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Description of subjects:  (May included # of participants, age, SES, etc.)

Participants in the study were selected from the total enrollment (N=151) of six kindergarten classrooms in three schools in February of the Kindergarten year. 30 students were randomly selected from each of the three schools to participate in the project.

1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention and what was the research question to be answered and/or what is the intended goal?

Name/Title:  The goal of the project was to evaluate the effects of training in phonemic segmentation and of instruction in letter names and letter sounds on kindergarten children’s reading and spelling skills. The purpose of this study was threefold: (a) to explore whether groups of kindergarten children can be taught to segment words into phonemes, (b) to explore the effects of segmentation training in kindergarten on early reading and spelling ability, and (c) to explore the effects of letter-name and letter-sound training in kindergarten on segmentation skills and on early reading and spelling ability.

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

Phoneme Awareness group. . The first group received training in segmenting words into phonemes, as well as training in correspondences between letter names and letter sounds. In addition to their regular classroom instruction, the phoneme awareness group met in groups of 5 for 20 minutes 4 times a week for 7 weeks. They did segmentation activities and say it and move it activities, beginning with cubes, then moving to letter representations. Participants in the study were selected from the total enrollment (N=151) of six kindergarten classrooms in three schools in February of the kindergarten year.

The second component of the training consisted of segmentation. On such activity was a task much like the sound categorization tasks (e.g. categorizing pictures by rhyme or attileration). The DI STAR Spell by Sounds was another activity included.

Language activities group. The second group received only the training in letter names and letter sounds. The children in this condition also met in groups of five and spent 20 minutes, four times a week, for seven weeks participating in a variety of language activities, such as general vocabulary development, listening to stories, and learning semantic categorization (e.g., grouping picture cards according to categories such as animals or vehicles). In addition, children received training on letter names and sounds that was identical (in both stimuli and activities) to the letter-name and –sound instruction received by the phoneme awareness group.

Control group. The third group received no intervention. Students assigned to the control group received no intervention in addition to their regular class instruction.

3.  Was the program effectiveness shown through an experimental design that included experimental and control groups created through random assignment or carefully matched comparison groups?  (SBRR Standard 1)

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Ninety students from three urban public schools in the U.S. were randomly assigned to one of three groups 

Group 1 – Phoneme Awareness Group – received instruction in segmenting words into phonemes as well as training in correspondences between letter names and letter sounds.

Group 2 – Language Activities Group - received only training in letter names and sounds.

Group 3 – Control Group – no intervention.

4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, raw scores, gain scores, etc.) was used to report results? (SBRR Standard 2)

Pretesting. At the end of the 7-week training, children were retested on phoneme segmentation (Phoneme Segmentation test adapted from Liberman et al., 1974), alphabet letter names and sounds, and the Woodcock Reading Mastery Word Identification Subtest. In addition, they were asked to read a list of 21 phonetically regular words selected for this study and to spell a list of 5 words. (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test [PPVT-R] Pretest Jan/Feb of Kindergarten year. An additional reading test, the phonetically regular word list, was given as a posttest only.

5. Briefly describe the findings. (SBRR Standard 2) 

Results indicated that phoneme awareness instruction, combined with instruction connecting the phonemic segments to alphabet letters, significantly improved the early reading and spelling skills of the children in the phoneme awareness group. However, instruction in letter names and letter sounds alone did not significantly improve the segmentation skills, the early reading skills, or the spelling skills of the kindergarten children who participated in the language activities group, as compared with the control group.

Kindergarten students segment words – (ANOVA) – Results indicated significant differences between the 3 conditions on the phoneme segment posttest. No significant difference was found between LA group 2 and control group 3 was found. Letter name knowledge (ANOVA) — no significant difference between the 3 groups.  Letter-sound knowledge (ANOVA) — both PA and LA groups achieved significant higher scores than control group, but didn’t differ from each other.  Reading – PA group rank significantly higher than scores of LA or control group. Spelling – PA group scored significantly higher than LA or control group.

6. Did the evaluation plan include a measure of implementation? (SBRR Standard 3)

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

7. Did the study include evidence that gains in student reading achievement were sustained over time? (SBRR Standard 3)

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

8. Did the study cite evidence of replication (of another study or within this study)? (SBRR Standard 3)

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

These findings converge with other phoneme segmentation studies (Bradley & Bryant, 1985; Lundberg et al., 1988; Cunningham, in press; Treiman & Baron, 1983) that suggest that phoneme awareness training facilitates early reading skill. In addition, this study supports the notion that phoneme segmentation training that closely resembles the task of early reading may have more immediate effects on reading (such as those reported by Cunningham, in press) than instruction that does not make this connection explicit (e.g., Lundberg et al., 1988). It may be, as suggested by results from Bradley and Bryan (1985) and Ehri and Wilce (1987), that the most pedagogically sound method of phoneme awareness training is one that eventually makes explicit the complete letter-to-sound mappings in segmented words.

Additional Comments

Article is long, not as easy to read as some, but has good info about how P.A. training can impact students’ abilities to segment words, letter-sound knowledge, immediate impact on reading and spelling.
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