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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:
Instructional models for literacy education for high-risk first-graders

· 3 Questions:
1.  How does RR compare in effectiveness with a skills-based one-




 on-one instructional reading program?

2.  How does RR compare in effectiveness with a similar program 

taught by teachers trained in an abbreviated inservice program?

3.  How does RR compare with reading/writing group-based instruction performed by trained RR teachers?
Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

403* first-grade students (238 male & 165 female) from two rural, two suburban, and six urban school districts.  Each school had a RR program in place and had at least 4 elementary schools that qualified for Chapter 1 services or free/reduced lunch.  Participants were identified with below criterion for Chapter 1 district-administered standardized tests (usually the 37th percentile), teacher recommendation.  The lowest scoring children were given the highest priority for service.  Excluding those districts with policies forbidding racial identification, there were 244 whites, 86 blacks, 1 Asian.  Of those districts with policies that allowed for free/reduced lunch information, 60.8 % of the students were receiving free lunch and 4% were receiving reduced-price lunch.  The percentage of children within each school district who qualified for ADC support was listed by school.

*Final count of students is not indicated; however there were 32 sites with measurable data

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

Reading Recovery is designed specifically for children having difficulty in the first years of formal schooling.  It is a temporary program; the program is discontinued for the student who shows evidence of an independent system for reading and can read grade-level material.  Teaching occurs one-on-one using a framework that includes reading texts from a collection of books that represent several different levels of difficulty, composing, writing, and reading a message or story.  Teachers draw from a repertoire of instructional procedures, selecting appropriate teaching actions in response to children’s behaviors.  Skilled selection of appropriate procedures is learned through a long-term, interactive staff development program.  Children receive daily 30-minute lessons.

Reading Success is also an individual tutorial program modeled on RR.  The goal, materials and format are the same.  The teachers received a condensed version of the RR training in a two-week staff development course.  Technical assistance was available during treatment period.

Direct Instruction Skills Plan is an individual tutorial that relies on direct instruction to teach reading skills.  The approach is systematic, including pretesting, teaching towards specific criteria, and posttesting.  Tutorial sessions are linked to classroom instruction.  There are techniques teachers can use; however, teachers are encouraged to use their creativity to devise instructional methods.  Teachers attended an intense 3-day in-service and had technical assistance available during the treatment period

Reading & Writing Group is a small-group tutorial program taught by a trained RR teacher.  The goals and materials are the same as RR; instruction focuses on development of strategic processes.  The group-approach requires the teacher to modify RR procedures.

Comparison Group consisted of existing Chapter 1 service for first graders in the schools where that treatment was applied.  Teachers received no additional in-service and followed their usual procedures.

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

The study sought to determine the effectiveness of the components of RR; it may be that only some actually have a positive outcome for at-risk readers.  The research design was replicated in “blocks” of districts.  One school within each district was identified as the RR school.  Three additional schools were randomly assigned to one of the three alternative treatments: Reading Success [RS], Direct Instruction Skills Plan [DISP], and Reading & Writing Group [WRG].  Each school established a pool of 10 of the lowest-scoring students.  Four students within each pool were randomly assigned to the treatment at the school.  The remaining students constituted a randomized Comparison Group [CG] for the treatment in that school and were provided with the standard Chapter 1 experiences.  Therefore, each school became a randomized trial for one treatment, and the study was designed so that each district provided a set of effect estimates for all four treatments.  

The design number that best describes this study is 4, Pretest-Posttest 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.)
· Dictation Tests

· Two forms of Marie Clay dictation tests 

· A third dictation test was given to students in October of their third-grade year (DeFord) to evaluate time-lapse effects.  (This test is similar to the Clay test)

· Text Reading Level

· Constructed gradient of difficulty for texts taken from a basal reading series not used by the schools.  There were 26 levels, the highest being 6th-grade level.  Clay’s running record system was used to calculate level.  

· Mason Early Reading Test

· Woodcock Reading Mastery Test-Revised

· Gates-MacGinitie

Pretest Data:

Mason, Dictation Test 1, text reading level assessment – October of year one

Posttest Data:

Dictation Test 2, text reading level, Woodcock , & Gates-MacGinitie – February  of year one

Follow-up Data:

Gates-MacGinitie readministered – May of year one

Dictation Test 3, text reading tasks  -- Fall of year two (to determine sustained impact)

Analysis 

A. Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM): This model was used to do the analysis of data.  It allowed researchers to estimate a separate treatment effect for each school in which the treatment was administered.  The school-level model estimates the average of the school-specific treatment effects across the multiple school sites that replicated each treatment.

B. Time and Content Analysis: This is a descriptive analysis via videotaped lessons in October and February.  Videos were viewed and coded by researchers for time and content dedicated to: Reading, Writing, and Other (activities not categorized as reading or writing)

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

Qualitative analyses of Time and Content

RR: Average time per lesson was 33 minutes and 21 seconds.  The portion of time was 60.2 % of the lesson, lesson activities included 25.3% for writing and 14.5% on “other.”  “Other” included: phonics, word fluency practice, letter identification, teacher read, and general.  The greatest portion of “other” involved teachers and children talking about the books read.  A total of 94 books were read (5.22 books per lesson).  Researchers noted a “remarkably consistent application” of [RR] procedures.  RR teachers’ instructional decisions and mediating actions tended to be consistent with the recommended procedures but based on students’ behaviors.  

RS: Average time per lesson was 27 minutes and 23 seconds.  The portion of time was 62.3% on reading, 28.8% on writing, and 8.9% on “other.”  “Other” included: phonics and general talk.  The greatest portion of “other,” involved teacher-child talk about books.  A total of 84 books were read (4.60 per session).  Observations confirmed their similarity to RR in both activities and teaching style; however, RS teachers varied more within their own group than did RR teachers.  RS teachers’ instructional decisions and mediating actions appeared to be based on procedures alone with little regard for student behavior.

DISP: Average time per lesson was 26 minutes and 49 seconds.  The portion of time was 34.4% for word drill, 36.9% for phonics worksheets, 7.5% for story retelling, 7.0% for teacher read, 4.9% for listening exercises, 2.7% for sequencing exercises, 2.2% for computer word games, and 4.9% for general talk.  A total of 4 books were read (0.22 per session).  Specific skills to be taught varied by school.  There were few instances of independent practice and guided practice and no instances of writing of continuous text.

RWG: Average time per lesson was 31 minutes and 43 seconds.  The portion of time was 26.8% for reading, 23.4% for writing, and 49.8% on “other.”  “Other included general talk (33.0%), work on words & fluency (15.9%), transition management (12.4%), coloring & cutting (7.4%), teacher read (6.9%), general (6.2%), phonics exercises & worksheets (5.6%), sequencing exercises (5.2%), letter identification (3.0%), sorting activities (2.7%), and listening exercises (1.7%).  A total of 31 books were read (2.38 per lesson).

CG: A comparison group existed in each school; therefore, four comparison groups existed for each district.  Lessons averaged 26 minutes and 39 seconds.  The portion of time was 21.0% for reading text, 3.1% for writing.  A total of 16 books were read (1.3 books per lesson). CG had 12 lessons other treatments had 18.  The greatest portion of time was spent on “other,” which included: phonics work sheets (22.4%), word drill (19.1%), letter work (15.5%), general talk (15.1%), teacher read (4.0%), “setup” and transition (12.6%), coloring & cutting (6.3%), teachers asking comprehension questions w/ student response (3.4%), and games (1.7%).  Instruction rarely involved students in independent reading and writing.  Instructional focus was consistent with the goals of Chapter 1 for the state of Ohio.

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?

Yes.  The implementation was held to rigorous standards established by previous research and research design.  Data did include frequency and integrity of the implementation.  The study lasted a year; however, treatments such as RR, RS, and DISP lasted for the duration of student need.

7. 
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

Yes, however, it was taken into consideration the differing lengths of treatments.  The February G-M compared to the May G-M analysis for gain scores showed -.22 for RR, -.29 for RS, -.22 for DISP, and .00 for RWG.  To better reflect these results, it must be noted that the original gain score from May show RR as significantly higher in gain score (.51).  Researchers suggest that the RWG effect is larger because the group-based program ran all year and even at that, the overall effect was less significant compared to RR.      

RR schools decided to bring in students from the comparison group as RR students progressed from the RR program (Post Study Reading Recovery [PSRR]).  These students’ scores also indicated an improvement in achievement.


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

The sustained effects for dictation, measured as standardized effect estimates, show: RR at .35, RS at .00, DISP at -.25, and RWG at .29.  For text reading level, the standardized effect estimates show: RR at .75, RS at .07, DISP at .06, and RWG at .32.
7. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

Yes, though this particular design/study was not a replication of a previous study; however, studies of Reading Recovery have been done by Pinnell and company (1988) and Pinnell (1989). 

Summary:

Only the Reading Recovery produced significant effects on all four measures (October, February, and May of year one; Fall year two).  It was also the only treatment for which the effects on the October assessment of year two were still evident.  All comparison treatment (Chapter 1) and RWG continued throughout the year; whereas, subjects in RR, RS, and DISP were moved from treatment as designed by the treatment program.

Question 1:
One-on-one tutorial, though necessary, when used alone is not sufficient. 

Question 2:
Results indicate that RR training made a difference.  The RS abbreviated training did not achieve the results the RR teachers achieved.  RWG (had RR training) did have results better than CG (Chapter 1); however, those results were not as significant as RR’s one-on-one.  

Question 3:
RWG appears to be the second best treatment.  Researchers suggest that this indicates the potential impact of RR training.

Rating
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