one-to-three-year period) if he is going to close théing gap between himself

and his peers. (Shaywitz, 2003, p. 259)

English language learners. Like children with reading difficulties, English Language
learners (ELLs) could also benefit from reading instruction grounded inrcasaad proven
effective. Research has shown that both native English speakers and ELLsfltmanefit
instruction including several vital elements of literacy “such as phonawaceness, decoding,
oral reading fluency, reading comprehension, vocabulary, and writing” (August &I&mna
2006, p. 16).

Although instruction of the components is beneficial to all beginning readers, some
modification is necessary to accommodate the unique needs of ELLs. Englisfagang
Learners have additional difficulties when learning to read in English.IN&bglish phonemes
exist in all languages, and more phonemic awareness might be needed for seguagkla
learners, especially for those phonemes that are absent from their nagicte. Spmilarly, each
of the vital elements of reading instruction might be taught with more intdasitertain groups
for ELLs. At the same time, teachers need to be aware of similahi#éiemtght exist between
students’ native language and English, so they could incorporate these sawnilatdi

instruction. In addition, oral language (speaking and listening) instructiondshletdys
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complement the reading instruction because adequate command of spoken Engtesssmsrme
for successful mastery of literacy skills especially vocabulary anmgprehension.

Good reading and literacy instruction are quite similar for both native and nea-nat
speakers of English — beginning with developing decoding skills and progressing to
comprehension, with content and vocabulary taught during the entire program. The sooner ELL
students will receive literacy instruction and the more rigorous it is, the mibteeir English
language skills will develop, which will, in turn, improve their reading achieméme

There are many circumstances that should be taken into account when working with
English Language Learners. Students who are already literate indhige language will be
able to transfer these skills to learning to read in English. They will need saff@ding in this
process, so teachers should be aware of each student’s first literacy diilisl ton them

(August & Shanahan, 2006).

Responseto Intervention. Although multi-tiered intervention approaches existed before
RF, that was the first national program that incorporated intervention in theistrate
comprehensive literacy program and required it from federal funds recipientHchozation
Agencies. Students in kindergarten throufigBade who are struggling with reading often need
supplemental instruction to strengthen their basic grade-level readilsg Jkilo ways to do this
are through increasing instructional time and reducing group sizesr({&o& Torgesen, 2001).
The teacher, assistant or trained tutor who is providing the supplemental iostdocso with
small groups of students (3-5) at similar instructional levels. They notthibailows greater
focus for the teachers, increased participation by the students, and an oppatdedggthack.

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004uithed

Response to Intervention (RTI) as a method to help students with learning desaldilibng the
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other recommendations for instructional practice (including stopping the use of¢lcer)
achievement discrepancy criterion to identify learning disabled studentgatmeg special and
general education services; ensuring progress in special education bggdopetlerated
learning practices), it was suggested that screening and intervention be riigribagaa
multitiered intervention approach be utilized; and that consistent progress moniokngace
(Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2004). According to Speece & Walker, 2007, research imdicate
that there is a positive relationship between the increased intensity of mig@nvastruction
(smaller groups and longer duration) and the proportion of students who become successful
readers. A three-tier model is an example of progressively intenagctitr

In general, a three-tier model is designed to identify struggling readesaslpass
kindergarten or first grade and to have a structured intervention through the end gfate, to
give them every opportunity to learn to read by within that targeted timeaad® prevent
failure. According to Speece & Walker, 2007, the three tiers include: Tidichwncompasses
research-based, core reading instruction and universal screeningstodeltts; Tier 2,
additional services of intervention and progress monitoring for students who strutipgle wi
reading; and Tier 3, a more intensive program of intervention for those studemigsrhaiot
successful even with additional Tier 2 services.

Tier 1 includes these elements: a scientifically-based core readgigpr, screening
and benchmarking for students a minimum of three times a year; and continuous@rafessi
development to ensure that teachers are prepared to provide quality readinggdnstruc

Tier 2 provides an additional 30 minutes of intensive, small-group instruction every day.
This instruction is meant to reinforce the skills taught in the core reading progilaxible

grouping gives teachers the ability to target children’s specific neenhg) diatiervention.
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Tier 3 instruction may be necessary for a small percentage of students who do not
achieve adequately even with Tier 2 help. These students will require aiveanogram of
60 additional minutes of targeted instruction daily.

It should be anticipated that for 70-80% of students, Tier | instruction is suaffievhile
20-30% need supplemental Tier Il intervention, and 5-10% may need Tier Il intensive
intervention. The goal of the tier structure is to bring all students to te-tggeel in reading.
Once the child scored at grade level, he or she may no longer need interventioamer hibwesir
scores fall, they will be provided with additional support again. Clearly, asses@tieening
and benchmark tests and progress monitoring) play a key part in the approach, allewing th
three-tier model to respond to student needs in a timely manner. The assetsmieiniake
place at least three times each year, with more frequent progress mgrigostudents scoring
below level. Test results should be analyzed in a timely manner to help teadhadualize
instruction, discover which students need additional intervention, and direct futureipratkss
development. Speece and Walker (2007), citing Fuchs (1995) indicate thatartagsaching
effectiveness and student reading proficiency increases and when assesssethto measure
progress, give feedback to learners, and plan instruction.

Tier 2 and 3 intervention typically occurs outside the 90-minute reading block. It may
occur in the classroom or in other locations within the school. The interventionist deélwers
selected program in a direct, explicit and systematic manner adherindittetiy of the
school's scientifically based reading program/curriculum. Monitoringtefuentions is required

by RF and necessary for providing appropriate and strategic instructinénts.

Coaching. For the implementation, Reading First developers recognized the importance

of the role played by administrators and literacy coaches. The latepasicularly
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instrumental in delivering professional development. Systematic prafessievelopment is one
of the key elements of Reading First implementation. It is through such poof@ssi
development that the research findings about reading instruction are tehgiew practice.
Reading First professional development has to include training for teacherdiue the
fundamentals of research-based instruction: phonics, phonemic awareness, flaeaiylary,
and comprehension, as well as incorporating regular assessment and in thetioteavel
remediation strategies for low-achieving learners. In the course oktudirig First professional
development, teachers also learn about various research-based methods aald thateri
support national and state standards. A distinct feature of the Reading Firgdipnafies
development that it is not limited to workshops and conferences but relies strongly lmingoac
as a way to ensure implementation of what was learned in training in atbolaiss Coaches
expand the training by supporting teachers, help them set professional goals, aztygeners
mentors. In particular, they model research-based instructional psastiae their instructional
skills and knowledge, conduct classroom observations and provide feedback, go over test resul
and help teachers incorporate them into instructional planning.

Table 2 illustrates the role coaching plays in teacher professional development.
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Table 2

Professional Development Outcomes

Professional Development Knowledge Skill Level Transfer to
Elements L evel (Estimated Practice
(Estimated percentage of (Estimated
percentage of participants percentage of

participants  demonstrating participants
understanding proficiency in  regularly

content) the instructional implementing
practices) instructional
practices in the
classroom)
Theory 10% 5% 0%
(e.g., presenter explains content —
what it is, why it is important, and
how to teach it)
Demonstration 39% 20% 0%
(e.g., presenter models instructional
practices)
Practice 60% 60% 5%
(e.g., participants implement
instructional practices during the
session)
Coaching 95% 95% 95%

(e.g., participants receive ongoing
support and guidance when they
return to the classroom)

(An Introductory Guide for Reading First Coach2805, Chapter 1, p. 3)

According to the Table 2, as many as 95% of teachers who obtain continuous support
through coaching are estimated to regularly implement instructionalgasati the classroom.
Having coaches’ guidance also enables teacher to practice newlkydeaethods multiple times
until they become well established within their routine.

The coach’s position within a Reading First school is very important. He or she has to
have a teachers’ confidence and act as a mentor, facilitator, and datt. Amaliytroductory
Guide for Reading First Coach€3005)names the following characteristias necessary for
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being an effective coach: being an experienced and knowledgeable professidmnatveorthy
and credible source; a proactive leader; and a colleague who is collabaratikesponsive to
other teachers’ needs.

Reading First coaches have many responsibilities in the areas of instlladership,
assessment and professional development. They provide support to all K-3 teaahgirgincl
modeling, instructional design, grade-level collaborations, observations, anthiggp@oaches
provide resources for identifying and using strategies and assessmentalstrayalyze data
and recommend adjustments. Coaches are a source of embedded professional devglopment b
being knowledgeable of current research and of school-level and district- leds| fe
Introductory Guide for Reading First Coach@905, Chapter 1).

In a Reading First school, coaches assist teachers in classroomm@niadon of
strategies grounded in rigorous research. In a collaborative effort, teandersaches jointly
make decisions related to students grouping, assessment and progress momtblasgoa
planning. Coaches are also involved in data analysis and interpretation as wetltaalin a
classroom instruction (modeling, observations, expertise sharing). This becuita¢s a
component of internal professional development, which, with coaches’ assistanedecala¢e
inside each classroom, as well as on a school wide level. During the entireogebe<c“work
with teachers individually, in small groups (e.g., grade—level teams) andglanges” An
Introductory Guide for Reading First Coach@805 Chapter 6p. 1). As a result of this internal
professional development and teamwork, which takes many forms including s adats and
needs assessments, training sessions, and mentoring, a true learning comrogatgd,
which is invaluable for establishing and maintaining an truly effective schdelnading

program.
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Another key role of Reading First coaches consists of offering technicstbags to
teachers and ongoing supportAn Introductory Guide for Reading First Coach2605,
Chapter 6, it is noted that Joyce and Showers (2002) describe coaches as sugbgive
continuous study and improvement of instruction to help improve student outcomes by
encouraging teachers to investigate and reflect on their practice,aeaand learn new
research-based methods and strategies, integrating them in theirep@uti@ngage with others
in a process of sharing and collaborating to ensure that all students in the shiena their

reading goals.

Principals. Herman and King (2009) described the following seven traits that they
observed to be consistent with successful schools: strong leadership, positiee dete
utilization and analysis, effective scheduling, professional development, cadigtbased
intervention programs, and parent involvement. Herman and King describe stieng es
having knowledge of students and their needs, a basic understanding of scigrbiéisat
reading research, and the ability to interpret data and see how it connectsitbiamstimhey
also note that strong leaders have a vision and communicate it, promote high iexyectat
support teachers, and ensure “an evident reading culture.”

Herman and King also emphasize that principals with positive beliefs hold a camvict
that allchildren can learn to read. They have high expectations for both teachers and students
and a “culture of belief” permeates the school. In successful schoolspphnand staff use
assessment data to guide instruction. They hold regular meetings to overviewscasd the
data and make sure that meetings are set to accommodate teacher schesjusoTnaintain

a system of forms to monitor individual student needs.
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Successful schools utilize effective scheduling, with these four componentsstiee f
to have a 90-minute reading block that is protected from interruptions. The second is tb comm
to specific times when intensive reading instruction will occur. The thimlteke measures to
insure that support staff are utilized as effectively as possible. The fototedsedule common
planning times and hold regularly scheduled grade-level meetings.

Successful schools recognize that “teachers need differentiated developfitet.also
insure that professional development is ongoing. In addition, follow-up alwaysoccur
Effective professional development uses a variety of models such as digppcirt, reading
coaches, and online courses. Instructional materials should be based on models that are
grounded in research. Staff responsible for choosing those instructional mmatedaistand that
there is not one ideal model for all students. Staff and administrators also neadwoschool
data in choosing instructional materials that meet student needs. Herman ahd\arigrther
noted that reading instruction is most effective when it is “systemadie@plicit”, is intense,
provides time for skills practice, focuses on applying strategies withintextpand engages
students at appropriate scaffolding levels. Finally, successful schooigizae that student
achievement is a shared responsibility between parents and the school.

To conclude their presentation, Herman and King point out that schools must move from
a technical approach (schedules, structures, roles, traditional professiohabhere,
protocols, rubrics, assessments, and accountability systems) to a culaamiolg (beliefs
about student learning, pedagogical content knowledge, norms for group work, discourse about

practice, mutual accountability, and distributed leadership).

55



Summary of Existing Research

Existing research suggests that the five components of reading areetitéakbsilding
blocks and the foundation of a successful reading program. The National Reading Pane
research review (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 200@0b}hat
educators must fully address phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency and
comprehension in order for children to have good reading outcomes.

The use of reading coaches, an uninterrupted reading block, and reading intervention
must also be a part of a comprehensive approach to reading. All these eleméis tom
create a culture of support for reading achievement. The role of liteessréeand principals
are especially vital in this process.

Professional development has been shown to be vital in supporting an effective reading
instruction program. Teachers and other instructional staff must have thetteash
successfully, including knowledge of the most effective strategies, ispaegds of learners, and
intervention approaches. Professional development can help assure that teachers kimow how
help all children, including those with special needs, reach proficiency.

Research indicates that the following elements of effective Re&distgmplementation
are vital for success: integrating five essential components of geiadtnuction and rigorous
professional development; adhering to the recommended principles of instructientdtmn
and environment; and supportive instructional leadership. So far, only a few resedieh st
have been conducted to investigate the relationship between these factors and siehool-wi
reading performance. Foorman, Petscher, Lefsky, and Toste (2010) haveeslitiges
improved performance for low-performing Florida schools is associatedneraised supports.

Bonds (2010) points to the stability in leadership as the most crucial factor for iempégion of
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RF practices in Colorado schools; overall, however, Bonds found little variation among the
schools in his study. In Michigan, Carlisle, Cortina, and Zeng (2010) noted thadbhenps
associated with extreme poverty slowed the schools’ achievement rateks B2009) suggests
that instructional orientation, such as systematic and explicit readingctinmtrus one of the
most critical factors for low-performing schools’ achievement. The praesedy will contribute
to the growing body of knowledge, bringing a Tennessee perceptive to the resehech of

relationship between RF literacy instruction implementation factors and quéréoimance.
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CHAPTER 11

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This chapter describes the research methods that were used to carry ouyth&lstid
includes the identification of the design and activities, population and sample, Estsum
procedures to protect human subjects, and statistical analysis of data. Theisagdlya non-
experimental research design using existing quantitative data. Adrcasgrocedures were
approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of TeeaesChattanooga
(Appendix A).

The purpose of this study was to broaden previous RF evaluation efforts. The intended
goal from this study was to identify those characteristics and aspéitésanfy instruction that
have statistically significant positive relationships with student proiigiéevels in schools
where at least 80% of students score at or above TCAP proficiency levels.

In this study, descriptive data from the 2008 TCAP were used to assign the included
Reading First schools to one of three categories: highly successful, tebdsuacessful, and
unsuccessful. Next, to identify common features of literacy instruction imghéy successful
and moderately successful schools, an ordinal logistic regression (OLRgréyI&amst, &
Guarino, 2006) was conducted with school category as the outcome and the observation and

survey items as predictor variables. This procedure was accomplished us$hge3gisn 16.
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Basic Design of the Study

This study was an ex post facto design (Lord, 1973), utilizing alreadynexssiurces of
information for its data. The study can also be described as proposed as a noneexaler
guantitative research design method (Creswell, 2009). The proposed researadiugd a two
phase analysis. First, the available 2008 TCAP data were used to assign thdiiid Rest
schools to one of three categories: highly successful, moderately sucassfuhsuccessful,
based upon the percentage of students reading on grade level by the end of gradectimde. S
common features of literacy instruction were identified in each schogargtes reflected in
the data from classroom and intervention observations. The second phase of the analysi
identified those characteristics and aspects of literacy instructiohatatatistically significant

relationships with student proficiency levels in schools.

Subjects

All 71 Reading First Schools in Tennessee during the 2008 school year providemt data f
this study. The data from each school were drawn from all K-3 teachers aral egacation
teachers who taught reading classes in the identified schools and who completed@hgdral
1105 teachers). Originally, 74 schools across Tennessee participated in thogiRmpr
However, by the 2007-2008 school year, three of those schools had been closed. Consequently,
participants included 4,272 grade 3 students from 71 RF schools across Tennessee from the
2007-2008 academic year.

Of the 71 schools, forty-seven of the funded schools are located in urban areas. The
remaining 24 are located in rural counties or small towns. Collectively, hbelsdad

approximately 18,098 students in kindergarten through grade 3 and 1,073 K-3 regular classroom
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teachers. Specific distribution of the grades, number of K-3 classroom wauiethe number

of students is shown in the Table 3 below.

Table 3

Reading First Participants — Round | and Round I

Grades Total Students Total Teachers
Kindergarten 4,762 283
Grade 1 4,604 290
Grade 2 4,419 272
Grade 3 4,272 260
Total 18,057 1105

The proposed study included 4,272 grade 3 students from 71 RF schools across
Tennessee for whom TCAP data are available. A preliminary investigaitiexisting
demographic data revealed that eighty-six percent (86%) of the samplesqualifiree or
reduced-price lunch, 52% of students were male, 5.5% were classified akhglish
Language Learners (ELL), and 11.4% were classified as being sphaakien students. A
review of ethnicity of the sample reveals that 58.8% were Black/Africarridamg 32.8% were
White, 7.6% were Hispanic/Latino, and less than one percent was American Indian or
Asian/Pacific Islander. A demographic data breakdown by school is included in ApBendi

During the RF implementation, participating school personnel included 71 prinanzhls
71 Literacy Leaders (one from each participating elementary school) Eotitéachers. The
Literacy Leader served as key member of a school-wide Literaaay &@d coordinated school-
level professional development, literacy assessment and progress monaidmgtervention
activities.

At the time the program evaluation data were collected that were used to teotinigle

study, an examination of the records indicates that he experience andoedewval of teachers
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varied widely, with most teachers having 5 years or less of experiencetambemployee

(29.2%,n = 323), School employees with 6-10 years of experience as constituted 24.5% of the
total (n = 271), 24.7% hadleven to 20 years of experience=(270),and the percentage with

more than 20 years of experience as a school employee was 21 £6239). Forty-four percent

of teachers had completed a Bachelor's Degree progrand88) and 43 percent held Master’s
Degreesif = 475). One hundred thirty four teachers (12.1%) held a degree beyond the Master’s
degree. The education level was unavailable for less than 1% of participatimey$e@e 6).

Table 4 reports frequencies for the participating teachers’ yeasgpefience as a school

employee and teachers’ education level.

Table 4

Demographic Data for Participating Teachers

Years of Experience as School Employee N Per cent
5 years or less 323 29.2
6-10 years 271 245
11-15 years 156 141
16-20 years 114 10.3
More than 20 years 239 216
Missing 2 <.01
Level of Education

Bachelor's Degree 488 44.2
Master’'s Degree 475 43.0
Degree beyond Master’s Degree 134 121
Missing 8 <.01

Demographic data concerning years of experience and educational attairereeatse
collected for Literacy Leaders and Principals. For Principals, thewef demographic data
revealed that most principals from participating schools had 10 years orpeseerge as
principals in any school (81%,=55). The Literacy Leader position was created as part of the
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RF program, with most Literacy Leaders having served as classrodmer®gacior to obtaining
the Literacy Leader position. For the participating Literacy Leaderars of teaching experience
prior to the Literacy Leader position ranged from less than 5 years ([@.2%), to 21 or more
years (29%n = 20). The majority of participating Literacy Leaders held Master'gr&es

(61%,n = 42), with 19% ( = 13) having Bachelor's Degrees and 2094(14) having a degree
beyond a Master’'s Degree. Tables 5 and 6 illustrate the demographic datblavarl

participating Principals and Literacy Leaders.

Table 5

Demographic Data for Participating Literacy Leaders

Years of teaching experience prior to Literacy Leader Position N  Percent
Less than 5 years 5 7.0
5-10 years 18 254
11-20 years 25 35.2
21 or more years 20 28.2
Missing 3 4.2
Level of Education
Bachelor's Degree 13 18.3
Master's Degree 42 59.2
Degree beyond Master’s 14 19.7
Missing 2 2.8
Table 6

Demographic Data for Participating Principals

Years of Experience as Principal N Per cent
Less than 1 year 9 12.7
1-5 years 30 423
6-10 years 16 225
11-15 years 7 9.9
More than 15 years 6 8.5
Missing 3 4.1

62



A demographic profile of schools reveals that less thannl®41@) of participants did
not have TCAP data for the 2007-2008 school year. An additional four students were missing
gender and/or ethnicity data and these 20 students will be removed from theedegdditing
the overall student samplenic= 4,252 students. Eight of the sample schools did not have
complete observation and/or teacher survey data available. Each of these authdoésr
respective students were removed from the analysis sample, reducing yheastypte tar =

3,801 students enrolled in 63 RF schools.

Proceduresto Protect Human Subjects

Only existing data sets were in this study. The researcher has hazhéindes to have
legitimate access to the data as Principle Director of the TennesadmérFirst Program. In the
analysis and report (dissertation), the names of students, schools, léa@essland the
principals will remain confidential. All the names of participating sche@se coded and
eventually received pseudonyms that can be used in the discussion. The approval has bee
attained from the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga InstitutiovialRBoard (Appendix

A).

Materials

For the purposes of this research, existing data collected from specific iestsuand
materials were used for analysis. The instruments included TennesspeGensive
Assessment Program (Tennessee Department of Education, 2008), the LiteeepniainsTool
(Grehan, Ross, & Smith, 2007), the Intervention Observation Tool (Grehan, Smith, & Payton,
2006) and the Reading First Teacher Questionnaire (Grehan & McDonald, 2004). All

instruments were administered in accordance with the procedures desaripembér
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administration and scoring at the time of the evaluation in 2008. Each of the insfisnent
described below.

Tennessee Compr ehensive Assessment Program Achievement Test (TCAP). The
TCAP (Tennessee Department of Education, 2011), a timed, multiple-choiceressdabst
measures skills in Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, antiSSodies— is the
basis of Tennessee’s criterion-referenced testing program and is adrathi® third through
8th grade students each spring. The tests are aligned with the state$ stameéards and
identify three levels of achievement: Below Proficient, Proficient, and Acha In this study,
2007-2008 TCAP scores for grade 3 students who were enrolled in the ReadindhBot sc
during the 2007-2008 academic year were used. These students’ performance on the TCAP
served as the measure of the cumulative effects of the schools’ K-3 esdgyiprograms.

Literacy Observation Tool (LOT). The LOT (Grehan, Ross, & Smith, 2007) is an
instrument for observing teachers’ instructional practices in K-3 olass where teachers are
engaged in teaching reading and using other reading materials (e.gg ie=ders and
manipulatives). The LOT was designed to assist schools in evaluating thwefiess of
teacher implementation of research-based reading strategies aikeprddie LOT has been
aligned to the National Research Council findings and the components were albeaifatched
to the topic areas identified by the National Reading Panel as derivedstantifically-based”
reading research. See Appendix C for a diagram called The Crosswalk wihideprdetailed
information on the LOT’s alignment to the appropriate topic areas from NaRasalarch
Council and National Reading Panel (National Institute of Child Health and Human

Development, 2000a).
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I ntervention Observation Tool (I0T). The IOT is used for observing in elementary
classrooms or in other appropriate settings where teachers or intenstatavaiengaged in
implementing instructional interventions for supporting reading developmertig@Gré&mith, &
Payton, 2006).These teaching situations are implemented in accordance withltdestoct’s
design for meeting the RF criteria specifying strategic instmdbr students who are not
progressing adequately in the core reading program (Tier ).

Reading First Teacher Questionnaire (RFTQ). TheRFTQ (Grehan & McDonald,
2004), contains 27 items to which teachers respond using a five-point Likert-#ypéhat
ranges from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. Itenesssd the specific program
elements of Reading First such as: general impressions of professionapoerd, support
provided by the Literacy Leader and the Reading Cadre, teacher support fargitaepr
impacts on student achievement, changes in teaching and assessment, and undasthadin
Reading First program.

The RFTQ questionnaire was adapted from the validated instruments used in Reading
First and other literacy evaluations. Multiple reliability studies {#tsky & Ross, 2003b) have
been conducted to provide evidence of the reliability of these literacy questas@aross a
wide range of schools in a variety of geographical settings, using &\@frrestructuring
models. Both close-ended and open-ended items are employed with the addition of demographi
items concerning teachers’ professional experiences and current teassigrgnent.
Perceptions of professional development, resources, pedagogical chaagsmant
requirements, program implementation, and student improvement are all addressed in the

guestionnaire.
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Procedure

The goal of Reading First was to help all students become independent rgatiersriul
of grade Jegardless of their starting point in kindergartérherefore, the percentage of grade 3
students reading on grade level in any given year was a fair measheeookrall efficacy of the
K-3 program in that school. Another indicator is gnewthin student reading skills from
Kindergarten through third grade, which was the focus of the 2008 evaluation. With thmgljn m
the 2008 Grade 3 TCAP scores for students in the Reading First Schools wereaised a
summative measure of reading proficiency, and therefore of progfiaacgf for the period
2004-2008, i.e., the four-year period during which these schools were implementing the RF
program.

Concerning the program implementation data, the most useful measuréobbssi€-3
program was, logicallythe most recent data on that prograassuming that the program has
been continuously improved over the years and that more teachers have been traine@@nd ga
experience. Therefore, only observational data for 2007-2008 were included to deveifile a pr
of literacy practices utilized by those schools identified as “highly ssftdébased on TCAP
data. During the RF years, the Center for Research in Educational PoliEl?)@Rthe
University of Memphis conducted evaluations and collected data for Tennd25ga‘egram.

This study was informed by the CREP’s evaluation research. CREP’ER#tstudy
summarized five years of implementation data (2003-2008), including datal&ssnoom
observations (LOT), an intervention observation (I0OT), and teacher questionnai®)(RF
Additionally, student-level achievement data from the TCAP were calledtethese data were

collected by CREP from all 63 participating schools described previously.
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In this study, the analyses included the following two components: (a) a subset of
Reading First schools in Tennessee in which least 80% of their studentsiadbie proficient
range or above on reading skills as measured by standard measures; anai¢bpivedt
practices and other features that these successful schools had in common. Based TUpAR th
individual student achievement data, each of thR&ading First Schools were assigned to one
of three categories based upon percentages of students scoring at eatihreé tlesels of
proficiency on grade 3 reading and language arts scores: advanced, proficidrgioav
proficient.

Using SPSS Version 16 statistical analysis software, the proficiendy Evhe analysis
sample students will be reviewed for each school and the schools will be positioneoe rtf
the three categories highly successful, moderately successful, andagsulcbased upon the
percentage of students as follows:

1. Highly successful: schools with 25% or more of students scoring at the Advancéd TCA
level
2. Moderately successful: schools with at least 55% of students scoring abficeRr

TCAP level (but who do not have 25% or more of students scoring Advanced or 20% or

more of students scoring Below Proficient)

3. Unsuccessful: schools with 20% or more of students scoring at the Below Proficient

TCAP level.

School Categories
TCAP scores from the 2007-2008 academic year for grade three students weoe used t
place the 63 participating schools into one of three categbrgddy successful, moderately

successfylor UnsuccessfulTwenty-four schools were classifiedraghly successfuindicating
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that at least 25% of their students scored at the Advanced level on the TCAP, 22 selmols w
classified asnoderately successfuheaning that at least 55% of their students scored at the
Proficient level on the TCAP. Additionally, 17 schools were classifiddrssiccessfulmeaning
that 20% or more of their students scored at the Below Proficient level on the T&#P 7 and

Figure 1 illustrate the number of students at each proficiency level by sategbry.

Table 7

2008 TCAP Successful School Breakdown by School Category

Number of Students by TCAP

Proficiency Category Total Students
Number of Below by Category
Schools Proficient Proficient  Advanced (percentage)

Highly
successful 24 137 799 495 1,431 (37.6%)
Moderately
successful 22 184 930 245 1,359 (35.8%)
Unsuccessful 17 249 623 139 1,011 (26.6%)

After all participating schools were placed into their corresponding@agsgan ordinal
logistic regression was conducted (OLR) (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2063atiool
category as the outcome and the compiled LOT, 10T, and RFTQ items asqredicbles.
This analysis method allowed for a multinomial, categorical outcome or dependahtevand
continuous or dichotomous independent variables that will be also be used as covariates to
provide a clearer assessment of the impact of other variables (Meyers, &&usirino, 2006).
An ordinal logistic regression is used when the outcome variable is categajicalor 1,2,3, for
examples). It is very similar to logistic regression but logisticaggjon only allows for a two-
part outcome variable (yes/no, 0/1 or, perhaps 1/2). Both are similar to mulg#esien, but

multiple regression requires a continuous variable as outcome (a numericavaluéenterval
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or ratio scale). These statistical methods, unlike ANOVA or MANOVA, cofdrotonfounding
effects, which means that all the other variables are taken into account when this mode
conducted. Itis very important in research to control variables in the dat&ythemding
confounding variables, so that the conclusions drawn are valid.

Twelve variables were included in the analysis. Ten of the variables wereddieom
observation and perception data from the LOT, the 10T, and the RFTQ and includedbés part
the analysis model. Two additional variables, student gender and student ethei@tincluded
as covariates to control for gender status and minority. Appendix D contains auahbiatihg
how each data source was used to address the four main research questions.

The ten model variables were compiled from scores from the observations amd teach
surveys. For each variable, one or more items were summed and averaged by schaid &mcr
overall variable score for each school included in the analysis. For example, titertupted
Reading Block Instructional Time variable included only one item fronREREQ. However,
each of the sample schools had several classrooms from which datatheredfor this study.
To create a compiled school score for the Uninterrupted Reading Block limstaldiime
variable, the score for the appropriate item from the RFTQ for each clasBoyorschool X
was averaged. However, the Instructional Orientation variable inclodeddéms from the
LOT. To create a compiled school score for this variable, the four itenesswermed and
averaged by school. Table 8 contains the data source, number of items, and full ctgmtiates

for each variable which was included in the analysis model.
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Table 8

Full Item Descriptions by Data Source for Analysis Variables

Variable

Data Sourc# ltems by
Data Source

Full Item Descriptions (from actual measure)

Uninterrupted RFTQ
Reading Block

Instructional LOT

Orientation
Phonemic LOT, IOT
Awareness
Phonics LOT, IOT
Fluency LOT, 10T
Vocabulary LOT, IOT

Comprehension LOT, IOT

Instructional 10T
Intervention

Learning LOT
Environment

School level
Literacy
Professional
Development

RFTQ

1

4

LOT -1

IOT -4
LOT -2

IOT -2
LOT -2

IOT -4
LOT -2

IOT -2
LOT -6

IOT -4

1

4

2

The administration protects a daily uninterrupted 90
minute block of reading instruction.

Small group , Whole class, Learning centers,
Cooperative/collaborative learning

LOT: Explicit phonemic awareness instruction

IOT: Phonemic Awareness Instruction; Capitalizes on
opportunities to develop phonological awareness within
the lesson; Questions to clarify understanding and
scaffold learning; Embeds instruction in meaningful
words/text/oral language

LOT: Letter naming/knowledge; Explicit phonics
IOT: Letter Naming/Knowledge; Phonics Instruction

LOT: Models fluent oral reading; Has student(s)
read/reread orally (together)

IOT: Models fluent oral reading; Has student(s)
read/reread orally (together); Reinforces/prompts use of
word strategies; Prompts students to reread for fluency,
expression and meaning

LOT: Introduces/reviews key vocabulary; Explicit
vocabulary instruction

IOT: Introduces/reviews key vocabulary; Develops
vocabulary skills

LOT: Makes connection to prior knowledge; Asks
students for predictions; Uses higher level ques-tioning;
Guides visual imaging; Explicit compre-hension strategy
instruction; Interactive discussion

IOT: Explains, models and prompts use of reading
strategies; Asks questions to monitor comprehension;
Students write independently in response to reading;
Uses visual imaging or think alouds to model higher
order thinking

Total instructional minutes

Conducive to cooperative interactior&ydents activel
engaged; Effective classroom management; Teacher
actively monitors

Professional development provided by the Tennessee
Reading Cadre has been valuable;

Guidance and support provided by our school's Literacy
Leader have helped our school implement its RF
program.
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Data Screening and Transfor mation

An initial review of the data revealed that less than 1% (n = 16) of particighanet
have TCAP data for the 2007-2008 school year. An additional four students were miasieig ge
and/or ethnicity data. These 20 students were removed from the data file, rede@agple to
n = 4,252 students. Eight of the sample schools did not have complete observation and/or teacher
survey data available; each of these schools and their respective studerisovermoved
from the analysis sample, reducing the analysis sample to n = 3,801 studertsl em@dl RF
schools.

Each of the variables included in the model were summed and averaged as described i
the Variables section above. Additionally, the ethnicity variable was dumneyl smdthat all
students other than those identified as being White (n = 1,156) were considered etngosand
coded one (those identified as White were coded with zero). Similarly, ther gan@dle was
dummy coded so that females (n = 1,814) were coded as one and males were coded as zero.
These demographic variables were included in the model analysis as cevar@irtrol for
both gender and ethnicity, as research indicates that females, espedlaiyprimary grades,
generally outscore their male counterparts (Ready, LoGerfo, Bu&kame, 2005; Coley,

2001). Furthermore, data from the National Assessment of Educational Progk&s®) @é
reported by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCEShcailyy shows the gap in
achievement between whites and blacks and whites and Hispanics, particuieakying and
language arts. While the gap has decreased in recent years, it is shillsothwat White students
generally outperform both Black and Hispanic students (U.S. Department of Bdu2808).

Students identified as being either Black or Hispanic comprised 70% of the sam#e645),
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with other ethnicities making up less than one percent of the sample (n = 24réheaakf
students not identified as being White were classified as Ethnic.

Each of the continuous variables included in the model were then reviewed for ngrmality
and most of the distributions came within the +/-1.00 acceptable range for skellree$stal
Uninterrupted Reading Block Time variable however, exceeded the acceptaj#eskewness
=-1.29). Neither square root nor log base-10 transformations brought the distributitimrio wi
the acceptable range, though, so the original distribution for that variable was tisednodel.
No other data screening or transformations were necessary.

The results indicated which, if any, of the predictor variables were isgmifin
determining a school’s categorization as highly successful, modesatalgssful, or
unsuccessful. It will be important to note that when these variables werecsighithey were
then interpreted as predictive of achievement; causal relationshipswyied. Significant
predictor variables were used to construct a profile or model of instructiostitpsan the
highly successful schools

Results for each variable have been reported as regression coefficiealtsywate
analogous to R squared values. Of particular interest in reporting results, homereeodds
ratios, which provided a more descriptive impact of each variable. Odds ratidsexbeeded
1.00 were indicative of positive relationships between the predictor variables aotddbk s
categories, and odds ratios of less than 1.00 indicated negative relationshgenlibv
variables and the school categories. In other words, higher scores fovamyagjiiable for any
given school increased the likelihood of that school being categorized as higlgssutand
lower scores for any given variable for any given school decreased titeolkkof that school

being categorized as highly successful.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to build on previous RF evaluation efforts by looking more
closely at the nature of literacy instruction offered in those Tennedseglsm underserved
communities as it relates to students’ level of reading proficiency. Theledegoal of the study
was to identify those characteristics and aspects of literacy instrwehich have statistically
significant positive relationships with student proficiency levels in schotfsatieast 80% of

students scoring at or above TCAP proficiency levels..

Analytic Approach

To address research question one, descriptive data from individual student achievement
scores on the TCAP were used to classify each of the Reading First Schools tchoee of t
categories: highly successful, moderately successful, and unsuccesstLbbatudents’ grade
3 reading and language arts scores.

Results revealed that 15.0% (n = 570) were Below Proficient, 61.9% (n = 2,352) were
Proficient, and 23.1% (n = 879) were Advanced. Percentages were rounded up or down as
appropriate to create categories where only schools with 80% or greater ofstaieing at the
Proficient or Advanced level were classified as Successful.

Schools were placed into one of the three categdrigisly successfumoderately

successfylandunsuccessfubased upon the percentage of students as follows:
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Model Diagnostics

To determine if the analysis model used was appropriate, two diagnostiveests
necessary. Results from the model diagnostic tests revealed that the Ktodglfformation
test was statistically significant2 = 1,160.02, df = 12, p <.001. This indicated that at least one
of the predictor variables included in the model was statistically signifyceelated to the
outcome variable. However, the results of the Test of Parallel Linedseestatistically
significant,y2 = 707.69, df = 12, p <.001. This indicated that the proportional odds, or
relationships between each pair of outcome groups, were not the same and ttrerefarep
slopes were not parallel. Because these results violated one of the amssimiptihe OLR
method, it was necessary to conduct the OLR analysis through a general lineansimayltie

SPSS version 16 program (SPSS Data Analysis Examples, 2010).

Predictive mode
To determine which elements of early literacy instruction impact studbeigv@ment

scores on the TCAP, an ordinal logistic regression (OLR) was conducted usingdbk s
category data from research question one. School category became the outirteewidn
twelve variables incorporated into the model. Ten instructional or intervention predict
variables were measured to determine differences between the three atdgaiies and two
demographic variables, gender and ethnicity, were incorporated as covar@iag ol for
student gender and student ethnicity. The ten predictor variables included in theveredel

1. Uninterrupted Reading Block Time

2. Instructional Orientation

3. Phonemic Awareness Instruction
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4. Phonics Instruction
5. Fluency Instruction
6. Vocabulary Instruction
7. Comprehension Instruction
8. Instructional Intervention Time
9. Learning Environment
10. School-level Literacy Professional Development
Table 9 summarizes the elements of literacy instruction variables altntheir

regression coefficients, means, and standard deviations.

Table 9

Elements of Literacy Instruction with Regression Coefficients,
Means, and Standard Deviation values

Regression
Variable Coefficient Mean SD
Uninterrupted Reading Block Time .60 4.49 .70
Instructional Orientation -.01 9.60 2.19
Phonemic Awareness Instruction -.13 3.48 1.81
Phonics Instruction A7 3.77 1.15
Fluency Instruction 21 8.52 1.77
Vocabulary Instruction .32 5.58 1.85
Comprehension Instruction -.20 12.47 4.29
Instructional Intervention Time - RTI -.49 3.63 91
Learning Environment 12 14.51 1.37
School-Level Literacy Professional Developme =77 8.97 75

Nine of the ten predictor variables were found to be significantly relateddiocml’s
categorization as highly successful, moderately successful, or ursfutddéswever, not all of

the statistically significant relationships were positive; four of thdipter variables were
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negatively statistically significant and five were positively statally significant. Odds ratios of
1.00 or higher indicate that a variable is positively correlated with the outcorableand odds
ratios of less than 1.00 indicate that the variable is negatively correlatedhevithttome
variable. Odds ratios are often presented in percentages, with negativelgtedrvariable
percentages calculated as one divided by the odds ratio.

Table 10 illustrates the probability values and odds ratios for the ten predictttasaria
included in the analysis. Significant relationships were found for all prediat@bles with the

exception of the instructional orientation variable.

Table 10

Predictor Variables witp Values and Odds Ratios

Variable p Odds Ratio
Uninterrupted Reading Block Time <.001 1.81*
Instructional Orientation T2 .99
Phonemic Awareness Instruction <.001 87*
Phonics Instruction <.001 1.60*
Fluency Instruction <.001 1.23*
Vocabulary Instruction <.001 1.37*
Instructional Intervention Time - RTI <.001 .61*
Learning Environment <.001 1.13*
School-Level Literacy Professional Development <.001 A6*

*=Significant atp < .001

Resear ch Questions Findings
Resear ch Question One: What elements of literacy instruction differentiate schools
classified as highly successful, moderately successful, and unsuccessful in literacy

achievement?
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The results indicated that the odds of being categorized as a successfuinstbaskd
(as measured by odds ratios) in schools with higher observations of instruction for Phégics
times or 60%), Fluency (1.23 times or 23%), and Vocabulary (1.37 times or 37%). Idcrease
odds of being categorized as successful were also observed in schools whostrationsi
protect Uninterrupted Reading Block Time (1.81 times or 81%). This means that higher
compiled scores for Phonics Instruction, Fluency Instruction, Vocabularudtish, and
Uninterrupted Reading Block Time all increased the likelihood of a school beegpdaed as
successful, after controlling for the other predictor variables and theudens demographic
variables. The null hypotheses 1(a), 1(d), 1(e), and 1(f) are therefore rejected.

However, three of the literacy instruction predictor variables were found to be
statistically significantly associated with a decreased likeliho@sohool’s categorization as
successful. The odds ratios and probability values indicate that higher observaimssiction
for Phonemic Awareness (.87 times or 14%) and Comprehension (.82 times or 22%), and
schools with higher Instructional Intervention Time (.61 times or 63%) made a sc®lkédy
to be categorized as successful, after controlling for the other prediatdslgarand the two
student demographic variables. In addition, there was no statistically sagii€orrelation
between the focus on instructional orientation and the school success status. ijpeatiidses
1(b), 1(c), 1(g), and 1(h) are therefore accepted.

Resear ch Question Two: Do lear ning environments differ between schools classified ashighly
successful, moderately successful, and unsuccessful in literacy achievement?

Learning environment score was compiled from the following four LOT itbeiag
conducive to cooperative interactions; students actively engaged; efféaigsom

management; teacher actively monitors. Increased odds of being cagdgamisuccessful were
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observed for schools with higher compiled Learning Environments scores (1.13 tibx38)or
The null hypothesis 2 is therefore rejected.

Resear ch Question Three: Did school-leve literacy professional development differ between
schoals classified as highly successful, moderately successful, and unsuccessful in literacy
achievement?

School-level professional development score was compiled of the following RETE& it
Professional development provided by the Tennessee Reading Cadre has beenaraduable
Guidance and support provided by our school's Literacy Leader have helped our school
implement its RF progranschools with stronger perceptions of School-Level Literacy
Professional Development (.46 times or 115%) made a school less likely to be zategeri

successful. The null hypothesis 3 is therefore accepted.
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CHAPTER YV

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of the chapter is to briefly summarize essential points rel#tedstudy’s
purpose and methods. In addition, this chapter includes a brief presentation of the ndiags
discussion of how the findings might be interpreted. Implications for practice and

recommendations for further research follow the discussion.

Purpose of the Study and Summary of Existing Resear ch

The purpose of this study was to identify possible reasons some Reading Fiiatngrogr
were successful while others were not. The investigator aimed to detetmanaeteristics of
successful programs as well as the factors correlated with unsuccesgfahms. The ultimate
purpose was to provide implementation guidelines to schools that would have the potential to
maximize their students’ likelihood of success in the school wide reading program.

Existing research has suggested the following components of effectiden&&ast
implementation and outcomes: integrating five essential components of reattinctims and
rigorous professional development; adhering to the recommended principlesudtiosal
orientation and environment, and supportive instructional leadership. Only a fevchestedies
had previously been conducted to investigate the relationship between thesedad school-
wide reading performance. Some of the studies suggested that, while the praxdeniated
with extreme poverty slowed the schools’ achievement rates, improved perferfoatow-

performing schools is associated with increased supports and with stab#iggership as well
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as with systematic and explicit reading instruction. The present studybcbedrto the growing
body of knowledge, bringing a Tennessee perspective to the research dadtibagieip between

Reading First literacy instruction implementation factors and schoolrpeifze.

Discussion

The findings of the study raise some questions when compared with the review of
relevant research literature. While some of the literacy instructioreatsmananimously
identified by existing research as best practices in reading itistrimcluding the five essential
components of reading instruction) were positively correlated with school€ssiatstatus,
other practices identified as effective by previous research were nggatwelated with
success. The question why some variables, but not others, were related tpéighetage of
students proficient on TCAP assessment (the present’s study criterion af3wmréainly
merits further investigation.

Phonemic Awareness (PA) was negatively correlated with schools’ succsasisl
because teachers may have over-practiced in many classrooms. RAngegximportant, but
too much time should not be spent teaching it; in fact, existing research reconumignits-20
minutes be spent on this element of literacy instruction daily (Vaughn & Oihampson,

2004). Teaching PA could hold more attraction for some teachers than other skilisebet
almost immediately observable results and the relative straightforwardiée method. This
may have sometimes lead to excessive time being devoted to PA that could have been bette
spent on other, more advanced, skills.

The negative correlation between schools’ success and comprehension wase surpr
however, similar findings were also obtained in the national Reading Firstti®paly (Gamse,

B.C., Jacob, R.T., Horst, M., Boulay, B., and Unlu, F., 2008). Explicit comprehension is not
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what is needed for struggling readers, especially at the low readihg Adter all lower level

skill have been taught, then it becomes time to teach specific comprehenssonis&ilidents

cannot sound out words, they cannot read enough words to comprehend the material. This is not
to say that lower level comprehension skills should not be taught; they just do not need to be
taught in isolation.

It should be noted here that schools which participated in Reading First were those
schools with the highest poverty levels in Tennessee, as well as with the highésy nates of
students. This meant that it would be more difficult for these schools to achidiejlpdy in
the area of comprehension (Reading First Impact Study demonstratdtetieavas no
difference between RF schools and non-RF schools). One of the major problemstuayhis s
was the fact that TN had supported and even required the implementation RF into raany oth
districts and schools as part of the mission of this project. The idea that RF schreais e
same level as non-RF schools might mean that RF schools were improved ateaataddevel
since they were on par with the non-RF schools. Although the present study results thdicat
the amount of comprehension instruction was not correlated to increased achieveangmf m
the RF schools demonstrated improvement in comprehension.

Three of the five research-based elements of successful reading iostrutttiency,
vocabulary, and phonics — were positively associated with RF schools’ successnidéssas no
surprise, since these are three central skills; without masteringctimprehension is not
possible. In fact, both the early skill of Phonemic Awareness and the advanced skill of
comprehension could be embedded in the teaching of these skills — PA with phonics and
comprehension with fluency and vocabulary. The data from this study implyoibdiogality

instruction in phonics, fluency, and vocabulary will lead to better readers. Samestudents in

81



Reading First schools demonstrated increases in comprehension, it can be suugfegted t
instruction in these areas will also impact comprehension skills.

Among the variables that were positively correlated with the schools’ sutite €0
minutes of uninterrupted reading block emerged as a cornerstone for successlo®&s. It
had a far-reaching impact on student achievement. The uninterrupted readihgdime
significance for all areas of instruction. Teachers could go deepditanacy instruction than
before because of the lack of interruptions. No matter what reading skill wastheght, as
long as it was good practice and taught with fidelity in the 90 minutes, the irstalgirocess
was effective and positively impacted students’ reading gains. In additiomtpuil to
Reading First, the 90-minute uninterrupted reading block was an important infiocatee
commitment of principals, other administrators, and schools as a whole to the Rifrpribgr
school administrators protected the 90-minute uninterrupted reading time,ghelikely to be
supportive of Reading First and other school wide literacy initiatives, which lad g&chool
being successful.

Intervention is another very important aspect of student improvement. The negative
correlation between time spent on intervention and schools’ success mightdskteethe
strength of the intervention program (all were scientifically based, but mdanetbeen
customized for the student population and met not have met the specific problems of the
students); the lack of fidelity to the program taught; and the fact that, urti&e\@riables in
this study, this variable had only one measure (number of minutes). Additioniby gtit
enough time on intervention is important, the quality of instruction is the most important

consideration, and this was not assessed in this study.
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A good learning environment may be a catalyst for reading improvement, thus the
positive correlation between the high learning environment score and the schamsssstatus
is to be expected. In fact, it would have been quite disturbing to find the opposite. The four
items comprising this variable — classroom management, student engagememnatioog @ad
teacher monitoring — have all been proven to be crucial for facilitatingrigarn

An interesting and largely unexpected finding is the negative relationspdrethe
school’s success status and the higher score on the school level professional deveidement
The perception of teachers in the unsuccessful schools that the school-embeddeadnabfess
development was valuable comes as a surprise to many of those who were invdlvRE wit
schools and teachers in the capacity of a professional development provider, strainas, @
professional cadre member, or a mentor. Before discussing possible reasiss ifsttould be
noted that the impact of district-level, state-level, and national profebdevelopment was not
investigated in this study. In part, this was because the instrumentdunlidata collection
(LOT, 10T, RFTQ) focused on variables within the control of the schools’ sséogally in
view of the opinion frequently expressed by teachers and administratorshibaitlsvel
professional development has the most value in terms of meeting their schdalalgraneeds.

One explanation for the negative correlation between perceptions of school-level
professional development and the schools’ success might be that these lesfidisad®ols
relied more on school-level professional development for improvement than theuncesssul
ones. In a successful school, many positive things were taking place duringyearRF the
Literacy Leaders concentrated on meeting with teachers and modeling tiabsgrooms,
bringing in new ideas and suggestions for the students. Other professional develoasnent

included from other sources, the Literacy Leaders brought ideas to the teeminenthier
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professional development providers, and grade-level meetings and school-wtdgmeere
held by the principal who was an instructional leader. In the less sucsdgiols, the teachers
may have been relying solely on the embedded professional development to heifs stude
improve. This could have resulted in negative significance for the embeddedipnafess
development. The unsuccessful schools may have needed more and different types of
professional development.

One key to the success of RF was the effective identification, training, and use of
Reading First Cadre to deliver school-specific professional developmenstitutire enabled
each school to identify areas of greatest need for their faculty and studeniseSworkshops,
regular sessions focusing of effective literacy training, and high qualiytonog of these
individuals insured that their technical assistance provided those elemertissmehéccrucial for
the success of each RF site. While limited quantitative data exist, anecfitwtaation and
evidence verify that the cadre comprised one of the most successful and viiaheots of RF
in Tennessee. The use of this model for professional development helped alteviatef $he
issues which arose as a result of teacher and administrator turnover in RE.school

Ultimately, the results indicate that, for a literacy program to have pacinof the
school’'s improved performance (in terms of students’ reading proficiencliputdsbe
comprehensive and incorporate a variety of instructional practices detdrnyimesearch to be
effective. However, too much spent time on a certain literacy element, inclatengention,
can take time from other skills without resulting in higher achievements Sbdtticularly
comprehension, can be successfully taught in integration with other skills. lroadditiltiple
professional development strategies and learning environment factorsagism pinportant role

in the successful implementation of any reading program.
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Implicationsfor Practice

Based on the characteristics determined to be associated with a Suaressful
Unsuccessful status of schools, the researcher provides the following recdatiorws related to
the activities for schools to pursue while implementing a literacy prograhalso notes which
activities schools should avoid. While 38% of the schools in this study were classifigghky
successful, as many as 27% of them were classified as unsuccessful. étiabls srcluded
were Reading First schools and presumably implemented Reading Fiasthelsased practices
and policies with some degree of fidelity. For schools implementing a ceseased literacy
program, these results may warrant a closer look both at the processesonfentption of their
chosen program and at the instructional practices associated with Reaslirmgné&ihow they can
be used in particular schools with the best results.

Various strategies for offering reading instruction and establishiitgyacy-rich learning
environment need to be implemented as a comprehensive program, not as sepagatéheffort
effect of each separate literacy element may not be conclusive; howaktegether they result
in powerful changes. Careful examination, in professional learning comewsitch as grade-
level meetings, of how best to combine and integrate the elements andestratéditeracy
instruction can help the schools achieve success.

From this study, the following suggestions should be considered for improvement n§readi
skills:

e A decrease in phonemic awareness instruction since this research andsetrehre

show that 15 minutes per day of phonemic awareness is sufficient for beginning.reade

¢ An emphasis on phonics, fluency, and vocabulary needs to continue to be an integral part

of any school wide literacy program.
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For students who remain weak in phonemic awareness, combining it with phonics lessons
might be a successful strategy and reduce the amount of time spent on phonemic
awareness instruction that might not be necessary for other students.

Since comprehension is the final result of reading instruction, comprehension should be
included in all literacy instruction in some way. The individual elements ofngadi
instruction should be integrated to improve comprehension skills. Good comprehension
is the result of knowing and using phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and vocabulary
plus the learning of integrated comprehension skills.

The uninterrupted 90 reading block must be incorporated into the school day and
protected to allow the teachers to teach and the students to learn. This stepthas gre
significance for instructional practice in all areas of learning.

To ensure successful intervention to meet student needs, schools must ensure that a
scientifically based intervention program is used, that teachers areltrainge it

properly, that it is taught with fidelity, that intervention is included every thet group

size is limited, and that the program meets the students’ needs.

Although school-level professional development is important, it appears that sclibols w
stronger perceptions of School-Level Literacy Professional Developrdértirhes or

115%) were less likely to be categorized as successful. Schools should notirely ent
excessively on this type of professional development. District-levelterlstzel

professional development has the potential to bring a broader perspective thiedyips

that could exist in school-level trainings.

To ensure that school-level professional development results in higher student

achievement, it must be of consistently highest quality. This mean that the prougter m
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be recognized as an authority in reading, that the professional developmedt shoul
include how to implement it into lesson plans, that follow-up takes place to ensure
teachers use the information in the classroom, that there is a time for discussiat of
was learned, and that teachers reflect on the worth of professional developdgst a

value to reading improvement.

Recommendations for Further Research

This study offers several implications for the body of research on earbcht First, the
results provide statistically significant indicators of literacy ootes which will allow for the
creation of a “model of success” for early literacy efforts. Theyarsamethod used in this study
was an advanced, rigorous model which strengthens the validity and gediglinf the
results and can help guide further research. The results can help identifgtios#d practices
that these schools have in common to assist education officials in making infortaedkidzn
decisions regarding early literacy efforts.

Second, Tennessee was one of only a few states which won the federal “Race to the Top”
award; much of the data included in this study were also considered in the staterstuwd f
distinction and may assist state education officials in creating quaityictional approaches.
Tennessee’s years of experience with Reading First are reflectedrgsults of this study and
can inform future research conducted as a part of the First to the Top efforts eethefar
reading and literacy. The following questions could also be addressed in furthes:st

1. What specific characteristics of school-level professional developmengamihig
environment are associated with schools’ success in reading achievement?

2. What is the impact of other types of professional development (districes, stat

national level) on reading and literacy results?
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3. Why are some elements of literacy instruction (phonemic awarenessrapdetiension)
associated with schools being less successful?

4. What is the most effective methodology for integration of various literaoyegits? In
particular, what are the most effective strategies for embedding ebenzion in fluency
and vocabulary instruction? How can phonemic awareness instruction continue within
phonics, especially for the students who are behind in acquiring PA skills?

5. What is the most productive use of the Reading Intervention time and which factors
influence its effectiveness?

6. What combination of elements of literacy instruction, learning environment, and

professional development has the highest correlation with school success?

Conclusiong/Closing Comments

The success of children in schools that are similar in demographics to Reasling Fi
schools is extremely important for our society. It has been long known thediilityeto read by
the third grade is a good indicator of future academic performance (Vaughmane
Thompson, 2004). It is troubling to see that, despite of this country’s major and very expensi
approach to ensuring reading proficiency by the third grade, it was onlylgatietessful, and
in some schools as many as 20% of third graders still score below proficieeading. It
warrants further investigation, as well as some concern, that the relgtibeshieen student
success and instructional and professional development variables is lessitdlean one might
expect.

Hopefully, the results of this study will prompt reading researchers anititiprears to
continue to investigate the effects of interventions and to strive to ensureghiaisbectional

practices are implemented with fidelity and do what they are intended to djo students
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achieve and excel in reading. Future research must also be conducted tindetdram practices
lead to excellence and to answer the question raised by this study: Hovihcals sest
implement the practices shown to be effective by existing research? Andeexisit the

guestion: What practices are, in fact, effective?
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Phone: (423) 425-4443
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Dr. Valerie Rutledge
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Dr. Bart Weathington, IRB Chair
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SUBJECT: An analysis of literacy instruction in Tennessee Reading First
Schools with high levels of proficiency in reading/language arts
scores

The IRB has reviewed and approved your application and assigned you the IRB number
listed above. You must include the following approval statement on research materials
seen by participants and used in research reports:
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(FWA00004149) has approved this research project (# 11-101).
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provide an annual report if the project takes over one year to complete. The IRB
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Student Demogr aphicsin Participating Schools

Gender Ethnicity
# Qualifying for .%U . )

School Free/Reduced Pricec_g % E g % # Classified as # Classified

4 F M Lunch é 2®F3 Special Ed  asELL Total
1 21 22 34 <):O 036 0 7 7 0 43
2 49 51 91 1 17811 9 12 10 100
3 30 19 37 0 020 721 6 4 49
4 32 38 45 0 153 016 11 0 70
5 35 35 43 0 016 054 4 0 70
6 34 43 68 0 010 166 15 2 77
7 29 17 44 0 037 2 7 5 3 46
8 29 40 68 0 05712 O 11 8 69
9 3 11 12 0 0 0 014 2 0 14
10 30 31 60 0 044 512 9 3 61
11 14 19 21 0 0 0 033 4 0 33
12 69 64 99 0 6 41 53 3314 20 133
13 36 34 36 01 0O O 69 1 0 70
14 27 22 45 01 29 11 8 5 14 49
15 27 17 43 00 38 6 03 5 44
16 33 31 55 0 1 57 O 611 0O 64
17 14 23 37 00 36 O 12 0 37
18 16 12 16 00 0O O 28 2 0 28
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Gender Ethnicity
# Qualifying for .%5 . )

School Free/Reduced Pricec_g % E g% # Classified as # Classified

4 F M Lunch é 2®E3 Special Ed asELL Total
19 27 27 50 <):O 54 O 05 0 54
20 25 28 47 0 0O O 5312 0 53
21 30 29 51 0 2 3 54 9 2 59
22 5 8 12 0 0O O 13 1 0 13
23 22 27 30 0 0O O 49 6 0 49
24 29 30 57 0 59 O 09 0 59
25 38 32 69 0 70 O 0 8 0 70
26 16 23 38 1 36 O 2 3 0 39
27 39 59 89 4 12 39 43 4 47 98
28 42 53 88 0 95 O 03 0 95
29 29 23 31 0 5 0 46 7 0 52
30 34 56 86 0 90 O 013 0 90
31 35 42 74 0 77 O 017 o 77
32 21 23 40 0 40 1 3 8 0 44
33 33 33 51 1 31 2 32 6 1 66
34 23 25 40 0 42 0 6 5 0 48
35 23 27 50 1 11 34 4 3 28 50
36 12 12 20 0 20 2 20 2 24
37 10 8 13 0 0O O 18 4 0 18
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Gender Ethnicity
# Qualifying for .%5 . )

School Free/Reduced Pricec_g % E g% # Classified as # Classified

4 F M Lunch é 2®F3 Special Ed  asELL Total
38 28 39 62 <):1 58 2 6 7 2 67
39 19 19 33 0 29 5 4 2 3 38
40 20 21 41 0 41 O 07 0 41
41 20 22 41 0 41 O 14 0 42
42 26 42 64 0 67 1 05 0O 68
43 55 71 91 0 0O 3 12218 0 126
44 44 49 69 0 9 4 8013 1 93
45 49 79 103 0 102 5 2119 4 128
46 21 27 45 0 4 2 4112 0 48
47 12 7 17 0 17 O 20 0 19
48 27 34 42 2 20 4 34 4 6 61
49 49 40 83 0 87 2 012 0 89
50 19 28 46 0 47 0 07 0 47
51 18 13 30 0 30 O 10 0 31
52 26 44 52 0 5 3 62 8 2 70
53 27 22 35 0 0O 1 48 1 1 49
54 27 41 65 0 54 13 06 8 68
55 32 26 56 1 36 11 10 5 4 58
56 21 22 28 0 9 O 34 3 0 43
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Gender Ethnicity
# Qualifying for .%5 . )
School Free/Reduced Pricec_g % E g% # Classified as # Classified

4 F M Lunch é 2®F3 Special Ed  asELL Total
57 12 11 17 <):O 1 O 22 0 0 23
58 9 9 15 0 17 1 01 1 18
59 90 86 138 1 111 2 6225 0 176
60 30 28 58 0 58 O 05 0 58
61 38 50 74 0 27 33 2810 18 88
62 41 46 85 0 74 11 2 6 9 87
63 41 30 52 0 0 20 5014 17 71
64 18 18 35 0 31 1 4 4 2 36
65 15 17 29 1 10 2 19 5 0 32
66 31 38 68 0 69 O 112 0 70
67 29 42 68 0 71 O 08 0 71
68 19 18 36 0 36 O 16 0 37
69 38 31 69 0 68 O 15 0 69
70 46 46 91 0 86 6 06 8 92
71 19 24 34 1 1 3 38 2 1 43
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Crosswalk Between Major Reading Initiativesand LOT Observations

National Research National Reading  Reading First

Literacy Observation

Council (1998) Panel (1999) (2001) Tool —LOT (2002)
Oral Language and
Reading

Alphabetics
Concepts of Print, Phonemic Phonemic Explicit Phonemic
Letter Naming, and  Awareness Awareness Awareness Instruction
Phonemic Awareness Instruction Instruction Letter Knowledge

Concepts of Print

Phonics and Word Phonics Instruction  Phonics Instruction

Recognition Accuracy

Explicit Phonics
Instruction

High-Frequency Fluency — Guided Fluency Instruction  Fluency Instruction
Words and Fluency Oral
Reading
Strategic Text Vocabulary Vocabulary Instruction
Comprehension Comprehension Instruction Text Comprehension
Vocabulary Text Instruction
Instruction Comprehension

Instruction

Teacher Preparation
and Comprehension
Strategies
Instruction

Teacher Education
and Reading
Instruction
Computer
Technology and
Reading Instruction

Writing and Reading

Independent Writing

Engagement and Independent Silent
Interest in Reading  Reading

Independent Silent
Reading

School-Wide Reading
Programs

Instructional Orientation
Learning Environment
Visible Print
Environment

Materials Used

Screening,
Diagnostic,
Monitoring, and
Outcome

Formal Reading
Assessment
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Resear ch questions, hypotheses, and data sources

Resear ch Question Data Source
General Research Question 1. What elements of literacy instruction

differentiate schools classified hghly successful, moderately successful
andunsuccessfuh literacy achievement?

Specific Research Question 1la. Does the amount of uninterrupted readiRgading First
block instructional time differ between schools classifiedighly successfulleacher Ques-
moderately successfidndunsuccessfuh literacy achievement? tionnaire (RFTQ)

Specific Research Question 1b. Does the focus on instructional orientatlateracy
differ between schools classifiedlaghly successful, moderately successf@bservation Tool
andunsuccessfuh literacy achievement? (LOT)

Specific Research Question 1c. Does the focus on phonemic awareness @ifieintervention
between schools classified laghly successful, moderately successtnl  Observation Tool
unsuccessfuh literacy achievement? (10T)

Specific Research Question 1d. Does the focus on phonics instruction diff, IOT
between schools classified laghly successful, moderately successint
unsuccessfuh literacy achievement?

Specific Research Question le. Does the focus on fluency differ betwedrOT, IOT
schools classified dsghly successful, moderately successint
unsuccessfuh literacy achievement?

Specific Research Question 1f. Does the focus on vocabulary differ betwésn 10T
schools classified dgghly successful, moderately successiot
unsuccessfuh literacy achievement?

Specific Research Question 1g. Does the focus on comprehension diffetOT, IOT
between schools classified lghly successful, moderately successint
unsuccessfuh literacy achievement?

Specific Research Question 1h. Does the amount of instructional intervé@{ion
time (RTI) employed differ between schools classifietlighly successful,
moderately successfindunsuccessfuh literacy achievement?
2. Do learning environments differ between schools classifibthasy LOT
successful, moderately successdnlunsuccessfunh literacy achievement?
3. Does school-keel literacy professional development differ between sctRFTQ
classified asighly successful, moderately successmtunsuccessfuh
literacy achievement?
1 *Note: The number of RF participants is an estimate based on the number of students
with DIBELS scores in spring 2008.
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