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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?

“The research-based intervention described in {the} article intensive, explicit, and systematic reading instruction in five areas:  fluency, phonemic awareness, instructional-level reading with an emphasis on comprehension, word analysis, and spelling.”

Name/Title:  ________n/a_________
Research Questions:

1. Will a reading intervention that consists of daily, 30-minute, small-group instruction in fluency, phonemic awareness, instructional-level reading with an emphasis on comprehension, word analysis, and spelling improve the reading skills of students at risk for reading disabilities?

2. What is the effect of three grouping formats (1:1; 1:3; and 1:10) on the reading outcomes of the English-speaking students, and English Language Learners, who were struggling with reading?

Expected Outcomes:  Researchers who conducted this study expected that supplemental reading instruction that included intensive, explicit, and systematic instruction in the five areas of fluency, phonemic awareness, instructional-level reading with an emphasis on comprehension, word analysis, and spelling would improve the reading skills of second-grade English monolingual and ELL learners who were experiencing difficulty with reading.

Researchers also expected to find a difference in effects of instructional as influenced by three grouping formats: 1:1, 1:3, and 1:10.  

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.

Ninety second-grade students (50 English-speaking students and 40 English Language Learners) from 10 Title I elementary schools in two neighboring school districts in an urban area of the southwest participated in the study.  Eighty-four students completed the intervention and 70 students were available at all the assessment points.  English-speaking students
2.  Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.

The reading intervention described in this article consisted of explicit, systematic instruction in fluency, phonemic awareness, reading comprehension, word analysis skills, and spelling skills for second-grade students identified for Title I reading.  The reading program consisted of intensive, explicit, systematic instruction in fluency, phonemic awareness, reading comprehension, word analysis skills, and spelling skills.

Fluent Reading (5 minutes)

After determining students’ initial text levels, teachers selected print materials to accommodate students’ varying levels.

Fluency in connected text:  Connected text reading occurred twice per week during the study.  After the teacher modeled fluent reading in a connected text selection, students were engaged in echo reading, choral reading, and reading with the assistance of audiotapes.

Fluency at the word phrase level:  Teachers utilized high frequency, less phonetically regular words, words containing a newly introduced word pattern, words that were exceptions to rules and word phrases in instructional activities and games that would help students increase their speed and accuracy at word-level and phase-level reading.  Word cards, and illustrated word cards for ELL students, were used during learning games such as “Road Race” and “Slap” (see Appendix A of article) in order to help students gain reading speed and increase their automatic word-recognition skills.

Phonological Awareness (5 minutes) 

The goal during this segment of the lesson was the development of phonemic awareness, that is, the awareness that words are composed of sounds.  Focusing on phonemic awareness skills gave students opportunities to attend to, identify, and practice blending, segmenting, and manipulation phonemes in words.
Teachers focused on a specific skill each week.  On the first day of the week, teachers modeled the task for the students, asked them to imitate the task, and then had them perform it independently with new syllables and /or phonemes.  On subsequent days, teachers reviewed the task and provided opportunities to practice the new skill while simultaneously linked it to previously learned skills.  In addition, games such as “Discriminating Phonemes” (see Appendix C of article) were used to help students identify the position of phonemes in words.  Finally, teachers consulted a variety of teacher-resource guides, e.g., Ladders to Literacy (Notari-Syverson, O’Conner, & Vadasy, 1998) and Phonemic Awareness in Young Children:  A Classroom Curriculum (Adams et al., 1998) for activities to use during this lesson component.  
Instructional-Level Reading (10 minutes)

Instructional-level reading provided the context for practicing and integrating decoding, vocabulary, and comprehension skills.  Students’ scores on timed reading measures determined the initial text levels chosen by teachers.

Activities during instructional reading took place before, during, and after reading the text.

Before Reading:  Teachers led the students in a “book walk” to activate students’ background knowledge, to discuss the text’s main topic of sequence of events to support word recognition and story comprehension, and to introduce vocabulary.  Teachers also reviewed word-recognition strategies prior to reading.

During Reading:  During the reading of the book, teachers provided support when students encountered unknown words and modeled and encouraged the use of comprehension strategies such as predicting, self-questioning, and summarizing.  Typically, on the first day a new text was introduced, students read chorally, followed by individual reading of short selections.  As students read, teachers documented words missed or read incorrectly, discussed them with students immediately, and asked students to reread the sentence containing the word correctly before continuing in the text.  Teachers then documented these words for use in word study or review activities, such as “word bank” practice.
After Reading:  After reading, teachers assessed comprehension and reviewed vocabulary and decoding strategies for challenging words encountered in the book.

Word Study (7 minutes)

The main instructional objectives during word study were to tech students to identify English word patterns and to apply decoding rules to read words.  Teachers used the following items: word cards, individual dry-erase boards, markers, erasers, sticky notes, magnetic letters, and chart paper.  Individual student spiral notebooks were used for recording and organizing words by pattern, as well as for dictation or progress-monitoring activities.

During the word study portion of the lesson, students received explicit instruction in the alphabetic principle and word-analysis strategies.  Teachers were provided a general sequence of instruction as part of the study.  The starting point for each group was determined by student knowledge and skill level.

Explicit instruction to and instruction in word patterns included:  (1) phonetically regular and/or irregular elements in the pattern; (2) explanation of difference and similarities between new patterns and previously taught patterns; (3) provision of words that were exceptions to rules; and (4) classification and review of word meanings.

After introducing a new pattern or decoding strategy at the beginning of the week, teachers would plan subsequent activities to review and reinforce learning.  Activities appropriate for review and reinforcement of word patterns included open and closed word sorts, word building, and word chunking conducted with words taken from decodable text used for instructional reading.  Charts and word banks categorizing words according to similar patterns also facilitated word recognition.  Familiar children’s games such as “Go Fish!”, “Concentration”, and “Slap Jack” were adapted to focus on identifying words patterns or exception/sight words.  
Spelling (3 minutes)
Spelling activities, as utilized in this intervention and lesson format, provided students an opportunity to practice spelling the words they encountered in their reading and had learned during word study.  These activities reinforced the patterns and exceptions they had learned and provided an opportunity for multimodal reinforcement and transfer of knowledge from reading to writing.  Activities included teacher dictation of words and sentence, one-minute timed student word writing, and completion of cloze sentences.

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

Within each school that participated in the study, students were assigned to groups based on their Phoneme Segmentation Fluency Subtest Score on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS).  An effort was made to distribute students who scored high, medium, and low among the three grouping formats.  (1:1, 1:3, 1:10).
While all students received the treatment condition, Monolingual English speakers and English Language Learners were provided instruction separately.  

The reading program was implemented for 8 class sessions and lasted 30 minutes in length. 

4.  What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) effect size, test 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?

Students were assessed at four points during the study:  (1) prior to the intervention; (2) at the end of the intervention [13 weeks]; (3) four to six weeks post-intervention, and (4) four months post-intervention.  The students were assessed on four measures;  the Word Attack and Passage Comprehension subtests of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test-Revised (American Guidance Service, 1987), the Test of Oral Reading Fluency (TORF, Children’s Educational Services, 1987), and the Phoneme Segmentation Fluency subtest of the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (Kaminsi & Good, 1996).

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

Researchers who conducted this study expected that supplemental reading instruction that included intensive, explicit, and systematic instruction in the five areas of fluency, phonemic awareness, instructional-level reading with an emphasis on comprehension, and analysis, and spelling would improve the reading skills of second-grad English monolingual and ELL learners who were expecting difficulty with reading.
6. Did the study include an devaluation 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? 

No:  ____________

Yes:  _____X______ 

If yes, briefly describe.

Intervention teachers were taught to implement the intervention prior to the beginning of the study and met once a week with the research team to discuss implementation issues and student progress.  In addition, they were observed once a month by project supervisions to assure fidelity of implementation.

7. Were gains in student achievement reported?

No:  ____________ 

Yes:  _____X______ 

If yes, briefly describe.


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

Findings from this study indicate that students made significant gains followed the intervention and that those gains were maintained over time (four months later.)  Data for 70 students with complete data sets indicate that the students in the study made significant gains (at the 0.05 level) on all the outcome measures from pretest to posttest.  Delayed effects (four months post-intervention) were significant for Word Attack, Passage Comprehension, and TORF, indicating lasting effects of the supplemental instruction.

Students in 1:1 groups did not make significantly higher gains than students in 1:3 groups.  32% of students in the 1:10 groups made only minimal gains.
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?

No:  ____________

Yes:  _____X______

If yes, briefly describe.

Researchers for this study referenced previous studies related to supplemental, intensive reading instruction for students who struggle with reading acquisition and are at risk for reading disabilities (O’Connor, 2000; Torgesen, 2000; Vellution et al., 1996).

Other studies cited by the authors of this research article related to:

· The characteristics of effective instructional interventions (length, intensity, and duration); (Lyon, 1993)

· Effective grouping practices for instruction in phonemic awareness, fluency, comprehension strategies, and word study (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998)

· Effective instructional practices related to explicit instruction (Swanson, Hoskyn & Lee, 1999;Vaughtn, Gersten, & Chard, 2000)

Summary:

Rating __2__  Design (scale: 1-5)

Researchers who conducted this study expected that supplemental reading instruction that included intensive, explicit, and systematic instruction in the five areas of fluency, phonemic awareness, instructional-level reading with an emphasis on comprehension, word analysis, and spelling would improve the reading skills of second-grade English monolingual and ELL learners who were experiencing difficulty with reading.

Researchers also expected to find a difference in effects of instruction as influenced by three grouping formats:  1:1, 1:3, and 1:10.

Findings from this study indicated that students made significant gains following the interventions and that those gains were maintained over time (four months later.)  Data for 70 students with complete data sets indicate that the students in the study made significant gains on all the outcome measures from pretest to posttest.  Delayed effects (four months post-intervention) were significant for Word Attack, Passage Comprehension, and the Test of Oral Reading Fluency (TORF), indicating lasting effects of the supplemental instruction.
Students in 1:1 groups did not make significantly higher gains than students in 1:3 groups.  32% of students in the 1:10 groups made only minimal gains.
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