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

The children were enrolled in three kinds of kindergartens in a large, urban school district. The ethnic distribution in the school district was 52% African American, 46% Caucasian, and 2% other. This distribution was reflected in the composition of general and self-contained kindergartens but not the transition kindergartens, which were approximately 65% African American, 25% Caucasian, and 10% other. All schools with participating classes represented similar neighborhood income levels and ethnic composition.

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: 









· Can classroom teachers incorporate phonological instruction into their regular, whole-group routines?

· What effect will such instruction have on the phonological, reading, and writing outcomes for the treated children?

· Are there differential effects of treatment for the children across risk categories for reading failure (general kindergartners, repeating kindergartners, and children with mild disabilities)?

· Can threshold levels of phonological skills be identified in kindergarten?

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

Teachers received 10 inservice training sessions spaced over the school year and implemented between 100 – 281 phonological activities during the 6-month intervention. This was done in five classrooms with students with and without disabilities. The classrooms were general kindergartners, transition kindergartners (self-contained classroom for children who repeated kindergarten with reduced class size) and self-contained kindergarten for children with mild disabilities. Teachers learned 25 activities that comprised of the treatment. All classes participating and control groups used …………district-wide reading curriculum.

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.

General kindergartners – 3 classes, 2 preassigned to experiment group because they included the students with most disabilities

Transition kindergarten – (repeating kindergartners) – randomly assigned to experimental or control group

Self-contained kindergarten – no appropriate controls so their phonological and reading growth was considered separate

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)

· Vocabulary (standard quotient scores) Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test – Revised.

· Sound repetition . For this test, children repeated isolated phonemes separated with a half-second pause. The number of correct items was reported.

· Rapid letter naming. Examiners showed children a card with 60 randomly ordered letters in large, upper-case type. The children named as many letters as they could in one minute. The number of correctly named letters was reported.

· Phonological measures - raw scores reported

· Syllable deletion was based on Berninger’s (1986) modification of the Rosner Test of Auditory Analysis (Rosner & Simon, 1971), which she expanded to ten items for the kindergarten level. 

· Blending. Items were presented as three phonemes separated by a brief pause (The examiner said, “What word is this? s—oa—p”). 

· First sound. The examiner said, “Tell me the first sound in sick.” Items were scored correct if the child provided only the first sound (e.g., for pill, /p/ or /puh/ was correct; /pi/ was not).

· Segmenting. Children segmented words. 

· Rhyme production. Following an explanation and examples, the examiner said: “Say a word that rhymes with make.” Correct responses included real and nonsense words. 

Literacy measures. Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement (WJ: Woodcock & Johnson, 1990). We selected two subtests of the WJ to assess reading and writing during the pretest and post test phases. 

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

Significant effects were found favoring the treated for blending and segmenting as well as reading and writing measures most student types x treatment interactions weren’t significant showing children across activities made similar gains. Blending and segmenting were exceptions. Children with disabilities made smaller gains.  Children with disabilities performed better than those in the control group on blending and segmenting, but their gains were smaller than those of children without disabilities. A MANOVA of pretest to posttest gain scores in blending and segmenting with placement (self-contained/integrated) as the between subjects factor was not significant.

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

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Teachers kept daily logs of activities used, how often, any modifications for particular students. (Teachers implemented 1-3 activities daily.)

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

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Follow-up study done.

First Grade Effects of Teacher-Led Phonological Activities in Kindergarten for Children With Mild Disabilities: A Follow-Up Study.  Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, Vol. 13, pg. 43-52.

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

No:  
X

Yes: 
   
  If yes, briefly describe.

Additional Comments
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