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Improving the Reading Success of Grade One Students

at Risk for Reading Failure

Chapter I: Introduction

“Two important indicators of the success of a society are the level of literacy of its children and youth, and the extent of disparities in literacy skills amongst children and youth of differing characteristics and family backgrounds” (Willms & Sloat, 1998, p. 1). J. Douglas Willms’ (1997b) report on the International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) confirmed the seriousness of these issues for Canada, particularly because of the discrepancy of scores based on socioeconomic status. Also worrying was the evidence that literacy rates of young people between the ages of sixteen and twenty-five were dropping. Willms (1997b) reported that thirty-six percent of the young people in this age group had literacy skills that were less than adequate for performing daily skills, compared with twenty-eight percent in 1989.  Meanwhile, the demand for a literate workforce has increased (The Creative Research Group; DesLauriers; Snow, Barnes, Chandler, Goodman & Hemhill; Statistics Canada; Shapiro & Purpel; Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development & Statistics Canada, as cited in Willms, 1997a). 


Literacy improvement has been an ongoing goal for primary teachers at Nicomekl Elementary School. Teachers have become increasingly aware that students were lacking in the readiness skills associated with school entry, particularly in listening, language, and literacy awareness. Results of the screening done by the school Speech and Language Pathologist confirmed this deficit. In 1997 it was found that 30% of the kindergarten children had significant delays in language development (Accreditation /Growth Plan for Nicomekl Elementary School, 2000). The following year, significant language delays were found in almost 50% of the kindergarten students. 
Problem Statement


The problem was that the reading progress of a number of grade one students who did not qualify for reading support outside the classroom, was far below grade level expectations. The students who were having the most difficulty acquiring reading qualified for Reading Recovery (Clay, 1991) or learning assistance support; however, approximately 12.5% of the grade one students were making very slow progress and did not qualify for any support outside the classroom. They were at risk of having long term reading delays, which in turn made success at school very unlikely (Clay, 1991; Juel; Bond & Dykstra; Felton & Wood, as cited in Chard & Kameenui, 2000).

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to determine reasons some students had difficulty acquiring reading and to develop a small group intervention to improve the reading success of  grade one students who did not qualify for reading support outside the classroom. It was important that it be a small group intervention for economic reasons. Reading Recovery support was in place for the students with the most severe reading delays; however; only about 10% of the grade one population was served because it was comprised of individual, thirty-minute daily lessons. Typically, students at Nicomekl School required approximately 20 weeks of Reading Recovery support to reach average grade level expectations. Economic reasons made it impractical to offer individual support to all students who were not meeting reading expectations. 


Reading Recovery has been shown to be an effective intervention for grade one students most at risk (Langley Annual Reading Recovery Report, 2000). The researcher  adapted the components of Reading Recovery lessons and applied them to a small group setting. Also, in light of evidence that phonemic awareness training enhanced reading acquisition, the researcher provided explicit instruction in phonemic awareness. The purpose of this study was to offer effective reading support for reading delayed (RD) students that also met budgetary demands.  

Description of the Community
The school district in which the study took place was in southern British Columbia. It encompassed both city and agricultural areas extending from the United States border, north to the Fraser River and was approximately forty-five kilometers southwest of Vancouver, British Columbia. The school district covered an area of 313 square kilometers, 82.3 percent with Agricultural Land Reserve status (Langley School District, 2002).


The total population of the area served by the school district was 114,000. It was divided between the city, with 24,000 residents; and the more rural area, with 90,000 (Langley School District, 2002). Growth was an ongoing factor in the area with an increase of 28.4% between 1986 and 1997 (City of Langley, 2001). Nine new schools were added to the district in the same years, bringing the total to 34 elementary schools, 1 Middle school, 7 secondary schools, 1 grade one to twelve school, an adult education center and an alternate school program (Langley School District, 2002). There were four post-secondary institutions in Langley. The student population was approximately 20,647 (BC Ministry of Education) making it the seventh largest district in British Columbia. The district employed 1614 teachers, 803 support staff, and 132 administrators  (Langley School District, 2002).


The community immediately surrounding the school was unique in several ways. The City of Langley initiated a Neighborhood Planning Study, in 2000, in order to identify opportunities to improve the quality of life for its residents, increase stability, and enhance the neighborhood image by improving local government awareness of the individual characteristics of each neighborhood. The neighborhoods designated for study were based on existing elementary school catchment areas; one of those being the catchment area for the school in which this study was conducted. The City of Langley, Neighbourhood Profile (2000) of the Nicomekl neighborhood reported that single parents head 20% of the families. The population was highly mobile; in fact, 74% of the people over five years of age had moved within the last five years. Only slightly more than half of the homes in the area were owned by the residents; 45.4% were rented. The City of Langley reported that land use included 14.4% single family residential, 13.1% multifamily residential, and 7.7% for parks.  The bulk of the land was used for commercial (18.1%), industrial purposes (22.8%), and roads (19.8%). Most of the population over 15 years of age had at least completed high school (36% did not graduate from high school, 14% graduated with a certificate, 18% enrolled for post-secondary education, but did not graduate, 3 % earned a trade certificate, 21% graduated from a non-university program, and 8% earned a university degree).


The Langley School District’s stated goals were to provide students with an education emphasizing the development of a positive self-concept, thinking skills, skills for life-long learning, and skills for post secondary education and employment. The district encouraged the establishment of alternate schools, programs, and classes to serve the diverse learners (Langley School District, 2000).


Langley School District has been working to improve literacy by focusing on early intervention and teacher inservice. In 1996 a Langley teacher was sent to New Zealand for the one year training to become a Reading Recovery Teacher Leader, qualified to train other teachers in Reading Recovery. The district has been training Reading Recovery teachers since January of 1997 and as of 2002, offered the program in 15 schools, or approximately 70% of the schools where English was the language of instruction (Reading Recovery Report, 2002). In those schools an average of 17% of Grade 1 students received Reading Recovery Support (Reading Recovery Report, 2002); however, an estimated 39 students (based on 2000/2001 data) who needed the instruction were not able to access it. 


Several initiatives supported by the Langley School District focused on improving student readiness for literacy instruction. Kindergarten teachers received inservice training and lesson materials for teaching phonemic awareness. Four elementary school including the one selected for this study were supported in implementing a program called ‘Parents as Literacy Partners’ (PALS). Parents of four and five year olds were invited to attend sessions designed to help them learn effective ways to help prepare their children for literacy instruction. They were instructed in how to read, talk, and play with their children to enhance language development (F. Morrison, personal communication, May 4, 2001). 



Langley School District did not limit its efforts to training specialized reading teachers and parents. Classroom teachers in Langley were given many opportunities to attend inservice sessions to strengthen their classroom instruction. Literacy continued to be a major focus of the inservice sessions, including topics related to guided reading, running records, book leveling, literacy centers, phonemic awareness, phonics, and supporting reading through writing (F. Morrison, personal communication, May 4, 2001). 


Early primary teachers throughout the district have submitted assessment summaries each year for the Early Intervention Literacy Project so that the impact of literacy efforts could be monitored. The results of the early intervention were so promising that the goal of improving literacy achievement was extended to the intermediate grades (S. Kinakin, personal communication, May 8, 2001). 

Description of the Work Setting

Nicomekl School was one of 34 elementary schools in Langley School District, and was located in the urban neighborhood of Langley City. The enrollment was 402 students; divided fairly evenly between primary and intermediate. There were three half-time kindergarten classes, and fourteen full time classes from grades one to seven.


The faculty of the school was made up of fourteen full time teachers, eleven part time teachers, four teaching assistants, one half time child care worker, one part time speech and language pathologist, one full time and one part time janitorial staff, one full time secretary, one part time vice principal, and one full time principal. Aside from regular classroom instruction, the school provided students with support in counseling, behavior, resource, learning assistance, Reading Recovery, library, music, physical education, ESL, and Aboriginal Awareness.



The academic profile of students at Nicomekl was interesting in that the MAT6 and various other standardized tests showed that most students are at the extremes of the academic spectrum and very few were in the middle range (Accreditation/Growth Plan for Nicomekl Elementary, 2000). The same document reported that 37% of the grade two to seven students were working two or more years below grade level (as of 1998/99). In addition to a high need general population, there were a number of identified special needs students. There were twenty-five students with high incidence special needs and two with low incidence special needs (BC Ministry of Education, 2002). These students received support from the resource teacher and did not qualify for addition support in the form of Reading Recovery. 


Students receiving support from the ESL department comprised 9.7% of the school population (BC Ministry of Education, 2002). One of the ESL teachers was trained in Reading Recovery and offered it as an alternate form of support to some ESL students who were in grade one (C. Cameron, personal communication, March 13, 2001). The ESL teacher and the classroom teacher collaborated to determine whether tradition ESL support or Reading Recovery would be of the most benefit for the child.


Students of aboriginal descent comprised 11.44% of the school population (BC Ministry of Education, 2002). B. Matthews (personal communication, March 12, 2001) was a part time aboriginal teaching assistant (TA) assigned by the school district to provide support in a number of ways. She has helped to increase awareness and appreciation for aboriginal heritage and also assisted as a liaison between the school and the home. Students of Aboriginal descent were able to access all of the support programs available to the general population; however teachers could also request additional academic support through the aboriginal TA. It was interesting to note that one third of the students receiving Reading Recovery support were of aboriginal descent (B. Matthews, personal communication, March 12, 2001). 


Students who came from non-English speaking homes comprised 17.2% (BC Ministry of Education, 2001), and visible minorities accounted for 8% of the population (Langley School District, 2001).


Nicomekl Elementary School was designated as an ‘inner city’ school because it met certain measurable criteria. (Langley School District, 2000). Economic status, transiency, academic achievement and ethnic composition were factors that contributed to the extra funding provided as a result of the inner city school status. There were three hundred and five families within the catchment area living in poverty (as of 1995). The 1996 Census (as cited in Langley School District, 2000) reported that the average income of families in the Nicomekl catchment was 30% lower than that of the Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD) and that 29.1% of the families had an income of less than $30,000 (BC Ministry of Education). The incidence of lone parent households was 22.5%, which was considerably higher than the provincial rate of 14% (BC Ministry of Education, 2001). The student population of the school was highly transient. Langley School District (2001) reported that Nicomekl School had the highest mobility in the district (31% of the September enrollment changed between October 1998 and May 31, 1999). Documented academic delays (in 1998/99 37% of the grade 2 - 7 students were working two or more years below grade level expectations) also had a bearing on the determination of inner city school identification (Langley School District, 2000).  High numbers of students participated in the Ministry meals program (41% in 1999). Finally, the ESL population (9.7%) and percentage of students of aboriginal descent (11.44%) were considered when determining the inner city school status for Nicomekl Elementary (Langley School District, 2000).


In order to meet the needs of an inner city, high need population, the school, with the help of the community, implemented a number of programs (G. McCuaig, personal communication, March 26, 2001). A breakfast program run by volunteers from the community, offered muffins and juice to all students who wished to participate. Clothing, particularly jackets, mitts, and boots were donated by a local church and distributed to any children who needed them. The Big Brothers and Sisters Association provided ‘Big Buddies’ for emotional support to selected students. Field trips and school supplies were subsidized when necessary so that no student was excluded for financial reasons. While some schools have offered educational trips and enrichment activities, the staff at Nicomekl have offered some experiences, others might take for granted. Each year, contributions were requested for an event called, ‘Santa’s Workshop.’ Donated items were carefully checked, cleaned and repaired, before being offered to the students at very reasonable prices so that they could purchase Christmas gifts for their families. Proceeds of the sale were given to charity on behalf of the students. The objective was to provide students with the opportunity to give to their own loved ones and also give something back to the community. At the end of each school year, the school provided, free of cost, a day at the beach including lunch. Many students had never been to the beach and often had little to look forward to during the summer. The goal for events such as these was to provide students with worthwhile experiences and develop a sense of belonging to the school community (G. McCuaig, personal communication, March 26, 2001).


Literacy development and improvement has been a formal goal at Nicomekl Elementary School, since the beginning of the 1996/1997 school year (Langley School District, 2000). All but one of the primary staff has had specialized inservice training in guided reading. The kindergarten and grade one teachers have been trained in assessing and teaching to improve phonemic awareness. The primary teachers established and continued to add to the shared book room of leveled reading materials. Careful consideration was given to the selection of texts so that they included different genres and were representative of different cultures, races and genders (G. McCuaig, personal communication, March 26, 2001). 


In January of 1996 the school dedicated funding to train a teacher in Reading Recovery. The school provided Reading Recovery support to the grade one students identified as most at risk for reading failure. The program provided two hours a day to four students. Approximately twelve percent of the grade one population received support in any given year. 


The parents and school community have also been involved in supporting the literacy goal. The kindergarten teachers offered ten half day training sessions through a program called “Parents as Literacy Supporters” (PALS). Parents of prekindergarten and kindergarten children received instruction to help them learn how to support literacy development at home. It has also strengthened communication and efforts between home and school (D. Dupuis, personal communication, May 4, 2001). A new program was piloted to extend the support to parents of children in grade one (S. Cody, personal communication, September 10, 2001).


Senior citizens offered literacy support by reading to primary students and listening to them read. These “Read to Me” volunteers were assigned to specific classes. All primary students had an opportunity to spend one on one time with a “Read to Me” volunteer at least once each week (G. McCuaig, personal communication, September 12, 2001).


In spite of all the efforts of staff, community, and parents, there were some grade one students who did not had the opportunity for Reading Recovery support, and were reading far below age level expectations. Seven of these students were involved in this research project.

Writer’s Role

The role of the writer involved a combination of formal assignments and related voluntary activities to support the goal of literacy improvement. The formal assignments included Learning Assistance and Reading Recovery. The writer was assigned as a learning assistance teacher sixty percent of the time. Typically, ten percent of that time was spent testing students who had been presented at school based team meetings because of lack of progress in language arts. These tests assessed phonemic awareness, achievement in spelling, reading, and mathematics, non-verbal problem solving, and receptive vocabulary. This testing was used to determine what type and level of support the students would receive. The results sometimes indicated that intensive testing by the school psychologist was warranted. 

The other fifty percent of the learning assistance time was used to instruct four small groups to improve their reading and writing. Instruction was provided on a daily basis for two groups at the grade four level, one from grade two, and one from grade one. The seven grade one students selected for this study comprised one of these groups. The grade one and two students were working more on literacy acquisition, while the grade fours had comprehension as the primary focus.


The other part of the writer’s assigned role was that of Reading Recovery teacher. This involved assessing the grade one students to select the four students most at risk for reading failure. The four students who had the lowest scores on tests of letter knowledge, sight word vocabulary, writing vocabulary, concepts of print, hearing and recording sounds in words, and reading level were selected for intensive daily reading intervention following Marie Clay’s trademark program. There were five essential components of a Reading Recovery lesson. The first was rereading a familiar text to improve fluency and independence in reading. The second involved using an assessment tool called a running record to assess student progress for the purposes of selecting a lesson focus ideal for that student. The third part of the lesson was called, ‘making and breaking.’ The principle of this part of the lesson was to use something known to get to something that was not known. The exact lesson was designed to suit the student; however, it might have included changing the beginning, middle, or ending of a word to get to new words, or it might have involved using two parts of known words to create and read an unknown word. The children manipulated magnetic letters to make the changes. The students wrote a message in the fourth part of the lesson. They practiced hearing and recording sounds in words, and worked on building a set of known words. The last part of the lesson involved the reading of a new book, at the cutting edge of the student’s ability. The teacher prompted and guided the student to use effective reading strategies. The writer’s role during a Reading Recovery lesson was to carefully observe each student, and use the information gleaned to guide each lesson in order to maximize the effectiveness of the intervention.


The process of becoming a Reading Recovery teacher was extensive and had valuable implications to the practice of teaching, particularly the teaching of reading. The training was a year long, with inservice sessions bi-weekly. The inservice sessions included the intensive theoretical study of reading acquisition and also practical applications of the strategies discussed. Reading Recovery teachers in training taught students behind a two-way mirror. The other teachers observed and discussed the effectiveness of the lesson and made suggestions to make the teaching stronger. The inservice sessions continued for as long as a teacher was involved in Reading Recovery; however, they became less frequent following the year of training. 


As a result of the intensive Reading Recovery training, the writer’s role included acting as a resource to other teachers in the school. The writer offered inservice sessions on guided reading, book leveling, and assessment. The writer also ordered and leveled materials for the common book room.


The writer supported literacy in informal ways, such coordinating the volunteers for the Read to Me Program and speaking to parents individually and at PALS sessions. 


The writer has had extensive training and experience in teaching reading and writing to young children in classroom, small group, individual settings. The writer used this competence for designing a program for the students in this study.

Chapter II: Study of the Problem
Problem Description

The problem was that the reading progress of a number of grade one students who did not qualify for reading support outside the classroom, was far below grade level expectations. The students who were having the most difficulty acquiring reading qualified for Reading Recovery (Clay, 1991) or learning assistance support; however, approximately twelve and one half percent (12.5%) of the grade one students were making very slow progress and did not qualify for any support outside the classroom. 

The primary goal for students in grade one is to learn to read and write (Juel, as cited in Chard & Kameenui, 2000); without these skills, academic progress is severely compromised (Cunningham & Stanovich, as cited in Torgesen, 2000). Reading is complex and involves the reader in actively processing information from various sources (Clay, 1991; International Reading Association, 1998). The young children who have delayed reading acquisition tend to have deficits in some or all variables that contribute to literacy. These variables include their oral language structure and vocabulary, knowledge of letters and their corresponding sounds, understanding of how print works (directionality, spaces, punctuation), phonemic awareness, collection of known words in reading and writing (Clay, 1991). These variables, or sources of information are important, but, even more critical is the child’s ability to use them to problem solve while reading. 


Information gathered by the writer during informal interviews with grade one teachers indicated that the students who were having difficulty learning to read had profiles similar to those described in the literature. Their teachers described them as having weak oral vocabulary and language structure. One of the teachers noted that the struggling readers had difficulty reading a book about baby animals because they did not know the terms, kitten, calf, or foal. The teachers also gave examples of reading problems related to poor language structure. Many of the students who were not acquiring reading skills read phrases like, “the cat ran” as “the cat runned” following the structure they used in their own oral language. Their vocabulary of known words in reading and writing was very small. They had minimal knowledge of letters and their associated sounds and had difficulty applying their knowledge to decode new words. Their teachers indicated that they had difficulty using analogies to read new words. For example, knowing the word “look” may have helped a student read the word “book.” The grade one teachers stated that even when these students learned a skill such as changing the initial letter to make a new word, they were unlikely to apply the skill when reading continuous text. They reported that the students having reading difficulty did not monitor their reading for accuracy and were generally unable to suggest a strategy for solving reading problems. The teachers observed that the struggling readers in their classes tended to avoid reading related activities and rarely volunteered to respond or answer questions during reading lessons.

Problem Documentation

Seven (7) of the fifty-six (56) grade one students were not acquiring reading to the extent that we would expect for children their age. Michelle Jeter-Krasnikoff (personal communication, March 11, 2002), the school speech/language pathologist, indicated that three of the seven children recommended for remedial reading instruction, also had speech and language problems related to syntax, vocabulary, and direction following (based on kindergarten screening results). Results were not available for two of the children who attended other schools in kindergarten.

 
Reading, writing and speaking are complimentary processes that each support the development of the others (Clay, 2001). Many students at Nicomekl entered school with weak language structure and limited vocabularies. They often used language structures like “Hims got it.” or “What are thems doing?” “Me want that.” “I don’t got no snack.” Many of the children did not know common vocabulary like, kitten, calf, or foal. Many did not know words like, television, bulldozer or crane. Since written language is based on oral language, these children were at a critical disadvantage when it comes to understanding written language. It was very difficult to predict what language might come next when the language structure or vocabulary was unfamiliar. Similarly, the deficits in oral language were reflected in written work submitted by these children.


Researchers have reported that one of the earliest indicators that children are likely to have trouble learning to read is difficulty identifying letters and their associated sounds (Lyon & Moats, 1997; Torgesen, 2000). The grade one students with reading delays had problems hearing and recording sounds in words. They had few known words, which also inhibited their fluency and thereby their ability to use meaning in reading (Torgesen, 2000).


Students with reading difficulties often report not feeling capable of doing assignments. They have low self-esteem, which leads to avoidance of tasks that required reading and writing (Bigham, 2000). They tend to have difficulty in most areas of the curriculum because of the required reading and writing (Cunningham & Stanovich, as cited in Torgesen, 2000; Stanovich, as cited in Lennon & Slesinski, 1999).


The school reading assessments followed the practices of the Reading Recovery Program (Clay, 1991; 1993). Based on the teaching of Marie Clay, print material was been divided into sixteen increments or levels; one being the easiest and sixteen the goal for the end of grade one. It was determined that children had reached an instructional level when they were able to read material at that level with ninety percent accuracy. Twelve and one half percent of the grade one students who did not qualify for reading support outside the classroom were reading at level four or below (data from reading assessments, March, 2001). Given that they had completed seventy percent of the school year, this information alone indicated that these children were already approximately half a year behind grade level expectations. 


The following table shows results of an evaluation (March, 2001) of the students with the lowest scores, who did not qualify for reading support outside the classroom. The evaluation tool used was the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a). The book level was an indication of the most difficult book the child was able to read with a minimum 90% accuracy. The other tests were for letter knowledge (Ll) (see Appendix A), concepts about print (CAP) (see Appendix B), word test for reading (WT) (see Appendix C), writing vocabulary (WV) (see Appendix D), and hearing and recording sounds in words (HRSW) (see Appendix E). Stanine (Stan.) scores of between 4 and 8 indicated that the child was performing within the expectations for grade one (Clay, 1993a).

	
	Book

Level
	Ll

/54
	Stan.
	CAP

/24
	Stan.
	WT

/15
	Stan.
	WV


	Stan.
	HRSW

/37
	Stan.

	1
	4
	50
	5
	13
	3
	4
	2
	14
	2
	22
	4

	2
	4
	54
	7
	14
	4
	7
	3
	20
	3
	27
	4

	3
	3
	21
	2
	10
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	5
	2

	4
	4
	54
	7
	14
	4
	3
	2
	13
	1
	26
	4

	5
	3
	48
	4
	15
	4
	4
	2
	14
	2
	27
	4

	6
	1
	53
	6
	19
	6
	5
	2
	9
	1
	14
	3

	7
	4
	52
	5
	16
	4
	2
	2
	14
	2
	12
	3


The scores indicated that, while most of the students’ scores were within the expected range for letter identification, their scores in the other areas tended to be below expectations. The scores for known words in reading and writing were particularly low.

Literature Review

Literacy levels of children and the gap in achievement between children of different family backgrounds have been two strong indicators of the health of a society (Willms & Sloat, 1998). The literacy of the youth has been an indicator of past educational investment and a prediction future success of a society. Willms and Sloat (1998) reported that it is critical to promote measures to minimize inequalities in literacy in order to ensure equal economic opportunities for everyone (Willms & Sloat, 1998). They went on to state that inequalities in literacy lead to inequalities in employment and income opportunities. According to the Conference Board of Canada (1991) 38% of adult Canadians were functionally illiterate; that is, they lacked the reading and writing skills to perform daily tasks.  Meanwhile, the demand for more literate employees in the work force has increased (The Creative Research Group; DesLauriers; Snow, Barnes, Chandler, Goodman, & Hemhill; Statistics Canada, as cited in Willms, 1997b). The last decade has seen knowledge intensive occupations double, and even employees in traditional occupations have been required to upgrade their skills (Lavoie & Richard, as cited in Bussière, Cartwright, Crocker, Ma, Oderkirk, Zhang, 2001). Adults with deficits in literacy have been at a significant disadvantage in Canada’s labor market (Bussière et al. 2001). A report released by the Conference Board of Canada (as cited in Dwyer, 1997) made the prediction that highly literate men would earn an extra $585,000 in their lifetime and that women with high literacy skills would earn an extra $683,000. There have been fewer jobs in the low-skilled industries and an increasing demand for a knowledgeable work force that can learn and adapt quickly to changing conditions and demands (Willms, 1997a). The Conference Board of Canada (1991) confirmed these findings. Their surveys in 1990 indicated that seventy percent of the employers they surveyed were negatively impacted by literacy problems in the workplace. Twenty-six percent of the employers reported problems in training for technological change. The demand for workers to learn new skills throughout their employment years has been increasing, according to the Conference Board of Canada (1991). The amount of time people can expect their skills to remain current has shortened from seven to fourteen years to three to five years. People with higher literacy skills have been more likely to find rewarding work, have had better health, and a better quality of life (Ross & Wu, as cited in Willms, 1997a).


“A route to improving the average reading ability of youth in all provinces lies in improving reading skills among economically or socially disadvantaged youth”  (Bussière, et al. 2001, p. 46). The data provided by the International Adult Literacy Survey (as cited in Willms, 1997b) highlighted this important issue for Canadians. They indicated that particularly Ontario, British Columbia, Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and New Brunswick young people from families with low socioeconomic status (SES) have had much lower literacy rates than their peers with high SES backgrounds. Dwyer (1997) reported that their scores were equivalent to having four or five fewer years of schooling than their peers from middle-class homes. Human Resources Development Canada provided data through the National Longitudinal Study of Children and Youth (NLSCY, as cited in Willms, 1997b) that outlined the impact of low SES on the development of early literacy skills in children as young as four and five years old. Children from more affluent backgrounds were more likely to have access to quality education, greater financial support, and cultural capital to enhance their learning. 

There is a need to break the cycle of poverty and low literacy, where adults are forced into poverty by illiteracy and children have lower literacy rates because of their low SES backgrounds (Willms & Sloat, 1998). The number of Canadian families living in poverty increased from 12% in 1975 to 21% in 1996 (Bertrand, McCain, Mustard, Willms, 1999). Cook (1996) noted that, “every researcher I’ve read always includes poverty as the number one inhibitor of a child’s progress in school”  (p. 24). While supporting the findings of earlier research regarding family income, Bussière and his colleagues (2001) provided additional information related to SES. They reported that the concentration of students with low SES backgrounds within schools has also influenced achievement. Students who attended schools where the average SES of families was low tended to have lower achievement levels in reading. 


Recently, the issue of family stress has been recognized as impacting preschool development (Bertrand et al., 1999; Bussière et al. 2001). Kohen and Hertzman (as cited in Lipps & Yiptong-Avila, 1999) reported on three studies related to factors affecting receptive vocabulary in young children. Their findings suggested that children who attended childcare outside the home had higher receptive vocabulary scores than children who stayed at home with a caregiver. They also reported that children who lived in affluent, socially stable neighborhoods with fewer households headed by single female parents had higher vocabulary scores. Their research suggested that children’s receptive vocabulary scores were negatively impacted by frequent changes in residence or childcare. An analysis of the NLSCY data cited the increase of mothers in the work force and the increase in single parent families as major factors affecting parents’ ability to provide quality parenting (Bertrand et al., 1999). Data from the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA, as cited in Bussière et al., 2001) indicated that family support was associated with SES and that together they impacted reading achievement. Children living with two parents had better reading results than children living with one parent; however, the authors acknowledge that two parent families tended to have a higher SES than single parent families. PISA results (Bussière et al., 2001) indicated that the families with higher SES tended to have more books and educational resources, and had higher expectations for their children. These parents also tended to participate in more cultural activities and offer more educational support. Higher parent expectations may have contributed to higher student expectations. Bussière et al. (2001) reported that students expectations for success played a role in their reading achievement. Students who believed they could be successful in reading did achieve higher scores, and tended to spend more time reading for pleasure, which also positively impacted their achievement. Conversely, children from single parent families were more likely to do poorly at school, less likely to graduate, and showed more behavior problems (Atone & McLanahan; Downey; Entisle & Alexander; Haveman, Wolfe, & Spaulding, as cited in Pong, 1997).


Austin and Morrison (as cited in Baumann, Hoffman, Duffy-Hester, & Ro, 2000) reported that the greatest concern for educators was children who were underachieving in reading. This concern was validated by reports that at least 20% of the population had difficulty learning to read (Cramer & Ellis; Foorman, Frances, Beeler, Winikates & Fletcher; Shaywitz, Fletcher, & Shaywitz, as cited in Lyon & Moats, 1997). The long-term impact of this problem made the issue of early intervention critical. Children who fell behind tended to remain behind despite efforts to remediate (Francis, Shaywitz, Steubing, Shaywitz, & Fletcher, as cited in Lennon & Slesinski, 1999).  Juel (as cited in Pressley & Allington, 1999) concluded that there was an 88% likelihood that children who were poor readers in grade one would remain poor readers in grade four.  Albert Shanker, (as cited in Wood, 1993) president of the American Federation of Teachers asserted that “children who do not learn to read, write, and count fairly well by the time they are in the fourth and fifth grades, do not learn in school later, no matter what kind of remediation we provide” (Only Solution section, ¶ 2) Felton and Wood (as cited in Chard & Kameenui, 2000) reported that students who are poor readers at the end of grade three are likely to be poor readers at the end of grade eight. Even more discouraging was Wood’s (1993) report that most of the 60 million children studied since 1940, who could not read by grade 4 never learned to read. 


Children with deficits in reading tended to develop general cognitive delays (Cunningham & Stanovich, as cited in Torgesen, 2000; Stanovich as cited in Lennon & Slesinski, 1999). First, children with deficits in reading tended to avoid reading (Canady & Krantz, as cited in Rivers & Lombardino, 1998). This put them at greater risk of reading failure, because research indicated that sustained periods of reading and writing were needed for literacy development (Hiebert, as cited in Dudley-Marling & Murphy, 1997). Second, poor reading impeded vocabulary development, understanding of language structure, and comprehension, thereby leading to generalized deficits (Stanovich; Clay; Felton & Pepper, as cited in Rivers & Lombardino, 1998). Literacy has been identified as the foundation for success in school, for as Regna Lee Wood put it so bluntly, “the only thing anyone can teach children who can’t read is how to read” (1993, Only Solution section, ¶ 1).  The data has clearly pointed to early intervention as the best hope for improving reading results (Rivers & Lombardino, 1998; Clay, 1991; Snow et al. 1999; Pikulski; Pinnell; Taylor & Hiebert, as cited in Hedrick & Pearish, 1999). 


Early in life, there have been a number of risk factors that contribute to potential reading failure. Research has supported the need for a strong language foundation before formal literacy development has begun (Whitehurst & Lonigan, as cited in Lonigan, Bloomfield, Anthony, Bacon, Philips, & Samwil, 1999; Arnold & Whitehurst; Ponetti & Bodine, as cited in Willms & Sloat, 1998; Clay, 1991) Children’s early oral language experiences have influenced reading development later in life (Burns, Griffin, & Snow; Hall & Moats, as cited in Johnson, 1999).  Children who have had rich literacy experiences in their preschool years have prepared themselves for reading and writing by telling stories, guided by the pictures in books, and using pretend writing to deliver messages in print (Clay, 1991; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1999) Researchers have indicated that students with strong oral language are better able to anticipate and verify written words in context (Clay, 1991; Morrow, 1999). 


“Children who experience difficulty learning to read often have precursor problems in very specific aspects of speech and language development” (Lovett, Lacerenza, & Borden, 2000). Many struggling readers come from environments that are literacy impoverished (Brownwell & Walther-Thomas, 2000). They lack facility with oral language and tend to have difficulty developing alphabetic knowledge and word recognition skills. They have difficulty developing fluency, which impacts comprehension. “Nonfluent readers spend too much time recognizing words and consequently have little short-term cognitive capacity available for comprehension” (Pressley, as cited in Brownwell & Walther-Thomas, 2000).  Phonemic awareness skills in kindergarten are the best predictor of ability to acquire reading later (International Reading Association, 1998; Brady; Snowling & Hulme, as cited in Lovett et al., 2000). Phonemic awareness involves the ability to manipulate the sound structure of spoken words (Lovett et al., 2000). Its application to reading is the ability to identify the first sound in a word, blend phonemes into a word, and analyze the individual sounds that make up words. Phonological awareness is also related to reading failure. It is defined as “the ability to recognize, manipulate and separate words into smaller units such as syllables, intrasyllabic structures [onset, rime] and phonemes” (Rivers & Lombardino, 1998, p. 369). Children with dyslexia have been described as having a dysfunction in phonological awareness, working memory, as well as deficits in acquiring alphabetic and phonics based reading skills (Brady; Lovett; Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, as cited in Lovett et al., 2000). Weaknesses in phonological processing limits the acquisition of sight words and the automatic associations with word chunks that are necessary for using analogies to read new words (Ehri; Share & Stanovich, as cited in Lyon & Moats, 1997; Chard & Kameenui, 2000). Weak phonological processing leads to poor decoding – the inability to rapidly and accurately link sounds to symbols. Poor decoding skills in turn have a detrimental effect on comprehension (Lyon & Moats, 1997). Slow reading also leads to frustration and reluctance to read for pleasure (Rasinski, 2000). Slow readers need to invest much more time to get the same amount of reading practice as their faster peers. Reading practice leads to improved reading scores (Rasinski, 2000).


Motivation to read declines as students spend more time in school (McKenna, Kear, & Ellsworth, as cited in Pressley & Allington, 1999). One way to improve motivation is to decrease classroom competition (Ames: Nicholls, as cited in Pressley & Allington, 1999) and encourage internal motivation, by rewarding students for improving their own performance (Pressley & Allington, 1999).  Other suggestions have included: providing more books (Morrow, as cited in Pressley & Allington), more interesting books (Anderson, Shirley, Wilson, & Fielding, as cited in Pressley & Allington, 1999), allowing choice (Gambrell, 1996), and ensuring that text levels are appropriate (Gambrell, 1996; Fountas & Pinnell, 1996; Clay, 1991).


Researchers have acknowledged the positive effects of early phonological training (Foorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta; Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, Vellutino et al., as cited in Lovett et al., 2000) however, a number of researchers have warned that students require the opportunity to apply and practice knowledge and skills for generalization to occur (Chard & Kameenui, 2000). Lyon and Moats (1997) reported that while phonological processing instruction is a critical component of remediation, it is important for students to have the opportunity to integrate phonological and phonics skills with textual reading and comprehension strategies. Many researchers have argued that the reason many traditional pull-out programs have not worked is that they have focused on lower level skills and did not provide enough opportunity to read connected text (Allington & McGill; O’Sullivan, Ysseldyke, Christenson, & Thurlow, as cited in Hedrick & Pearish, 1999). They have contended that students need direct instruction in applying their knowledge to daily reading and writing tasks. No one intervention has been 100% successful; however, Torgesen  (2000) reported that early interventions emphasizing phonemic awareness, phonetic decoding, and word attack skills in combination and connected to strategic text reading can reduce the expected failure rate from 30 - 60% to 2 - 6%.

Causative Analysis


Learning to read is a complicated process with many factors contributing to successful acquisition. Based on the risk factors identified by researchers, many children at Nicomekl School had characteristics that my put them at risk for low literacy levels. Research indicated that there is a correlation between socioeconomic status (SES), family stress, and literacy levels (Willms, 1997b).  The 1996 census (as cited in Langley School District, 2000) reported that the average income of families within the Nicomekl School catchment was thirty percent lower than that of the Greater Vancouver Regional District. Three hundred and five families were living in poverty (as of Langley School District, 2000). Twenty-two percent of the families were headed by a single parent (BC Ministry of Education, 2001). The population of Nicomekl School was eligible for Ministry Inner City funding based on the low income of the families, the high transiency rate of the population, the significant gap between age appropriate placement and achievement of grade level expectations, ESL and Aboriginal population (Langley School District, 2000). J. Douglas Willms’ (1997b) report on the International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) indicated that British Columbia young people from families with low SES had much lower literacy rates than their peers with high SES backgrounds. 

Research has further supported the need for a strong language foundation before formal literacy development begins (Whitehurst & Lonigan, as cited in Lonigan, Bloomfield, Anthony, Bacon, Phillips, & Samwil, 1999; Arnold & Whitehurst; Ponetti & Bodine, as cited in Willms & Sloat, 1998; Clay, 1991). Children’s early experiences with oral language development in the first few years of life have influenced reading development later in life (Burns, Griffin, & Snow, as cited in Johnson, 1999). Children who have rich literacy experiences in their preschool years prepare themselves for reading writing by telling stories, guided by the pictures in books, and using pretend writing to deliver messages in print (Clay, 1991; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, as cited in Johnson, 1999). Students with strong oral language are better able to anticipate and verify written words in context (Clay, 1991; Morrow, 1999). Human Resources Development Canada provided data through the National Longitudinal Study of Children and Youth (NLSCY, as cited in Willms, 1997b) that outlines the impact of low SES on the development of early literacy skills in children as young as four and five years old. 

According to the school speech and language pathologist, Michelle Jeter-Krasnikoff (personal communication, March 11, 2002), three of the seven children recommended for remedial reading instruction, also had speech and language problems related to syntax, vocabulary, and direction following (based on kindergarten screening results). Results were not available for two of the children who attended other schools in kindergarten. Many students at Nicomekl have entered school with weak language structure and limited vocabularies. They often use language structures like “Hims got it.” or “What are thems doing?” “Me want that.” “I don’t got no snack.” Many of the children did not know common vocabulary like, kitten, calf, or foal, or words like, television, bulldozer or crane. Since written language is based on oral language, these children were at a critical disadvantage when it comes to understanding written language. It is very difficult to predict what language might come next when the language structure or vocabulary is unfamiliar. Similarly, the deficits in oral language were reflected in written work submitted by these children.


Instructional methods may have also contribute to student success in reading acquisition. Research has indicated that a balanced approach to literacy instruction offers the advantage of multiple theoretical approaches (Morrow, 1999; Pressley & Allington, 1999; Clay, 1991). Learners must have the opportunity to construct meaning by reading continuous text (Clay, 1991; Pressley & Allington, 1999). Explicit instruction in phonemic awareness is also part of an effective reading program (Juel, as cited in Pressley & Allington, 1999; Morrow, 1999; Olofsson & Niedersoe, 1999). Word recognition skills that include phonemic decoding have been identified as influential in helping students identify words in text quickly and easily (Ehri; Share & Stanovich, as cited in Torgesen, 2000). Writing offers extra opportunities for children to gain control of literacy concepts such as, features of letters, spatial concepts, order and sequence, and how the smallest segments contribute to words and sentences. Results of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a), conducted in March of 2001, indicated that students with low reading levels also had low scores in word recognition skills, writing vocabulary, and applications of phonemic knowledge. Students may not have been receiving enough explicit instruction in phonemic awareness and word recognition skills. There may not have been enough opportunities for them to link understandings gained from writing with those in reading and vice versa.


Slow readers have to invest much more time to get the same amount of reading practice as their faster peers (Rasinski, 2000). Slow reading leads to frustration and reluctance to read for pleasure. This is important because reading scores improve with practice (Rasinski, 2000). The grade one students who were having difficulty learning to read got less practice because they struggled and also because, according to their teachers, they avoided reading related activities.


Students who are highly motivated to read are more likely to be successful in reading acquisition because they spend more time engaged in reading related activities (Pressley & Allington, 1999). Motivation has been improved when students believed they are capable of doing the task (Schunk, as cited in Wigfield & McCann, 1997). While Nicomekl had a collection of books at each of the sixteen reading levels appropriate for grade one students, it may be that the struggling readers did not feel capable of being successful in reading. 


Cambourne (2001) suggested that reading difficulty can also be caused by the failure of students to take responsibility for their own learning. Students must be able to go through the metacognitive process of recognizing/identifying the problem, and applying a strategy to solve the problem. In order to do this, they must be taught contextual use of strategies (Johnston, Allington, & Afflerbach, as cited in Spiegel, 1995). Clay (1993b) confirmed the need for students to become independent in their use of reading strategies. The grade one teachers reported that the students who had low reading scores did not monitor their reading for accuracy. They tended to invent text to match the pictures or appealed for teacher support when they had difficulty. 

Chapter III: Outcomes and Evaluation

Goals and Expectations


The goal of this study was for reading delayed grade one students to be reading at a level that was within an acceptable range for children their age by the end of the study. It was expected that they would be able to read Reading Recovery level 12 material with a minimum of 90% accuracy. Analysis of running records was expected to demonstrate that the students were using meaning, language structure, and visual information to solve reading problems. Evidence from running records was also expected to indicate that these students crosschecked one source of information against another to verify their solutions. 

Expected Outcomes 


It was expected that students who participated in the reading intervention would demonstrate improvement in a number of specific reading related learning goals. 

1. Students who participated in this study were expected to read Reading Recovery level 12 books with an accuracy of 90% or greater.

a. Analysis of running records was expected to demonstrate that the students were using meaning, language structure, and visual information to solve reading problems.

2. Students were expected increase their vocabulary of known words in reading.

a. 
Stanine scores on the Word Test of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a) were expected to be a minimum of 4.

3. Students were expected to improve their ability to apply their knowledge of the relationship between letters and their associated sounds.

a. 
Stanine scores for Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words test of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a) were expected to be a minimum of 4. Those who had already achieved stanine 4 prior to the intervention were expected to improve by a minimum of one stanine.

In addition to the outcomes described above, students were expected to be more willing to engage in reading related activities. This was not a measurable outcome, but one that was observed by the writer and the grade one classroom teachers.
 

Measurement of Outcomes

Projected outcomes were measured in a number of ways. Running records (Clay, 1993a) were the primary method for measurement of outcomes. The student’s reading level was defined as the most difficult text that could be read with a minimum 90% accuracy (see Appendix F for directions for scoring). Pre and post implementation scores on running records using Reading Recovery leveled books were compared. The rate of progress through the levels was compared with the running record scores of the other grade one students in the school.

The running records provided other useful information with regard to projected outcomes. Students were expected to self-monitor, use multiple sources of information, crosscheck them against each other, and use the information to self-correct. Using the qualitative analysis method described by Marie Clay (1993a), the running records were used to determine whether the students were meeting the intended outcomes. Qualitative analysis involved looking at reading behavior. The teacher looked for behavioral evidence of information use and evidence of the use of strategies such as cross-checking information (see Appendix G for sample). Each incorrect attempt and self-correction was examined and the teacher hypothesized about the information sources the child might be using. 

There are three major categories of information sources in reading (Clay, 1993a). Meaning is indicated when the child’s attempt makes sense up to the point of the error. The reader may think about the story background, information from the picture, and meaning in the sentence. Structure refers to the way language works. It is similar to syntax in that it refers to the unconscious knowledge of the rules of the grammar of the language the reader speaks. Using this information the reader checks whether the sentence “sounds right.” Visual information refers to the way the letters and words look. Children use their knowledge of the visual features of words and letters and connect these features to their knowledge of associated sounds. If the letters that would represent the child’s attempt are visually similar to the letters in the word it is likely the reader used visual information. 

The goal is for the students to use all the sources of information in an integrated way while reading for meaning. For example, a reader might look at a word, make the sound of the first letter, think about what would make sense and sound right in the sentence, and check this prediction against other visual features of the word. In this example, the reader used visual information first, then meaning and structure, and finally checked against visual information. 

Each incorrect attempt and self-correction are indicated in the appropriate column with the letters M S V. The examiner circles the appropriate letter to indicate which source of information the child is using; M for meaning, S for structure, and V for visual information. It is not so much each individual behavior that is important; rather, the examiner is looking for a pattern of behaviors to indicate the kinds of strategies the student is using. 

The examiner also looks for evidence of self-monitoring and self-correcting (Clay, 1993b). Behaviors that indicate self-monitoring include any that show the reader notices when the reading does not make sense, sound right, or look right. The reader may stop, state the problem, appeal for help, or attempt to problem solve. Self-correcting is the reader’s ability to notice mis-matches, search for further information, and correct the mis-match. Anecdotal reports on running records are examined to determine whether strategic behaviors are evident.

Pre and post implementation scores on the Word Test and the Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words Test of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a) were also compared.

Analysis of Results

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a small group reading intervention which loosely followed the principles of Reading Recovery  (Clay, 1993b), with additional emphasis on word recognition and phonemic awareness would result in significant improvement for struggling grade one readers.  

A t-test at the .05 level of significance was employed to determine whether a positive result were achieved between the pre-implementation reading levels and the post-implementation reading levels.


Results of pre and post implementation scores were represented in graph and table forms. Visual analysis of graphical data plot was used to interpret treatment effects. Inferential statistics was used following the analysis of pre and post implementation running records.


It was expected that the students would read increasingly difficult text with a minimum of 90% accuracy. The rate of progress through the levels is expected to match that of the other grade one students. The mean reading level prior to implementation was subtracted from the mean reading level following implementation to determine the rate of progress. The rate of progress for the other grade one students was determined by comparing the mean reading levels for the same time period as the intervention group. The number of levels gained by each group was compared.


Students were expected to increase their vocabulary of known words. It was expected that Stanine scores on the Word Test of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a) would be a minimum of 4. 


It was expected that students would demonstrate the ability to use their knowledge of letters and their associated sounds. The writer anticipated that stanine scores for Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words test of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a) would be a minimum of 4.
Chapter IV: Solution Strategy

Statement of Problem

The problem was that some grade one students were not meeting expectations for reading. The students with the most severe deficits in reading received Reading Recovery support; however, an additional intervention was required for the students who did not qualify for Reading Recovery support and were having difficulty learning to read.

Discussion

Basic literacy is a primary educational goal for grade one students and is the foundation for academic success (Wood, 1993; Chard & Kameenui, 2000). Research has shown that early detection and intervention is critical (Clay, 1991; 1993b), because children who are behind learn less and less while their peers learn more and more (Carter, as cited in Spiegel, 1995). As time passes the gap widens. Early intervention ensures that students do not practice errors over a long term, and that they still believe in their own ability (Clay, as cited in Spiegel, 1995).


Motivation is an important consideration of an effective reading intervention since time spent reading is critical to success (Pressley & Allington, 1999). Cambourne, (1995) reports that there are a number of principles that encourage participation.

· Learners are more likely to engage deeply with demonstrations if they believe that they are capable of ultimately learning or doing whatever is being demonstrated.

· Learners are more likely to engage deeply with demonstrations if they believe that learning whatever is being demonstrated has some potential value, purpose, and use for them.

· Learners are more likely to engage with demonstrations if they’re free from anxiety.

· Learners are more likely to engage with demonstrations given by someone they like, respect, admire, trust, and would like to emulate.

(Cambourne, 1995, p. 187-188)

 Students are more likely to feel capable if materials are at their instructional level. The reader should be challenged, but not overwhelmed (Morris, Shaw, & Perney, as cited in Spiegel, 1995). When the error rate rises above 5%, off task behavior increases ((Gambrell, Wilson, & Gantt, as cited in Spiegel, 1995). Asselin (2000) asserts that children need to be able to relate to the text. It should use the child’s general knowledge of syntax and semantics. There should be a relatively low rate of unique words, with 70-80% being decodable. “At-risk readers may need special reassurance because a history of failure may prevent them from recognizing their own successes” (Morris, as cited in Spiegel, 1995).


Literacy development begins with communication skills developed during the preschool years (Clay, as cited in Morrow, 1999). The social interaction that takes place, as children are involved in reading activities before they can read themselves is significant to a child’s development (Teale, as cited in Morrow, 1999). This social interaction contributes to an attitude that reading is a pleasurable and worthwhile activity. It is important for the teacher to model a positive attitude to reading. Literacy development is supported by language competence, because oral language is the basis for written language. Students with strong oral language are better able to anticipate and verify written words in context (Clay, 1991; Morrow, 1999). Strong language development is supported by adults who model good language, invite active participation in language, and provide feedback for language attempts (Morrow, 1999).

“Children who experience difficulty learning to read often have precursor problems in very specific aspects of speech and language development” (Lovett, Lacerenza, & Borden, 2000, ¶ 1). In fact, a number of research studies confirm that reading difficulty can be predicted by identifying specific speech and language delays (Bishop & Adams; Gathercole and Baddeley; Scarborough, as cited in Lovett, Lacerenza, & Borden, 2000). Children with dyslexia have been described as having a dysfunction in phonological awareness, working memory  “as well as their signature deficits in acquiring alphabetic and phonologically based reading skills” (Lovett et al., 2000) “Phonological awareness is defined as the ability to recognize, manipulate, and separate words into smaller units (Goswarmi & Bryant, 1990; Torgesen, Wagner, & Roshette, 1994a) such as syllables, intra-syllabic structures [onset, rime] and phonemes” (Kenyetta & Rivers, 1998, p. 369) and has been associated with the failure to acquire reading (Brady, Snowling & Hulme, as cited in Lovett, Lacerenza, & Borden, 2000). Results of research indicate that explicit instruction in speech-based and phonological awareness results in significant improvement in young children at risk for reading failure (Foorman et al; Olsen et al.; Torgesen, Wagner Rashotte; Vellutino et al., as cited in Lovett et al., 2000; Solity & Deavers, 1999). Phonemic awareness skills assist beginning readers and writers in separating words into sounds and blending sounds to make words. Phonics skill – the ability to use sound/symbol relationships in reading and writing – are built on phonemic awareness of oral language (Morrow, 1999). 


Rapid word recognition is required for fluent reading (Kenyetta & Rivers, 1998). Beginning reader’s word recognition skills and spelling can be improved by explicit instruction in phoneme segmentation and phoneme blending (Rivers, Lombardino, & Thompson; Torgesen, Morgan, & Davis; Tangel & Blachman, as cited in Kenyetta & Rivers, 1998). Fluency plays an important role in becoming a good reader (Rasinski, 2000). The ability to process ‘on the run’ allows the reader to hold on to the meaning while analyzing unfamiliar text. When reading is reduced to word by word processing it becomes difficult to maintain meaning (Clay, 1991; 2001).

Kenyetta and Rivers (1998) warn that the response to phonological awareness training may be limited to trained skills and does not necessarily generalize to reading practice. A study conducted by Torgesen, Wagner, & Roshette (as cited in Kenyetta & Rivers, 1998) reports similar results. Other researchers agree with the benefits of explicit phonemic awareness and phonetic decoding skills instruction; however they suggest that skills are more likely to be generalized if students have the opportunity to practice them on continuous text (Brown & Felton; Foorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta; Hatcher, Hulme, & Ellis, as cited in Torgesen, 2000). Marie Clay (1991) also supports this view. She has no argument with the importance of phonological awareness as a piece of the puzzle; however, she does not advocate teaching it in isolation. Instead, She advises teachers to use actual reading tasks as the vehicle through which to teach phonological awareness. Children can be guided to consider phonological information and contextual information as they are constructing meaning from their reading. 

Writing is another vehicle through which to teach specific skills while maintaining purpose and meaning in the task (Morrow, 1999; Clay, 1991). Writing helps to develop knowledge of the sound/symbol relationship of letters (Morrow, 1999). “Through writing, children are manipulating and using symbols, and in the process learning how written language works” (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996, p. 15).

Bond and Dykstra (as cited in Morrow, 1999) report that there is no one superior method of reading instruction, rather, “approaches that include well-organized phonics instruction along with meaningful connected reading report superior progress in reading” (Morrow & Tracey, as cited in Morrow, 1999). Taylor and Pearson (1999) find that teaching word recognition by coaching children in the use of strategies when they encounter new words is far more effective than teaching word recognition in isolation. Combining explicit skills instruction with opportunities to practice and apply learning within connected text is considered to be a balanced approach to reading instruction. (Morrow, 1999; Pressley & Allington, 1999; Metsala, Wharton-McDonald, Rankin, Mistretta, Yokoi, & Ettenberger, as cited in Cantrell, 1998).

“Balance is one of the most important principles of instruction to emerge from reading research” (Lyon & Moats, 2000). Instruction in phonological awareness and decoding without instruction in the application of these skills will undermine potential progress (Adams; Foorman, Francis, Buler et al.; Foorman, Francis, Winikates et al.; Vellutino et al., as cited in Lyon and Moates, 2000). Lovett et al. (2000) report that interventions that provide opportunities to practice using skills in connected text have significantly better results than interventions that do not. Researchers have found that best results come from a combination of phonological and strategy based instruction (Lovett et al., 2000; Pearson & Taylor, 1999; Allington & McGill, as cited in Hedrick & Pearish, 1999).


Independent researchers have reported significant gains for children who receive Reading Recovery support (Center, Wheldall, Freeman, Outhred, & McNaught; Shanahan & Barr; Wasik & Slavin, as cited in Hicks & Villaume, 2000; Lyons, Pinnell & DeFord; Allington & Cunningham, as cited in Hedrick & Pearish, 1999). Pinnell (as cited in Spiegel, 1995) concluded after following three years of research that a minimum of two-thirds of the children who receive Reading Recovery support make accelerated progress and perform within the range of expectations for children their age. The students maintain the progress they have made and continue to make gains for at least two years following the intervention.


Spiegel (1995) proposed 15 guidelines based upon the Reading Recovery model that, if followed, were likely to make traditional remedial programs more successful. Briefly, those guidelines include early intervention, focusing on comprehending of connected text, having children spend time actually reading, promoting children’s and teacher’s understanding of instructional goals, providing children with opportunity to learn, providing children with reading material at their instructional level, the teaching of strategies and how to use those strategies in new situations, writing as an integral part of the reading instruction, phonemic awareness instruction, congruency with the regular classroom, direct instruction, individualization, monitoring and reinforcing of children’s literacy attempts, having the best teachers deliver instruction to the most in need, and accelerating the progress of the children. If pull-out programs follow these guidelines, positive results should occur. (Hedrick & Pearish, 1999, p. 718)


Hedrick and Pearish (1999) reported on a small group intervention following the guidelines suggested by (Spiegel, 1995). They attributed the success of the intervention to a number of factors. Group size was limited to a maximum of eight children to ensure opportunities for individualization. Hedrick and Pearish do not suggest that pull-out group settings are appropriate for all children. One-on-one instruction is still recommended for the neediest children. Another factor contributing to the success of this modified Reading Recovery approach was the use of reading material at the appropriate instructional level. Students received instruction on strategies they could use independently to gain meaning from print. The intervention suggested by Hedrick and Pearish provided a balanced approach combining activities taken from several reading approaches. Lessons included explicit instruction of the skills the children needed to succeed as independent readers. They assigned a teacher with sharp observation skills and a deep understanding of the reading process to ensure that the students were monitored and that their literacy attempts were reinforced and supported as necessary.

Selected Solutions/Calendar Plan


Implementation began during the week of March 25th, 2001. Seven grade one students whose reading level was 4 or lower, and who did not qualify for reading support outside the classroom participated in the study. The pull-out took place at 11:00 in the morning each school day to ensure that it did not replace the regular reading instruction that took place before 10:30 each day. Individual running records were taken weekly to assist in planning. Final assessment took place during the third week in June, 2001.


Many of the skills involved in reading and writing need to happen simultaneously; however, within each topic there is a possible but not absolute progression from simple to complex. The sequence should not be imposed on the students; rather the teacher should look for opportunities to move the students from the known to the unknown within the context of continuous text reading and writing. Marie Clay (2001) advises teachers to "remember that individual children will be changing on different time schedules and in no fixed sequence. A serendipitous change in one kind of behaviour may 'cause' or lead to kaleidoscopic shifts in other factors" (p. 67). 

The amount of support given by the teacher is also an important consideration. Initially, at each new level, the teacher increased support. As the students were able to control the more difficult text, the teacher withdrew support and encouraged independence. 

A. The teacher adjusted the level of support as students gained control of the reading material.

1. 
The teacher provided a comprehensive introduction to the new text.

a. 
Looked at every page.

b. 
Used the same vocabulary as the text.

c.
Introduced new structures that appeared in the text.

d.
Had students locate some new words.

2. 
The teacher gave a minimal introduction to the new book.

a.
Gave a summary of the story.

b. 
Introduced vocabulary that was unfamiliar.

3.
The teacher provided extensive support through questions and prompts as students learned new strategies.

a.
Prompts for one-to-one matching.

i.
Read with your finger.

ii. 
Did that match?

iii. 
Were there enough words?

iv. 
Did you run out of words?

b.
Prompts for using sources of information.

i.
You said… Does that make sense?

ii.
Does it look right?

iii.
Can we say it that way?

iv.
What's wrong with this? (Repeat what child said.)

4.
The teacher adjusted prompts to encourage independent use of information and integration of strategies.

a. Try that again and think what would make sense.

b. Try that again and think what would sound right.

c. Do you know a word like that?

d. Do you know a word that starts with those letters?

e. There is something wrong with this line. See if you can find what is wrong.

f. Is there another way we could know?

g. What could you try?

h. What do you know that might help?

i. What can you do to help yourself?

5.
The teacher said nothing at the error to promote student self-monitoring and self-correcting.

Students participated in daily thirty-minute lessons. Each lesson included the same components, but within each component the skill development moved from simple to complex over time. While there was no specific sequence of skill development, the changes in the features contained in various levels of text provides opportunities for instruction. Following is a possible progression of how instruction could change as a child moves from simple to more complex text. 

A. Levels one to four provide opportunities for teaching

1. 
Controlling left-to-right movement and return sweep.

2. 
Noticing and gathering information from illustrations.

3. 
Using oral language in relation to text.

4.
Matching word by word.

5. 
Noticing some features of letters and words.

6. 
Locating familiar and new words.

7. 
Remembering and using language patterns.

8. 
Making predictions.

9. 
Self-monitoring using word-by-word matching, known words as anchors, and noticing mismatches in meaning or language.

B.
Levels four through eight provide opportunities for teaching

1.
Tracking print with eyes, except for novel or difficult sections.

2.
Using knowledge of syntax and meaning to read with phrasing.

3. 
Using punctuation for phrasing and meaning.

4.
Rereading to check, confirm, and search for information.

5. 
Predicting what will happen next and reading to confirm.

6.
Cross-checking one source of information against another.

7.
Using known words to problem solve new words.

C.
Levels eight through twelve provide opportunities for teaching

1. 
Searching visual information to figure out new words while reading.

2.
Analyzing new words and checking them against what makes sense and sounds right.

3.
Reading with fluent phasing.

4.
Using known words, parts of words, and letter/sound relationships to read new words.

5. 
Self -correcting using multiple sources of information.

6.
Rereading to verify and search.

7.
Discussion of character and plot.

D.
Levels thirteen through sixteen provide opportunities for teaching

1. 
Fluent and phrased reading.

2. 
Extending the use of visual information for problem solving (searching the whole word as opposed to the beginning and ending).

3.
Using information sources (meaning, syntax, and visual information) in integrated ways while attending to meaning.

4.
Self-correcting at the point of error with fewer returns to the beginning of sentences or phrases.

5.
Independent use of strategies for problem solving.
Leveled books from the guided reading book room were selected in response to ongoing assessment of instructional reading level and identified skills for instruction.

A. Identification of characteristics to help determine the level of reading materials.

1.
Characteristics of books in levels one to four:

a.
Consistent placement of print.

b. 
Repetition of 1-2 sentence patterns (1-2 word changes).

c. Oral language structures.

d. Print appears at the same place on every page.

e. Print is clearly separated from the pictures.

f. There is extra space between words so that children can point and read.

g. Several frequently encountered words are repeated often throughout the text.

h. Familiar objects and actions.

i. Illustrations provide high support.

2. Characteristics of books in levels five to eight:

a.
Repetition of 2-3 sentence patterns (phrases may change)

b. Opening, closing sentences vary or there may be varied simple sentence patterns.

c. Predominantly oral language structures.

d. Sentences are a little longer, and may wrap to the next line.

e. Print may appear on both left and right sides of the page.

f. May be two to six lines of print per page.

g. Print is clearly separated from the illustrations.

h. There is a full range of punctuation

i. Frequently encountered words are used more often.

j. Many familiar objects and actions.

k. Illustrations provide moderate to high support.

3. Characteristics of books in levels nine to twelve:

a. Repetition of three of more sentence patterns of there may be varied sentence patterns (repeated phrases or refrains).

b. Blend of oral and written language structures.

c. Contain more challenging ideas and vocabulary.

d. Three to eight lines of print per page.

e. Sentences are longer and more complex.

f. Words are longer and contain inflectional endings.

g. Word analysis skills are required to problem solve.

h. Punctuation supports phrasing and meaning.

i. Generally the story has a distinct beginning, middle, and end.

j. Illustrations provide moderate support and show several ideas at once.

4.
Characteristics of Books in levels thirteen to sixteen:

a. There are a variety of texts including some informational ones.

b. Mainly written language structures except for dialogue.

c. Story structure is more complex and less predictable.

d. Illustrations provide low to moderate support, and require interpretation.

e. Texts are longer, with more lines of print per page.

f. Font is often smaller.

g. Many frequently used words are included that should be familiar to students at this level.

h. Word analysis skills are required for unfamiliar vocabulary.

i. 
Some specialized vocabulary may be included.
Lesson Framework:

Each thirty-minute lesson included

A. 
Fluency practice reading two familiar books

1. 
The teacher prompted students to make their reading sound like talking.

2. 
Moved a card over words and encouraged the student to move eyes ahead.

3. 
Placed finger at the end of a phrase and said, “Read to my finger.”

4. Taught and modeled reading behavior related to punctuation.

B. 
Assessment of one student using a running record (Clay, 1993a).

1. 
While other students practiced fluent reading with the second book, the teacher took a running record of one student's reading.

2. 
This guided selection of new text and review and/or introduction of new skills.

C. 
Instruction on specific reading strategies during the reading of the new book.

1.  
Book selection was determined by the teacher to match the instructional level of the students and provided opportunities for instruction or review of specific skills.

2.
Book introduction.

a.  
Teacher and/or students read the title.

i.
Students made predictions about the story.

ii.
Students related ideas to previous experience or reading.

b. 
Teacher gave a summary of the story or later, students looked through the book and predicted the story.

i. 
Teacher introduced new vocabulary.

(1) 
Students were asked to suggest starting and ending letters for specific words.

(2) 
Students were asked to locate new words in the text.

ii.
Teacher introduced new language structures and punctuation.

(1) 
Students were made aware of changes in syntax (e.g. 'Into the house went the dog.' as opposed to familiar structure 'The dog went into the house.')

(2)
The teacher introduced end punctuation (period, exclamation mark, question mark) and students practice the line with expression.

(3)
Teacher introduced quotation marks and explains the information they provide.


3. 
First Reading.

a. 
Teacher strategies included modeling.

i. 
Modeling sometimes involved the teacher voicing the thinking through of a problem solving sequence in reading. (e.g. using initial letter sounds and context to come up with a proposal and then cross- checking using more visual information and meaning).

ii.
The teacher sometimes modeled precise pointing for one-to-one matching and directionality.

b.
Teacher strategies included prompting to support student thinking and behavior.

i.
Prompts for meaning.

(1)
Does it make sense?

(2)
Where, why, how, who, what? Use appropriate question to prompt the student to use meaning while problem solving.

(3)
Try it again and think what would make sense.

ii.
Prompts for attention to visual information.

(1)
What would you expect to see?

(2)
Does it look right?

(3) 
Do you think it looks like ________?

(4)
Do you know another word that starts like that? Ends like that?

iii
Prompts to support use of syntax.

(1)
Does it sound right?

(2)
Can we say it like that?

(3)
Try that again and think what would sound right.

iv.
Prompts to encourage self-monitoring or checking behavior.

(1)
Were you right?

(2) 
What did you notice? (after hesitation or stop)

(3)
Check it. Does it look right and sound right to you?

(4)
You almost got that. See if you can find what is wrong.

v. 
Prompts to encourage self-correction.

(1)
Something wasn't quite right.

(2) 
Try that again.

(3)
You made a mistake. Can you find it?

(4)
You're nearly right. Try that again.

(5)
I like the way you worked that out.

vi.
Prompts to encourage the use of analogies.

(1)
Do you know a word that starts with those letters?

(2)
Do you know a word that ends with those letters?

(3)
Do you know a word like that?

(4)    What part do you know?

c.
Teacher strategies for learning sight vocabulary. The words were selected from the books the children were reading.

i.
The students constructed the word using a model.

ii. 
The students constructed the word without a model.

iii. 
The students traced the word and read it as they traced.

iv.
The students identified features that make the word memorable.

v.
The students located the word in the text.

vi.
The students wrote the word several times.

D.
Writing.

1. 
Composing a sentence.

a. 
The teacher led the group in a discussion of the book they had just read.

b. 
Students suggested a sentence related to the story.

i. 
The teacher chose the sentence that offers the best teaching points.

(1)

Opportunity for learning to write a known reading word.

(2) 
Opportunity for learning to writing conversation.

(3) 
opportunity for studying an analogy.

(4) 
Opportunity for learning a spelling pattern. 

2. 
Writing the sentence.

a. 
Students were given their own paper on which to print the sentence.

b. 
The teacher acted as a facilitator, allowing students to do as much as they could.

c. 
Strategies to support recall and sequence of the message.

i. 
Used fingers to count out words - prepared students for word clusters and spaces.

ii. 
Students reread what they had written and said what came next.

iii. 
The teacher sometimes used a cut up sentence exercise with the students.

(1)
The teacher printed the sentence on a strip of card stock.

(2)
The children were asked to read it to check if it was accurate.

(3)
The students reread the sentence as the teacher cut the words apart.

(4)
A student were asked to reassemble the sentence while the others checked it for correct sequence and spacing.

d. 
Strategies to support hearing and recording sounds in words.

i.
Practiced saying words slowly, stretching the sounds.

ii.
Had students identify the number of sounds they heard.

iii.
Used Elkonin boxes (as cited in Clay, 1991) to sequence sounds.

(1)
One box was given for each sound (not each letter)

(2)
Students pushed counters into the boxes while saying the word slowly.

(3)
Students printed the letter for each sound in the correct box.

e. 
The teacher intervened wherever necessary to ensure that the words were spelled correctly and the sentence was accurate.

E.
Word study.

1. 
The children were sometimes asked to write the same word or other times a particular child was asked to study a word independently.

a.
Given a model, the children were asked to say the word slowly while running a finger under the print.

b.
Children were asked to close their eyes, visualize the word, and say it in parts.

c.
Students were asked to scan the word once more.

d. 
Students were asked to write the word without looking.

e.
Children were asked to check their printing for accuracy.

f.
Students printed the word on horizontal and vertical surfaces until they could do it quickly and accurately.

2. 

Making words - using magnetic letters, letter cards, or letter tiles.

a. 
Students learned how words work by manipulating letters.

i.
Words from a given set of letters (c, n, t, a, p).

ii.
Words that contain a small word (e.g. but, butter).

iii.
Words with a particular letter sequence (e.g. sh).

iv. 
Words with a particular letter sequence (e.g. ight).

v. 
Words with a silent letter 'e.'

vi. 
Words with the same root but varied endings.

b. 
Beginning with a known word, students added and removed letters to make new words. Following is an example of what students were asked to do.

i.
Begin with 'net.'

ii.
Add a letter to make 'nest.'

iii.
Change one letter to make 'next.'

3. 
Games like Go Fish, Snap, and Memory were adapted to be played with word vocabulary.

Materials:

Instruction was presented using

A. 
Leveled books (Reading Recovery levels).

B. 
Magnetic letters on magnetic white board.

C.
White board and dry erase markers.

D. 
Writing books and fine tipped felt markers.

Timing of Lesson Components:
Students participated in a thirty-minute lesson each day. Each lesson was divided into four parts,

A. Approximately five minutes was used for fluent reading practice.

1. This part of the lesson was also intended to build confidence and consequently motivation because the reading material was familiar.

B. Approximately ten minutes was devoted to strategy instruction and reading of the new book. 

C. Approximately ten minutes was devoted to composition, printing, and reconstruction of the group sentence.

D. Approximately five minutes was assigned to letter/word study.

Chapter V: Results

Results


The purpose of this study was to address the needs of a group of grade one students who were far behind expectations in reading and who were not receiving any support outside the classroom. The goal was to provide them with a small group intervention that would help them reach levels in reading that were within the expectations for children their age. The duration of the study (13 weeks) is relatively short, given that the children in the Reading Recovery program require an average of twenty weeks to reach level 16 (Nicomekl Elementary School, 2000). Consequently, the writer determined that a reasonable goal would be the minimum standard for the end of grade one, which is level 12.


The writer employed a t-test at the .05 level of significance to determine whether a positive change had resulted from the reading intervention. The null hypothesis stated that there would be no change in reading levels following the implementation of the reading intervention. The results of the t-test indicated that the null hypothesis was rejected. The computed statistic (3.216337605) is greater than the t Critical one-tail (1.782286745). It is concluded that the students’ reading levels improved at the .05 level of significance. 

	Students
	Post-intervention Level
	Pre-intervention Level

	1
	13
	4

	2
	14
	4

	3
	6
	3

	4
	12
	4

	5
	10
	3

	6
	2
	1

	7
	12
	4

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances
	

	
	
	

	
	Post-intervention Level
	Pre-intervention Level

	Mean
	9.857142857
	3.285714286

	Variance
	18.80952381
	1.238095238

	Observations
	7
	7

	Pooled Variance
	10.02380952
	

	Hypothesized Mean Difference
	0
	

	df
	12
	

	t Stat
	3.883089594
	

	P(T<=t) one-tail
	0.001087835
	

	t Critical one-tail
	1.782286745
	

	P(T<=t) two-tail
	0.00217567
	

	t Critical two-tail
	2.178812792
	

	
	
	


1. 
Students who participated in this study were expected to read Reading Recovery level 12 books with an accuracy of 90% or greater. Four of the children involved in the reading intervention achieved the goal; three did not. Following is a graph showing pre and post intervention levels for the seven children involved in the study. All of the students who began the intervention at Reading Recovery level 4 achieved the goal. The students whose reading levels were below Reading Recovery level 4 did not achieve the goal.
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a. 
Analysis of running records was expected to demonstrate that the students were using meaning, language structure, and visual information to solve reading problems. The writer found that students who achieved level 10 or above used all three sources of information in their attempts to problem solve while reading. The students whose reading levels were below level 10 continued to use mainly meaning, with some attempt at using visual information. None of the children consistently crosschecked different sources of information. The students at level 12 and above used crosschecking to self-correct between 10 and 20% of the time.
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2.
It was expected that students would increase their vocabulary of known words in reading. Stanine scores on the Word Test of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a) were expected to improve so that the minimum was 4.

Four of the students achieved the goal of a minimum of stanine four on the Word Test of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a). Three students did not achieve the goal.  Child ‘3’ and child ‘6’ also made limited progress in reading levels. Child ‘7’ achieved the minimum required level for reading within age level expectations, but did not match that achievement on the word test.

	Pre-intervention Stanines
	2
	3
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Post-intervention Stanines
	4
	5
	3
	4
	6
	2
	3

	STUDENTS
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
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3. 
It was expected that students would improve their ability to apply their knowledge of the relationship between letters and their associated sounds. Stanine scores on the Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words test of the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a) were expected to be a minimum of 4. Those who had already achieved stanine 4 prior to the intervention were expected to improve by a minimum of one stanine. Five children achieved the goal of improving their ability to use letter/sound associations and two did not. The two who did not achieve the goal made limited progress in all assessments related to the reading intervention. Their overall scores were somewhat lower that those of the other children prior to the intervention.

	Pre-intervention Stanines
	4
	4
	2
	4
	4
	3
	3

	Post-intervention Stanines
	5
	6
	3
	6
	6
	3
	5

	STUDENTS
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
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When interviewed, classroom teachers indicated that students 1,2,4,5,and 7 were more willing to engage in reading related activities. They noted that they engaged in fewer off task behaviors during individual reading tasks. There was little change noted in the behavior of students 3 and 6.

Discussion


The goal of this study was to provide a small group intervention to improve the reading levels of grade one students who were making very slow progress in learning to read. Seven students were chosen based on the criteria that their reading level was 4 or lower and they had not qualified for reading support outside the classroom. These children were considered to be at least half a year behind expectations given that the goal for grade one students in March is reading at level 12 with a minimum of 90% accuracy (S. Kinakin, personal communication, May 8, 2002). Given that the duration of the study was only 13 weeks, the writer did not consider it a reasonable expectation that the intervention would improve reading levels to the goal for grade one students in June (Level 16). The minimum expectation for the end of grade one (level 12) seemed to be a more reasonable goal for the thirteen-week intervention.

	Students
	Pre-intervention Reading Levels
	Post-intervention Reading Levels

	1
	4
	13

	2
	4
	14

	3
	3
	6

	4
	4
	12

	5
	3
	10

	6
	1
	2

	7
	4
	12



Students 1, 2, 4, and 7 achieved reading levels consistent with the goal for this study. They are able to read Reading Recovery level 12 text (or above) with a minimum of 90% accuracy. Students 3, 5, and 6 did not achieve the expected outcomes for the study. The highest text levels that they were able to read with 90% accuracy were below level 12.


There are a number of possible reasons for the inconsistency of the results. The causes of the reading difficulty may have been different or more severe for students 3, 5, and 6. Their initial reading levels were below 4, whereas, the students who achieved level 12 or above had initial reading levels of 4. Researchers emphasize that the most severe learning problems require one-on-one support (Clay, 1991; Hedrick & Pearish, 1999; Spiegel, 1995). The children who made limited progress may have severe enough learning difficulties to warrant one-on-one support. 


The other consideration that may have affected the outcome of this study is the timing of the intervention, and its duration. One of the key components to a successful intervention is how early students can be identified and supported (Clay, 1991; 2001; Hedrick & Pearish, 1999; Spiegel, 1995). The intervention may have had greater success if it had been implemented earlier in the school year. Carter (as cited in Spiegel, 1995) pointed out that children who have fallen behind learn less and less while their peers learn more and more. By the time the intervention took place, thirteen weeks may not have been long enough to make up the difference between the students who had fallen behind and the other grade one students.


Some of these observations were supported by the informal follow-up conducted by the writer one year following the study. As of June–2002, students 3 and 6 had been identified as severe learning disabled, and intensive reading and writing support was recommended. The follow-up information for student 5 (the other student who did not achieve level 12 in the post-intervention survey) was also interesting. His teacher reported that he was reading at grade level by the end of grade two. In his case the intervention may not have been long enough to help him meet expectations in grade one, but it may have helped him reach grade level in grade two. There was no follow-up done for student 1 because the student moved away. The results for the other three students showed promise – all of them continued to read at grade level through grade two.


Data varied between students; however, the results continued to be promising for the concept of a small group reading intervention. When the rate of progress for the intervention group was compared with the rate of progress of the other grade one students, the writer found that the rate of progress of the intervention group slightly exceeded that of the other grade one students. The writer concluded it was significant that their progress from September to March had been significantly slower. 
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Recommendations


There are a number of recommendations the writer has for further investigation of small group reading interventions for grade one students. 

1.
Researchers should attempt to identify students in need of support as early as possible in the school year. This writer recommends that students be identified no later than the end of first term.  The gap between their reading level and the desired reading level will be smaller at the beginning of the year. It is less likely that they will have experienced a sense of failure and therefore, their motivation should be better. They also will not have had the opportunity to practice their mistakes to the same extent.

2. 
The writer recommends that when reading groups are formed, that the students be grouped who have very similar or if possible identical reading levels. Since the instruction cannot be personalized for each student, it is more likely to be effective if the needs of the students are very similar.

3. 
It is important that the classroom instruction and the intervention support and compliment each other (Spiegel, 1995; Clay 1993b). The child needs to be given more time to learn, not more to learn.

4.
A study of a collaborative group intervention (Taylor & Pearson, 1999) involving resource, ESL, special education, and classroom teachers might produce interesting results. According to Taylor and Pearson (1999) the most effective schools used more small group instruction by coordinating the efforts of all the teaching staff in the school.

5. 
A study of the effectiveness of teacher training in a balanced approach to literacy may produce interesting results. Many researchers support a blending of various instructional methods (Gambrell, 1996; Pressley & Allington, 1999; Lyon & Moats, 2000; Lovett et al., 2000). Have teachers been trained in effectively implementing a balanced approach to literacy instruction? 

Plans for Dissemination


At this time, plans for dissemination include a presentation for the staff of Nicomekl Elementary School, where the study took place. The cuts to the learning assistance programs in Langley, that take effect in September of 2002, are likely to create a greater need to support students through group interventions. The writer wants to stress that a group intervention is not always appropriate. Research advocates one-on-one support for students with the most severe problems (Clay, 1991; 2001; Spiegel, 1995; Hedrick & Pearish, 1999), while suggesting that students with less severe delays may benefit from group interventions. The writer does not suggest that the problems can be solved simply by grouping children for interventions. 

References


Asselin, M. (2000, December). Texts for beginning readers: The critical match between reader and text. Teacher Librarian, 28, (2). Retrieved February 27, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, MasterFILE Premier database.


Bauman, J. E., Hoffman, J. V., Duffy-Hester, A. M., Ro, J. M. (2000, July-September). The first r yesterday and today: U.S. elementary reading instruction practices reported by teachers and administrators. Reading Research Quarterly, 35, (3). Retrieved February 1, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Library Web site, Academic Search Elite database. 


BC Ministry of Education (2002). School Performance Accreditation Reports. Retrieved April 28, 2002 from the BC Ministry of Education Web site: http://www/bced.gov.bc.ca/accreditation/data/

Bertrand, J., McCain, M., Mustard, J. F., & Willms, J. D. (1999, July). A “first tier” for Canadian children: findings from the early years study in Ontario. Retrieved, February 3, 2001, from the University of New Brunswick, Atlantic Centre for Policy Research Web site: http://www.unb.ca/crisp/pbrief6.pdf 


Bigham, V. S. (2000, May). Closing the gap. Curriculum Administrator, 36, (5). Retrieved February 9, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, EBSCO database.


Brownell, M.T., & Walther-Thomas, C. (2000). An interview with Dr. Michael Pressley. Intervention in School and Clinic, 36, (2). Retrieved February 9, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, MasterFILE Premier database.


Bussière, P., Cartwright, F., Crocker, R., Ma, X., Oderkirk, J., Zhang, Y. U (2001, December). Measuring up: The performance of Canada’s youth in reading, mathematics and science. Retrieved March 15, 2002, from the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) Web site: http://www.pisa.gc.ca/publications_e.shtml 


Cantrell, S.C. (1998, December). Effective reading and literacy learning: A look inside primary classrooms. The Reading Teacher, 52, (4) 370-378.


Chard, D. & Kameenui, E. J. (2000, Spring). Struggling first-grade readers: The frequency and progress of their reading. Journal of Special Education, 34, (1). Retrieved February 1, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Elite database. 


Clay, M. M. (1991). Becoming literate: The construction of inner control. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 


Clay, M. M. (2001). Change over time in children’s literacy development. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.


Clay, M. M. (1993a). An observation survey of early literacy achievement. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.


Clay, M. M. (1993b). Reading Recovery: A guidebook for teachers in training. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.


Cook, J. (1996, November/December). On the brink of illiteracy. Teaching prek-8, 27, (3), 24-25. Retrieved February3, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Elite database. 


Conference Board of Canada (1991, Spring). Literacy & business: An economic challenge for the ‘90s [Electronic version]. Canadian Business Review, 18, (1) 13-16. Retrieved February 9, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, MasterFILE Premier database.


Dudley-Marling, C., & Murphy, S. (1997, March). A political critique of remedial reading programs: The example of Reading Recovery. The Reading Teacher, 50, (6).  Retrieved February 1, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Elite database.


Dwyer, V. (September 22, 1997). The roots of failure: Two new studies link poverty and illiteracy. MacLean’s, 110, (38) 70. Retrieved February 3, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, MasterFILE Premier database. 


Fountas, I. C., & Pinnell, G. S. (1996). Guided reading: Good first teaching for all children. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 


Gambrell, L. B. (1996, September). Creating classroom cultures that foster reading motivation. The Reading Teacher, 50, (1), 14-25.


Hedrick, W. B., & Pearish, A. B. (1999). Good reading instruction is more important than who provides the instruction or where it takes place. The Reading Teacher, 52, (7), 716-726.


Hicks, C. P., & Villaume, S. K. (2000, December). Finding our own way: Critical reflections on the literacy development of two Reading Recovery children. The Reading Teacher, 54, (4). Retrieved February 1, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site Academic Search Elite database.


International Reading Association (1998). IRA Board issues statement on phonemic awareness. Reading Today, 15, (6). Retrieved May 26, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, MasterFILE Premier database.

Johnson, D. (1999) Critical issue: Addressing the literacy needs of emergent and early readers. Retrieved February 22, 2002 from the North Central Regional Educational Laboratory Web site: http://www.ncrel.org/sdrs/areas/issues/content/cntareas/reading/li100.htm 


Langley School District (2000, October). Accreditation/Growth Plan for Nicomekl Elementary School. Langley, BC: Author.


Langley School District (2001, March). S. McKendry, Langley School District Planner. Unpublished raw data.

 
Langley School District fact sheet. Retrieved April 28, 2002 from the Langley School District Web site: http://www.sd35.bc.ca/district_info/other_info/about_us/facts.html 


Lennon, C., & Slesinski, J. E. (1999). Early intervention in reading: Results of a screening and intervention program for kindergarten students. School Psychology Review, 28, (3). Retrieved April 15, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, MasterFILE Premier database.


Lipps, G., & Yiptong-Avila, J. (1999, October). From home to school - How Canadian children cope. Retrieved March 15, 2002 from the Statistics Canada Web site: http://www.statscan.ca/freepub/89F0117XIE/free.htm 


Lonigan, C. J., Bloomfield, B. G., Anthony, J. L., Bacon, K. D., Philips, B. M., & Samwil, C. S. (1999, spring). Relations among emergent literacy skills, behavior problems, and social competence in preschool children of low- and middle-income backgrounds. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 19, (1). Retrieved October 9, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Premier database.


Lovett, M. W., Lacerenza, L., & Borden, S. L. (2000, September/October). Putting struggling readers on the phast track: A program to integrate phonlogical and strategy-based remedial reading instruction and maximize outcomes. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 33, (5). Retrieved February 1, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Elite database. 


Lyon, G. R., & Moats, L. C. (1997, November/December). Critical conceptual and methodological considerations in reading intervention research. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 30, (6). Retrieved February 1, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Premiere database. 


Morrow, L. M. (1999). Where we go from here in early literacy research and practice. Issues in Education, 5 (1). Retrieved February 3, 2001, from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Elite database.

Neighbourhood Profile: Nicomekl Neighbourhood. Retrieved July 15, 2001 from the City of Langley Web site: http://www.city.langley.bc.ca./dev/neighbourhood.htm 

Nicomekl Elementary School (2000). [Reading Recovery Annual Report]. Unpublished raw data.


Olofsson, A. & Niedersoe, J. (1999, October). Early language development and kindergarten phonological awareness as predictors of reading problems: From 3 to 11 years of age. Journal of Learning Disabilities 32 (5).


Pong, S. (1997). Family structure, school context, and eighth-grade math and reading achievement. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 59, (3). Retrieved February 3, 2001, from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Elite database.  


Pressley, M., & Allington, R. (1999). What should reading instructional research be the research of? Issues in Education, 5, (1). Retrieved February 9, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, MasterFILE Premier database. 


Rasinski, T. V. (2000, October). Speed does matter in reading. The Reading Teacher, 54, (2), 146-151.


Reading Recovery report received. Retrieved April 28, 2002 from the Langley School District Web site: http://www.sd35.bc.ca/district_info/board/news/020219-board_news.htm#Anchor-Reading-14210 


Rivers, K. O., & Lombardino, L. J. (1998). Generalization of early metalinguistic skills in a phonological decoding study with first-graders at risk for reading failure [Electronic version]. International Journal of Language & Communication Disorders, 33, (4), 369-391.


Snow, C. E., Burns, M. S., Griffin, P. (1999, January). Language and literacy environments in preschools. Eric Digest, Article ED426818. Retrieved November 11, 2001 from the Eric Digests database: http://www.ed.gov/databases/ERIC_Digents/ed426818.html

Solity, J., & Deavers, R. (1999, December). Raising literacy attainments in the early rears: The impact of instructional psychology. Educational Psychology 19, (4). Retrieved February 27, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, MasterFILE Premier database. 


Spiegel, D. L. (1995, October). A comparison of traditional remedial programs and Reading Recovery: Guidelines for success for all programs. The Reading Teacher, 49, (2), 86-96.


Taylor, B. M., & Pearson, P. D. (1999). Effective schools/accomplished teachers. The Reading Teacher, 53, (2). Retrieved February 2, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Elite database.


Torgesen, J. K. (2000). Individual differences in response to early interventions in reading: the lingering problem of treatment registers. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 15, (1). Retrieved April 17, 2001 from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Premiere database. 


Wigfield, A. & McCann, A. D. (1997). Children’s motivations for reading. The Reading Teacher, 50 (4).


Willms, J. D. (1997a, July/August). Literacy skills and social class. Retrieved, February 3, 2001, from the University of New Brunswick, Atlantic Centre for Policy Research Web site: http://www.unb.ca/crisp/pubs.html 


Willms, J. D. (1997b, September). Literacy skills of Canadian youth. Retrieved, February 3, 2001, from the University of New Brunswick, Atlantic Centre for Policy Research Web site: http://www.unb.ca/crisp/pubs.html 


Willms, J. D., & Sloat, E. A. (1998, December). Literacy for life. Retrieved, May 26, 2001, from the University of New Brunswick, Atlantic Centre for Policy Research Web site: http://www.unb.ca/crisp/pubs.html 


Wood, R. L. (October 18, 1993). Our golden road to illiteracy. National Review, 45, (20). Retrieved February 3, 2001, from the University of Phoenix Web site, Academic Search Elite database.

[image: image6.wmf]Word Test Stanines

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Students

Pre-intervention Stanines

Post-intervention Stanines

APPENDIX A

Letter Knowledge

Students may identify the letter by name, sound, or by giving a word that starts with that letter.

(Clay, M.. M., An Observation Survey, 1993a, p. 46)

[image: image7.wmf]Individual Progress

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Students

Pre-intervention Levels

Post-intervention Levels

APPENDIX B

Concepts About Print

While reading a book with the examiner, the child is asked to identify various features indicating knowledge of Concepts About Print.

(Clay, M. M., An Observation Survey, 1993a, p. 48-49)

(Clay, M. M., An Observation Survey, 1993a, p. 52)
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APPENDIX C

Word Test

(Clay, M. M., An Observation Survey, 1993a, p. 56)
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APPENDIX D

Writing Vocabulary Sample

(Clay, An Observation Survey,1993a)

APPENDIX E

Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words Sample

(Clay, M. M., An Observation Survey, 1993a)

APPENDIX F

How to Score a Running Record

How to Code a Running Record

	Reading Behavior
	Code
	Meaning

	Accurate reading
	√ √ √ √ √
	A check is recorded for each word that is read accurately.

	Incorrect attempt

(error)
	attempt

text

attempt | attempt
       text     
	Draw a horizontal line. The child’s attempt is printed above the accurate word. If the child makes several attempts, they are all recorded with a vertical line between each.

	Told (error)
	​

text       T
	If the child makes no attempt, teacher says, “Try it.” If there is still no attempt the teacher gives word.

	
Appeal and Told

(error)
	     text       A     T
	The first response to a child’s verbal or nonverbal appeal for help should be, “You try it.” If an attempt is made it is recorded, if not mark ‘told’.

	Word omitted

(error)
	text
	Mark a dash above the word in the text that was omitted.

	
Word added

(error)


	word

                      
	The word is placed above a line to indicate there was no word in the text.

	Repetition

(no error)
	√ √ √ √ R √ √

√√√R
	If the child repeats a phrase draw a line back to where the child started. If a word is repeated, mark an ‘R’ following the word.

	Self-Correction
	√ √  attempt   SC √ √

          text


	Use the letters ‘SC’ to mark the child’s correction at the point of the error. 

	A note about  Self-Corection.

(no error)
	
	When a child is able to make the correction, regardless of previous attempts, no error is records. Mark all attempts followed by ‘SC’.


APPENDIX G

Sample Running Record

Text for: The merry-go-round. (97 running words, level 6)

	Page
	

	3

5

7

9

11

13
	“Look, Ben,” said Kate.

“I can see a merry-go-round.”

“ A merry-go-round,” said Ben.

“ I like the duck.”

“I’m going on the horse,” said Kate.

Mom said,

“You can go on the merry-go-round.

I will stay here.”

“Come on, Ben,” said Kate.

“Oh, no!” said Ben.

“I can not go on the duck.”

“And I can not go on the horse,”

said Kate.

“Look,” said Ben. “I can see a car!”

“You can go in the car,” said Kate.

“I will stay here.”

“Come here, Kate,” said Ben.

“This is a big car.

You can come in, too.”


(Clay, M. M., An Observation Survey, 1993a)
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