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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:  Reading Mastery, Success for All, Literature-based Reading

 Intended Outcome:  To determine effectiveness of early instruction in primary-level curriculum and its efficacy for young students with learning and/or behavioral problems. 

	Intended Outcome: 

	Research Question(s):  How is the pattern of students’ oral reading fluency influenced by both academic &/or behavioral risk and differences in curriculum?




	2. Describe the subjects (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.).

	
	Students:

· 383 students from 5 urban schools whose parents signed consent forms (52% of classes)

· 230 M; 170 F

· 40% (154) African American; 34% (130) European American; 8% (30) Hispanic; 7% (25) African Immigrants; 7% (26) Asian; 5% (18) missing information

· 146 (38%) were “typical peers”- did not meet screening criteria for behavioral or academic problems; 237 (62%) determined to be at risk: 137 (36%) academic risks, 40 (10%) behavioral risks, 60 (16%) both academic & behavioral risks.

All 5 schools low SES (76%, 72%, 95%, 53%, 78%) and culturally diverse 

Teachers:  Not answered.


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

	
	· All students in K-2 screened in Jan. of year 1 for behavioral & academic risk

· Schools 1 & 2 were engaged in year 2 of literature-based guided reading program

· Annual district-level inservice & in-building literacy coaches

· School 3 in year 1 with Reading Mastery
· School 4 in year 1 of Success for All
· Standardized workshop training & access to instructional coaches

· School 5 in literature based program with school-based enhancements added to improve performance

· Prior training, but no follow-up training or ongoing monitoring of students’ performance outside teacher-determined assessments

· 164 in literature-based; 107 in Success for All; 111 in Reading Mastery


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

	
	· longitudinal grade-cohort design for 3 years

· no risk students served as controls

· all classrooms in these 5 schools were involved; however only students whose parents returned consent slips could participate


	5. 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.)

	
	· Screening

· Behavioral: Grade K- modified version of ESP (Early Screening Project); Grades 1-2- SSBD (Systematic Screening for Behavioral Disorders); including teacher nominations & ratings, & classroom observations of behavior

· Academic: nominations based on academic skills list developed by teachers in conjunction with researchers; DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills) scores

· HLM (Hierarchial linear modeling) and DIBELS


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

	
	· Students’ growth was differentially influenced by reading curriculum

· Letter naming, nonsense word fluency, & oral reading fluency scores were accelerated most by Reading Mastery
· Favorable patterns of growth, in order (mean fluencies):  no risk (108.98), behavioral risk (95.05), academic risk (81.13), and risk for both (67.21)

· Students with no or behavioral risk showed faster initial growth over time and then slowly decelerated

· Students with academic and both risks showed slower initial growth in first grade, but then increased acceleration into third grade

· When higher risk students surpassed lower risk, higher risk students were using the most effective curriculum (Reading Mastery)
· Reading Mastery  curriculum produced better growth & outcomes for students in all risk categories followed by Success for All with the literature based group having the lowest outcomes even when enhancements were implemented

	7. 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?

	No:  
X


Yes: 



	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	


	8. Were gains in student achievement reported?  

	No:  



Yes: 
X


	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	· mean oral reading fluencies (words per minute) from Grade 1-Grade 3:  

· no risk from 22-108

·  behavioral risk from 18 to 95.05 

· academic risk from 11 to 81.13

·  risk for both from 8 to 67.21

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

Yes, over the three years of the study


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

	No:  
X


Yes: 



	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	


	10. Summary:

	Rating of Research Design
   _3   (scale: 1-5)

	
	383 Kindergarten through Grade 2 students from 5 urban culturally diverse, low SES schools were followed for 3 years to determine their risk status and monitor their patterns of reading growth.  Early screening procedures were administered to determine student status in 1 of 4 risk categories:  no risk, behavioral risk, academic risk, and both. This study also involved monitoring the effects of different curriculum (Reading Mastery, Success for All, and literature-based) on these 4 risk categories.  This study concluded that literature-based programs were least helpful to students showing early academic risk.  Students with no risk showed the highest gains, followed by those with behavioral risk, academic risk, and those with both risks. The Reading Mastery curriculum provided the highest gains for all groups followed by Success for All with the literature-based curriculum producing the lowest gains.

However, the lack of monitoring of implementation monitoring raises serious questions as to whether the effectiveness of curriculum can truly be measured.  The study cites an independent consultant’s reports that Reading Mastery was implemented with high fidelity.  The same statement could not be confirmed for the Success for All or literature-based curriculum.
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