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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome of goal?
Name/Title:  Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies for First Grade Readers (First-Grade PALS)
Research Questions: 

1. Will students who participate in PALS have a greater reading achievement than students who receive the more traditional instruction?

2. Will First-Grade PALS effects interact with a diverse learning group?

3. Will teachers and students be able to easily implement PALS with high levels of fidelity while maintaining high levels of satisfaction with the procedures?

Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

Include a description of special education students and/or general education students that are included in the study.

· First-grade students average age 6.79 (PALS) and 6.77 (Control)

· 26/22 M/F numbers for PALS; 22/26 M/F numbers for Control

· 28 Low Achievers (LA) in PALS and 28 LA in Control; 10 Average Achievers (AA) in PALS and in Control; 10 High Achievers (HA) in PALS and in Control (total of 96 participants)

· SE US urban school district

· 8 of 96 participants were identified as learning or language disabled (7 in PALS; 1 in Control)

· 4 participants were identified as having been retained (3 in PALS; 1 in Control)

2. Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.

PALS has two sets of routines: Sounds and Words and Partner Read-Aloud.  The two specific partner roles are Coach (more skilled reader) and Reader (less skilled reader).  Pairs stayed together for 4 weeks, and then new pairs were assigned.  PALS was conducted with the entire class three times a week for 35-minute sessions for 16 weeks.  

Sounds and Words The first 10 minutes of each session is dedicated to this routine.  There are four fast-paced activities 1) Letter Sounds – basic letter-sound correspondences, 2) Hearing Sounds – phonemic awareness, 3) Sounding Out – phonological recoding, and 4) Stories – integration of skills practiced in isolation.  The students conduct these activities; they are taught the procedures and the worksheets offer guiding prompts.  The Coach directed the lesson worksheet and the Reader responded to the Coach’s prompting. 

Sounds and Words activities were implemented in two phases: 4 weeks of scripted lessons presented in 10- to 15-minutes to the whole class to familiarize students with the routines.  The second phase is the peer-mediated phase.

Partner Read-Aloud  Immediately following the Sounds and Words routine came either a teacher-directed or peer-directed partner read-aloud for the remaining 20 minutes.  This routine is comprised of three activities 1) Pretend-Read-Aloud – 3 minutes designed to activate prior knowledge and to teach/practice making predictions.  The Coach prompted the reader. 2) Read-Aloud – The next 15 minutes had the Coach and Reader taking turns reading each sentence.  The Coach read the sentence followed by the Reader reading the same sentence.  They worked through the book; if time allowed, they would do this a second time.  If there was still time left, the Coach and Reader reversed roles and read the story again. 3) Retell – the final two minutes were directed by the Coach who prompted the Reader to retell in sequence the events of the story.

When the Coach/Reader pair completed the routines, points were awarded and weekly tallies were kept and celebrated according to which team came in first (all pairs belonged to one of two teams) and second (both were recognized).  

The research team identified five students within each of the 20 participants based on their CBM performance.  Three low-achieving (LA), one average-achieving (AA), and one high-achieving (HA) students were identified.  The purpose in identifying three LA students reflected the primary focus on increasing early reading success with at-risk students. The article did not discuss in particular the partnerships of the learning or language disabled or retained students with the high- or average-achieving students.

Control Group These teachers conducted reading instruction in their normal fashion.  The approaches included basal-based, whole language, whole language in a more formal sense, basal with phonics, and a more fully developed phonics program.  Control teachers participated in weekly CBM measurement (as did the treatment group) of the 5 designated students.

3.  Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

· Twenty teachers in 6 schools with all students in their naturally constituted, academically heterogeneous first-grade classes – 10 participated in the PALS treatment, 10 participated as Control (traditional teaching method). “ANOVAs revealed no statistical significant differences between group on years of teaching experience, teachers’ age, grade taught, or class size. Chi-square analysis indicated no relationship between group and race, certification, highest degree earned, or hours of special education coursework.”

· Though not a random design, ANOVA analysis indicated no statistically significant differences for age, grade level functioning, or time spent in reading instruction.  Chi-square tests indicted no relation between treatment and students’ prior retention, attendance, or gender.  A difference for race was detected (more HA students were Caucasian), and a difference for special education label was also detected for LA students in the comparison groups, with statistically significant more LA students in the PALS group being special education students.

· Five target students per twenty were identified (three LA, 1 AA, 1 HA) for data collection

· Student achievement levels were identified through CBM probes

· Weekly growth data (CBM probes), pretest, and posttest data (WRMT-R, TERA-2, CRAB-R) were collected by researchers

· The study lasted for 16 weeks, 3 times a week for 45 minutes

10—Nonequivalent Control Group Design
4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)  Do the instruments collect data that answers the research question?

Pretreatment Measures: ANOVAs indicated a statistically significant difference between LA participants and in PALS and LA participants in the control group on two fluency measures.  In each case, the LA control group had better scores than LA in PALS.  However, the difference between groups was relatively small (4.51 words in 3 minutes versus 1.21 words in 1 minute). 

Pretest/Posttest Measures:

· Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests-Revised (WRMT-R) subtests (word identification, word attack, and passage comprehension) were administered to all students.

· Test of Early Reading Ability-2 (TERA-2) measures concepts of print (construct meaning from print, alphabet knowledge, conventions of print)

· Comprehensive Reading Assessment Battery-Revised (CRAB-R) assessed oral fluency and comprehension.  This assessment was revised by one of the researchers to be more appropriate for assessing first graders.  Unlike the results of the other assessments, LA students did not achieve better according to the CRAB-R results.  This assessment’s validity was minimized in the researchers’ comments, as this version was not analyzed for technical adequacy.  It was deemed inadequate for the purposes of the study.

· Curriculum-Based Measurement (CBM) probes measuring oral reading rate and phonological awareness were given weekly.  A total of 20 probes were collected across the duration of the study.  A baseline was established during the training phase of PALS.  Growth over time was indicated for all levels and for both PALS and Control; however, the PALS results showed better achievement. 

· Teacher and student satisfaction with PALS was collected.  Teachers responded to a questionnaire indicating they felt PALS contributed positively to reading achievement, found it easy to implement, and was effective for accommodating diversity.  Students responded to a Likert-like scale that used a smiley face to indicate their attitude; the questionnaire was read to the student.  Results indicate students felt that both Sounds and Words, Pretend-Read, and Read-Aloud helped them become better readers; however they put less faith in Retell.  They liked PALS’ activities.

· Fidelity of implementation was documented through observations by project staff every 4-5 weeks for a total of three observations.  A checklist was used; it had 34 teacher behaviors and 101 student behaviors.  During an observation, one pair of students (which included a LA student) was observed during each new activity.  Teachers conducted PALS with 87.67% fidelity and students with 81.17% fidelity.

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

Answer to Questions 1 & 2: As a group, LA students who participated in PALS made greater academic gains than students who did not; however, this does not hold true for approximately 20% of the LA sample.  Therefore PALS was not sufficient for adequately increasing the rate of literacy for all students.  PALS did not appear to affect HA students greatly, and may have slightly deleterious effect on word recognition for HA students.  For AA students, data indicate that PALS had an effect size that was statistically significant (.50).

Answer to Question 3: Teachers and students were able to easily implement PALS with high levels of fidelity while maintaining high levels of satisfaction with the procedures.  See last bullet information in Review Question #4 (above).

6. Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did          implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of the implementation?  Was the intervention prescriptive in nature? 
 Yes, see the last bullet information in Review Question #4 (above).

7. Were gains in student achievement reported?  

Yes, gains were made for all three levels (LA, AA, HA); however, the achievement scores were less impressive for AA and HA.  Gains were made for all three levels of the Control Groups but these improvements were smaller than those for PALS students.

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?

The study lasted 16 weeks; over that time, gains were made.  The study did not do a follow-up or time-lapse assessment.

8. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?  Did this study match up special education and/or general education students in the same way as the earlier study?
Yes, PALS had been the subject of study for older students and because of its success there, PALS for First-Grade was developed and tested in this study.  PALS was originally called Peabody PALS and was developed and researched at Peabody College of Vanderbilt University.  It borrowed many of its concepts from the Classwide Peer Tutoring program from the 1970s.  CWPT was designed for second and third graders, but it was observed that some students could not participate in the routines and activities because they were not yet reading, so the researchers of this project developed the First-Grade version in this study.  PALS’ design characteristic of pairing LA with HA readers is part of the First-Grade PALS too.    

Summary:

Peer-assisted Learning Strategies (PALS) for First Grade is program for enhancing reading achievement of different learner types, particularly low-achieving students.  Characteristics of PALS include a) decentering instruction through peer mediation, b) integration of phonological and alphabetic skills into the decoding of connected text, and c) extensive and repeated exposure to a variety of quality children’s text.  A total of 96 low, average, and high-achieving first-grade students comprised two groups: treatment group (n=48) and control group (n=48).  Teachers were trained in the routines of PALS and they in turn trained the students.  Routines are student centered with teacher monitoring and/or guidance.  Low-Achieving students seemed to profit the most from participating in PALS.  These included measures of word attack, word identification, oral reading rate, and early reading skills, such as concepts of print and phonological segmentation.  The effect size was significant (.50).  For Average-Achieving and High- Achieving students the impact was less dramatic; however, improvement was made.  It should be noted that the control group also showed improvement in these skills, but to a lesser degree than PALS participants. Teachers’ and students’ responses to questionnaires indicate that the protocols were easy to implement and a satisfying experience for both.  Researchers concluded that First-Grade PALS is “one feasible tool for accommodating academic diversity in first-grade reading classrooms.”

Researchers pointed to a few limitations of the study:

· Technical assistance was available to teachers throughout the study; this might have influenced the high rating of ease of implementation.

· The most significant concern was that LA students were not equivalent on reading fluency measures on the pretest.  However, researchers counter that the differences amounted to about 1.3 words read correctly per minute – a number they felt was less than significant.

· Generally, LA made greater academic gains than did LA control participants.  However, for approximately 20% of the LA students, this was not true.  This suggests that PALS is not sufficient for adequately increasing the rate of literacy acquisition for all students.
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