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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: Phonological Awareness training (Ladders); Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies (PALS)-- a peer-mediated approach to reading instruction and practice.

Research Question: 

Question 1:
Of the two treatments (Ladders and Ladders + PALS), which is most effective and feasible and how do these treatments compare to the control group?

Question 2:
Will children who participate in PA training but not in decoding instruction and practice demonstrate improved performance on PA measures but not on reading or spelling measures?

Question 3:
Will students in both PA training and decoding instruction and practice show growth on PA, reading and spelling measures?

Question 4:
Will PALS strengthen kindergartners’ early reading development?

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

· 404 kindergarten children were identified using two criteria: 1) the Rapid Letter Naming (RLN) assessment identified students as being low-, average-, or high-achievers, 2) teacher judgment.  Twenty-five students were identified special-education students based on individual IEP 

· Eight schools from the Metro-Nashville Public School system (4 Title I and 4 non-Title I) and 33 classrooms

· The 6 lowest scores in each of the 33 classrooms were identified as LA (low-achievers), 4 AA (average-achievers), and 4 HA (high-achievers) 

· Title I schools median percentage of African American students was 52%, in non-Title I schools it was 21%

· A small ESL population was included in the 404 total

· Title I schools median percentage of free/reduced lunch was 81%, non-Title I schools was 29%

· The Title I schools were located in lower SES communities as compared to non-Title I schools which served mostly middle-class children

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

Ladders
Teachers attended a full-day workshop.  Fifteen Ladders activities were taken from Rollanda O’Connor’s Ladders to Literacy workbook.  Ten were designed to stimulate word and syllable awareness, rhyming, first-sound isolation, onset-rime-level blending, and sound segmentation.  Six of the ten promoted the blending or segmenting of sounds in consonant-vowel-consonant words.  Only one of the ten activities required manipulations of printed letters.  The remaining five activities were journal writing, “letter sound of the week,” “morning message,” nursery rhymes and poems, and shared storybook reading.  Each of the latter 5 lessons were conducted at least once a week, the other 10 occurred three or more times during two nonconsecutive weeks.  All activities required 5-15 minutes, the maximum time teachers devoted to Ladders per week was 45 minutes.  Ladders continued for 20 weeks.  Workshop included demonstrations of all Ladders activities and each teacher was given a Ladders manual.  Staff and teachers carefully reviewed its content.

Ladders + PALS
Teachers attended an additional half-day workshop.  Children worked in dyads with same-age peers on as many as 51 PALS lessons.  Using RLN, students were paired highest scoring students with lowest scoring student.  Each student in each pair took a turn as reader and coach.  Pairs remained together for 4-6 weeks, at which time new pairs were named.  Students were trained to work productively and cooperatively.  PALS lessons occurred three times per week for 16 weeks, lasting about 20 minutes.  Activities included “What Sound?” for the purpose of helping students learn the correct sounds of the letters (except x).  Another activity, “What Word?” required children to read aloud sight words, decodable words, and simple sentences.  The workshop included demonstrations and role-playing.  Teachers were given a comprehensive manual written expressly for them; it included scripted PALS lessons and transparencies.  (Teachers were encouraged to translate the scripts into their own words.)

Control
Teachers in the control classes were asked to continue their reading/language arts instruction and not to conduct Ladders or PALS lessons for the duration of the study.

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

· Randomly assigned kindergarten teachers (and their intact classes) to the three study conditions

· Collected treatment fidelity data on teachers and students

· Observed teachers in all classrooms to describe their general literacy programs

· Used well-regarded phonological awareness, beginning reading, and spelling measures; administered one-to-one by staff 

· Required the phonological awareness and beginning reading treatments to run 20 weeks and 16 weeks respectively

· Researcher administered pretest , posttest, and follow-up testing occurred

· Included a control group

· Two ANOVAs indicated students were comparable across study groups

Design: 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.)
· RLN was used to identify pre-treatment status of participants (LA, AA, HA)

· RLS (Rapid Letter Sound) was administered at pre- and posttreatment, and follow up

· Segmentation (similar to Yopp-Singer Test) was given at pre- and posttreatment, and follow up

· Word Attack (Subtest of Woodcock Reading Mastery) was given at pre- and posttreatment, and follow up 

· Word ID (Subtest of Woodcock Reading Mastery) was given at pre- and posttreatment, and follow up

· Blending (Researcher-made) was given at posttreatment and follow up

· Spelling (Subtest of Wechsler Individual Achievement Test) was given at posttreatment and follow up

· Ladders fidelity monitored via monthly calendars on which teacher recorded Ladders activities; videotapes of teachers conducting Ladders activities were also part of the fidelity study (Results of 3-point quality rating was 2.28 for Ladders and 2.25 for Ladders + PALS)

· PALS fidelity checked on two occasions; observations using checklist done by research staff (Results of overall teacher & student combined accuracy of implementation was 87% for Time 1 and 77% for Time 2)

· PALS teacher questionnaire (Likert-type scale) given at posttreatment

· Student performance data is derived from an average of the scores of each teacher for all three student groups

· Specific treatment effects data is derived from multivariate analyses of variance, combination of conceptually similar and highly correlated measures into two constructs: phonological awareness and alphabetics

· Two Helmert contrasts for phonological awareness construct and two for the alphabetics construct were stipulated

· Kindergarten Reading Performance by Student Type and Study Group were reported in Mean and Standard Deviation scores.

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study.
· Posttreatment phonological awareness (segmentation and blending) Ladders and Ladders + PALS performed comparably, whereas both treatment groups outperformed controls.  However, control groups also showed gains from pre to post-assessments and in some cases showed gains comparable to gains by Ladders.  Effect sizes for Ladders versus control ranged for .46 to 1.30.  For Ladders + PALS versus control, effect sizes ranged from .45 to 2.10. 
· Posttreatment alphabetic (RLS, Word ID, Word Attack, Spelling) Ladders + PALS outperformed Ladders (ES range.02 to 1.96) and control (ES range .08 to 1.42) students.  Ladders and control groups’ performances were similar on the alphabetic measures.
· A pattern of gains held for all three levels (LA, AA, HA) in both Title I and non-Title I schools.  Ladders + PALS consistently outperformed both Ladders and control groups, yet Ladders and control groups’ also made gains that were not substantially different.
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 fidelity of treatment implementations was evaluated through direct observation, teacher logs, and videotaped lessons.  This information also reflected the frequency of the implementation.  

7. 
Were gains in student achievement reported? 

Yes.  Students receiving Ladders + PALS had a higher outcome score than did Ladders or the controls.  Ladders and control groups made gains that were not substantially different.

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

Yes, posttreatment testing was done in April of the subjects’ kindergarten year; follow up testing was done in October of their first-grade year.  Ladders, Ladders + PALS, and control groups all showed continued achievement.  According to researchers’ commentary, achievement for Ladders, Ladders + PALS was statistically stronger than controls on phonological awareness tasks.  However, tables provided in the article did not appear to support this commentary. On alphabetic measures Ladders + PALS were no longer reliably different from Ladders and control groups.

7. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No, however an impressive amount of correlational and experimental evidence that links phonological awareness to reading success was offered.  Other correlational studies show children with severe reading problems have demonstrated poor phonological awareness skills. (Bradley & Bryant, 1983; Bryant, MacLean, Bradley, & Crossland, 1990; Juel, Griffith, & Gough, 1986; Lundberg, Olofsson, & Wall, 1980; Stanovich, Cunningham, & Cramer, 1984).  There is also considerable support for combining phonological awareness training with letter-sound or reading instruction (Ball & Blachman, 1991; Bryant & Bradley, 1985; Byrne & Fielding-Barbsketm 1983; Hatcher et. al., 1994; and Williams, 1980). 

As for research on training, researchers sought out qualitative and quantitative reviews relative to training studies involving teachers as program implementers.  They found 13; however, only 6 of these were conducted in English with American preschoolers or kindergartners, none provided data on fidelity, and only 2 used a random design.

Summary:

The purpose of the study was to examine the effectiveness & feasibility of phonological awareness training with and without a beginning decoding component.  Thirty-three teachers in 8 urban schools were assigned randomly within their schools to 3 groups: control, phonological awareness training (“LADDERS”), and phonological awareness training with beginning decoding instruction and practice (LADDERS + PALS).  Following training, teachers in the 2 treatment groups conducted the treatments for about 20 weeks.  In each class, pre- and posttreatment data were collected on 12-14 children.  At the end of kindergarten, the 2 treatment groups performed comparably and outperformed controls on the phonological measures.  On reading and spelling tasks, the phonological awareness training with beginning decoding instruction did better than the other 2 groups.  In the fall of the next year, many of the between-group differences were less impressive. 

Question 1:
Of the two treatments (Ladders and Ladders + PALS), Ladders + PALS is most effective compared to both Ladders and control groups.  PALS accuracy of implementation by teachers was 85% (Week 9) and 82% (Week 16).  Students’ averaged fidelity scores at 87% and 77% (weeks 9 & 16 respectively).  This indicates that teachers and students conducted the treatment accurately and frequently.

Questions 2 & 3:
Participants in the Ladders (Phonological Awareness) group did not perform as well on reading and spelling measures, participants in the control groups performed at a rate lower than Ladders groups; however both groups showed improvement.  Participants in the Ladders + PALS (PA and reading instruction and practice) groups outperformed both the Ladders and control groups in reading and spelling measures.
 

Question 4:
PALS’ peer-mediated nature suggests its potential as a general approach for accelerating student achievement.  Researchers inferred that the fidelity rating of accuracy of implementation by both teachers and students indicate its potential for early reading achievement.
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Concerns pointed out by researchers and reviewers:

· Missing from the study design was a PALS-only group

· The Ladders activities did not constitute an exclusively PA treatment

· PALS was peer mediated; a more rigorous comparison of PA training versus PA + beginning decoding activities could have resulted in stronger teacher-directed vrs peer-mediated treatments

· Interrater agreement for observations for fidelity of Ladders wasn’t determined

· Testers were aware of participant’s treatment affiliations

· Not all Ladders and Ladders + PALS students responded positively to the treatments

· “Ladders + PALS appears to enhance the capacity of teachers to accommodate many, but not all children.”

· There was some confusion between information offered in tables (mean and standard deviation) in relation to text (effect size).

· This study did not include an adequate number of IEP (SpEd) students; of the 404 students, only 25 were identified for special education services.

· Reviewers felt some concern about the research being done by the developers of PALS and Ladders.
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